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Of BENEDICTUS PERERIUS of Valencia, of the Society of Jesus: The SECOND VOLUME of Commentaries and Disputations on Genesis. Containing nine books concerning the History …

LatineEnglish


BENEDICTI PERERII VALENTINI, E SOCIETATE IESU: COMMENTARIORUM ET Disputationum in Genesim, Tomus Secundus. Continens novem libros circa Historiam Mosis, de Diluvio, Arca Noë, Aedificatione Turris Babel, Confusione Linguarum, aliisque usque ad Vocationem Abrahae: id est, a capite quinto, usque ad duodecimum. Adiectus est praeterea huic Tomo, Liber eiusdem Auctoris de Benedictionibus duodecim Patriarcharum. LUGDUNI, EX OFFICINA IUNTARUM. M.D.XCIII. CUM PRIVILEGIO.
Of BENEDICTUS PERERIUS of Valencia, of the Society of Jesus: The SECOND VOLUME of Commentaries and Disputations on Genesis. Containing nine books concerning the History of Moses — on the Flood, the Ark of Noah, the Building of the Tower of Babel, the Confusion of Tongues, and other matters down to the Calling of Abraham: that is, from the fifth chapter to the twelfth. There is also added to this Volume a Book by the same Author On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs. LYON, FROM THE PRESS OF THE GIUNTA. 1593. WITH PRIVILEGE.1



Translator’s notes
	Title page (PDF 8). This is the Lyon (Giunta press) 1593 reprint of the work first printed at Rome in 1592 (cf. the colophon at printed p. 577). It announces the volume's nine books (Liber VIII–XVI, Genesis 6–11, ‘from chapter 5 to chapter 12’) and an APPENDED treatise — the ‘Liber de Benedictionibus duodecim Patriarcharum’ (On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs) — which would follow the main commentary (likely after the back-matter indexes, PDF 681+). Library stamps on the leaf: Colegio de la Concepción de Alcalá. ↩




To the most illustrious and most learned Lord LUPUS SOAREZ DE ALBERGARIA, Doctor of Sacred Theology, and Inquisitor against heretical depravity and apostasy in Lusitania …

LatineEnglish


To the most illustrious and most learned Lord LUPUS SOAREZ DE ALBERGARIA, Doctor of Sacred Theology, and Inquisitor against heretical depravity and apostasy in Lusitania [Portugal]. JOHN BAPTIST REGNAULD [sends] greeting.1
ILLUSTRISSIMO, AC DOCTISSIMO D. LUPO SOAREZ DE ALBERGARIA, SACRAE THEOLOGIAE Doctori, & contra Haereticam pravitatem, atque apostasiam in Lusitania Quaestori. IOANNES BAPTISTA REGNAULD. S.



Etsi à nobis humaniter, quod efflagitare posses, Albergaria Illustrissime, ut Benedicti Pererii è Societate IESU in Genesim Commentariorum pars altera dedita Lugduni opera ederetur; neque tibi tam facile fuit imperare, quàm nobis ad exoluendum pensum animum comparare. Acta res est: sed ut in lucem veniat, tua laude luce opus est. Par enim est ut à quo labor hic noster cepit auspicium, ab eodem exigat patrocinium. Ac tui nominis amplitudo & splendor quas non tenebras vel invidiae vel malevolentiae dissipabit? Haec prima nuncupationis causa obversatur animo. Scimus quantum, à longo terrarum & Oceani tractu dissiti, quanta tui sit generis claritas, quae à praecipua Lusitaniae & reliquae Hispaniae nobilitate petita, Hispanico oriundo cognomine Albergariae Etymologia, receptaculum ac tutelam hominum praedicet. Multo minus tua sapientia ac singularis in doctos viros, literarumque vel rudi conatu studiosos benevolentia latere potest. Quamobrem non solùm te hominum (quod gentile cognomen indicat), sed ingenuarum maximè artium receptaculum iure dixerimus. Quid receptaculum? imò, absit elogio invidia, spectaculum. In te uno multiplici eruditione viro humanarum & divinarum literarum cultore sapientissimo, ingenuo dignos artes spectandas proponis.
Although, most illustrious Albergaria, you might humanely have demanded of us that the second part of the Commentaries on Genesis by Benedict Pererius of the Society of Jesus be published by the press at Lyon — yet it was not as easy for you to command it as for us to dispose our minds to discharge the task. The thing is done; but that it may come to light, it has need of the light of your praise. For it is fitting that from him by whom this our labor took its auspice, from that same it should claim its patronage. And what shadows of envy or of malevolence will the amplitude and splendor of your name not scatter? This is the first occasion of the dedication that presents itself to my mind. We know how great — set apart though you are by a long tract of lands and ocean — how great is the renown of your lineage, which, drawn from the foremost nobility of Lusitania and the rest of Spain, by the etymology of the Spanish-derived surname ‘Albergaria’ [a lodging, shelter], proclaims you a receptacle and protection of men. Much less can your wisdom, and your singular benevolence toward learned men and toward those zealous for letters even by rude effort, lie hidden. Wherefore we may rightly call you a receptacle not only of men (as your family surname indicates), but most of all of the liberal arts. Why ‘receptacle’? Nay — let envy be far from the praise — a ‘spectacle.’ In you alone, a man of manifold erudition, a most wise cultivator of human and divine letters, you set forth noble arts worthy to be beheld.2



Te scilicet spectant bonarum artium amatores; post spectaculum, insignis Bibliothecae tuae theatrum demirantur. Te perhonorifica doctissimorum hominum iudicia efferunt, te constans ubique fama decantat. Nemini igitur mirum videri debet, si videndi cupidis mortalibus lucem adferre, & ex antiquo Caesarum documento spectacula exhibere curas. Macte esto industria, Lupe Illustrissime, cui rectè Genesis, hoc est, generatio, abiecto obscuritatis integumento propalam debetur: tu enim consepulta tenebris literarum monumenta vitae restitui Typographiae beneficio elaboras. Immò verò ratione dissentanea visum fugit, ut Pererius, ex ea familia quam unicè amas, quae terrarum orbem nominis sui fama complevit, plenissimo flumine rivus alveo extra ripas effluat; & quemadmodum Arar à Rhodano Lugduni incrementum accipit, sic Pererius Lugduni apud Iuntas, tuis auspiciis Rhodano vel Galliae coniunctus, crescente indies eruditionis gloria conspicietur. At tu, Albergaria doctissime, neque amoris pignus aspernere, neque à Iuntis abalienato animo disiungi velis. Quorum alterum obtinebit auctoris dignitas, alterum nobis de tua humanitate pollicemur. Vale.
To you, indeed, the lovers of the good arts look; after the spectacle, they marvel at the theater of your distinguished Library. The most honorable judgments of the most learned men extol you; constant fame everywhere sings of you. To no one, therefore, ought it to seem strange if you take care to bring light to mortals eager to see, and to exhibit spectacles after the ancient example of the Caesars. Go on and prosper in your industry, most illustrious Lupus, to whom Genesis — that is, ‘generation’ — is rightly owed in the open, the covering of obscurity cast off: for you labor that the monuments of literature, buried in darkness, be restored to life by the benefit of Typography. Nay rather, it would escape [reason] by an unfitting account, that Pererius — from that family which you uniquely love, which has filled the globe with the fame of its name — should flow out, a stream beyond its banks in fullest flood from its channel; and just as the Arar [Saône] receives increase from the Rhône at Lyon, so Pererius, [printed] at Lyon by the Giunta press and, under your auspices, joined to the Rhône or to Gaul, will be beheld with the glory of his erudition growing day by day. But you, most learned Albergaria, neither spurn this pledge of love, nor wish to be disjoined from the Giuntas with an alienated mind. The one of these the author's dignity will obtain; the other we promise ourselves from your humanity. Farewell.3



Translator’s notes
	Dedication of the Lyon edition (PDF 10), by the publisher Jean-Baptiste Regnauld, to Lupo Soarez de Albergaria, the Portuguese Inquisitor — a learned bibliophile. (This is distinct from the author's own dedication, which follows on PDF 12.) ↩
	§ (Regnauld to Albergaria, part 1). The publisher explains he prints Pererius's second volume at Lyon and dedicates it to Albergaria as its patron; he praises the dedicatee's noble Portuguese-Spanish lineage (punning on ‘Albergaria’ = a shelter/‘receptacle’), his wisdom, and his patronage of letters and the liberal arts. ↩
	§ (Regnauld to Albergaria, part 2). Continued praise of Albergaria's famous library and patronage; a conceit that publishing Pererius at Lyon (as the Saône joins the Rhône) will increase his fame; and a closing plea that the dedicatee accept this ‘pledge of love’ and keep his goodwill toward the Giunta press. Ends ‘Vale.’ ↩




To HENRY CAETANI [Enrico Gaetani], Cardinal of the Holy Roman Church and most ample Chamberlain. BENEDICT PERERIUS, of the Society of Jesus, sends greeting

LatineEnglish


To HENRY CAETANI [Enrico Gaetani], Cardinal of the Holy Roman Church and most ample Chamberlain. BENEDICT PERERIUS, of the Society of Jesus, sends greeting.1
HENRICO CAETANO, S.R.E. CARDINALI ET CAMERARIO AMPLISSIMO. BENEDICTUS PERERIUS E SOCIETATE IESU, S.D.



Ex eo tempore quo primus in Genesim Commentariorum meorum tomus, Cardinalis Amplissime, in publicum exiit, quantus ad laudum tuarum magnitudinem accessit cumulus, tantum etiam mihi ad Sacras literas pro earum dignitate tractandas facultatis accessisset: equidem non spero ut, in primis ille Commentariorum tomus doctis minimè displicuit, sic & alterum suave placeret. Namque id temporis effecta est memorabilis illa tua legatio: quae ut amplissima sibi suscepta fuit gravissimorum laborum & periculorum, molestissimarumque curarum, ita summae laudis atque immortalis gloriae seges tibi uberrima. Profudisti quidem tu in ea legatione, ac propemodum evertisti patrimonium tuum: sed ita tamen pro publica Religionis causa, ut in Regno quondam florentissimo propugnando tuendaque profuderis: pro qua vel ipsum sanguinem vitamque profundere gloriosum erat. Verùm maior profectò ea res fuit quàm ut copiosa & rotunda oratione satis praedicari, nedum in tempore strictim & raptim pro merito laudari queat. Constat sanè (iuvat me tantùm praeteriisse hoc tempore) fuisse neminem eo tempore in Gallia qui maiori quàm tu vel Haereticis odio & terrori esset, vel solatio & praesidio Catholicis. Tuam scilicet Haeretici oderant simul timebantque ac formidabant, ad occulta ipsorum retegenda & retexenda consilia…
From the time when the first volume of my Commentaries on Genesis, most ample Cardinal, came forth into public, as great an accumulation accrued to the magnitude of your praises, so much faculty also would have accrued to me for treating the Sacred letters according to their dignity: I do not indeed hope that, as that first volume of Commentaries by no means displeased the learned, so this second too should pleasantly please. For at that time was accomplished that memorable legation of yours — which, as it was undertaken most amply, of the gravest labors and dangers and most troublesome cares, so was for you a most fruitful harvest of the highest praise and immortal glory. You indeed poured out in that legation, and almost overturned, your patrimony; yet so for the public cause of Religion, that you poured it out in defending and protecting a Kingdom once most flourishing [France] — for which it was glorious to pour out even one's very blood and life. But that matter was assuredly greater than could be sufficiently proclaimed in a copious and rounded oration, much less be praised at the present time briefly and in haste according to its merit. It is certainly agreed (it suffices me only to have touched on it at this time) that there was no one at that time in France who was a greater object of hatred and terror to the heretics, or of solace and protection to the Catholics, than you. The heretics, that is, hated and at once feared and dreaded you — for [your] uncovering and unraveling of their hidden designs…2



…conatusque opprimendos mire perspicacem vigilantemque prudentiam. In malis porrò quae vitari non poterant fortiter perferendis, invictam animi tui constantiam admirari vel inviti cogebantur. Verùm ante omnia urebat eos, quod tua potissimum auctoritate, consilio, oratione, Catholicorum animos, ne tantis in rerum angustiis debilitarentur, roborari ac sustentari cernebant. At enim contra, fidei & religionis Catholicae amatores atque defensores ad te, quasi firmissimum quoddam Gallicae Ecclesiae columen tutissimumque propugnaculum, confugiebant. Itaque ut te praesentem, pro eximia tua suavitate & parati ad omnia tum consilii tum animi magnitudine, boni omnes mirificè coluerunt, ita te discedentem & absentem incredibile sui desiderium in eorum animis reliquisti. Praeclarè igitur defunctus munere tuo (quod sanè in tam arduo & perplexo negotio rarum fuit), rediisti ad nos re quidem familiari valde attenuata & attrita, sed rei Christianae prudenter, pie ac fideliter gestae conscientia locuples, celeberrimoque apud omnes fama ditissimus. Ergo, quia ut Noë paucos illos homines per Arcam Diluvii exitio liberavit, ita tu plurimos exitiali malorum ab Haereticis imminentium eluvione servasti, consentaneum esse duximus ea tibi offerre ac dicare, quae nos de Noë, de Arca, de Diluvio, de Animalibus quae in Arcam recepta Diluvii cladem evaserunt, aliisque rebus ad eam Historiam pertinentibus commentati sumus, & mandata Typis in hunc secundum tomum inclusimus. Non peto abs te ut meum hoc munus gratum acceptumque habeas: id enim dubitare me non sinit ea ista in omnes humanitas, benignitas, & qua me dignatus es singularis quaedam benevolentia & gratia. Illud potius rogo, ut filios excellentissimi Ducis Honorati fratris tui, lectissimos iuvenes qui Ecclesiasticis muneribus & honoribus destinantur, ad haec maximè divinarum literarum studia inclines & applices; in his detineri eos, his potissimum gaudere ac delectari velis. Nimirum in hisce studiis vera elucent Christianae nobilitatis decora; ex his praecipua Ecclesiasticae dignitatis ornamenta petenda sunt; haec honestissimis animi oblectamentis suavissimisque voluptatibus redundant; in his demum non terrestrium breviusque periturarum opum, sed immortalium atque caelestium divitiarum thesauri continentur.
…and your marvelously perspicacious and vigilant prudence in crushing their attempts. And in bravely enduring the evils that could not be avoided, even unwilling they were compelled to admire the unconquered constancy of your mind. But above all it galled them that, by your authority especially, your counsel, and your eloquence, they saw the minds of the Catholics strengthened and sustained, lest they be weakened in such straits. But on the contrary, the lovers and defenders of the Catholic faith and religion fled to you as to a most firm pillar and most safe bulwark of the Gallican Church. And so, as all good men wonderfully revered you when present — for your exceptional gentleness and your greatness both of counsel and of spirit ready for all things — so at your departure and absence you left an incredible longing for you in their minds. Having therefore discharged your office excellently (which in so arduous and perplexed a business was indeed rare), you returned to us with your private fortune much diminished and worn away, yet rich in the consciousness of a Christian cause prudently, piously, and faithfully conducted, and most wealthy in renown most celebrated among all. Therefore, since — just as Noah by the Ark freed those few men from the destruction of the Flood — so you have saved very many from the deadly inundation of evils threatening from the heretics, we have thought it fitting to offer and dedicate to you those things which we have commented on concerning Noah, the Ark, the Flood, the animals which, received into the Ark, escaped the disaster of the Flood, and other matters pertaining to that History, and have enclosed, committed to type, in this second volume. I do not beg of you that you hold this gift of mine pleasing and accepted: for that humanity toward all, that benignity, and that singular benevolence and grace with which you have deemed me worthy, do not allow me to doubt it. Rather I ask this: that you incline and apply the sons of the most excellent Duke Honoratus your brother — most choice young men, destined for ecclesiastical offices and honors — to these studies of divine letters above all; that you wish them to be kept in these, and to rejoice and delight in these above all. For in these studies the true glories of Christian nobility shine forth; from these the chief ornaments of ecclesiastical dignity are to be sought; these abound in the most honorable delights of the mind and the sweetest pleasures; in these, finally, are contained the treasures not of earthly and quickly-perishing wealth, but of immortal and heavenly riches.3



Translator’s notes
	The author's own dedication (PDF 12), the original Rome 1592 dedication, to Cardinal Enrico Caetani — papal Camerlengo and recently legate to France during the Wars of Religion. ↩
	§ (Pererius to Caetani, part 1). Pererius dedicates the second volume to Cardinal Caetani, whose celebrated legation to France (1589–90, during the Wars of Religion) had cost him his patrimony in defense of the Catholic cause; no one in France was more feared by the heretics or a greater protection to Catholics (continues next page). ↩
	§ (Pererius to Caetani, part 2). The heretics feared Caetani's prudence and constancy; Catholics fled to him as the bulwark of the Gallican Church; he returned from France poorer but glorious. Pererius draws the dedication's conceit: as Noah's Ark saved a few from the Flood, Caetani saved many from the ‘flood’ of heresy — so a volume on Noah, the Ark, and the Flood fittingly belongs to him. He closes by urging Caetani to direct his brother Duke Onorato's sons (bound for the Church) to the study of sacred letters. ↩




THE AUTHOR TO THE READER. I indeed believed, most humane Reader, when I published the first Volume of my Commentaries on Genesis, that what remained of that book could …

LatineEnglish


AUCTOR LECTORI. Credebam equidem, humanissime Lector, cùm edidi primum Tomum Commentariorum meorum in Genesim, fore ut quod reliquum erat eius libri, una altera Commentariorum tomo absolvi & comprehendi posset. Verùm opinionem meam fefellit eventus. Ita enim crevit opus, vel propter multarum rerum obscuritatem, quae iungenda ad commentandum excitat vehementius & acrius industriam acuit, vel propter ingentium aliarum rerum ubertatem atque amoenitatem, quae ad copiam invitat simulque pellit plurimùm, ut nisi quod superabat duos in tomos dispertitum esset, nec longius nec legenti satis commodum & iucundum fore videretur. Nunc igitur in lucem prodit secundus tomus, historiam Mosis à capite quinto usque ad duodecimum novem libris Commentariorum & Disputationum complectens. In quo absolvendo, poliendo, limando & perficiendo, quantum à nobis operae, laboris & curae suscipi & consumi necesse fuerit, in rebus quae in eo tractantur doctus & versatus Lector, etiam nobis tacentibus, facilè iudicabit. De tertii autem tomi editione nihil audeo polliceri, propter incertam & fallacem valetudinis & vitae conditionem. Illud tamen verè possum dicere, maiorem eius tomi partem à nobis elaboratam & confectam esse. Vale.
THE AUTHOR TO THE READER. I indeed believed, most humane Reader, when I published the first Volume of my Commentaries on Genesis, that what remained of that book could be completed and comprehended in one further volume of Commentaries. But the event deceived my expectation. For the work so grew — whether on account of the obscurity of many matters, which, being joined together for commentary, more vehemently rouses and sharpens industry, or on account of the abundance and pleasantness of many other matters, which invites to copiousness and at once impels it greatly — that, unless what remained were divided into two volumes, it would seem neither [short] enough nor convenient and pleasant enough for the reader. Now therefore the second volume comes to light, comprising the history of Moses from the fifth chapter to the twelfth in nine books of Commentaries and Disputations. In completing, polishing, filing, and perfecting it, how much of effort, labor, and care had to be undertaken and spent by us, the learned and practiced Reader will easily judge — even while we are silent — from the matters treated in it. Concerning the publication of the third volume I dare promise nothing, on account of the uncertain and deceptive condition of my health and life. Yet this I can truly say: that the greater part of that volume has been worked out and finished by us. Farewell.1



APPROBATIO OPERIS. Ego Frater Ioannes Çaragoça, Magister & Socius Reverendissimi P. Fratris Bartholomaei de Miranda, Magistri Sacri Palatii, ex commissione suae Reverendissimae P. vidi & perlegi secundum Tomum Commentariorum in Genesim novem libris comprehensum, quem Reverendus admodum P. Benedictus Pererius Valentinus è Societate IESU, una cum libro de Benedictionibus duodecim Patriarcharum, summa diligentia elaboratum edit in lucem. In eo nihil deprehendi Fidei Catholicae Christianaeque disciplinae dissonum, ac morum integritati adversum, quodve Catholicorum Principum mentes offendere [possit], sed plurimam eruditionem, variam & multiplicem sanctorum Patrum doctrinam, Theologorum minimè vulgarem lectionem, atque in explicandis Geneseos capitibus miram dexteritatem. Eamque ob rem illam approbo, atque dignam censeo quae typis excusa in communem omnium utilitatem & usum exponatur. In cuius rei fidem praesentem manu propria subscripsi. Die 18. Aprilis, 1592. F.P. Ioannes Çaragoça Magister.
APPROBATION OF THE WORK. I, Brother Joannes Çaragoça [Zaragoza], Master and Associate of the most Reverend Father Brother Bartholomew de Miranda, Master of the Sacred Palace, by commission of his most Reverend Paternity, have seen and read through the second Volume of Commentaries on Genesis comprised in nine books, which the very Reverend Father Benedict Pererius of Valencia, of the Society of Jesus, together with the book On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs, has brought to light, worked out with the greatest diligence. In it I have found nothing dissonant from the Catholic Faith and Christian discipline, nothing adverse to the integrity of morals, nothing that could offend the minds of Catholic Princes, but much erudition, the varied and manifold doctrine of the holy Fathers, a far from common reading of the Theologians, and a wonderful dexterity in explaining the chapters of Genesis. For which reason I approve it, and judge it worthy to be set forth in print for the common utility and use of all. In faith of which I have signed the present [approbation] with my own hand. The 18th day of April, 1592. Fr. Joannes Çaragoça, Master.2



Extraict du privilege de Monseigneur le Duc de Genevois, & de Nemours. Par privilege de Monseigneur le Duc de Genevois & de Nemours, Pair de France, suyvant le pouvoir à luy donné de Monseigneur le Duc de Mayenne, Lieutenant general de l'Estat Royal & Couronne de France, est permis à IEAN BAPTISTE REGNAULD, marchand Libraire à Lyon, de faire imprimer le second Tome & volume d'œuvres de R.P. BENEDICTUS PERERIUS, de la Compagnie de IESUS, sur le Genese. Avec defences à tous autres Libraires & Imprimeurs de cestedicte ville de Lyon, d'imprimer, ou faire imprimer, vendre, ny distribuer, autres que ceux dudict Regnauld, par l'espace de dix ans, à commençant au iour que ladicte impression aura esté achevee, à peine de confiscation & amande arbitraire. Ce qui est tenu pour notifié à tous & un chacun, suyvant ladict dudict privilege apposé audict liure. Donné à Lyon le dernier iour de Mars, 1592. Signé, CHARLES DE SAVOYE. Et par Monseigneur, MALEZIEU.
Extract of the privilege of My Lord the Duke of Genevois and of Nemours. By privilege of My Lord the Duke of Genevois and of Nemours, Peer of France, following the power given to him by My Lord the Duke of Mayenne, Lieutenant-General of the Royal Estate and Crown of France: JEAN-BAPTISTE REGNAULD, bookseller-merchant at Lyon, is permitted to have printed the second Tome and volume of the works of the Reverend Father BENEDICTUS PERERIUS, of the Society of Jesus, on Genesis. With prohibition to all other booksellers and printers of this said city of Lyon to print, or have printed, sell, or distribute [it], other than those of the said Regnauld, for the space of ten years, beginning on the day when the said printing shall have been completed, under penalty of confiscation and an arbitrary fine. Which is held as notified to each and all, according to the said [clause] of the said privilege affixed to the said book. Given at Lyon, the last day of March, 1592. Signed, CHARLES DE SAVOIE. And by My Lord, MALEZIEU.3



Privilegium P. Provincialis Lugdun. Provinciae Societatis IESU, Ioanni Baptistae Regnaldo concessum. BERNARDINUS CASTORIUS, Provincialis Collegiorum Societatis IESU in Provincia Lugdunensi, iuxta privilegia eidem Societati à Christianissimo Galliarum Rege die 10. Maii anni 1583. concessa (quo Bibliopolis omnibus prohibetur, ne libros ab eiusdem Societatis hominibus compositos absque eorum permissione imprimant), permitto Ioanni Baptistae Regnaldo, Lugdunensi Bibliopolae, ut opus cui titulus est, Benedicti Pererii Valentini, Presbyteri Societatis IESU Doctorisque Theologi, Commentariorum in Genesim Tomus secundus, cui adiunctus est eiusdem Auctoris Liber de Benedictionibus duodecim Patriarcharum, ad sex proximos annos imprimere ac liberè divendere possit. Datum Lugduni die 6. Iunii, 1592. BERNARDINUS CASTORIUS.
Privilege of the Father Provincial of the Lyon Province of the Society of Jesus, granted to Jean-Baptiste Regnauld. BERNARDINUS CASTORIUS [Bernardino Castori], Provincial of the Colleges of the Society of Jesus in the Province of Lyon, according to the privileges granted to the same Society by the Most Christian King of France on the 10th day of May 1583 (by which all booksellers are forbidden to print books composed by men of the same Society without their permission), do permit Jean-Baptiste Regnauld, bookseller of Lyon, that he may, for the next six years, print and freely sell the work entitled: ‘Of Benedict Pererius of Valencia, Priest of the Society of Jesus and Doctor of Theology, The Second Volume of Commentaries on Genesis’ — to which is adjoined, by the same Author, the ‘Book On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs.’ Given at Lyon, the 6th day of June, 1592. BERNARDINUS CASTORIUS.4



Translator’s notes
	‘The Author to the Reader’ (PDF 14). Pererius explains that the remaining Genesis material grew too large for one volume, so it was split; this second volume covers Gen 5–12 (Noah to the calling of Abraham) in nine books. He will not promise a third volume given his failing health, though most of it is already drafted. (The first volume covered Gen 1–5; a third, on the later chapters, was indeed published later.) ↩
	Approbation (PDF 14, foot). The official ecclesiastical license, by Fr. Joannes Çaragoça, associate of the Master of the Sacred Palace (Bartolomé de Miranda), dated 18 April 1592 (Rome) — confirming the work (with the appended treatise on the Twelve Patriarchs' Blessings) contains nothing against faith or morals and is fit to print. A French printing privilege follows on PDF 17. ↩
	French royal printing privilege (PDF 17, upper). Issued in the name of Charles of Savoy, Duke of Genevois-Nemours — acting under the Duke of Mayenne (the Catholic League's lieutenant-general during the French Wars of Religion) — granting the Lyon bookseller Jean-Baptiste Regnauld a 10-year monopoly on this second volume. Given at Lyon, 31 March 1592. (Text in French, as printed.) ↩
	Jesuit Provincial's privilege (PDF 17, lower). Bernardino Castori, Provincial of Lyon, grants Regnauld a 6-year license under the Society's royal privilege of 10 May 1583 (which barred printing Jesuit authors' works without permission). Given at Lyon, 6 June 1592. Again names the appended treatise On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs. ↩




WHAT MATTER, MOREOVER, IS CHIEFLY TREATED IN EACH OF THE NINE BOOKS OF THIS VOLUME, the Index which I shall here subjoin will show the Reader clearly and briefly. INDEX …
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WHAT MATTER, MOREOVER, IS CHIEFLY TREATED IN EACH OF THE NINE BOOKS OF THIS VOLUME, the Index which I shall here subjoin will show the Reader clearly and briefly. INDEX OF THE BOOKS OF THE SECOND VOLUME.1
QUAENAM PORRO IN UNOQUOQUE NOVEM LIBRORUM HUIUS TOMI PRAECIPUE tractetur materia, Index quem hic subiiciam perspicuè ac breviter ostendet Lectori. INDEX LIBRORUM SECUNDI TOMI.



In libro octavo, qui est primus huius tomi, agitur de scelerata filiorum Dei & filiarum hominum commixtione; de Gigantibus; de generali hominum corruptela, propter quam missum à Deo est Diluvium. In libro nono, qui est secundus, de laudibus Noë & de iis quae diluvio interierunt. In libro decimo, qui est tertius, de Arca Noë tam secundum historiam, quàm secundum allegoriam & tropologiam. In libro undecimo, qui est quartus, de iis quae fuerunt in Arca, id est, de Hominibus, Animalibus & Cibariis. In libro duodecimo, qui est quintus, de Diluvii generatione, incremento, & statu. In libro decimo tertio, qui est sextus, de eiusdem diluvii diminutione ac fine; & de sacrificio quod Noë, statim ut Arca egressus est, obtulit Deo. In libro decimo quarto, qui est septimus, de carnium esu post diluvium hominibus concesso; de vetito sanguinis esu; de Iride signo…
In the eighth book, which is the first of this volume, is treated the wicked commingling of the sons of God and the daughters of men; the Giants; the general corruption of men, on account of which the Flood was sent by God. In the ninth book (the second): the praises of Noah and the things that perished in the flood. In the tenth book (the third): the Ark of Noah, both according to history and according to allegory and tropology. In the eleventh book (the fourth): the things that were in the Ark — that is, Men, Animals, and Provisions. In the twelfth book (the fifth): the generation, increase, and state of the Flood. In the thirteenth book (the sixth): the diminution and end of the same flood, and the sacrifice which Noah, as soon as he had left the Ark, offered to God. In the fourteenth book (the seventh): the eating of flesh granted to men after the flood; the forbidden eating of blood; the Rainbow as a sign…2



…nunquam amplius venturi diluvii; de ebrietate ac nuditate Noë; de filiorum eius partim maledictione, partim benedictione. In libro decimo quinto, qui est octavus, de prima hominum ex tribus filiis Noë post diluvium multiplicatione; de prima item gentium, nationum & regnorum origine. In libro decimo sexto, qui est nonus, de aedificatione civitatis & turris Babel; de confusione ac divisione linguarum atque hominum per omnem terrae orbem dispersione; de progenie Sem usque ad Abraham; de Abrahae ortu, coniugio & transmigratione ex Chaldaea in Mesopotamiam.
…of the flood that would never come again; the drunkenness and nakedness of Noah; the partly-curse, partly-blessing of his sons. In the fifteenth book (the eighth): the first multiplication of men from the three sons of Noah after the flood; and likewise the first origin of peoples, nations, and kingdoms. In the sixteenth book (the ninth): the building of the city and tower of Babel; the confusion and division of tongues and the dispersion of men over the whole globe; the progeny of Sem down to Abraham; and the birth, marriage, and migration of Abraham from Chaldea into Mesopotamia.3



His autem novem libris subiunctus est commentarius eiusdem Auctoris in Undecim Prophetias Iacob, sive de Benedictionibus duodecim Patriarcharum, cuius Indicem, tam alphabeticum quàm locorum sacrae Scripturae, post finem eius Commentarii reperiet lector. Quae verò in singulis superiorum novem librorum, qui sunt proprii huius secundi tomi, visa nobis sunt cum ad agnitionem pulcherrima, tum ad varios legentium usus commodissima, eorum nos copiosissimum Indicem, & quasi Breviarium quoddam totius operis, hoc loco praeteximus.
And to these nine books is subjoined a commentary by the same Author on the Eleven Prophecies of Jacob, or On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs, whose Index — both alphabetical and of passages of sacred Scripture — the reader will find after the end of that Commentary. But the things in each of the nine foregoing books (which are proper to this second volume) that have seemed to us both most beautiful for knowledge and most convenient for the various uses of readers — of these we have here prefixed a most copious Index, and, as it were, a certain Breviary of the whole work.4



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the book-by-book synopsis (PDF 18) — a brief table of contents of the nine books (Liber VIII–XVI). ↩
	Synopsis of Liber VIII–XIV (1st–7th books of the volume): VIII = sons of God/daughters of men, the Giants, the general corruption that brought the Flood (Gen 6); IX = praises of Noah and what perished; X = the Ark (literal & allegorical); XI = the Ark's contents (men, animals, provisions); XII = the Flood's rise; XIII = its abatement and Noah's sacrifice; XIV begins = post-flood flesh-eating, the blood prohibition, the Rainbow (continues next page). ↩
	Synopsis concluded: Liber XIV (rest) = the rainbow covenant, Noah's drunkenness, the curse/blessing of his sons; XV (8th book) = the post-flood multiplication and the first origin of peoples and nations (Gen 10); XVI (9th book) = Babel, the confusion of tongues and dispersion, Sem's line to Abraham, and Abraham's birth/marriage/migration (Gen 11). This matches the full sweep of the translated commentary (printed pp. 1–577). ↩
	Structural note (PDF 19): a separate commentary — On the Eleven Prophecies of Jacob / On the Blessings of the Twelve Patriarchs — is appended after the nine books, with its own (alphabetical + Scripture) indexes following IT. And the ‘most copious Index’ that follows here (PDF 20–67) is the subject index to the nine books, a ‘Breviary of the whole work.’ ↩




THE EIGHTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, WHICH CONCERNS THE CAUSE FOR WHICH THE FLOOD WAS SENT BY GOD

LatineEnglish


THE EIGHTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, WHICH CONCERNS THE CAUSE FOR WHICH THE FLOOD WAS SENT BY GOD.
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER OCTAVUS, QUI EST DE CAUSA PROPTER QUAM MISSUM A DEO EST DILUVIUM.
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THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES. From the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis.
HISTORIA MOSIS. Ex capite sexto libri Geneseos.



Cumque coepissent homines multiplicari super terram, et filias procreassent, videntes filii Dei filias hominum quod essent pulchrae, acceperunt sibi uxores ex omnibus quas elegerant. Dixitque Deus: Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine in aeternum, quia caro est: eruntque dies illius centum viginti anni. Gigantes autem erant super terram in diebus illis. Postquam enim ingressi sunt filii Dei ad filias hominum, illaeque genuerunt, isti sunt potentes a saeculo, viri famosi. Videns autem Deus quod multa malitia hominum esset in terra, et cuncta cogitatio cordis intenta esset ad malum omni tempore: poenituit eum quod hominem fecisset in terra. Et praecavens in futurum, et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus: Delebo, inquit, hominem quem creavi, a facie terrae, ab homine usque ad animantia, a reptili usque ad volucres caeli; poenitet enim me fecisse eos.
And when men had begun to multiply upon the earth and had brought forth daughters, the sons of God, seeing that the daughters of men were beautiful, took to themselves wives from among all whom they had chosen. And God said: My spirit shall not remain in man forever, because he is flesh; and his days shall be one hundred and twenty years. Now giants were upon the earth in those days. For after the sons of God went in to the daughters of men and they bore children, these are the mighty ones of old, men of renown. But God, seeing that the wickedness of men was great upon the earth, and that every thought of the heart was bent upon evil at all times, repented that he had made man on the earth. And taking precaution for the future, and touched inwardly with sorrow of heart, he said: I will destroy man, whom I have created, from the face of the earth — from man even to the beasts, from the creeping thing even to the birds of the air; for it repenteth me that I have made them.
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PREFACE.
PRAEFATIO.



Duae res in sexto capite libri Geneseos praecipue tractantur. Primum enim causam exponit Moses cur Deus generali diluvio totius orbis terrarum universum genus hominum atque animalium (paucis exceptis) perdere ac delere voluerit. Deinde structuram describit Arcae iussu Dei a Noë fabricatae, qua ipse cum familia sua et aliquot cuiusque speciei animalibus, Diluvii cladem evadens, tanquam seminarium futurae postea reparationis et renovationis mundi, conservaretur. Sed nos in priori parte huius Capitis, id est, in causa Diluvii explicanda, hunc octavum librum consumemus. Causam vero illati Diluvii docet Moses fuisse hominum illius temporis improbitatem, nequitiam et malitiam: non qualemcunque, sed enormem, immanem, intolerandam, quaeque modum omnem et mensuram excedens, Deum ceteroqui clementissimum et humani generis amantissimum ad internecionem omnium paene hominum compulerit.
Two matters are principally treated in the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis. First, Moses sets forth the cause for which God willed to destroy and blot out, by a general flood of the whole world, the entire race of men and of animals (a few excepted). Next, he describes the structure of the Ark built by Noah at God's command, in which Noah himself, with his family and several animals of every kind, escaping the disaster of the Flood, might be preserved as a seedbed, so to speak, of the later restoration and renewal of the world. But we shall devote this eighth book to the first part of this chapter — that is, to explaining the cause of the Flood. Now Moses teaches that the cause of the Flood that was sent was the wickedness (improbitas), depravity, and malice of the men of that time: not wickedness of just any sort, but enormous, monstrous, and intolerable — wickedness which, exceeding all bound and measure, drove God, otherwise most clement and most loving toward the human race, to the destruction of nearly all mankind.



Fuit autem hominum eius temporis improbitas quattuor maxime rebus insignis. Primo, fuit generalis, id est, non paucorum hominum, sed omnium, exceptis duntaxat octo, qui ab exitio diluvii servati sunt: qui an omnes boni fuerint, an propter Noë sanctitatem alii septem servati sint, non omnino certum est. Nec ea improbitas posterorum Cain, hominum scilicet impiorum ac sceleratorum, tantum fuit, sed ex sanctissimis viris Seth et Enos progenitos etiam pervasit: ita ut, qui propter genus ex sanctissimis parentibus ductum, et quod ipsi divinae sapientiae, pietatis, iustitiae ac sanctitatis professores essent, filii Dei appellabantur, eadem mali contagione infecti et corrupti fuerint. Fuit igitur generalis eo tempore hominum malitia: quod significans Moses: Omnis, inquit, caro corruperat viam suam super terram.
Now the wickedness of the men of that age was distinguished chiefly by four things. First, it was universal — that is, the wickedness not of a few men but of all, with the sole exception of the eight who were preserved from the destruction of the Flood; and whether all of these were good, or whether the other seven were saved on account of Noah's holiness, is not altogether certain. Nor was that wickedness confined to the posterity of Cain — that is, to impious and criminal men only — but it spread even to those descended from those most holy men, Seth and Enos: so that the very men who, because of their descent from most holy parents, and because they were themselves professors of divine wisdom, piety, justice, and holiness, were called “sons of God,” were infected and corrupted by the same contagion of evil. The malice of men in that time was therefore universal; and Moses, signifying this, says: “All flesh had corrupted its way upon the earth.”1



DEINDE non fuit mediocris aut tolerabilis improbitas, sed summa et ad extremum perducta nequitia, et, ut loqui solet scriptura, completa vel consummata malitia. Quod indicavit Moses, cum dixit vidisse Deum quod multa malitia hominum esset in terra, et cuncta cogitatio cordis intenta esset ad malum omni tempore. Nec vero fuit brevis improbitas, sed longissimo tempore duravit, per annos scilicet prope septingentos: ut admirari liceat incomparabilem Dei patientiam et longanimitatem, qui tamdiu tantam morum perversitatem et vitiorum colluviem sustinuerit, expectans dum homines illi resipiscerent et poenitentiam agerent. Sed illi secundum duritiam suam et impoenitens cor thesaurizabant sibi iram Dei. Illud denique magnitudinem malitiae eorum hominum declarat, quod saepe moniti, et divinis comminationibus territi, et per centum annos arcam videntes a Noë fabricari — certissimum futuri diluvii et generalis exitii hominum testimonium et argumentum — nullo tamen modo a sua impietate et pravitate revocari potuerunt. Hoc licet apertis verbis non dicat Moses, ex eo tamen licet coniicere, quod scribit Deum hominibus illis centum viginti annos indulsisse: spatium scilicet resipiscendi et poenitentiae agendae impartiens.
SECONDLY, it was no middling or tolerable wickedness, but supreme depravity carried to the utmost extreme — and, as Scripture is wont to speak, “complete” or “consummated” malice. Moses indicated this when he said that God saw that the wickedness of men was great upon the earth, and that every thought of the heart was bent upon evil at all times. Nor indeed was it a brief wickedness: it lasted a very long time — for nearly seven hundred years — so that one may well marvel at the incomparable patience and longsuffering of God, who for so long endured such perversity of morals and such a cesspool of vices, waiting for those men to come to their senses and repent. But they, “according to their hardness and impenitent heart, were treasuring up to themselves the wrath of God” (Rom. 2). Finally, this declares the magnitude of those men's malice: that though often warned, terrified by divine threats, and for a hundred years watching the ark being built by Noah — a most certain testimony and proof of the coming flood and of the general destruction of mankind — they nevertheless could in no way be called back from their impiety and depravity. Although Moses does not say this in express words, it may be gathered from the fact that he writes that God granted those men a hundred and twenty years — allotting them, namely, a space for coming to their senses and doing penance.2



Nec ad id persuadendum non facit, quod B. Petrus posterioris Epistolae suae cap. 2 Noë appellat iustitiae praeconem: ex quo significatur eum hominibus sui temporis praedicasse iustitiam Dei, id est, iustitiam illam scelerum vindicem et ultricem, quae eos, nisi a sceleribus suis discederent, atrocissimo esset supplicio punitura [?]. Vel praedicabat iustitiam, docens quam aequum et iustum esset colere Deum potius quam creaturam, et divinis iussis obsequi, et caelestia atque aeterna bona concupiscere et sectari potius quam terrena et mortalia: vel praedicabat iustitiam, quae servanda et exercenda est erga proximum, abstinendo scilicet et manus et animum ab omni maleficio.
Nor does it fail to support this point that St. Peter, in the second chapter of his later Epistle, calls Noah a “herald of justice” (iustitiae praeco) — by which it is signified that he preached to the men of his time the justice of God, that is, that justice which avenges and punishes crimes, and which, unless they departed from their wickedness, would punish them with a most dreadful penalty [reading partly reconstructed]. Or he preached justice by teaching how fair and just it is to worship God rather than the creature, to obey the divine commands, and to desire and pursue heavenly and eternal goods rather than earthly and mortal ones; or he preached that justice which must be kept and exercised toward one's neighbor — namely, by restraining both hand and mind from every evil deed.3



Talis igitur tantaque fuit improbitas illius temporis, quae supplicium diluvii promerita est. Nec absimilis futura est malitia, quae generale illud orbis incendium in consummatione saeculi praecedet: quod non obscure indicavit Dominus Luc. 18 et Matth. 24, cum dixit: Filius hominis veniens, putas inveniet fidem in terra? et: Quoniam abundabit iniquitas, refrigescet caritas multorum: et infra: Sicut enim erant in diebus ante diluvium comedentes et bibentes, nubentes et nuptui tradentes... ita erit et adventus Filii hominis.
Such, then, and so great was the wickedness of that age, which earned the punishment of the Flood. Nor will that malice be unlike it which shall precede the general conflagration of the world at the consummation of the age — as the Lord indicated not obscurely in Luke 18 and Matthew 24, when he said: “When the Son of man cometh, shall he find, think you, faith on earth?” and “Because iniquity shall abound, the charity of many shall grow cold”; and further on: “For as in the days before the flood they were eating and drinking, marrying and giving in marriage... so also shall the coming of the Son of man be.”



At enim Berosus Annianus, qualis quantaque fuerit hominum eius temporis improbitas, subtiliter et distincte enarravit. Non me fugit hunc Berosum non esse verum illum a Iosepho, Eusebio, Hieronymo aliisque scriptoribus antiquis frequenter et honorifice nominatum: idque nos libro undecimo nostrorum commentariorum in Danielem, quaestione prima, manifestis rationibus addiximus: sed nihilominus tamen in his commentariis nonnulla ex eo libro deprompta commemorare [iuvat?]: tum quod sint quaedam narrationi Mosis satis affinia et per se verisimilia: tum etiam ut gratificer quibusdam viris doctis, qui semel illius Berosi Anniani studio fideque occupati, quamvis postea gravissimis convicti argumentis, eius tamen libri amorem aegre possunt exuere. Sic igitur ille prodidit in exordio suae historiae, cuius ante diluvium originem repetit:
But Berosus Annianus has recounted, subtly and distinctly, of what sort and how great the wickedness of the men of that time was. I am not unaware that this Berosus is not the true Berosus who is frequently and honorably named by Josephus, Eusebius, Jerome, and other ancient writers — a point we established with clear arguments in the eleventh book of our commentaries on Daniel, in the first question. Nevertheless, it pleases me [?] to record in these commentaries certain things drawn from that book: both because some of them are sufficiently akin to the narrative of Moses and plausible in themselves, and also to gratify certain learned men who, once captivated by devotion to and faith in that Berosus Annianus, can scarcely shake off their love of his book even after being convicted by the weightiest arguments. Thus, then, he relates at the opening of his history, whose origin he traces back to before the Flood:4



Ante aquarum cladem famosam, qua universus periit orbis, multa praeterierunt saecula, quae a nostris Chaldaeis fideliter fuerunt servata. Scribunt autem illis temporibus circa Libanum fuisse Enos, urbem maximam gigantum, qui universo orbi dominabantur. Hi, vastitate corporis ac robore confisi, inventis armis omnes opprimebant, libidinique inservientes invenerunt instrumenta musica et omnes delicias. Manducabant homines, et procurabant abortus, et in edulium praeparabant. Commiscebantur matribus, filiabus, sororibus, masculis et brutis, nihilque sceleris erat quod non admitterent, contemptores religionis et deorum. Tunc multi praedicabant et vaticinabantur, et lapidibus incidebant sua vaticinia de ea quae ventura erat orbis perditione. Sed enim illi, istis assueti, deridebant omnia, caelestium illos ira atque ultione perurgente, pro impietate atque sceleribus. Sic Berosus Annianus.
“Before the famous calamity of the waters, by which the whole world perished, many ages passed, which were faithfully preserved by our Chaldeans. Now they write that in those times, near Lebanon, there was Enos, a very great city of giants, who lorded it over the whole world. These men, trusting in the vastness and strength of their bodies, invented weapons and oppressed everyone; and being slaves to lust, they invented musical instruments and every kind of pleasure. They ate men, procured abortions and prepared them as food. They lay with their mothers, daughters, and sisters, with males and with beasts; and there was no crime they did not commit — despisers of religion and of the gods. At that time many were preaching and prophesying, and carving upon stones their prophecies concerning the destruction of the world that was to come. But those men, grown accustomed to such things, mocked everything, while the wrath and vengeance of the heavenly powers pressed hard upon them for their impiety and crimes.” Thus Berosus Annianus.5



VERUM quis credat Iosephum, qui omnia de Diluvio et Arca ab Ethnicis scriptoribus tradita undecunque sedulo et curiose collegit, hoc de causa diluvii tam expressum et luculentum, et cum narratione Mosis tam apte congruens testimonium, si a vero Beroso, quem toties ille rerum Hebraicarum testem excitat, esset proditum, fuisse praetermissurum? Praesertim vero, cum brevem quandam Berosi sententiam de Diluvio et Arca Noë non omiserit referre in primo libro Antiquitatum his verbis: Berosus Chaldaeus, narrans de hoc diluvio, Noë sic fere scribit: Fertur et navigii huius pars in Armenia apud montem Gordyaeorum superesse, et quosdam bitumen inde abrasum secum reportare, quo vice amuleti homines eius loci uti solent.
BUT who would believe that Josephus — who diligently and carefully gathered from every quarter all that the pagan writers handed down concerning the Flood and the Ark — would have passed over a testimony about the cause of the Flood so express, so clear, and agreeing so aptly with the narrative of Moses, had it been transmitted by the true Berosus, whom he so often calls upon as a witness of Hebrew affairs? Especially since he did not omit to report a certain brief statement of Berosus about the Flood and Noah's Ark in the first book of his Antiquities, in these words: “Berosus the Chaldean, speaking of this flood, writes of Noah roughly as follows: It is said that a part of this vessel still survives in Armenia, at the mountain of the Gordyaeans, and that some scrape off the bitumen from it and carry it away with them, which the people of that place are accustomed to use as an amulet.”6



Translator’s notes
	Margin: Qualis fuerit improbitas hominum ante diluvium — “What the wickedness of men before the Flood was like.” ↩
	Margin: Rom. 2.A ↩
	Margin: Locus Petri epist. 2. c. 2. Quomodo Noë fuerit praeco iustitiae. — The OCR of this passage is scrambled by interleaved marginalia; the bracketed clause is a reconstruction. ↩
	Margin: Cur Auctor citet Berosum Annianum, quem putat suppositicium [?] — “Why the author cites Berosus Annianus, whom he judges spurious.” (Marginal note partly garbled in OCR.) ↩
	Margin: Berosus Annianus de causa diluvii — “Berosus Annianus on the cause of the Flood.” ↩
	Margin: Iosephus Iudaeus. ↩
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CHAPTER SIX. Verse 1. “And when men had begun to multiply upon the earth, and had brought forth daughters.”
CAPUT SEXTUM. VERS. 1. Cumque coepissent homines multiplicari super terram, et filias procreassent.



His verbis denotavit Moses tempus quo coepit in terris vigere intolerabilis hominum malitia, quae diluvii vindictam meruit. Quo tempore, inquit, humanum genus multiplicari coeptum est, eo tempore enormis hominum nequitia vigere coepit in terris. Multiplicari coepit humanum genus vivente Adamo; quin etiam intra ducentos vel trecentos annos ab exordio mundi vehementer esse multiplicatum credibile est: cum ex sacris litteris constet posteritatem Iacob per annos non amplius trecentos in tantum fuisse multiplicatam, ut in egressu Hebraeorum ex Aegypto sexcenta millia bellatorum recenserentur, exceptis mulieribus, parvulis et senibus. Ninus, rex Assyriorum, imperium iniit annis post diluvium circiter ducentis quinquaginta: quo tam parvo temporis spatio adeo propagatum est humanum genus, ut in solo Nini exercitu peditum decies septies centena millia, equitum ducenta millia, curruum falcatorum paulo minus decem millia et sexcentos fuisse tradat libro 3, capite 2, ex Ctesia scriptore Diodorus Siculus. Cum igitur in exordio mundi maximam fuisse humanae naturae fecunditatem credendum sit, magnam quoque id temporis hominum multiplicationem brevi esse factam non est dubitandum.
With these words Moses marked the time at which the intolerable malice of men, which earned the vengeance of the Flood, began to flourish upon the earth. At the time, he says, when the human race began to multiply — at that very time the enormous depravity of men began to flourish on earth. The human race began to multiply while Adam was still living; indeed, it is credible that within two or three hundred years from the beginning of the world it had multiplied enormously, since it is established from the sacred writings that the posterity of Jacob, in not more than three hundred years, multiplied to such an extent that at the departure of the Hebrews from Egypt six hundred thousand fighting men were counted, not including the women, the little ones, and the old (Exod. 12). Ninus, king of the Assyrians, came to his throne about two hundred and fifty years after the Flood; and in so short a span of time the human race had so propagated itself that in Ninus' army alone there were one million seven hundred thousand foot soldiers, two hundred thousand horsemen, and a little fewer than ten thousand six hundred scythed chariots, as Diodorus Siculus (book 3, chapter 2) reports from the writer Ctesias. Since, therefore, it must be believed that the fecundity of human nature was greatest at the beginning of the world, it is not to be doubted that a great multiplication of mankind likewise took place in a short time in that age.1



QUAMOBREM eam multiplicationem hominum, de qua Moses hic loquitur, factam esse putat Caietanus ab eo tempore quo Cain interfecit Abel, id est, anno circiter trigesimo et centesimo ab orbe condito: tunc enim dixit Cain: Omnis qui invenerit me, occidet me. Sed verisimilius est Mosen non de qualibet multiplicatione hominum esse locutum, sed de numerosissima et longe lateque diffusa.
FOR THIS REASON Cajetan thinks that this multiplication of men, of which Moses here speaks, took place from the time when Cain killed Abel — that is, about the one hundred and thirtieth year from the founding of the world; for it was then that Cain said, “Everyone who finds me will kill me.” But it is more probable that Moses was speaking not of just any multiplication of men, but of one exceedingly numerous and spread far and wide.2



Verius igitur dictu est quod Iosephus tradit primo libro Antiquitatum: insignem illorum hominum ante diluvium propagationem et declinationem ad malum septima post Adamum generatione contigisse. Scribens enim de posterorum Seth honestis studiis egregiisque virtutibus subiecit: Hoc modo, inquit, per septem generationes perseveraverunt unum Deum colentes omnium rerum Dominum, semperque virtutis respectum habentes. Procedente dein tempore a patriis institutis degeneraverunt, neque humana iura servantes, neque Deo consuetos honores persolventes: et qui prius certatim virtutem exercuerant, postea duplo maiori studio malitiam consectabantur, atque ita Deum infensum sibi reddiderunt. Haec Iosephus: quibus affinia sunt quae tradit quaestione in Genesim 47 Theodoretus: Posteri Seth (ait Theodoretus), tanquam pii et boni, cognominati sunt filii Dei; separatum enim erat genus Seth, et non permiscebatur cum cognatione Cain, propter illatam ei a Deo maledictionem. Multo autem post tempore (nam post annos plus mille diluvium induxit Deus), videntes filias cognationis Cain speciosas, et illecti (ut verisimile est) instrumentis musicis ab eis excogitatis (Thubal enim, inter eos florens, psalterium, cytharam invenerat), permisti sunt illis, et contaminaverunt nobilitatem suam. Haec Theodoretus. Horum ego sententiae libenter accedo.
It is therefore truer to say what Josephus relates in the first book of his Antiquities: that the notable propagation of those men before the Flood, and their decline into evil, occurred in the seventh generation after Adam. For writing of the honorable pursuits and outstanding virtues of the descendants of Seth, he added: “In this manner,” he says, “for seven generations they persevered in worshipping the one God, the Lord of all things, always keeping virtue in view. But as time went on they degenerated from their ancestral institutions, neither keeping human laws nor rendering to God his accustomed honors; and those who before had vied with one another in the exercise of virtue afterward pursued malice with twice the zeal, and so made God hostile to themselves.” Thus Josephus. Akin to this is what Theodoret relates in his 47th question on Genesis: “The descendants of Seth” (says Theodoret), “as pious and good men, were surnamed sons of God; for the race of Seth was kept separate and did not mingle with the kindred of Cain, on account of the curse laid upon him by God. But long afterward (for God brought on the Flood after more than a thousand years), seeing that the daughters of Cain's kindred were beautiful, and enticed (as is likely) by the musical instruments devised by them — for Thubal, flourishing among them, had invented the psaltery and the cithara — they mingled with them and defiled their own nobility.” Thus Theodoret. To their opinion I gladly assent.3



Etenim probabile admodum est, per illud tempus septimae ab Adamo generationis illam notabilem humani generis depravationem coepisse: tunc enim polygamiam coli coeptam, exemplo Lamech, coniicitur: tunc translatus est Henoch, qui septimus fuit ab Adam, videlicet ne malitia, quae vigere incoeperat, immutaret cor eius, et ne fictio deciperet animum illius, ut in quarto capite libri Sapientiae scriptum est. Tunc per filios Lamech instrumenta musica, lasciviae et luxus irritamenta, et arma, belligerandi et crudelitatis exercendae instrumenta, fuere adinventa.
For it is quite probable that it was in that time of the seventh generation from Adam that this notable depravation of the human race began. For it is conjectured, from the example of Lamech, that polygamy then began to be practiced; then Henoch, who was the seventh from Adam, was translated — namely, “lest malice,” which had begun to flourish, “should change his heart, and lest deceit should beguile his soul,” as is written in the fourth chapter of the book of Wisdom. Then, through the sons of Lamech, were invented musical instruments — incitements to wantonness and luxury — and weapons — instruments for waging war and practicing cruelty.



Non permitto mihi ne eas quidem opiniones praeterire, quas falsas et absurdas iudico, si vel a magnis viris proditae, vel magnis viris attributae sunt: cum satius sit omnium quae memorabilia sunt lectori copiam fieri, et quae improbamus damnare potius quam praeterire. Magister Historiae scholasticae, in Historia libri Geneseos, capite 31, nescio quam memorat Methodii sententiam, quae ad hunc locum Mosis pertinet. Tradit enim Methodium tempus, quod fuit ab exordio mundi usque ad diluvium, in tres fere chiliadas annorum digessisse. Et quingentesimo anno primae chiliadis post orbem conditum, filios Cain abusos esse uxoribus fratrum suorum nimiis fornicationibus: sexcentesimo anno mulieres, versas in vesaniam, supergredi viros et sic illis abuti coepisse: mortuo Adam, Seth cognationem suam a cognatione Cain separavisse. Adam namque, vivens, commixtionem eorum fieri prohibuerat; et habitasse Seth in Cordan, quodam monte proximo Paradiso; Cain autem in campo, ubi occiderat Abel. Quingentesimo anno secundae chiliadis exarsisse homines in mutuos concubitus: septingentesimo autem anno eiusdem chiliadis filios Seth concupisse [filias Cain...]
Nor do I permit myself to pass over even those opinions which I judge false and absurd, if they have been put forward by great men or attributed to great men; for it is better that the reader be given the full store of all that is memorable, and that what we disapprove be condemned rather than passed over. The Master of the Scholastic History, in his History of the book of Genesis, chapter 31, records some opinion of Methodius which pertains to this passage of Moses. For he relates that Methodius arranged the time from the beginning of the world up to the Flood into roughly three chiliads (thousands) of years; and that in the five hundredth year of the first chiliad after the founding of the world, the sons of Cain abused the wives of their brothers in excessive fornications; that in the six hundredth year the women, turned to madness, mounted the men and thus began to abuse them; that on Adam's death Seth separated his kindred from the kindred of Cain — for Adam, while living, had forbidden their intermingling — and that Seth dwelt on Cordan, a certain mountain near Paradise, but Cain in the field where he had slain Abel (Gen. 4); that in the five hundredth year of the second chiliad men burned with lust for one another; and that in the seven hundredth year of the same chiliad the sons of Seth conceived desire [for the daughters of Cain — sentence continues on the next page].4



...concupisse filias Cain; et inde ortos esse gigantes; denique inchoata iam tertia chiliade venisse diluvium. Haec Magister Historiae Scholasticae ex Methodio refert. Sed haec falsa sunt, et afficta Methodio. Nituntur enim manifesto errore chronologiae, computatis ab exordio mundi usque ad diluvium plus duobus annorum millibus, cum tempus illud non nisi mille sexcentorum et quinquaginta sex annorum fuisse exploratum certumque sit. Qua de re diligenter a nobis disputatum est in septimo libro prioris tomi Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim, in Disputatione de chronologia eius temporis, per tres eius quaestiones.
…[the sons of Seth] lusted after the daughters of Cain; and that from them the giants arose; and finally that the Flood came when the third millennium had already begun. These things the Master of the Scholastic History reports from Methodius. But these are false, and falsely fathered upon Methodius. For they rest on a manifest error of chronology, since they reckon more than two thousand years from the beginning of the world to the Flood, whereas it is established and certain that that interval was only one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years. On this matter we have argued carefully in the seventh book of the first volume of our Commentaries on Genesis, in the Disputation on the chronology of that period, through its three questions.5



Ceterum non est illud novum, vel obiter hoc loco considerandum: cum multiplicari coeperunt homines, tunc eos fieri coepisse deteriores; ut, quod est apud Esaiam capite nono, vere hic possit dici: Multiplicasti gentem, sed non magnificasti laetitiam. Et ipsa quidem multiplicatio hominum ingens sane benignitatis divinae beneficium erat, magnumque bonum humanae naturae, ut ad pietatem et religionem adversus Deum augendam potius quam ad Dei contemptum, sui corruptionem, aliorumque violentam oppressionem proficere debuerit. Sed non decebat propterea Deum parciorem ad benefaciendum esse, quod eius beneficiis ad eius contemptum suique perniciem abusuri essent homines. Paucis hoc, sed elegantibus verbis expressit Ambrosius in libro quem scripsit de Noë et Arca, cap. 3. Sed absolvam quod paulo supra orsus sum dicere, in ipsa multiplicatione hominum non multiplicari virtutem, sed flagitia. Sic profecto usu venit, ut paucitatis hominum atque paupertatis comes fere sit industria et frugalitas; multitudinis vero et opulentiae, socordia et nequitia. Licet hoc animadvertere in multis quondam florentissimis civitatibus, rebus publicis atque imperiis, quin etiam in piorum hominum congregationibus prudenter ordinatis et diu sanctitatis laude inclytis. Cum enim pauci erant homines, et haud magnis naturae ac fortunae praesidiis et ornamentis instructi, complures eorum fuisse proditum est egregios viros cum privatis studiis et moribus, tum publicis muneribus tractandis rebusque domi ac militiae gerendis; contra vero multiplicatis hominibus, prolato imperio, opibusque privatim et publice auctis, paulatim labente disciplina plerosque degenerasse, et in dies factos esse deteriores, donec eo nequitiae ventum sit, ut quae prius apud eos fuerant incitamenta virtutum et clarorum facinorum praemia, eadem postea fuerint vitiorum irritamenta et maleficiorum pretia. Exemplis Graeca et Romana, sed praeter omnes Christiana referta est historia.
Moreover, this is no new thing, nor to be considered here only in passing: that when men began to multiply, then they began to become worse; so that what is said in Isaiah, chapter 9, may truly be applied here: “Thou hast multiplied the nation, but hast not increased the joy.” And the multiplication of men was indeed an immense benefit of divine kindness, and a great good for human nature, such that it ought rather to have availed toward increasing piety and religion toward God than toward contempt of God, the corruption of oneself, and the violent oppression of others. Yet it was not therefore fitting that God should be more sparing in doing good, merely because men would abuse his benefits to his contempt and to their own ruin. Ambrose expressed this in few but elegant words in the book he wrote On Noah and the Ark, ch. 3. But let me finish what I began to say a little above: that in the very multiplication of men it is not virtue that is multiplied, but wickedness (flagitia). For so it indeed comes to pass that industry and frugality are generally the companions of fewness of men and of poverty, but sloth and depravity the companions of multitude and wealth. One may observe this in many cities, commonwealths, and empires once most flourishing, and indeed even in congregations of pious men prudently ordered and long renowned for the praise of holiness. For when men were few, and not equipped with great supports and ornaments of nature and fortune, it is recorded that many of them were outstanding men, both in their private pursuits and morals and in the handling of public offices and the conduct of affairs at home and in war; but, on the contrary, when men had multiplied, dominion was extended, and wealth increased both privately and publicly, then, with discipline gradually slipping, most degenerated and became daily worse, until such a pitch of wickedness was reached that the very things which had formerly been among them incitements to virtue and rewards of glorious deeds afterwards became provocations to vice and the wages of crimes. Greek and Roman history is filled with examples, but Christian history above all.6



Sed quam eius rei causam existimare oportet? An etiam in rebus humanis, ut in naturalibus, virtus unita fortior est quam divisa? In paucitate autem hominum magis unita est virtus, meliusque ab omni contagio mali servari potest illibata quam in multitudine. An multitudo magis patet externorum vitiorum malorumque contagioni? An potius...
But what should we suppose to be the cause of this? Is it that in human affairs too, as in natural things, virtue united is stronger than virtue divided? Now in a small number of men virtue is more united, and can be kept inviolate and free from every contagion of evil more readily than in a multitude. Or is a multitude more exposed to the contagion of external vices and evils? Or rather…7



An potius quia multitudo obnoxia magis est intestinis dissidiis et discordiis? Concordia namque parvae res crescunt, discordia maximae dilabuntur. An quod ipsa paucitas hominum, infirmitas virium, tenuitas opum, aemulatio meliorum, et metus potentiorum homines cohibent ne defluant ad vitia? An denique flagrans cupido sibi et patriae libertatem, dominationis amplitudinem, et nominis gloriam per bonas artes comparandi, aliarum rerum viliorum, non tantum vitiorum, cupiditates omnes aut extinguit aut comprimit, eaque industrios facit, laborum patientes, audaces subeundis periculis, magnisque rebus aggrediendis et patrandis promptos et alacres? Hac certe ratione amplificatum esse imperium Romanum disputat B. Augustinus libro 5 de Civitate Dei cap. 12 et sequentibus.
Or rather because a multitude is more subject to internal dissensions and discords? For “by concord small things grow, by discord the greatest fall to ruin.” Or is it that the very fewness of men, the weakness of their resources, the slenderness of their wealth, rivalry with their betters, and fear of the more powerful restrain men from sliding into vices? Or, finally, does a burning desire to win for oneself and one’s country liberty, the greatness of dominion, and the glory of a name through good arts either extinguish or suppress all desires for baser things — not only for vices — and make men industrious, patient of toils, bold in facing dangers, and prompt and eager in undertaking and accomplishing great things? It is in this way that the blessed Augustine argues the Roman empire was enlarged, in The City of God, bk. 5, ch. 12 and following.8



Verum quid sibi vult Moses hoc loco dicens: Cum multiplicati essent homines super terram, et filias procreassent? Quid significat illud, Et filias procreassent? Num antea non generabantur feminae? Unde igitur uxores ducebant, aut unde filios procreabant? Equidem reor significari illis verbis in illa magna multiplicatione hominum praecipue multiplicatas esse feminas, ut longe plures tunc quam antea generarentur. Hoc si ad physiologiam referatur, verisimile est eo accidisse, quod propter illorum hominum intemperantiam Veneris et cibi potusque et propter luxum aliave corporis atque animi vitia vehementer debilitata facultate generatrice, quae est in viro, vigoreque seminis virilis labefactato, crebrior ac numerosior feminarum generatio extiterit; quamobrem multitudine simul ac pulchritudine mulierum illectos homines eius aetatis multas duxisse uxores, et repudiatis prioribus alias atque alias pro sua libidine assumpsisse; quod longo tempore apud posteros Seth inusitatum fuerat. Habeo eius rei duplex argumentum. Moses enim supra capite quarto de solo Lamech scribens eum duas habuisse uxores, non obscure indicavit tunc primum incoeptam esse polygamiam. Deinde legimus Noë cum una tantum uxore, et filiorum eius singulos cum singulis uxoribus ingressos esse in Arcam.
But what does Moses mean here when he says: “When men had multiplied upon the earth, and had begotten daughters”? What does that phrase signify, “and had begotten daughters”? Were females not begotten before? Whence then did they take wives, or whence did they beget sons? For my part I think these words signify that, in that great multiplication of men, females in particular were multiplied, so that far more were then born than before. If this be referred to natural philosophy (physiologia), it is probable that it came about thus: that because of those men’s intemperance in sex and in food and drink, and because of luxury and other vices of body and mind, the generative faculty in the man being severely weakened and the vigor of the male seed impaired, a more frequent and more numerous generation of females resulted. For this reason the men of that age, enticed at once by the number and the beauty of the women, took many wives, and, having repudiated their former wives, took others and yet others according to their lust — a thing which for a long time had been unusual among the descendants of Seth. I have a twofold argument for this. For Moses above, in chapter four, writing of Lamech alone that he had two wives, indicated not obscurely that polygamy then first began. Next, we read that Noah entered the Ark with only one wife, and each of his sons with a single wife.9



Translator’s notes
	Margins: Exod. 12.F; Magnitudo exercitus regis Nini — “The size of King Ninus' army”; Diodorus Siculus. ↩
	Margin: Quando coepit secundum Caietanum multiplicatio et malitia hominum ante diluvium — “When, according to Cajetan, the multiplication and the malice of men before the Flood began.” ↩
	Margins: Iosephus; Theodoretus. ↩
	Margin: Memorabilis historia, sed falso adscripta Methodio, ex Magistro Historiae Scholasticae — “A memorable account, but falsely ascribed to Methodius, from the Master of the Scholastic History” (i.e., Peter Comestor). Also: Gen. 4. ↩
	§10 (continued from p. 73): conclusion of the refutation of the account falsely ascribed to Methodius. ↩
	§11. Margin: Moralis observatio — that virtue flourishes more among a few men than in a multitude. Cites Isaiah 9 and Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 3. ↩
	§12 (continues on p. 75): inquiry into the cause — whether virtue is stronger united than divided. ↩
	§12 (continued from p. 74). Cites Augustine, City of God, bk. 5, ch. 12 and following. ↩
	§13. Margin: Gen. 7 (Noah entering the Ark with a single wife). ↩




Verse 2. The sons of God, seeing the daughters of men that they were fair, took to themselves wives of all whom they had chosen

LatineEnglish


Verse 2. The sons of God, seeing the daughters of men that they were fair, took to themselves wives of all whom they had chosen.1
Vers. 2. Videntes filii Dei filias hominum quod essent pulchrae, acceperunt sibi uxores ex omnibus quas elegerant.



Videtur his verbis Moses exaggerare voluisse hominum illius temporis nequitiam, significans eam fuisse tantam, ut non solum scelerata Caini soboles impietatem velut hereditariam ex parente suo trahens in altissimo flagitiorum coeno volutaretur, sed etiam posteri Seth, sanctorum parentum nobilitate clari, studio divinae sapientiae illustres, et pietatis et religionis erga Deum professione venerabiles, interdictam sibi execratamque a maioribus suis societatem Caini cum...
By these words Moses seems to have wished to magnify the wickedness of the men of that time, signifying that it was so great that not only did the wicked offspring of Cain — drawing impiety as if hereditary from their forefather — wallow in the deepest mire of crimes, but even the descendants of Seth, renowned for the nobility of their holy forefathers, illustrious for their zeal for divine wisdom, and venerable for their profession of piety and religion toward God, [entering into] the fellowship with Cain’s line which had been forbidden them and accursed by their ancestors…2



...Caini posteris coeuntes, gravius quam illi peccarunt, in profunda scelerum omnium demersi.
…joining themselves with the descendants of Cain, sinned more grievously than they, plunged into the depths of all crimes.3



Pro illo vocabulo Dei, cum dicitur Filii Dei, Hebraice est Elohim, quae vox in scriptura et singulariter pro uno veroque Deo accipitur, et pluraliter pro diis, id est vel pro Angelis Dei, vel pro sanctis viris, vel pro his qui populorum iudices, praesides ac principes sunt. Aquila vertit hoc loco filios deorum, significans vel Angelos vel sanctos; Symmachus, filios potentum. Paraphrasis Chaldaica habet filios magnatum; Pagninus reddidit filios principum; Hieronymus [et] Oleaster significari putat homines eximia corporis proceritate ac robore ceteris praestantes, scilicet ex quibus generati sint gigantes, ut paulo post narrat Moses. Ad eundem enim modum scriptura solet appellare montes Dei et cedros Dei, ad significandam magnitudinis eorum celsitatem et altitudinem. Codices LXX interpretum hic variam lectionem habebant, ut ex commentariis veterum super hoc loco, tam Graecorum quam Latinorum, intelligere licet: alii enim codices habebant Angelos, alii vero filios Dei. Nonnulli codices, inquit Augustinus quaest. 3 super Genesim, et Latini et Graeci habent non Angelos Dei sed filios Dei, quos quidam iustos homines fuisse crediderunt, qui potuerunt etiam Angelorum nomine nuncupari. Nam de homine Ioanne scriptum est: Ecce ego mitto Angelum meum ante faciem tuam, qui praeparabit viam tuam. Idem Augustinus libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 23 sic ait: Septuaginta Interpretes et Angelos Dei dixerunt istos et filios Dei, quod quidem non omnes codices habent, nam quidam nisi filios Dei non habent. Sed Cyrillus libro nono adversus Iulianum emendatiorem censet lectionem quae habet filios Dei quam quae habet Angelos Dei. Ex his patet hanc nostram lectionem veriorem esse et plane retinendam.
For that word “of God,” when it is said “sons of God,” in Hebrew it is Elohim, a word which in Scripture is taken both in the singular for the one true God and in the plural for “gods” — that is, either for the angels of God, or for holy men, or for those who are judges, governors, and rulers of peoples. Aquila renders it here “sons of gods,” signifying either angels or saints; Symmachus, “sons of the mighty.” The Chaldee Paraphrase has “sons of nobles”; Pagninus rendered “sons of princes”; Jerome [and] Oleaster think that men surpassing the rest in extraordinary height and strength of body are signified — namely those from whom the giants were begotten, as Moses relates a little later. For in the same manner Scripture is wont to call “mountains of God” and “cedars of God,” to signify the loftiness and height of their greatness (Ps. 35; Ps. 79). The codices of the Septuagint translators here had a variant reading, as may be understood from the commentaries of the ancients on this passage, both Greek and Latin: for some codices had “angels,” but others “sons of God.” “Some codices,” says Augustine (Questions on Genesis, q. 3), “both Latin and Greek, have not ‘angels of God’ but ‘sons of God,’ whom certain men believed to have been just men, who could also be called by the name of angels.” For of the man John it is written: “Behold, I send my angel before thy face, who shall prepare thy way” (Mark 1). The same Augustine, in The City of God, bk. 15, ch. 23, says thus: “The Seventy Translators called these both angels of God and sons of God — which indeed not all codices have, for some have nothing but ‘sons of God.’” But Cyril, in the ninth book against Julian, judges the reading which has “sons of God” more correct than that which has “angels of God.” From these things it is plain that this reading of ours is the truer and is plainly to be retained.4



Ceterum quid significetur per filios Dei perplexa admodum quaestio est. Duae sunt principales horum verborum interpretationes, sed utraque rursus tripartito vel quadripartito multiplicatur, velut unius arboris duo brachia in multos diffusa ramos. Prior interpretatio est per filios Dei significasse Mosen Angelos, sed haec trifariam dividitur: quidam interpretantur bonos Angelos, qui pulchritudine mulierum illecti degeneraverint cum illis commixti; alii putant fuisse daemones, qui in propriis suis corporibus cum feminis congressi sint — putarunt enim eos (quae plurimorum fuit sententia) vere et naturaliter esse corporatos; multi denique arbitrati sunt fuisse quidem daemones, sed eos non in propriis corporibus, quippe qui opinione istorum sunt incorporei, verum per corpora ab eis assumpta commixtos esse cum feminis, et per semen non proprium et naturale, sed ex viro acceptum et muliebri utero infusum, generasse filios; et huiusmodi daemones appellant isti succubos et incubos.
Moreover, what is signified by “sons of God” is a most perplexing question. There are two principal interpretations of these words; but each is again multiplied into three or four parts, like the two branches of a single tree spread out into many boughs. The first interpretation is that by “sons of God” Moses signified angels; but this is divided three ways. Some interpret them as good angels, who, enticed by the beauty of the women, degenerated by mingling with them. Others think they were demons who coupled with the women in their own proper bodies — for they supposed (which was the opinion of very many) that the demons are truly and naturally embodied. Many, finally, judged that they were indeed demons, but not in their own bodies (since in the opinion of these men they are incorporeal), but mingled with the women through bodies assumed by them, and begot sons through seed not their own and natural, but taken from a man and infused into a woman’s womb; and demons of this kind these men call “succubi” and “incubi.”5



Haec triplex interpretatio dupliciter refelli potest: vel demonstrando id quod ab ipsis traditur de bonis Angelis et de daemoni-...
This threefold interpretation can be refuted in two ways: either by demonstrating that what is handed down by them concerning the good angels and concerning the demons…6



...bus esse falsum, quin etiam absurdum et impossibile. Verum hac de re paulo infra dicturi sumus in iis quaestionibus quae post explanationem huius loci pertractandae sunt. Vel refelli potest ostendendo eiusmodi tres interpretationes nullo modo congruere cum sententia verborum Mosis, sed esse narrationi eius discrepantes et plane contrarias. Chrysostomus putat eam interpretationem hoc validissimo telo confodi. Nunquam, inquit, in scriptura Angeli nominantur filii Dei, quae tamen appellatio non raro tribuitur hominibus. Quin Paulus ad Hebr. 1: Cui, inquit, Angelorum dictum est, Filius meus es tu? Sed de illis dictum est: Qui facit Angelos suos spiritus, et ministros suos flammam ignis. At enim videtur Chrysostomo Divina Scriptura contradicere in primo et trigesimo octavo capite libri Iob, Angelos nominans filios Dei. Verum utrobique translatio LXX Interpretum quam sequebatur Chrysostomus non filios Dei habet, sed Angelos. Illud tamen ex Paulo petitum argumentum non est firmum; non enim omnem filiationem Dei denegat Angelis Paulus, sed naturalem et substantialem, qualis est Christi, nam adoptiva, quae fit per gratiae participationem, nulla est ratio cur Angelis non aeque quam hominibus possit attribui.
…is false, indeed absurd and impossible. But on this matter we shall speak a little later, in those questions which are to be treated after the explanation of this passage. Or it can be refuted by showing that three interpretations of this kind in no way agree with the sense of Moses’ words, but are discrepant from and plainly contrary to his narrative. Chrysostom thinks that interpretation is pierced through by this most powerful weapon: “Never,” he says, “in Scripture are angels called sons of God,” though that appellation is not rarely attributed to men. Indeed Paul, to the Hebrews 1: “To which of the angels,” he says, “did He ever say, Thou art my Son?” But of them it was said: “Who maketh his angels spirits, and his ministers a flame of fire” (Ps. 103). Yet Divine Scripture seems to Chrysostom to contradict this in the first and thirty-eighth chapters of the book of Job, where it names angels “sons of God.” But in both places the translation of the Septuagint, which Chrysostom followed, does not have “sons of God” but “angels.” That argument drawn from Paul, however, is not firm; for Paul does not deny to the angels every sonship of God, but only the natural and substantial sonship, such as is Christ’s; for as to adoptive sonship, which comes about through participation in grace, there is no reason why it cannot be attributed to angels as well as to men.7



Verum enimvero Mosis verba ne violente quidem detorqueri, nedum apte et congruenter accommodari posse ad Angelos sive bonos sive malos, vel hoc uno argumento concludi potest. Narrat Moses Deum generali diluvio perdere voluisse omne genus hominum, paucis exceptis, propter intoleranda eorum flagitia, praesertim autem propter eorum peccata qui cum filii Dei appellarentur, nihilominus tamen maiorum suorum degeneres, professionis suae obliti, humani denique ac divini iuris contemptores, ardentissima libidine cum impiis et impuris mulieribus copulati sunt. Unde multorum magnorumque scelerum et malorum colluvies redundavit. Horum igitur peccata ut puniret Deus, diluvium intulit. Non igitur propter Angelos et eorum peccata, sed propter solos homines eorumque flagitia missum est diluvium. Neque enim daemones periere diluvio, sed homines; neque peccata daemonum, sed hominum diluvio vindicata sunt.
But in fact, that Moses’ words cannot even by violence be wrested, much less aptly and fittingly applied, to angels, whether good or evil, may be concluded from this single argument. Moses relates that God willed to destroy the whole human race by a universal flood, a few excepted, on account of their intolerable crimes — but especially on account of the sins of those who, though they were called “sons of God,” were nevertheless degenerate from their forefathers, forgetful of their profession, and finally contemners of both human and divine law, and were coupled in most ardent lust with impious and impure women. Whence a flood of many and great crimes and evils overflowed. Therefore it was to punish the sins of these men that God brought on the Flood. The Flood, then, was sent not on account of angels and their sins, but on account of men alone and their crimes. For it was not demons who perished in the Flood, but men; nor were the sins of demons, but of men, avenged by the Flood.8



Hinc efficitur quos Moses appellavit filios Dei eos nullo modo vel bonos vel malos Angelos intelligi posse. De solis enim hominibus locutus est Deus, cum dixit: Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine in aeternum, quia caro est; eruntque dies illius centum viginti anni. Et rursus: Videns Deus quod multa malitia hominum esset in terra, et cuncta cogitatio cordis intenta esset ad malum omni tempore, paenituit eum quod hominem fecisset in terra. Et praecavens etc.: Delebo, inquit, hominem quem creavi. Et rursus: Cum vidisset Deus terram esse corruptam (omnis quippe caro corruperat viam suam) dixit ad Noe: Finis universae carnis venit coram me, repleta est terra iniquitate a facie eorum, et ego disperdam eos cum terra.
Hence it follows that those whom Moses called “sons of God” can in no way be understood to be either good or evil angels. For God spoke of men alone when he said: “My spirit shall not remain in man for ever, because he is flesh; and his days shall be a hundred and twenty years.” And again: “God, seeing that the wickedness of men was great on the earth, and that all the thought of their heart was bent upon evil at all times, it repented him that he had made man on the earth.” And forewarning, etc.: “I will destroy,” he says, “man whom I have created.” And again: “When God had seen that the earth was corrupted (for all flesh had corrupted its way), he said to Noah: The end of all flesh is come before me; the earth is filled with iniquity from before their face, and I will destroy them with the earth.”9



Vides Deum semper esse locutum de hominibus, de Angelis vero vel daemonibus...
Do you see that God always spoke of men, but of angels or demons…10



...nullum fecisse verbum? Hoc argumentum et vidit ante nos Theodoretus, eoque adversus eandem interpretationem quam nunc confutamus in quadragesima septima quaestione in Genesim usus est. Nam cum posuisset hanc quaestionem: Quosnam Moses vocavit filios Dei? ad eam respondens sic ait: Quidam nimis stupidi et stolidi existimarunt eos fuisse Angelos, putantes sua forsan intemperantia patrocinium habituros si Angelos eiusdem criminis reos tenerent. Oportebat autem eos audisse Deum ita dicentem: Non permanebit Spiritus meus in hominibus in aeternum quia carnes sunt; erunt autem dies illorum centum viginti anni; et inde respicere naturam incorpoream carnes non habere, neque Angelos vitam habere tempore definitam: immortales enim sunt. Deinde cum Theodoretus commemorasset alia verba Domini quae nos paulo ante exposuimus, subiungit: Haec utique omnia indicant homines esse eos qui vitam iniquam amplexi sunt. Quod si Angeli filiabus hominum permixti essent, homines fuissent ab Angelis iniuria affecti, quippe qui per vim eorum filias corrupissent; iniuriam quoque passi essent a Deo creatore, eo quod Angelos sibi servientes non puniret. Verum haec ne pater quidem mendacii dicere auderet. Multis enim verbis docuit sacra Scriptura tum homines deliquisse, tum adversus eos divinam sententiam esse latam. Hactenus ex Theodoreto.
…uttered no word? This argument Theodoret too saw before us, and used it against the same interpretation which we are now refuting, in the forty-seventh question on Genesis. For when he had posed this question — “Whom did Moses call sons of God?” — answering it, he says thus: “Certain men, too stupid and dull, supposed them to have been angels, thinking perhaps that they would find a defense for their own intemperance if they could hold angels guilty of the same crime. But they ought to have heard God speaking thus: My Spirit shall not remain in men for ever, because they are flesh; but their days shall be a hundred and twenty years; and thence to consider that an incorporeal nature has no flesh, and that angels do not have a life limited in time, for they are immortal.” Then, when Theodoret had recalled the other words of the Lord which we set forth a little before, he adds: “All these things surely indicate that those who embraced an iniquitous life were men. For if angels had been mingled with the daughters of men, men would have been wronged by the angels, inasmuch as they would have corrupted their daughters by force; they would also have suffered injury from God the creator, in that he did not punish the angels who served him. But not even the father of lying would dare to say these things. For in many words sacred Scripture has taught both that men sinned and that the divine sentence was pronounced against them.” Thus far Theodoret.11



Altera sane etiam principalis huius loci interpretatio est per filios Dei significatos esse non Angelos sed homines tantum. Verum haec quadripartita est. Quidam per filios Dei intelligi debere putant homines corporis proceritate ac robore ceteris longe insigniores, ut sensit Oleaster; alii homines potentes, uti sunt populorum iudices, praesides ac principes, ut placet Hebraeis; nonnulli existimant filios Dei esse appellatos quasi ex adverso et e regione filiorum hominum.
There is, to be sure, also a second principal interpretation of this passage: that by “sons of God” are signified not angels, but men only. This, however, is divided into four parts. Some think that by “sons of God” should be understood men far more distinguished than the rest in height and strength of body, as Oleaster held; others, powerful men, such as the judges, governors, and rulers of peoples, as the Hebrews prefer; some suppose that they were called “sons of God” as it were in opposition and contrast to the “sons of men.”12



Solet autem scriptura appellare homines vel filios hominum eos qui secundum carnem sapiunt, quos Paulus nominat animales: Animalis, inquit, homo non percipit ea quae sunt Spiritus Dei. Quales autem istiusmodi sint, belle depinxit David Psalmo quarto cum dixit: Filii hominum, usquequo gravi corde? ut quid diligitis vanitatem et quaeritis mendacium? Paulus item: Cum sit inter vos zelus et contentio, nonne carnales estis et secundum hominem ambulatis? Filii autem Dei nominantur quorum est plane contrarium et studium et institutum, contraria mens et sensus, conversatio, mores et facta, qui terrenarum et humanarum rerum contemptores caelestia et divina bona concupiscunt atque sectantur, pietatis erga Deum, iustitiae erga proximum, mortificationis erga seipsos professores atque cultores. Tales igitur longo tempore fuerant isti quos Moses appellat filios Dei, vel certe eorum maiores, propter quos ipsi, licet studiis moribusque multum degeneres, eandem tamen appellationem retinebant. Haec interpretatio nec Augustino in libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 23 nec Ambrosio in libro de Noë et Arca cap. 4 displicuit.
Now Scripture is wont to call “men,” or “sons of men,” those who are wise according to the flesh, whom Paul names “natural men” (animales): “The natural man,” he says, “perceiveth not the things that are of the Spirit of God.” And what manner of men these are, David finely depicted in the fourth Psalm when he said: “Ye sons of men, how long will ye be dull of heart? Why do ye love vanity and seek after lying?” Paul likewise: “Whereas there is among you envying and contention, are ye not carnal, and walk according to man?” But “sons of God” are named those whose pursuit and purpose are plainly the contrary, whose mind and disposition, manner of life, morals, and deeds are contrary — who, as contemners of earthly and human things, desire and pursue heavenly and divine goods, and are professors and practitioners of piety toward God, of justice toward their neighbor, and of mortification toward themselves. Such, then, had these men long been whom Moses calls “sons of God,” or at least their forefathers had been, on whose account they themselves, though much degenerate in pursuits and morals, nevertheless retained the same appellation. This interpretation displeased neither Augustine, in The City of God, bk. 15, ch. 23, nor Ambrose, in the book On Noah and the Ark, ch. 4.13



Sed illa perquam celebris et magnorum scriptorum auctoritate valde nobilitata est interpretatio: quos vocat Moses filios Dei, fuisse...
But that interpretation is exceedingly celebrated and greatly ennobled by the authority of great writers: that those whom Moses calls “sons of God” were…14



...posteros Seth, filias autem vel filios hominum qui ex Caini stirpe progenerati fuerant. Cur autem posteri Seth appellarentur filii Dei, duplex ratio et utraque probabilis redditur. Vel enim sic appellati sunt quod in eos bene competerent ea quae triplex praedicta interpretatio tradit: nimirum posteri Seth aut omnes aut plerique erant corpore procero, robusto et formoso, erantque ipsi potentes et magnates et principes, et propter iustitiae, religionis et sanctimoniae professionem et cultum admodum honorati et venerandi. Vel nominati sunt filii Dei quod filii essent Seth et Enos, quorum utrumque pietate et sanctitate praestantissimum fuisse accepimus et ab hominibus sui temporis Dei appellatione nuncupatum.
…the descendants of Seth; but the “daughters,” or “sons of men,” those who had been begotten of the stock of Cain. Now why the descendants of Seth should be called “sons of God,” a twofold reason is given, each probable. For either they were so called because the things which the aforesaid threefold interpretation hands down fitted them well — namely, the descendants of Seth were, all or most of them, of tall, robust, and handsome body, and were themselves powerful men, magnates, and rulers, and, on account of their profession and practice of justice, religion, and holiness, were highly honored and venerable. Or they were named “sons of God” because they were the sons of Seth and Enos, each of whom we have received to have been most outstanding in piety and sanctity, and to have been called by the men of their time by the appellation of “God” (i.e., the divine).15



Suidas certe in vocabulo SETH confirmat eum esse appellatum deum, tum propter excellentem eius iustitiam, pietatem ac sanctimoniam, tum propter inventionem litterarum et scientiae rerum caelestium. Enos autem primus mortalium singulari quadam ratione coepit invocare nomen Dei, ut extremis verbis capitis quarti dixit Moses. Et huic cognomento Dei ornatum auctorem habeo Cyrillum Alexandrinum libro nono adversus Iulianum. Hos igitur duos viros cum principes generis sui haberent ac praedicarent posteri Seth, ob eam causam appellati sunt filii Dei. Et hi quidem longissimo tempore, ut eis a maioribus suis mandatum fuerat, posterorum Cain societatem, connubia etiam et commercia vehementer refugerunt. Postea vero refrigescente religionis studio cultuque virtutum, feminarum Cainicae stirpis pulchritudine allecti amoreque inflammati, eas duxerunt uxores; quarum flagitiosa consuetudine polluti et corrupti, in omnia sese praecipitaverunt flagitia, nequioresque etiam ipsis Caini posteris evaserunt. Mirum sane, ex tam sancta et numerosa posteritate Seth unum duntaxat fuisse inventum Noë iustum, innocentem Deoque carum, et dignum quem Deus tanto miraculo ex diluvii exitio servaret. Huius extremae interpretationis auctores sunt quamplurimi: Chrysostomus homilia 22 in Genesim, Augustinus libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 23, Theodoretus quaest. 47 in Genesim, Cassianus collatione 8 cap. 21, Cyrillus libro 9 contra Iulianum, Rupertus libro 4 in Genesim cap. 12, B. Thomas in Prima Parte quaest. 1 [?] art. ultimo.
Suidas indeed, under the word SETH, confirms that he was called “a god,” both on account of his excellent justice, piety, and holiness, and on account of his invention of letters and of the knowledge of heavenly things. And Enos was the first of mortals who, in a certain singular manner, began to call upon the name of God, as Moses said in the closing words of chapter four. And for Enos’s being adorned with this surname of “God,” I have as my authority Cyril of Alexandria, in the ninth book against Julian. Since, therefore, the descendants of Seth held and proclaimed these two men as the founders of their line, for that reason they were called “sons of God.” And these, indeed, for a very long time, as had been enjoined upon them by their forefathers, vehemently shunned fellowship, and also marriage and dealings, with the descendants of Cain. But afterwards, when zeal for religion and the cultivation of the virtues had grown cold, enticed by the beauty of the women of Cain’s stock and inflamed with love, they took them as wives; and, polluted and corrupted by their shameful intercourse, they cast themselves headlong into all crimes, and turned out even more wicked than the descendants of Cain themselves. It is indeed astonishing that, out of so holy and numerous a posterity of Seth, only one was found — Noah — who was just, innocent, dear to God, and worthy that God should preserve him by so great a miracle from the destruction of the Flood. Of this last interpretation the authors are very many: Chrysostom, homily 22 on Genesis; Augustine, The City of God, bk. 15, ch. 23; Theodoret, question 47 on Genesis; Cassian, Conference 8, ch. 21; Cyril, bk. 9 against Julian; Rupert, bk. 4 on Genesis, ch. 12; the blessed Thomas, in the First Part, question 1 [?], last article.16



Illud autem, Quod pulchrae essent, habet alia lectio, Quod bonae essent. Sed eadem est sententia: nam ut Augustinus inquit eo loco quem paulo ante memoravi, secundum consuetudinem scripturae vocabulum Bonum saepe idem significat quod speciosum et pulchrum corpore. Quanquam vocabulum Hebraeum quod hic est, tob, non tantum significare bonum et pulchrum sed etiam magnum et procerum confirmat Oleaster testimonio scripturae, atque eam significationem belle ad hunc locum quadrare putat, ut hic sit sensus: filios Dei, id est homines viribus praepotentes et statura proceros, elegisse sibi uxores feminas valde proceras, ut ex his filios generaret robustos ac proceros, eaque ratione ceteris hominibus praevalentes suo eos subiugaret imperio.
As for the phrase “that they were fair,” another reading has “that they were good.” But the sense is the same; for, as Augustine says in the place I mentioned a little before, according to the usage of Scripture the word “good” (Bonum) often signifies the same as “comely and beautiful in body.” Although the Hebrew word here, tob, signifies not only “good” and “beautiful” but also “great” and “tall,” as Oleaster confirms by the testimony of Scripture, and he thinks that this signification fits this passage well, so that the sense here is: that the “sons of God” — that is, men exceedingly strong and tall of stature — chose for themselves as wives women very tall, so that from them he might beget robust and tall sons, and in this way, prevailing over other men, might subjugate them under his own dominion.17



Praebet nobis hic locus Mosis salutare quoddam documentum. Hinc enim discimus quam sit noxia et pestilens societas et consuetudo cum impiis, maxime vero per carnales voluptates cum mulieribus; quamobrem gravissimis verbis Deus Iudaeis interdixit coniugia alienigenarum, ut videre licet Exod. 34 et Deut. 7: Non sociabis, inquit, cum eis coniugia: filiam tuam non dabis filio eius, nec filiam illius accipies filio tuo, quia seducet filium tuum ne sequatur me, et ut magis serviat diis alienis; irasceturque furor Domini et delebit te cito. Commixtio Hebraeorum cum Madianiticis mulieribus quantam illorum cladem et stragem edidit? Commixti sunt (ait David Psal. 105) inter gentes, et didicerunt opera eorum. Ob hanc causam sancti patriarchae, ut Abraham et Isaac, noluerunt filiis suis uxores dare ex Chananaeis, ne illi ad idololatriam delaberentur. Quia Salomon ardentissimo amore mulieribus alienigenis adhaesit, cum iam senex esset tantaque sapientia praeditus, ab illis tamen usque eo seductus est ut deos earum publice coleret. Iudaeos recens ex Babylonica captivitate reversos mutuis connubiis mixtos esse cum alienigenis audiens Esdras adeo graviter tulit ut prae doloris magnitudine pallium et tunicam scidisse evellisseque capillos capitis et barbae dicatur, dolens quod semen sanctum commixtum fuisset cum populis terrae. Cuius admonitione et reprehensione commoti plerique principes Iudaeorum omnes illas uxores abiecerunt, ut in capite 9 et 10 libri Esdrae proditum est.
This passage of Moses affords us a certain salutary lesson. For from it we learn how harmful and pestilent is association and intimacy with the impious, but most of all through carnal pleasures with women. For this reason God, in the gravest words, forbade the Jews marriages with foreigners, as may be seen in Exodus 34 and Deuteronomy 7: “Thou shalt not,” he says, “enter into marriages with them: thou shalt not give thy daughter to his son, nor take his daughter for thy son; for she will seduce thy son not to follow me, and to serve other gods the more; and the fury of the Lord will be kindled, and will speedily destroy thee.” What great calamity and slaughter did the mingling of the Hebrews with the Midianite women produce? “They were mingled,” says David (Ps. 105), “among the nations, and learned their works.” For this cause the holy patriarchs, such as Abraham and Isaac, were unwilling to give their sons wives from among the Canaanites, lest they should slip into idolatry. Because Solomon clung with most ardent love to foreign women, although he was already old and endowed with such great wisdom, he was nevertheless seduced by them to such a degree that he publicly worshiped their gods. When Esdras heard that the Jews, lately returned from the Babylonian captivity, had mingled by intermarriage with foreigners, he took it so grievously that, from the greatness of his grief, he is said to have rent his cloak and tunic and torn out the hair of his head and beard, grieving that the holy seed had been mingled with the peoples of the land. Moved by his admonition and rebuke, most of the leaders of the Jews put away all those wives, as is recorded in chapters 9 and 10 of the book of Esdras.18



Illud quoque licet hic observare, eos qui valde boni et religiosi diu fuerunt, postea degenerantes et consuetudine improborum corruptos, foeditate vitiorum ac scelerum magnitudine insigniores ceteris non raro evadere. Cuius rei hanc fortasse causam licet coniectare: omnis mutatio (ut philosophia docet et ipsius philosophiae parens experientia confirmat) e contrario fit in contrarium; ergo qui optimi sunt, paulatim degenerantes et ad vitia defluentes, mutantur in pessimos. Vel propter ingratitudinem ipsorum non agnoscentium ut oportet Dei beneficia sibi praeter ceteros tributa, interdum etiam illis abutentium ad iniuriam Dei suamque et aliorum perniciem, iustum est istos longissime proiectos a facie Dei despectosque magis quam ceteros mortalium curae et protectionis divinae auxiliis spoliari; quibus privati, quasi remotis frenis, praecipites ad scelera et ad virtutem irrevocabiles feruntur. Denique magna ingenia excelsique animi non ferunt mediocritatem: in utramque partem insignes vel vitiis vel virtutibus sunt.
This too may here be observed: that those who have long been very good and religious, afterwards degenerating and corrupted by the habits of the wicked, not rarely turn out more conspicuous than the rest in the foulness of their vices and the magnitude of their crimes. The cause of this one may perhaps conjecture to be the following. Every change (as philosophy teaches, and experience, the parent of philosophy itself, confirms) takes place from one contrary into the other; therefore those who are best, gradually degenerating and slipping into vices, are changed into the worst. Or else, on account of their ingratitude in not acknowledging, as they ought, God’s benefits bestowed on them beyond others, and sometimes even abusing them to the injury of God and the ruin of themselves and others, it is just that these men, cast far away from the face of God and despised more than the rest of mortals, should be stripped of the aids of divine care and protection; and, deprived of these, as if the reins were removed, they are borne headlong to crimes and are irrecoverable for virtue. Finally, great talents and lofty spirits do not tolerate mediocrity: on either side they are conspicuous, whether for vices or for virtues.19



Non sunt verba illa Mosis silentio praetereunda: Videntes, inquit, filii Dei filias hominum quod essent pulchrae, acceperunt sibi uxores ex omnibus quas elegerant. Haec enim verba perpendens Chrysostomus homilia 22 in Genesim verissime annotavit Mosen his verbis maximam illorum hominum intemperantiam indicare voluisse. Quasi diceret, homines non desiderio suscipiendae prolis et multiplicandi generis humani, qui est laudabilis matrimonii finis, carnalem coniunctio-...
Those words of Moses are not to be passed over in silence: “The sons of God,” he says, “seeing the daughters of men that they were fair, took to themselves wives of all whom they had chosen.” For Chrysostom, weighing these words in homily 22 on Genesis, most truly noted that by them Moses wished to indicate the very great intemperance of those men. As if he were to say that the men — not from a desire to bear offspring and to multiply the human race, which is the laudable end of matrimony, thereby honoring and commending carnal union, but to fill and glut their…20



...nem honestans et commendans, sed ad explendam exaturandamque libidinem, non unam uxorem sed multas, nec eas parentum consilio aut rationis suasu incorruptique iudicii ductu, sed captos pulchritudine, quae est illecebra turpitudinis, et vesano amore potiundae voluptatis, quae esca omnium malorum est, duxisse.
…lust, took not one wife but many — and these not by the counsel of their parents, nor at the persuasion of reason and the guidance of uncorrupted judgment, but, captivated by beauty (which is the enticement of baseness) and by a mad love of obtaining pleasure (which is the bait of all evils), they married them.21



Nec tacendum est quod super hoc loco Rupertus libro 2 De victoria verbi Dei cap. 23 animadvertere nos voluit: diabolum ad tam effrenatam libidinem incitasse homines illius temporis, ut ea ratione consilium et propositum Dei de homine in locum Angelorum evehendo impediret. Iam semel atque iterum hoc Dei propositum impedire conatus fuerat: primo cum Adam ad peccatum impulit, propter quod felicissimo statu innocentiae in quo a Deo collocatus fuerat deturbatus est; deinde cum Cain ad necem iusti Abel fratris sui incitavit. Nunc autem cum videret iustorum semen admodum multiplicari, conatus est homines Deo infensos et exosos facere; in quo sane praevaluit etiam filios Dei ad gravissima scelera impellendo. Quin immo Dei consilium videbatur perturbasse, cum Deus dixerit: Paenitet me fecisse hominem. Verum fortior fuit Dei gratia et veritas, stetitque Dei propositum immutabile; siquidem impios diluvio perdidit, paucos tamen iustos — futurum nempe electorum suorum seminarium — ingenti miraculo conservavit.
Nor should we be silent about what Rupert, in book 2 On the Victory of the Word of God, ch. 23, wished us to note on this passage: that the devil incited the men of that time to such unbridled lust in order, by that means, to hinder the counsel and purpose of God concerning the raising of man into the place of the angels. Already once and again he had attempted to hinder this purpose of God: first, when he drove Adam to sin, on account of which Adam was cast down from the most happy state of innocence in which he had been placed by God; then, when he incited Cain to the murder of his just brother Abel. Now, however, when he saw the seed of the just multiplying greatly, he attempted to make men hateful and odious to God; and in this he certainly prevailed, by driving even the “sons of God” to the gravest crimes. Indeed he seemed to have thrown God’s plan into confusion, since God said: “It repenteth me that I have made man.” But God’s grace and truth were stronger, and God’s purpose stood unchangeable; for, though he destroyed the impious by the Flood, he yet preserved a few just — namely, the future seedbed of his elect — by a tremendous miracle.22



Hic igitur lector expendat quantum malum et quam Deo invisum quantoque dignum supplicio sit profusae libidinis intemperantia, quippe cum eius puniendae causa totus orbis terrarum diluvio perierit. Hoc autem vitium licet in omnibus hominibus vituperandum sit Deoque displiceat, in filiis tamen Dei maxime damnandum et execrandum est, maximeque divinam provocat indignationem et vindictam. Nescitis, inquit Paulus Corinthiis, quia templum Dei estis, et spiritus Dei habitat in vobis? Si quis autem templum Dei violaverit, disperdet illum Deus. Ergo ecclesiasticos ac religiosos viros obscenas carnis voluptates magis quam venenum et pestem atque ipsam mortem fugere oportet. Sed absoluta huius loci explanatione, quo lectori apertiora certioraque sint quae supra diximus cum argumentabamur filios Dei (quos Moses narrat commixtos esse cum filiabus hominum) nec bonos Angelos fuisse nec daemones, tres hoc loco ea de re disputationes pertractandae sunt. Prima disputatio: an credibile sit bonos Angelos carnali mulierum amore et congressu esse pollutos. Altera disputatio: an daemones tales natura sint ut per se cum mulieribus misceri et ex his filios generare queant. Tertia disputatio: de daemonibus incubis et succubis, utrum daemon non quidem per se, verum assumpto corpore in speciem hominis figurato, feminas inire humanoque fetu gravidare possit.
Let the reader, therefore, weigh here how great an evil, how hateful to God, and how worthy of punishment is the intemperance of unrestrained lust, seeing that for the punishing of it the whole world perished in the Flood. And although this vice is to be censured in all men and is displeasing to God, yet in the “sons of God” it is most especially to be condemned and execrated, and most especially provokes the divine indignation and vengeance. “Know ye not,” says Paul to the Corinthians, “that ye are the temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you? But if any man violate the temple of God, him shall God destroy.” Therefore men of the Church and religious ought to flee from the obscene pleasures of the flesh more than from poison and pestilence and death itself. But now that the explanation of this passage is completed — so that what we said above, when we argued that the “sons of God” (whom Moses relates to have mingled with the daughters of men) were neither good angels nor demons, may be plainer and more certain to the reader — three disputations on this matter are now to be treated in this place. The first disputation: whether it is credible that good angels were polluted by carnal love of and intercourse with women. The second disputation: whether demons are of such a nature that they can of themselves mingle with women and beget sons from them. The third disputation: concerning incubus and succubus demons, whether a demon — not indeed of itself, but in an assumed body fashioned into the appearance of a man — can have intercourse with women and make them pregnant with a human offspring.23
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FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether it is credible that the good angels were mingled with women

LatineEnglish


FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether it is credible that the good angels were mingled with women.1
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. Utrum credibile sit, bonos Angelos fuisse cum mulieribus commixtos?



Pudet dicere: quae de optimis scriptoribus hoc loco dicturus sum, adeo sunt non modo falsa, sed pudenda et absurda, indignaque cum tantorum virorum ingenii et doctrinae fama, tum beatorum Angelorum puritatis ac sanctimoniae praestantia; dicere tamen ea cogit veritas, ne fortasse cuipiam, propter eorum virorum auctoritatem, probabile videatur quod nullo modo probandum est. Simul et illud ex hac disputatione manifestum fiet lectori, quantos Ecclesia Christi ab eo tempore ad hanc diem in sacrarum literarum scientia rerumque divinarum cognitione processus fecerit. Nam multa quondam vel doctissimis viris aut obscura et dubia, aut etiam incognita, nunc vel mediocriter eruditis perspicua, indubitata explorateque percepta sunt.
It is shameful to say it: the things which I am about to relate here concerning the best writers are not only false, but shameful and absurd, and unworthy both of the reputation for genius and learning of such great men and of the excellence of the purity and holiness of the blessed angels; yet truth compels me to say them, lest perhaps, on account of the authority of those men, something should seem probable to anyone which ought in no way to be approved. At the same time it will become plain to the reader from this disputation how great advances the Church of Christ has made, from that time to this day, in the science of sacred letters and the knowledge of divine things. For many things once obscure and doubtful, or even unknown, to the most learned men are now perceived clearly, indubitably, and with certainty even by the moderately educated.2



Fuit igitur multorum antiquitatis, doctrinae ac sanctitatis laude praestantium virorum sententia, filios Dei, quos Moses narrat mixtos esse cum filiabus hominum, fuisse bonos Angelos, qui feminarum pulchritudine capti, ad obscenum earum amorem et concubitum delapsi sunt; atque hoc fuisse primum eorum peccatum, quo caelestem angelici status dignitatem et puritatis atque innocentiae gloriam perdiderunt. Gratum erit, opinor, lectori, si hoc tam insigne magnorum doctorum paradoxum, vel pravidoxum potius, propriis aliquot eorum verbis hic adscriptis exponamus. Philo in libro De Gigantibus scribit, quos hoc loco Moses nominavit Angelos, a Philosophis appellari Genios, qui sunt animalia aerea. Iosephus quoque primo libro Antiquitatum tradit istos fuisse Angelos. Iustinus martyr in priori Apologia pro Christianis: Deus, inquit, eorum quae sub caelo sunt curam commisit designatis ad hanc functionem Angelis; qui ab officio decedentes, victique feminarum amore, susceperunt ex eis progeniem, quam vulgus vocat Genios; et provecti ad maiorem audaciam, genus humanum sibi subdiderunt, partim magicis litteris, partim incusso metu poenarum, partim commonstratis sacris quae constant victimis, odoramentis atque libaminibus, quorum tenebantur cupidine; devinctisque per hos affectus animis, passim miscuerunt omnia maleficiis. Quapropter Poetae ac fabulatores, nescientes Angelos et ex his prognatos Genios rem habuisse cum masculis et feminis, civitates gentesque a se memoratas retulerunt ad ipsum Iovem eiusque ac fratrum eius Neptuni Ditisque filios, et horum progeniem. Haec Iustinus.
It was, then, the opinion of many men distinguished for the praise of antiquity, learning, and sanctity, that the “sons of God,” whom Moses relates to have mingled with the daughters of men, were good angels, who, captivated by the beauty of the women, sank into an obscene love and intercourse with them; and that this was their first sin, by which they lost the heavenly dignity of the angelic state and the glory of their purity and innocence. It will be agreeable, I think, to the reader if we set forth this so remarkable paradox — or rather “prava-dox” (perverse opinion) — of great teachers, in some of their own words here transcribed. Philo, in the book On the Giants, writes that those whom Moses here named “angels” are called by the philosophers “genii,” which are aerial living beings. Josephus too, in the first book of the Antiquities, hands down that these were angels. Justin Martyr, in the former Apology for the Christians, says: “God committed the care of the things that are under heaven to angels appointed to this office; and these, departing from their duty and overcome by love of women, took from them an offspring which the common people call ‘genii’; and, advancing to greater boldness, they subjected the human race to themselves — partly by magical writings, partly by the inculcated fear of punishments, partly by the rites they revealed, which consist of victims, incense, and libations, for which they were held by desire; and, men’s minds being bound fast through these passions, they everywhere filled all things with sorceries. For which reason the poets and tellers of tales, not knowing that it was the angels and the genii born of them who had had to do with males and females, attributed the cities and nations recorded by them to Jupiter himself, and to the sons of him and of his brothers Neptune and Pluto, and to their offspring.” Thus Justin.3



Clemens Alexandrinus Stromatum libro tertio sic habet: Iam vero Angeli quoque cum fuissent incontinentes, victi cupiditate, e caelo descenderunt. Tertullianus apertius hoc dicit in libro De Habitu...
Clement of Alexandria, in the third book of the Stromata, has it thus: “Now the angels too, having been incontinent, overcome by desire, came down from heaven.” Tertullian says this more openly in the book On the Apparel…4



...muliebri, et De velandis virginibus, ubi ad eiusmodi Angelos refert illud Pauli: Mulierem in Ecclesia velari debere propter Angelos Dei — id est, ne earum pulchritudo illecebra sit Angelis ad eas libidinose adamandas; eodem quoque illud Pauli: Nescitis quoniam Angelos iudicabimus? pertinere putat. Debet ergo, inquit Tertullianus, adumbrari facies tam periculosa, quae usque ad caelum scandala iaculata est. Existimat autem Tertullianus filias hominum, quibus cum congressi sunt Angeli, fuisse virgines. Eusebius libro 5 De Praeparatione Evangelica cap. 4 suspicatur ex hoc loco Mosis non bene intellecto accepisse Poetas ea quae finxerunt de connubiis deorum et mulierum, et de Gigantibus qui adversus deos bella gesserunt. Certe Iulianus Apostata, ut refert de eo Cyrillus in exordio libri noni adversus ipsum, affirmavit quos Moses hic nominavit Angelos, dixitque mixtos esse cum mulieribus, eosdem a Poetis appellari deos, eorumque cum feminis coniugia decantari. Lactantius lib. 2 Divinarum Institutionum cap. 15 filios Dei mixtos cum filiabus hominum censet fuisse Angelos quibus Deus regendi tuendique generis humani munus iniunxerat.
…on Women’s Apparel, and On the Veiling of Virgins, where he refers to angels of this kind that saying of Paul: that “a woman ought to be veiled in the church on account of the angels of God” — that is, lest their beauty be an enticement to the angels to lust after them; and he thinks that this saying of Paul too belongs to the same matter: “Know ye not that we shall judge angels?” “Therefore,” says Tertullian, “a face so dangerous, which has hurled scandals as far as heaven, ought to be veiled.” And Tertullian supposes that the daughters of men with whom the angels coupled were virgins. Eusebius, in book 5 of the Preparation for the Gospel, ch. 4, suspects that it was from this passage of Moses, ill understood, that the poets took what they invented about the marriages of gods and women, and about the Giants who waged wars against the gods. Indeed Julian the Apostate, as Cyril reports of him at the beginning of the ninth book against him, affirmed that those whom Moses here named “angels,” and said to have mingled with women, are the very same who are called “gods” by the poets, and whose unions with women are sung. Lactantius, in book 2 of the Divine Institutes, ch. 15, judges that the “sons of God” mingled with the daughters of men were angels to whom God had enjoined the office of ruling and guarding the human race.5



Eiusdem sententiae videtur fuisse Ambrosius in libro primo De Virginibus, hunc in modum scribens: Castitas Angelos fecit. Qui eam servavit, angelus est; qui perdidit, diabolus. Et paulo infra: Quam praeclarum est, inquit, Angelos propter intemperantiam suam in saeculum cecidisse de caelo, virgines propter castimoniam suam in caelum transiisse de saeculo? Sed profecto hanc opinionem nequaquam placuisse Ambrosio, non dissimulat ipse in libro quem De Noë composuit. Nam in capite quarto eius libri explanans hunc locum Mosis: Videntes Angeli Dei filias hominum — sic enim legit Ambrosius, lectionem quae erat suo tempore in multis codicibus Septuaginta Interpretum secutus — Angelos Dei interpretatur non substantias caelestes, sed viros sanctos, quos divina Scriptura etiam filios Dei appellare solet. Ambrosii verba sic eo loci habent: Plerumque Angelos filios Dei vocat Scriptura, quia ex nullo homine generantur animae. Itaque viros fideles filios suos dici non est aspernatus Deus. Sicut ergo viri probabilis vitae filii Dei vocantur, ita quorum carnalia sunt opera, hos filios dicimus carnis Scripturarum auctoritate. Dicit enim Ioannes Evangelista: Quotquot Dominum Iesum receperunt, dedit eis potestatem filios Dei fieri, his qui credunt in nomine eius, qui non ex sanguinibus, neque ex voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate viri, sed ex Deo nati sunt. Sic ibi Ambrosius. Qui super Psalmum 118 Sermone septimo, et in Epistola 84 Ad Demetriadem, perspicue et affirmate ait, primum peccatum Diaboli, ante lapsum hominis, fuisse Superbiam. Apparet igitur Ambrosium in libro De Virginibus, non quod ita sentiret ipse, sed quo magnificentius castitatis gloriam extolleret, opinionem illam de lapsu Angelorum propter intemperantiam libidinis attigisse.
Of the same opinion Ambrose seems to have been, in the first book On Virgins, writing in this manner: “Chastity made the angels. He who has preserved it is an angel; he who has lost it, a devil.” And a little below: “How splendid it is,” he says, “that angels through their intemperance fell from heaven into the world, while virgins through their chastity passed from the world into heaven?” But that this opinion was by no means pleasing to Ambrose, he himself does not conceal in the book he composed On Noah. For in the fourth chapter of that book, explaining this passage of Moses — “The angels of God, seeing the daughters of men” (for so Ambrose reads, following the reading that in his time was in many codices of the Septuagint translators) — he interprets the “angels of God” not as celestial substances, but as holy men, whom divine Scripture is also wont to call “sons of God.” Ambrose’s words in that place run thus: “Scripture frequently calls angels ‘sons of God,’ because souls are generated from no man. And so God has not disdained that faithful men be called his sons. As, therefore, men of upright life are called ‘sons of God,’ so those whose works are carnal we call, on the authority of the Scriptures, ‘sons of the flesh.’ For John the Evangelist says: As many as received the Lord Jesus, to them he gave power to become the sons of God, to those who believe in his name, who were born not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.” So Ambrose there. And he, on Psalm 118, in the seventh Sermon, and in Epistle 84 To Demetrias, says clearly and affirmatively that the first sin of the devil, before the fall of man, was Pride. It appears, therefore, that Ambrose, in the book On Virgins, touched on that opinion about the fall of the angels through the intemperance of lust not because he himself held it, but in order the more magnificently to extol the glory of chastity.6



Illud mirum, eam sententiam adeo placuisse Severo Sulpitio, ut eam non solum apertis disertisque verbis, sed magna etiam asseveratione prodiderit, non procul exordio prioris libri De Sacra historia ita scribens: Qua...
This is remarkable, that that opinion so pleased Severus Sulpicius that he set it forth not only in open and explicit words, but even with great asseveration, writing thus, not far from the beginning of the first book of his Sacred History: “At which…7



...Qua tempestate cum iam humanum genus abundaret, Angeli, quibus caelum sedes erat, speciosarum forma virginum capti, illicitas cupiditates appetierunt, ac natura sua originisque degeneres, relictis superioribus quorum incolae erant, matrimoniis se mortalibus miscuerunt. Sic ille.
“…At which time, when the human race was already abounding, the angels, whose dwelling was heaven, captivated by the beauty of comely maidens, sought after illicit desires, and, degenerate from their own nature and origin, abandoning the higher regions of which they were inhabitants, mingled themselves in marriages with mortals.” So he.8



Atque haec sunt ab istis scriptoribus de intemperantia Angelorum et credita et scriptis prodita; quam opinionem dubitandum non est placuisse multis, tum quod eam tantorum virorum auctoritas probabilem faceret, tum quod libidinibus ac deliciis suis patrocinium aliquod quaerentes, haberi eam pro vera cuperent, quo scilicet excusabilior eorum intemperantia exemplo Angelorum videri posset. Verisimile est, ait Cyrillus libro nono adversus Iulianum, multos ea sententia turbari, et contemnentes meliora, deliciarum amorem eligere, dum considerant quam difficile et arduum ipsis sit carnalibus voluptatibus omnino reluctari, et credunt etiam ipsos Angelos sanctos obscenas affectiones sequi. Perquam noxium enim est audire et credere ipsos Sanctos Angelos corporum formositatibus affici, et oblectari tam profanis et absurdis voluptatibus. Haec Cyrillus. S. Augustinus capite 23 libri 15 De Civitate Dei eam sententiam reiicit quidem, sed adeo modeste, ut severitatem censurae, quam verebatur ea opinio, tot tantorumque Doctorum qui eam secuti fuerant reverentiae condonasse videatur. Dei Angelos Sanctos (inquit Augustinus) nullo modo illo tempore sic labi potuisse crediderim, nec de his dixisse Apostolum Petrum: Si enim Deus Angelis peccantibus non pepercit, sed carceribus caliginis inferi retrudens tradidit in iudicio puniendos reservari; sed potius de illis qui primum apostatantes a Deo cum diabolo principe suo ceciderunt, qui primum hominem per invidiam serpentina fraude decepit.
And these are the things which by those writers were both believed and set forth in writing concerning the intemperance of the angels — an opinion which we cannot doubt pleased many, both because the authority of such great men made it probable, and because men seeking some patronage for their own lusts and pleasures desired that it be held for true, so that, namely, their own intemperance might seem more excusable by the example of the angels. “It is likely,” says Cyril, in the ninth book against Julian, “that many are disturbed by that opinion, and, despising better things, choose the love of pleasures, while they consider how difficult and arduous it is for them to resist carnal pleasures altogether, and believe that even the holy angels themselves pursued obscene affections. For it is exceedingly harmful to hear and to believe that the holy angels themselves are affected by the comeliness of bodies and take delight in pleasures so profane and absurd.” Thus Cyril. St. Augustine, in chapter 23 of book 15 of The City of God, does indeed reject that opinion, but so modestly that he seems, out of reverence for so many and so great teachers who had followed it, to have remitted the severity of the censure which that opinion deserved. “I could in no way believe,” says Augustine, “that the holy angels of God could at that time have so fallen, nor that the Apostle Peter said of these: For if God spared not the angels that sinned, but, thrusting them down into the prisons of the darkness of hell, delivered them to be reserved for punishment unto judgment; but rather of those who, first apostatizing from God, fell with the devil their prince — who first deceived man through envy by the serpent’s guile.”9



Cassianus octava collatione, capite 21, putavit eam opinionem vel hoc uno argumento valide confutari. Nullo modo, inquit, credendum est spiritales naturas misceri cum feminis carnaliter posse. Quod si aliquando hoc secundum litteram fieri potuisset, quomodo nunc quoque idipsum vel non raro contingeret, ut absque semine vel coitu viri aliquos nasci similiter de mulieribus, conceptu daemonum, cerneremus? cum praesertim constet eos libidinum sordibus admodum delectari, quas proculdubio per semetipsos exercere plus quam per homines mallent, si illud ullo modo potuisset impleri. Haec Cassianus. Verum enervis est argumentatio haec Cassiani. Dupliciter enim illius sententiae probatores ac propugnatores eius rationi possent occurrere. Dicerent primo, Angelos potestatem habere ineundi mulieres, sed ea potestate semel tantum Dei permissu esse usos, deinceps vero ea uti esse a Deo prohibitos; quemadmodum habet Daemon potestatem ita nocendi hominibus ut nocuit Iob, sed eam tamen potestatem adversus alios homines exercere eum non sinit Deus: multa enim potest Daemon facere, quae frequenter ac libenter faceret, sed vetante Deo vel raro facit, vel semel tantum facit, vel etiam nunquam facit. Illud praeterea dicerent: quia boni Angeli vel Daemones non nisi sub specie et figura viri ineunt feminas, idcirco...
Cassian, in the eighth Conference, chapter 21, thought that opinion was strongly refuted even by this single argument. “In no way,” he says, “is it to be believed that spiritual natures can be carnally mingled with women. For if at some time this could have been done literally, how is it that now too the same thing would happen, even not rarely, so that we should see some born of women in like manner without seed or the intercourse of a man, by the conception of demons? — especially since it is established that they take great delight in the filth of lusts, which without doubt they would prefer to practice through themselves rather than through men, if that could in any way have been accomplished.” Thus Cassian. But this argumentation of Cassian is feeble. For the approvers and defenders of that opinion could meet his reasoning in two ways. They would say, first, that the angels have the power of entering women, but that they used that power only once, by God’s permission, and thereafter were forbidden by God to use it — just as the demon has the power of harming men as he harmed Job, yet God does not allow him to exercise that power against other men; for the demon can do many things which he would do frequently and willingly, but, God forbidding, he does them either rarely, or only once, or even never at all. They would say, furthermore: that since good angels or demons enter women only under the appearance and figure of a man, therefore…10



...[non posse] discerni utrum viri sint, an spiritus de caelo lapsi [?]. Ut non sit incredibile, dicent illi, multos qui filii hominum putantur, satu daemonum esse generatos.
…it cannot be discerned whether they are men or spirits fallen from heaven [?]. So that it is not incredible, they will say, that many who are reckoned sons of men were begotten by the seed of demons.11



Duobus igitur his argumentis opinio illa evertenda est. Extra controversiam est Angelos aut esse incorporeos, aut, si corporei sint, diversum ab humano corpus habere, aereum scilicet, vel igneum, vel humanis oculis inaspectabile. Nam figuram humani corporis, qua suam praesentiam nonnullis declararunt, ad tempus assumunt, vel extrinsecus, vel corpus suum, quia tenuissimum est et omni modo figurabile, ad eam speciem conformantes. Hinc ergo concluditur Angelos carnis nostrae deliciis ac voluptatibus nullo modo affici et per se oblectari, neque corporaliter misceri cum mulieribus, aut ex his filios generare posse. Verum quia haec ratio communiter et aequaliter convenit in bonos Angelos atque in cacodaemones, in praesens omittatur, paulo infra, cum agetur de Daemonibus, fusius et commodius tractanda. Est igitur alterum contra eam opinionem validissimum argumentum: si sancti Angeli propter intemperantiam libidinis de caelo lapsi sunt, ergo primum Angelorum peccatum fuit peccatum luxuriae; at fuisse alia priora peccata Angelorum manifestis scripturae testimoniis convincitur. Peccatum enim luxuriae, si commissum est ab Angelis, id profecto non ante mille annos ab orbe condito transactos est commissum; tantum enim fere temporis effluxit ab exordio mundi ad id usque temporis, quo tempore filios Dei mixtos esse cum filiabus hominum tradit Moses. Sed fuisse alia longe antiquiora Angelorum peccata, scilicet ab ipsis in exordio mundi commissa, palam est ex verbis Domini nostri quae sunt apud Ioannem capite octavo, ubi dixit Diabolum ab initio mundi fuisse mendacem et homicidam. In libro item Sapientiae scriptum est, Invidia diaboli mortem intrasse in orbem terrarum; sed mors intravit statim ut peccavit Adam, testante hoc Paulo ad Romanos capite quinto, cum inquit: Per unum hominem peccatum in hunc mundum intravit, et per peccatum mors. Multo igitur ante istud peccatum luxuriae reperimus in sacris litteris alia tria fuisse Angelorum peccata: Invidiae, Mendacii et Homicidii.
By these two arguments, then, that opinion is to be overthrown. It is beyond controversy that angels are either incorporeal, or, if they are corporeal, have a body different from the human — aerial, namely, or fiery, or invisible to human eyes. For the figure of a human body, by which they have declared their presence to certain persons, they assume for a time, either from without, or by conforming their own body — since it is most subtle and capable of being shaped in every way — to that appearance. Hence, then, it is concluded that angels can in no way be affected by the delights and pleasures of our flesh and take delight in them of themselves, nor be bodily mingled with women, nor beget sons from them. But because this reasoning applies commonly and equally to good angels and to evil demons, let it for the present be omitted, to be treated more fully and conveniently a little below, when we deal with the demons. There is, then, a second most powerful argument against that opinion: if the holy angels fell from heaven through the intemperance of lust, then the first sin of the angels was the sin of lust; but that the angels had other, prior sins is proved by manifest testimonies of Scripture. For the sin of lust, if it was committed by the angels, was certainly not committed before a thousand years had passed since the founding of the world; for about that much time elapsed from the beginning of the world up to the time at which Moses relates that the sons of God mingled with the daughters of men. But that there were other, far more ancient sins of the angels — namely, committed by them at the very beginning of the world — is plain from the words of our Lord which are in John, chapter eight, where he said that the devil was “from the beginning of the world a liar and a murderer.” In the book of Wisdom too it is written that “by the envy of the devil death entered into the world”; but death entered as soon as Adam sinned, as Paul testifies to the Romans in chapter five, when he says: “By one man sin entered into this world, and by sin death.” Long before that sin of lust, therefore, we find in the sacred writings that there were three other sins of the angels: of Envy, of Lying, and of Murder.12



Quin illud in confesso est apud omnes fere patres et Theologos, primum Angeli peccatum fuisse superbiam; ut ob eam causam proditum sit in libro Ecclesiastici capite decimo, Initium omnis peccati esse superbiam. Primum enim omnium peccatorum fuit peccatum Luciferi; hoc autem fuit superbia, quod argumentari solent Doctores ex illis verbis Esaiae quae sunt in capite 14: Quomodo cecidisti de caelo, Lucifer, qui mane oriebaris? etc. — ubi sub figura regis Babylonis describitur Luciferi de caelo lapsus ad infernum propter superbiam. Apparet igitur primum Angelorum peccatum non fuisse peccatum carnalis luxuriae. Dixi carnalem luxuriam, propter opinionem Scoti, qui primum Angeli peccatum fuisse spiritualem quandam luxuriam arbitratus est. Si autem non fuit primum Angelorum peccatum carnalis luxuria, non igitur Angeli boni propter foedam libidinem, quam...
Indeed it is acknowledged among almost all the Fathers and Theologians that the first sin of the angel was pride; so that for that reason it is recorded in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter ten, that “the beginning of all sin is pride.” For the first of all sins was the sin of Lucifer; and this was pride, as the Doctors are wont to argue from those words of Isaiah which are in chapter 14: “How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, who didst rise in the morning?” etc. — where, under the figure of the king of Babylon, is described Lucifer’s fall from heaven to hell on account of pride. It appears, therefore, that the first sin of the angels was not the sin of carnal lust. I said “carnal lust,” on account of the opinion of Scotus, who judged that the first sin of the angel was a certain spiritual lust. But if the first sin of the angels was not carnal lust, then the good angels were not, on account of the foul lust which…13



...quam cum mulieribus exercuerunt, de caelo deiecti sunt, aut sui status dignitatem perdiderunt.
…they practiced with women, cast down from heaven, nor did they lose the dignity of their state.14



Hanc rationem B. Chrysostomus, valentissimum ratus ad eam opinionem destruendam telum, his verbis tractavit in homilia 22 in Genesim: Ceterum quid dicunt isti? Certe aiunt fuisse illos quidem Angelos, sed quia ad iniquum hoc opus descenderunt, sua eos dignitate excidisse. En iterum fabulosius aliud! Quid igitur? num exciderunt Angeli, et haec ruinae illorum causa fuit? Verum scriptura nos aliter docet, antequam formaretur Adam, a sua dignitate excidisse diabolum. Ait enim quidam sapiens: Invidia diaboli mors intravit in mundum. Nam si non ante factum hominem excidit, quando in tanta dignitate manens invidit homini? Neque enim consentaneum est Angelum incorporeum et in tanta dignitate constitutum invidisse homini corpus gestanti; sed invidit, quod ex superna gloria in extremam ignominiam deiectus fuerat. Licet igitur incorporeus esset, videns tamen hominem tantum in corpore honorem benevolentia conditoris fortitum, invidia exarsit, et deceptione, ad quam serpentis opera usus est, hominem mortis supplicio fecit obnoxium. Talis enim malitia non potest non graviter ferre aliorum felicitatem. Nam quantae dementiae fuerit dicere Angelos esse deiectos ut cum mulieribus rem haberent, et incorporea natura copularetur corporibus? Annon audis Dominum dicentem de Angelorum substantia: In resurrectione neque matrimonium contrahunt, neque elocantur, sed sunt sicut Angeli Dei? Non enim possibile est incorpoream naturam talem ullo tempore habere concupiscentiam. Hactenus ex Chrysostomo. Verum de Angelis bonis ab intemperantia libidinis et obscenitatibus muliebrium amorum vindicandis dictum est satis. Deinceps de malis Angelis, qui vulgo Daemones vel Cacodaemones appellantur, consimilem tractantes quaestionem, disputemus.
This argument the blessed Chrysostom — reckoning it a most powerful weapon for destroying that opinion — treated in these words, in homily 22 on Genesis: “But what do these men say? Surely they say that they were indeed angels, but that, because they descended to this iniquitous deed, they fell from their dignity. Behold again another, more fabulous tale! What then? Did the angels fall, and was this the cause of their ruin? But Scripture teaches us otherwise: that before Adam was formed, the devil fell from his dignity. For a certain wise man says: ‘By the envy of the devil death entered into the world.’ For if he did not fall before man was made, when, remaining in such great dignity, did he envy man? For it is not reasonable that an incorporeal angel, established in such dignity, envied man bearing a body; rather he envied because he had been cast down from supernal glory into the utmost ignominy. Therefore, although he was incorporeal, yet, seeing man endowed in the body with such great honor by the goodwill of the Creator, he blazed with envy, and by the deception in which he used the serpent’s aid, he made man liable to the punishment of death. For such malice cannot but bear grievously the happiness of others. For of what great madness would it be to say that the angels were cast down in order to have to do with women, and that an incorporeal nature was joined to bodies? Do you not hear the Lord saying of the substance of the angels: ‘In the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God’? For it is not possible that an incorporeal nature should at any time have such concupiscence.” Thus far Chrysostom. But enough has been said for vindicating the good angels from the intemperance of lust and from the obscenities of women’s loves. Next let us dispute, treating a similar question, concerning the evil angels, who are commonly called demons or cacodemons.15



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the First Disputation on Genesis 6:2. ↩
	§29 (opening of the disputation). ↩
	Catalogue of authorities (still §29). Margin: ‘Authors who thought the sons of God were mingled with the daughters of men’; Philo; Josephus; Justin Martyr. ↩
	§30 (continues on p. 85). Clement of Alexandria; Tertullian. Margin: Clement of Alexandria; Tertullian. ↩
	§30 (continued from p. 84). Margins: 1 Cor. 11; 1 Cor. 6; Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel 5.4; Cyril of Alexandria; Julian the Apostate; Lactantius, Divine Institutes 2.15. ↩
	§31. Ambrose (apparently of this opinion in On Virgins, but in fact holding the Sethite reading in On Noah). Margins: Ambrose; John 1; Ambrose on Ps. 118, Sermon 7; Epistle 84 To Demetrias. ↩
	§32 (continues on p. 86). Margin: Severus Sulpicius (Sulpicius Severus), Sacred History, bk. 1. ↩
	§32 (continued from p. 85): the quotation from Sulpicius Severus. ↩
	§33: why the opinion pleased many. Margins: Cyril (against Julian, bk. 9); Augustine, City of God 15.23; 1 Pet. 2. ↩
	§34 (continues on p. 87). Margin: the argument of Cassian (Conference 8, ch. 21) is weighed, and shown to be feeble. ↩
	§34 (continued from p. 86). The opening clause is badly garbled in the OCR; the reconstruction is conjectural [?]. Margin: ‘It is shown that the good angels did not fall from heaven on account of love of women.’ ↩
	§35: the two decisive arguments stated; the second developed — the angels’ first sin was not lust. Margins: John 8; Wisdom 2; Rom. 5; ‘the first sin was not lust.’ ↩
	§36 (continues on p. 88): the first sin of the angels was pride. Margins: Ecclus. 10; Isa. 14; Scotus, Sentences bk. 2, dist. 4 (who held it a spiritual lust). ↩
	§36 (continued from p. 87). ↩
	§37: the long confirming quotation from Chrysostom. Margins: Chrysostom, homily 22 on Genesis; Wisdom 2; Mark 12. ↩




SECOND DISPUTATION. Whether it is probable that demons, in their own bodies, were mingled with women, and from them begot sons

LatineEnglish


SECOND DISPUTATION. Whether it is probable that demons, in their own bodies, were mingled with women, and from them begot sons.1
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. Utrum probabile sit, Daemones in suis corporibus mixtos esse cum mulieribus, et ex his filios procreasse.



Si apud omnes Philosophos et Theologos in aperto et confesso fuisset, Daemones (uti vere sunt) esse incorporeos, nullus plane huius quaestionis disceptationi locus esset relictus. Neque enim natura incorporea corporeis affici voluptatibus, aut per corporalem cum feminis congressum prolem corpoream generare potest. Verum quia plurimi ac nobilissimi Philosophorum et scriptorum ecclesiasticorum censuerunt eos esse corporeos, non est visum quibusdam impossibile aut incredibile eos esse potuisse amatores corruptoresque mulierum et filiorum generatores.
If it had been openly and confessedly held among all philosophers and theologians that demons (as they truly are) are incorporeal, plainly no room would have been left for the discussion of this question. For an incorporeal nature cannot be affected by bodily pleasures, nor through bodily intercourse with women generate a bodily offspring. But because very many and most noble of the philosophers and ecclesiastical writers judged them to be corporeal, it did not seem to some impossible or incredible that they could have been lovers and corrupters of women and begetters of children.2



Platonicorum certe celeberrimum fuit dogma, esse Daemones corpore aereo naturaliter praeditos, et horum quosdam esse obscenissimorum flagitiorum et maleficiorum suasores et auctores, quique corporeis affectionibus similiter atque homines commoveantur. Ac ne longus sim sententiam in hac de re Platonicorum, Iamblichi, Plotini, Porphyrii, Maximi Tyrii aliorumque multis verbis explanando, brevem Apuleii Platonici ex libro eius De Socratis Daemone orationem, ut eam refert Augustinus libro 8 De Civitate Dei cap. 17, hic apponam. De moribus, inquit Augustinus, Daemonum cum idem (Platonicum Apuleium intelligit, quem paulo ante nominaverat) loqueretur, dixit eos eisdem quibus homines animi perturbationibus agitari, irritari iniuriis, obsequiis donisque placari, gaudere honoribus, diversis sacrorum ritibus oblectari, et in eis si quid neglectum fuerit commoveri. Inter cetera autem dicit ad eos pertinere divinationes augurum, aruspicum, vatum atque somniorum; ab his quoque esse miracula magorum. Breviter autem eos diffiniens ait: Daemones esse genere animalia, animo passiva, mente rationalia, corpore aerea, tempore aeterna. Horum vero quinque, tria priora illis esse nobiscum communia, quartum proprium, quintum eos cum diis habere commune. Sic ex Apuleio Augustinus.
It was certainly a most celebrated doctrine of the Platonists that demons are naturally endowed with an aerial body, and that some of these are persuaders and authors of the most obscene crimes and sorceries, and are moved by bodily affections in like manner as men. And, not to be long in setting forth at great length the opinion on this matter of the Platonists — Iamblichus, Plotinus, Porphyry, Maximus of Tyre, and others — I shall here append a brief passage of the Platonist Apuleius from his book On the Daemon of Socrates, as Augustine reports it in book 8 of The City of God, ch. 17. “When the same man,” says Augustine — he means the Platonist Apuleius, whom he had named a little before — “spoke of the character of the demons, he said that they are agitated by the same disturbances of mind as men, provoked by injuries, appeased by compliances and gifts; that they rejoice in honors, take delight in the various rites of sacrifices, and are disturbed if anything in them is neglected. Among other things he says that to them belong the divinations of augurs, soothsayers, seers, and dreams; and that from them also are the miracles of the magicians. And, defining them briefly, he says: Demons are, in genus, living beings; in soul, subject to passion; in mind, rational; in body, aerial; in time, eternal. And of these five attributes, the first three they have in common with us, the fourth is proper to themselves, the fifth they have in common with the gods.” Thus Augustine, from Apuleius.3



Maximus autem Tyrius, Platonicus philosophus, Sermone 26, non modo corporatos facit daemones, sed eorum quoque nonnullos medicinam profiteri, alios in rebus ambiguis praebere consilium, quosdam abscondita enuntiare, multos exercendis artibus operam cum hominibus navare, quosdam esse itineris comites, urbanos alios, alios rusticos, hos maritimos, terrestres illos. Plutarchus in libro qui inscribitur QUOD ORACULA DEFECERUNT: Est, inquit, ut in hominibus virtutis et appetitivae atque irrationalis partis diversitas, sic in ipsis quoque daemonibus. Sed in aliis haec irrationalis pars debilis est atque imbecilla, in aliis vehemens atque impetuosa, ingentes calamitates et exitia hominibus privatim et publice machinando. Idem Plutarchus in libro quem De Iside scripsit: Plato, inquit, Pythagoras, Xenocrates et Chrysippus, priscos secuti Theologos, excellentiores hominibus Daemones esse affirmant; sed naturam eorum animo et corpore coniunctam dixerunt, quare voluptate quoque atque dolore alios magis, alios minus affici; ut enim in hominibus, ita etiam in daemonibus virtutis et vitii diversitas invenitur. Empedocles autem poenas etiam dare Daemones peccatorum suorum confirmat: aether enim eos et pontus expellit, terra nullo modo suscipit; sic ab alio in aliud elementum depulsi atrociter vexantur, quousque purgati ad primum locum redeant. Verum si Daemones secundum istos Platonicos iisdem quibus homines perturbationibus agitarentur atque vexarentur, eos profecto terrenis corporibus moribundisque membris concretos esse haud vana esset coniectura; tales enim perturbationes ex mortalium terrenorumque corporum societate et contagione animis contingere elegantissimis illis versibus cinit Poeta...
Maximus of Tyre, the Platonist philosopher, in Oration 26, not only makes demons corporeal, but says also that some of them profess medicine, others give counsel in doubtful matters, some declare hidden things, many devote labor with men to the practice of the arts, some are companions on a journey, some urban, others rustic, these maritime, those of the land. Plutarch, in the book entitled That the Oracles Have Ceased, says: “There is, as in men a diversity of the virtuous and the appetitive and irrational part, so also in the demons themselves. But in some this irrational part is weak and feeble, in others vehement and impetuous, contriving immense calamities and ruin for men, privately and publicly.” The same Plutarch, in the book he wrote On Isis: “Plato,” he says, “Pythagoras, Xenocrates, and Chrysippus, following the ancient theologians, affirm that the demons are more excellent than men; but they said that their nature is conjoined of soul and body, wherefore they too are affected by pleasure and pain, some more, some less; for, as among men, so also among demons a diversity of virtue and vice is found.” And Empedocles affirms that the demons even pay penalties for their sins: for the ether and the sea expel them, the earth in no way receives them; thus, driven from one element to another, they are horribly tormented, until, purged, they return to their first place. But if the demons, according to these Platonists, were agitated and vexed by the same disturbances as men, it would not be a vain conjecture that they are compacted of earthly bodies and dying members; for that such disturbances befall souls from the association and contagion of mortal and earthly bodies, the Poet sings in those most elegant verses…4



Igneus est ollis vigor, et caelestis origo / Seminibus, quantum non noxia corpora tardant, / Terrenique hebetant artus moribundaque membra. / Hinc metuunt cupiuntque, dolent gaudentque, nec auras / Despiciunt clausae tenebris et carcere caeco.
“Fiery is the vigor of those seeds, and heavenly their origin, / so far as harmful bodies do not clog them, / and earthly limbs and dying members do not dull them. / Hence they fear and desire, grieve and rejoice; nor, / shut in darkness and a blind prison, do they look up to the open air.” (Virgil, Aeneid 6)5



Ceterum, quae ex Platonicis adhuc dicta sunt de Daemonibus, quasi ludum iocumque putet lector, prout sunt ea quae subiiciam. Psellus quidam, et philosophus et Christianus, sed Christianae doctrinae (quantum ex scriptis eius licet existimare) rudis, librum scripsit De Daemonibus, pleraque de his doctus a quodam Marco, qui propter diutinam Daemonum familiaritatem cultumque omnium sui temporis consultissimus rerum daemoniacarum habebatur. Quod si quae tradidit ille, quam sunt nova et mira, tam essent vera, aut certe verisimilia, nec a placitis Theologorum omnino discreparent, multa profecto Psellus iste de varia Daemonum natura, de variis item eorum studiis moribusque ac viribus nobis aperuisset, quae sunt abstrusissima, nec humana ratione indagari, nedum comprehendi possunt. Quae autem de Daemonibus ab illo sunt prodita (quatenus ad id quod nunc agimus pertinet) quatuor ad capita revocari possunt. Primo ait non esse idem corpus bonis angelis atque Daemonibus. Angelicum enim tradit corpus radios effundere, nec humanis oculis sustineri posse, per omnia penetrare ac transire, minusque etiam quam solis radium esse passionibus obnoxium; corpora vero Daemonum, quamvis ob tenuitatem invisibilia sint, attamen materialia quodammodo sunt, passionique subiecta, adeo ut quaedam tactui subiiciantur, pulsataque doleant, et igni propinquantia comburantur, et quaedam horum cinerem quoque relinquant.
But as for the things which have so far been said from the Platonists about the demons, let the reader account them but sport and a joke — even as are the things I shall now subjoin. A certain Psellus, both a philosopher and a Christian, but (so far as may be judged from his writings) unschooled in Christian doctrine, wrote a book On Demons, having been taught most of these matters by a certain Marcus, who, on account of his long familiarity with and devotion to demons, was reckoned the most expert of all men of his time in demonic matters. But if the things he handed down were as true, or at least as probable, as they are novel and marvelous, and did not altogether disagree with the tenets of the theologians, this Psellus would surely have disclosed to us many things about the varied nature of the demons, and likewise about their various pursuits, habits, and powers — things which are most abstruse and can neither be investigated by human reason, much less comprehended. Now the things set forth by him about the demons (so far as pertains to our present concern) can be reduced to four heads. First, he says that the body of good angels and that of demons is not the same. For he hands down that the angelic body sends forth rays and cannot be endured by human eyes, penetrates and passes through all things, and is even less subject to passions than a ray of the sun; whereas the bodies of demons, though invisible because of their subtlety, are nevertheless in a manner material and subject to passion — so much so that some of them are subject to touch, and when struck feel pain, and when they approach fire are burned, and some of them even leave behind ashes.6



Deinde tradit Psellus, auctore illo Marco, nonnullos Daemonum semen emittere, ex quo pusilla quaedam animalia oriantur; nutriri etiam illos, alios quidem inspiratione, velut in arteriis et nervis viget spiritus, alios vero humore, sed non eum ore haurientes sicut nos, sed sicut spongiae atque ostreae, exsugentes quidem humorem extrinsecus adiacentem, quod autem in humore crassius atque concretius est excernentes. Id vero non patiuntur omnes Daemones, sed tantummodo genus Daemonum materiae proximum, quodque odit lucem et aquatile atque subterraneum est.
Next Psellus hands down, on the authority of that Marcus, that some of the demons emit seed, from which certain tiny living things arise; and that they are also nourished — some, indeed, by inhalation, as the spirit thrives in the arteries and nerves; others by moisture, yet not drawing it in by the mouth as we do, but like sponges and oysters, sucking up the moisture lying adjacent on the outside, while excreting whatever is thicker and more solid in the moisture. But not all demons undergo this, only that kind of demon which is nearest to matter, and which hates the light and is aquatic and subterranean.7



Ad hoc, enumerat sex genera Daemonum, secundum varietatem locorum in quibus fere habitant distincta. Unum vocatur igneum, quod circa sublimiorem aerem pervagatur; omne namque Daemonum genus ex caelesti regione, tanquam ex templo profanum quiddam, exterminatum est. Alterum genus Daemonum nominatur aereum, in hoc aere propinquo nobis oberrans. Tertium appellatur terrenum, quia plurimum circa terram versatur, terrenisque rebus et machinis adversatur homini. Quartum dicitur aquatile et marinum, quod humoribus immergitur, libenter circa lacus et fluvios habitans, in mari fluctus et tempestates suscitans, navigiaque hominibus...
Besides this, he enumerates six kinds of demons, distinguished according to the variety of places in which they mostly dwell. One is called fiery, which roams about the higher air; for every kind of demon has been banished from the celestial region as some profane thing from a temple. A second kind of demon is named aerial, wandering in this air near us. The third is called earthly, because it dwells mostly about the earth and opposes man by earthly things and devices. The fourth is called aquatic and marine, which plunges into the waters, gladly dwelling about lakes and rivers, stirring up waves and storms in the sea, and to men’s ships…8



...onusta submergens. Quintum est subterraneum, subter terram habitans, infestansque fossores puteorum et metallorum, efficiens terrae hiatus, concutiens fundamenta et flammivomos ventos excitans. Sextum et ultimum genus Daemonum est lucifugum et inscrutabile et penitus tenebrosum, passionibusque frigidis violenter multas res perdens. Sex autem haec Daemonum genera sic esse affecta ut et Deum oderint et adversentur hominibus, sed aliud alio peius; subterraneum enim et aquatile atque lucifugum vehementer esse malefica et perniciosa.
…sinking the ships laden by men. The fifth is subterranean, dwelling beneath the earth and infesting the diggers of wells and mines, causing chasms in the earth, shaking foundations, and stirring up fire-belching winds. The sixth and last kind of demon is light-shunning and inscrutable and utterly dark, violently destroying many things by its cold passions. And these six kinds of demons are so disposed that they both hate God and are hostile to men, but one worse than another; for the subterranean, the aquatic, and the light-shunning are exceedingly malevolent and pernicious.9



Postremo loco illud etiam tradit, nullum Daemonem suapte natura aut marem esse aut feminam, sed prout libet utriusque sexus figuram ad tempus accipere; corpora enim Daemonum simplicia esse, ductu flexuque facilia et ad omnem configurationem naturaliter apta. Atque haec sunt quae de Daemonibus Psellus prodidit, partim ex suo sensu, partim ex doctrina illius Marci deprompta.
Lastly, he hands down this too: that no demon is by its own nature either male or female, but, as it pleases, takes on for a time the figure of either sex; for the bodies of demons are simple, easily led and bent, and naturally apt for every configuration. And these are the things which Psellus set forth about the demons, drawn partly from his own judgment, partly from the teaching of that Marcus.10



Nec defuere hoc nostro seculo qui de Daemonibus non minus nova et mira, evulgatis libris in publicum, ediderunt. Franciscus Georgius, philosophus et Theologus, sed (ut apparet ex scriptis eius) quarumlibet opinionum quae novitatem haberent et mirabilitatem facerent studiosus magis quam verae philosophiae ac Theologiae divinaeque scripturae peritus, sex tomos edidit problematum fere ad sacram scripturam pertinentium. Ex primi autem tomi problemate 54, 74 et 75, et ex tomi sexti problemate 330 et 331, patet eum sensisse non solum Daemones esse corporeos, sed habere etiam vim generandi et semen emittere; accedentes autem ad mulieres, condensare corpora sua eaque idonee figurare ad id quod facere volunt; eorumque prolem propriam esse gigantes. Itaque hosce daemones esse illos filios Dei, ex quorum congressu et mixtione cum filiabus hominum generatos esse gigantes in hoc sexto capite narrat Moses. Et semen serpentis, quod praedixit Dominus semper inimicum fore semini mulieris, censet esse hanc daemonum prolem, id est gigantes, hominibus atrociter infestam. At enim vero quae de daemonibus breviter memoravimus ex Platonicorum, Pselli et Georgii sententia, ea lector, quantum libuerit, rideat licet atque contemnat quasi meras nugas — nugas dico futiliores vel nugacissimorum poetarum nugis.
Nor have there been lacking in this our age men who have published abroad, in books put before the public, things no less novel and marvelous about the demons. Francesco Giorgio, a philosopher and theologian, but (as appears from his writings) more zealous for any opinions whatever that had novelty and made for marvel than skilled in true philosophy and theology and divine Scripture, published six volumes of “Problems” pertaining for the most part to sacred Scripture. From problems 54, 74, and 75 of the first volume, and from problems 330 and 331 of the sixth volume, it is plain that he held not only that demons are corporeal, but that they also have the power of generating and emit seed; and that, approaching women, they condense their bodies and fittingly shape them to what they wish to do; and that their own offspring are giants. And so these demons, he holds, are those “sons of God” from whose intercourse and mingling with the daughters of men the giants were begotten, as Moses relates in this sixth chapter. And the “seed of the serpent,” which the Lord foretold would always be hostile to the seed of the woman, he judges to be this offspring of demons — that is, the giants, fiercely hostile to men. But indeed, the things we have briefly recounted about the demons from the opinion of the Platonists, of Psellus, and of Giorgio, the reader may, as much as he pleases, laugh at and despise as mere trifles — trifles, I say, more futile than the trifles of the most trifling poets.11



Age, quo liquidius cognoscat lector quam longe remotum a vero sit daemones in propriis suis corporibus libidinose mixtos cum feminis generasse filios, quatuor rationibus falsum id esse demonstremus. Prima Ratio. Daemones incorporei sunt; ergo secundum naturam suam non potuerunt per corporalem concubitum misceri cum feminis, et ex his filios procreare. Daemones vero esse incorporeos satis magno indicio et argumento est quod legimus apud Lucam capite octavo, intra unum hominem, quem a Daemonibus Christus Dominus liberavit, fuisse legionem daemonum, hoc est sex millia daemonum. Est autem prorsus incredibile, si daemo-...
Come now: that the reader may more clearly recognize how far removed from the truth it is that demons, in their own proper bodies, lustfully mingled with women and begot sons, let us demonstrate by four reasons that this is false. First Reason. Demons are incorporeal; therefore, according to their nature, they could neither mingle in bodily intercourse with women nor beget sons from them. That demons are incorporeal is sufficiently shown by a great indication and argument: namely, what we read in Luke, chapter eight — that within one man, whom Christ the Lord freed from demons, there was a “legion” of demons, that is, six thousand demons. But it is utterly incredible, if the demons…12



...nes corporei essent, intra unius corpusculi humani angustias tantum numerum daemonum coarctari et contineri potuisse. Quod si daemones corpus habent, quale erit eiusmodi corpus, utrum caelestis substantiae, an potius elementaris ac sublunaris materiae? Sed cum daemones quoquoversus moveantur, sursum, deorsum, dextrorsum, sinistrorsum, antrorsum, retrorsum et in gyrum — interrogatus enim Satan a Deo unde veniret, respondit: Circuivi terram et perambulavi eam — cumque daemones corpus habeant quod facillime in quantamlibet magnitudinem extendere aut in parvitatem contrahere possint, omnesque colorum et figurarum species in suo corpore subinde varient; denique cum daemones, ut isti dicunt, in suis corporibus torqueantur ab igne et acerbissimis dolorum sensibus crucientur — his profecto rebus caeleste corpus nequaquam habile, quin maxime alienum est. Siquidem solius circularis motus est capax, et cum sit solidissimum tanquam aes, ut Iob ait, nec secundum quantitatem nec secundum figuram variari potest; denique cum sit incorruptibile, nulli alterationi corruptivae obnoxium est, quamobrem nec sedes esse potest sensus doloris.
…were corporeal, that so great a number of demons could be compressed and contained within the narrow space of a single small human body. But if demons have a body, of what sort will such a body be — whether of celestial substance, or rather of elemental and sublunary matter? Yet since demons move in every direction — up, down, to the right, to the left, forward, backward, and in a circle (for when Satan was asked by God whence he came, he answered: “I have gone round about the earth and walked through it”) — and since demons have a body which they can most easily extend to any magnitude or contract to smallness, and constantly vary in their body all the appearances of colors and figures; and finally, since demons, as these men say, are tormented in their bodies by fire and racked with the most bitter sensations of pain — for these things a celestial body is by no means suited, but rather utterly unfit. For it is capable only of circular motion, and, since it is most solid, “like bronze,” as Job says, it can be varied neither in quantity nor in figure; and finally, since it is incorruptible, it is subject to no corruptive alteration, and therefore cannot be the seat of the sensation of pain.13



Sin autem corpus daemonum faciant elementare, uti sane faciunt, hoc est aereum, necesse est ipsum esse dissolubile, et daemones esse mortales. Nam quod scripsit B. Augustinus libro 3 De Genesi ad litteram cap. 10, propterea corpus aereum daemonis non esse corruptibile, quod in aere et in igne est vis agendi, sicut in terra et aqua vis patiendi, ideoque corpus daemonis esse magis activum quam passivum — hoc, inquam, neque cum vera philosophia neque cum experientia consentit. Etenim aer magis est passivus quam activus, siquidem propria eius qualitas est humiditas, qua scilicet ipse insignitur et ab aliis elementis distinguitur. Aristoteles autem in 2 libro De Generatione, text. 8, et in exordio libri quarti Meteororum, calorem et frigus qualitates activas facit, humiditatem vero et siccitatem passivas. Manifestis praeterea et quotidianis experimentis compertum est aerem non modo esse patibilem et corruptibilem, sed etiam facillime mutari et corrumpi; promptissima enim et velocissima est eius vel in ignem vel in aquam commutatio.
But if they make the body of demons elemental — as indeed they do — that is, aerial, it must be dissoluble, and the demons must be mortal. For what the blessed Augustine wrote in book 3 of On Genesis according to the Letter, ch. 10 — that the aerial body of a demon is not corruptible, because in air and fire there is the power of acting, as in earth and water the power of being acted upon, and therefore the demon’s body is more active than passive — this, I say, agrees neither with true philosophy nor with experience. For air is more passive than active, since its proper quality is moisture, by which, namely, it is marked and distinguished from the other elements. And Aristotle, in book 2 of On Generation, text 8, and at the beginning of book 4 of the Meteorology, makes heat and cold active qualities, but moisture and dryness passive. Moreover, it has been ascertained by manifest and daily experiments that air is not only passible and corruptible, but is also most easily changed and corrupted; for its change into either fire or water is most ready and most swift.14



Quod si Daemones faciunt corruptibiles, ut etiam generabiles faciant necesse est, nisi velint in singulos dies magis magisque numerum Daemonum diminui, et ex quo creati sunt ad hanc usque diem ad maximam paucitatem redactos esse. Quod si generantur Daemones, quis, obsecro, erit generationis eorum modus? Namne fingendo quidem qualis sit Daemonum generatio designari potest. Non sum nescius a Plutarcho scriptum esse in libro De oraculorum defectu, Daemones esse mortales et post longissima temporum spatia mori; imperante autem Tiberio Caesare, celeberrimum Daemonum, qui ab Ethnicis Magnus Pan appellabatur, esse mortuum gravissimorum hominum testimonio idem confirmat. Ex sententia item Hesio-...
But if they make the demons corruptible, they must necessarily make them generable as well — unless they are willing that the number of demons should be diminished more and more day by day, and that from the time they were created up to this present day they should have been reduced to the very fewest. But if demons are generated, what, I ask, will be the mode of their generation? For not even by feigning can it be determined what the generation of demons is. I am not unaware that it was written by Plutarch, in his book On the Failure of Oracles, that demons are mortal and die after very long spaces of time; and he confirms the same — that under the reign of Tiberius Caesar the most famous of the demons, who was called by the heathen “Great Pan,” had died — on the testimony of most weighty men. Likewise, according to the opinion of Hesiod…15



...di vitam Daemonum, quos Ethnici nominabant Genios, annis novies mille septingentis viginti determinat.
…he fixes the life of the demons, whom the heathen named “genii,” at nine thousand seven hundred and twenty years.16



Cardanus vero libro 16 De Varietate rerum cap. 92 affirmat patrem suum, qui annis plus triginta Daemonibus familiarissime usus fuerat, narrare sibi solitum accepisse se ex ipsis Daemonibus eos oriri et interire; et quantum ipse coniectare potuerat ex facie et aetate Daemonis qui secum conversabatur, visum sibi esse eorum vitam vel ad ducentos vel ad trecentos etiam annos produci. Verum haec aliaque horum similia hominum commenta equidem non flocci facio, sequorque libenter prudentissimum illud Aristotelis consilium, stultum esse quid dicat quilibet attendere, praesertim si diu multumque probatis opinionibus contraria dicat. Multi enim (ut idem scribit) ad pauca respicientes, facile quodlibet inconsulte pronuntiant.
Cardano, however, in book 16 of On the Variety of Things, ch. 92, affirms that his father — who for more than thirty years had been most familiar with demons — was wont to tell him that he had learned from the demons themselves that they come into being and perish; and that, so far as he himself could conjecture from the face and age of the demon who conversed with him, it seemed to him that their life is prolonged to two hundred or even three hundred years. But these and other like fabrications of men I, for my part, count of no value, and I gladly follow that most prudent counsel of Aristotle: that it is foolish to attend to whatever anyone says, especially if he says things contrary to opinions long and greatly approved. For many (as the same writer says), looking to few things, easily and rashly pronounce on anything.17



His addo: si corpus Daemonis esset aereum, vel ex qualibet alia sublunari materia, ex eo efficeretur Daemonem secundum suam naturam esse imperfectiorem atque ignobiliorem homine — quod tamen pernegant istius opinionis defensores. Censent enim Daemones esse medios inter deos caelestes et homines, illis quidem inferiores, his autem superiores, et illis quidem deservire suis ministeriis et functionibus, his vero praesidere. Fore autem secundum istos hominem Daemone praestantiorem, eo patet quod in his quae infra lunam sunt corporibus, quo est corpus aliquod magis compositum et multiforme, eo nobilius ac perfectius esse constat. Elementis enim perfectiora sunt metalla, stirpes metallis, animalia stirpibus, omniumque praestantissimus est homo, cuius corpus sapientissima ratione descriptum et admirabili artificio elaboratum atque perfectum quis non videat simplici corpore aereo multo nobilius esse? At vero inter formam et materiam talis est secundum naturam proportio, ut semper nobiliori formae nobiliorem natura materiam comparaverit et assignaverit; ergo si corpus hominis nobilius secundum naturam est corpore aereo Daemonis, animum quoque hominis animo ac mente Daemonis nobiliorem ac praestantiorem esse necesse est. Sed concludamus hanc primam rationem: Daemones atque omnes Angelos esse incorporeos sententia est iam pridem in Ecclesia Dei recepta, et tum omnium Theologorum consensu, tum auctoritate Concilii Lateranensis Magni sub Innocentio 3 comprobata.
To these I add: if the body of a demon were aerial, or of any other sublunary matter, it would follow that the demon, according to its nature, is more imperfect and less noble than man — which, however, the defenders of that opinion utterly deny. For they hold that demons are midway between the celestial gods and men, inferior indeed to the former but superior to the latter, and that they serve the former with their ministries and functions, but preside over the latter. But that, according to these men, man would be more excellent than the demon, is plain from this: that among the bodies which are below the moon, the more composite and multiform any body is, the nobler and more perfect it is agreed to be. For metals are more perfect than the elements, plants than metals, animals than plants, and of all the most excellent is man, whose body — designed by the wisest reason and elaborated and perfected with admirable artifice — who does not see to be far nobler than a simple aerial body? But indeed, between form and matter there is by nature such a proportion that nature has always provided and assigned a nobler matter to a nobler form; therefore, if the body of man is by nature nobler than the aerial body of the demon, the soul of man too must necessarily be nobler and more excellent than the soul and mind of the demon. But let us conclude this first reason: that demons and all angels are incorporeal is an opinion long since received in the Church of God, and confirmed both by the consensus of all theologians and by the authority of the Great Lateran Council under Innocent III.18



Quocirca non possum non vehementer mirari Caietanum, in suis super 2 Epistolae ad Ephesios Commentariis explanantem illa verba Pauli, Secundum principem potestatis aeris huius, spiritus etc., non esse veritum dicere videri maxime consonum verae philosophiae rationi Daemones esse spiritus aereo corpore naturaliter constitutos. Quia, inquit, sicut vegetativum invenitur sine sensitivo, et sensitivum sine motivo secundum locum, et intellectivum sine sensitivo et motivo secundum locum, ita credibile est reperiri intellectivum sine sensitivo, cum motivo tantum secundum locum; et tales sunt Daemones. Sic ille argumentatur. Egregiam vero...
Wherefore I cannot but greatly wonder at Cajetan, who, in his Commentaries on chapter 2 of the Epistle to the Ephesians, explaining those words of Paul, “according to the prince of the power of this air, the spirit,” etc., was not afraid to say that it seems most consonant with the reasoning of true philosophy that demons are spirits naturally constituted with an aerial body. “For,” he says, “just as the vegetative is found without the sensitive, and the sensitive without the locomotive, and the intellective without the sensitive and locomotive as to place, so it is credible that the intellective is found without the sensitive, with only locomotion as to place; and such are the demons.” So he argues. But a fine [opinion indeed]…19



...veram rationem, propter quam scilicet deserenda fuerit tot iam seculis apud omnes Theologos et optimos philosophos tantopere laudata et probata doctrina. Enimvero istiusmodi genus argumentationis exiguam habet vim ad probandum, umbram tantum gerit quandam probabilitatis; et in scholis tales rationes appellari solent convenientiae seu congruentiae. Nimirum si ratio Caietani admitteretur, similiter confici posset reperiri sensitivum sine vegetativo, et intellectivum cum sensitivo sine motivo tamen secundum locum: ne videlicet ulla istiusmodi combinationum rerum universitati et perfectioni desit.
…a true reason why a doctrine so greatly praised and approved for so many ages now among all theologians and the best philosophers should have to be abandoned. For indeed this kind of argumentation has little force for proving; it bears only a certain shadow of probability, and in the schools such reasonings are usually called “convenances” or “congruences.” For if Cajetan’s reasoning were admitted, it could likewise be concluded that the sensitive is found without the vegetative, and the intellective with the sensitive but without locomotion as to place — namely, so that no combination of this kind should be lacking to the totality and perfection of things.20



Aristoteles libro 2 De Anima istos quatuor gradus viventium — Vegetativum, Sensitivum, Motivum secundum locum, et Intellectivum — sic inter se naturaliter affectos et ordinatos esse dicit, ut prior potestate contineatur a posteriore: ut, licet prior quidem sine posteriore esse possit, sine priori tamen posterior esse nequeat. Ac simile quidem huius cernimus in speciebus numerorum et rectilinearum figurarum. Non igitur motivum secundum locum esse potest sine sensitivo; ut Caietano, existimanti Daemones esse mobiles secundum locum sicut sunt animalia, concedendum sit etiam ipsos esse sensitivos.
Aristotle, in book 2 of On the Soul, says that these four grades of living things — the vegetative, the sensitive, the locomotive (as to place), and the intellective — are so naturally disposed and ordered among themselves that the prior is contained potentially in the posterior: so that, although the prior can indeed exist without the posterior, the posterior cannot exist without the prior. And we discern something similar to this in the species of numbers and of rectilinear figures. Therefore the locomotive (as to place) cannot exist without the sensitive; so that Cajetan, who holds that demons are capable of motion as to place, just as animals are, must grant that they too are sensitive.21



Aristoteles praeterea libro tertio De Anima negat fieri posse ut sit corpus aliquod (sive illud sit generabile, sive ingenerabile) quod animam habeat intellectivam et sensu tamen careat: sapienter profecto. Quo enim intellectui corpus sine sensu? Et quem ob finem, vel usum, natura Daemoni corpus assignasset? Materia enim est propter formam, et corpus propter animam. Videlicet materia est necessaria formae materiali propter eius existentiam, operationem et perfectionem; non enim talis forma sine materiae adiumento aut existere, aut operari, aut perfectionem suam adipisci potest.
Aristotle, moreover, in the third book of On the Soul, denies that there can be any body (whether it be generable or ungenerable) which has an intellective soul and yet lacks sense — and wisely so. For of what use is a body to the intellect without sense? And for what end or use would nature have assigned a body to a demon? For matter is for the sake of form, and the body for the sake of the soul. That is, matter is necessary to a material form for its existence, operation, and perfection; for such a form can neither exist, nor operate, nor attain its perfection without the aid of matter.22



At vero mens Daemonis, cum praestantior secundum naturam sit mente humana, intelligens et immortalis sua vi exsistit, nec ad existendum eget corpore. Propria item Daemonis actio, in qua naturalis perfectio eius posita est, intellectio est, ad quam perficiendam non est corpus Daemoni necessarium: non enim, ut mens humana, per sensus corporeos materiam intelligendi quaerit et acquirit. Neque indiget corpore ad motum localem efficiendum: Daemon enim sua vi seipsum ex quolibet loco in quemlibet locum transferre potest; et in corporibus ad aliquod tempus assumptis quoslibet motus animalium — ut deambulationem, cursum, saltum, reptationem, circumlationem, volatum aliosque similes — repraesentare potest. Verum transeamus ad secundam rationem.
But the mind of the demon, since by nature it is more excellent than the human mind, exists by its own power as intelligent and immortal, and needs no body in order to exist. Likewise the demon’s proper action, in which its natural perfection consists, is intellection, for the perfecting of which a body is not necessary to the demon; for it does not, like the human mind, seek and acquire the matter of its understanding through bodily senses. Nor does it need a body to effect local motion: for the demon can by its own power transfer itself from any place to any other place; and, in bodies assumed for a time, it can represent any motions of animals — walking, running, leaping, crawling, turning about, flight, and the like. But let us pass on to the second reason.23



Altera Ratio. Etiam si Daemones corporei essent, non propterea tamen vim haberent generandi, nec haberent semen prolificum. Est autem semen genitale ultimi alimenti residuum, utile generationi. Etenim facultas generandi et creandi semen pertinet ad animam vegetativam, cuius propria sunt opera generare et alimento uti, sicut Aristoteles docet libro 2 De Anima, text. 34. In quibus-...
Second Reason. Even if demons were corporeal, they would not for that reason have the power of generating, nor would they have prolific seed. For generative seed is the residue of the last nourishment, useful for generation. Indeed the faculty of generating and of producing seed pertains to the vegetative soul, whose proper works are to generate and to use nourishment, as Aristotle teaches in book 2 of On the Soul, text 34. For in whatever…24



...cunque autem corporibus est anima vegetativa, necesse est ea corpora aliquando fuisse generata et aliquando esse interitura. Nec anima tantum vegetativa esset in Daemonibus, si in his esset facultas generandi, sed esset quoque anima sensitiva. Siquidem naturale est in viventibus perfectis ex ipso actu generationis voluptatem capere; quam sane voluptatem nec istius opinionis sectatores Daemonibus denegant, quin aiunt eas voluptates expetere ipsos, et libidinosis atque obscenis congressibus gaudere et oblectari. Atqui sensus talis delectationis pertinet ad sensum tactus, qui ex primarum qualitatum temperie existit, nec in simplici corpore, sed in mixto et temperato ex elementis sedem habet.
…bodies the vegetative soul is present, those bodies must necessarily have been at some time generated, and must at some time perish. Nor would there be in the demons only a vegetative soul, if the faculty of generating were in them, but there would also be a sensitive soul. For it is natural in perfect living beings to take pleasure from the very act of generation — a pleasure which indeed the followers of this opinion do not deny to the demons, but rather assert that they seek out those pleasures and rejoice and delight in lustful and obscene couplings. But the sensation of such delight pertains to the sense of touch, which arises from the tempering of the primary qualities, and has its seat not in a simple body, but in one mixed and tempered from the elements.25



Ex his igitur concluderetur corpus Daemonis non esse simplex, sed mixtum ex omnibus elementis; nec uniforme, quod Graece dicitur homogeneum, sed multiformes habens partes, scilicet organa variis animae actionibus perficiendis destinata et accommodata. Quapropter corpus Daemonis solidum et crassum et aspectabile atque omnibus conspicuum esset. Adiice quod facultas generandi fert secum distinctionem sexus in marem et feminam: ad perfectam enim generationem uterque sexus convenire debet, cum in altero sit vis activa generationis, in altero autem passiva, nec sine utriusque concursu generatio effici queat. Erunt igitur Daemonum alii mares et aliae feminae, essetque inter eos ad generandum coniunctio. Non igitur mendacia erunt Poetarum mendacia, nec fabulosa erit, sed vera Hesiodi Theogonia, et pro veris credenda erunt quae fabulati sunt Ethnici de diis et deabus, et de eorum inter se coniugiis, adulteriis et incestibus. Denique cum Daemones tot annorum millia ab eo tempore quo sunt creati iam transegerint, si vim generandi haberent, plane innumerabilis esset atque intoleranda daemonum progenies. Haec si falsa, si absurda, si impossibilia atque incredibilia sunt, illud quoque falsum, impossibile et absurdum esse necesse est, Daemonem habere vim generandi.
From these things, then, it would be concluded that the body of a demon is not simple, but mixed from all the elements; nor uniform (what is in Greek called homogeneous), but having multiform parts — namely, organs destined and adapted for performing the various actions of the soul. Wherefore the body of a demon would be solid and gross, visible and conspicuous to all. Add to this that the faculty of generating carries with it the distinction of sex into male and female; for perfect generation requires that both sexes come together, since in the one is the active power of generation, and in the other the passive, nor can generation be effected without the concurrence of both. There would therefore be among demons some males and some females, and there would be among them a coupling for the sake of generating. The lies of the poets, then, would not be lies, nor would Hesiod’s Theogony be fabulous, but true; and the things the heathen fabled about gods and goddesses, and about their marriages, adulteries, and incests among themselves, would have to be believed as true. Finally, since the demons have already passed so many thousands of years from the time they were created, if they had the power of generating, the progeny of demons would plainly be innumerable and intolerable. If these things are false, absurd, impossible, and incredible, then it must likewise be false, impossible, and absurd that a demon has the power of generating.26



Tertia Ratio. Licet Daemones corporei essent et vim haberent generandi, non idcirco tamen ex mulieribus generare aliquid possent. Duo enim principia ad perficiendam generationem necessario convenire debent: alterum est principium activum generationis, quod est in mare; alterum est principium passivum, quod est in femina. Quamobrem si Daemon generaret ex muliere, vis activa generationis esset in Daemone, vis autem passiva esset in femina. Sed hoc fieri nequit. Nam inter potentiam activam generationis et passivam naturalis debet esse convenientia et cognatio, ut sit utraque in his quae sunt eiusdem speciei, ut in viro et femina, equo et equa, leone et leaena; vel certe eiusdem generis proximi, ut in equo et asina, unde gignitur mulus. Non enim quodlibet animal ex quolibet animali generari potest, multo minus animal ex non animali, cum ista differant genere. Daemon autem et mulier differunt non modo specie, sed etiam genere, et quantum ad animum sive mentem, et quantum ad corpus;...
Third Reason. Although demons were corporeal and had the power of generating, they could not for that reason generate anything from women. For two principles must necessarily come together to perfect generation: the one is the active principle of generation, which is in the male; the other is the passive principle, which is in the female. Wherefore, if a demon were to generate from a woman, the active power of generation would be in the demon, but the passive power in the woman. But this cannot happen. For between the active and passive power of generation there must be a natural agreement and kinship, such that both are in things of the same species — as in man and woman, horse and mare, lion and lioness — or at least of the same nearest genus, as in a horse and a she-ass, whence a mule is begotten. For not any animal whatever can be generated from any animal whatever, much less an animal from a non-animal, since these differ in genus. But a demon and a woman differ not only in species, but also in genus, both as to soul or mind and as to body;…27



...nulla igitur esset convenientia inter potentiam generativam Daemonis et mulieris, quapropter nulla ex his generatio existeret. Confirmatur hoc auctoritate Aristotelis, qui libro 10 Metaphysicorum, text. 25, ad hunc modum scribit: Masculus et femina propriae quidem animalis passiones sunt, sed non secundum substantiam, verum in materia et corpore. Quare idem semen, aliquam passionem passum, aut femina aut mas fit. Et sequenti textu, sub finem eius libri, affirmat corruptibile et incorruptibile diversa esse genere. Daemon autem est incorruptibilis secundum naturam, mulier vero corruptibilis; quocirca genere diversa sunt inter se. Ergo non potest Daemon habere vim activam generationis respectu mulieris, nec mulier passivam respectu Daemonis.
…there would therefore be no agreement between the generative power of the demon and that of the woman, and consequently no generation would arise from them. This is confirmed by the authority of Aristotle, who, in book 10 of the Metaphysics, text 25, writes thus: “Male and female are indeed proper affections of the animal, but not according to substance — rather in the matter and the body. Hence the same seed, having undergone some affection, becomes either female or male.” And in the following text, toward the end of that book, he affirms that the corruptible and the incorruptible differ in genus. But a demon is by nature incorruptible, whereas a woman is corruptible; therefore they are diverse in genus from each other. The demon, then, cannot have the active power of generation with respect to a woman, nor the woman the passive power with respect to the demon.28



Quarta Ratio. Sed concedamus Daemones esse corporeos et habere vim generandi, quin etiam generare posse aliquid ex muliere: non posset tamen, his rebus positis et concessis, concludi Daemonem ex muliere posse hominem generare, sed contra potius prolem ex muliere, si crearet Daemon, eam non fore humanam. Cum enim duo diversae speciei inter se coëunt ad generationem, ex utriusque commixtione quod generatur, id specie ab utroque diversum est. Ex equo enim et asina generatur mulus, idemque cernitur in aliis quae sic generantur. Nam quae generantur ex parentibus, ut ita loquar, diversae speciei, aut essent eiusdem speciei cum utroque parente — quod fieri non potest, cum illi differant specie — vel essent cum altero parente eiusdem speciei; sed cur potius cum uno quam cum altero? Cogit igitur ratio philosophica sentire illud diversum esse debere ab utroque, sed ita tamen ut etiam cum utroque aliquam habeat convenientiam, sicut in mulo manifestum est. Cum autem Daemon genere diversus sit a muliere, quomodo quod ex Daemonis et mulieris congressu generatur potest esse homo, id est similis omnino mulieri, diversus autem omnino a Daemone? cum deberet contra evenire, ut similior esset secundum substantiam Daemoni quam mulieri, siquidem Daemon haberet vim activam generationis, femina vero passivam; et, ut materia prolis ex femina est, sic forma praecipue ab activo principio accepta fertur.
Fourth Reason. But let us grant that demons are corporeal and have the power of generating, indeed that they can generate something from a woman: even so, with these things posited and conceded, it could not be concluded that a demon can generate a man from a woman, but rather, on the contrary, that the offspring from the woman, if the demon should produce it, would not be human. For when two things of diverse species come together for generation, what is generated from the mingling of the two is diverse in species from both. For from a horse and a she-ass a mule is generated, and the same is seen in other things that are so generated. For things generated from parents (so to speak) of diverse species would either be of the same species as both parents — which cannot happen, since they differ in species — or would be of the same species as one parent; but why with the one rather than the other? Philosophical reasoning therefore compels us to hold that the offspring must be diverse from both, yet in such a way that it also has some agreement with both, as is manifest in the mule. But since the demon is diverse in genus from the woman, how can that which is generated from the union of a demon and a woman be a man — that is, wholly like the woman, but wholly diverse from the demon? — when the contrary ought rather to happen, that it should be more like the demon in substance than the woman, seeing that the demon would have the active power of generation, the woman the passive; and, as the matter of the offspring is from the female, so its form is taken chiefly from the active principle.29



Facit ad confirmationem huius nostrae sententiae quod scribit Plinius libro 6 cap. 2, auctorem laudans Durim, a quo proditum sit quosdam Indorum cum feris coire, mixtosque et semiferos esse partus; quam fortasse ob causam Gentilium poetae generatos ex parentibus quorum alter Deus esset, alter homo — ut Herculem, Dionysium, Aesculapium, Aeneam, Romulum — non deos simpliciter nec homines, sed semi-deos et semi-homines nuncuparunt. Quamquam isti revera homines fuerunt, tota enim eorum substantia erat hominis; sed quantum ad fabulosam originem generationis et fictam parentum conditionem, semi-dei nominabantur.
There makes for the confirmation of this our opinion what Pliny writes in book 6, ch. 2, citing as his authority Duris, by whom it was recorded that certain of the Indians couple with wild beasts, and that the offspring are mixed and half-beast; for which reason, perhaps, the poets of the Gentiles called those begotten of parents one of whom was a god, the other a man — such as Hercules, Dionysus, Aesculapius, Aeneas, Romulus — not gods simply, nor men, but demigods and half-men. Although these were in truth men, for their whole substance was that of a man; but as regards the fabulous origin of their generation and the feigned condition of their parents, they were called demigods.30



Sed vereor ne cuiuspiam haec legentium subeat animum suspi-...
But I fear lest there steal into the mind of some of those reading these things a suspi-…31



...cari, ne forte ex concubitu Daemonis cum muliere generata sint monstra illa, quae stulta gentilitas Silvanos, Faunos et Satyros nominavit et coluit, in quibus ferinum aliquid et aliquid humanum, nonnihil etiam divinum esse dicebatur. Sunt, inquit Plinius libro 7 cap. 2, Satyri Subsolanis Indorum montibus (Cartulodorem dicitur regio) pernicissimum animal, tum quadrupedes tum recti currentes, humana effigie, propter velocitatem nisi senes aut aegri non capiuntur.
…cion, lest perhaps from the intercourse of a demon with a woman were generated those monsters which foolish paganism named and worshiped as Silvani, Fauns, and Satyrs, in which something bestial and something human, and even something divine, was said to be. “There are,” says Pliny in book 7, ch. 2, “in the eastern mountains of the Indians (the region is called Cartulodorus) Satyrs, a most swift animal, running now on four feet, now upright, with a human likeness; on account of their speed they are not caught except when old or sick.”32



Huius generis putet fortasse quispiam fuisse monstra illa quae visa esse B. Antonio in solitudine narrat S. Hieronymus in Vita Pauli Eremitae ad hunc fere modum: Conspicit Antonius hominem equo mixtum, cui opinio Poetarum Hippocentauro vocabulum indidit. Quo viso, salutaris impressione signi armat frontem, et: Heus tu, inquit, quanam in parte hic servus Dei habitat? At ille barbarum nescio quid infrendens, et frangens potius verba quam proloquens, inter horrentia ora senis blandum quaesivit alloquium, et dextra protensione manus cupitum indicat iter; et sic patentes campos volucri transmittens fuga, ex oculis mirantis evanuit. Verum haec utrum diabolus ad terrendum eum simulaverit, an, ut solet eremus monstrosorum animalium ferax, istam quoque gignat bestiam, incertum habemus. Stupens itaque Antonius, et de eo quod viderat secum volvens, ulterius progreditur. Nec mora, inter saxosam convallem haud grandem homunculum videt, aduncis naribus, fronte cornibus asperata, cuius extrema pars corporis in caprarum pedes desinebat, qui palmarum fructus eidem ad viaticum quasi pacis obsides offerebat. Quo cognito, gradum pressit Antonius, et quisnam esset interrogans, hoc ab eo responsum accepit: Mortalis ego sum, et unus ex accolis eremi, quos vario delusa errore gentilitas Faunos Satyrosque et Incubos vocans colit. Legatione fungor gregis mei: precamur ut pro nobis communem Deum depreceris, quem pro salute mundi venisse cognovimus, et in universam terram exiit sonus eius. Nec dum verba compleverat, et quasi penniger volatu petulcum animal aufugit. Hoc, ne cuiquam ob incredulitatem scrupulum moveat, sub rege Constantino, universo mundo teste, defenditur. Nam postea cadaver exanime, ne calore aestatis dissiparetur, sale infuso, Antiochiam, ut ab Imperatore videretur, allatum est. Hactenus ex B. Hieronymo.
Someone might perhaps suppose those monsters to have been of this kind which St. Jerome relates, in the Life of Paul the Hermit, to have appeared to the blessed Antony in the wilderness, in roughly this manner: “Antony espies a man mixed with a horse, to which the poets’ fancy gave the name Hippocentaur. At the sight, he arms his forehead with the impression of the saving sign, and says: ‘Ho there! In what part does a servant of God dwell here?’ But that creature, gnashing out some barbarous thing, and breaking his words rather than speaking them, sought through his bristling jaws a friendly address to the old man, and, with the outstretched extension of his right hand, points out the desired way; and so, traversing the open fields in winged flight, he vanished from the eyes of the astonished man. But whether the devil feigned this to terrify him, or whether the desert, fertile as it is in monstrous animals, also begets this beast, we hold uncertain. And so Antony, amazed and turning over within himself what he had seen, goes farther on. Without delay, in a rocky valley he sees a not-large little man, with hooked nostrils, his forehead roughened with horns, the lower part of whose body ended in goat’s feet, who offered him the fruits of palms as provision for the journey, as if pledges of peace. At this, Antony checked his step, and, asking who he was, received this answer from him: ‘I am a mortal, and one of the inhabitants of the desert, whom paganism, deluded by various error, worships under the names of Fauns, Satyrs, and Incubi. I perform an embassy on behalf of my flock: we beg you to entreat for us the common God, whom we have learned came for the salvation of the world, and whose sound has gone out into all the earth.’ He had not yet finished his words when, as if on feathered flight, the frisking animal fled away. Lest this move a scruple in anyone through incredulity, it is vouched for, under King Constantine, with the whole world as witness. For afterward the lifeless carcass, lest it be dissipated by the heat of summer, was, with salt poured in, brought to Antioch, that it might be seen by the Emperor.” Thus far the blessed Jerome.33



Sed credo equidem haec et alia quaedam horum similia daemonum fuisse figmenta et ludibria: aut enim nuda tantum fuerunt rerum quae cernebantur simulacra et inania spectra, aut monstrosa fuere animalia visuque insolita, per quae daemon humanum sermonem sensumque mentiebatur, et humanam aut etiam plusquam humanam vim atque sapientiam ostentabat. Sed finis esto huius secundae quaestionis. Satis enim quatuor hisce rationibus probatum reor non posse daemonem in proprio corpore mixtum cum muliere prolem humanam procreare; ex quo illud quoque apparet filios Dei, quos narrat hoc loco Moses mixtos cum filiabus hominum generasse gigantes, non fuisse daemones.
But for my part I believe that these things, and certain others like them, were the fabrications and mockeries of demons: for either they were merely the bare simulacra of the things that were seen and empty specters, or they were monstrous animals, strange to behold, through which the demon counterfeited human speech and sense, and made a show of human, or even more-than-human, power and wisdom. But let this be the end of the second question. For I think it has been sufficiently proved by these four reasons that a demon, mingled in its own body with a woman, cannot procreate a human offspring; from which it also appears that the “sons of God,” whom Moses here relates to have mingled with the daughters of men and begotten the giants, were not demons.34
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THIRD DISPUTATION. Whether a demon, having coupled with a woman in a body assumed externally and for a time, can generate a man by seed not its own but male seed infused …

LatineEnglish


THIRD DISPUTATION. Whether a demon, having coupled with a woman in a body assumed externally and for a time, can generate a man by seed not its own but male seed infused into the woman.1
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Utrum Daemon, in corpore extrinsecus et ad tempus assumpto congressus cum muliere, per semen non suum sed virile infusum mulieri, possit hominem generare.



Daemones nec esse corporeos nec vim habere naturalem gignendi humanam prolem, iam pridem firmatum est a sapientibus et a plerisque omnibus creditum. At enim Daemones non solum posse, verum etiam non raro solere, corpore extrinsecus assumpto et ad speciem hominis figurato, muliebrem inire concubitum et filios procreare, crebro iactatur sermone, tanquam gravissimorum hominum testimonio probatum et multis ac manifestis experimentis exemplisque compertum. Sanctus Augustinus in libro 15 De Civitate Dei capite 23, licet hac de re suspendat iudicium et sententiam, ea tamen dicit quae eam rem verisimilem admodum et probabilem faciunt. Sic enim scribit: Creberrima fama est, multique se expertos, vel ab eis qui experti essent (de quorum fide dubitandum non est) audisse confirmant, Silvanos et Faunos, quos vulgo incubos vocant, improbos saepe extitisse mulieribus, et earum appetisse ac peregisse concubitum; et quosdam Daemones, quos Dusios Galli nuncupant, hanc assidue immunditiam et tentare et efficere, plures talesque asseverant, ut hoc negare impudentia videatur. Equidem non audeo sic aliquid temere diffinire, utrum aliqui spiritus elemento aereo corporati (nam hoc elementum etiam cum agitatur flabello, sensu corporis tactuque sentitur) possint etiam hanc pati libidinem, ut quo modo possunt sentientibus feminis misceantur. Haec Augustinus.
That demons are neither corporeal nor have a natural power of begetting human offspring has long since been established by the wise and believed by almost all. But that demons not only can, but also not rarely are wont, in a body assumed externally and shaped into the likeness of a man, to enter into intercourse with women and procreate children, is frequently bandied about in talk, as though it were proved by the testimony of most weighty men and ascertained by many and manifest experiences and examples. St. Augustine, in book 15 of The City of God, chapter 23, although he suspends his judgment and sentence on this matter, nevertheless says things which make it quite likely and probable. For he writes thus: “It is a most frequent report, and many assert that they have experienced, or have heard from those who experienced it (of whose trustworthiness there is no room to doubt), that Silvani and Fauns, whom the common people call ‘incubi,’ have often been wicked toward women, and have desired and accomplished intercourse with them; and that certain demons, whom the Gauls call ‘Dusii,’ assiduously attempt and accomplish this uncleanness — so many and such persons affirm it, that to deny it would seem effrontery. For my part I do not dare to determine anything rashly: whether certain spirits, embodied in the aerial element (for this element, even when it is stirred by a fan, is perceived by the body’s sense of touch), can also suffer this lust, so as to mingle, in whatever way they can, with women who feel it.” Thus Augustine.2



Daemon incubus appellatur qui sub specie virili superveniens incubat feminae; succubus autem dicitur qui sub muliebri figura succubans viro muliebria patitur. Extat Papae Innocentii huius nominis octavi epistola decretalis adversus maleficas mulieres cum Daemonibus incubis flagitiose atque impie consuetudinem habentes, in qua haec inter alia sunt verba: Non sine ingenti molestia ad nostrum pervenit auditum, complures utriusque sexus personas, propriae salutis immemores et a fide Catholica deviantes, Daemonibus incubis et succubis abuti. Quapropter, ne labes huius hereticae pravitatis in perniciem animarum sua venena diffundat, opportunis remediis, prout nostro incumbit officio, providere volentes, statuimus ut Inquisitores per nos deputati debitum inquisitionis officium in huiusmodi exequantur. Sic Innocentius. Duplex exemplum, alterum Daemonis incubi, alterum succubi, utrumque foedum simulque horrendum auditu, narrat Cardanus lib. 16 De Varietate rerum cap. 93, et Philostratus De vita Apollonii lib. 4 cap. 8; quibus exemplis hic commemorandis, partim brevitati, partim pudori serviens, abstineo.
A demon is called an “incubus” who, coming on under a male appearance, lies upon a woman; but a “succubus” he is called who, under a female figure lying beneath a man, undergoes the woman’s part. There exists a decretal letter of Pope Innocent VIII, of that name, against malefic women who hold intercourse, shamefully and impiously, with incubus demons, in which, among other things, are these words: “Not without great distress has it come to our hearing that very many persons of both sexes, forgetful of their own salvation and deviating from the Catholic faith, abuse themselves with incubus and succubus demons. Wherefore, lest the stain of this heretical depravity should diffuse its poisons to the ruin of souls, desiring to provide fitting remedies as our office requires, we have decreed that the Inquisitors deputed by us carry out the due office of inquisition in such matters.” So Innocent. A twofold example — one of an incubus demon, the other of a succubus, both foul and at the same time horrible to hear — Cardano relates in book 16 of On the Variety of Things, ch. 93, and Philostratus in the Life of Apollonius, bk. 4, ch. 8; from recounting which examples here, serving partly brevity and partly modesty, I abstain.3



Tostatus autem, super sextum caput libri Geneseos quaestione sexta, de huiusmodi Daemonibus incubis et succubis hunc fere in modum scribit: Hi Daemones semen fundere nequeunt, cum corporei non sint, nec habeant unde semen decidant; sed ex viris acceptum ipsi mulieribus infundunt. Duo autem sunt eorum genera. Aliquando enim daemon succubus est, aliquando incubus; prius tamen succubus est quam incubus. Nam cum viri nocturno semine polluuntur, ibi Daemon succubus, corpore ex aere in speciem muliebrem figurato, semen accipit, servatque ne spiritus eius exhaletur, quo fit aptum generationi; deinde, sexu transformato, induens speciem viri, virile semen quod acceperat in muliebrem uterum inserit. Et hoc modo dicunt nonnulli Merlinum, vatem in Anglia celebrem, cuiusdam viri semine per daemonem succubum accepto et postea in alvum matris per eundem daemonem incubum infuso, procreatum. Apparent autem istiusmodi daemones incubi in vigiliis feminas improbe vexantes; viris autem succubi daemones raro nisi in somnis apparent. Ex talibus autem conceptibus robustissimi homines et procerissimi nasci possunt, quia Daemones vires seminum cognoscunt, quid cuique consonet; noverunt etiam opportuna tempora quibus semina infundi mulieri debeant, quo mirabiles eveniunt generationes; denique noverunt et adhibere possunt ea quibus positis admirandos et inusitatos natura producat effectus. Hactenus ex Tostato.
Tostatus, however, on the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis, in the sixth question, writes about incubus and succubus demons of this kind in roughly this manner: “These demons cannot pour forth seed, since they are not corporeal, nor have they whence seed might fall; but, taking it from men, they themselves infuse it into women. And there are two kinds of them. For sometimes the demon is a succubus, sometimes an incubus; yet it is a succubus before it is an incubus. For when men are polluted by nocturnal seed, there the succubus demon, with a body shaped from air into a female appearance, receives the seed and preserves it lest its spirit exhale, whereby it becomes apt for generation; then, with the sex transformed, putting on the appearance of a man, it inserts the male seed which it had received into a woman’s womb. And in this way some say that Merlin, the seer famous in England, was begotten — the seed of a certain man having been received by a succubus demon and afterward infused into the mother’s belly by the same demon as an incubus. Now incubus demons of this kind appear while women are awake, wickedly troubling them; but succubus demons rarely appear to men except in dreams. And from such conceptions most robust and most tall men can be born, because demons know the powers of seeds, what is suited to each; they know also the opportune times at which seeds ought to be infused into the woman, whereby marvelous generations come about; and finally they know, and can apply, those things by which, once applied, nature produces wondrous and unusual effects.” Thus far Tostatus.4



Ceterum opinionem eorum qui filios Dei mixtos cum filiabus hominum, ut dicitur hoc loco, interpretantur malos Angelos sive Daemones incubos, Hugo sancti Victoris in suis Annotationibus in Genesim, et Magister Historiae scholasticae in historia libri Geneseos cap. 31, commemorant, nec tamen improbant. Quam opinionem, a Lyrano rectissime confutatam, Paulus Burgensis in prima sua Additione ad Postillam Lyrani super hoc sextum caput libri Geneseos pugnacissime defendens, verissimam esse contendit, quippe tum narrationi Mosis maxime congruentem, tum a Beato Augustino probatam. Etenim quos hoc loco Latina translatio nominat gigantes, eos Moses vocabulo Hebraeo appellavit Nephilim, quod Latine sonat cadentes, haud dubie denotans eo vocabulo daemones propter peccatum de caelo lapsos; de quorum principe Lucifero dixit Isaias capite 14: Quomodo cecidisti de caelo, Lucifer? et Dominus apud Lucam capite 10: Videbam, inquit, Satanam sicut fulgur de caelo cadentem. Moses igitur non obscure significavit daemones incubos mixtos cum feminis prolem illam gigantum progenerasse. Deinde Beatus Augustinus 22 capite libri 15 De Civitate Dei (quem locum paulo supra citavimus) opinionem de incubis daemonibus usque eo famosam esse dicit, totque probatam experimentis et exemplis, ut ei fidem abrogare hominis esse videatur nimis increduli aut etiam impudentis; hoc autem dicit Augustinus pertractans hunc locum Mosis de commixtione filiorum Dei cum filiabus hominum. Sic Burgensis.
Moreover, the opinion of those who interpret the “sons of God” mingled with the daughters of men, as is said in this passage, to be evil angels or incubus demons, Hugh of St. Victor mentions in his Annotations on Genesis, and the Master of the Scholastic History in his History of the book of Genesis, ch. 31 — yet they do not disapprove it. This opinion, most rightly refuted by Lyra, Paul of Burgos, defending it most pugnaciously in his first Addition to Lyra’s Postill on this sixth chapter of Genesis, contends to be most true, as being both most congruent with Moses’ narrative and approved by the blessed Augustine. For those whom the Latin translation here names “giants,” Moses called by the Hebrew word Nephilim, which in Latin means “the falling ones,” undoubtedly denoting by that word the demons fallen from heaven on account of sin — of whose prince Lucifer Isaiah said in chapter 14: “How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer?” and the Lord in Luke, chapter 10: “I saw,” he says, “Satan falling like lightning from heaven.” Moses, therefore, signified not obscurely that incubus demons, mingled with women, begot that offspring of giants. Furthermore, the blessed Augustine, in the 22nd chapter of book 15 of The City of God (a passage we cited a little above), says that the opinion about incubus demons is so famous, and so proved by experiences and examples, that to refuse it credence would seem the mark of a man too incredulous or even shameless; and Augustine says this while treating this passage of Moses about the mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men. So Burgos.5



Veruntamen, nisi ego valde fallor, tripliciter Burgensis falsus et lapsus est. Primum enim etymologiam illius vocabuli Nephilim parum...
Nevertheless, unless I am much mistaken, Burgos is mistaken and has erred in three ways. First, the etymology of that word Nephilim he too little…6



...parum scite ad Daemones tantum refert, cum doctissimi Hebraeorum eius verbi notionem multo secus interpretentur. Aiunt enim id nominis aptissime positum esse in gigantibus, eosque propterea cadentes esse dictos, quod vastitate corporis et robore virium in alios homines violenter irruentes, coram se cadere facerent suaeque potestati subiicerent; vel quod alii, eorum proceritatem corporis et ferociam animi videntes, metu oppressi et consternati in terram caderent. Deinde non animadvertit Burgensis filios Dei qui mixti sunt cum filiabus hominum (quos ipse putat fuisse Daemones incubos) non appellari a Mose Nephilim, sed Benelohim, id est filios Dei vel deorum; nominari autem a Mose Nephilim eos qui ex commixtione filiorum Dei cum filiabus hominum generati fuerant.
…unskillfully refers to demons only, whereas the most learned of the Hebrews interpret the meaning of that word far otherwise. For they say that this name is most aptly applied to the giants, and that they were therefore called “the falling ones,” because, by the vastness of their bodies and the strength of their powers violently rushing upon other men, they made them fall down before them and subjected them to their power; or because others, seeing their tallness of body and ferocity of spirit, oppressed and dismayed by fear, fell to the ground. Next, Burgos does not notice that the “sons of God” who mingled with the daughters of men (whom he himself supposes to have been incubus demons) are not called by Moses Nephilim, but Benelohim, that is, sons of God or of gods; and that those are named by Moses Nephilim who had been generated from the mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men.7



Argumentatio igitur Burgensis adversus Lyranum, ducta ex vocabuli Nephilim etymologia, plane nulla est. Nec auctoritas B. Augustini opinionem eius adiuvat, sed potius destruit. Augustinus enim Daemones esse incubos et turpiter misceri cum feminis nec negare nec affirmare audet; quod autem per filios Dei qui mixti sunt cum filiabus hominum intelligere oporteat Daemones incubos, ut vult Burgensis, nec eo loco nec uspiam alibi dixit Augustinus. Quin immo sententiam eorum qui filios Dei interpretati sunt posteros Seth, ut longe probabilissimam, eo loco secutus est Augustinus.
Burgos’s argument against Lyra, then, drawn from the etymology of the word Nephilim, is plainly null. Nor does the authority of the blessed Augustine support his opinion, but rather destroys it. For Augustine dares neither to deny nor to affirm that there are incubus demons who mingle basely with women; but that by the “sons of God” who mingled with the daughters of men one ought to understand incubus demons, as Burgos would have it, Augustine said neither in that place nor anywhere else. Indeed, the opinion of those who interpreted the “sons of God” as the descendants of Seth, Augustine followed in that place as by far the most probable.8



Ceterum tres hoc loco dubitationes exsolvendae sunt. Prima dubitatio est Augustini, qui eo loco quem proxime memoravimus, utrum Daemones (quos ipse putat elemento aereo corporatos) libidinem voluptatis carnalis pati et libidinoso cum feminis concubitu affici delectarique queant, in dubio reliquit. Verum sine dubitatione ulla respondere oportet Daemones per se non capi eiusmodi voluptatibus: sunt enim incorporei, ut supra tractando secundam quaestionem ostendimus. Ac licet corporei essent, attamen quia naturalem generandi vim non habent, nec sensum tactus ad quem pertinent delectationes Venereae, non possent istiusmodi voluptatum sensu titillari atque commoveri. Denique ut haec Daemonibus adessent, quia tamen diversam illi ab homine non solum specie sed etiam genere naturam habent, eas voluptates ipsi nec expeterent nec perciperent ex homine; cernimus enim et hominem et animalia tales delectationes non nisi in his quae secum specie aut proximo genere conveniunt consectari.
Moreover, three doubts are here to be resolved. The first doubt is Augustine’s, who, in the place we just mentioned, left it in doubt whether demons (whom he supposes embodied in the aerial element) can suffer the lust of carnal pleasure and be affected and delighted by lustful intercourse with women. But one ought to answer without any doubt that demons are not of themselves susceptible to pleasures of this kind: for they are incorporeal, as we showed above in treating the second question. And even if they were corporeal, nevertheless, because they have no natural power of generating, nor the sense of touch (to which venereal delights pertain), they could not be titillated and stirred by the sensation of such pleasures. Finally, even if these were present in the demons, yet, since they have a nature diverse from man not only in species but also in genus, they would neither seek out nor perceive those pleasures from a human being; for we observe that both man and animals pursue such delights only in those that agree with them in species or in the nearest genus.9



Cur igitur, dicet aliquis, Daemones voluptatibus corporis gaudere ac delectari plurimum existimantur? Gaudent sane plurimum, verum non propter suam delectationem, sed propter hominis perniciem, qua vehementer gaudent. Norunt enim naturam hominis pronissimam esse ad voluptatem, eam vero illecebram esse cuiuslibet turpitudinis et improbitatis atque omnium malorum escam. Experti praeterea sunt viros, quantavis prudentia, probitate et gravitate praeditos, blanditiis voluptatum delinitos saepenumero esse corruptos et ad magna tractos flagitia.
Why, then, someone will say, are demons thought to rejoice and delight so greatly in the pleasures of the body? They do indeed rejoice greatly, but not on account of their own delight, but on account of man’s ruin, in which they vehemently rejoice. For they know that man’s nature is most prone to pleasure, and that this is the enticement of every baseness and wickedness, and the bait of all evils. They have, moreover, found by experience that men endowed with however great prudence, probity, and gravity, when soothed by the allurements of pleasures, have very often been corrupted and dragged into great crimes.10



Meminerunt etiam fortissimum omnium mortalium Samsonem, sapientissimumque Salomonem, etiam sanctissimum Davidem, voluptatis dulcedine inescatos, impurissimis flagitiis et gravissimis calamitatibus contaminatos et attritos esse.
They remember, too, that Samson, the strongest of all mortals, and Solomon, the wisest, and even David, the most holy, having been lured by the sweetness of pleasure, were defiled and worn down by the most impure crimes and the gravest calamities.11



Nec illud ignorant, vitium luxuriae quatuor rebus cetera vitia superare: amplitudine, diuturnitate, fecunditate et curationis difficultate. Haec enim labes voluptatis latissime diffusa est atque omne propemodum genus hominum complexa. Et quem semel ipsa corripuit, sic ei tenaciter adhaerescit ut vix unquam avelli queat. Videas multos voluptatibus, quas a pueritia sectati sunt, insenescere atque immori; et cum eos saepe deficiat facultas potiundae voluptatis, ardens tamen et usque ad rabiem vesana cupido nunquam deficit. Denique vitium hoc, inolitum atque inveteratum in animis hominum, difficillimam habet curationem: praeter naturalem hominis proclivitatem, etiam diuturna consuetudine corroboratum. Quid plura? Voluptas corporis innumerabilium malorum tum privatim tum publice seminarium est: propter hanc non unius tantum aut paucorum hominum, sed familiarum, civitatum, gentium, imperiorum, totius denique orbis terrarum clades et exitia contigerunt.
Nor are they ignorant that the vice of lust surpasses the other vices in four respects: in extent, in duration, in fruitfulness, and in difficulty of cure. For this taint of pleasure is most widely diffused and has embraced almost every kind of men. And whomever it once seizes, it clings to him so tenaciously that he can scarcely ever be torn away. You may see many grow old and die in the pleasures they have pursued from boyhood; and although the capacity for obtaining pleasure often fails them, yet their burning desire, mad even to the point of frenzy, never fails. Finally, this vice, ingrained and grown inveterate in the minds of men, is most difficult to cure: besides man’s natural proclivity, it is also strengthened by long habit. What more? Bodily pleasure is the seedbed of innumerable evils, both private and public: on its account have befallen the disasters and ruin not of one or a few men only, but of families, cities, nations, empires, and finally of the whole world.12



Daemones igitur libenter, non sua causa, muliebres voluptates expetunt et persequuntur, sed quo vehementius noceant homini, quem per eas voluptates multis et magnis sceleribus et calamitatibus inquinant, affligunt ac perdunt. Concubitum autem corporalem cum feminis sub virili specie, aut cum viris sub muliebri, propterea cupide expetunt et agunt Daemones, quod ea ratione novis et exquisitis blanditiis atque lenociniis incredibiliter homines inflammant ad libidinem, et voluptatibus obcaecatos ad quaecunque volunt flagitia pertrahunt. Altera dubitatio est: Utrum Daemon, per semen quod succubum agens ex viro accepit et postea tanquam incubus muliebri utero infudit, hominem generare queat?
Demons, therefore, willingly — not for their own sake — seek out and pursue women’s pleasures, but in order the more vehemently to harm man, whom through those pleasures they defile, afflict, and destroy with many and great crimes and calamities. And bodily intercourse with women under a male appearance, or with men under a female one, demons eagerly seek out and perform for this reason: that by this means, with novel and exquisite allurements and enticements, they incredibly inflame men to lust, and, having blinded them with pleasures, drag them to whatever crimes they wish. The second doubt is: whether a demon, by the seed which, acting as a succubus, it received from a man and afterward, as an incubus, infused into a woman’s womb, can generate a man?13



Posse id facere Daemonem, nonnunquam etiam facere, multorum sermonibus iactatum scriptisque proditum est. Nam si Daemonem seminales causas effectuum naturalium apte et opportune adhibendo effectus illos producere posse non dubitatur, et per Magos Pharaonis serpentes, sanguinem et ranas fecisse creditur, cur is non similiter hominem per semen humanum generare queat? Nec vero qui ex concubitu Daemonis generatur, is filius Daemonis haberi aut nominari debet, sed eius potius hominis cuius fuit semen per quod generatus est. Quemadmodum agricolae, pharmacopolae et chimistae, si physice ac proprie loquamur, non sunt effectores et auctores admirandorum effectuum qui eorum solertia, arte et industria ex abditissima naturae potentia quasi excuduntur. Hac de re multis in locis in libris De Trinitate et De Genesi ad litteram acute docteque disputat Augustinus.
That a demon can do this, and sometimes even does it, is bandied about in the talk of many and recorded in writings. For if it is not doubted that a demon, by aptly and opportunely applying the seminal causes of natural effects, can produce those effects — and it is believed that through the magicians of Pharaoh he made serpents, blood, and frogs — why should he not likewise be able to generate a man by human seed? Nor indeed ought he who is generated from the demon’s intercourse to be held or named the son of the demon, but rather of that man whose seed it was through which he was generated. Just as farmers, druggists, and alchemists, if we speak physically and properly, are not the makers and authors of the wondrous effects which, by their skill, art, and industry, are as it were forged out of the most hidden power of nature. On this matter Augustine disputes acutely and learnedly in many places in the books On the Trinity and On Genesis according to the Letter.14



Hanc opinionem tam vulgatam probatamque non est animus in praesentia oppugnare. Ingenue tamen fateor me olim eadem re multum dubitasse,...
It is not my intention at present to attack this opinion, so widespread and approved. Yet I frankly confess that I once doubted much about this same matter,…15



...dubitasse, et nunc vehementer ambigere. Ambigendi causa mihi non inutilis, ut puto, nec inanis haec fuit. Seminis virilis pars ea quae continet vim illam generatricem et prolificam plane velut aerea est, id est tenuissima, subtilissima, spumosa, vigensque tenuissimo calore dissimili caloris ignei, et calori syderum affini et cognato; quamobrem pars illa facillime dissipabilis et expirabilis est. Vereor igitur ut semen virile, extra vasa genitalia aut viri ubi generatur aut mulieris ubi receptum operatur generationem, aliquandiu manens vim illam prolificam conservet, ac non statim exhalet et perdat. Idem enim cogitare ac sentire licet de semine virili quod de spiritibus naturalibus, vitalibus et animalibus, qui extra humanum corpus nec generari a Daemone possunt nec integri et illibati conservari, ita ut refusi humano corpori efficaces sint naturalium suarum functionum. Audiat lector quae Aristoteles scribit libro secundo De generatione animalium capite tertio, ad huius enim sententiae probationem faciunt: Inest in semine omnium, inquit, quod facit ut fecunda sint semina, videlicet quod calor vocatur. Itaque non ignis, non talis facultas aliqua est, sed spiritus qui in semine spumosoque corpore continetur, et natura quae in eo spiritu est, proportione respondens elemento stellarum. Corpus autem geniturae, in quo semen animalis principii contentum una provenit, partim separabile a corpore (in quibus divina pars comprehenditur, qualis est quae mens appellatur), partim inseparabile; hoc, inquam, geniturae semen dissolvitur, versumque in spiritum evanescit, cum naturam humidam aquosamque habeat. Sic Aristoteles. Possem alia ad huius opinationis, vel (ut dicam verius) dubitationis confirmationem afferre; sed quia longiorem pudendae rei tractatum castae aures atque animi respuunt, meo et Lectoris pudori cedens, plura disserere supersedeo.
…and that now I greatly waver. The cause of my wavering has been, I think, neither useless nor empty. That part of the male seed which contains that generative and prolific power is plainly, as it were, aerial — that is, most thin, most subtle, foamy, and thriving with a most subtle heat unlike the heat of fire, and akin and cognate to the heat of the stars; wherefore that part is most easily dissipated and exhaled. I doubt, therefore, whether the male seed, outside the genital vessels — either of the man where it is generated, or of the woman where, once received, it works generation — could, remaining for any while, preserve that prolific power and not at once exhale and lose it. For one may think and judge the same about the male seed as about the natural, vital, and animal spirits, which outside the human body can neither be generated by a demon nor preserved whole and inviolate, such that, poured back into the human body, they would be effective in their natural functions. Let the reader hear what Aristotle writes in the second book of On the Generation of Animals, chapter three, for these things make for the proof of this opinion: “There is present in the seed of all things,” he says, “that which makes seeds fertile, namely what is called heat. And this is not fire, nor any such faculty, but the spirit (pneuma) which is contained in the seed and in the foamy body, and the nature which is in that spirit, corresponding by proportion to the element of the stars. But the body of the genitive matter, in which the seed of the animal principle is contained, comes forth together with it, partly separable from the body (in which is comprehended the divine part, such as is that which is called mind), partly inseparable; this seed of the genitive matter, I say, is dissolved and, turned into spirit, vanishes, since it has a moist and watery nature.” Thus Aristotle. I could bring forward other things for the confirmation of this opinion — or, to speak more truly, of this doubt; but because chaste ears and minds reject a longer treatment of a shameful matter, yielding to my own and the reader’s modesty, I forbear to discourse further.16



Tertia dubitatio. Cum corpus quod Daemon vel habet vel assumit sit ex aere, vel alia quapiam tenui et aeris non absimili materia confectum — quod scilicet, cum opus est, statim formari, et ubi opus esse desierit subito dissolvi queat — cum, inquam, tale sit corpus a Daemone assumptum, qui fieri potest ut non solum id aspectabile sit oculis, sed tactu etiam manibus tractabile ac palpabile ad modum corporis humani efficiatur? B. Augustinus in Enchiridio ad Laurentium cap. 59, difficile putans explicatu quomodo Angeli (idem autem in Daemonibus dici debet), cum corpore aereo constent, nonnunquam sic se hominibus manifestent ut non solum cernantur oculis sed etiam manibus tractentur; et rursus quomodo, si sunt corporei, intus in animo hominis loqui et operari possint — eam difficultatem a se propositam Augustinus eo loco in medio reliquit, nec uspiam alibi (quod equidem meminerim) eam discussit. Sic autem eo loco scribit Augustinus: Quis explicet cum qualibus corporibus Angeli apparuerint hominibus, ut non solum cernerentur verum etiam tangerentur? Et rursus, non solida corpulentia sed spiritali potentia quasdam dicant visiones, non oculis corporeis sed spiritualibus vel mentibus ingerant, vel...
The third doubt. Since the body which the demon either has or assumes is fashioned of air, or of some other thin matter not unlike air — which, namely, can, when there is need, be immediately formed, and, when the need has ceased, suddenly dissolved — since, I say, the body assumed by the demon is such, how can it come about that it is made not only visible to the eyes, but also, by touch, handleable and palpable with the hands after the manner of a human body? The blessed Augustine, in the Enchiridion to Laurentius, ch. 59, thinking it difficult to explain how the angels (and the same must be said of demons), although they consist of an aerial body, sometimes so manifest themselves to men that they are not only seen with the eyes but also handled with the hands; and again how, if they are corporeal, they can speak and operate within the soul of man — this difficulty, which he had proposed to himself, Augustine left in the middle in that place, nor anywhere else (so far as I recall) did he discuss it. Augustine writes thus in that place: “Who can explain with what sort of bodies the angels appeared to men, so as not only to be seen but even to be touched? And again, how, not by solid corpulence but by spiritual power, they present certain visions, not to the bodily eyes but to the spiritual eyes or to the minds, or…17



...aliquid non forinsecus sed intus in animo hominis, etiam ibidem ipsi constituti — sicut scriptum est in Prophetarum libro: Et dixit mihi Angelus qui loquebatur in me (non enim ait, qui loquebatur ad me, sed in me); vel appareant in somnis et colloquantur more somniorum. Habemus quippe in Evangelio: Ecce Angelus Domini apparuit illi in somnis dicens. His enim modis velut indicant se Angeli contrectabilia corpora non habere, faciuntque difficillimam quaestionem quomodo patres eis pedes laverint, quomodo Iacob cum Angelo tam solida contrectatione luctatus sit. Cum ista quaeruntur et ea sicut potest quisque coniectat, non inutiliter exercentur ingenia, si adhibeatur disceptatio moderata et absit error opinantium se scire quod nesciunt. Quid enim opus est ut haec atque huiusmodi affirmentur vel negentur vel definiantur cum discrimine, quando sine crimine nesciuntur? Haec Augustinus.
…[present] something not from without but within the soul of man, themselves also established there — as it is written in the book of the Prophets: ‘And the Angel that spoke in me said to me’ (for he does not say, ‘that spoke to me,’ but ‘in me’); or how they appear in dreams and converse after the manner of dreams. For we have in the Gospel: ‘Behold, the Angel of the Lord appeared to him in his sleep, saying.’ For by these ways the angels in a manner indicate that they do not have palpable bodies, and they raise a most difficult question: how the patriarchs washed their feet, how Jacob wrestled with the Angel in so solid a grappling. When these things are inquired into, and each conjectures them as best he can, men’s wits are not unprofitably exercised, if a moderate debate be employed and there be absent the error of those who think they know what they do not know. For what need is there that these things and the like be affirmed or denied or defined at one’s peril, when without peril they are unknown?” Thus Augustine.18



Cui ea dubitatio propterea contigit, quod is Angelos et Daemones ex aeris elemento corporatos esse crederet; ex quo difficile erat intelligere quo pacto corpus aereum tangenti ipsum soliditatem et duritiem humani corporis repraesentare posset. Et illud difficilius erat ad intelligendum: si corporei erant Angeli, qua ratione intra hominem, vel in eius mente, vel in phantasia manere et operari possent. Nos autem haec difficultas minime premit: facimus enim Angelos et Daemones natura sua incorporeos, eosque arbitramur corpus assumere posse vel ex materia aerea vel ex crassa et solida, prout illi ab hominibus se vel cerni tantum vel etiam tangi posse volunt.
This doubt befell him because he believed that angels and demons are embodied from the element of air; from which it was difficult to understand how an aerial body could present to one touching it the solidity and hardness of a human body. And this was harder still to understand: if the angels were corporeal, by what means they could remain and operate within a man, either in his mind or in his imagination. But this difficulty does not press us at all: for we make angels and demons incorporeal by their own nature, and we judge that they can assume a body either of aerial matter or of gross and solid matter, according as they wish either to be merely seen by men or even to be touched.19



Sed age, positam supra dubitationem paucis expediamus. Potest Daemon ex aere vel alia simili materia densata fingere corpus simillimum humano, quantum ad molem, figuram, colorem, motum et vocem; atque hoc profecto nec difficilem habet intellectum et pronam fidem atque assensum habet. At vero ex aere vel alia materia tenui aeris consimili non potest a Daemone formari corpus referens soliditatem et alias qualitates tangibiles humani corporis. Quomodo enim corpus aereum referre potest ipsum tangenti soliditatem corporis humani, repraesentando sensui tactus molliciem carnis humanae, duritiem ossis, rigorem nervi et arteriae asperitatem? Necesse igitur erit corpus quod ista referat fingi ex crassiori et solidiori materia, quae secundum diversas partes dissimili modo temperata, in aliqua sui parte mollis, in alia dura, in aliis aspera et rigida sentiatur.
But come, let us in a few words resolve the doubt proposed above. A demon can, from air or other similar condensed matter, feign a body most like a human one as to bulk, figure, color, motion, and voice; and this indeed is not difficult to understand and readily wins belief and assent. But from air, or from other thin matter resembling air, a demon cannot form a body that reproduces the solidity and the other tangible qualities of a human body. For how can an aerial body present, to one touching it, the solidity of a human body, representing to the sense of touch the softness of human flesh, the hardness of bone, the rigidity of sinew, and the roughness of an artery? It will therefore be necessary that the body which represents these things be fashioned from grosser and more solid matter, which, tempered in different ways according to its different parts, is felt in one part of itself soft, in another hard, in others rough and rigid.20



Illud praeterea sine dubitatione dicere non verebor: non posse ab ullo Daemonum formari corpus adeo simile humano, ut, si quis cum cura et attentione animi id tangeret, non facile dignosceret ipsum non esse corpus humanum. Itaque Daemon, similitudine corporis oculos fallere [potest], tactus autem sensu omnino fallere non potest [?]. Hoc ego, quo apertius et certius lectori faciam, quatuor argumentis confirmabo. Atque id quidem primum eodem argumento probari potest quo argumento Dominus Iesus veritatem corporis sui post resurrectionem discipulis persuadere voluit. Nam cum repente stetisset in medio eorum, conterritis illis nec qui esset...
This, moreover, I shall not fear to say without hesitation: that no demon can form a body so like a human one that, if someone were to touch it with care and attention of mind, he would not easily discern that it is not a human body. And so a demon can deceive the eyes by the likeness of a body, but cannot wholly deceive the sense of touch [?]. This, that I may make it plainer and more certain to the reader, I shall confirm by four arguments. And the first of these can be proved by the same argument by which the Lord Jesus wished to persuade his disciples of the truth of his body after the resurrection. For when he had suddenly stood in the midst of them, while they were terrified and [did not know] who he was…21



...erat, sed spiritum cum corpore phantastico esse existimantibus, ad eam opinionem propulsandam Dominus dixit: Palpate et videte, quia spiritus carnem et ossa non habet sicut me videtis habere. Quibus verbis clare ostendit potuisse eos per sensum tactus sine errore explorare et certo deprehendere corpus ipsius non esse simulatum, sed verum corpus humanum. Et in illo Palpate et videte, illud videte non significat cognitionem oculorum, sed simpliciter evidentiam et certitudinem cognitionis, secundum consuetudinem divinae scripturae, in qua frequenter usurpatur verbum videndi prout significat certam et indubitatam cognitionem cuiuslibet sensus, atque adeo etiam ipsius intellectus. Unde illud quod est in psalmo trigesimo tertio, Gustate et videte quoniam suavis est Dominus, sic interpretari et intelligere convenit: Nulla re evidentius et certius cognoscetis suavitatem Dei quam eam gustando, id est experiendo.
…[supposing him] to be a spirit with a phantom body — to repel that opinion the Lord said: “Handle and see, for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as you see me to have.” By these words he clearly shows that they could, through the sense of touch, explore without error and ascertain with certainty that his body was not feigned, but a true human body. And in that phrase “Handle and see,” the word “see” does not signify knowledge by the eyes, but simply the evidence and certainty of knowledge, according to the usage of divine Scripture, in which the verb “to see” is frequently used to signify the sure and undoubted knowledge of any sense, and even of the intellect itself. Hence that saying in the thirty-third psalm, “Taste and see that the Lord is sweet,” it is fitting to interpret and understand thus: By nothing will you know the sweetness of God more evidently and certainly than by tasting it, that is, by experiencing it.22



Ex his apparet non posse Daemonem corpus fingere adeo simile corpori humano ut non possit per sensum tactus internosci a vero corpore hominis; alioqui verba illa Domini, Palpate et videte quia spiritus carnem et ossa non habet, veram certamque sententiam non haberent. Deinde mollicies carnis humanae, durities ossis et huiusmodi aliae qualitates tangibiles, ille praeterea tepor et vitalis ac suavis calor qui tactu sentitur in carne viva, denique temperies ipsa corporis et singularum partium eius — haec, inquam, propria sunt hominis vivi, nec ab alio principio proficisci possunt quam vel a facultate generatrice, quae ab initio humanum corpus finxit atque temperavit, vel ab ipsa anima quae ea conservat, et si quando labantur ac deficiant reparare ac reficere potest. Quo licet intelligere extra corpus humanum, hoc est praeter facultatem formatricem corporis humani aut praeter ipsam animam, a nulla alia causa naturali, qualiscumque sit, ea posse effici talia qualia sentiuntur esse in corpore hominis vivi; non igitur Daemon in corpore assumpto ea poterit sensui tactus repraesentare.
From these things it appears that a demon cannot feign a body so like a human body that it could not be distinguished, through the sense of touch, from a true human body; otherwise those words of the Lord, “Handle and see, for a spirit hath not flesh and bones,” would not be a true and certain statement. Next, the softness of human flesh, the hardness of bone, and other tangible qualities of this kind; and besides, that warmth and the vital and pleasant heat which is felt by touch in living flesh; and finally the very tempering of the body and of its several parts — these, I say, are proper to a living man, and can proceed from no other principle than either the generative faculty, which from the beginning fashioned and tempered the human body, or the soul itself, which preserves these and, if at any time they slip and fail, can repair and restore them. Whence one may understand that outside the human body — that is, apart from the formative faculty of the human body, or apart from the soul itself — no other natural cause whatever can produce such things as are felt to be in the body of a living man; therefore the demon, in an assumed body, will not be able to present them to the sense of touch.23



Adhaec, si quis attente et curiose tangeret cadaver hominis recens mortui, etiamsi calidum, statim cognosceret tamen ex tactu corpus illud non esse hominis viventis; non enim sentiret illam molliciem carnis, illum suavem ac vitalem teporem, et alia quae in corpore vivo sentiuntur; cum tamen illud corpus mortuum secundum substantiam idem esset quod erat antea vivum, omniaque eius membra quantum ad molem, figuram, numerum, substantiam multasque qualitates eadem prorsus essent atque fuerant in corpore vivo. Quanto igitur facilius et certius corpus a Daemone assumptum deprehendi potest, si quis cum attentione et cura ipsum tangat, non esse verum corpus hominis viventis, cum illud diversam ab hoc substantiam, diversas item quae propriae sunt corporis viventis qualitates habeat?
Besides, if someone were to touch attentively and carefully the corpse of a recently dead man, even while still warm, he would nevertheless at once recognize from the touch that that body is not a living man’s; for he would not feel that softness of flesh, that sweet and vital warmth, and the other things felt in a living body — even though that dead body were, in substance, the same as it had been when alive, and all its members, as to bulk, figure, number, substance, and many qualities, were exactly the same as they had been in the living body. How much more easily and certainly, then, can a body assumed by a demon be detected — if someone touch it with attention and care — not to be a true body of a living man, since it has a substance diverse from this, and qualities likewise diverse from those that are proper to a living body?24



Dices: Quomodo igitur Abraam, lavando pedes Angelorum, non agnovit corpus quod tangebat non esse humanum? Nimirum quia, iam ea persuasione occupato eius animo quod viri essent quos viderat, non...
You will say: How, then, did Abraham, in washing the feet of the angels, not recognize that the body he was touching was not human? Doubtless because, his mind being already preoccupied with the persuasion that those whom he had seen were men, he did not…25



...attendit animum ad id explorandum; et quia, lavando, sensit mollitiem quandam et duritiem qualis in pedibus humanis sentiri solet, in priori existimatione permansit.
…direct his mind to investigating it; and because, in washing, he felt a certain softness and hardness such as is wont to be felt in human feet, he remained in his former opinion.26



Postremo, experimentis multorum qui Daemones in corporibus humanis viderunt et contrectaverunt, compertum est corpora in quibus apparent Daemones esse tactu frigida et aspera, ac longe diversa ratione quam verum corpus hominis viventis sensum tactus afficere. Narrat Alexander ab Alexandro libro 2 Genialium dierum cap. 9 cuidam in hospitio quiescenti, sed vigilanti tamen, repente visum esse spectrum (ut ipse putabat) cuiusdam amici sui nuper defuncti, summo pallore et macie ac eo fere habitu oris quali eum cum aegrotaret dimiserat. Ille, quamvis timore perterritus, quisnam esset tamen interrogavit. At spectrum nihil respondens, exutis ut videbatur vestibus, in eodem lecto decubuit ac prope accessit quasi eum amplexaturum. Ille vero, prope iam metu exanimis, ad lectuli spondam secedens, accedentem ad se abegit. Spectrum, cum se videret expelli, fertur eum torvo vultu aspexisse, resumptisque vestibus e lectulo surrexisse, cinctumque et calceatum abiisse. Sed ille subita vi morbi correptus ac prope ad internecionem gravissima valetudine oppressus est. Ferebat ille, dum in lectulo cum illo spectro luctaretur, nudum eius pedem adeo gelidum ac rigentem attrectasse ut nulla glacies frigori eius pedis comparari possit.
Lastly, by the experiences of many who have seen and handled demons in human bodies, it has been ascertained that the bodies in which demons appear are cold and rough to the touch, and affect the sense of touch in a manner far different from a true body of a living man. Alexander ab Alexandro relates, in book 2 of the Genial Days, ch. 9, that to a certain man resting at an inn — yet awake — there suddenly appeared the specter (as he thought) of a certain friend of his lately deceased, of the utmost pallor and leanness, and with nearly the same cast of countenance as when he had left him sick. He, though terrified with fear, nevertheless asked who he was. But the specter, answering nothing, having (as it seemed) taken off its clothes, lay down on the same bed and drew near as if to embrace him. He, however, now nearly lifeless with fear, withdrawing to the edge of the bed, drove off the one approaching him. The specter, when it saw itself being expelled, is said to have looked at him with a grim countenance, and, having put its clothes back on, to have risen from the bed and, girded and shod, departed. But that man was seized by a sudden onset of disease and oppressed almost to death by a most grievous sickness. He used to report that, while he wrestled in the bed with that specter, he had handled its bare foot so icy and stiff that no ice could be compared to the cold of that foot.27



Cardanus libro 16 De Varietate rerum sub finem capitis nonagesimi tertii commemorat quod ab ipso contigit: cubanti sibi in lecto (erat autem in eodem cubiculo quidam adolescens eius amicus) astitisse Daemonem prima nocte, et crebro ictu parietem percussisse. Admiranti quid illud esset, respondisse adolescentem ne timeret, Daemonem enim esse familiarem, de numero eorum quos vulgo Folletos appellant. Ubi siluit spatio mediae horae, sensisse se vertici suo imponi ab eo digitum pollicem, idque ex frigore, non enim manum comprimebat; deinde superposuisse indicem, tum medium, post reliquos, ita ut minimum ad frontem usque porrigeret. Fuisse autem manum eius adeo frigidam ut non exiguam sibi molestiam afferret. Interim gaudebat Cardanus oblatam sibi occasionem rei tam mirae cognoscendae. Sensim proripit se manus illa in faciem, et super nasum descendens (erat autem sinistra manus, ut ex positu eius coniicere potuit) tandem in os ingreditur, intrusis extremis duorum digitorum. Sed ille, suspicatus ne forsan corpus suum ingredi vellet, dextra sua illum abegit. Siluit dimidio horae; rursus affuit, sed levius omnia peregit quam prius — verum non adeo leniter ut non immensum frigus suum detegeret. Illud porro mirum erat, quod cum facies et dentes frigiditatem digitorum sentirent, labia tamen exquisite compressa connivebant; ut ex hoc intelligeretur corpus illud fuisse aereum. Hactenus quae ad rem praesentem pertinebant ex Cardano retuli.
Cardano, in book 16 of On the Variety of Things, toward the end of chapter ninety-three, recounts what happened to himself: that as he lay in bed (there was, moreover, in the same chamber a certain young man, his friend), a demon stood by him on the first night and struck the wall with frequent blows. When he wondered what it was, the young man answered that he should not be afraid, for it was a familiar demon, of the number of those whom the common people call “Folletti.” When it had fallen silent for the space of half an hour, he felt a thumb laid on the crown of his head by it — and that from the cold, for it did not press the hand; then it laid on the index finger, then the middle, then the rest, so that the little finger reached all the way to his forehead. And its hand was so cold that it caused him no small discomfort. Meanwhile Cardano rejoiced at the occasion offered him of learning a thing so marvelous. Gradually that hand glides onto his face, and, descending over the nose (it was the left hand, as he could conjecture from its position), at last enters the mouth, the tips of two fingers being thrust in. But he, suspecting lest perhaps it wished to enter his body, drove it off with his right hand. It fell silent for half an hour; again it was present, but did everything more lightly than before — yet not so gently as to keep from disclosing its immense cold. This, moreover, was remarkable: that although the face and teeth felt the coldness of the fingers, the lips, exquisitely pressed, nevertheless closed [against them]; so that from this it might be understood that that body was aerial. Thus far I have reported from Cardano what pertained to the present matter.28



Verum ad id confirmandum quod hic docere institui, non esse...
But to confirm that which I have here undertaken to teach — that it is not…29



...difficile cognitu per sensum tactus discrimen corporis a Daemone assumpti et veri corporis humani, facit plurimum quod a Caietano in Commentariis suis super Secundam secundae Beati Thomae quaestione 95 articulo tertio proditum est. Id profecto dignum mihi visum est quod nec a me silentio praeteriretur, nec a lectore oscitanter, sed cum cura et animadversione legeretur. Disputans ille de apparitionibus Daemonum in assumptis corporibus, iisque ad similitudinem corporis humani formatis, ad hunc ferme modum scribit: Frequenter accidit ut Daemones in assumptis corporibus humanis appareant vigilantibus, conversantes cum eis familiariter, non quidem habentes veras carnes nec vera ossa, sed eorum tantum similitudinem, non modo visibilem sed etiam palpabilem et solidam, ut a multis fide dignis ex propria experientia narrantibus audivi. In duobus tamen accepi deficere eos ab humanis corporibus: primo, in temperamento carnis; nam confessus est ipse mendacii pater, cum eius caro quasi glacialis molesta esset tactui humanae carnis, se non posse melius facere. Non enim potest sic miscere naturalia absque vera generatione hominis ut carnem humanam efficiat; et simili ratione non potest semen humanum efficere, propter perfectionem horum et similium effectuum requirentium propria naturalia activa perfecta. Et hinc patet verissimum esse quod Christus post resurrectionem dixit discipulis: Palpate et videte, quia spiritus (seu daemonium) carnem et ossa non habet. Secundo deficit corpus Daemonis a corpore humano in delectatione tactus et concubitus; est enim naturalis commixtio personarum humanarum tanto delectabilior quam Daemonis in corpore assumpto, quanto verum excedit verisimile. Haec Caietanus. Sed hic terminanda est tripartita haec disputatio de Angelis et Daemonibus, ob eam causam paulo subtilius et fusius a nobis tractata, ut veritas illius nobilissimae sententiae Mosis de filiorum Dei commixtione cum filiabus hominum, discussa omni falsarum et foedarum opinionum caligine quae inscitia multorum ei fuerat offusa, liquido cerneretur.
…difficult to discern through the sense of touch the difference between a body assumed by a demon and a true human body, there contributes greatly what was set forth by Cajetan in his Commentaries on the Second Part of the Second Part of the blessed Thomas, question 95, article three. This indeed seemed to me worthy neither to be passed over by me in silence, nor to be read drowsily by the reader, but with care and attention. Disputing about the apparitions of demons in assumed bodies, formed to the likeness of the human body, he writes roughly thus: “It frequently happens that demons appear in assumed human bodies to those who are awake, conversing with them familiarly — not indeed having true flesh nor true bones, but only the likeness of them, not only visible but also palpable and solid, as I have heard from many trustworthy persons relating it from their own experience. In two things, however, I have learned that they fall short of human bodies: first, in the tempering of the flesh; for the father of lies himself confessed, when his flesh, being as it were icy, was troublesome to the touch of human flesh, that he could not do better. For he cannot so mix natural things, without a true generation of a man, as to produce human flesh; and for a like reason he cannot produce human seed, because of the perfection which these and similar effects require — namely, proper, perfect natural active [powers]. And from this it is plain that most true is what Christ said to his disciples after the resurrection: ‘Handle and see, for a spirit (or demon) hath not flesh and bones.’ Secondly, the body of a demon falls short of a human body in the delight of touch and intercourse; for the natural union of human persons is more delightful than that of a demon in an assumed body by as much as the true exceeds the merely lifelike.” Thus Cajetan. But here this threefold disputation about angels and demons must be ended — treated by us a little more subtly and at length for this cause: that the truth of that most noble statement of Moses concerning the mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men might be clearly discerned, once all the fog of false and foul opinions, which the ignorance of many had spread over it, was dispelled.30
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Verse 3. And God said: My spirit shall not remain in man for ever, because he is flesh

LatineEnglish


Verse 3. And God said: My spirit shall not remain in man for ever, because he is flesh.1
Vers. 3. Dixitque Deus: Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine in aeternum, quia caro est.



Haec verba gravem comminationem Dei adversus hominum illius temporis flagitia continent. Solet autem Deus poenas denuntiare prius quam irroget; id quod magnae clementiae signum est. Idcirco enim comminatur ut a peccatis absterreat, ne punire cogatur. Talis est Dominus noster, inquit Chrysostomus: minatur saepe, non ut opere compleat minas, sed ut, correctis nobis, minas ad opus minime perducat. Alioquin, si punire vellet, cur praediceret? Sed quia non vult, semper cessat, et moras nectit, et differt, et praedicit, occasionem reis praebens ut, fugiendo malitiam et apprehendendo virtutem, poenas non experiantur. Itaque postquam interminatus est se illos generali exitio traditurum (hoc enim est, Non permanebit spiritus meus in hominibus istis...
These words contain a grave threat of God against the crimes of the men of that time. Now God is wont to announce punishments before he inflicts them — a thing which is a sign of great clemency. For he threatens for this reason: to deter from sins, lest he be compelled to punish. “Such is our Lord,” says Chrysostom: “he often threatens, not in order to carry out his threats in deed, but in order, once we are corrected, by no means to bring the threats to the deed. Otherwise, if he wished to punish, why would he foretell it? But because he does not wish it, he always holds back, and contrives delays, and defers, and foretells, giving the guilty an occasion that, by fleeing wickedness and laying hold of virtue, they may not experience punishment.” And so, after he had threatened that he would deliver them to a general destruction (for this is what is meant by “My spirit shall not remain in those men”…2



...id est, Non sinam illos posthac vivere) differens indignationem, tempus centum et viginti annorum ad poenitentiam agendam clementer indulget. Sic Chrysostomus. Dupliciter autem universum genus hominum propter peccata mortis poena Deus punivit. Primum, propter peccatum Adam, cuius omnes eius posteri, ut culpae participes, ita mortis rei fuere. Nam illud, In quacumque die comederis morte morieris, et illud, Pulvis es et in pulverem reverteris, non ad unum modo Adam, sed etiam ad omnes eius posteros pertinent. Deinde, propter nefanda hominum scelera, diluvii supplicio omnes propemodum homines ad internecionem redegit. Sed cur Deus poenam mortis tanquam omnium gravissimam adversus peccatores constituit? Nimirum morte nihil homini, huius vitae commodis et bonis affixo, terribilius esse potest; et mors, ut vivendi, sic male vivendi et aliis nocendi finem affert. Sed expendamus verba Mosis.
…that is, ‘I will not allow them to live henceforth’) — deferring his indignation, he mercifully grants a span of a hundred and twenty years for doing penance. So Chrysostom. Now God punished the whole human race for its sins with the penalty of death in two ways. First, on account of the sin of Adam, of which all his descendants, as sharers in the guilt, so also became liable to death. For the words, “In whatever day thou shalt eat, thou shalt die the death,” and the words, “Dust thou art, and into dust thou shalt return,” pertain not to Adam alone, but also to all his descendants. Secondly, on account of the abominable crimes of men, he reduced almost all men to destruction by the punishment of the Flood. But why did God appoint the penalty of death, as the gravest of all, against sinners? Doubtless because nothing can be more terrible to man, fixed upon the comforts and goods of this life, than death; and death, as it brings an end of living, so also of living badly and of harming others. But let us weigh the words of Moses.3



Quam nostra translatio Latina sententiam habet, eandem plane reddit Graeca lectio, nec discrepat Chaldaica Latine ad verbum reddita, hoc sonans: Tum dixit Dominus, Non durabit generatio mala haec coram me in aeternum, eo quod sunt caro, et opera eorum mala sunt. Verum quia vocabulum Spiritus varie sumitur in sacris literis, propterea varias hic locus interpretationes habet. Primo, illud spiritus meus potest significare ipsum Dei Spiritum, id est ipsum Deum qui Spiritus est, ut hic sit sensus: Non ero amplius cum istis hominibus; vel, non ulterius apponam cor meum erga illos, neque, ut antehac feci, pergam deinceps bene velle illis, conservando eos in terris; discedam ab illis, faciem meam ab illis avertam, ut a me derelicti pereant, sicut David dixit: Avertente te faciem, turbabuntur; et qualis illa esset futura turbatio declarans, subiungit: Auferes spiritum eorum et deficient, et in pulverem suum revertentur.
The sense which our Latin translation has, the Greek reading plainly renders the same; nor does the Chaldee disagree, rendered into Latin word for word, sounding thus: “Then the Lord said, This evil generation shall not endure before me for ever, because they are flesh, and their works are evil.” But because the word “Spirit” is taken in various ways in the sacred writings, this passage therefore has various interpretations. First, that phrase “my spirit” can signify the Spirit of God himself, that is, God himself who is Spirit, so that the sense is this: “I will be no longer with those men”; or, “I will no more set my heart toward them, nor, as I have done hitherto, will I henceforth continue to wish them well by preserving them on the earth; I will depart from them, I will turn my face away from them, that, forsaken by me, they may perish” — as David said: “When thou turnest away thy face, they shall be troubled”; and, declaring what that future trouble would be, he adds: “Thou shalt take away their spirit, and they shall fail, and shall return to their dust.”4



Sumitur etiam vocabulum spiritus pro ira et indignatione, veluti apud Isaiam capite 2: Quiescite, inquit, ab homine cuius spiritus in naribus eius est, quia excelsus reputatus est ipse. Quid est illud, Cuius spiritus in naribus eius est? Id est, cuius ira in promptu et vehemens est. Secundum hanc vero significationem erit hic sensus: Non permanebit, seu non perdurabit in aeternum indignatio mea adversus istos homines; quasi dicat, puniam eos in hoc seculo temporali supplicio, ne post hanc vitam aeternis poenis puniantur. Vel, non differam exercere indignationem meam adversus istos in aeternum, aut in tempus admodum longum; nisi enim ante centum viginti annos dignam egerint poenitentiam, effundam super eos spiritum indignationis meae.
The word “spirit” is also taken for anger and indignation, as in Isaiah, chapter 2: “Cease ye,” he says, “from the man whose spirit is in his nostrils, for he is reputed high.” What is that, “whose spirit is in his nostrils”? That is, whose anger is ready and vehement. According to this signification the sense will be: “My indignation against those men shall not remain, or not endure, for ever”; as if he were to say, “I will punish them in this world with a temporal punishment, lest after this life they be punished with eternal pains.” Or: “I will not defer to exercise my indignation against them for ever, or for a very long time; for unless within a hundred and twenty years they do worthy penance, I will pour out upon them the spirit of my indignation.”5



Accipitur etiam spiritus Dei pro cura et providentia quam Deus gerit hominum, tuendo eorum vitam et quae ad eam commode agendam vel necessaria vel etiam utilia et iucunda sunt opportune et large tribuendo. Sic videtur accipi nomen Spiritus Psalmo 103 illis verbis: Emittes spiritum tuum et creabuntur, et renovabis faciem terrae. Atque ita hunc locum interpretatur Chrysostomus. Et sensus est: Non pergam amplius habere curam et providentiam istorum homi-...
The Spirit of God is also taken for the care and providence which God exercises over men, by guarding their life and by opportunely and bountifully bestowing the things which are necessary, or even useful and pleasant, for living it conveniently. So the name “Spirit” seems to be taken in Psalm 103, in those words: “Thou shalt send forth thy spirit, and they shall be created, and thou shalt renew the face of the earth.” And so Chrysostom interprets this passage. And the sense is: “I will no longer continue to have care and providence over those men…”6



...num, sustentando et prorogando eorum vitam; auferam illis hunc spiritum meae curae et providentiae, quo subtracto penitus ad interitum recident.
…by sustaining and prolonging their life; I will take from them this spirit of my care and providence, and when it is withdrawn they will fall utterly to ruin.7



Adhaec, frequenter in sacris litteris vocabulum Spiritus usurpatur pro anima rationali, cui hoc nomen propterea inditum est quod Moses, exponens creationem animae, dicit Deum inspirasse in faciem hominis spiraculum vitae. Sicut autem praesentia animae est causa vitae, sic digressus eius a corpore causa est mortis. Dicitur porro anima rationalis spiritus Dei, quod a solo Deo creetur et infundatur corpori atque inibi conservetur, et inde, cum libuerit Deo, sevocetur; quemadmodum Ecclesiastae capite 12 scriptum est: Donec pulvis revertatur in terram suam unde erat, et spiritus redeat ad Deum qui dedit illum. Ergo illud, Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine in aeternum, non aliud significat quam genus humanum non perpetuo esse victurum in terris. Permansio enim spiritus Dei, id est animae, in corpore, causa est vitae hominum; remotio autem animae a corpore causa est mortis. Auferes, inquit David Psalmo 103, spiritum eorum et deficient, et in pulverem suum revertentur.
Furthermore, in the sacred writings the word “Spirit” is frequently used for the rational soul, on which this name has been bestowed for this reason: that Moses, expounding the creation of the soul, says that God “breathed into the face of man the breath of life.” And as the presence of the soul is the cause of life, so its departure from the body is the cause of death. Moreover, the rational soul is called “the spirit of God,” because it is created by God alone and infused into the body and there preserved, and thence, when it pleases God, called away; as it is written in Ecclesiastes, chapter 12: “Until the dust return into its earth whence it was, and the spirit return to God who gave it.” Therefore that phrase, “My spirit shall not remain in man for ever,” signifies nothing else than that the human race will not live perpetually on the earth. For the remaining of the spirit of God — that is, of the soul — in the body is the cause of men’s life; but the removal of the soul from the body is the cause of death. “Thou shalt take away,” says David in Psalm 103, “their spirit, and they shall fail, and return to their dust.”8



Huic significationi spiritus affinis est significatio eiusdem vocabuli cum id ponitur pro vita, quoniam haec per spirationem et flatum conservatur. Sic eo vocabulo usus est Iob capite 27: Donec superest halitus in me et spiritus Dei in naribus meis, non loquentur verba mea iniquitatem, nec lingua mea meditabitur mendacium. Daniel autem (ut scriptum est in libro eius cap. 5) dixit regi Balsasari: Deum qui habet flatum tuum in manu sua et omnes vias tuas non glorificasti; id est, in cuius manu et potestate est vita tua. In ipso enim, ut dixit Paulus, vivimus et movemur et sumus. Postremo, saepe vocabulum spiritus Dei positum est in scriptura ad significandum Spiritum sanctum, de quo locum hunc interpretatus est Ambrosius libro de Noë et Arca cap. 3, scilicet verba haec Mosis a proprio eorum intellectu ad mysterium et ad Christum accommodans, in quo Spiritum sanctum permansisse traditur in sacris litteris. Datur, inquit Ambrosius, Spiritus sanctus hominibus, sed in eis non permanet, quia caro sunt. Carnis enim natura disciplinae repugnat, quia voluptati obtemperat. Denique de solo domino Iesu scriptum est: Super quem videris spiritum descendentem de caelo et manentem super eum, hic est qui baptizat in spiritu Sancto. In eo manebat, quem nulla corruptela carnalis impedimenta revocabant quo minus incorrupta et intermixta ordinem disciplinae teneret, cuius caro non vidit corruptionem. Sic Ambrosius.
Kindred to this signification of “spirit” is the signification of the same word when it is put for life, since this is preserved by breathing and breath. So Job uses the word, chapter 27: “As long as breath remains in me, and the spirit of God in my nostrils, my words shall not speak iniquity, nor shall my tongue meditate a lie.” And Daniel (as is written in his book, ch. 5) said to King Belshazzar: “God, who holds thy breath in his hand and all thy ways, thou hast not glorified”; that is, in whose hand and power is thy life. For “in him,” as Paul said, “we live and move and are.” Lastly, the phrase “the Spirit of God” is often put in Scripture to signify the Holy Spirit, in which sense Ambrose interpreted this passage, in the book On Noah and the Ark, ch. 3 — accommodating, namely, these words of Moses from their proper sense to the mystery and to Christ, in whom the Holy Spirit is recorded in the sacred writings to have remained. “The Holy Spirit,” says Ambrose, “is given to men, but does not remain in them, because they are flesh. For the nature of the flesh is repugnant to discipline, because it obeys pleasure. Finally, of the Lord Jesus alone it is written: ‘He upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending from heaven and remaining upon him, he it is who baptizes in the Holy Spirit.’ It remained in him whom no carnal corruption recalled by its impediments from keeping, uncorrupted and unmixed, the order of discipline — he whose flesh saw no corruption.” So Ambrose.9



Verum quanquam spiritus sanctus eximio quodam et singulari modo in solo Christo manserit, mansisse tamen etiam Spiritum sanctum in aliis legimus in sacris litteris. Salvator enim noster dixit Apostolis suis: Ego rogabo Patrem, et alium Paracletum dabit vobis, ut maneat vobiscum in aeternum. Nec dubitari potest Spiritum sanctum mansisse in Ioanne Baptista, quippe qui ex utero matris suae repletus est Spiritu sancto, ut nihil hoc loco dicam de beatissima Virgine. Harum quinque significatio-...
But although the Holy Spirit remained in a certain extraordinary and singular manner in Christ alone, yet we read in the sacred writings that the Holy Spirit remained also in others. For our Savior said to his Apostles: “I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Paraclete, that he may remain with you for ever.” Nor can it be doubted that the Holy Spirit remained in John the Baptist, since he was filled with the Holy Spirit from his mother’s womb — to say nothing here of the most blessed Virgin. Of these five significa-…10



...num et interpretationum vocabuli Spiritus, eam qua vel anima vel vita significatur, ut huic loco aptissime congruentem, maxime probamus.
…tions and interpretations of the word “Spirit,” we most approve that by which either the soul or life is signified, as most aptly fitting this passage.11



Illud porro in aeternum dupliciter exponitur: vel ut vox illa aeternum non significet proprie aeternitatem, sed longissimum aliquod tempus cuius certus finis non exprimitur — qua significatione non raro in divinis libris ea vox reperitur; et sic erit sensus: Antehac longissimam dedi homini vitam, ut nonnulli prope millesimum annum vitam extenderint; sed posthac praecidam hanc longitudinem, eamque ad centum viginti annos contraham. Vel ea vox significat proprie aeternitatem, ut sensus sit: Non patiar genus humanum deinceps aeternum esse, id est perpetuo vivere in terris; perdam enim ipsum diluvio et de terris delebo. Et haec quidem significatio atque interpretatio commodior est, et aptius haeret cum iis quae sequuntur.
The phrase “for ever” (in aeternum) is, moreover, expounded in two ways: either so that the word “for ever” does not properly signify eternity, but some very long time whose fixed end is not expressed — in which signification that word is found not rarely in the divine books; and thus the sense will be: “Hitherto I have given man a very long life, so that some have extended their life nearly to the thousandth year; but henceforth I will cut short this length, and contract it to a hundred and twenty years.” Or the word signifies eternity properly, so that the sense is: “I will not suffer the human race to be henceforth everlasting, that is, to live perpetually on the earth; for I will destroy it by the Flood and blot it out from the earth.” And this signification and interpretation is the more convenient, and adheres more aptly to what follows.12



Pro illo autem quia caro est, Graeca lectio habet plurali numero, quia carnes sunt, sicut etiam habet plurali numero, Non permanebit spiritus meus in hominibus istis. Quid sit autem quia caro est, vel quia carnes sunt, interpretatur Chrysostomus homilia 22 in Genesim ad hunc modum: Eo quod, inquit, carnalibus operibus seipsos totos dedunt, et animae substantia abutuntur, et, quasi sola carne circumdati carerent anima, sic vitam suam absumunt. Perpetuus enim scripturae mos est carnem vocare homines carnales, sicut virtute praestantes carnis expertes nominat. Sic Paulus loquitur: Vos autem non estis in carne — non quod carne non essent circumdati, sed quia carnem gestantes, superiores erant carnalibus affectionibus et sensibus. Quemadmodum autem de his Paulus dixit, Vos non estis in carne, eo quod carnalia despiciebant, sic de illis dictum est, eo quod ipsi sunt carnes; nam licet animam rationalem haberent potiorem sui partem, perinde tamen vivebant sine ratione ac si sola carne constarent. Haec Chrysostomus.
For that phrase “because he is flesh,” the Greek reading has, in the plural, “because they are flesh,” just as it also has, in the plural, “My spirit shall not remain in those men.” What “because he is flesh,” or “because they are flesh,” means, Chrysostom interprets in homily 22 on Genesis in this manner: “Because,” he says, “they give themselves wholly to carnal works, and abuse the substance of the soul, and, as though, surrounded by flesh alone, they lacked a soul, so they consume their life. For it is Scripture’s constant custom to call carnal men ‘flesh,’ just as it names those outstanding in virtue ‘free of flesh.’ So Paul speaks: ‘But you are not in the flesh’ — not that they were not surrounded by flesh, but because, though bearing flesh, they were superior to carnal affections and senses. And as Paul said of these, ‘You are not in the flesh,’ because they despised carnal things, so it is said of those men, ‘because they are flesh’; for although they had the rational soul as their better part, yet they lived just as if they consisted of flesh alone, without reason.” Thus Chrysostom.13



At enim vero observationem hanc Chrysostomi non esse perpetuo veram manifestis divinae scripturae testimoniis ostendit B. Gregorius libro 14 Moralium cap. 29, tractans illa verba Iob: Et rursum circumdabor pelle mea. Nam cum prius commemorasset disputationem quam ipse Constantinopoli habuit cum Eutychio eius urbis Episcopo, qui negabat hominem resurrecturum in vera substantia carnis, propterea quod Paulus id confirmare videbatur illis verbis quae sunt in capite 15 prioris epistolae ad Corinthios, Caro et sanguis regnum Dei possidere non possunt, huic ipse Gregorius respondens obiectioni: In sacro, inquit, eloquio aliter caro dicitur iuxta naturam, atque aliter iuxta culpam vel corruptionem. Caro quippe iuxta naturam dicitur ubi scriptum est: Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis et caro de carne mea; et, Verbum caro factum est et habitavit in nobis. Caro vero iuxta culpam dicitur ubi scriptum est: Non permanebit spiritus meus in hominibus istis, eo quod sunt caro; et David ait: Memoratus est quia caro sunt, spiritus vadens et non rediens. Unde discipulis Paulus dicebat: Vos non estis in carne sed in spiritu. Neque enim in carne non erat quibus epistolas transmittebat, sed quia passiones carnalium desideriorum vice-...
But in fact, that this observation of Chrysostom is not always true, the blessed Gregory shows by manifest testimonies of divine Scripture, in book 14 of the Morals, ch. 29, treating those words of Job: “And again I shall be encompassed with my skin.” For when he had first recalled the disputation which he himself held at Constantinople with Eutychius, bishop of that city — who denied that man would rise again in the true substance of flesh, on the ground that Paul seemed to confirm this in those words which are in chapter 15 of the first Epistle to the Corinthians, “Flesh and blood cannot possess the kingdom of God” — Gregory, replying to this objection, says: “In sacred discourse, ‘flesh’ is said in one way according to nature, and in another according to fault or corruption. For ‘flesh’ is said according to nature where it is written: ‘This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh’; and, ‘The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us.’ But ‘flesh’ is said according to fault where it is written: ‘My spirit shall not remain in those men, because they are flesh’; and David says: ‘He remembered that they are flesh, a spirit that goes and returns not.’ Whence Paul said to his disciples: ‘You are not in the flesh, but in the spirit.’ For it was not that those to whom he sent his epistles were not in the flesh, but because the passions of carnal desires had been over-…”14



...vicerant, iam liberi per virtutem spiritus in carne non erant. Cum ergo Apostolus dicit, Quia caro et sanguis regnum Dei possidere non possunt, carnem vult secundum culpam intelligi, non secundum naturam. Unde, quia carnem secundum culpam diceret, mox ostendit subdens: Neque corruptio incorruptelam possidebit. In illa ergo caelestis regni gloria caro secundum naturam erit, sed secundum passionem desiderii non erit; quia, devicto mortis aculeo, in aeterna incorruptione regnabit. Haec Gregorius.
…come, [and] being now free through the virtue of the spirit, they were not in the flesh. When, therefore, the Apostle says, ‘Flesh and blood cannot possess the kingdom of God,’ he wishes ‘flesh’ to be understood according to fault, not according to nature. Whence, because he was speaking of flesh according to fault, he immediately shows this, adding: ‘Neither shall corruption possess incorruption.’ In that glory of the heavenly kingdom, therefore, there will be flesh according to nature, but according to the passion of desire it will not be; because, the sting of death being overcome, it will reign in eternal incorruption.” Thus Gregory.15



Verum, ne hoc lector nesciat, monendus est solere in sacris litteris appellari homines carnales non eos tantum qui obscenas carnis voluptates sectantur, sed aliis quoque vitiis infectos, etiam iis quae ex animo potius ac mente quam ex carne proficisci videntur. Nam Paulus Corinthios, inter quos erant aemulationes, dissensiones ac schismata, appellat carnales: Cum enim, inquit, sint inter vos zelus et contentio, nonne carnales estis et secundum hominem ambulatis? Idemque in capite quinto epistolae quam scripsit ad Galatas, enumerans opera carnis, recenset idolorum servitutem, veneficia, inimicitias, contentiones, aemulationes, iras, rixas, dissensiones, sectas et invidias. Non est tamen negandum, cum nominantur peccata carnis vel hominum carnalium, praecipue ac plurimum significari peccata quae in sordidis libidinibus et voluptatibus carnis versantur. Unde quanquam hoc loco vocabulum carnis ad omnia carnis opera quae Paulus, ut supra diximus, commemorat, extendi potest, praecipue tamen ad vitia carnalium voluptatum pertinet.
But, lest the reader be ignorant of this, he must be warned that in the sacred writings ‘carnal men’ are usually called not only those who pursue the obscene pleasures of the flesh, but also those infected with other vices — even those which seem to proceed rather from the soul and mind than from the flesh. For Paul calls the Corinthians, among whom there were rivalries, dissensions, and schisms, ‘carnal’: “For whereas,” he says, “there is among you envying and contention, are you not carnal, and walk according to man?” And likewise in the fifth chapter of the epistle he wrote to the Galatians, enumerating the works of the flesh, he reckons the service of idols, sorceries, enmities, contentions, rivalries, angers, quarrels, dissensions, sects, and envyings. Yet it must not be denied that, when the sins of the flesh or of carnal men are named, what is chiefly and most signified are the sins which are concerned with sordid lusts and pleasures of the flesh. Whence, although in this passage the word ‘flesh’ can be extended to all the works of the flesh which Paul, as we said above, recounts, yet it pertains chiefly to the vices of carnal pleasures.16



Non faciam ut praeclaram quandam B. Gregorii sententiam, huic Gregorii loco non modo non alienam sed perbelle congruentem, referre praetermittam. Tractans B. Gregorius libro 6 Expositionis in primum librum Regum verba illa quae sunt in capite 15 eius libri, Pepercit Saul populus regi Agag et optimis gregibus etc., ita scribit: Quis est Agag rex Amalec nisi sensus carnalis? Nam cum ex anima rationalitatem et sensualitatem habeamus, rationalitas menti, sensualitas carni adscribitur; et per illam cum Angelis, per hanc cum brutis animalibus convenimus. In illa, quo altius extollimur, supernis civibus appropinquamus; per hanc vero, cum ad carnis blandimenta dilabimur, carnaliores, ut ita dixerim, invenimur. Unde et, visis et concupitis iam filiabus hominum, iamque impletis in luxuria voluptatibus, his qui puritatis merito filii Dei vocabantur, in Genesi Dominus minatur dicens: Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine in aeternum, eo quod caro sit. Caro quippe homo efficitur quando sensui carnis ratio subiugatur. Rex ergo Amalec vigor est sensus carnalis, qui motibus turpibus imperat ut captivam rationem ad illecebras obscenitatis trahat. Bene autem carnali sensui nomen congruit Agag, quippe Agag meditans sive loquens interpretatur. Meditari quippe ei est phantasmata lasciva interna meditatione colligere, et loqui ei est carnem motibus turpibus ad libidinem excitare. Quasi enim magnum clamorem locutionis habet, qui carnem pulsando ardentius commovet. Nam et meditando colligit quod loquendo exponit; quia unusquisque carnali sensui subditus, quo liberius lasciva simulacra intus conspicit, eo validiores motus turpitudinis fo-...
I will not fail to relate a certain splendid saying of the blessed Gregory, not only not foreign to this passage of Gregory, but very prettily congruent with it. The blessed Gregory, treating, in book 6 of the Exposition on the First Book of Kings, those words which are in chapter 15 of that book, “Saul and the people spared king Agag and the best of the flocks,” etc., writes thus: “Who is Agag, king of Amalek, but carnal sense? For since from the soul we have rationality and sensuality, rationality is ascribed to the mind, sensuality to the flesh; and by the one we have fellowship with the angels, by the other with the brute animals. In the former, the higher we are exalted, the nearer we approach to the citizens above; but by the latter, when we slip down to the allurements of the flesh, we are found, so to speak, more carnal. Whence also, when the daughters of men had now been seen and desired, and pleasures in lust now fulfilled, the Lord in Genesis threatens those who by merit of purity were called sons of God, saying: ‘My spirit shall not remain in man for ever, because he is flesh.’ For a man becomes flesh when reason is subjugated to the sense of the flesh. King Amalek, then, is the vigor of carnal sense, which commands by base motions, so that it may drag captive reason to the enticements of obscenity. And the name Agag fits carnal sense well, for Agag is interpreted ‘meditating’ or ‘speaking.’ For to meditate, for it, is to gather lascivious phantasms by inward meditation; and to speak, for it, is to rouse the flesh by base motions to lust. For he who, by striking the flesh, more ardently stirs it, has, as it were, a great clamor of speech. For by meditating it gathers what by speaking it sets forth; because everyone subject to carnal sense, the more freely he beholds lascivious images within, the stronger motions of baseness…”17



...turpitudinis foris sentit. Meditatur ergo per internam visionem turpitudinis, loquitur autem per exteriorem motum delectationis. Sic Gregorius.
…of baseness he feels outwardly. He meditates, therefore, through the inward vision of baseness, but speaks through the outward motion of delight.” Thus Gregory.18



Hactenus explicata quidem a nobis est sententia verborum Mosis secundum Latinam translationem, a qua nec lectio Graeca discordat nec Chaldaica. Deinceps vero lectionem Hebraicam, quae videtur longe diversa, expendere oportet; et hanc ipsam qui ex Hebraeo fidelissime studuerunt interpretari sacros libros varie admodum expresserunt. Pro eo quod nos legimus, Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine — pro illo, inquam, verbo permanebit, Hebraice est iadon, quae vox potest derivari a neden, quae significat vaginam. Unde Pagninus sic vertit: Non erit ut in vagina spiritus meus in homine in seculum; id est, non includetur anima in corpore in perpetuum, sicut gladius vagina conditur. Videtur enim corpus esse tanquam vagina animae. Caietanus vero hanc lectionem sic interpretatur: Non vaginabit spiritus meus etc. Hoc dictum est, inquit, ad similitudinem gladii reconditi in vagina, quo, quamdiu in vagina est, non utitur quis ad incidendum vel percutiendum. Et sensus est: Non erit iustitia mea ad puniendum hominem, ut gladius in vagina, in aeternum; sed evaginabo eum post centum viginti annos, et puniam homines. Alii putant eius verbi radicem esse dun, quod est contendere, disceptare, iudicare, litigare. Rabbi Salomon sic exponit: Non disceptabit spiritus meus cum homine, vel pro homine; quasi dicat, quidnam facturus sim de homine non diu disceptabo, debeamne hunc punire necne; tandem decernam quidnam facturus sim. Nam quia totus voluptatibus est deditus, iam iam puniam eum, neque longius tempus dabo ei ad resipiscendum quam centum viginti annos. Oleaster, sumens verbum Hebraeum pro litigare, sic exponit: Non litigabo cum homine; id est, non contendam amplius cum homine, monendo et arguendo ipsum ut non sequatur concupiscentias suas; cum enim totus sit carnalis, nihil movet eum admonitio vel reprehensio, opus igitur est extremo remedio, id est ultimo supplicio. Potest etiam verbum iadon deduci a nadah, quod est elongare; et si ab hac radice esset (ponitur enim saepius nun pro he), nulla esset huius loci difficultas, sensus enim esset: Non prolongabit spiritus meus spatium vivendi in homine, sed erunt dies eius centum viginti anni; quasi dicat, non prolongabo homini spatium vivendi ultra centum viginti annos, ultra quod spatium, nisi paenitentiam egerit, delebo ipsum. Et haec lectio atque interpretatio concordat cum nostra lectione Latina, quae habet, Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine in aeternum.
Thus far we have explained the sense of the words of Moses according to the Latin translation, from which neither the Greek reading nor the Chaldee disagrees. But next we must weigh the Hebrew reading, which seems far different; and this very reading, those who most faithfully strove to interpret the sacred books from the Hebrew have rendered in quite various ways. For that which we read, “My spirit shall not remain in man” — for that word “remain,” I say — in Hebrew it is iadon, a word which can be derived from neden, which means “a sheath.” Whence Pagninus renders thus: “My spirit shall not be as in a sheath in man for an age”; that is, the soul shall not be enclosed in the body perpetually, as a sword is sheathed in a scabbard. For the body seems to be, as it were, the sheath of the soul. Cajetan, however, interprets this reading thus: “My spirit shall not be sheathed,” etc. “This is said,” he says, “after the likeness of a sword hidden in a sheath, which, as long as it is in the sheath, one does not use for cutting or striking.” And the sense is: “My justice shall not be, for punishing man, like a sword in the sheath, for ever; but I will unsheathe it after a hundred and twenty years, and punish men.” Others think the root of that word is dun, which is to contend, dispute, judge, litigate. Rabbi Solomon expounds thus: “My spirit shall not dispute with man,” or “for man”; as if to say, “I will not long dispute what I am to do with man — whether I ought to punish him or not; at length I will decide what I am to do. For because he is wholly given over to pleasures, I will now at once punish him, nor will I give him a longer time for repenting than a hundred and twenty years.” Oleaster, taking the Hebrew word for “to litigate,” expounds thus: “I will not litigate with man”; that is, “I will no longer contend with man by admonishing and reproving him not to follow his concupiscences; for since he is wholly carnal, no admonition or reproof moves him; there is need, therefore, of the extreme remedy, that is, of the ultimate punishment.” The word iadon can also be derived from nadah, which is “to prolong”; and if it were from this root (for nun is often put for he), there would be no difficulty in this passage, for the sense would be: “My spirit shall not prolong the span of living in man, but his days shall be a hundred and twenty years”; as if to say, “I will not prolong for man the span of living beyond a hundred and twenty years; beyond which span, unless he do penance, I will destroy him.” And this reading and interpretation agrees with our Latin reading, which has, “My spirit shall not remain in man for ever.”19



B. Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis super Genesim: In Hebraeo, inquit, scriptum est, Non iudicabit spiritus meus homines istos in sempiternum, quia caro sunt. Hoc est: Quia fragilis est in homine conditio, non eos ad aeternos servabo cruciatus, sed hic illis restituam quod merentur. Ergo non severitatem, ut in nostris codicibus legitur, sed clementiam Dei sonat, dum peccator hic pro suo scelere visitatur. Unde et iratus Deus loquitur ad quos-...
The blessed Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis: “In the Hebrew,” he says, “it is written, ‘My spirit shall not judge those men for ever, because they are flesh.’ That is: Because the condition of man is frail, I will not keep them for eternal torments, but will here render to them what they deserve. Therefore it sounds not of severity, as it is read in our codices, but of the clemency of God, while the sinner is here visited for his crime. Whence also the angry God speaks to cer-…”20



...quosdam: Non visitabo filias eorum cum fuerint fornicatae, et sponsas eorum cum adulteraverint. Et in alio loco: Visitabo in virga iniquitates eorum, et in flagellis peccata eorum; veruntamen misericordiam meam non auferam ab eo. Haec Hieronymus.
…tain men: ‘I will not visit your daughters when they shall have committed fornication, nor your spouses when they shall have committed adultery.’ And in another place: ‘I will visit their iniquities with a rod, and their sins with stripes; nevertheless my mercy I will not take away from him.’” Thus Jerome.21



Nescio quid venerit in mentem Ruperto prodere scripto, olim in Hebraeo fuisse hanc lectionem, Non iudicabit spiritus meus in homine, nunc autem secundum Hebraicam veritatem esse hanc lectionem, Non permanebit spiritus meus in homine; quasi variata fuerit scriptura Hebraica et aliter se habuerit olim tempore B. Hieronymi quam nunc se habeat; cum tamen et tunc et nunc eadem fuerit lectio Hebraica huius loci, idemque verbum Hebraeum, quod, prout varia origo eius reperitur, varie quoque ab interpretibus Latine fuit expressum, ut supra ostendimus.
I know not what came into Rupert’s mind, to set forth in writing that formerly in the Hebrew this reading existed, “My spirit shall not judge in man,” but that now, according to the Hebrew truth, this is the reading, “My spirit shall not remain in man” — as though the Hebrew Scripture had been altered, and had been otherwise of old in the time of the blessed Jerome than it now is; whereas both then and now the Hebrew reading of this passage was the same, and the same Hebrew word, which, according as its various derivation is found, was likewise rendered variously into Latin by the interpreters, as we showed above.22



Caietanus porro lectionem illam Hebraicam, Non iudicabit spiritus meus homines istos, multo secus interpretatur quam B. Hieronymus. Putat enim significasse Deum his verbis se ante id tempus iudicasse homines spiritualiter; tale enim iudicium et decens erat Deo qui Spiritus est, et congruens homini cuius nobilior pars etiam spiritus est. Ordinarium enim Dei iudicium, tam erga probos quam improbos, illos iuvando, hos deferendo et puniendo, est in hac vita internum, spirituale, occultum, adeo ut multi illud denegent Deo dicentes: Supra caeli cardines ambulat, nec nostra considerat. Iudicium enim spirituale, quo Deus iudicat in hoc mundo improbos, est privare eos gratia sua, et quibusdam singularibus beneficiis et auxiliis quibus iuvat et protegit viros iustos sibique caros. Raro autem Deus in hoc mundo, etiam corporalibus suppliciis, sceleratos homines plectit, ita ut propter eorum flagitia sic eos fuisse punitos conspicuum sit omnibus. Verum quia homines illius temporis, adversus quos sententia haec Dei pronuntiata est, usque eo carnales evaserant ut nihil spirituale ac rationale habere viderentur, idcirco Deus dixit: Non pergam ulterius istos homines iudicare ac punire tantum spiritualiter, sed, cum omnino carnales facti sint, puniam eos (nisi ante centum viginti annos resipiscant) carnalibus poenis et corporali exitio diluvii.
Cajetan, moreover, interprets that Hebrew reading, “My spirit shall not judge those men,” much otherwise than the blessed Jerome. For he thinks that God signified by these words that before that time he had judged men spiritually; for such a judgment was both becoming to God, who is Spirit, and congruous to man, whose nobler part is also spirit. For the ordinary judgment of God, both toward the good and toward the wicked — helping the former, abandoning and punishing the latter — is in this life internal, spiritual, hidden, so much so that many deny it to God, saying: “He walks about the poles of heaven, and does not consider our affairs.” For the spiritual judgment by which God judges the wicked in this world is to deprive them of his grace, and of certain singular benefits and aids by which he helps and protects just men dear to him. But rarely does God in this world afflict wicked men even with bodily punishments, in such a way that it is plain to all that they have been so punished for their crimes. But because the men of that time, against whom this sentence of God was pronounced, had become so carnal that they seemed to have nothing spiritual or rational, therefore God said: “I will no longer continue to judge and punish those men only spiritually, but, since they have become wholly carnal, I will punish them (unless within a hundred and twenty years they repent) with carnal penalties and the bodily destruction of the Flood.”23
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And his days shall be a hundred and twenty years

LatineEnglish


And his days shall be a hundred and twenty years.1
Eruntque dies illius centum viginti annorum.



Quaestio est hoc loco, spatium hoc centum viginti annorum quonam referre debeat: utrum ad vitam hominum deinceps futuram, quasi ad annos centum viginti transgressura non esset, an vero ad spatium temporis concessum hominibus ante diluvium, videlicet ad agendam poenitentiam et avertendam Dei vindictam universo generi humano impendentem. Philo in libro De Gigantibus, Iosephus primo libro Antiquitatum, Lactantius libro secundo capite quinto decimo, Rupertus libro 4 Commentariorum in Genesim, Tostatus super hoc sextum caput Geneseos quaestione 11, referunt hoc ad vitam hominum deinceps futuram, ut ea...
The question here is, to what this span of a hundred and twenty years ought to be referred: whether to the future life of men hereafter, as though it would not pass beyond a hundred and twenty years; or rather to the span of time granted to men before the Flood — namely, for doing penance and averting the vengeance of God hanging over the whole human race. Philo, in the book On the Giants; Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities; Lactantius, in the second book, chapter fifteen; Rupert, in book 4 of the Commentaries on Genesis; and Tostatus, on this sixth chapter of Genesis, question 11, refer this to the future life of men hereafter, so that it…2



...annis duntaxat centum viginti a Deo circumscripta fuerit; ut sensus sit: Antehac vita hominis ultra nongentesimum annum extendebatur; verum quia tanta vitae longitudine ad graviora pluraque in dies scelera patranda abusus homo est, non sic erit posthac, sed insigni admodum facta diminutione, ad centum viginti annos vita hominis contrahetur. Audi Rupertum ita supradicto loco verba haec explanantem: Eruntque dies illius centum viginti annorum. Alii quidem paulo plures, alii paulo pauciores post diluvium vixerunt annos, ut Iacob qui centum quadraginta septem, ut Ioseph qui centum et decem vixit annos; sed eius qui haec scripsit, videlicet Mosis, dies fuere centum viginti annorum. Sic enim de eo scriptum est: Moyses centum viginti annorum erat quando mortuus est. Miroque modo vir mitissimus super omnes qui morabantur in terra, seipsum in illam congeriem morientium et propter corruptionem vitae suae pauciore tempore viventium opportune importuneque ingerit; quodammodo deflens quod illic, secundum praescientiam Dei, percussus ipse fuerit, et moriturus non saltem tempora Mathusalem implere posset, quatenus ingrediatur terram promissionis, sed sint dies sui pauci, id est anni centum viginti. Sic Rupertus.
…has been circumscribed by God to only a hundred and twenty years; so that the sense is: “Hitherto man’s life extended beyond the nine-hundredth year; but because man abused so great a length of life to perpetrate graver and more numerous crimes daily, it will not be so hereafter, but, a very notable diminution being made, the life of man will be contracted to a hundred and twenty years.” Hear Rupert thus expounding these words in the aforesaid place: “‘And his days shall be a hundred and twenty years.’ Some, indeed, lived a little more, some a little fewer years after the Flood — as Jacob, who lived a hundred and forty-seven, as Joseph, who lived a hundred and ten years; but the days of him who wrote these things, namely Moses, were a hundred and twenty years. For so it is written of him: ‘Moses was a hundred and twenty years old when he died.’ And in a wonderful way, the man most meek above all who dwelt on the earth thrusts himself, in season and out of season, into that throng of the dying and of those living a shorter time on account of the corruption of their life; in a manner bewailing that there, according to the foreknowledge of God, he himself was struck, and that, being about to die, he could not even fulfill the times of Methuselah, so as to enter the land of promise, but that his days were few — that is, a hundred and twenty years.” Thus Rupert.3



Tostatus vero arbitratur fuisse conveniens ut Deus pronuntiaret hominibus mensuram futurae vitae. Nam cum inducturus esset diluvium, ex eo sequebatur necessario diminutio vitae humanae; siquidem superficies terrae, in qua erat magna vis germinandi optimas plantas, diluvii aquis detecta et abrasa est, inferior autem pars terrae, quae non aeque efficax erat germinandi, detecta est et labori et culturae hominum exposita. Quodque maioris fuit momenti, aquae salsae Oceani per omnem terram permeantes virtutem eius corruperunt; etenim sal terram sterilem reddit, quamobrem mos erat olim terras quae maledicebantur ut steriles essent spargi sale, ut patet ex capite decimo libri Iudicum; et Psalmo 106 scriptum est: Posuit terram fructiferam in salsuginem, propter malitiam habitantium in ea. Terra igitur salsis aquis operta et obruta praestantem illam vim germinandi magna ex parte perdidit, quo factum est ut fructus terrae pauciores essent minusque salubres. Quoniam autem nos alimentis e terra natis vivimus, illis corruptis, vitam quoque humanam imminui ac debilitari necesse est. Cum igitur Deus, illato diluvio, vitam hominum minuere vellet, ut brevitas vitae licentiam ac libidinem peccandi minueret, ne qui post diluvium futuri erant, breviorem quam antea fuerat vitam hominis factam esse cernentes, id casu nec tantum ex causis naturalibus accidisse existimarent, sed Dei consilio, voluntate atque imperio id factum esse agnoscerent, consentaneum fuit futuram humanae vitae brevitatem multo ante denuntiari et praedici a Deo, eiusque spatium ab eo determinari. Sic igitur isti hunc locum exponunt.
Tostatus, however, judges that it was fitting that God should announce to men the measure of their future life. For since he was about to bring on the Flood, from this it necessarily followed that human life would be diminished; for the surface of the earth, in which there was great power of germinating the best plants, was uncovered and scoured away by the waters of the Flood, while the lower part of the earth, which was not equally effective for germinating, was uncovered and exposed to the labor and cultivation of men. And — what was of greater moment — the salt waters of the Ocean, permeating through the whole earth, corrupted its power; for salt makes the earth sterile, wherefore it was once the custom to sprinkle with salt lands that were cursed to be sterile, as is plain from the tenth chapter of the book of Judges; and in Psalm 106 it is written: “He turned a fruitful land into barrenness, for the wickedness of them that dwell therein.” The earth, therefore, covered and overwhelmed by salt waters, lost in great part that excellent power of germinating, whereby it came about that the fruits of the earth were fewer and less wholesome. And since we live on the nourishments born of the earth, when these are corrupted, human life too must necessarily be diminished and weakened. Since, therefore, God, by bringing on the Flood, wished to diminish the life of men, so that the brevity of life might lessen the license and lust of sinning — lest those who were to be after the Flood, seeing that man’s life had been made shorter than it had been before, should think this had happened by chance and only from natural causes, rather than recognize that it had been done by God’s counsel, will, and command — it was fitting that the future brevity of human life be announced and foretold by God long before, and its span determined by him. So, then, do these men expound this passage.4



Verum enimvero hanc opinionem et interpretationem verborum Dei manifeste redarguunt exempla plurimorum qui post diluvium per multa secula praedictum vitae humanae annorum terminum longe supergressi sunt. Etenim Sem post diluvium vixit annos quingen-...
But in very truth this opinion and interpretation of God’s words is manifestly refuted by the examples of very many who, for many ages after the Flood, far exceeded the foretold limit of years of human life. For Shem lived after the Flood five hun-…5



...quingentos; Arphaxad, Sale et Heber, plures quadringentis; reliqui autem usque ad Abraam, plures ducentis; exinde Patriarchae usque ad Mosen, per annos a diluvio circiter octingentos, vixere annos plures centum triginta, praeter unum Ioseph qui non ultra decem et centum annos vitam produxit. Quid plura? Ioiadas pontifex, annos post diluvium prope mille quingentos natus, usque ad centesimum et trigesimum annum vixit, ut traditur libro 2 Paralipomenon cap. 24.
…five hundred years; Arphaxad, Sale, and Heber, more than four hundred; the rest, down to Abraham, more than two hundred; and thereafter the Patriarchs down to Moses, for about eight hundred years after the Flood, lived more than a hundred and thirty years — except Joseph alone, who prolonged his life no further than a hundred and ten years. What more? Jehoiada the priest, born nearly one thousand five hundred years after the Flood, lived to his hundred and thirtieth year, as is recorded in the second book of Paralipomenon (Chronicles), ch. 24.6



Est igitur altera eorum verborum interpretatio et sententia vero propior atque probabilior: tempus illud centum viginti annorum non ad futuram hominum aetatem, sed ad tempus concessum hominibus ante diluvium ad resipiscendum et agendam poenitentiam referri debere. Et hanc ipsam probat B. Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim: Porro, inquit, ne videretur in eo esse crudelis, quod peccantibus locum poenitentiae non dedisset, adiecit illud: Sed erunt dies eorum centum viginti anni; hoc est, habebunt centum viginti annos ad agendam poenitentiam. Non igitur humana vita, ut multi errant, in centum viginti annos contracta est, sed generationi illi centum viginti anni ad poenitentiam dati sunt. Siquidem invenimus quod post diluvium Abraam vixerit annos centum septuaginta quinque, et ceteri amplius ducentis et trecentis annis. Sic Hieronymus. Chrysostomi quoque commentarius huius loci eandem plane sententiam habet. Non contentus, ait Chrysostomus, quingentorum annorum longanimitate, quae per omnem vitam Noë, audito illius nomine, docebatur, nunc iterum producens et differens indignationem, aliud illis tempus praescribit et dicit: Interminatus sum et manifestavi meam indignationem, quam propter multitudinem peccatorum quae operati estis vobis inferri iustum est; sed quia etiam eos qui incurabiliter peccaverunt salvari volo nullumque perire, idcirco vobis indulgeo centum viginti annos, ut, si volueritis et peccata ablueritis, resipiscendoque et ad meliora vos convertendo virtuti studueritis, et poenas et pericula effugiatis. Istorum sententiae Augustinus etiam subscripsit in capite 24 libri 15 De Civitate Dei, cuius verba paulo infra opportunius commemoranda sunt. Missos hic facio complures recentiorum quibus eadem probata est opinio. Sed haud scio an recte supradicto loco Rupertus appellaverit hanc posteriorem sententiam antiquiorem ea quam paulo supra exposui, cum eius auctores Philonem et Iosephum, vetustissimos videlicet omnium scriptores, supra nominaverimus.
There is, then, a second interpretation and opinion of those words, nearer to the truth and more probable: that that span of a hundred and twenty years ought to be referred not to the future age of men, but to the time granted to men before the Flood for coming to their senses and doing penance. And the blessed Jerome confirms this very thing in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis: “Moreover,” he says, “lest he should seem cruel in this, that he had given the sinners no place for penance, he added that phrase, ‘But their days shall be a hundred and twenty years’; that is, they shall have a hundred and twenty years for doing penance. Human life, therefore, was not — as many err — contracted to a hundred and twenty years, but to that generation a hundred and twenty years were given for penance. For we find that after the Flood Abraham lived a hundred and seventy-five years, and the rest more than two and three hundred years.” Thus Jerome. Chrysostom’s commentary on this passage also has plainly the same opinion. “Not content,” says Chrysostom, “with the long-suffering of five hundred years, which throughout the whole life of Noah was taught by the hearing of his name, now again, prolonging and deferring his indignation, he prescribes for them another time, and says: ‘I have threatened and made manifest my indignation, which it is just to bring upon you for the multitude of the sins you have committed; but because I wish even those who have sinned incurably to be saved, and none to perish, I therefore grant you a hundred and twenty years, that if you will, and will wash away your sins, and by coming to your senses and turning to better things will give yourselves to virtue, you may escape both the punishments and the dangers.’” To the opinion of these men Augustine also subscribed, in chapter 24 of book 15 of The City of God, whose words must be recalled more opportunely a little below. I here pass over very many of the more recent writers to whom the same opinion is approved. But I doubt whether Rupert rightly, in the aforesaid place, called this latter opinion older than the one I expounded a little above, since we named above as its authors Philo and Josephus, the most ancient of all writers.7



Ceterum illud affert difficultatem, ab eo tempore quo Deus haec verba locutus est usque ad diluvium non nisi centum annos reperiri. Haec enim verba Deus dixit cum iam Noë, quingentos natus annos, tres filios genuisset, ut ex verbis extremis quinti capitis manifestum est; diluvium autem evenit anno sexcentesimo Noë, ut in capite septimo huius libri scriptum est. Ubi sunt igitur alii viginti anni? Hieronymus existimat, quia homines illi poenitentiam agere nolue-...
But this brings a difficulty: that from the time when God spoke these words up to the Flood, only a hundred years are found. For God spoke these words when Noah, being five hundred years old, had already begotten three sons, as is plain from the closing words of the fifth chapter; but the Flood came in the six-hundredth year of Noah, as is written in the seventh chapter of this book. Where, then, are the other twenty years? Jerome thinks that, because those men were unwilling to do pen-…8



...runt, Deum tempus destinatum amputatis viginti annis breviasse et maturasse diluvium. Quia vero, inquit Hieronymus, poenitentiam illi agere contempserunt, noluit Deus tempus expectare decretum, sed viginti annorum spatiis amputatis induxit diluvium anno centesimo agendae poenitentiae destinato. Similia Hieronymo dixit Chrysostomus homil. 25 in Gen. Hieronymum secutus Hugo: Sicut, inquit, Ezechiae mortem instantem minatus est Deus, sed quia paenituit, mortem instantem in quindecim annos distulit; sic contra, illis hominibus ad paenitendum centum viginti annorum spatium concesserat, sed quia facti sunt deteriores patientia Dei, spatium indultum breviatum est. Nec in aliquo istorum mutatum est Dei consilium, sed tantum sententia.
…ance, God shortened the appointed time by cutting off twenty years, and hastened the Flood. “Because,” says Jerome, “they scorned to do penance, God was unwilling to wait for the time he had decreed, but, twenty years’ space being cut off, brought on the Flood in the hundredth year appointed for doing penance.” Things like Jerome’s, Chrysostom said in homily 25 on Genesis. Following Jerome, Hugh: “As,” he says, “God threatened Hezekiah with imminent death, but, because he repented, deferred the imminent death for fifteen years; so, conversely, he had granted to those men a space of a hundred and twenty years for repenting, but because they became worse through God’s patience, the space granted was shortened. Nor in any of these things was God’s counsel changed, but only his sentence.”9



Verum haec interpretatio duriuscula est. Quocirca cum eam legisset Augustinus, minime tamen ea contentus, aliam quaesivit commodiorem. Respondet igitur Augustinus loco proxime ante citato, cum haec verba locutus est Deus, Noë revera non fuisse quingentorum annorum, sed tantum quadringentorum et octoginta; quod tempus tamen scriptura vocat quingentorum annorum, quippe quae nomine totius alicuius summae annorum maximam eius partem denotare consuevit. Quoniam igitur Noë quingentesimi anni maximam partem expleverat, quatuor scilicet confectis eius partibus si centenarius ille in quinque partes dividatur, ob eam causam quingentorum annorum fuisse dicitur. Sed praestat ipsum Augustinum suis haec verbis enarrantem audire. Quod autem dixit Deus, inquit Augustinus, Erunt dies eorum centum viginti anni, non sic accipiendum est quasi praenuntiatum sit posthac homines centum viginti annos non transgressuros, cum et post diluvium nonnullos etiam quingentos excessisse annos inveniamus; sed intelligendum est hoc Deum dixisse cum circa finem quingentorum annorum esset Noë, id est quadringentos octoginta vitae annos ageret, quos more suo scriptura quingentos vocat, nomine totius maximam partem plerumque significans (sexcentesimo quippe anno vitae Noë, secundo mense, factum est diluvium). Et ita centum viginti anni praedicti sunt futuri vitae hominum perituorum, quibus transactis diluvio deleretur. Nec frustra creditur sic factum esse diluvium, iam non inventis in terra qui non erant digni tali morte defungi qua in impios vindicatum est; nullus enim eorum diluvio mortuus est quos de semine Seth propagatos sancta scriptura commemorat. Hactenus ex Augustino.
But this interpretation is somewhat harsh. Wherefore, when Augustine had read it, being by no means content with it, he sought another more convenient. Augustine answers, then, in the place cited just before, that when God spoke these words Noah was in fact not five hundred years old, but only four hundred and eighty; which time, however, Scripture calls “five hundred years,” since it is wont, by the name of any whole sum of years, to denote the greatest part of it. Since, therefore, Noah had completed the greatest part of his five-hundredth year — namely, four of its parts being finished, if that hundred be divided into five parts — for that reason he is said to have been of five hundred years. But it is better to hear Augustine himself narrating these things in his own words: “When God said, ‘Their days shall be a hundred and twenty years,’ it is not to be taken as though it were foretold that henceforth men would not exceed a hundred and twenty years, since we find that even after the Flood some exceeded even five hundred years; but it is to be understood that God said this when Noah was about the end of his five hundredth year — that is, was living the four-hundred-and-eightieth year of his life, which Scripture in its custom calls ‘five hundred,’ generally signifying by the name of the whole the greatest part (for in the six-hundredth year of Noah’s life, in the second month, the Flood took place). And thus the foretold hundred and twenty years were the future [span] of the life of the men who were to perish, when these had passed, he would be destroyed by the Flood. Nor is it idly believed that the Flood was so made, when there were no longer found on earth any who were not worthy to be carried off by such a death as was inflicted on the impious; for none of those whom holy Scripture records as propagated from the seed of Seth died in the Flood.” Thus far Augustine.10



Sed ut recte huic obiectioni Augustinus occurrerit, ita non videtur occlusisse aliam rimam quae patet calumniae. Nam verba haec locutus est Deus cum iam Noë genuisset Sem, Cham et Iaphet — horum enim generationem praenarraverat Moses extremis verbis quinti capitis; si igitur Deus ea verba dixit cum Noë quadringentesimum octogesimum annum ageret (tunc autem iam erat natus Sem), ergo cum evenit diluvium, Sem annorum fuisset minimum centum viginti; at enim fuisse eum, finito diluvio, centum annorum legitur in undecimo capite libri Geneseos. Sed putandum est Deum haec verba de centum viginti annis vitae hominis locutum esse viginti annis prius...
But although Augustine met this objection rightly, he does not seem to have closed up another crack that lies open to cavil. For God spoke these words when Noah had already begotten Shem, Ham, and Japheth — for Moses had told their generation beforehand in the closing words of the fifth chapter. If, therefore, God spoke those words when Noah was living his four-hundred-and-eightieth year (and then Shem was already born), then when the Flood came Shem would have been at least a hundred and twenty years old; but it is read in the eleventh chapter of the book of Genesis that he was, when the Flood was over, a hundred years old. But it must be supposed that God spoke these words about the hundred and twenty years of man’s life twenty years before…11



...prius quam Noë genuit Sem. Cur igitur, inquies, Moses generationem Sem narravit ante commemorationem horum verborum Dei? Fecit id Moses per anticipationem frequentem in sacris litteris; voluit enim generationes omnes quae ab Adamo fuerunt usque ad diluvium continenti serie pertextas describere. Et ut in qualibet priorum novem generationum dixerat quot annos natus pater genuisset filium, sic in decima quae fuit Noë dicendum Mosi fuit quot annos natus Noë genuisset filios, licet ordine temporum alia priora fuissent priusque dicenda generatione filiorum Noë.
…before Noah begot Shem. Why, then, you will ask, did Moses narrate the generation of Shem before the recording of these words of God? Moses did this by an anticipation frequent in the sacred writings; for he wished to describe all the generations from Adam down to the Flood, woven together in a continuous series. And as, in each of the prior nine generations, he had said in what year of his life the father had begotten his son, so in the tenth, which was Noah, Moses had to say in what year of his life Noah had begotten his sons — although, in order of time, other things were prior and ought to have been told before the generation of Noah’s sons.12



Non igitur necesse est nos cum B. Augustino dicere, cum Noë dicitur quingentorum annorum, non esse id de quingentesimo anno completo intelligendum, sed de quingentesimo currente, scilicet exactis annis octoginta illius quingentesimi anni; planius enim et facilius intelligi potest de ipso anno quingentesimo aut praecise completo, aut paulo minus plusve completo. Quod dico propter Sem, quem videtur genuisse Noë cum esset duorum et quingentorum annorum, siquidem ille biennio post diluvium dicitur fuisse centum annorum.
It is not necessary, therefore, for us to say with the blessed Augustine that, when Noah is said to be of five hundred years, this is to be understood not of the five-hundredth year completed, but of the five-hundredth running — namely, with eighty years of that five-hundredth year elapsed; for it can be understood more plainly and easily of the five-hundredth year itself, either precisely completed, or a little less or more than completed. This I say on account of Shem, whom Noah seems to have begotten when he was five hundred and two years old, since Shem is said to have been a hundred years old two years after the Flood.13



Quod autem dicit Augustinus nullum posterorum Seth periisse diluvio, intelligi debet de posteris Seth probis ac piis viris, vel quos nominatim scriptura commemorat. Nam Mathusalem avus Noë anno ipso diluvii excessit, et paucis annis ante pater eius Lamech. Plurimos autem posterorum Seth, quos Moses appellavit filios Dei, quod a paterna probitate ac pietate degenerantes gravissimis sceleribus immersi fuerant, periisse diluvio, ex hac ipsa narratione Mosis licet agnoscere.
But Augustine’s saying that none of the descendants of Seth perished in the Flood must be understood of the upright and pious men among Seth’s descendants, or those whom Scripture records by name. For Methuselah, the grandfather of Noah, departed in the very year of the Flood, and a few years before, his father Lamech. But that very many of the descendants of Seth — whom Moses called “sons of God” — perished in the Flood, because, degenerating from their fathers’ probity and piety, they had been plunged into the gravest crimes, one may recognize from this very narrative of Moses.14
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Verse 4. Now giants were upon the earth in those days. For after the sons of God went in to the daughters of men, and they brought forth [children], these are the mighty …

LatineEnglish


Verse 4. Now giants were upon the earth in those days. For after the sons of God went in to the daughters of men, and they brought forth [children], these are the mighty men of old, men of renown.1
Vers. 4. Gigantes autem erant super terram in diebus illis. Postquam enim ingressi sunt filii Dei ad filias hominum, illaeque genuerunt, isti sunt potentes a seculo viri famosi.



Hebraice sic ad verbum est: Gigantes fuerunt in terra in diebus ipsis; et etiam postquam ingressi sunt filii principum ad filias hominum, genuerunt eis; isti sunt potentes qui a saeculo fuerunt, viri nominis. Chaldaice sic est: Gigantes fuerunt in terra in diebus illis. Postquam enim ingressi sunt filii magnatum ad filias hominum, et liberos susceperunt ex eis, ipsi quoque robusti evaserunt, viri illi famosi qui a saeculo celebres fuerunt. Lectio item LXX Interpretum (ut eam citat Augustinus capite 23 libri 15 De Civitate Dei) sic habuit hoc loco: Gigantes autem erant super terram in diebus illis. Et post illud, cum intrarent filii Dei ad filias hominum et generarent sibi, illi erant gigantes a saeculo, homines nominati.
In Hebrew it is, word for word, thus: “Giants were in the land in those same days; and also after the sons of the princes went in to the daughters of men, they bore to them; these are the mighty who were of old, men of name.” In Chaldee it is thus: “Giants were in the land in those days. For after the sons of the nobles went in to the daughters of men, and took children from them, they too turned out robust — those famous men who were renowned of old.” And the reading of the Seventy Translators (as Augustine cites it in chapter 23 of book 15 of The City of God) ran here thus: “Now there were giants upon the earth in those days. And after that, when the sons of God went in to the daughters of men and begot for themselves, those were the giants, men of old, men of name.”2



Significat Moses his verbis, ex illa scelerata commixtione filiorum Dei cum filiabus hominum qualis proles et progenies sit...
Moses signifies by these words what kind of offspring and progeny was produced from that wicked mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men…3



...edita: scilicet impietate, crudelitate, obscenitate et immanitate morum famosissima, et quae gigantea corporis proceritate ac robore praesidens superbissima fuerit, ferocissima, violenta, nulli parcens, omnes opprimens, et quodcunque sibi fuisset libitum etiam licitum putans. Simul et illud Moses indicat, propter istiusmodi genus hominum praecipue diluvium evenisse, ut enormis et intoleranda eorum superbia et impietas atque crudelitas insigni et per omne aevum memorabili puniretur supplicio.
…namely [an offspring] most notorious for impiety, cruelty, obscenity, and savagery of manners, and which, presiding by its gigantic height and strength of body, was most proud, most ferocious, violent, sparing none, oppressing all, and reckoning whatever pleased it to be also lawful. And at the same time Moses indicates this: that it was chiefly on account of this kind of men that the Flood came, so that their enormous and intolerable pride, impiety, and cruelty might be punished with a signal and, for all ages, memorable punishment.4



Lectio autem Latina significat originem istorum gigantum fuisse ex commixtione filiorum Dei cum filiabus hominum, quasi antea talia humani generis monstra non fuissent, vel si fuissent, certe non tam crebra et immania; hoc enim indicat illud: Postquam enim ingressi sunt filii Dei ad filias hominum. At vero secundum lectionem Hebraicam et LXX Interpretum, quam paulo supra posuimus, significatur et ante et post commixtionem filiorum Dei cum filiabus hominum fuisse gigantes. Et hoc contendit Augustinus aperte indicari verbis divinae Scripturae, cum dicitur: Gigantes erant super terram in diebus illis, et post illud cum intrarent filii Dei ad filias hominum et generarent sibi, illi erant gigantes et viri nominati. Igitur, inquit Augustinus, multos gigantes ante diluvium fuisse dubium non est, et hos fuisse cives terrigenae societatis hominum; Dei autem filios, qui secundum carnem de Seth propagati sunt, in hanc societatem deserta iustitia declinasse. Nec mirandum est quod etiam de ipsis gigantes nasci potuerunt; neque enim omnes gigantes fuerunt, sed plures utique tunc fuerunt quam post diluvium. Quos propterea creare placuit creatori, ut etiam hinc ostenderetur non solum pulchritudines, verum etiam magnitudines et fortitudines corporum non magni pendendas esse sapienti, qui spiritualibus atque immortalibus et bonorum propriis, non autem bonorum malorumque communibus, beatificatur bonis. Quam rem alius Propheta commemorans ait: Ibi fuerunt gigantes, viri nominati qui ab initio fuerunt staturosi, scientes proelium. Non hos elegit Dominus, nec viam scientiae dedit illis, sed interierunt; et quia non habuerunt sapientiam, perierunt propter inconsiderantiam. Sic Augustinus.
Now the Latin reading signifies that the origin of those giants was from the mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men, as though before that there had been no such monsters of the human race, or, if there had been, certainly not so frequent and so huge; for this is indicated by the phrase, “For after the sons of God went in to the daughters of men.” But according to the Hebrew reading and that of the Septuagint, which we set down a little above, it is signified that there were giants both before and after the mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men. And Augustine contends that this is plainly indicated by the words of divine Scripture, when it is said: “Giants were upon the earth in those days, and after that, when the sons of God went in to the daughters of men and begot for themselves, those were the giants and men of name.” “Therefore,” says Augustine, “there is no doubt that there were many giants before the Flood, and that these were citizens of the earth-born society of men; but that the sons of God, who according to the flesh were propagated from Seth, declined, justice being forsaken, into this society. Nor is it to be wondered at that giants could be born even of these; for not all were giants, but there were certainly more then than after the Flood. And it pleased the Creator to create them, that even hence it might be shown that not only the beauties, but also the magnitudes and strengths of bodies, are not to be greatly esteemed by the wise man, who is beatified by spiritual and immortal goods, the proper goods of the good, and not by those common to good and bad. Recalling which matter, another Prophet says: ‘There were the giants, those renowned men who were of old, of great stature, expert in war. The Lord did not choose them, nor did he give them the way of knowledge, but they perished; and because they had not wisdom, they perished through their folly.’” Thus Augustine.5



Dicuntur autem isti gigantes fuisse a seculo, sive ab initio, potentes et famosi; quo significatur istos circa primam aetatem mundi, id est ab exordio mundi usque ad diluvium, potissimum floruisse; hoc enim tempus dicitur ab initio, sive a seculo. Nam pro illa voce seculo Hebraice est holam, quod significat tempus absconditum et occultum, id est cuius propter vetustatem primordia lateant mortales. Illud autem viri nominis, ut est Hebraice, id est viri nominati, celebres scilicet et famosi, denotat illorum gigantum vastitatem et robur corporis, ferociam animi, morum immanitatem, bellica facta fuisse non solum eorum temporibus, sed etiam consequentibus seculis usque ad aetatem Mosis crebro hominum sermone iactata, celebrique fama fuisse apud omnes.
Now these giants are said to have been “of old,” or “from the beginning,” mighty and famous; whereby it is signified that they flourished chiefly about the first age of the world — that is, from the beginning of the world up to the Flood; for this time is called “from the beginning,” or “of old.” For in place of that word “of old” the Hebrew is holam, which signifies a hidden and concealed time, that is, one whose beginnings, because of their antiquity, lie hidden from mortals. And that phrase “men of name,” as it is in Hebrew — that is, “men of renown,” namely celebrated and famous — denotes that the vastness and strength of body of those giants, the ferocity of their spirit, the savagery of their manners, and their warlike deeds, were bandied about in men’s frequent talk not only in their own times but also in the succeeding ages down to the age of Moses, and were of celebrated fame among all.6



Verum diligenter explicandum est quid vocabulo Gigantum hoc loco significare voluerit Moses. Multis namque placet Gigantum vocabulo non significari eos qui vulgo nominantur gigantes, homi-...
But it must be carefully explained what Moses wished to signify by the word “giants” in this place. For it pleases many that by the word “giants” are signified not those who are commonly called giants, men…7



...nes dico inusitata corporis mole ac proceritate, sed superbos homines, impios, crudeles, denique morum immanitate similes eorum gigantum quos fabulati sunt Poetae etiam contra deos belligerare ausos. In hac sententia fuisse videtur Philo lib. De Gigantibus; nam haec ipsa Mosis verba tractans, Gigantes autem erant in terra diebus illis: Aliquis, inquit, forte putet quae poetae de gigantibus fabulantur hic legislatorem subindicare, cum haec immensum distenta fabulis et ipsius veritatis inhaereant vestigiis. Ideo laudatas elegantesque artes, picturam et statuariam, e sua republica reiecit Moses, quod veritatem mendaciis vitient, credulis animis per oculos illudentes. Nullam igitur de Gigantibus Moses affert fabulam, sed illud te docere vult: alios esse terrae, alios caeli, alios Dei homines. Terrae quidem eos qui venantur voluptates corporis, quaerendo undecunque singularum materiam (Gigantes autem, ut nomen indicat, dicuntur quasi gegeneis, id est terrigeniti). Caeli autem homines appellantur qui tenent artes et scientias, quae mentis nostrae caelitus datae decus sunt et ornamentum. Quod enim nostri caeleste est, mens est, qua et motus caeli contemplatur, et in reliquis exercens se in artibus, acumen intelligendis huiusmodi rebus sibi comparat. Homines autem Dei rite nominantur Sacerdotes et Prophetae, quorum maior est dignitas quam ut se misceant humanae reipublicae et mundi cives fiant, sed sublimiores cunctis rebus sensibilibus migrarunt in mundum intelligibilem, ibi sortiti domicilium, adscripti reipublicae idearum et incorruptibilium. Sic Philo.
…I mean of unusual bulk and height of body, but proud, impious, cruel men, in fine like, in the savagery of their manners, to those giants whom the poets fabled to have dared even to make war against the gods. In this opinion Philo seems to have been, in the book On the Giants; for, treating these very words of Moses, “Now there were giants in the land in those days,” he says: “Someone might perhaps think that the lawgiver here hints at what the poets fable about giants, since these things, though immensely swollen with fables, cling to the very traces of truth. For this reason Moses cast out of his commonwealth the praised and elegant arts of painting and statuary, because they corrupt truth with falsehoods, deceiving credulous minds through the eyes. Moses, then, brings forward no fable about giants, but wishes to teach you this: that some men are of the earth, some of heaven, some of God. Of the earth, those who hunt the pleasures of the body, seeking from everywhere the matter of each (and giants, as the name indicates, are so called as it were gēgeneis, that is, earth-born). And men of heaven are called those who pursue the arts and sciences, which are the glory and ornament of our mind, given from heaven. For what in us is heavenly is the mind, by which one both contemplates the motions of heaven and, exercising itself in the rest of the arts, acquires for itself acuteness for understanding such things. And men of God are rightly named the Priests and Prophets, whose dignity is too great for them to mix themselves with the human commonwealth and become citizens of the world, but who, more sublime than all sensible things, have migrated into the intelligible world, having obtained there a dwelling, enrolled in the commonwealth of ideas and incorruptible things.” Thus Philo.8



Iosephus etiam vocabulum Gigantum visus est non ad molem corporis, sed ad improbitatem morum referre, ita scribens primo libro Antiquitatum: Multi Angeli Dei cum mulieribus congressi progeniem procreaverunt insolentem, et fiducia roboris omne ius et fas contemnentem, quorum facinora non absimilia iis quae de gigantibus Graeci memorant posteritati sunt tradita. In eandem quoque sententiam Chrysostomi et Damasceni verba citantur in Catena. Chrysostomi quidem haec: Gigantes hic a scriptura dici opinor non inusitatum hominum genus aut insolitam formam, sed heroas et viros fortes ac bellicosos. Damasceni autem haec: Gigantes hic appellari existimo qui robustissimo essent corpore; unde illud: Non salvabitur gigas in multitudine virtutis suae. Ad horum sententiam aggregari debet Cyrillus, qui sub initium libri noni adversus Iulianum de hoc ipso Mosis loco disputans ad hunc modum scribit: Mos est divinae scripturae gigantes vocare agrestes et feroces et robustos. Nam de Persis et Medis Iudaeam devastaturis dixit Deus per Isaiam: Gigantes venient ut impleant furorem meum, etc. Non enim secundum Graecorum poetas gigantes fuisse nos dicimus tam excelsis corporibus ut et insulas ex medio mari raperent et in caelum proiicerent, sed foedos aspectu et monstrosos et temerarios; nec adhuc tamen tantum transcendentes humanitatis mensuram quantum Graecorum sapientibus, qui mentiebantur, dicere visum fuit. Haec Cyrillus.
Josephus too seemed to refer the word “giants” not to bulk of body, but to wickedness of manners, writing thus in the first book of the Antiquities: “Many angels of God, coupling with women, procreated an insolent offspring, contemning all law and right through confidence in their strength, whose deeds, not unlike those which the Greeks relate about giants, have been handed down to posterity.” To the same opinion the words of Chrysostom and of the Damascene too are cited in the Catena. Those of Chrysostom are these: “I think that by ‘giants’ Scripture here means not an unusual kind of men or an unwonted form, but heroes and strong, warlike men.” And those of the Damascene: “I judge that those are here called giants who were of most robust body; whence the saying, ‘A giant shall not be saved by the greatness of his strength.’” To the opinion of these Cyril must be joined, who, at the beginning of the ninth book against Julian, disputing about this very passage of Moses, writes thus: “It is the custom of divine Scripture to call the wild and fierce and robust ‘giants.’ For of the Persians and Medes who were to devastate Judaea, God said through Isaiah: ‘Giants shall come to fulfill my fury,’ etc. For we do not say that the giants were, as the Greek poets have it, of such lofty bodies that they could snatch islands from the midst of the sea and hurl them into heaven, but foul of aspect and monstrous and reckless; nor yet, however, so far transcending the measure of humanity as it seemed good to the Greek sages, who were lying, to say.” Thus Cyril.9



Contra vero alii (quorum verior est sententia) Gigantes a Mose appellari censent homines insigni corporis proceritate ac vastitate, cum qua tamen simul et coniuncta esset incredibilis saevitia...
But, on the contrary, others (whose opinion is the truer) judge that by Moses are called “giants” men of remarkable height and vastness of body, with which, however, there was at the same time joined an incredible savagery…10



...et crudelitas, superbia item atque impietas; tales nimirum quales describit hoc loco Glossa Interlinearis, immanes scilicet corpore, superbos animo, viribus praevalidos, et inconditos moribus; unde gigantes, id est filii terrae, dicuntur. Cassianus vero Collatione 8 ca. 21 dicit eos fuisse robustissimos venatores, violentissimos ac truculentissimos viros, qui prae enormitate corporum vel crudelitatis et malitiae Gigantes nuncupati sint. Hi namque finitimos populari ac rapinas exercere inter homines primi coeperunt, praeda potius agere vitam suam quam sudore operis sui ac labore contenti, et quorum usque eo scelera supercreverant ut expiari mundus nisi diluvii inundatione non posset. Sic Cassianus.
…and cruelty, and likewise pride and impiety; such, indeed, as the Interlinear Gloss describes them here — namely huge of body, proud of spirit, exceedingly strong, and disorderly in manners; whence they are called “giants,” that is, “sons of the earth.” But Cassian, in Conference 8, ch. 21, says that they were most robust hunters, most violent and most truculent men, who were called “giants” because of the enormity of their bodies, or of their cruelty and malice. “For these were the first among men to begin to ravage their neighbors and practice plunder, content rather to pass their life by booty than by the sweat and labor of their own work; and whose crimes had so grown up that the world could not be expiated except by the inundation of the Flood.” Thus Cassian.11



Ambrosius quoque de Noë et Arca cap. 4 eandem sequitur interpretationem. Non, inquit, poetarum more gigantes terrae filios vult videri divina scriptura conditor, sed ex Angelis et mulieribus generatos asserit quos hoc appellat vocabulo, volens eorum exprimere corporis magnitudinem. Quamquam eodem loco, ad mysticam intelligentiam quod hic scribitur de gigantibus traducens, Ambrosius Gigantum similes esse dicit qui carnis sunt tantum sectantes, animi autem nullam curam habentes — unde terrae filii nominari possunt; et quia divinae voluntati ac praeceptis adversantur, more gigantum cum superis belligerare videntur. Beatus etiam Augustinus in libro Quaestionum in Genesim quaest. 3, et in libro 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 23, quod Moses hoc loco scribit de Gigantibus, ipse de veris et vulgo appellatis gigantibus interpretatur.
Ambrose too, in On Noah and the Ark, ch. 4, follows the same interpretation. “The author of divine Scripture,” he says, “does not wish the giants to be seen, after the manner of the poets, as sons of the earth, but asserts that those whom he calls by this name were generated from angels and women, wishing to express the greatness of their body.” Although in the same place, carrying over what is here written about the giants to a mystical understanding, Ambrose says that those are like the giants who pursue only the things of the flesh, but have no care for the soul — whence they can be named “sons of the earth”; and because they oppose the divine will and precepts, they seem, after the manner of the giants, to make war with the powers above. The blessed Augustine too, in the book of Questions on Genesis, q. 3, and in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 23, interprets what Moses here writes about the Giants of true and commonly so-called giants.12



Theodoretus praeterea interpretationem hanc luculentis divinae scripturae testimoniis illustrat simul et confirmat. Sic enim ait in 48 quaestione super Genesim: Aiunt quidam quos vocat divina Scriptura gigantes esse eos qui multos annos vixerunt; nonnulli vero dicunt esse Dei osores et adversarios homines. Qui sic existimant, non putant illos grandiora ceteris hominibus habuisse corpora. Ego vero, cum audio scripturam dicentem Enac fuisse a gigantibus oriundum, et regis Og cubile ferreum fuisse longitudine novem cubitorum, latitudine quatuor; itemque cum audio exploratores Iesu narrantes Hebraeos in comparatione gigantum qui erant in terra Hebron fuisse tanquam locustas; Deumque dicentem, Tradidi Amorrhaeum cuius altitudo erat tanquam cedri et robur ut quercus: arbitror fuisse quosdam praegrandes homines, Deo hoc sapienter dispensante, ut cognoscant Deum tanquam omnipotentem creatorem tantam hominibus distribuisse mensuram. Perfacile enim Deo erat maiores homines quam sunt creare; sed ut superbiam amputaret et cohiberet arrogantiam, non dedit hominibus maxima corpora. Nam si, exiguis corporibus praediti, non modo contra se invicem sed contra Deum etiam creatorem omnium homo se attollit, quid non commisissent si maxima corpora sortiti essent? Ita Theodoretus. Ac si lubet, his liceat adiicere quae de huiusmodi gigantibus prodidit Berosus Annianus in exordio Historiae suae: Scribunt, inquit, primis illis temporibus, ante generalem terrarum inundationem, circa Libanum fuisse Henos urbem maximam Gigantum, qui universo orbi dominabantur ab occasu solis ad ortum; hi vastitate corporis ac robore confisi, inventis-...
Theodoret, moreover, illustrates and at the same time confirms this interpretation with brilliant testimonies of divine Scripture. For he says thus in the 48th question on Genesis: “Some say that those whom divine Scripture calls ‘giants’ are those who lived many years; but some say they are men, haters and adversaries of God. Those who think thus do not suppose that they had bodies larger than other men. But I, when I hear Scripture saying that Enac was sprung from the giants, and that the iron bedstead of King Og was nine cubits in length and four in breadth; and likewise when I hear the spies of Joshua relating that the Hebrews, in comparison with the giants who were in the land of Hebron, were as locusts; and God saying, ‘I delivered up the Amorite, whose height was like the cedars and his strength like the oaks’ — I judge that there were certain exceedingly large men, God wisely dispensing this, that men might know that God, as the omnipotent Creator, distributed to men so great a measure. For it was very easy for God to create men larger than they are; but, in order to cut down pride and restrain arrogance, he did not give men the largest bodies. For if, endowed with small bodies, man exalts himself not only against his fellows but even against God the Creator of all, what would they not have committed had they obtained the largest bodies?” So Theodoret. And, if it please, let it be permitted to add to these what Berosus Annianus set forth about giants of this kind at the beginning of his History: “They write,” he says, “that in those first times, before the general inundation of the lands, there was around Lebanon Henos, a very great city of Giants, who lorded it over the whole world from the setting of the sun to its rising; these, trusting in the vastness and strength of their body, and with the weapons they had invented…”13



...inventisque armis, omnes opprimebant; manducabant homines, procurabant abortus et in edulium praeparabant; commiscebantur matribus, filiabus, sororibus, masculis, brutisque; et nihil erat sceleris quod non admitterent, contempta religionis et deorum reverentia. Sic ille.
“…and with the weapons they had invented, oppressed all; they ate men, procured abortions and prepared them for food; they had intercourse with mothers, daughters, sisters, with males and with beasts; and there was no crime they did not commit, all reverence for religion and the gods being despised.” So he.14



Ego in sacris litteris comperi vocabulo Gigantum appellari homines quinque rebus maxime insignes, hoc est vastitate corporis, robore, scientia ac potentia bellica, superbia supra humanum modum, denique qui propter inhumanitatem et crudelitatem maxime formidabiles et terribiles essent, et propter quos praecipue missum fuerit diluvium. Et ut omittam loca scripturae a Theodoreto citata, potest quod dixi ex quibusdam aliis scripturae locis plane cognosci. David Psalmo 18: Exultavit, inquit, ut gigas ad currendam viam — ecce tibi agilitatem et velocitatem giganteam; et Psal. 32: Gigas non salvabitur in multitudine virtutis suae — ecce robur et fortitudinem. Salomon Prov. 9: Et ignoravit quod ibi sint gigantes, et in profundis inferni convivae eius. Isaias cap. 14, loquens de rege Babylonis: Infernus, ait, subter te conturbatus est in occursum adventus tui, suscitavit tibi gigantes — hinc apparet Gigantes fuisse genus hominum terrificum maximeque metuendum. Baruch 3: Ibi fuerunt gigantes nominati illi qui ab initio fuerunt, statura magna, scientes bellum — ex hoc liquet Gigantes fuisse corporis proceritate et bellicae artis scientia excellentes. Isa. cap. 26: Gigantes non resurgant, propterea visitasti et contrivisti eos et perdidisti omnem memoriam eorum. Iob 16 cap.: Irruit in me quasi gigas. Sapientiae 14: Ab initio cum perirent superbi gigantes, spes orbis terrarum ad navem confugiens remisit seculo semen nativitatis, quae manu tua erat gubernata. Ecclesiastici 16: Non exoraverunt pro peccatis suis antiqui gigantes qui destructi sunt confidentes suae virtuti. Ex his duobus ultimis scripturae locis palam est Gigantum perdendorum causa praecipue missum esse diluvium. Apparet igitur vocabulo Gigantum quae vis et notio in sacris litteris subiecta sit: significat enim ea vox homines omnium mortalium procerissimos, robustissimos, bellicosissimos, et propter saevitiam maxime horribiles.
I have found, in the sacred writings, that by the word “Giants” are called men eminent above all in five respects: that is, in vastness of body, in strength, in knowledge and power in war, in pride beyond the human measure, and finally [men] who, on account of their inhumanity and cruelty, were most formidable and terrible, and on whose account chiefly the Flood was sent. And, to omit the scriptural passages cited by Theodoret, what I have said can be plainly recognized from certain other passages of Scripture. David, Psalm 18: “He rejoiced,” he says, “as a giant to run his course” — there you have giant-like agility and swiftness; and Psalm 32: “A giant shall not be saved by the greatness of his strength” — there you have strength and might. Solomon, Proverbs 9: “And he knew not that there are giants there, and that her guests are in the depths of hell.” Isaiah, ch. 14, speaking of the king of Babylon: “Hell beneath was troubled to meet thee at thy coming, it stirred up the giants for thee” — hence it appears that the Giants were a kind of men terrifying and most to be feared. Baruch 3: “There were those renowned giants who were from the beginning, of great stature, expert in war” — from this it is clear that the Giants excelled in height of body and knowledge of the art of war. Isaiah, ch. 26: “Let not the giants rise again; therefore hast thou visited and crushed them, and destroyed all their memory.” Job, ch. 16: “He hath rushed upon me like a giant.” Wisdom 14: “When in the beginning the proud giants were perishing, the hope of the world, fleeing to the boat, sent back to the age the seed of birth, which was steered by thy hand.” Ecclesiasticus 16: “The ancient giants did not obtain pardon for their sins, who were destroyed trusting to their own strength.” From these last two scriptural passages it is plain that the Flood was sent chiefly for the sake of destroying the Giants. It appears, therefore, what force and notion underlies the word “Giants” in the sacred writings: for that word signifies the tallest of all mortals, the most robust, the most warlike, and, on account of their savagery, the most horrible.15
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FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Giants of whom Moses speaks were demons under a human appearance, or rather the sons of demons — that is, procreated from the intercourse …

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Giants of whom Moses speaks were demons under a human appearance, or rather the sons of demons — that is, procreated from the intercourse of demons with women.1
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. An Gigantes de quibus Moses loquitur fuerint Daemones sub humana specie, an vero Daemonum filii, hoc est ex Daemonum cum mulieribus concubitu procreati.



Paulus Burgensis in sua prima Additione ad Postillam Lyrani super hoc sextum caput libri Geneseos, ex etymologia vocabuli Hebraei Nephilim, quo utitur hoc loco Moses (quos interpres noster Latine vertit Gigantes), argumentatur fuisse Daemones sub humana specie; siquidem Nephilim...
Paul of Burgos, in his first Addition to Lyra’s Postill on this sixth chapter of the book of Genesis, argues, from the etymology of the Hebrew word Nephilim, which Moses uses here (and which our translator renders into Latin as “Giants”), that they were demons under a human appearance; since Nephilim…2



...significat cadentes, a verbo naphal quod sonat cadere, quo denotantur Daemones qui e caelo ceciderunt, sicut Dominus noster dixit: Videbam Satanam sicut fulgur de caelo cadentem; et Isaias: Quomodo cecidisti de caelo, Lucifer? Sed falsam esse opinionem Burgensis manifestis argumentis pervincitur. Ex Mosis enim narratione licet intelligere qui ab eo nominantur hoc loco Nephilim eos fuisse generatos ex commixtione filiorum Dei cum filiabus hominum, et propter eos praecipue missum esse diluvium, scilicet ut eorum peccata punirentur ipsis diluvio extinctis; Daemones autem nec generati sunt ex hominibus nec diluvio perierunt. Nec iuvat Burgensem etymologia vocabuli Nephilim. Doctissimi enim Hebraeorum, Rabbi Abraham et Aben-Esra, gigantes eo dictos esse Nephilim, id est cadentes, interpretantur, quod ceteri homines inusitatam corporis eorum vastitatem cernentes, stupore simul et timore oppressi, cadebant ante illos; vel quod illi violente irruerent in homines eosque in terram prosternerent (ad quod videtur allusisse Iob illis verbis: Irruit in me quasi gigas); vel quod illi gigantes ceciderunt in diluvio, quo forte referri posset illud Iob capit. 26: Ecce gigantes gemunt sub aquis. Hieronymus certe in Traditionibus Hebraicis super Genesim ait pro cadentibus sive Gigantibus Symmachum interpretatum esse violentos; nomen autem Cadentium, quod Hebraice est Nephilim, tam Angelis quam sanctorum liberis convenire — quasi posteri Seth, degenerantes a sanctitate et pietate maiorum, appellati sint cadentes, quod in via maiorum suorum non steterint, sed ad studia, instituta, moresque et flagitia posterorum Cain delapsi sint.
…means “the falling ones,” from the verb naphal, which means “to fall,” by which are denoted the demons who fell from heaven, as our Lord said: “I saw Satan falling like lightning from heaven”; and Isaiah: “How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer?” But that the opinion of Burgos is false is conclusively proved by manifest arguments. For from Moses’ narrative one may understand that those whom he here names Nephilim were generated from the mingling of the sons of God with the daughters of men, and that the Flood was sent chiefly on their account — namely, that their sins might be punished, they themselves being destroyed in the Flood; but demons were neither generated from men nor perished in the Flood. Nor does the etymology of the word Nephilim help Burgos. For the most learned of the Hebrews, Rabbi Abraham and Aben-Ezra, interpret the giants to have been called Nephilim, that is, “the falling ones,” because other men, seeing the unusual vastness of their bodies, oppressed at once by amazement and fear, fell down before them; or because they violently rushed upon men and laid them flat on the ground (to which Job seems to have alluded in those words: “He rushed upon me like a giant”); or because those giants fell in the Flood, to which perhaps could be referred that passage of Job, ch. 26: “Behold, the giants groan under the waters.” Jerome indeed, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, says that for “the falling ones,” or “Giants,” Symmachus rendered “the violent”; and that the name “Falling ones,” which in Hebrew is Nephilim, fits both angels and the children of the holy — as though the descendants of Seth, degenerating from the holiness and piety of their forefathers, were called “the falling ones,” because they did not stand in the way of their forefathers, but slipped down to the pursuits, institutions, manners, and crimes of the descendants of Cain.3



Verum non significari hoc loco voce Nephilim Daemones, illud magno est argumento, quod in libro Numerorum eodem vocabulo appellantur gigantes qui erant ex stirpe Enac. Nam pro eo quod nos extremis verbis capitis 13 legimus: Ibi vidimus monstra quaedam filiorum Enac de genere giganteo — Hebraea verba si Latine ad verbum reddantur, hoc sonat: Vidimus quoque illic Nephilim, filios Hanach de Nephilim. Saepius tamen in sacris libris gigantes appellantur Rephaim; nam multis locis scripturae in quibus legimus vocabulum Gigantis, Hebraice est vox Rephaim, ut Prov. 9 et 21, Isa. 14 et 26, et Deuteronomio 2, ubi nos legimus: Terra gigantum reputata est; in ipsa olim habitaverunt gigantes, etc.; pro illo gigantes Hebraice est Rephaim.
But that by the word Nephilim demons are not here signified is strongly argued by this: that in the book of Numbers the giants who were of the stock of Enac are called by the same word. For in place of what we read in the closing words of chapter 13, “There we saw certain monsters of the sons of Enac, of the giant race,” the Hebrew words, if rendered into Latin word for word, sound thus: “We saw there also the Nephilim, the sons of Hanach, of the Nephilim.” More often, however, in the sacred books giants are called Rephaim; for in many passages of Scripture in which we read the word “Giant,” the Hebrew is the word Rephaim — as in Proverbs 9 and 21, Isaiah 14 and 26, and Deuteronomy 2, where we read: “It was reputed a land of giants; giants dwelt in it of old,” etc.; for that “giants,” the Hebrew is Rephaim.4



De origine autem huius vocis varie traditur. Nam Rapha, a quo Rephaim, significat sanare, cum aleph in fine; gigantes autem dicuntur Rephaim quia sunt robusti et fortes, sicut homines sani. Unde Thargum pro Rephaim fortes interpretatur. Si autem Rephaim Gigantes ducatur a raphah, quod sonat remissum et debilem, interpretabimur Gigantes nominatos esse Rephaim quod ceteri homines, cum eos viderent, metu debilitarentur et viribus destituerentur. Aut fortasse dicti sunt Rephaim a quodam gigante Rapha sic appellato, cuius posteri etiam gigantes dicti sunt Rephaim; et postea id nominis ad quoslibet gi-...
But the origin of this word is variously handed down. For Rapha, from which comes Rephaim, means “to heal,” with aleph at the end; and giants are called Rephaim because they are robust and strong, like healthy men. Whence the Targum interprets Rephaim as “the strong.” But if Rephaim (Giants) be derived from raphah, which means “slack” and “weak,” we shall interpret the Giants to have been named Rephaim because other men, when they saw them, were weakened by fear and bereft of their strength. Or perhaps they were called Rephaim from a certain giant so named, Rapha, whose descendants too, being giants, were called Rephaim; and afterward that name was applied to denote any gi-…5



...gantes significandos est accommodatum. Nam in priori libro Paralipomenon capite 21 nominantur quidam gigantes de stirpe Rapha; sicut etiam Enacim gigantes qui habitabant terram Hebron ab eorum parente Enac appellati sunt. Non igitur fuere Daemones quos Moses hoc loco vocavit Nephilim, id est gigantes.
…ants. For in the first book of Paralipomenon (Chronicles), ch. 21, certain giants of the stock of Rapha are named; just as also the Enacim, giants who dwelt in the land of Hebron, were named from their forefather Enac. The Nephilim, then — that is, the giants — whom Moses here named, were not demons.6



Fuit praeterea quorundam sententia gigantes hic a Mose nominatos fuisse quidem veros homines, sed ex Daemonum tamen coitu cum mulieribus generatos. Iosephus certe primo libro Antiquitatum, et Ambrosius in libro de Noë et Arca capite 4, gigantes illos fuisse Angelorum et mulierum filios significant; in quam sententiam videtur propensior etiam Magister Historiae Scholasticae in Historia libri Geneseos cap. 31, eandemque apertis verbis profitetur sub initium sacrae historiae Severus Sulpitius. Nam cum dixisset Angelos speciosarum forma Virginum captos illicitas cupiditates appetivisse, ac dignitatis suae originisque degeneres, relictis caelestibus domiciliis, matrimoniis se mortalibus miscuisse, subdit ex eorum coitu gigantes editos esse, cum diversae inter se naturae permixtio monstra gigneret.
There was, moreover, the opinion of some that the giants here named by Moses were indeed true men, but begotten from the intercourse of demons with women. Josephus, certainly, in the first book of the Antiquities, and Ambrose in the book On Noah and the Ark, ch. 4, signify that those giants were the sons of angels and women; to which opinion the Master of the Scholastic History too, in the History of the book of Genesis, ch. 31, seems more inclined; and the same is professed in open words, at the beginning of his Sacred History, by Sulpicius Severus. For when he had said that the angels, captivated by the beauty of comely maidens, sought illicit desires, and, degenerate from their dignity and origin, abandoning their heavenly dwellings, mingled themselves in marriages with mortals, he adds that from their intercourse giants were brought forth, since the mixing of natures diverse from one another begot monsters.7



Verum ulterius multo provectum est Francisci Georgii audax nimis, et ad devia et abrupta opinionum praeceps ingenium. Is enim in primo tomo suorum Problematum, problemate 54, 74 et 75, et in sexto tomo problem. 330 et 331, quatuor haec tradit, magna profecto animadversione digna. Primum est Daemones esse corporeos et, condensando corpora sua, posse cum mulieribus misceri. Alterum est eos habere proprium semen et ex mulieribus quas ineunt generare filios. Tertium est propriam Daemonum prolem esse gigantes — neque enim talia monstra ex solis hominibus aut visitato generationis humanae modo et ordine gigni posse — talesque fuisse gigantes hoc loco memoratos a Mose, scilicet natos ex commixtione filiorum Dei, id est Daemonum, cum filiabus hominum; et hoc esse semen illud serpentis, id est Diaboli, inter quod et inter semen mulieris, id est ceteros homines, Deus posuit inimicitias. Quartum est, post adventum Christi (qui imperium quod ille diu in mundo habuerat evertit, sicut ipse dixit de eo: Princeps huius mundi eiicietur foras), itaque Dominus noster prohibet ne potentia coëundi cum mulieribus et gignendi gigantes, quam Daemon olim exercuit, utatur; Christi propterea tempore non fuisse gigantes, quia Christus fregit potentiam Daemonum. Sed haec istius auctoris opinio gravissima foedissimaque in Philosophiam et Theologiam peccata et flagitia continet. Ac Daemones quidem non esse corporeos, nec posse eos ex mulieribus generare filios qui sint veri homines, multis argumentis supra ostendimus in secunda et tertia Disputatione earum trium Disputationum quas tractavimus super illis verbis, Videntes filii Dei filias hominum, etc. Nunc discutere oportet alia duo eius auctoris dicta: unum est gigantes non posse aliter generari quam ex coitu Daemonum cum mulieribus; alterum est, post adven-...
But the over-bold genius of Francesco Giorgio, headlong toward the byways and precipices of opinions, went much further. For he, in the first volume of his Problems, problems 54, 74, and 75, and in the sixth volume, problems 330 and 331, hands down these four things, worthy indeed of great censure. The first is that demons are corporeal and, by condensing their bodies, can mingle with women. The second is that they have their own seed and beget sons from the women they enter. The third is that the proper offspring of demons are giants — for such monsters cannot be begotten from men alone, or by the customary mode and order of human generation — and that such were the giants here recorded by Moses, namely born from the mingling of the sons of God, that is demons, with the daughters of men; and that this is that “seed of the serpent,” that is, of the Devil, between which and the “seed of the woman,” that is, the rest of men, God placed enmities. The fourth is that, after the coming of Christ (who overthrew the dominion which the Devil had long held in the world, as he himself said of him: “The prince of this world shall be cast out”), our Lord forbids [the Devil] to use the power of coupling with women and begetting giants which the demon once exercised; and that for this reason there were no giants in Christ’s time, because Christ broke the power of the demons. But this opinion of that author contains most grave and most foul offenses and outrages against Philosophy and Theology. And that demons are not corporeal, and cannot beget from women sons who are true men, we showed above by many arguments in the second and third Disputation of those three Disputations which we treated upon those words, “The sons of God seeing the daughters of men,” etc. Now we must examine two other sayings of that author: one is that giants cannot be generated otherwise than from the intercourse of demons with women; the other is that, after the com-…8



...tum Christi nec Daemones posse cum mulieribus coire, nec ullos fuisse gigantes.
…ing of Christ neither can demons couple with women, nor have there been any giants.9



Gigantes igitur non posse generari ex solis hominibus, sed eorum generationem effici a Daemone, nec verum est nec verisimile. Gigantes enim, cum sint veri homines, eiusdem substantiae sunt atque ceteri homines; differentia enim secundum magnitudinem et parvitatem humani corporis accidentalis est, nec variat speciem. Eorum autem quae sunt eiusdem speciei, sicut eadem secundum speciem est materia eademque forma, ita eadem quoque est causa efficiens et generans, idemque modus generationis; quapropter gigantes similiter ut ceteri homines ex solis hominibus citra Daemonum operam gigni possunt. Deinde commixtio eorum quae inter se sunt diversae speciei, si quid generat, id ab utroque unde generatur specie diversum est, ut videre licet in mulo qui ex equo et asina gignitur, aliisque similibus. Cum igitur inter Daemonem et hominem sit differentia non solum specifica, sed plusquam generica, si ex commixtione Daemonis cum muliere aliquid gigneretur, id profecto diversum esset ab utroque, id est nec daemon esset nec homo; sed gigantes veri sunt homines, non igitur ex Daemonum coitu cum mulieribus generantur.
That giants cannot be generated from men alone, but that their generation is effected by a demon, is neither true nor probable. For giants, since they are true men, are of the same substance as the rest of men; for the difference according to the largeness and smallness of the human body is accidental, and does not vary the species. And of things that are of the same species, just as the matter and the form are the same according to species, so also the efficient and generating cause is the same, and the same the mode of generation; wherefore giants, like the rest of men, can be begotten from men alone, without the demon’s agency. Next, the mingling of things that are of diverse species from one another, if it generates anything, [produces something] diverse in species from both whence it is generated — as may be seen in the mule, which is begotten from a horse and a she-ass, and in other like cases. Since, therefore, between a demon and a man there is a difference not only specific but more than generic, if anything were begotten from the mingling of a demon with a woman, it would assuredly be diverse from both — that is, it would be neither a demon nor a man; but giants are true men, therefore they are not generated from the intercourse of demons with women.10



Adhaec, extensio corporis humani secundum magnitudinem et parvitatem provenit ex materia, ex materiae scilicet vel copia vel penuria; at materiam humani corporis tota femina ministrat secundum Aristotelem (quae rectior sententia est), quocirca extensio corporis humani in maius vel contractio in minus non generanti sed mulieri assignari debet. Cum igitur Daemon, si ad generationem concurrit, vicem generantis praestet, gigantea corporis proceritas non ad ipsum sed ad mulierem referri debet. Adiice quod si mensura humani corporis naturaliter potest esse duplo aut etiam triplo minor quam est iusta et usitata humani corporis magnitudo (id quod exemplo pygmaeorum et nanorum manifestum est), cur non etiam naturaliter statura hominis duplo aut triplo maior esse possit quam plurimum solet esse? Quod si pygmaei et nani ex solis hominibus sine Daemonum concursu naturaliter generantur, cur non idem de generatione gigantum sentire ac dicere liceat? Sane, cum iusta hominis statura sit sex pedum, Augusti principatu quidam nomine Conopas, in deliciis Iuliae neptis Augusti habitus, duorum tantum pedum et unius palmi fuit, ut Plinius tradit lib. 7 cap. 15; idemque capite 2 eiusdem libri mira scribit de pygmaeorum insigni corporis parvitate.
Besides, the extension of the human body according to largeness and smallness comes from the matter — namely, from the abundance or scarcity of matter; but, according to Aristotle (which is the more correct opinion), the whole matter of the human body is furnished by the female; wherefore the extension of the human body into the greater, or its contraction into the smaller, ought to be assigned not to the generator but to the woman. Since, therefore, the demon, if it concurs in generation, plays the part of the generator, the giant-like height of body ought to be referred not to it but to the woman. Add that, if the measure of the human body can naturally be twice or even thrice smaller than the just and usual greatness of the human body (which is manifest from the example of pygmies and dwarfs), why could not the stature of a man also naturally be twice or thrice greater than it is generally wont to be? And if pygmies and dwarfs are naturally generated from men alone without the concurrence of demons, why may we not think and say the same about the generation of giants? Indeed, since the just stature of a man is six feet, in the principate of Augustus a certain man named Conopas, kept as a favorite of Julia, the granddaughter of Augustus, was only two feet and a palm tall, as Pliny relates in book 7, ch. 15; and in chapter 2 of the same book he writes marvels about the remarkable smallness of body of the pygmies.11



Ad extremum, non solum ante diluvium fuerunt illi gigantes quos hic memorat Moses, et quos iste auctor putat fuisse Daemonum filios, sed etiam post diluvium fuere gigantes qui appellantur in sacris litteris Enacim et Rephaim, ex Repha et Enac orti. Nec defuere aliis seculis gigantes quorum parentes noti fuerunt. Sicut igitur huiusmodi gigantes ex solis hominibus nati sunt, sic etiam qui fuere ante diluvium nasci potuerunt. Concludam hanc disputationem pulcherrima...
Finally, not only before the Flood were there those giants whom Moses here records, and whom that author supposes to have been the sons of demons, but after the Flood too there were giants, who are called in the sacred writings Enacim and Rephaim, sprung from Repha and Enac. Nor were there lacking, in other ages, giants whose parents were known. As, therefore, giants of this kind were born from men alone, so too those who lived before the Flood could be born. I shall conclude this disputation with a most beautiful…12



...rima, et ad nostrae opinionis confirmationem validissima, B. Augustini sententia. Refellens Augustinus opinionem eorum qui putabant filios Dei qui mixti sunt cum filiabus hominum intelligi debere Angelos, eo quod ex illis geniti dicantur fuisse gigantes qui videntur ex solis hominibus propter inusitatam corporis molem generari non posse, ita scribit: Verum hoc movet quosdam, quod ex illis qui dicti sunt Angeli Dei et ex mulieribus quas illi amaverunt, non quasi homines generis nostri, sed gigantes legimus esse natos; quasi vero corpora hominum modum nostrum longe excedentia non etiam nostris temporibus nata sint. Nonne ante paucos annos, cum Romanae urbis (quod a Gothis factum est) appropinquaret excidium, Romae fuit femina cum suo patre et sua matre, quae corpore giganteo longe ceteris praeminebat? Ad quam visendam mirabilis fiebat undequaque concursus; et hoc erat maximae admirationi, quod parentes eius nec saltem tam longi homines erant quam longissimos videre consuevimus. Idemque Augustinus, sub finem eiusdem capitis, opinionem eorum qui dicebant gigantes non habuisse homines patres sed fuisse natos ex Daemonibus, fabulosam appellat, et depromptam ex apocrypho quodam et fabularum referto libro qui olim ferebatur sub nomine Henoch.
…most beautiful, and most powerful for the confirmation of our opinion, judgment of the blessed Augustine. Refuting the opinion of those who thought that the ‘sons of God’ who mingled with the daughters of men ought to be understood as angels — on the ground that from them are said to have been born the giants, who seem unable to be generated from men alone because of their unwonted bulk of body — Augustine writes thus: “But this troubles some, that we read that from those who were called ‘angels of God’ and from the women whom they loved, there were born not, as it were, men of our race, but giants — as though, indeed, bodies of men far exceeding our measure had not been born in our own times also. Was there not, a few years ago, when the destruction of the city of Rome (which was done by the Goths) was drawing near, a woman at Rome, with her father and her mother, who by her gigantic body far surpassed the rest? To see her a marvelous concourse came from every quarter; and this was the great wonder, that her parents were not even as tall as the tallest men we are accustomed to see.” And the same Augustine, toward the end of the same chapter, calls the opinion of those who said that the giants had no human fathers but were born of demons a fable, drawn from a certain apocryphal book stuffed with fables, which was once circulated under the name of Enoch.13



Illud autem quod ab eodem isto auctore proditum est, post adventum Christi domini nostri ademptam esse Daemonibus potestatem coeundi cum mulieribus, atque ob eam causam nullos fuisse post id temporis in terris gigantes, et falsa nititur ratione, nec minus falsam continet sententiam. Fundamentum enim ac firmamentum eius opinionis est gigantes non nisi a Daemonibus gigni posse, quod procul a vero esse paulo ante ostensum est. Falsa item sententia est Daemones post adventum Salvatoris nostri coitu cum mulieribus prohiberi. Beatus enim Augustinus in lib. 15 De Civit. Dei cap. 23 confirmat auctoritate gravium virorum, quibus non credere impudentis sit, etiam suo tempore Daemones saepe improbos fuisse mulieribus earumque expetiisse et peregisse concubitum. Pervulgata quoque est et multis probata experimentis Theologorum de succubis atque incubis Daemonibus doctrina. Repetat memoria lector quae nos eadem re supra disputavimus, cum explicaremus disputationem tertiam super illis verbis: Videntes filii Dei filias hominum, etc.
But that which was set forth by that same author — that after the coming of Christ our Lord the power of coupling with women was taken from the demons, and that for this reason there were no giants on earth after that time — rests on a false reasoning, and contains a no less false opinion. For the foundation and prop of his opinion is that giants can be begotten only by demons, which was shown a little above to be far from the truth. The opinion too is false, that demons after the coming of our Savior are forbidden intercourse with women. For the blessed Augustine, in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 23, confirms on the authority of weighty men (whom it would be the part of an impudent person not to believe) that even in his own time demons were often wicked toward women and desired and accomplished intercourse with them. Widespread, too, and proved by many experiences, is the doctrine of the theologians concerning succubus and incubus demons. Let the reader recall to memory what we disputed on this same matter above, when we explained the third disputation upon those words, “The sons of God seeing the daughters of men,” etc.14



Nullos porro fuisse gigantes post Domini nostri adventum, manifestis sibi suique temporis exemplis refellit Augustinus, cuius exemplum de gigantea quadam femina supradicto loco memorata non attinet iterare. Plinius de quodam gigante, principe Claudio Romae viso, libro 7 cap. 16 hunc in modum scribit: Procerissimum hominem aetas nostra, Claudio principe, Gabbaram nomine, ex Arabia advectum, novem pedum et totidem unciarum vidit. Fuere sub Augusto semipede addito, quorum corpora eius miraculi gratia in conditorio Sallustianorum asservabantur hortorum; Pusioni et Secundillae erant nomina. Sic Plinius. Iulius Scaliger in opere quod scripsit adversus Cardanum, exercitatione 263, affirmat vidisse se Mediolani in publico nosocomio...
Moreover, that there were no giants after the coming of our Lord, Augustine refutes by manifest examples of his own and his own time — whose example of a certain gigantic woman, recorded in the aforesaid place, it is needless to repeat. Pliny, concerning a certain giant seen at Rome under the emperor Claudius, writes in book 7, ch. 16, in this manner: “The tallest man our age has seen was one named Gabbara, brought from Arabia under the emperor Claudius, nine feet and as many inches tall. Under Augustus there were two, half a foot taller, whose bodies, for the sake of that marvel, were preserved in the tomb of the Sallustian gardens; their names were Pusio and Secundilla.” Thus Pliny. Julius Scaliger, in the work he wrote against Cardano, in exercise 263, affirms that he himself saw at Milan, in the public hospital…15



...iuvenem unum tantae proceritatis ut stare non posset; neque enim potuerat a natura satis alimenti ad crassitudinem roborisque proportionem suppeditari; itaque iacebat, explebatque lectos duos simul in longitudinem iunctos. Addit praeterea illud accurata observatione dignum, Samogithios populos qui inter Prussiam et Livoniam sunt, cum procera statura maxima ex parte sint, tamen quasi per vices tum proceros tum pene nanos generare, haud absimili ingenio quarundam arborum tertio quoque anno fructum ferentium; quasi materia semel exhausta, tanquam succidaneas reponat reliquias natura, dum quod in nano abiuraverat dependit in magnitudine insigniori. Ita Scaliger.
…a certain young man of such height that he could not stand; for nature had not been able to supply nourishment enough for the thickness and proportion of his strength, and so he lay down, and filled two beds joined together lengthwise. He adds, moreover, this, worthy of careful observation: that the Samogitian peoples, who are between Prussia and Livonia, although for the most part of tall stature, nevertheless beget, as it were by turns, now the tall, now the almost dwarfish — not unlike the disposition of certain trees that bear fruit every third year, as if, the matter being once exhausted, nature lays up the residue as a reserve, paying back in more remarkable size what it had withheld in the dwarf. So Scaliger.16



Non extra fidem est quorundam coniectura existimantium ex hac historia Mosis de Gigantibus cepisse occasionem priscos poetas ea de Gigantibus fabulandi quae ab ipsis prodita sunt litteris, scilicet veritatem sacrae historiae fabularum et mendaciorum admixtione adulterantes et foedantes. Finxerunt Poetae gigantes ex Terra Coelique sanguine fuisse natos, quo tempore Saturnus pudenda patris abscidit, ut canit Hesiodus in Theogonia. Quanquam Apollodorus libro primo solius Terrae filios facit Gigantes, eosdemque ab irata Ope (Terra) editos in Deorum ultionem, a quibus occisi fuerant Titanes. Homerus tamen in Odyssea Neptuni et Iphimedeae filios Gigantes tradit, qui Ossam Pelio et Olympum imponere conati sint, ut in caelum ad expugnandum Iovem conscenderent. Istos dicunt Poetae non solum corporis magnitudine praecelluisse viribusque invictos fuisse, sed etiam terribili plane aspectu, capillis e capite promissis, barba prolixa pedibusque anguineis, ut scribit Ovidius libro quinto Fastorum illis versibus: Terra feros partus, immania monstra, gigantes / edidit, ausuros in Iovis ire domum. / Mille manus illis dedit, et pro crinibus angues; / atque ait: In magnos arma movete deos. / Extruere hi montes ad sidera summa parabant, / et magnum bello sollicitare Iovem. / Fulmina de caeli iaculatus Iuppiter arce, / vertit in auctores pondera vasta suos.
It is not beyond belief, the conjecture of some who think that from this account of Moses about the Giants the ancient poets took occasion to fable about Giants those things which have been set forth by them in their writings — namely, corrupting and defiling the truth of the sacred history by an admixture of fables and falsehoods. The poets feigned that the giants were born from the Earth and the blood of Heaven, at the time when Saturn cut off his father’s privy parts, as Hesiod sings in the Theogony. Although Apollodorus, in the first book, makes the Giants sons of Earth alone, and these brought forth by an angry Ops (Earth) to avenge the gods, by whom the Titans had been slain. Homer, however, in the Odyssey, hands down that the Giants were sons of Neptune and Iphimedeia, who tried to set Ossa on Pelion and Olympus [on Ossa], to climb up into heaven to storm Jupiter. These, the poets say, not only excelled in greatness of body and were unconquered in strength, but were also of plainly terrible aspect, with hair flowing from the head, a long beard, and serpent feet, as Ovid writes in the fifth book of the Fasti in those verses: “The Earth brought forth fierce births, huge monsters, the giants, / who would dare to go against the house of Jove. / She gave them a thousand hands, and serpents for hair, / and said: Move your arms against the great gods. / These prepared to pile mountains up to the highest stars, / and to assail great Jove with war. / Jupiter, hurling thunderbolts from heaven’s citadel, / turned the vast weights back upon their authors.”17



Habitasse tradunt eos in campis Phlegraeis, atque inibi bellum cum Diis commisisse — licet Pausanias in Arcadicis Bathon vallem locum eius proelii fuisse affirmet. Cum autem super altissimos montes conscendissent, dicitur ingentia saxa in Deos iaculati, quorum ea quae in mare deciderunt insulas, quae autem in terram montes esse factos. Tradunt praeterea tantum Diis metum primo aspectu sua temeritate et audacia iniecisse, ut cum primum Typhoeus eis visus est, omnes in Aegyptum aufugerint, ubi longo itinere defessi ac spe fugae destituti se in varias animalium formas transformati occultaverint, ut canit Ovidius libro 5 Metamorphoseos; atque ob eam causam Aegyptios ea ipsa animalia, in quorum se Dii speciem induerant, pro diis coluisse. Typhoeum autem tanta corporis magnitudine perhibent ut tota Sicilia supra eius corpus sit imposita: supra dextram eius Pelorus promontorium Italiam prospectans, supra laevam Pachynus, super crura Lilybaeus, caputque Aetna gravetur. Occisi autem sunt Gigantes, alii quidem ab aliis diis, praecipue Palladis consilio et per vim Herculis, detrusique sunt ad inferos.
They relate that the giants dwelt in the Phlegraean fields, and there waged war with the gods — although Pausanias, in the Arcadica, affirms that the Vale of Bathos was the site of that battle. And when they had climbed up the highest mountains, they are said to have hurled huge rocks at the gods, of which those that fell into the sea became islands, but those that fell on land, mountains. They relate, moreover, that the giants by their rashness and audacity struck such fear into the gods at first sight that, as soon as Typhoeus appeared to them, all fled into Egypt, where, wearied by the long journey and bereft of hope of flight, they hid themselves transformed into various shapes of animals, as Ovid sings in book 5 of the Metamorphoses; and that for this reason the Egyptians worshiped as gods those very animals into whose form the gods had put themselves. And they report Typhoeus to have been of such bodily size that all Sicily is laid upon his body: over his right hand the promontory Pelorus, looking toward Italy; over his left, Pachynus; over his legs, Lilybaeus; and his head is weighed down by Aetna. The Giants were slain, some by some gods, others by others, chiefly by the counsel of Pallas and the might of Hercules, and were thrust down to the underworld.18



Fabulosa haec Poetarum de Gigantibus commenta Macrobius lib. 1 Saturnaliorum cap. 20 secundum mythologiam sic interpretatur: Gigantes autem quid aliud fuisse credendum est quam hominum quandam impiam gentem Deos negantem, et ideo existimatam Deos e caelo pellere voluisse? Horum pedes in draconum volumina desinebant, quod significat nihil eos rectum, nihil superum cogitasse, totius vitae eorum gressu atque processu in inferna vergente. Haec Macrobius.
These fabulous inventions of the poets about the Giants, Macrobius, in book 1 of the Saturnalia, ch. 20, interprets according to mythology thus: “But what else are we to believe the Giants to have been than a certain impious race of men denying the gods, and therefore reputed to have wished to drive the gods from heaven? Their feet ended in serpent-coils, which signifies that they thought nothing upright, nothing of the things above, the whole course and progress of their life tending toward the things below.” Thus Macrobius.19
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Verse 5. And God seeing that the wickedness of men was great on the earth

LatineEnglish


Verse 5. And God seeing that the wickedness of men was great on the earth.1
Vers. 5. Videns autem Deus quod multa malitia hominum esset in terra.



Vult Moses declarare magnitudinem iniquitatis et malitiae hominum illius temporis, ut hinc appareat quam iustum fuerit supplicium diluvii quo Deus tanta hominum scelera punivit. Supra Moses dixit filios Dei fuisse mixtos cum filiabus hominum, indicans effrenatam libidinem hominum eius tempestatis, non solum impiorum (ut erant posteri Cain), sed etiam posterorum Seth, qui pietatis, iustitiae ac sanctitatis studium cultumque profitebantur. Tum Moses dixit fuisse per id tempus gigantes, haud dubie significare volens giganteam eorum hominum superbiam, impietatem, violentiam atque crudelitatem. Nunc Moses, magis exaggerans improbitatem eorum hominum, generatim eam appellat malitiam, et quidem multam, addensque cunctam cogitationem cordis eorum hominum intentam fuisse ad malum omni tempore. Quo significatur eos homines fuisse intrinsecus et extrinsecus — corde, ore et opere — atque usquaque vitiatos et corruptos. Subiungit praeterea Moses usque eo fuisse Deum eorum hominum sceleribus commotum et offensum ut tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus fuerit, et paenituerit eum fecisse hominem. Nec paucorum fuit ea malitia, aut quibusdam in locis tantum, sed omnis caro corruperat viam suam, terraque omnis corrupta erat coram Deo et repleta iniquitate. Denique magnitudo supplicii quo Deus omnem terram perdidit universumque (paucis exceptis) genus hominum atque animalium perspicue declarat magnitudinem divinae indignationis et offensae; magnitudo autem indignationis et offensae Dei arguit inenarrabilem flagitiorum, quibus tunc omnis terra repleta est, immanitatem. Verum sigillatim verba Mosis expendenda sunt.
Moses wishes to declare the greatness of the iniquity and wickedness of the men of that time, so that from this it may appear how just was the punishment of the Flood, by which God punished such great crimes of men. Above, Moses said that the sons of God had mingled with the daughters of men, indicating the unbridled lust of the men of that age — not only of the impious (such as the descendants of Cain were), but also of the descendants of Seth, who professed the pursuit and practice of piety, justice, and holiness. Then Moses said that there were giants in that time, undoubtedly wishing to signify the gigantic pride, impiety, violence, and cruelty of those men. Now Moses, magnifying still more the wickedness of those men, calls it generally “wickedness,” and indeed “great”; and he adds that all the thought of the heart of those men was bent upon evil at all times. Whereby it is signified that those men were vitiated and corrupted both inwardly and outwardly — in heart, in mouth, and in deed — and on every side. Moses subjoins, moreover, that God was so moved and offended by the crimes of those men that he was touched with sorrow of heart within, and it repented him that he had made man. Nor was that wickedness of a few, or only in certain places, but “all flesh had corrupted its way,” and all the earth was corrupt before God and filled with iniquity. Finally, the greatness of the punishment by which God destroyed all the earth, and the whole race (a few excepted) of men and animals, plainly declares the greatness of the divine indignation and offense; and the greatness of God’s indignation and offense proves the unspeakable enormity of the crimes with which all the earth was then filled. But the words of Moses must be weighed one by one.2



Videns Deus quod multa malitia hominum esset in terra. B. Cyprianus...
“And God seeing that the wickedness of men was great on the earth.” The blessed Cyprian…3



...ad Novatianum scribens hunc locum ita citat: Et vidit dominus Deus redundare nequitias hominum super terram, et quod omnes in malum recordarentur a principio dierum suorum. Significat autem Moses illis verbis homines illos non ex ignorantia, nec ex perturbatione vel infirmitate aliqua animi peccasse, sed ex malitia, id est ex pravo habitu et consuetudine, et scientes ac volentes, sine ullo pudore aut timore, nulloque Dei aut hominum respectu, cum gaudio et voluptate in quaelibet scelera ruisse. Hoc recte ponderans Ambrosius in libro De Arca et Noë capite quarto: Sciebat Deus, inquit, quod homo positus in terrae regione et carnem portans sine peccato esse non poterat. Terra enim velut quidam tentationum locus est, caroque corruptelae illecebra. Ideo tamen illi nulla digni venia erant, quod, cum haberent mentem rationis capacem virtutemque animae infusam corpori, sine consideratione aliqua in lapsum ruerunt, ex quo revocare se nollent.
…writing to Novatian, cites this passage thus: “And the Lord God saw the wickednesses of men overflowing upon the earth, and that all were minded toward evil from the beginning of their days.” Moses signifies by these words that those men sinned not from ignorance, nor from any disturbance or weakness of mind, but from malice — that is, from a depraved habit and custom — and that, knowingly and willingly, without any shame or fear, and with no regard for God or men, they rushed into every kind of crime with joy and pleasure. Weighing this rightly, Ambrose, in the book On the Ark and Noah, ch. 4: “God knew,” he says, “that man, placed in the region of earth and bearing flesh, could not be without sin. For the earth is, as it were, a certain place of temptations, and the flesh an enticement of corruption. Yet they were for this reason worthy of no pardon: that, although they had a mind capable of reason and a power of soul infused into the body, they rushed into the fall without any consideration, from which they would not call themselves back.”4



Pro illo vocabulo malitia Hebraice est rahah, significans tam malum culpae (ut Hieremiae 4: Lava a malitia cor tuum) quam malum poenae (ut Hieremiae 1: Ab Aquilone pandetur omne malum; et illud Domini: Sufficit diei malitia sua). Hic potest utrique significari, id est vel iniquitas et improbitas illorum hominum, vel eorum violentia et vexatio qua alios affligebant, vexabant et opprimebant. Dicitur autem fuisse malitia multa: vel quia non paucorum erat, sed multorum hominum; vel quia non erat intra unam vel alteram regionem inclusa, sed erat longe lateque patens; vel quia non erat simplex et unius generis, sed varia et multiplex, omniaque genera flagitiorum complexa; vel denique quia non erat mediocris vel tolerabilis, sed summa et ad extremum perducta atque intoleranda, seu (ut scriptura loqui solet) erat malitia completa et consummata.
For that word “wickedness,” the Hebrew is rahah, signifying both the evil of guilt (as in Jeremiah 4: “Wash thy heart from wickedness”) and the evil of punishment (as in Jeremiah 1: “From the north shall all evil be opened”; and that saying of the Lord: “Sufficient for the day is its own evil”). Here it can signify either — that is, either the iniquity and wickedness of those men, or their violence and harassment, by which they afflicted, harassed, and oppressed others. And it is said to have been “great wickedness”: either because it was not of a few, but of many men; or because it was not enclosed within one or another region, but extended far and wide; or because it was not simple and of one kind, but various and manifold, embracing every kind of crime; or, finally, because it was not moderate or tolerable, but extreme and carried to the utmost and intolerable — or, as Scripture is wont to speak, it was a wickedness complete and consummate.5



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:5a (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§132: Moses magnifies the wickedness to show how just the Flood was. ↩
	§133 (continues on p. 127): Cyprian’s citation of the verse. Margin: Cyprian. ↩
	§133 (continued from p. 126): Cyprian’s reading; men sinned from settled malice, not ignorance — Ambrose. Margin: Ambrose. ↩
	§134: the Hebrew rahah (both ‘evil of guilt’ and ‘evil of punishment’); why the wickedness is called ‘great.’ Margins: Jer. 4; Jer. 1; Matt. 6 (‘sufficient for the day is its evil’). ↩




And all the thought of the heart was bent upon evil at all times

LatineEnglish


And all the thought of the heart was bent upon evil at all times.1
Vers. 6. Et cuncta cogitatio cordis intenta esset ad malum omni tempore.



Graece, si Latine ad verbum reddatur, sic est: Et unusquisque cogitat in corde suo diligenter super maligna omnibus diebus. Hebraica vero lectio hanc reddit sententiam: Et omne figmentum (seu, ut vertit Pagninus, imaginatio) cogitationum cordis eorum, duntaxat malum. Sed harum trium lectionum eadem est sententia. Hebraice est vocabulum Ieser, significans figmentum, a verbo Iasar quod est fingere. Ieser autem significat id quod fingitur, seu interius animo et cogitatione, seu exterius opere, ut figulus fingit vasa. Unde homo ipse dicitur figmentum, quia fictus et formatus a Deo est: tam secundum corpus, formatum ex pulvere (sicut dixit David Psalmo 102: Quoniam ipse cognovit figmentum nostrum, recordatus est quoniam pulvis sumus), quam secundum animam rationalem, ex nihilo creatam a Deo, sicut est apud eundem...
In Greek, if rendered into Latin word for word, it is thus: “And each one thinks in his heart diligently upon evil things all his days.” But the Hebrew reading yields this sense: “And every fashioning (or, as Pagninus renders, imagination) of the thoughts of their heart was only evil.” But of these three readings the sense is the same. In Hebrew the word is Ieser, signifying “a fashioning,” from the verb Iasar, which is “to fashion.” Now Ieser signifies that which is fashioned, whether inwardly in mind and thought, or outwardly in work, as a potter fashions vessels. Whence man himself is called a “fashioning,” because he was fashioned and formed by God: both as to the body, formed from dust (as David said in Psalm 102: “For he knew our frame; he remembered that we are dust”), and as to the rational soul, created from nothing by God, as it is in the same…2



...David Psalmo 32: Qui finxit sigillatim corda eorum; et apud Zachariam cap. 12: Dominus extendens caelum et fundans terram, et fingens spiritum hominis in eo. Belle autem quadrat hoc verbum figmenti in vanitatem humani animi, pleraque inaniter et vanissime fingentis, secundum illud Davidis: Dominus scit cogitationes hominum, quoniam vanae sunt.
…David, Psalm 32: “Who fashioned the hearts of them one by one”; and in Zachariah, ch. 12: “The Lord stretching forth the heaven and founding the earth, and fashioning the spirit of man within him.” And this word “fashioning” fits well the vanity of the human mind, which fashions very many things idly and most vainly, according to that saying of David: “The Lord knows the thoughts of men, that they are vain.”3



Maxima porro significatur his verbis Mosis depravatio et corruptela humani animi, non solum quantum ad animam sentientem, sed etiam quantum ad rationalem; haec enim significatur vocabulo cordis, id est tam intellectus quam voluntas, scilicet ubi tanquam in officina primum fingitur omne sive bonum sive malum hominis; ex corde enim maxime pendet bonitas ac pravitas humanarum actionum. Et ut Dominus dixit: De corde exeunt cogitationes malae, homicidia, adulteria, fornicationes, furta; denique quod exit de corde coinquinat hominem. Ergo illi homines non extrinsecus tantum ducebantur ad malum, id est vel ex occasione aliqua vel aliorum suasu et impulsu, sed intrinsecus, proprio consilio, electione et malitia. Magnam habent emphasim verba Mosis: Non aliquae, inquit, cogitationes, sed omnis, inquit, cogitatio; nec dicit eam fuisse pronam ad malum, sed intentam, id est omni vi sua applicatam, incumbentem et defixam in malum, quod significat vehementem conatum et impetum ad malum; nec id fuit ad certum aliquod tempus, sed omni tempore.
Moreover, by these words of Moses is signified the greatest depravation and corruption of the human soul, not only as to the sentient soul, but also as to the rational; for this is signified by the word “heart,” that is, both the intellect and the will — namely, where, as in a workshop, every good or evil of man is first fashioned; for upon the heart chiefly depends the goodness and the depravity of human actions. And as the Lord said: “From the heart come forth evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts”; and finally, “what comes out of the heart defiles a man.” Therefore those men were led to evil not from without only — that is, by some occasion, or by the persuasion and impulse of others — but from within, by their own counsel, choice, and malice. The words of Moses have great emphasis: not “some” thoughts, he says, but “all” thought; nor does he say it was “prone” to evil, but “bent,” that is, applied with all its force, leaning and fixed upon evil — which signifies a vehement effort and drive toward evil; nor was this for some fixed time, but “at all times.”4



Dicet aliquis videri incredibile homines illos nullam unquam suscepisse cogitationem bonam, nullum fecisse bonum opus morale. Qui opinantur ne bonum quidem morale opus fieri posse ab homine solis naturae viribus et liberi arbitrii potestate, sed ad bonum quodcunque morale faciendum opus esse speciali Dei auxilio, facile occurrerent dubitationi dicentes illos homines propter gravissima scelera ab ipsis commissa indignos fuisse ut specialibus Dei auxiliis iuvarentur; his autem carentes, mirandum non esse si nihil boni facerent. Sed illa videtur facilior et probabilior responsio, hanc Mosis orationem esse hyperbolicam, qualis in divina scriptura frequens est; ex qua oratione non debet intelligi quod simpliciter et praecise sonant verba, sed maximum aliquid. Vult enim Moses significare homines illos plurimum et maxima ex parte quae mala et flagitiosa sunt cogitasse et fecisse, adeo ut, si quid illi fecerint boni, id leve admodum, exiguum et rarum fuerit, et quasi pro nihilo habendum. Sic etiam paulo infra utitur Moses hyperbolica oratione, cum ait omnem carnem, id est hominem, corrupisse viam suam super terram, et finem universae carnis venisse coram Deo. Ex his enim generalibus sententiis procul dubio excipere oportet Noë, qui hoc ipso loco appellatur iustus et perfectus et gratiosus apud Deum. Similia autem horum quae Moses scribit de hominibus illius temporis cecinit David Psalmo 13 de hominibus impiis, vel de cunctis hominibus Dei gratia carentibus, quo sensu videtur citari a Paulo ad Rom. 3: Dixit insipiens in corde suo, non est Deus; corrupti sunt et abominabiles facti sunt in studiis suis; non est qui faciat bonum, non est usque ad unum...
Someone will say that it seems incredible that those men never conceived any good thought, did no good moral work. Those who hold that not even a morally good work can be done by man by the powers of nature alone and the faculty of free will, but that for the doing of any moral good there is need of God’s special aid, would readily meet the doubt by saying that those men, on account of the gravest crimes committed by them, were unworthy to be helped by God’s special aids; and, lacking these, it is no wonder if they did nothing good. But this seems the easier and more probable answer: that this saying of Moses is hyperbolic, such as is frequent in divine Scripture; from which saying one ought not to understand what the words sound simply and precisely, but something at the maximum. For Moses wishes to signify that those men, for the most part and in the greatest part, thought and did the things that are evil and wicked — so much so that, if they did any good, it was very slight, scanty, and rare, and to be reckoned as nothing. So too, a little below, Moses uses a hyperbolic expression when he says that all flesh — that is, man — had corrupted its way upon the earth, and that the end of all flesh had come before God. For from these general statements one must without doubt except Noah, who in this very passage is called just and perfect and gracious before God. And things like these which Moses writes of the men of that time, David sang in Psalm 13 of impious men, or of all men lacking the grace of God, in which sense it seems to be cited by Paul to the Romans 3: “The fool said in his heart, There is no God; they are corrupt and have become abominable in their pursuits; there is none that does good, no, not one…”5



...Dominus de caelo prospexit super filios hominum, ut videat si est intelligens aut requirens Deum. Omnes declinaverunt, simul inutiles facti sunt; non est qui faciat bonum, non est usque ad unum.
…The Lord looked down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if there were any that understood or sought after God. All have gone astray, they have become together unprofitable; there is none that does good, no, not one.”6



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:5b (the original prints this as ‘Vers. 6’; it is the second half of Vulgate 6:5). ↩
	§135 (continues on p. 128): the Greek and Hebrew renderings; the Hebrew Ieser (figmentum), and why man himself is called a ‘fashioning.’ Margin: Gen. 2. ↩
	§135 (continued from p. 127): further scriptural uses of ‘fashioning,’ aptly applied to the vanity of the human mind. Margin: Ps. 93. ↩
	§136: ‘heart’ signifies both intellect and will, the workshop of good and evil; the emphasis of Moses’ words (‘all,’ ‘bent,’ ‘at all times’). Margin: Matt. 15. ↩
	§137 (continues on p. 129): a doubt — could those men have done no good at all? Answered as hyperbole; Noah excepted. Margins: ‘A doubt, whether all the thought and work of those men was simply evil’; Rom. 3 / Ps. 13. ↩
	§137 (continued from p. 128): the rest of the Psalm 13 / Romans 3 citation. ↩




FIFTH DISPUTATION. Against the heretics of our time, who argue from this passage of Moses that every work and every action of any man whatever — even of the justified …

LatineEnglish


FIFTH DISPUTATION. Against the heretics of our time, who argue from this passage of Moses that every work and every action of any man whatever — even of the justified and the holy — is sin.1
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. Adversus haereticos nostri temporis ex hoc loco Mosis argumentantes omne opus omnemque actionem cuiuslibet hominis, etiam iustificati et sancti, esse peccatum.



Solent Haeretici libenter ex sacris litteris, undecunque possunt, argumenta per vim exprimere quibus fidem placitis suis astruant et speciem aliquam veritatis ac pietatis erroribus suis praetendant. Itaque ex hoc etiam loco, ubi Moses ait cunctam cogitationem cordis humani intentam esse ad malum omni tempore, argumentantur omnia quaecumque faciunt homines, etiam iustificati et sancti, esse mala et peccata, quanquam ea credentibus in Christum non imputentur ad damnationem et poenam aeternam. Hoc nempe princeps eorum Lutherus tradidit in articulis suis a Leone X damnatis, artic. 31. Si enim, inquiunt, omne cor humanum intentum est omni tempore ad malum, ex corde autem prodeunt omnes actiones hominis, necesse profecto est, vitiato corde quasi fonte, omnes actiones tanquam rivulos ex eo profluentes vitiatas et corruptas esse. Neque enim potest arbor mala bonos fructus facere.
The heretics are wont readily to wring by force out of the sacred writings, from wherever they can, arguments by which to build credit for their tenets and to put forward some appearance of truth and piety for their errors. And so from this passage too, where Moses says that all the thought of the human heart is bent upon evil at all times, they argue that all things whatsoever that men do — even the justified and the holy — are evil and sins, although these are not imputed, to those who believe in Christ, unto damnation and eternal punishment. This indeed their leader Luther handed down in his articles condemned by Leo X, article 31. “For if,” they say, “every human heart is bent at all times upon evil, and from the heart proceed all the actions of man, then it is surely necessary that, the heart being corrupted as a fountain, all the actions, like streamlets flowing from it, be corrupted and vitiated. For a bad tree cannot bring forth good fruit.”2



Hoc ipsum illi confirmant aliis divinae scripturae sententiis, sed duabus praecipue. Proferunt enim verba illa Isaiae ex capite 64, quibus apertissime confitetur Isaias omnes actiones hominum, etiam quae videntur iustae, esse immundas: Facti sumus, inquit, ut immundi omnes nos, et quasi pannus menstruatae universa iustitia nostra. Adiungunt et illam sententiam Davidis ex Psalmo 142: Non intres in iudicium cum servo tuo, quia non iustificabitur in conspectu tuo omnis vivens. Si nullus, inquiunt, mortalium iustificari potest apud Deum, nullius igitur mortalium opera possunt esse iusta; nam si iusta essent, ex his et propter haec iustificaretur homo, Factores enim legis, inquit Paulus, iustificabuntur apud Deum. Haec illi.
This same thing they confirm by other sentences of divine Scripture, but chiefly by two. For they bring forward those words of Isaiah from chapter 64, by which Isaiah most openly confesses that all the actions of men, even those that seem just, are unclean: “We are all become,” he says, “as one unclean, and all our justices as the rag of a menstruous woman.” And they add that saying of David from Psalm 142: “Enter not into judgment with thy servant, for in thy sight no living thing shall be justified.” “If no mortal,” they say, “can be justified before God, then the works of no mortal can be just; for if they were just, man would be justified from them and on account of them — for ‘the doers of the law,’ says Paul, ‘shall be justified before God.’” Thus they.3



Verum scite quispiam dixit haereticos esse similes illius Sisyphi, quem poetae fabulantur eo genere supplicii apud inferos plecti, ut saxum ingens in cuiusdam montis verticem cogatur provolvere, quod cum ad summum pene extulerit, repente deorsum relabatur. Unde illud apud Ciceronem: ...quod Sisyphus versat / saxum sudans, nitendo, neque proficit hilum.
But someone aptly said that the heretics are like that Sisyphus whom the poets fable to be punished in the underworld with that kind of penalty: that he is compelled to roll a huge stone up to the summit of a mountain, which, when he has nearly raised it to the top, suddenly slips back down. Whence that line in Cicero: “…the stone that Sisyphus keeps turning, / sweating, by straining, and gains not a whit.”4



Similiter obnixe conantur haeretici veram et sacram Ecclesiae Catholicae doctrinam obscurare et pervertere, sed frustra, scilicet vano nisu, irrito conatu, nulloque effectu. Quemadmodum enim ex sacris litteris prave intellectis et explicatis haeresum tenebrae exoriuntur, sic contra, earundem sacrarum litterarum recta et germana interpretatione atque intelligentia, quasi solis splendore, omnis haeresum caligo discutitur. Ostendamus igitur tres supradictas scripturae sententias nihil plane opinioni haereticorum suffragari ac favere.
In like manner the heretics strive earnestly to obscure and pervert the true and sacred doctrine of the Catholic Church — but in vain, namely with a vain effort, a fruitless endeavor, and no effect. For just as from the sacred writings badly understood and explained the darkness of heresies arises, so, on the contrary, by the right and genuine interpretation and understanding of those same sacred writings, as by the splendor of the sun, all the fog of heresies is dispelled. Let us therefore show that the three aforesaid sentences of Scripture in no way support and favor the opinion of the heretics.5



Ac primo quidem ad illam Mosis sententiam tripliciter respondere licet. Etenim Moses utitur ibi locutione hyperbolica, quae non omnino generaliter, sed plurimum et maxima ex parte interpretanda et intelligenda est, sicut paulo supra diximus. Nam quia plerique omnes illius aetatis sceleratissimi erant, et pleraque eorum opera erant flagitiosissima, ita ut vix unus aut alter esset vir bonus verusque ac pius Dei cultor, propterea Moses dixit cunctam cogitationem humani cordis intentam fuisse ad malum omni tempore. Deinde Moses illud dixit non de omnibus hominibus omnium seculorum, sed de hominibus tantummodo eius temporis quod praecessit diluvium; ac ne de illis quidem omnibus, mox enim ipsemet Moses excepit Noë, appellans eum iustum, perfectum et Deo gratum. His adde quod illud dictum Mosis accipiendum est de hominibus impiis et secundum carnem viventibus et Dei Spiritu atque gratia carentibus. Quamobrem inscienter faciunt, ne dicam impudenter, haeretici qui sententiam illam Mosis ad universum genus hominum, etiam ad iustos et sanctos viros, detorquent.
And first, to that sentence of Moses one may reply in three ways. For Moses there uses a hyperbolic manner of speech, which is to be interpreted and understood not altogether universally, but for the most part and in the greatest part, as we said a little above. For because almost all of that age were most wicked, and most of their works were most criminal, so that there was scarcely one or another good man, a true and pious worshiper of God, therefore Moses said that all the thought of the human heart was bent upon evil at all times. Next, Moses said this not of all men of all ages, but only of the men of that time which preceded the Flood; and not even of all of those, for soon Moses himself excepted Noah, calling him just, perfect, and pleasing to God. Add to this that this saying of Moses is to be taken of impious men, living according to the flesh and lacking the Spirit and grace of God. Wherefore the heretics act ignorantly — not to say impudently — who wrest that sentence of Moses to the whole race of men, even to the just and holy.6



Nec operosum est alteram illam sententiam, quae ex 64 cap. Isaiae deprompta est, sic interpretari ut palam sit eam huic opinioni haereticorum nullam plane fidem facere. Loquitur Isaias eo loco de sceleratis et impiis Iudaeis, quorum id temporis tanta erat multitudo ut prae illis boni ac pii viri, quia paucissimi erant, velut nulli haberentur. Appellat autem iustitias legales eorum observantias aliaque eorum opera specie atque existimatione hominum iusta; verum quia Spiritus sancti gratia erant vacua, pravoque animo et consilio facta, atque innumerabilibus permixta et contaminata sceleribus, merito iustitiae illae appellantur pannus menstruatae.
Nor is it laborious to interpret that other sentence, drawn from chapter 64 of Isaiah, in such a way that it is plain it lends no credit at all to this opinion of the heretics. Isaiah in that place speaks of the wicked and impious Jews, of whom there was at that time so great a multitude that, in comparison with them, the good and pious men, because they were very few, were reckoned as nothing. And he calls “justices” their legal observances and other works, just in the appearance and estimation of men; but because they were void of the grace of the Holy Spirit, and done with a depraved mind and intention, and mixed and contaminated with innumerable crimes, those “justices” are deservedly called “the rag of a menstruous woman.”7



Nec ab hac interpretatione propterea quempiam deduci convenit quod se Isaias illis hominibus annumeret. Mos enim est Prophetarum, sicut etiam nostrorum concionatorum, cum deplorant vel obiurgant hominum peccata, vel pro illis divinam implorant clementiam, seipsos aggregare et annumerare peccatoribus, quamvis ipsi sint iusti nec talium scelerum participes. Nimirum id faciebant illi vel humilitatis causa, vel ut sic magis Dei flecterent misericordiam, vel ex affectu caritatis quae omnia facit communia, etiam peccata — non quidem ad assentiendum illis, sed ad lugenda quasi sua essent, vel ad orandum et satisfaciendum pro illis. Ieremias quidem non modo sanctus erat, sed etiam in utero matris sanc-...
Nor is it fitting that anyone be drawn away from this interpretation because Isaiah numbers himself among those men. For it is the custom of the Prophets — as also of our preachers — when they deplore or rebuke the sins of men, or implore the divine clemency on their behalf, to associate and number themselves with the sinners, although they themselves are just and not partakers of such crimes. They did this, doubtless, either for the sake of humility, or that they might thus the more bend God’s mercy, or from the affection of charity, which makes all things common, even sins — not indeed to consent to them, but to mourn them as if they were their own, or to pray and make satisfaction for them. Jeremiah, indeed, was not only holy, but even in his mother’s womb was sanc-…8



...tificatus, ut nullam per totam vitam mortale peccatum fecisse credatur; is tamen capite tertio sic loquitur: Dormiemus in confusione nostra, et operiet nos ignominia nostra, quoniam domino Deo nostro peccavimus nos et patres nostri ab adolescentia nostra usque ad diem hanc, et non audivimus vocem domini Dei nostri. Ad eundem modum Esaias praedicto loco enumerat gravissima peccata tanquam sibi cum reliquis Iudaeis communia, quae tamen ab ipso fuisse remotissima certum est: Non est, inquit, qui invocet nomen tuum, qui consurgat et teneat te — quis non videt hoc in Isaiam nequaquam convenire? Ergo in Prophetarum concionibus quibus populus reprehenditur, nonnunquam generales sententiae non sunt generaliter interpretandae, sed plurimum et maxima in parte accipiendae; qualis est illa Michaeae capite 7: Periit sanctus de terra, et rectus in hominibus non est; et illa Ieremiae capite 8: A minimo usque ad maximum omnes avaritiam sequuntur.
…tified, so that he is believed to have committed no mortal sin in his whole life; yet he, in the third chapter, speaks thus: “We shall sleep in our confusion, and our shame shall cover us, because we have sinned against the Lord our God, we and our fathers, from our youth even to this day, and have not heard the voice of the Lord our God.” In the same way Isaiah, in the aforesaid place, enumerates the gravest sins as common to himself with the rest of the Jews — which, however, it is certain were most remote from him: “There is none,” he says, “that calls upon thy name, that rises up and lays hold of thee” — who does not see that this in no way fits Isaiah? Therefore, in the sermons of the Prophets in which the people are reproved, general statements are sometimes not to be interpreted universally, but to be taken for the most part and in the greatest part; such as that of Micah, chapter 7: “The holy man has perished from the earth, and there is none upright among men”; and that of Jeremiah, chapter 8: “From the least even to the greatest, all follow after avarice.”9



Restat explicanda tertia illa sententia: Non iustificabitur in conspectu tuo omnis vivens; quae nihilo plus sane quam superiores sententiae causam haereticorum adiuvat. Eam vero rectissime interpretati sunt Augustinus in explanatione eius Psalmi et in lib. de Perfectione iustitiae et in sermone 49 De tempore, et Hieronymus in Epistola ad Ctesiphontem et in primo libro adversus Pelagianos, Gregorius item, Theodoretus et Arnobius in expositione eius Psalmi 142. Ex quorum patrum Commentariis quadruplicem illorum verborum Davidis explicationem collectam hic brevissime ponemus. Prima interpretatio: Nemo apud Deum iustificari potest sicut apud homines, apud quos nostris viribus et operibus ita possumus mereri aliquam mercedem ut eam nostro iure et ex rigore iustitiae exigere possimus, quia ex his quae nostra sunt et indebita illis, obsequium, servitium aut quodlibet aliud officium ipsis exhibere possumus. Non sic res habet apud Deum. Nullus enim prior dedit ei ut retribuatur ipsi; cuique enim mortalium dictum est illud a Paulo: Quid habes quod non accepisti? Nam bona merita hominum nullius pretii sunt apud Deum, nisi ea ratione ut proficiscuntur ex gratia et Spiritu sancto in nobis habitante; gratia autem non propter nostra opera, sed gratis data nobis est, alioqui non esset gratia, ut disputat Paulus ad Rom. 11.
There remains to be explained that third sentence: “In thy sight no living thing shall be justified”; which assuredly helps the cause of the heretics no more than the foregoing sentences. And this, most correctly, Augustine interpreted — in the exposition of that Psalm, and in the book On the Perfection of Justice, and in sermon 49 On the Season — and Jerome, in the Epistle to Ctesiphon and in the first book against the Pelagians; Gregory likewise, and Theodoret and Arnobius, in the exposition of that Psalm 142. From the commentaries of these fathers we shall here set down, most briefly, a fourfold explanation of those words of David, collected together. First interpretation: No one can be justified before God as before men, with whom by our own powers and works we can so merit some reward that we can demand it by our own right and from the rigor of justice, because from things that are ours and not owed to them we can render them homage, service, or any other duty. It is not so with God. For no one has first given to him, that it should be repaid to him; for to each mortal is said that of Paul: “What hast thou that thou hast not received?” For the good merits of men are of no value before God, except in so far as they proceed from grace and the Holy Spirit dwelling in us; and grace is given to us not on account of our works, but freely — otherwise it would not be grace, as Paul argues to the Romans 11.10



Altera interpretatio. Nullum hominem iustificari in conspectu Dei non aliud significat quam neminem censeri iustum comparatum cum Deo; ut illud in conspectu Dei idem sit quod comparatione Dei. Quemadmodum enim nemo bonus, sapiens, immortalis et mundus dicitur nisi solus Deus, sic et iustus; quantalibet enim iustitia hominum, si cum iustitia Dei comparetur, plane nulla est. Noli me, inquit Augustinus, iudicare secundum te, qui es sine peccato, quia Non iustificabitur in conspectu tuo omnis vivens. Noli intrare mecum in iudicium; quantumlibet enim rectus mihi videar, producis tu tamen de thesauro tuo iustitiae regulam, coaptas me ad eam, et pravus invenior. Illustrant maxime hanc interpretationem duae sententiae Iob: altera est in capite quarto, Nunquid homo, inquit, Dei comparatione iustificabitur, aut factore suo purior erit vir? Ecce qui serviunt ei non sunt stabiles, et in Angelis suis reperit pravitatem; quanto magis hi qui habitant domos luteas, qui terrenum habent fundamentum, consumentur veluti a tinea? Huius altera illa perquam similis est sententia in capite 25: Nunquid iustificari potest homo comparatus Deo, aut apparere mundus natus de muliere? Ecce luna etiam non splendet, et stellae non sunt mundae in conspectu eius; quanto magis homo putredo, et filius hominis vermis?
Second interpretation. That no man is justified in God’s sight signifies nothing else than that no one is reckoned just in comparison with God; so that “in the sight of God” is the same as “in comparison with God.” For just as no one is called good, wise, immortal, and clean except God alone, so also just; for however great the justice of men, if compared with the justice of God, it is plainly nothing. “Judge me not,” says Augustine, “according to thyself, who art without sin, because ‘in thy sight no living thing shall be justified.’ Enter not into judgment with me; for however upright I may seem to myself, thou yet bringest forth from thy treasury the rule of justice, fittest me to it, and I am found crooked.” This interpretation is greatly illustrated by two sentences of Job: one is in the fourth chapter, “Shall man,” he says, “be justified in comparison with God, or shall a man be purer than his maker? Behold, they that serve him are not steadfast, and in his angels he found depravity; how much more shall they that dwell in houses of clay, who have an earthly foundation, be consumed as it were by the moth?” Most like this is that other sentence in chapter 25: “Can man be justified compared with God, or appear clean, born of a woman? Behold, even the moon does not shine, and the stars are not clean in his sight; how much more man, rottenness, and the son of man, a worm?”11



Tertia interpretatio. David non dixit nullum opus hominis esse iustum apud Deum, sed dixit nullum hominem iustificari in conspectu Dei, hoc est neminem esse usquequaque et omnino iustum. Nam qui nominantur et vere sunt iusti, licet multa faciant opera bona, attamen et prius multa commiserunt peccata, et dum etiam iusti sunt frequenter in leviora delicta labuntur. Non enim est homo iustus in terra qui faciat bonum et non peccet, ut scriptum est Ecclesiastes 7 et 3 Regum 8. Et illa iustorum oratio est non minus vera quam humilis, quamque Apostoli etiam usurpabant: Dimitte nobis debita nostra. Propter hanc igitur admixtionem bonorum operum cum malis, David omnisque iustus Dei iudicium formidat, nec quisquam coram Deo perfecte iustus pronuntiatur.
Third interpretation. David did not say that no work of man is just before God, but said that no man is justified in the sight of God — that is, that no one is utterly and altogether just. For those who are named, and truly are, just, although they do many good works, nevertheless both formerly committed many sins, and even while they are just frequently slip into lighter faults. For “there is not a just man on earth who does good and does not sin,” as is written in Ecclesiastes 7 and 3 Kings (1 Kings) 8. And that prayer of the just is no less true than humble, which the Apostles also used: “Forgive us our debts.” On account of this admixture, then, of good works with evil, David and every just man dreads the judgment of God, and no one is pronounced perfectly just before God.12



Ad hanc interpretationem spectat quod scribit B. Gregorius in explanatione septimi Psalmi paenitentialis, declarans haec verba Davidis, Non iustificabitur in conspectu tuo omnis vivens: Scio, inquit, multos in conspectu hominum iustos videri, et ad spem caelestium promissorum evectos innocenter in mundo vivere, qui etiam si non delinquant in opere, labuntur tamen aliquando vana aut perversa cogitatione. Cuius enim mentem cogitationes vanae non laniant? Cuius cor tentationes non vexant? Cuius animum desideria carnis non turbant? Non ergo in conspectu Dei iustificatur qui corde delinquit quod intuetur Deus.
To this interpretation pertains what the blessed Gregory writes in the exposition of the seventh penitential Psalm, expounding these words of David, “In thy sight no living thing shall be justified”: “I know,” he says, “that many seem just in the sight of men, and, raised to the hope of the heavenly promises, live innocently in the world, who, even if they do not offend in deed, nevertheless sometimes slip in a vain or perverse thought. For whose mind do vain thoughts not tear? Whose heart do temptations not vex? Whose soul do the desires of the flesh not trouble? Therefore he is not justified in the sight of God who offends in the heart, which God beholds.”13



Quarta interpretatio. Illud, Neminem iustificari in conspectu Dei, intelligi oportere non simpliciter, sed cum ea adiunctione quam proxime David praemiserat, dicens Non intres in iudicium cum servo tuo. Potest igitur iustificari homo apud Deum, si cum eo misericorditer agat Deus, nec summo iure et rigore iustitiae contendat cum illo. Nam quemadmodum David dixit neminem iustificari coram Deo, ita Paulus dixit Rom. 2 factores legis iustificari apud Deum, et de Zacharia et Elisabeth Lucas scripsit eos fuisse iustos ante Deum. Ergo si hominem Deus vocet in iudicium deque vita et moribus eius quaestionem exerceat, nulla misericordia severitatem iudicii mitigante, haud dubie quilibet iniustus et reus invenietur. Quis enim tam pie sancteque vivit in terris ut, rationem reddere iussus ad tribunal Dei, causam suam defendere possit, si velit Deus omnia exigere quae meritissimo atque optimo iure ei debentur? Si iniquitates observaveris, Domine, Domine, quis sustinebit? Quemadmodum enim is dicitur non iustificari in iudicio apud aliquem a quo potest ille multis de rebus iuste accusari, et veris obiectis criminibus quaeque negari non possint convinci, ita et, Deo nobiscum expostulante vel nobis ipsis iudicibus, convincemur iniusti.
Fourth interpretation. That phrase, “no one is justified in the sight of God,” ought to be understood not simply, but with that adjunct which David had just placed before, saying: “Enter not into judgment with thy servant.” A man can, then, be justified before God, if God deal mercifully with him and not contend with him by the utmost right and rigor of justice. For just as David said that no one is justified before God, so Paul said, in Romans 2, that the doers of the law are justified before God; and of Zachariah and Elizabeth, Luke wrote that they were just before God. Therefore, if God should call a man into judgment and conduct an inquiry into his life and morals, with no mercy mitigating the severity of the judgment, undoubtedly anyone whatever would be found unjust and guilty. For who lives so piously and holily on earth that, ordered to render an account at the tribunal of God, he could defend his cause, if God should wish to exact all that is owed to him by the most just and best right? “If thou shalt mark iniquities, Lord, Lord, who shall stand it?” For just as one is said not to be justified in judgment before someone by whom he can justly be accused of many things, and convicted by true charges laid against him which cannot be denied, so too, when God expostulates with us, or with ourselves as judges, we shall be convicted as unjust.14



Nam praeter debita gratitudinis, quae nemo satis exolvere Deo potest, ea quoque debita quae divino praecepto persolvere tenemur nemo perfecte persolvit. Quid quod omnes inveniuntur fecisse multa quae facta non oportuit, et contra non fecisse multa quae facta esse oportebat? Audi B. Augustinum in Sermone 49 De Tempore: Quid est, inquit, Non intres in iudicium cum servo tuo? Non stes mecum in iudicio, exigendo a me omnia quae praecepisti; nam me invenies reum si in iudicium intravero tecum. Opus est ergo misericordia tua potius quam liquidissimo iudicio tuo. Ad hanc interpretationem facit quod dixit Iob capite nono: Si voluerit homo contendere cum Deo, non poterit ei respondere unum pro mille. Quantus sum ego ut respondeam ei et loquar verbis meis cum eo? Qui etiam si habuero quippiam iustum, non respondebo, sed meum iudicem deprecabor. Si iustificare me voluero, os meum condemnabit me; si innocentem ostendero, pravum me comprobabit. Verebar omnia opera mea, sciens quod non parceres delinquenti. Si lotus fuero quasi aquis nivis, et fulserint velut mundissimae manus meae, tamen sordibus intinges me, et abominabuntur me vestimenta mea. Neque enim viro qui similis mei est respondebo, nec qui mecum in iudicio ex aequo possit audiri. Haec ibi.
For besides the debts of gratitude, which no one can sufficiently discharge to God, those debts too which by divine precept we are bound to pay, no one perfectly pays. What of the fact that all are found to have done many things which ought not to have been done, and, on the contrary, not to have done many things which ought to have been done? Hear the blessed Augustine in Sermon 49 On the Season: “What is, ‘Enter not into judgment with thy servant’? Stand not with me in judgment, exacting from me all that thou hast commanded; for thou wilt find me guilty if I enter into judgment with thee. There is need, therefore, of thy mercy rather than of thy most pure judgment.” To this interpretation makes what Job said in chapter nine: “If a man should wish to contend with God, he could not answer him one for a thousand. What am I, that I should answer him and speak my words with him? Even if I have anything just, I will not answer, but will entreat my judge. If I wish to justify myself, my own mouth will condemn me; if I show myself innocent, he will prove me wicked. I feared all my works, knowing that thou wouldst not spare the offender. If I be washed as it were with snow waters, and my hands shine as most clean, yet thou wilt dip me in filth, and my own garments will abhor me. For I shall not answer a man who is like myself, nor one who could be heard with me in judgment on equal terms.” Thus there.15



Verum de diluendis Haereticorum obiectionibus hactenus dictum sit satis. Nam argumentari iustorum hominum multa esse bona opera nec huius loci est, et, quia evidens est in sacris litteris, videtur supervacaneum. Certe qui hoc negant Haeretici magnam iniuriam faciunt Christi gratiae, quasi ea non fuerit efficax purgandi hominem a peccatis et bona opera faciendi, cum tamen Paulus dicat ad Titum 2 Christum dedisse semetipsum pro nobis ut nos redimeret ab omni iniquitate et mundaret sibi populum acceptabilem, sectatorem bonorum operum; et sexcentis locis clamat scriptura Deum redditurum unicuique secundum opera sua. Nam procedent qui bona fecerunt, ait Dominus apud Ioannem, in resurrectionem vitae, qui vero mala egerint in resurrectionem iudicii. Quamobrem merito hic error haereticorum damnatus fuit in Concilio Tridentino in sessione 6 quae est de Iustificatione cap. 11, illis verbis: Constat Orthodoxae doctrinae adversari qui dicunt iustum in omni bono opere saltem venialiter peccare, aut, quod intolerabilius est, etiam aeternas poenas mereri.
But on dissolving the objections of the heretics, let what has been said thus far suffice. For to argue that the works of just men are many and good is neither the place here, and, because it is evident in the sacred writings, seems superfluous. Certainly the heretics who deny this do great injury to the grace of Christ, as though it were not effective for cleansing man from sins and doing good works — whereas Paul says to Titus 2 that Christ gave himself for us, that he might redeem us from all iniquity and cleanse to himself an acceptable people, a follower of good works; and in six hundred places Scripture cries out that God will render to each according to his works. “For they shall come forth,” says the Lord in John, “who have done good, unto the resurrection of life; but they who have done evil, unto the resurrection of judgment.” Wherefore this error of the heretics was deservedly condemned in the Council of Trent, in Session 6, which is on Justification, ch. 11, in these words: “It is established that they contradict the orthodox doctrine who say that the just man, in every good work, sins at least venially, or — what is more intolerable — even merits eternal punishments.”16
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Verse 6. It repented him that he had made man on the earth. And being touched inwardly with sorrow of heart, and forewarning for the future, etc

LatineEnglish


Verse 6. It repented him that he had made man on the earth. And being touched inwardly with sorrow of heart, and forewarning for the future, etc.1
Vers. 6. Paenituit eum quod hominem fecisset in terra. Et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus, et praecavens in futurum, etc.



Declarant haec verba inenarrabilem Dei erga hominem amorem et pietatem, simulque adversus eius scelera iram et indignationem. Tanta enim fuit eius temporis enormitas scelerum humani generis ut, ad eam exprimendam, Moses dixerit paenituisse Deum quod...
These words declare the unspeakable love and tenderness of God toward man, and at the same time his anger and indignation against his crimes. For so great was the enormity of the crimes of the human race in that time that, to express it, Moses said that it repented God that…2



...quod hominem fecisset, eumque induxerit tristitia, dolore ac velut furore incitatum ad perdendum hominem. Non cogitat Deus sicut homines, inquit Ambrosius, ut aliqua ei nova succedat sententia, neque irascitur quasi mutabilis; sed ideo haec leguntur ut exprimatur peccatorum nostrorum acerbitas, quae divinam meruerit offensam, tanquam eo usque increverit culpa ut etiam Deus, qui naturaliter non movetur aut ira aut odio aut passione ulla, provocatus videatur ad iracundiam. Chrysostomus quoque, ponderans illud verbum paenituit, sive (ut ipse legit) recogitavit vel animo retractavit: Vide, inquit, verbum crassum et nostrae parvitati accommodatum. Paenituit, inquit, Deum. Non quod paenitentia cadat in Deum, absit, sed iuxta humanam consuetudinem loquitur nobis Deus; quod enormia illorum hominum peccata misericordem Deum indignari fecerunt. Quasi diceret: Non ad hoc produxeram hominem ut, tanta ruina lapsus, sibi ipsi perditionis fieret auctor, sed propterea eum tanto honore insignivi et tantam eius curam me habere declaravi ut, virtuti vacans, alienus a perditione fieret. Quoniam autem misericordia mea abusus est, satius posthac fuerit malos eius conatus impedire.
…that he had made man, and that it impelled him, stirred by sadness, sorrow, and as it were fury, to destroy man. “God does not think as men do,” says Ambrose, “so that some new resolve should come upon him, nor is he angry as one mutable; but these things are written in order to express the bitterness of our sins, which has deserved the divine offense — as though guilt had grown to such a point that even God, who by nature is moved by no anger, hatred, or passion, should seem provoked to wrath.” Chrysostom too, weighing that word “it repented,” or (as he reads) “he reconsidered” or “turned over in his mind”: “See,” he says, “a gross word, accommodated to our littleness. ‘It repented God.’ Not that repentance falls upon God — far from it — but God speaks to us after the human manner; for the enormous sins of those men made the merciful God indignant. As if he were to say: I had not produced man for this, that, fallen by so great a ruin, he should become to himself the author of perdition; but I marked him with so great honor, and declared that I had so great care of him, that, being free for virtue, he might be a stranger to perdition. But since he has abused my mercy, it will henceforth be better to hinder his evil endeavors.”3



Verum dicet aliquis: Paenitentia repugnat praescientiae omnium futurorum quae est in Deo; tristitia vero et dolor atque ira infinitae simplicitati atque immutabilitati naturae divinae adversantur. Unde vere legimus primi Regum 15: Triumphator in Israel non parcet, et paenitudine non flectetur, neque enim homo est ut agat paenitentiam; et Numer. 23: Non est Deus quasi homo ut mentiatur, neque ut filius hominis ut mutetur. Apud Deum enim, ut Iacobus dixit, non est transmutatio nec vicissitudinis obumbratio. Sed hoc facile solvitur. Paenitentia enim, dolor, ira, furor, tristitia et huiusmodi alia dicuntur de Deo non secundum proprietatem, sed secundum similitudinem; nec secundum affectum animi, sed effectum operis, quia Deus talia facit qualia facere solent homines paenitentia vel ira vel furore correpti. Paenitudo Dei (inquit Eucherius, id mutuatus ex Augustino lib. 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 25) est mutandarum rerum immutabilis ratio. Et interlinearis Glossa: Videtur, inquit, Deum paenitere dum opus mutat, voluntate tamen et dispositione immobili permanente. Et Rupertus: Huiusmodi, ait, dictum de paenitentia Dei non impassibilis Dei mutabilem, sed fixam eius indicat sententiam, ad prioris facti destructionem vel valde necessariam eiusdem meliorationem. Et Hugo: Paenituit eum, scilicet mutando quod videbatur incepisse in Paradiso, ubi dixerat hominibus: Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram.
But someone will say: Repentance is repugnant to the foreknowledge of all future things which is in God; and sadness, sorrow, and anger are contrary to the infinite simplicity and immutability of the divine nature. Whence we truly read in First Kings 15: “The Triumpher in Israel will not spare, and will not be bent by repentance, for he is not a man, that he should do penance”; and Numbers 23: “God is not as a man, that he should lie, nor as the son of man, that he should be changed.” For with God, as James said, “there is no change, nor shadow of alteration.” But this is easily resolved. For repentance, sorrow, anger, fury, sadness, and other such things are said of God not according to propriety, but according to likeness; nor according to the affection of the mind, but the effect of the work, because God does such things as men are wont to do when seized by repentance or anger or fury. “The repentance of God,” says Eucherius (borrowing it from Augustine, bk. 15 of The City of God, ch. 25), “is the immutable plan for changing things.” And the Interlinear Gloss: “God seems to repent while he changes his work, yet his will and disposition remaining immovable.” And Rupert: “Such a saying about the repentance of God indicates not a mutability of the impassible God, but his fixed sentence, for the destruction of the former deed, or its very necessary improvement.” And Hugh: “‘It repented him’ — namely, by changing what he seemed to have begun in Paradise, where he had said to men: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth.”4



Nec horum dissimilia sunt quae in eam ipsam sententiam praeclare scripsit Iustinus martyr, respondens ad trigesimam sextam quaestionem Orthodoxorum, quae erat de paenitentia Dei super unctione Saulis in regem et super eversione civitatis Ninive: Deus, inquit, quia semper idem est et quia semper facit quod ipsum decet, omnino immutabilis est. Sed cum ii quos curat mutantur, mutat ipse res prout eis expedit quos curat; ideoque et ad ignoscendum et ad non ignoscendum immutabilis est. Ignoscit enim immutabiliter his qui delicta sua corrigunt; his vero qui a malo revocari...
Nor unlike these are the things which, to this same effect, Justin Martyr admirably wrote, answering the thirty-sixth question of the Orthodox, which was about the repentance of God over the anointing of Saul as king and over the overthrow of the city of Nineveh: “God,” he says, “because he is always the same, and because he always does what befits him, is altogether immutable. But when those whom he cares for are changed, he himself changes things as is expedient for those he cares for; and therefore both in pardoning and in not pardoning he is immutable. For he pardons immutably those who correct their faults; but those who from evil cannot be…”5



...non possunt, immutabiliter non ignoscit. Quod ergo dixit de unctione Saulis, Paenitet me, ostendit eius immutabilitatem in non ignoscendo; quod vero de Ninive excidio eum paenituit, ostendit eius immutabilitatem in ignoscendo. Est enim immutabilis Deus, semperque perseverat in his quae ipsum facere decet, nec unquam admittit mutationem ad ea facienda quae ipsum dedecent. Sic Iustinus.
“…revoked, he immutably does not pardon. What, then, he said of the anointing of Saul, ‘It repenteth me,’ shows his immutability in not pardoning; but that it repented him of the destruction of Nineveh shows his immutability in pardoning. For God is immutable, and always perseveres in those things which it befits him to do, nor ever admits a change toward doing those things which would misbecome him.” Thus Justin.6



Ceterum particulatim expendenda est haec sententia Mosis. Paenituit. Hebraice est verbum nacham, proprie significans consolari; consequenter autem significat etiam paenitere, seu culpae seu poenae, quod paenitens videatur consolatus super malo facto. Septuaginta verterunt enethymēthē, id est cogitavit seu recogitavit, quemadmodum legit Augustinus 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 24. Aquila tamen expressit vim Hebraei verbi, transferens metemelēthē, id est paenituit; quod verbum hoc loco vult Procopius Gazaeus idem valere quod pareklythē, id est revocavit se.
But this sentence of Moses must be weighed in detail. “It repented.” In Hebrew the word is nacham, properly signifying “to console”; but consequently it also signifies “to repent,” whether of guilt or of punishment, because the one repenting seems consoled over the evil deed. The Septuagint rendered enethymēthē, that is, “he thought” or “reconsidered,” as Augustine reads in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 24. Aquila, however, expressed the force of the Hebrew word, translating metemelēthē, that is, “he repented”; which word, in this place, Procopius of Gaza holds to mean the same as pareklythē, that is, “he called himself back.”7



Equidem miror cur Septuaginta tam dissimiliter Hebraicae lectioni hoc loco verterint, Cogitavit; nec minus miror cur S. Hieronymus tam diversam Septuaginta versionem ab Hebraica non annotaverit in suis Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim, ubi diversitatem lectionis Hebraicae et translationis LXX Interpretum in hoc libro Geneseos subtiliter, curiose ac diligenter solet persequi.
For my part, I wonder why the Septuagint rendered this place so unlike the Hebrew reading, as “He thought”; nor do I wonder less why St. Jerome did not note so divergent a Septuagint version from the Hebrew in his Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, where he is wont to pursue the diversity of the Hebrew reading and of the translation of the Seventy in this book of Genesis subtly, carefully, and diligently.8



Illud praecavens in futurum nec Hebraice est, nec Chaldaice, neque Graece; cur autem id Latinus interpres adiicere voluerit, equidem nescio. Rectam tamen et commodam habet sententiam: Praecavens in futurum, ne scilicet mala illa, impunita hominum libidine, plura in dies et graviora exsisterent; et volens Deus impedire ne mala multiplicarentur, volens etiam malitiae hominum obicem opponere, volens denique flagitia hominum, quando sanari alio remedio non poterant, mortis supplicio finire. Dicitur autem Deus praecavisse in futurum, ut interpretatur Hugo, non quod per imprudentiam modo ad hoc venerit quod non ante putaverat, quem nihil latet, sed quia tam praecavet qui prohibet ne fiat, quam cui prohibetur, et sollicite id vitat. Vel illud praecavens in futurum significat voluisse Deum ut hoc diluvii supplicium, quo universum pene genus hominum et animalium interemptum est, documento esset posteris, ut ex eo discerent quantum Deo peccatum displiceat. Vel quia Deus totum mundum quasi unum hominem susceperat erudiendum; homo autem dum puer est, metu poenae cohibendus a malo et in bono continendus est, ne sibi permissus, praeceps et effrenis ruat in scelera. Percute, inquit Salomon, filium tuum virga, et liberabis animam eius. Idcirco Deus provide atque utiliter recentem mundum, proterve petulantem atque lascivientem, tanquam stultum puerulum corripuit, tali percutiens verbere quod per totam suam aetatem non posset oblivisci.
That phrase “forewarning for the future” is in none of the originals — neither in the Hebrew, nor the Chaldee, nor the Greek; why the Latin translator wished to add it, I do not know. Yet it has a right and convenient sense: “forewarning for the future” — namely, lest those evils, the lust of men going unpunished, should become more numerous day by day and graver; God wishing to hinder the evils from multiplying, wishing also to set a barrier against men’s wickedness, and finally wishing, when men’s crimes could be healed by no other remedy, to end them by the punishment of death. And God is said to have forewarned for the future (as Hugh interprets) not as though through imprudence he had only now come to that which he had not thought before — he from whom nothing is hidden — but because he both forewarns who forbids a thing to be done and he against whom it is forbidden, and carefully avoids it. Or that “forewarning for the future” signifies that God wished this punishment of the Flood — by which almost the whole race of men and animals was destroyed — to be a lesson to posterity, that from it they might learn how greatly sin displeases God. Or because God had undertaken to educate the whole world as one man; and man, while he is a boy, must be restrained from evil by fear of punishment and kept in the good, lest, left to himself, he rush headlong and unbridled into crimes. “Strike thy son with the rod,” says Solomon, “and thou wilt deliver his soul.” Therefore God, providently and usefully, seized the young world — wantonly insolent and frolicsome — as a foolish little boy, striking it with such a blow that it could not forget it throughout its whole age.9



Quod vero sequitur, Et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus, Graece est dienoēthē, quod significat recogitavit potius quam paenituit; et ita etiam legi in nonnullis codicibus Latinis testificatur Augustinus in Quaestionibus in Genesim...
But as for what follows, “And being touched inwardly with sorrow of heart,” in Greek it is dienoēthē, which means “he reconsidered” rather than “he repented”; and that it is so read in some Latin codices, Augustine testifies in the Questions on Genesis…10



...quaest. 5, et ita citat ipse hunc locum in lib. 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 24. Hebraice autem sic est: Doluit Deus ad cor suum, vel in corde suo, seu contristavit se Deus, vel angustia affectus est ad cor suum. Nam verbum Hebraeum hatsab significat comprimere, angustiari seu angi, et inde etiam dolere seu contristari. Hoc autem dictum est de Deo non proprie, sed ad similitudinem hominis qui, gravissima iniuria offensus ab his quos maxime diligebat maximisque beneficiis affecerat, valde tristatur et dolet quod eos meritis poenis plectere debeat. Non est dolor, inquit Hugo, nisi de amissione eius quod amatur. Unde cum amittimus rem de qua non curamus, dicere solemus: Istud non tangit cor nostrum. Quanto igitur profundior erat amor, tanto altius tangebat dolor. Hic autem agitur de rei dilectae destructione, et ideo merito dolor dicitur adesse magnus. Hoc igitur modo loquendi insinuavit Moses hominum illius temporis multitudinem magnitudinemque scelerum non posse verbis satis exprimi. Palam etiam hinc esse voluit Deum quodammodo invitum punire, cum voluntatis eius sit potius benefacere; quocirca dicitur tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus venisse ad puniendum hominem. Totum porro hunc locum Mosis paraphrasis Chaldaica Latine ad verbum reddita sic expressit: Et paenituit Dominum in verbo suo quod fecisset hominem in terra; dixitque per verbum suum ut frangeret fortitudinem eorum iuxta voluntatem suam.
…q. 5, and so he himself cites this passage in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 24. In Hebrew it is thus: “God grieved unto his heart,” or “in his heart,” or “God saddened himself,” or “he was affected with anguish unto his heart.” For the Hebrew word hatsab means “to compress, to be straitened or distressed,” and hence also “to grieve or be saddened.” And this is said of God not properly, but after the likeness of a man who, offended by a most grievous injury from those whom he most loved and on whom he had bestowed the greatest benefits, is greatly saddened and grieves that he must punish them with deserved penalties. “There is no grief,” says Hugh, “except over the loss of what is loved. Whence, when we lose a thing we do not care about, we are wont to say: This does not touch our heart. The deeper, therefore, the love, the higher did the grief touch.” But here it is a matter of the destruction of a beloved thing, and therefore the grief is rightly said to be great. By this manner of speaking, then, Moses intimated that the multitude and the magnitude of the crimes of the men of that time could not be sufficiently expressed in words. He wished it also to be plain from this that God punishes, as it were, unwillingly, since it is rather of his will to do good; wherefore he is said to have come to punish man “touched with sorrow of heart within.” The whole of this passage of Moses the Chaldee paraphrase, rendered into Latin word for word, expressed thus: “And it repented the Lord, in his word, that he had made man on the earth; and he said, by his word, that he would break their strength according to his will.”11



Non possum ipse mihi hoc loco imperare ut in praeteritis relinquam tres nobilium scriptorum super his verbis sententias: unam B. Augustini, Theodoreti alteram, tertiam Ruperti; adeo enim sunt ad id quod a Mose dictum est de paenitentia et dolore Dei explanandum atque illustrandum accommodatae ut fas non sit eas silentio supprimi. Sanctus igitur Augustinus libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 25, tractans hunc locum Mosis, ita scribit: Ira Dei non perturbatio animi eius est, sed iudicium quo irrogatur poena peccato; cogitatio vero eius et recogitatio (sic vocat Augustinus, secutus LXX Interpretes, quod Latinus interpres vertit paenitere Dei) mutandarum rerum est immutabilis ratio. Neque enim, sicut hominem, ita Deum cuiusquam facti sui paenitet, cuius est de omnibus rebus tam fixa sententia quam certa praescientia. Sed si non utatur scriptura talibus verbis, non se quodammodo familiarius insinuabit omni generi hominum, quibus vult esse consultum, ut et perterreat superbientes et excitet negligentes et exerceat quaerentes et alat intelligentes; quod non faceret nisi se prius inclinaret et quodammodo descenderet ad iacentes. Sic Augustinus.
I cannot command myself, in this place, to leave behind three sayings of noble writers upon these words: one of the blessed Augustine, a second of Theodoret, a third of Rupert; for they are so suited to explaining and illustrating what was said by Moses about the repentance and sorrow of God that it would be wrong to suppress them in silence. The holy Augustine, then, in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 25, treating this passage of Moses, writes thus: “The anger of God is not a disturbance of his mind, but the judgment by which punishment is inflicted on sin; and his thought and reconsideration (so Augustine calls it, following the Seventy Translators, what the Latin translator renders ‘the repenting of God’) is the immutable plan for changing things. For God does not, like a man, repent of any deed of his, whose sentence about all things is as fixed as his foreknowledge is certain. But if Scripture did not use such words, it would not, in a manner, more familiarly insinuate itself into every kind of men, for whom it wishes to provide — so as both to terrify the proud, and rouse the negligent, and exercise the seekers, and nourish the understanding; which it would not do unless it first stooped, and in a manner descended, to those lying low.” Thus Augustine.12



Theodoretus vero in Quaestionibus in Genesim ponit hanc quaestionem (quae est numero quinquagesima): Cur diluvio multitudinem hominum deleverit Deus? Ad quam respondet his verbis: Delere sobolem Cain voluit Deus, et quia piorum tribus illi permixta erat, ob id supplicii particeps fuit. Non autem Deus (ut ferunt quidam) ira et paenitentia ductus hoc fecit; sunt enim huiusmodi passiones humanae, a quibus natura divina prorsus est libera, praesertim cum paenitentia conveniat eis qui, periculo facto, antea consultam conditionem didicerunt: ignorantes enim quod futurum est, tum periculo facto discentes quod non recte deliberaverint, paenitentia ducuntur. Deus autem perinde videt ea quae multa post secula futura sunt ac si iam evenissent; hinc fit ut, tanquam praevidens et praesciens, omnia dispenset. Quomodo ergo paenitentia cadet in eum qui sua praescientia regit universa? Quare paenitentia Dei nihil aliud est quam mutatio dispositionis eius. Paenitet me, inquit, quod constituerim Saul regem — pro eo quod est, statui illum deponere et alterum creare regem. Sic et hoc loco: Paenitet me fecisse hominem — hoc est, Decrevi perdere humanum genus. Haec Theodoretus.
Theodoret, in the Questions on Genesis, poses this question (it is the fiftieth): Why did God destroy the multitude of men by the Flood? To which he answers in these words: “God willed to destroy the offspring of Cain, and because the tribe of the pious was mingled with it, on that account it shared the punishment. But God did not (as some say) do this led by anger and repentance; for such passions are human, from which the divine nature is wholly free — especially since repentance befits those who, after a danger has happened, have learned a course previously to be considered: for, ignorant of what is to come, and then, after the danger has happened, learning that they did not deliberate rightly, they are led to repentance. But God sees the things that are to be many ages hence just as if they had already happened; hence it comes that, as one foreseeing and foreknowing, he dispenses all things. How, then, will repentance fall upon him who by his foreknowledge governs all things? Wherefore the repentance of God is nothing else than a change of his disposition. ‘It repenteth me,’ he says, ‘that I made Saul king’ — which is as much as to say, ‘I have resolved to depose him and create another king.’ So too in this place: ‘It repenteth me that I made man’ — that is, ‘I have decreed to destroy the human race.’” Thus Theodoret.13



Nec minus pia, gravis et erudita est, ad eandem pertinens sententiam, Ruperti oratio in libro quarto Commentariorum in Genesim capite 15, quae sic habet: Laborat hic sermo divinus, et quasi in versanda nimiae magnitudinis mole pene confringitur, dum illud intellectui nostro planum facere intendit quod satis explicare nullus homo sufficit: videlicet quomodo Deus sine motu saniat, sine crudelitate occidat, quomodo salva pietate ultionem agat et cum tranquillitate habeat furorem. Paenituit, inquit, eum quod hominem fecisset in terra, et praecavens in futurum, et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus: Delebo, inquit, hominem, paenitet enim me fecisse hominem. Qui per prophetam suum dicturus erat, Sicut parturiens loquar, utique iam parturiens locutus est. Nam quemadmodum parturiens illud quod concepit non sine sensu doloris emittit, et tamen dolere mavult quam non emittere quod concepit, sic Deus non sine sensu pietatis profert sententiam iudicii, et tamen victa pietate miserias malorum mavult videre quam non proferre quod iustitia dictante concepit. Quare? quia videlicet utilius est morbo ferramentum altius imprimere quam palpando putredinem fovere. Itaque quod paenituisse dicitur et tactus esse cordis dolore intrinsecus, pietatis est; quod autem non victus eo dolore dixit, Delebo hominem quem creavi a facie terrae, severi iudicii vel severitatis iudiciariae est illud edictum. Tale quid et alibi dicit: Paenitet me quod constituerim Saul regem super Israel. Sane huiusmodi dictum non impassibilis Dei mutabilitatem, sed fixam eius indicat sententiam ad prioris facti destructionem vel necessariam eiusdem facti meliorationem.
No less devout, weighty, and learned, pertaining to the same matter, is Rupert’s discourse in the fourth book of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 15, which runs thus: “Here the divine word labors, and is, as it were, nearly broken in turning over a mass of excessive greatness, while it strives to make plain to our understanding what no man suffices to explain sufficiently: namely, how God heals without movement, slays without cruelty; how, with his tenderness unharmed, he takes vengeance, and with tranquillity holds fury. ‘It repented him,’ he says, ‘that he had made man on the earth, and forewarning for the future, and touched inwardly with sorrow of heart’: ‘I will destroy,’ he says, ‘man, for it repenteth me that I have made man.’ He who was to say through his prophet, ‘I will speak like a woman in labor,’ has indeed already spoken as one in labor. For just as a woman in labor brings forth what she has conceived not without the sensation of pain, and yet prefers to grieve than not to bring forth what she has conceived, so God brings forth the sentence of judgment not without a sense of tenderness, and yet, his tenderness overcome, prefers to see the miseries of the wicked than not to bring forth what, justice dictating, he has conceived. Why? Namely, because it is more useful to press the surgeon’s iron deeper into the disease than to foster the rottenness by stroking it. And so, that he is said to have repented and to have been touched inwardly with sorrow of heart, is of tenderness; but that, not overcome by that sorrow, he said, ‘I will blot out man whom I have created from the face of the earth,’ this decree is of severe judgment, or of judicial severity. Something like this he says elsewhere too: ‘It repenteth me that I made Saul king over Israel.’ Indeed, such a saying indicates not the mutability of the impassible God, but his fixed sentence, for the destruction of the former deed or the necessary improvement of that same deed.”14



Translator’s notes
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“I will destroy,” he says, “man whom I have created, from the face of the earth, from man even to beasts, from the creeping thing even to the fowls of the air; for it …

LatineEnglish


“I will destroy,” he says, “man whom I have created, from the face of the earth, from man even to beasts, from the creeping thing even to the fowls of the air; for it repenteth me that I have made them.”1
Delebo, inquit, hominem quem creavi a facie terrae, ab homine usque ad animantia, a reptili usque ad volucres caeli, paenitet enim me fecisse eos.



Describendo his verbis gravitatem supplicii quo Deus peccata hominum punivit, simul etiam indicavit Moses magnitudinem offensae et indignationis Dei, simulque ostendit acerbitatem atque immanitatem scelerum quae Deum ad tantam supplicii atrocitatem impulerunt. Hunc locum Hebraica lectio Latine ad verbum expressa sic habet: Et dixit Dominus, Delebo homines quos creavi a superficie terrae, ab homini-...
In describing by these words the gravity of the punishment by which God punished the sins of men, Moses at the same time indicated the greatness of God’s offense and indignation, and likewise showed the bitterness and savagery of the crimes which drove God to so great an atrocity of punishment. This passage, the Hebrew reading expressed into Latin word for word, has thus: “And the Lord said, I will blot out the men whom I have created from the surface of the earth, from man…”2



...nibus usque ad iumentum, usque ad reptile, et usque ad volatile caeli, quia paenitet me quod fecerim eos. Illud Dixit Deus significat Deum haec verba dixisse vel angelis vel ipsi Noë, nisi forte illud dixit, phrasi Hebraica, idem significat atque cogitavit, deliberavit, decrevit apud se, ut significetur efficax Dei voluntas, immutabile consilium atque propositum perdendi homines. Delebo: Hebraicum verbum machah proprie significat eradere et abstergere, ita ut in re quae abstergitur nullum maneat vestigium. Decrevit igitur Deus ita superficiem terrae abluere diluvio ut nullum in ea hominum aut animalium remaneret vestigium. Illud Quos creavi magnam habet emphasim, ut recte ponderavit Chrysostomus, quasi diceret Deus: Quae mei erant officii, omnia exhibui. Ex nihilo, ut esset, hominem produxi; naturae eius scientiam eorum quae facienda aut non facienda sunt indidi; liberum arbitrium donavi; ineffabili longanimitate usus sum; et post longum illud tempus, et post indignationem et minas quas dixi, et adhuc praefinivi tempus centum viginti annorum, volens ut, sua peccata homine sentiente, indignatio mea revocaretur. Verum quia nihil lucri facio neque proficio, cogit necessitas ut minas opere compleam, et omnibus modis hominem deleam, sicut malum quoddam fermentum aboleam totum humanum genus, ne posterioribus seculis peccandi auctores et doctores fiant. Sic Chrysostomus.
“…even to the beast, even to the creeping thing, and even to the fowl of the air, because it repenteth me that I have made them.” That phrase “God said” signifies that God spoke these words either to the angels or to Noah himself — unless perhaps “he said,” by a Hebrew idiom, means the same as “he thought, deliberated, decreed within himself,” so that the effective will of God, his immutable counsel and purpose of destroying men, may be signified. “I will blot out”: the Hebrew word machah properly means “to scrape out and wipe away,” so that in the thing wiped away no trace remains. God decreed, then, so to wash the surface of the earth with the Flood that no trace of men or animals should remain on it. That phrase “whom I have created” has great emphasis, as Chrysostom rightly weighed, as if God were to say: “What belonged to my office, I have all displayed. I produced man from nothing, that he might be; I implanted in his nature the knowledge of the things to be done or not done; I gave free will; I used unspeakable long-suffering; and after that long time, and after the indignation and the threats which I uttered, I yet appointed beforehand a span of a hundred and twenty years, wishing that, man perceiving his sins, my indignation might be called back. But because I gain nothing and make no progress, necessity compels me to fulfill my threats in deed, and to blot out man in every way — like some evil leaven, to abolish the whole human race, lest in later ages they become authors and teachers of sinning.” Thus Chrysostom.3



Illud Ab homine usque ad animantia, a reptili usque ad volucres caeli, dixit Latinus interpres secutus Septuaginta interpretes (nam Hebraice sic est: usque ad reptile et usque ad volatile caeli). Quod autem etiam interitum omnium animalium denuntiat, inquit Augustinus libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 25, magnitudinem futurae cladis effatur; non autem animantibus rationis expertibus, tanquam et ipsa peccaverint, minatur exitium. Loquitur autem hoc loco Dominus (ait Caietanus) ad similitudinem hominis irati, qui consuevit comminari vindictam non solum in hominem a quo laesus est, sed in omnes etiam habitantes cum eo. Unde David, vehementer iratus Nabal, minatus est occisurum se usque ad mingentem ad parietem. Tali siquidem more minatur Deus se deleturum hominem cum omnibus animantibus habitantibus cum homine. Et propterea nulla fit mentio piscium, quia non communicant in habitatione cum homine; nam pisces habitant sub aquis, homo autem et reliqua animalia habitant super terram in aëre.
That phrase, “from man even to beasts, from the creeping thing even to the fowls of the air,” the Latin translator said following the Septuagint (for in Hebrew it is thus: “even to the creeping thing, and even to the fowl of the air”). And that it announces also the destruction of all animals — Augustine says, in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 25 — declares the greatness of the coming calamity; it does not threaten destruction to the animals devoid of reason as though they too had sinned. The Lord here speaks (says Cajetan) after the likeness of an angry man, who is wont to threaten vengeance not only against the man by whom he was injured, but against all who dwell with him too. Whence David, vehemently angered at Nabal, threatened that he would slay even him that pisseth against the wall. In such a manner, indeed, God threatens that he will destroy man together with all the animals dwelling with man. And for this reason no mention is made of fish, because they do not share in dwelling with man; for fish dwell beneath the waters, but man and the rest of the animals dwell upon the earth in the air.4



Sequitur: Paenitet enim me fecisse eos. Non dixit fecisse ea, quia paenitentiae Dei causa fuere peccata, quae in animalibus nulla fuerunt; sed propter peccata hominum, simul cum hominibus et ipsa perempta sunt animalia. Pro illo Paenitet, Septuaginta habent quia cogitavi; nam Graece est enethymēthē, quod interpretatur Theodoretus, constitui disperdere hominum genus; in nonnullis tamen codicibus Graecis est metemelēthē. Beatus tamen Augustinus libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 24 pro hoc habet quia iratus sum eis, eandemque lectionem videtur secutus Ambrosius libro De Noë et Arca cap. 4. Chrysostomus, perpendens haec Domini verba: Et animo, inquit, retractavi quod feci il-...
There follows: “For it repenteth me that I made them.” He did not say “that I made these things [the animals],” because the cause of God’s repentance was sins, which were none in the animals; but on account of the sins of men, the animals too were destroyed together with men. For that “it repenteth me,” the Septuagint has “because I thought”; for in Greek it is enethymēthē, which Theodoret interprets, “I have resolved to destroy the race of men”; but in some Greek codices it is metemelēthē. The blessed Augustine, however, in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 24, has for this “because I am angry with them,” and Ambrose seems to have followed the same reading in the book On Noah and the Ark, ch. 4. Chrysostom, weighing these words of the Lord: “And in my mind,” he says, “I have reconsidered that I made th-…”5



...los, sic ait: Verbo hoc quantum se nostrae humilitati attemperat? Num volebam, inquit, tanta illos poena plecti? ipsi me peccatorum immanitate in tantam invexerunt indignationem.
“…them,” he speaks thus: “By this word, how greatly does he accommodate himself to our lowliness! Did I wish,” he says, “to punish them with so great a penalty? They themselves, by the savagery of their sins, drove me into so great an indignation.”6



Verum dubitatio exsistit: Cum solus homo peccavisset, nec ullum fuisset scelus animalium, cur simul cum homine perduntur animalia, quae, ut nihil peccaverant, ita nihil supplicii commeruerant? Quatuor eius rei causas afferre licet. Primum quidem animalia servitii et usus hominum causa Deus fecerat; sublato igitur homine, supervacanea videbatur eorum conservatio. Deinde in poenam et afflictionem hominis, in cuius potestate et possessione erant animalia, sicut etiam occiduntur filii boni propter patres peccatores, ut filiorum interitu acerbiori dolore crucientur patres. Adhaec, in detestationem impietatis et malitiae hominis; quamobrem iumentum cum quo quispiam coiverat iusserat Deus occidi ad eius flagitii detestationem, ut patet Levit. 20. Sic etiam pugnaturi Iudaei contra regem Arad Chananaeum, et contra civitatem Hierico, et contra regem Amalec, denique contra Gabaonitas, iussi sunt omnia illorum destruere et delere, non solum homines sed etiam civitates omniaque eorum iumenta, ut patet Numero. 21, Iosue 6, 1 Regum 15, Iudic. 20. Ad extremum, id factum est (ut quidam prodiderunt) quia homines illius temporis etiam animalibus libidinose, vel ad alia flagitia patranda nefarie, abuti soliti erant; quin etiam condocefecerant animalia diversarum specierum invicem praeter naturam coire.
But a doubt arises: since man alone had sinned, and there had been no crime of the animals, why are the animals destroyed together with man, which, as they had not sinned, so had deserved no punishment? Four causes of this may be adduced. First, God had made the animals for the service and use of men; man being removed, then, their preservation seemed superfluous. Next, for the punishment and affliction of man, in whose power and possession the animals were — just as good sons too are slain on account of sinful fathers, that by the death of the sons the fathers may be racked with a more bitter grief. Besides, for the detestation of man’s impiety and malice; wherefore God had ordered the beast with which someone had coupled to be killed, for the detestation of that crime, as is plain in Leviticus 20. So too the Jews, about to fight against the Canaanite king Arad, and against the city of Jericho, and against the king of Amalek, and finally against the Gibeonites, were ordered to destroy and blot out all that was theirs — not only the men, but even the cities and all their beasts — as is plain in Numbers 21, Joshua 6, 1 Kings 15, Judges 20. Finally, this was done (as some have set forth) because the men of that time were wont to abuse even the animals lustfully, or wickedly for the perpetrating of other crimes; indeed, they had even trained animals of different species to couple with one another contrary to nature.7



Verum haec luculentissimis Chrysostomi et Ambrosii verbis atque sententiis condienda et exornanda sunt. Et Chrysostomus quidem, explanans supradicta illa verba Mosis, Delebo hominem quem creavi a facie terrae, ab homine usque ad animantia, ad hunc modum scribit: Dicet forte aliquis: Quare, cum homo in malum declinavit, etiam bruta eandem poenam sustinent? num propter suum ipsorum usum producta sunt bruta? Propter hominem utique facta sunt; hic igitur cum e medio tollitur, quis illorum usus esset? Idcirco istam poenam communem ferunt, ut hinc etiam poenae gravitatem addiscatis. Et sicut ab initio cum peccasset Adam terra maledictionem accepit, sic et nunc cum abolendus esset homo, bruta quoque participant. Quemadmodum cum homo gratus sit Deo, creatura quoque humanae felicitatis particeps est (sicut Paulus, inquit: Et creatura haec liberabitur a servitute corruptionis in libertatem gloriae filiorum Dei), similiter nunc, cum homine ob multitudinem peccatorum puniendo, universali perditioni simul et creatura traditur. Et sicut in domo, quando is qui praeest in indignationem domini incidit, verisimile est cooperarios ei condolere, ita et hic, quasi in domo pereuntibus hominibus, omnia quae in domo et quae sub illorum sunt dominio necesse est eandem poenam incurrere. Haec Chrysostomus.
But these things must be seasoned and adorned with the most brilliant words and sentences of Chrysostom and Ambrose. And Chrysostom, explaining those aforesaid words of Moses, “I will blot out man whom I have created from the face of the earth, from man even to beasts,” writes in this manner: “Someone will perhaps say: Why, when man declined to evil, do the brutes too undergo the same punishment? Were the brutes produced for their own use? They were made for man’s sake; when, then, he is taken from the midst, what use would there be of them? Therefore they bear this punishment in common, that from this too you may learn the gravity of the punishment. And just as in the beginning, when Adam had sinned, the earth received a curse, so now too, when man was to be abolished, the brutes also share. As, when man is pleasing to God, the creature too is a partaker of human felicity (as Paul says: ‘And this creature shall be delivered from the servitude of corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of God’), similarly now, when man is to be punished for the multitude of his sins, the creature too is delivered together to a universal destruction. And as in a household, when he who presides falls into the indignation of the master, it is likely that his fellow workers grieve with him, so here too, the men perishing as it were in a household, all that is in the household and under their dominion must necessarily incur the same punishment.” Thus Chrysostom.8



Ambrosius vero in libro De Arca et Noë capite 10 hunc eundem locum Mosis plenius explicans et verbis et sententiis: Quid, inquit, muta deliquerant animantia? qua causa subiecta sunt poenae quae peccandi sensum non habent? Sed quemadmodum in bello, cum imperator ab hoste occiditur, commoritur eius exercitus atque omnis comminuitur virtus militaris, sic non discrepare a iustitia visum est, cum interiret homo cui regalem quandam dominus Deus in omne animantium genus potestatem dedit, ut omnibus volatilibus, feris, bestiis imperiali praeesset auctoritate, quod etiam pecudes et quaecunque erant irrationabilia commorerentur animalia. Denique si quando est pestilentia, corrupto caeli tractu, prius ea quae sunt irrationabilia lues dira contaminat, et maxime canes, equos, boves, atque ea inficit quae cum hominibus conversari videntur, sic morbi vis genus humanum implicat. Haec itaque prima causa, ut arbitror, instae assertionis. Secunda illa: Quia nemo accusat naturam cur reliqua corporis nostri membra moriantur solo capite sublato, cum multos videamus amputatis manibus et pedibus supervivere. Sed non eadem ceterorum membrorum est praerogativa quae capitis; ideoque, absciso eo unde sensus nostri in reliquum corpus prodeunt, moriuntur etiam omnia membra; nec in eo aut operatoris providentia deseritur aut substantia humana redarguitur. Similiter ergo nemo nunc arguat, quia caput et principale quoddam ceterorum animalium homo est, quo moriente non debet mirum videri si cetera moriantur animalia. Tertium illud est: Quia rationis expertia non propter se sed propter hominem generata sunt animalia; hominis enim causa esse praecepta sunt, ut eorum subiectione humana praestaret conditio. Denique gratia hominis attribuit Propheta dicens: Omnia subiecisti sub pedibus eius, oves et boves universas, insuper et pecora campi, volucres caeli et pisces maris; quia propter ipsum illa omnia: alia propter utilitatem, alia delectationis gratia, alia voluptatis. Consequens ergo erat ut, cum deleretur homo a facie terrae propter quem facta sunt, etiam ipsa pari delerentur occasu. Sic Ambrosius.
Ambrose, in the book On the Ark and Noah, ch. 10, explaining this same passage of Moses more fully both in words and sentences: “What,” he says, “had the dumb animals done amiss? For what cause are those subjected to punishment who have no sense of sinning? But just as in war, when the general is slain by the enemy, his army dies with him and all military strength is broken, so it seemed not to differ from justice that, when man perished — to whom the Lord God gave a certain royal power over every kind of animal, that he might preside with imperial authority over all the fowls, wild beasts, and beasts — the cattle too and whatever animals were irrational should die with him. Finally, whenever there is a pestilence, the region of the sky being corrupted, the dire plague first contaminates the irrational creatures, and chiefly dogs, horses, oxen, and infects those which are seen to consort with men, [and] so the force of the disease involves the human race. This, then, is the first cause, as I think, of the just assertion. The second is this: that no one accuses nature because the rest of the members of our body die when the head alone is removed, although we see many survive with hands and feet cut off. But the rest of the members do not have the same prerogative as the head; and therefore, when that is cut off from which our senses go forth into the rest of the body, all the members also die; nor in this is the Maker’s providence deserted, nor the human substance refuted. So, similarly, let no one now object that, because man is the head and a certain principal part of the rest of the animals, when he dies it ought not to seem strange if the rest of the animals die. The third is this: that the irrational creatures were generated not for their own sake but for man’s; for they were ordained for man’s sake, that by their subjection the human condition might be furnished. Finally, the Prophet attributes them to man’s favor, 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’; because for his sake are all those things — some for use, some for the sake of delight, some of pleasure. It was consequent, then, that, when man was blotted out from the face of the earth, for whose sake they were made, they too should be blotted out by a like fall.” Thus Ambrose.9



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:7 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§160 (continues on p. 138): the gravity of the punishment; the Hebrew of the verse; ‘I will blot out’ (machah). ↩
	§160 (continued from p. 137): ‘whom I have created’ — Chrysostom’s paraphrase of God’s long-suffering. Margin: Chrysostom, homily 22 on Genesis. ↩
	§161: ‘from man even to the fowls’ — the magnitude of the calamity (Augustine); God speaks like an angry man (Cajetan; David against Nabal); why fish are not mentioned. Margins: Augustine; Cajetan on Genesis; 1 Kings 25. ↩
	§162 (continues on p. 139): ‘it repenteth me that I made them’ — the variant readings; Chrysostom begins. Margins: Theodoret, q. 50 on Genesis; Augustine; Ambrose; Chrysostom, homily 22 on Genesis. ↩
	§162 (continued from p. 138): the close of Chrysostom’s paraphrase. ↩
	§163: why the innocent animals were destroyed too — four causes. Margins: ‘Why the animals, which had not sinned, were destroyed in the Flood — four causes’; Lev. 20; Num. 21; Joshua 6; 1 Kings 15; Judg. 20. ↩
	§164 (continues on p. 140): Chrysostom on why the brutes share the punishment. Margins: Chrysostom, homily 22 on Genesis; Gen. 3; Rom. 8. ↩
	§165 (end of Liber VIII): Ambrose on why the animals perished with man — three reasons. Margins: Ambrose, On the Ark and Noah, ch. 10; Ps. 8. ↩
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THE NINTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES OF BENEDICT PERERIUS ON GENESIS, WHICH IS ON THE PRAISES OF NOAH AND ON THE GENERAL DESTRUCTION OF THE WORLD.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER NONUS, QUI EST DE LAUDIBUS NOË ET DE GENERALI ORBIS EXCIDIO.



Translator’s notes
	Title page of Book IX (Liber Nonus). ↩




THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES, from the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis. But Noah found grace before the Lord. These are the generations of Noah: Noah was a just and …

LatineEnglish


HISTORIA MOSIS, ex capite sexto libri Geneseos. Noë vero invenit gratiam coram Domino. Hae sunt generationes Noë: Noë vir iustus atque perfectus fuit in generationibus suis; cum Deo ambulavit. Et genuit tres filios, Sem, Cham et Iaphet. Corrupta est autem terra coram Deo, et repleta est iniquitate. Cumque vidisset Deus terram esse corruptam (omnis quippe caro corruperat viam suam super terram), dixit ad Noë: Finis universae carnis venit coram me; repleta est terra iniquitate a facie eorum, et ego disperdam eos cum terra.
THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES, from the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis. But Noah found grace before the Lord. These are the generations of Noah: Noah was a just and perfect man in his generations; he walked with God. And he begot three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth. And the earth was corrupted before God, and filled with iniquity. And when God had seen that the earth was corrupted (for all flesh had corrupted its way upon the earth), he said to Noah: The end of all flesh is come before me; the earth is filled with iniquity from before their face, and I will destroy them with the earth.1



Translator’s notes
	The Scripture passage prefixed to Book IX: Genesis 6:8–13 (Vulgate). Verse numbers are marked in the margin of the original. ↩




PREFACE
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PREFACE.1
PRAEFATIO.



Vera est illa Aristotelis, quotidiano pene omnium sermone trita, sententia: Opposita iuxta se posita magis elucescunt. Namque descripta primum a Mose incredibili eorum hominum qui fuere ante diluvium improbitate et malitia, tum exposita singulari et eximia probitate ac sanctimonia Noë, factum est ut ex comparatione notabilior utraque atque illustrior exsisteret. Clarissimum profecto excellentis iustitiae et innocentiae Noë fuit argumentum, in tanta hominum sui temporis et corruptela animorum et studiorum morumque perversitate tantaque omnium scelerum colluvione atque immanitate, fuisse eum ab omni flagitio purissimum, sanctissimum ac Deo carissimum. Aptissime ad laudem Noë quadrat quod de Iob in exordio suorum Moralium scripsit B. Gregorius: Dicatur, inquit, ubi habitaverit Iob, ut hoc ad eius laudes proficiat, quod bonus inter malos fuit. Neque enim valde laudabile est bonum esse cum bonis, sed bonum esse cum malis. Sicut enim gravioris culpae est inter bonos bonum non esse, ita immensi est praeconii bonum etiam inter malos exstitisse. Hinc est quod beatus Iob sibimet attestatur dicens: Frater fui draconum, et socius struthionum. Hinc Petrus magnis laudibus extulit Lot, quia bonum inter reprobos invenit. Hinc Paulus discipulis dixit: In medio nationis pravae ac perversae, inter quos lucetis sicut luminaria in mundo. Hinc Pergami Ecclesiae dicitur: Scio ubi habitas, ubi sedes est Satanas, et tenes nomen meum ibi, et non negasti fidem meam. Hinc sancta Ecclesia Sponsi voce laudatur, cum ei in amoris Cantico dicitur: Sicut lilium inter spinas, sic amica mea inter filias. Sic Gregorius. Recte igitur Moses exposuit virtutem Noë, memorata prius hominum illius temporis malitia, ut eum inter iniquos bonum vixisse ostenderet, et ut, iuxta Sponsi praeconium, inter spinas lilium crevisse monstretur.
True is that saying of Aristotle, worn by the almost daily talk of all: “Opposites placed beside each other shine forth the more.” For, when there had first been described by Moses the incredible wickedness and malice of those men who lived before the Flood, and then set forth the singular and extraordinary probity and holiness of Noah, it came about that, by the comparison, each was rendered the more notable and the more illustrious. Indeed it was a most brilliant proof of Noah’s excellent justice and innocence that, amid so great a corruption of the souls of the men of his time, and so great a perversity of pursuits and morals, and so great a confluence and savagery of all crimes, he was of all crime most pure, most holy, and most dear to God. Most aptly to the praise of Noah fits what the blessed Gregory wrote of Job at the beginning of his Morals: “Let it be told,” he says, “where Job dwelt, that this may profit his praises — that he was good among the wicked. For it is not greatly praiseworthy to be good among the good, but to be good among the wicked. For as it is a graver fault not to be good among the good, so it is of immense renown to have been good even among the wicked. Hence it is that blessed Job bears witness to himself, saying: ‘I was the brother of dragons, and the companion of ostriches.’ Hence Peter extolled Lot with great praises, because he found him good among the reprobate. Hence Paul said to his disciples: ‘In the midst of a depraved and perverse nation, among whom you shine as lights in the world.’ Hence it is said to the Church of Pergamum: ‘I know where thou dwellest, where the seat of Satan is, and thou holdest my name there, and hast not denied my faith.’ Hence the holy Church is praised by the voice of the Bridegroom, when it is said to her in the Canticle of love: ‘As the lily among thorns, so is my beloved among the daughters.’” Thus Gregory. Rightly, then, did Moses set forth the virtue of Noah, having first recalled the malice of the men of that time, in order to show that he lived good among the wicked, and that, according to the Bridegroom’s commendation, he might be displayed as a lily grown among thorns.2



Translator’s notes
	Preface to Book IX. ↩
	The Preface: by contrast with the pre-Flood wickedness, Noah’s sanctity shines the brighter — Gregory on Job, ‘good among the wicked.’ Margins: Gregory; Job 30; 2 Pet. 2; Eph. 2; Apoc. 2; Cant. 2. ↩
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Noah found grace before the Lord.1
Noë invenit gratiam coram Domino.



Hoc dixit Moses (ne quis putaret, ut monet Chrysostomus, propter ea quae proxime ante dicta fuerant de exitio totius terrae omniumque animalium atque hominum, omnimodam fore humani generis abolitionem et stirpitus eradicandam esse naturam nostram) sed potius ut intelligeretur quantum malum sit peccatum et quantum bonum sit virtus, et quod melior sit unus faciens voluntatem Domini quam decem millia praevaricatorum. Unde subiungit Moses: Noë autem invenit gratiam coram Deo. Quasi dicat: Tametsi multitudo omnis in tantam malitiam proiecta fuerit, iustus tamen hic scintillam virtutis conservavit; et sicut illi malis operibus misericordem Deum ad indignationem provocaverunt, sic iste, pollens virtute, gratiam invenit coram domino Deo. Non est personarum acceptor Deus; verum si in tanta multitudine inveniat hominem quae sibi placita sunt facientem, non despicit, sed sua illum dignatur cura, et tanto maiorem illius rationem habet quanto, cum tot sint qui ad malum eum trahere conantur, constantius ipse resistit et virtutis viam sectatur. Hinc igitur apparet quantam vim et efficacitatem excellens virtus et pietas habeat apud Deum; hac nempe unus Noë adeo placuit Deo ut non sibi ac suae familiae solum diluvii effugium, sed etiam ut, ipso auctore, mundi reparatio ac renovatio fieret, promeritus sit.
Moses said this (lest anyone should think, as Chrysostom notes, on account of what had been said just before about the destruction of the whole earth and of all the animals and men, that there would be an utter abolition of the human race, and that our nature was to be eradicated root and branch) — but rather that it might be understood how great an evil sin is, and how great a good virtue is, and that one man doing the will of the Lord is better than ten thousand transgressors. Whence Moses subjoins: “But Noah found grace before God.” As if to say: Although the whole multitude had cast itself into so great a malice, this just man nevertheless preserved a spark of virtue; and just as those, by their evil works, provoked the merciful God to indignation, so this man, strong in virtue, found grace before the Lord God. God is no respecter of persons; but if in so great a multitude he find a man doing the things that are pleasing to him, he does not despise him, but deems him worthy of his care, and has the more regard for him by as much as, when there are so many who try to drag him to evil, he himself the more steadfastly resists and pursues the way of virtue. Hence, then, it appears how great force and efficacy excellent virtue and piety have with God; for by this one Noah so pleased God that he merited not only an escape from the Flood for himself and his family, but also that, with himself as its author, there should be a repair and renewal of the world.2



Illud item animadvertere oportet, Deum etiam in medio impiorum suos habere servos suique nominis cultores, nec in tantum malos multitudine aut potentia valescere ut non inter eos sint boni aliqui quos Deus cognoscit, protegit, et, ne cum malis pereant, mirabiliter conservat. Cuius rei exemplum exstat in Elia, cui conquerenti apud Deum se solum Dei cultorem in populo Israel esse relictum, respondit Deus se in populo Israel reliquisse sibi et conservasse septem millia virorum qui non curvaverant genua sua ante Baal. Sed verba huius sententiae Mosis excutiamus, et primum aperiamus significationem huius vocabuli Noë.
This too must be observed: that God has his own servants and worshipers of his name even in the midst of the impious, and that the wicked do not so far prevail in multitude or power that there are not among them some good men whom God knows, protects, and, lest they perish with the wicked, marvelously preserves. An example of this stands in Elijah, who, complaining before God that he alone was left as a worshiper of God among the people of Israel, was answered by God that he had reserved and preserved to himself, among the people of Israel, seven thousand men who had not bowed their knees before Baal. But let us examine the words of this sentence of Moses, and first let us open up the meaning of this word ‘Noah.’3



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:8 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§3: why Moses adds this — Chrysostom: lest one think the whole race was to be abolished; one man doing God’s will outweighs ten thousand transgressors. Margin: Chrysostom, homily 22 on Genesis. ↩
	§4: God has his own even amid the impious (Elijah and the seven thousand). Margins: 3 Kings (1 Kings) 19; Rom. 11. ↩
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FIRST DISPUTATION. On the interpretation of the name Noah.1
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. De Interpretatione nominis Noë.



Noae nomen imposuit simul et exposuit pater eius Lamech, ut narravit supra Moses sub finem quinti capitis, ita scribens: Vixit autem Lamech centum octoginta duobus annis, et genuit filium; vocavitque nomen eius Noë, dicens: Iste consolabitur nos ab operibus et laboribus manuum nostrarum...
His father Lamech both imposed and explained the name of Noah, as Moses narrated above toward the end of the fifth chapter, writing thus: “And Lamech lived a hundred and eighty-two years, and begot a son; and he called his name Noah, saying: This one shall comfort us from the works and labors of our hands…”2



...in terra cui maledixit Dominus. Nomen autem Noë sive Noach (sic enim ad rationem scripturae et pronuntiationis Hebraicae dici deberet) significat requiem, a verbo Noach quod est quiescere; unde quod sequitur, Ipse consolabitur nos, etc., magis iuxta etymologiam nominis Noë verterunt LXX Interpretes dicentes, Ipse quiescere nos faciet, etc. Eugubinus in annotationibus suis in Pentateuchum super hunc locum tradit duo esse verba Hebraea valde similia: unum (nacha) significans sedare, mitigare et quiescere facere; alterum (nacham) cum mem, significans consolari, et hoc nunc esse in Hebraeis codicibus; Interpretes autem LXX, similitudine verborum ductos, unum pro altero sumpsisse, vel priori modo legisse. Illud praeterea dici posset, ultimum m non esse de verbi essentia, sed additum esse in pronomine nos, id quod saepe fit apud Hebraeos. Similiter legisse videtur Hieronymus, quippe qui in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim etymologiam nominis Noë ducit ex eo quod est quiescere facere; et lectionem Septuaginta secuti sunt omnes fere Patres, non solum Graeci sed multi etiam Latinorum. Quamquam videntur eandem habere sententiam, consolabitur nos a laboribus atque quiescere nos faciet; magna enim consolatio est laborantium requiescere a laboribus.
…on the earth which the Lord had cursed. Now the name Noë, or Noach (for so it ought to be said according to the form of Hebrew writing and pronunciation), means ‘rest,’ from the verb Noach, which is ‘to rest’; whence what follows, “He shall comfort us,” etc., the Septuagint translators rendered more in accordance with the etymology of the name Noah, saying, “He shall make us to rest,” etc. Eugubinus, in his annotations on the Pentateuch on this passage, hands down that there are two very similar Hebrew words: one (nacha) signifying to soothe, mitigate, and make to rest; the other (nacham), with mem, signifying to console — and that this latter is now in the Hebrew codices; but that the Septuagint translators, led by the similarity of the words, took one for the other, or read it in the former way. It could moreover be said that the final m is not of the essence of the verb, but is added in the pronoun ‘us,’ a thing which often happens among the Hebrews. Jerome seems to have read it similarly, since in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis he derives the etymology of the name Noah from that which is ‘to make to rest’; and almost all the Fathers followed the reading of the Septuagint, not only the Greeks but many of the Latins too. Although “he shall comfort us from our labors” and “he shall make us to rest” seem to have the same sense; for it is a great consolation to the laboring to rest from their labors.3



Chrysostomus certe supradicta verba Lamech explanans: Apud nos, inquit, nomen Noe si quis interpretetur, quietem dicit; quietem autem vocat generalem illum interitum post multos annos futurum, sicut et Iob dixit, Mors viro quies; etenim valde magnus labor est malitia, huius igitur abolitionem futuram per diluvium vocavit quietem. Unde subiunxit: Hic nobis quietem praestabit ab operibus nostris, id est, A malitia desistere faciet, et ab operibus manuum nostrarum, id est, ab operibus nostris malis — non quod manus male habuerint, sed quia per illarum opera et malas actiones molestia et tristitia auctae sint. Et a terra, inquit, quam maledixit dominus Deus: vocat terram maledictam, quae cum labore exercetur et colitur, propter Adami transgressionem. Hinc animadvertite, dilecti, quomodo puerulus ille paulatim crescens omnibus ipsum videntibus occasio discendi fuerit; nam mox ut quis nomen pueri sciscitabatur, ex interpretatione vocabuli discebat eventurum generalem interitum. Si quis divino Spiritu afflatus simpliciter hoc futurum dixisset, statim fuisset oblivioni traditum, et gravitas poenae non fuisset tota cognita; at vero quia ille puer ante omnium versabatur oculos, tempestive et intempestive divinam repraesentabat indignationem. Haec Chrysostomus, verba illa Lamech iuxta translationem Septuaginta diligenter interpretatus.
Chrysostom indeed, explaining the aforesaid words of Lamech: “Among us,” he says, “the name Noah, if one interpret it, means ‘rest’; and he calls ‘rest’ that general destruction which was to come after many years, just as Job too said, ‘Death is rest for a man’; for wickedness is a very great labor, and so its coming abolition through the Flood he called ‘rest.’ Whence he subjoined: ‘This one shall give us rest from our works,’ that is, ‘He shall make us cease from wickedness,’ and ‘from the works of our hands,’ that is, from our evil works — not that the hands did evil, but because through their works and evil actions trouble and sadness were increased. And ‘from the earth,’ he says, ‘which the Lord God cursed’: he calls the earth cursed, which is worked and tilled with labor, on account of Adam’s transgression. Hence observe, beloved, how that little boy, gradually growing, was to all who saw him an occasion of learning; for as soon as anyone asked the boy’s name, from the interpretation of the word he learned that a general destruction would come. If someone, breathed upon by the divine Spirit, had simply said this would come to pass, it would at once have been given over to oblivion, and the gravity of the punishment would not have been fully known; but because that boy was before the eyes of all, in season and out of season he represented the divine indignation.” Thus Chrysostom, having carefully interpreted those words of Lamech according to the translation of the Septuagint.4



Illud ab operibus interpretati sunt Chrysostomus et Hugo, annuente etiam Hieronymo, de malis operibus et de peccatis. Sed convenientior est interpretatio quae id refert ad opera laboriosa et molesta hominum in colenda terra. Nam quasi explicans quae essent illa opera, subiecit, a laboribus manuum nostrarum in terra; pro quo Septuaginta verterunt tristitiis manuum nostrarum, alii molestiis, alii doloribus, Latinus interpres laboribus. Hebraice Hitsebon, a verbo Hatsab ortum habens, proprie significat premere, comprimere, angustiari; unde idolum vocatur...
That phrase ‘from the works,’ Chrysostom and Hugh interpreted (with Jerome also assenting) of evil works and of sins. But more fitting is the interpretation which refers it to the laborious and troublesome works of men in tilling the earth. For, as if explaining what those works were, he added, ‘from the labors of our hands in the earth’; for which the Septuagint rendered ‘from the sorrows of our hands,’ others ‘from the troubles,’ others ‘from the pains,’ the Latin translator ‘from the labors.’ In Hebrew Hitsebon, having its origin from the verb Hatsab, properly means to press, compress, to be straitened; whence an idol is called…5



...hetseb, quia comprimitur manibus materia ex qua fingitur ab artifice idolum. Hic igitur significat laborem, angustiam, oppressionem qua homines ante aetatem Noë conflictabantur circa terrae culturam. Illud porro In terra cui maledixit Dominus spectat ad id quod Moses capite tertio narraverat dixisse Deum Adamo: Maledicta terra in opere tuo; in laboribus comedes ex ea cunctis diebus vitae tuae; spinas et tribulos germinabit tibi; in sudore vultus tui vesceris pane tuo. Maledicta igitur dicitur terra, quia multo et assiduo labore ab homine culta, nec multum, nec perpetuum, nec optimum fructum ei reddebat.
…hetseb, because the material from which an idol is fashioned by the craftsman is pressed with the hands. Here, then, it signifies the labor, distress, and oppression with which men before the age of Noah were afflicted in the cultivation of the earth. And that phrase, ‘In the earth which the Lord cursed,’ looks to what Moses had narrated in the third chapter that God said to Adam: ‘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; in the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat thy bread.’ The earth, then, is called cursed because, though tilled by man with much and constant labor, it rendered him fruit neither abundant, nor perpetual, nor of the best.6



Sed quaerat aliquis quomodo aut quibus rebus Noë consolatus fuerit homines, sive quiescere eos fecerit, sicut pater eius Lamech prophetico afflatu praedixerat. Sanctus Hieronymus: Quia, inquit, sub Noë omnia retro opera quieverunt per diluvium, ob id appellatus est Noë, id est Requies. Nescio de quibus retro actis operibus loquatur Hieronymus, nisi forte de malis operibus et de peccatis hominum iuxta interpretationem Chrysostomi et Hugonis supra posita. Hugo ait eo fuisse Noë consolatum homines, quod per ipsum et ab ipso conservatum fuerit seminarium humani generis et animalium in arca, ne in totum omnia perirent diluvio.
But someone may ask how, or by what means, Noah consoled men, or made them to rest, as his father Lamech had foretold by a prophetic inspiration. Saint Jerome: “Because,” he says, “under Noah all the works before him rested through the Flood, for this reason he was called Noah, that is, Rest.” I do not know of what works done before him Jerome speaks, unless perhaps of the evil works and sins of men, according to the interpretation of Chrysostom and Hugh set down above. Hugh says that Noah consoled men in this, that through him and by him the seedbed of the human race and of the animals was preserved in the ark, lest all things should wholly perish in the Flood.7



Rabbi Salomonis et Hebraeorum probabilis admodum illa est interpretatio, eo Noë quietis et consolationis hominum auctorem esse dictum quod primus invenerit praecipua instrumenta rustica tractandae et exercendae agriculturae; unde infra capite nono Noë dicitur agricola. In primis autem excogitasse dicitur vomerem et aratrum, et ut sub iugum subiuncti boves et aratrum trahentes terram proscinderent, cum id antea propriis manibus homines facerent. Magna ergo fuit consolatio et requies hominum, translatis magna ex parte laboribus agriculturae ab hominibus ad iumenta. Placet aliis eo maxime consolatum fuisse Noë sui temporis homines, quod vini usum invenerit; vinum autem laetificat cor hominum et asperitatem laborum mitigat, reficiendo corroborandoque vires et animum exhilarando.
Quite probable is that interpretation of Rabbi Solomon and the Hebrews: that Noah was called the author of men’s rest and consolation because he first invented the principal rustic implements for carrying on and practicing agriculture; whence below, in the ninth chapter, Noah is called a husbandman. And in particular he is said to have devised the ploughshare and the plough, and that oxen, yoked beneath and dragging the plough, should cut the earth, whereas before men did this with their own hands. Great, then, was the consolation and rest of men, the labors of agriculture being for the most part transferred from men to the beasts. To others it is most pleasing that Noah consoled the men of his time chiefly in this, that he discovered the use of wine; for wine gladdens the heart of men and mitigates the harshness of labors, by restoring and strengthening the powers and cheering the spirit.8



Nec desunt qui credant Lamech prophetico spiritu providisse Deum, propter eximiam pietatem et iustitiam Noë, benedicturum terrae — id est futurum ut terra minore labore laetiorique proventu deinceps coleretur ab homine. Non tacebo fuisse nonnullos qui existimarunt praevidisse Lamech filio suo Noë post diluvium iri concessum a Deo usum carnium, magno mortalibus ad firmitudinem valetudinis ac virium et humanae vitae conservationem et propagationem adiumento et solatio futurum. Ergo Noë, cum recens natus esset, nequedum ullam de se singularis indolis spem praebere prae tenella aetate posset, augustissimo illo nomine Noach, hoc est Quiete sive consolatione, vocatus a parente suo est; quod nomen novam et laetiorem mundi faciem pollicebatur, mitigata nonnihil terrae malignitate, qua per divinam execrationem affecta maiorem in modum labores mortalium fuerat frustrata. Et vero praesagium pulchre compro-...
Nor are there lacking those who believe that Lamech, by a prophetic spirit, foresaw that God, on account of Noah’s extraordinary piety and justice, would bless the earth — that is, that it would come to pass that the earth would henceforth be tilled by man with less labor and a more joyful yield. I will not be silent that there have been some who supposed that Lamech foresaw that to his son Noah, after the Flood, the use of flesh-food would be granted by God, to be a great aid and solace to mortals for the firmness of health and strength and for the preservation and propagation of human life. Therefore Noah, when he was newly born and could not yet, by reason of his tender age, give any hope of his singular character, was called by his parent by that most august name Noach, that is, ‘Rest’ or ‘Consolation’; which name promised a new and more joyful face of the world, the malignity of the earth being somewhat mitigated — that earth which, afflicted by the divine curse, had to a great degree frustrated the labors of mortals. And indeed the augury the outcome beautifully con-…9



...probavit eventus, cum post diluvium Deus, mundum instaurans, se non amplius execraturum terram hominis causa promisit, sed fore ut perpetua atque inviolata quatuor anni tempestatum vicissitudo et ordo in posterum custodiretur. Quin etiam ipsi Noë et filiis benedicens, ipsos procreata sobole augescere iussit, et animalium feritati rursus novum frenum sui verbi imposuit. Denique post Adae peccatum, novo foedere, veluti iam placatior, se humano generi primum obligavit.
…firmed it, when after the Flood God, restoring the world, promised that he would no more curse the earth for man’s sake, but that there would be henceforth preserved a perpetual and inviolate alternation and order of the four seasons of the year. Indeed, blessing Noah himself and his sons, he bade them increase by begetting offspring, and again imposed a new bridle of his word upon the wildness of the animals. Finally, after the sin of Adam, by a new covenant, as one now more appeased, he first bound himself to the human race.10



Quamquam longius etiam spectasse hoc tam laetum Noë nomen equidem existimo, atque eius potissimum sive consolationis sive requietis spem animis piorum iam tum proposuisse, qua futurum erat ut in Christo, qui irato Patri genus humanum reconciliaturus erat, plane aliquando homo conquiesceret, nec amissae in Paradiso felicitatis desperatione fatisceret. Disertis verbis idipsum Rupertus explicuit in libro quarto Commentariorum in Genesim cap. 16 et 17, hunc in modum scribens: Noë mediatorem Dei et hominum tam nomine quam opere signavit. Nomine videlicet, quia nomen ipsum quod est Noë interpretatur requies; requies autem nostra vere est ipse qui dicit: Tollite iugum meum super vos, discite a me quia mitis sum et humilis corde, et invenietis requiem animabus vestris. Opere autem quomodo Christum significaverit, deinceps plenius dicendum erit. Igitur non absque divino praesagio vocavit illum pater Noë, dicens: Iste consolabitur, vel requiescere nos faciet, ab operibus nostris in terra cui maledixit Dominus. Quae autem est requies vel consolatio qua consolatur nos iste verus Noë, scilicet Filius Dei, nisi peccatorum remissio quam in baptismo suo nobis tribuit, secundum similitudinem illius qui per fidem suam in illo diluvio paucas animas secum reservavit? Illud namque diluvium baptismatis figuram fuisse Petrus quoque Apostolus testatur, cum dicit: Qui increduli fuerant aliquando, quando expectabatur Dei patientia in diebus Noë, cum fabricaretur arca, in qua pauci, id est octo animae, salvae factae sunt per aquam; quod et nos nunc similis formae salvos facit baptisma, et reliqua. Itaque Diluvium, Baptisma; hi qui in diluvio perierunt peccata nostra, quae in Baptismo delentur, praesignaverunt. Et hoc modo mystice prophetia completur dicentis: Iste consolabitur nos, vel requiescere nos faciet ab operibus nostris. Unus erat Noë, et in illo uno salvatum est semen ad recuperationem orbis terrarum; quia videlicet unus est Christus, in quo est nostra salus, et Non est in alio salus, nec enim nomen aliud sub caelo datum est hominibus in quo oporteat nos salvos fieri. Legi etiam possunt quae de mystica eiusdem nominis interpretatione in libro De Arca et Noë scripsit Ambrosius. Haec igitur de vocabulo Noë breviter hoc loco, nec inepte dici posse indicavi, ea fore ratus non iniucunda lectori.
Although I, for my part, think that this so joyful name of Noah looked even further, and that it set before the minds of the pious even then the hope chiefly of that consolation or rest by which it would come to pass that, in Christ — who was to reconcile the human race to the angry Father — man would at length plainly find rest, and not faint in despair of the felicity lost in Paradise. In express words Rupert explained this very thing in the fourth book of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 16 and 17, writing in this manner: “Noah signified the Mediator of God and men both by his name and by his deed. By his name, namely, because the name itself, which is Noah, is interpreted ‘rest’; and our rest is truly he who says, ‘Take my yoke upon you, learn of me, for I am meek and humble of heart, and you shall find rest for your souls.’ But how he signified Christ by his deed must be more fully told hereafter. Therefore not without a divine presage did his father call him Noah, saying: ‘This one shall comfort us,’ or ‘shall make us to rest, from our works in the earth which the Lord cursed.’ And what is the rest or consolation with which this true Noah, namely the Son of God, consoles us, but the remission of sins which he bestows on us in his baptism, after the likeness of him who by his faith preserved with him in that Flood a few souls? For that the Flood was a figure of baptism, the Apostle Peter too testifies, when he says: ‘Who had once been incredulous, when they waited for the patience of God in the days of Noah, when the ark was being built, in which a few, that is eight souls, were saved by water; whereunto baptism, being of the like form, now also saves us,’ and the rest. And so, the Flood, baptism; those who perished in the Flood prefigured our sins, which are blotted out in Baptism. And in this way the prophecy is mystically fulfilled, of him who says: ‘This one shall comfort us,’ or ‘shall make us to rest from our works.’ There was one Noah, and in that one was the seed saved for the recovery of the world; because, namely, there is one Christ, in whom is our salvation, and ‘There is salvation in no other, for there is no other name under heaven given to men whereby we must be saved.’” One may also read what Ambrose wrote about the mystical interpretation of the same name in the book On the Ark and Noah. These things, then, about the word Noah, I have indicated could be said here briefly and not unaptly, thinking they would not be unpleasant to the reader.11



Sequitur: Invenit gratiam coram Domino. Ad condemnationem ceterorum (Ambrosius inquit) et ad expressionem pietatis divinae dicitur Noë apud Deum gratiam invenisse. Simul ostenditur quod hominem iustum non obumbret aliorum offensio, quando ipse ad totius generis reservatur seminarium...
There follows: “He found grace before the Lord.” For the condemnation of the rest (Ambrose says) and for the expression of the divine tenderness, Noah is said to have found grace with God. At the same time it is shown that the offense of others does not overshadow a just man, when he himself is reserved as the seedbed of the whole race…12



...Invenire gratiam coram Deo, vel apud Deum, vel in oculis, vel in conspectu Dei, Hebraismus est significans placere et gratum esse Deo. Pro vocabulo gratiam, Hebraice est vox Chen, significans non solum gratiam sed etiam misericordiam, quemadmodum verbum Chanan significat misereri. Et sic erit sensus: Omnibus aliis diluvio pereuntibus, solum Noë invenisse apud Deum misericordiam ut diluvii exitium effugeret, nec suae tantum vitae ac salutis, sed universi hominum atque animalium generis conservator esset.
…‘To find grace before God,’ or ‘with God,’ or ‘in the eyes,’ or ‘in the sight of God,’ is a Hebraism signifying to please and be acceptable to God. For the word ‘grace,’ in Hebrew is the word Chen, signifying not only grace but also mercy, just as the verb Chanan means ‘to have mercy.’ And thus the sense will be: that, while all the others were perishing in the Flood, Noah alone found mercy with God, that he might escape the destruction of the Flood, and be the preserver not only of his own life and safety, but of the whole race of men and animals.13



Recte autem dicitur (ut annotavit Caietanus) Noë invenisse gratiam apud Deum, non autem iustitiam; nec in oculis Elohim, id est Dei iudicis, sed in oculis Iehovah, hoc est Dei fontis essendi: gratia siquidem fuit salvari per Noë esse hominis et ceterorum animalium. Pensa progressum divinae benignitatis: et prima quidem vice dedit spatium paenitendi; secunda autem vice asciuit ad gratiam suam Noë, ut in illo servaretur genus humanum. Et dicendo invenit, commendatur studium Noë in quaerendo divinam gratiam. Verum ad quid Noë invenit gratiam Dei? Ad evasionem diluvii, ad conservationem generis hominum atque animalium, et ut praeferret insignem atque illustrem imaginem Christi et Ecclesiae.
And rightly it is said (as Cajetan noted) that Noah found grace with God, but not justice; nor in the eyes of Elohim, that is, of God the judge, but in the eyes of Jehovah, that is, of God the fount of being: for it was of grace that the being of man and of the rest of the animals should be saved through Noah. Weigh the progress of the divine kindness: at the first turn he gave a space for repenting; but at the second turn he took Noah into his grace, that in him the human race might be saved. And by saying ‘he found,’ the zeal of Noah in seeking the divine grace is commended. But for what did Noah find the grace of God? For the escape from the Flood, for the preservation of the race of men and animals, and that he might present a signal and illustrious image of Christ and the Church.14



Sed quibus rebus invenit gratiam apud Deum? Id Moses indicavit, subiungens Noë iustum et perfectum fuisse in generationibus suis et cum Deo ambulasse. Signate autem dicitur invenisse gratiam coram Deo, et non coram hominibus (ut bene hoc perpendit Chrysostomus): videlicet quod ad unum illum Dei oculum, qui nunquam dormitat, qui nihil non videt, cui placuisse summa gratia et felicitas est, huic ille semper sese suaque omnia spectanda dirigebat; hominum autem gratiam vel contemptum vel odium vel benevolentiam iuxta parvi pendebat. Verisimile enim est, cum unus contra omnium morem virtutem coleret, quin etiam eorum flagitia magna libertate et constantia reprehenderet, fuisse ab illis subsannatum, irrisum, eorumque offensionem, odium atque indignationem incurrisse. Est igitur sensus: Etsi Noë hominibus sui temporis iniucundus, gravis et odiosus esset, quod nollet eam viam ingredi quam illi insistebant, Deo tamen qui scrutatur corda gratissimus et carissimus fuit. Et quid illi nocere potuit hominum alienatio ab ipso, cum ipse in Dei gratia esset, Deumque non modo propitium sibi, sed amicum etiam et familiarem haberet?
But by what things did he find grace with God? Moses indicated it, subjoining that Noah was just and perfect in his generations and walked with God. And he is pointedly said to have found grace before God, and not before men (as Chrysostom well weighed this): namely, that toward that one eye of God, which never sleeps, which sees all things, to have pleased which is the highest grace and felicity, Noah always directed himself and all his affairs to be regarded; but men’s favor or contempt or hatred or goodwill he valued at little. For it is likely that, since he alone, against the custom of all, cultivated virtue, and indeed reproved their crimes with great freedom and constancy, he was jeered at by them, mocked, and incurred their offense, hatred, and indignation. The sense, therefore, is: although Noah was disagreeable, burdensome, and odious to the men of his time, because he would not enter upon that way on which they were set, yet to God, who searches hearts, he was most pleasing and most dear. And what harm could the alienation of men from him do him, when he himself was in the grace of God, and had God not only propitious to him, but even a friend and intimate?15
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Verses 9 & 10. These are the generations of Noah. Noah was a just and perfect man in his generations; he walked with God

LatineEnglish


Verses 9 & 10. These are the generations of Noah. Noah was a just and perfect man in his generations; he walked with God.1
Vers. 9 & 10. Hae sunt generationes Noë. Noë vir iustus atque perfectus fuit in generationibus suis; cum Deo ambulavit.



Vocabulum generationum significare videtur hoc loco genealogiam Noë, non passive, id est respectu maiorum e quibus genus ducebat Noë, sed active, id est respectu posterorum...
The word ‘generations’ seems here to signify the genealogy of Noah — not passively, that is, in respect of the forefathers from whom Noah drew his lineage, but actively, that is, in respect of his descend-…2



...et filiorum Noe; nam sequitur: Et genuit tres filios, Sem, Cham et Iapheth. Est igitur sensus: Haec est progenies et proles Noe, quae cum ipso servata fuit ex diluvii exitio. Ter memorantur a Mose generationes Noe: primo extremis verbis quinti capitis, quia in eas terminabatur et definebat processus primae aetatis mundi (nam ultra generationem filiorum Noe non fuit alia generatio secundum lineam rectam nisi post diluvium); secundo loco nominantur generationes Noe hic, ut significaretur qui homines essent a diluvio conservandi; tertio loco nominantur post diluvium, prout dilatandae et in omne genus hominum multiplicandae erant, et hac ratione nominantur infra cap. 9 et 10. Sunt qui illud, Ista sunt generationes Noë, sic interpretentur: Ista sunt quae acciderunt temporibus Noë, vel, ista est historia eorum quae contigerunt Noë.
…ants and the sons of Noah; for there follows: ‘And he begot three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth.’ The sense, then, is: This is the progeny and offspring of Noah, which was preserved together with him from the destruction of the Flood. The generations of Noah are mentioned by Moses three times: first, in the closing words of the fifth chapter, because in them the progress of the first age of the world was bounded and ended (for beyond the generation of Noah’s sons there was no other generation in the direct line until after the Flood); in the second place, the generations of Noah are named here, to signify which men were to be preserved from the Flood; in the third place, they are named after the Flood, inasmuch as they were to be spread out and multiplied into every race of men, and for this reason they are named below, in ch. 9 and 10. There are some who interpret that phrase, ‘These are the generations of Noah,’ thus: ‘These are the things that happened in the times of Noah,’ or, ‘this is the history of the things that befell Noah.’3



Verum quia Moses, postquam dixerat Ista sunt generationes Noë, non proxime subtexuit progeniem eius carnalem sed virtutes, dicens fuisse eum iustum et perfectum et ambulasse cum Deo, propterea Chrysostomus tradit praecipuam hominis nobilitatem et genealogiae claritatem non ex maiorum aut posterorum gloria, sed ex virtutum praestantia spectari et aestimari debere. Audi Chrysostomum: Rarus, inquit, et alienus genealogiae modus hic est; nam ut Scriptura dixit, Ista sunt generationes Noe, et aures nostras spe quadam implevit, quasi genealogiam illius narratura — et quis eius pater fuerit, et unde genus duxerit, et quomodo in hanc vitam editus fuerit, et alia quae mos est genealogias narrantibus recensere — relictis tamen illis omnibus, etiam superiori consuetudine, inquit, Noë homo iustus et perfectus in generatione sua placuit Deo. Vidisti admirabilem generationem? Sequamur igitur et nos divinae scripturae regulas, et quorum genealogiam enarramus, eorum non patres et avos atque abavos in medium afferamus, sed virtutes et benefacta exponamus. Hic optimus genealogiae mos est. Quae enim utilitas ex claris et probis parentibus originem ducere, si tu bona vita atque virtutum sis expers? aut quod damnum fuerit si parentes maioresque tui fuerint ignobiles et obscuri, ipse autem virtutibus floreas? Talis enim fuit Noë; neque enim parentes eius, ut virtute nobiles, commemorat scriptura. Ipse tamen conciliavit sibi gratiam Dei, et cum multa haberet bene agendi obstacula et impedimenta, ad summum tamen virtutis et perfectionis pervenit fastigium. Sic Chrysostomus.
But because Moses, after he had said ‘These are the generations of Noah,’ did not next append his carnal progeny, but his virtues, saying that he was just and perfect and walked with God, Chrysostom therefore hands down that a man’s chief nobility and the splendor of his genealogy ought to be regarded and esteemed not from the glory of his forefathers or descendants, but from the excellence of his virtues. Hear Chrysostom: “This is a rare and unusual manner of genealogy; for, as Scripture said, ‘These are the generations of Noah,’ and filled our ears with a certain expectation, as though about to narrate his genealogy — and who his father was, and whence he drew his lineage, and how he was brought into this life, and the other things which it is the custom for those narrating genealogies to recount — yet, leaving all those things aside, even the former custom, it says, ‘Noah, a just and perfect man in his generation, pleased God.’ Have you seen an admirable genealogy? Let us too, then, follow the rules of divine Scripture, and of those whose genealogy we relate let us not bring forward into the midst the fathers and grandfathers and great-grandfathers, but set forth their virtues and good deeds. This is the best manner of genealogy. For what profit is it to draw one’s origin from illustrious and upright parents, if you are devoid of a good life and of virtues? Or what harm would it be if your parents and forefathers were ignoble and obscure, but you yourself flourish in virtues? For such was Noah; for Scripture does not record his parents as noble in virtue. Yet he won for himself the grace of God, and although he had many obstacles and impediments to doing well, he nevertheless reached the highest summit of virtue and perfection.” Thus Chrysostom.4



Chrysostomo similia concinit Ambrosius. Noë (ait) non generationis nobilitate, sed iustitiae et perfectionis merito laudatur. Probati enim viri genus virtutis propago est; quia sicut hominum genus homines, ita animarum genus virtutes sunt. Etenim familiae hominum splendore generis nobilitantur; animarum autem clarificatur gratia splendore virtutum. Haec Ambrosius. Veruntamen non est negandum, cum Moses dixit Ista sunt generationes Noë, designare noluisse carnalem progeniem Noë; nam paulo infra generationem trium filiorum eius subiecit. Quod autem interposuerit virtutes Noë, eo factum est ut indicaret qualis et quanti viri generationem ipse describeret: scilicet cuius merito non solum ipse, sed tota eius progenies, hoc est seminarium generis humani,...
Ambrose chimes in with things like Chrysostom’s. Noah (he says) is praised not by the nobility of his lineage, but by the merit of his justice and perfection. For the lineage of an approved man is the offspring of virtue; because, as the race of men are men, so the race of souls are virtues. For families of men are ennobled by the splendor of their lineage; but of souls, the grace is made illustrious by the splendor of virtues. Thus Ambrose. Yet it must not be denied that, when Moses said ‘These are the generations of Noah,’ he did not mean to designate Noah’s carnal progeny; for a little below he subjoined the generation of his three sons. But that he interposed the virtues of Noah came about so that he might indicate of what sort and how great a man he was describing the generation: namely, by whose merit not only he himself, but his whole progeny — that is, the seedbed of the human race —…5



...cladem diluvii evaserit.
…escaped the calamity of the Flood.6



Sed videamus quale sit hoc encomium Noë, quo eum Moses ut virum iustum et perfectum atque ambulantem cum Deo praedicavit. Certe nulli priorum patriarcharum, non Seth, non Henos, non ipsi Henoch, tam eximium et illustre praeconium tributum est a Mose. Chrysostomus hoc encomium Noë luculenta interpretatione pertractans: Ecce, inquit, et aliam maximam praeconii speciem: iustus appellatur Noë, quae appellatio omnem virtutem complectitur; hoc enim nomen iustus consuevimus dicere de his qui omnigenam exercent virtutem. Postea, ut discas quomodo ad summum fastigium pervenerit, id quod et tunc exigebatur a natura nostra, inquit, Iustus, perfectus existens in generatione sua. Omnia, inquit, implevit quaecumque facere convenit eum qui virtutem amplexatur. Hic enim est perfectus; nihil enim intermisit, in nullo claudicavit; non in hoc benefaciebat, in illo vero peccabat, sed in omni virtute perfectus erat qua tunc pollere illum congruebat. Praeterea, ut ex tempore quoque et ex collatione cum aliis illustriorem nobis iustum exhiberet, inquit, Perfectus in generatione sua, in tempore illo, in generatione illa perversa quae adeo in malum declinavit ut neque vestigium virtutis prae se ferre voluerit. In illa igitur generatione, in illis temporibus, iustus ille non solum virtutem prae se tulit, sed et in tantum pervenit virtutis culmen ut esset perfectus et in omnibus absolutus. Et id quod ante dixi, bene agere inter virtutis hostes et inter eos qui virtutem prohibent, maius semper virtutis pondus testatur; unde hac ratione iustus ille maiores laudes nactus est. Neque hic finem laudandi illum facit divina scriptura, sed adhuc virtutis illius excellentiam demonstrat, et quod divino calculo probatus fuerit; quia postquam dixit Perfectus in generatione sua, addit Deo placuisse Noe. Tanta erat virtutis illius gloria ut et a Deo laudari promeruerit. Deo enim, inquit, placuit Noë, ut scias quod approbatus fuerit a Deo; placuit illi oculo qui falli non potest, et illius sibi favorem tantum conciliavit per bona vitae opera ut eum non solum ab indignatione in omnes effundenda liberarit, sed et aliis praeesse fecerit. Haec Chrysostomus.
But let us see of what sort this encomium of Noah is, by which Moses proclaimed him as a man just and perfect and walking with God. Certainly to none of the earlier patriarchs — not to Seth, not to Enos, not even to Henoch himself — was so extraordinary and illustrious a commendation given by Moses. Chrysostom, treating this encomium of Noah with a brilliant interpretation: “Behold,” he says, “another very great kind of commendation: Noah is called ‘just,’ which appellation embraces every virtue; for this name ‘just’ we are wont to apply to those who exercise virtue of every kind. Then, that you may learn how he reached the highest summit — that which was then required of our nature — he says, ‘Just, being perfect in his generation.’ He fulfilled, he says, all the things which it befits him to do who embraces virtue. For this is the perfect man; for he omitted nothing, he halted in nothing; he did not do well in this and sin in that, but was perfect in every virtue in which it befitted him then to be strong. Moreover, that he might also from the time and from the comparison with others present the just man to us more illustriously, he says, ‘Perfect in his generation’ — in that time, in that perverse generation which so declined into evil that it would not bear even a trace of virtue. In that generation, then, in those times, that just man not only displayed virtue, but reached so high a peak of virtue that he was perfect and complete in all things. And what I said before, that to do well among the enemies of virtue and among those who hinder virtue always bears witness to a greater weight of virtue — whence by this reasoning that just man gained greater praises. Nor here does divine Scripture make an end of praising him, but still demonstrates the excellence of his virtue, and that he was approved by the divine reckoning; for after it said ‘Perfect in his generation,’ it adds that Noah pleased God. So great was the glory of his virtue that he deserved to be praised even by God. For ‘Noah pleased God,’ it says, that you may know that he was approved by God; he pleased that eye which cannot be deceived, and won for himself so great a favor of his by the good works of his life that He not only freed him from the indignation to be poured out on all, but also made him to preside over others.” Thus Chrysostom.7



Idem ergo est, secundum Chrysostomum, iustum nominari atque omnibus instructum et ornatum virtutibus appellari. Et perfectus est qui omnia virtutum officia cumulate explet, nec in aliquo deficit aliquando. Ambulare autem cum Deo vel coram Deo est placere Deo eiusque testimonio probari et laudari. Caietanus ait duabus virtutibus generalibus describi hoc loco Noë fuisse praeditum: altera relative ad bonum, cum dicitur iustus; altera relative ad malum, cum appellatur perfectus. Iustitia siquidem suum cuique tribuit; perfectio autem nihil eorum quae requiruntur abesse significat, defectumque omnem excludit. Tostatus autem putat propterea dictum Noë iustum, quia non recedebat a praeceptis iuris naturalis et ab institutionibus sanctis antiquorum Patriarcharum, qui instituerant aliquos ritus et caeremonias ad exteriorem Dei cultum pertinentes. Nos breviter dicimus iustitiam esse virtutem quae suum cuique reddit. Iustus igitur...
It is the same, then, according to Chrysostom, to be named ‘just’ and to be called furnished and adorned with all the virtues. And he is ‘perfect’ who fulfills all the offices of the virtues abundantly, and fails in nothing at any time. And ‘to walk with God,’ or ‘before God,’ is to please God and to be approved and praised by his testimony. Cajetan says that Noah is here described as endowed with two general virtues: one relative to the good, when he is called ‘just’; the other relative to the evil, when he is called ‘perfect.’ For justice renders to each his own; but perfection signifies that nothing of the things required is lacking, and excludes every defect. Tostatus, however, thinks that Noah was called ‘just’ because he did not depart from the precepts of the natural law and from the holy institutions of the ancient Patriarchs, who had instituted certain rites and ceremonies pertaining to the external worship of God. We say briefly that justice is the virtue which renders to each his own. The just man, therefore,…8



...est qui quod debet, et ut debet, et quando debet, Deo, proximo et sibi praestat: Deo fidem, spem, charitatem, obedientiam cultumque ac reverentiam tam interiorem quam exteriorem; sibi continentiam et passionum suarum sub rationis arbitrium et imperium subiectionem; proximo amorem, aequitatem, misericordiam. Quoniam igitur Noë in hoc triplici officiorum genere suo tempore excelluit, merito nominatur iustus.
…is he who renders what he owes, and as he owes, and when he owes, to God, to his neighbor, and to himself: to God, faith, hope, charity, obedience, and worship and reverence both inward and outward; to himself, continence and the subjection of his passions under the judgment and command of reason; to his neighbor, love, equity, mercy. Since, therefore, Noah excelled in this threefold kind of duties in his time, he is rightly named ‘just.’9



Pro vocabulo perfectus, Hebraice est dictio tamim, quae significat integrum et perfectum, a verbo tamam quod significat perficere, complere et finire. Dicitur autem homo perfectus qui vulgo nominatur huomo compito, in quo scilicet nihil quod ad officia virtutum pertinet desiderare possis; qui non solum quae debita sunt expleat, sed etiam persequatur quae supererogationis sunt, quique virtutes non vulgari aut mediocri modo, sed secundum gradum supremum, et ut dicitur heroicum, consectetur et colat.
For the word ‘perfect,’ in Hebrew is the term tamim, which means ‘whole and perfect,’ from the verb tamam, which means to perfect, complete, and finish. And he is called a ‘perfect man’ who is commonly called a ‘complete man’ (huomo compito) — in whom, namely, you could desire nothing that pertains to the offices of the virtues; who not only fulfills the things that are due, but also pursues the things that are of supererogation, and who follows and cultivates the virtues not in a common or moderate manner, but according to the highest degree and, as it is said, the heroic.10



Illud autem In generationibus suis varie exponitur. Primo sic dicitur secundum Hieronymum, ut ostendatur Noë appellari iustum non secundum iustitiam consummatam, quae simpliciter dicitur iustitia, sed iuxta generationis suae iustitiam, cuius nempe humanae naturae conditio capax est, vel quae ab hominibus illius temporis exigebatur. Augustinus lib. 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 26 illud In generatione sua refert ad praesentem vitam: Noë, inquit, appellatur iustus in sua generatione, non utique sicut perficiendi sunt cives civitatis Dei in illa immortalitate qua aequabuntur Angelis Dei, sed sicut esse possunt in hac peregrinatione perfecti. Chrysostomus illud In generatione sua interpretatur, Inter homines sui saeculi, ut hoc multum proficiat ad laudem Noë, quod cum inter homines impios et sceleratos viveret, ipse tamen maxime religiosus fuerit inculpateque vixerit. Caietanus per illud In generatione sua intelligit et exponit progeniem et filios Noë, ut significetur non modo bonum et iustum fuisse Noë, sed etiam familiam eius ac progeniem totam tam probe institutam ab eo fuisse ut etiam ipsa pietatem et iustitiam sectaretur, licet post diluvium unus filiorum eius, Cham, impudens erga patrem et nequam ac reprobus fuerit. Lyranus et Tostatus aiunt illud In generatione sua posse dupliciter accipi: uno modo, ut faciat ad quandam diminutionem laudis Noë, ut sit sensus, Licet Noë iustus et perfectus fuerit comparatione hominum sui saeculi, attamen comparatione posteriorum patriarcharum, ut Abraam, Isaac et Iacob, si illis temporibus vixisset, obscurior et minor fuisset fama iustitiae et sanctitatis eius; altero modo exponi potest ut pertineat ad amplificationem laudis Noë, ut significetur Noë in generatione sua, id est comparatione omnium maiorum suorum qui a Seth usque ipsum fuerant, iustitia et perfectione virtutis omnium fuisse praestantissimum, ut non modo Seth et Henos, sed etiam ipsum Henoch virtutum fastigio supergressus sit.
And that phrase ‘In his generations’ is variously expounded. First, it is said thus according to Jerome, that it may be shown that Noah is called ‘just’ not according to consummate justice (which is simply called justice), but according to the justice of his generation — that of which, namely, the condition of human nature is capable, or which was required of the men of that time. Augustine, in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 26, refers that phrase ‘In his generation’ to the present life: “Noah,” he says, “is called just in his generation — not, indeed, as the citizens of the city of God are to be perfected in that immortality in which they will be made equal to the angels of God, but as they can be perfect in this pilgrimage.” Chrysostom interprets ‘In his generation’ as ‘Among the men of his own age,’ so that this may profit much for the praise of Noah, that, although he lived among impious and wicked men, he himself was nevertheless most religious and lived blamelessly. Cajetan, by ‘In his generation,’ understands and expounds the progeny and sons of Noah, so that it may be signified that not only was Noah good and just, but that his whole family and progeny were so uprightly instructed by him that it too pursued piety and justice — although after the Flood one of his sons, Ham, was insolent toward his father and worthless and reprobate. Lyra and Tostatus say that ‘In his generation’ can be taken two ways: in one way, so that it makes for a certain diminution of Noah’s praise, so that the sense is, ‘Although Noah was just and perfect in comparison with the men of his own age, yet in comparison with the later patriarchs, such as Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, had he lived in those times, the fame of his justice and sanctity would have been dimmer and less’; in the other way, it can be expounded so that it pertains to the amplification of Noah’s praise, so that it is signified that Noah, in his generation — that is, in comparison with all his forefathers who had been from Seth down to himself — was in justice and perfection of virtue the most excellent of all, so that he surpassed in the summit of virtues not only Seth and Enos, but even Henoch himself.11



Sequitur: Ambulavit cum Deo. Idem supra capite quinto dixit Moses de Henoch, scribens ipsum ambulasse cum Deo. Idem quoque infra capite 17 scriptum est de Abraam, cui dixit Dominus, Ambula coram me et esto perfectus. Est autem Hebraismus, Ambulare cum Deo et coram Deo, quem varie interpretantur Doctores, sed in eandem fere sententiam. LXX Interpretes et hic et capite quinto verterunt Placuit Deo; quod exponit Chrysostomus: Divino calculo, suffragio et testimonio commendari, et placere oculo divino qui omnia videt et falli non potest, adeoque sibi favorem Dei conciliasse ut non solum se ab indignatione Dei in omnes effundenda liberarit, sed etiam semen generis humani penes se conservaverit. Paraphrasis Chaldaica hunc Hebraismum sic expressit: In timore Domini ambulavit Noë. Hieronymus exponit: Vestigia Dei secutus est. Caietanus: Iuxta formam divinae iustitiae iurisque divini ambulavit, hoc est profecit, ut hinc manifestum fuerit qualis esset iustitia et perfectio Noë, videlicet secundum ius divinum. Alii sic: Divinam vitam egit, timuit Deum nec ab eo defecit unquam; vel, in omnibus consideravit quid vellet Deus quidve ab eo exigeret, et sese ad omnem Dei voluntatem plane conformavit; vel, Deum semper intuebatur quasi praesentem sibi, quamobrem cautissimus, modestissimus et devotissimus semper incedebat; vel, semper erat paratus, expeditus et intentus ad omnia Dei mandata et iussa prompte et alacriter exequenda, uti solent esse ministri et servi in conspectu dominorum suorum.
There follows: ‘He walked with God.’ The same Moses said above, in the fifth chapter, of Henoch, writing that he walked with God. The same too is written below, in chapter 17, of Abraham, to whom the Lord said, ‘Walk before me and be perfect.’ Now ‘to walk with God’ and ‘before God’ is a Hebraism, which the Doctors interpret variously, but to nearly the same sense. The Septuagint translators, both here and in the fifth chapter, rendered ‘He pleased God’; which Chrysostom expounds: to be commended by the divine reckoning, suffrage, and testimony, and to please the divine eye which sees all things and cannot be deceived, and so to have won for himself the favor of God that he not only freed himself from the indignation to be poured out on all, but also preserved with himself the seed of the human race. The Chaldee paraphrase expressed this Hebraism thus: ‘In the fear of the Lord Noah walked.’ Jerome expounds: ‘He followed the footsteps of God.’ Cajetan: ‘He walked — that is, advanced — according to the form of divine justice and divine law,’ so that hence it might be manifest of what sort the justice and perfection of Noah was, namely according to the divine law. Others thus: ‘He led a divine life, feared God, and never failed him’; or, ‘in all things he considered what God willed or what he required of him, and conformed himself plainly to every will of God’; or, ‘he always beheld God as it were present to himself, wherefore he always went about most cautious, most modest, and most devout’; or, ‘he was always ready, prompt, and intent on carrying out all God’s commands and biddings promptly and eagerly, as ministers and servants are wont to be in the sight of their masters.’12
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SECOND DISPUTATION. Whether Noah, or any other mortal living on earth, could truly be called perfect

LatineEnglish


SECOND DISPUTATION. Whether Noah, or any other mortal living on earth, could truly be called perfect.1
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. Utrum Noë aut quivis alius mortalium in terris vivens vere appellari potuerit perfectus.



Verum illud non caret difficultate, quemadmodum vere appellatus sit Noë perfectus, cum id verbi nulli mortalium dum in terris vivitur videatur posse competere. Siquidem perfectum est cui nihil abest eorum quae ad eius integritatem et absolutionem pertinent; gratia vero et virtus cuiuslibet hominis in hac vita semper est imperfecta, in dies nempe augescens et proficiens, nec nisi post mortem in caelis ultimum complementum et perfectionem accipiens — nimirum ibi tantum est gratia consummata, cui nulla fieri potest accessio. Quid quod ultima perfectio non potest contingere nisi adeptis ultimum suum finem? finis autem hominis beatitudo est; sicut igitur nemo in terris beatus est, ita nec perfectus. Quin auget illud etiam difficultatem, quod non solum in sacris litteris aliqui appellantur perfecti, sed etiam Deus iubet hominem esse perfectum; dixit enim Abrahae, Ambula coram me et esto perfectus.
But this is not without difficulty: how Noah was truly called perfect, since that word seems unable to fit any mortal while he lives on earth. For the perfect is that to which nothing is lacking of the things that pertain to its integrity and completion; but the grace and virtue of any man in this life is always imperfect, increasing and advancing day by day, and not receiving its final complement and perfection until after death in heaven — for there alone is grace consummate, to which no addition can be made. And what of the fact that the final perfection cannot occur except by those who have attained their ultimate end? But the end of man is beatitude; as, therefore, no one is blessed on earth, so neither is anyone perfect. Indeed, this too increases the difficulty: that not only are some called perfect in the sacred writings, but God even bids man to be perfect; for he said to Abraham, ‘Walk before me and be perfect.’2



...et Dominus noster, Estote perfecti sicut et Pater vester caelestis perfectus est. Cum autem Deus nihil homini praecipiat impossibile, esse autem perfectum impossibile sit in hac vita, mirum videri potest quomodo id Deus praecipiat homini. Adiice quod Beatus Paulus, nec gratia Dei nec ullius virtutis praestantia inferior Noë, negavit se esse perfectum, ita scribens ad Philippenses capite tertio: Non, inquit, quod iam acceperim aut iam perfectus sim; sequor autem, si quo modo comprehendam, in quo et comprehensus sum a Christo Iesu. Fratres, ego me non arbitror comprehendisse. Unum autem, quae quidem retro sunt obliviscens, ad ea vero quae sunt priora extendens me ipsum, ad destinatum persequor, ad bravium supernae vocationis Dei in Christo Iesu.
…and our Lord, ‘Be ye perfect, as also your heavenly Father is perfect.’ But since God commands man nothing impossible, and to be perfect is impossible in this life, it may seem strange how God commands this to man. Add that the blessed Paul — inferior to Noah neither in the grace of God nor in the excellence of any virtue — denied that he himself was perfect, writing thus to the Philippians in the third chapter: “Not,” he says, “as though I had already attained, or were already perfect; but I follow after, if I may by any means lay hold, wherein I am also laid hold of by Christ Jesus. Brethren, I count not myself to have laid hold. But one thing — forgetting the things that are behind, and stretching forth myself to those that are before — I press toward the mark, to the prize of the supernal vocation of God in Christ Jesus.”3



B. Augustinus in libro De Perfectione iustitiae contra Caelestium hanc difficultatem exsolvit; nec tantum hanc, sed illam quoque, Quomodo in sacris litteris nonnulli appellentur immaculati, innocentes, irreprehensibiles et sine peccato, cum alibi scriptura doceat neminem vivere sine peccato; scriptum enim est in libro Ecclesiastae cap. 7, Non est homo iustus in terra qui faciat bonum et non peccet; et Ioannes dixit, Si dixerimus quoniam peccatum non habemus, ipsi nos seducimus et veritas in nobis non est; et Dominus Apostolos suos docuit orare dicendo, Dimitte nobis peccata nostra. Haec igitur quomodo intelligenda sint docens Augustinus ita scribit: Horum testimoniorum scripturae aliqua currentes exhortantur ut perfecte currant, aliqua ipsum finem commemorant quo currendo pertendat. Ingredi autem sine macula non absurde etiam ille dicitur, non qui iam perfectus est, sed qui ad ipsam perfectionem irreprehensibiliter currit, carens criminibus damnabilibus atque ipsa peccata venialia non negligens mundare eleemosynis. Hoc enim iter nostrum quo tendimus ad perfectionem munda mundat oratio; munda est autem oratio qua veraciter dicitur, Dimitte nobis debita nostra, ut, dum reprehenditur quod non imputatur, sine reprehensione, hoc est sine macula, noster ad perfectionem cursus habeatur; in qua perfectione, cum ad eam pervenerimus, iam non sit omnino quod ignoscendo mundetur. Haec B. Augustinus.
The blessed Augustine, in the book On the Perfection of Justice against Caelestius, resolves this difficulty — and not only this, but that other too: how some are called in the sacred writings immaculate, innocent, irreproachable, and without sin, when elsewhere Scripture teaches that no one lives without sin; for it is written in the book of Ecclesiastes, ch. 7, ‘There is not a just man on earth who does good and does not sin’; and John said, ‘If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us’; and the Lord taught his Apostles to pray, saying, ‘Forgive us our sins.’ Teaching, then, how these are to be understood, Augustine writes thus: “Of these testimonies of Scripture, some exhort those running to run perfectly; some recall the very goal to which one tends by running. And not absurdly is he too said to walk without spot — not he who is already perfect, but he who runs irreproachably toward perfection itself, lacking damnable crimes and not neglecting to cleanse even venial sins by almsgiving. For this our journey, by which we tend toward perfection, a clean prayer cleanses; and that is a clean prayer in which it is truly said, ‘Forgive us our debts’ — so that, while what is not imputed is reproved, our course toward perfection may be held without reproach, that is, without spot; in which perfection, when we have reached it, there may be nothing at all that needs to be cleansed by pardon.” Thus the blessed Augustine.4



Ergo perfecti dicuntur, auctore Augustino, non qui iam habent perfectionem, sed qui ad eam consequendam perfecte currunt. Ideo autem perfectio praecipitur homini, non quod eam in hac vita possit habere, sed ut eam spectando et desiderando perfecte currat ad eius consecutionem. Nam ipsemet Augustinus paulo ante ea verba quae posui sic ait: Cur non praeciperetur homini perfectio, quamvis eam in hac vita nemo habeat? Non enim recte curritur si quo currendum est nesciatur; quomodo autem sciretur si nullis praeceptis ostenderetur? Sic ergo curramus ut comprehendamus. Omnes enim qui perfecte currunt comprehendunt, non sicut in agone theatrico ubi omnes quidem currunt sed unus accipit palmam. Curramus credendo, sperando, desiderando; curramus corpus castigando, et eleemosynas in dandis bonis malisque ignoscendis hilariter ex corde faciendo, et currentium vires ut adiuventur orando; et sic audiamus praecepta perfectionis ut non currere negligamus ad plenitudinem caritatis. Hactenus ex Augustino.
Therefore the ‘perfect,’ on Augustine’s authority, are called not those who already have perfection, but those who run perfectly toward attaining it. And perfection is commanded to man, not because he can have it in this life, but that, by looking to it and desiring it, he may run perfectly toward its attainment. For Augustine himself, a little before the words I have set down, says thus: “Why should not perfection be commanded to man, although in this life no one has it? For one does not run rightly if it is not known whither one must run; and how would it be known if it were shown by no precepts? So, then, let us run that we may lay hold. For all who run perfectly lay hold — not as in a theatrical contest, where all indeed run but one receives the palm. Let us run by believing, hoping, desiring; let us run by chastising the body, and by doing alms in giving goods and in pardoning evils cheerfully from the heart, and by praying that the strength of those who run may be aided; and so let us hear the precepts of perfection that we neglect not to run to the fullness of charity.” Thus far Augustine.5



Sed nos breviter ac distincte (scilicet more scholastico) propositam quaestionem enodemus. Quinque modis aliqui possunt appellari perfecti, etiam in hac vita, licet non sint usquequaque et omnino perfecti. Primo modo dicuntur aliqui perfecti comparatione aliorum qui sunt imperfecti: nam in militia Christi quidam sunt quasi tyrones et novitii milites, alii vero tanquam veterani; illi nominantur imperfecti in via Domini, hi autem perfecti. Unde sectatorum Christianae disciplinae tres distinguuntur gradus: unus Incipientium, alter Proficientium, tertius Perfectorum. Sane B. Paulus inter Christi sectatores alios quidem perfectos, alios vero imperfectos agnoscebat, et his quidem opus esse lacte tanquam infantibus, illos vero solido cibo ali, quippe qui exercitatos habent sensus ad discretionem boni et mali; et inter hos Paulus loquebatur sapientiam. Cum deberetis magistri esse propter tempus (ait Paulus scribens ad Hebraeos cap. quinto), rursum indigetis ut vos doceamini quae sint elementa exordii sermonum Dei; et facti estis quibus lacte opus sit, non solido cibo. Omnis enim qui lactis est particeps expers est sermonis iustitiae, parvulus enim est; perfectorum autem est solidus cibus, eorum qui pro consuetudine exercitatos habent sensus ad discretionem boni ac mali.
But let us, briefly and distinctly (namely, in the scholastic manner), untangle the proposed question. In five ways some can be called ‘perfect,’ even in this life, although they are not in every way and altogether perfect. In the first way, some are called perfect by comparison with others who are imperfect: for in the warfare of Christ some are, as it were, recruits and novice soldiers, but others are like veterans; the former are named imperfect in the way of the Lord, the latter perfect. Whence three grades of the followers of Christian discipline are distinguished: one of Beginners, another of Proficients, the third of the Perfect. Indeed the blessed Paul recognized among the followers of Christ some as perfect, but others as imperfect, and that these latter needed milk like infants, but the former are nourished with solid food, as those who have their senses exercised for the discernment of good and evil; and among these Paul spoke wisdom. “Whereas you ought to be masters for the time,” says Paul, writing to the Hebrews in the fifth chapter, “you have again need to be taught what are the elements of the beginning of the words of God; and you are become such as have need of milk, not of solid food. For everyone who is a partaker of milk is unskilled in the word of justice, for he is a little child; but solid food is for the perfect, for those who by custom have their senses exercised for the discernment of good and evil.”6



Altero modo dicuntur aliqui perfecti, non simpliciter, sed ea tantum perfectione quae exigitur in hac vita et cuius haec vita capax est, non ea quae post hanc vitam in caelis erit omnibus numeris absoluta. Perfectio autem huius vitae in eo maxime posita est ut perfecte curratur ad consequendam illam caelestem perfectionem. Perfecte autem currere in via Domini est non solum non retrogredi aut insistere, sed nec lente et remisse ingredi, verum quanta maxima fieri potest contentione illuc properare. Quocirca Paulus, scribens ad Philippenses capite tertio, cum dixisset se non esse perfectum, subiungit: Quotquot ergo perfecti sumus, hoc sentiamus. Prius dixerat se non esse perfectum, et mox non modo se sed alios quoque nominavit perfectos. Verum illud Quotquot perfecti sumus idem significat (uti B. Augustinus in libro De Perfectione iustitiae contra Caelestium interpretatur) atque Quotquot perfecte currimus, hoc sapiamus, scilicet quod nondum perfecti sumus, ut illic perficiamur quo perfecte adhuc currimus. Perfectio igitur huius vitae in eo est ut semper magis ac magis in studio virtutum proficiamus, et Qui iustus est iustificetur adhuc; nam ut scriptum est Proverb. 4, Iustorum semita quasi lux splendens procedit et crescit usque ad perfectam diem.
In the second way, some are called perfect, not absolutely, but only with that perfection which is required in this life and of which this life is capable — not that which after this life will be in heaven, complete in every respect. And the perfection of this life consists chiefly in this: that one run perfectly toward attaining that heavenly perfection. And to run perfectly in the way of the Lord is not only not to go backward or to stand still, but not even to advance slowly and slackly, but to hasten thither with the greatest possible exertion. Wherefore Paul, writing to the Philippians in the third chapter, after he had said that he was not perfect, subjoins: ‘As many of us, therefore, as are perfect, let us be thus minded.’ He had first said that he was not perfect, and soon named not only himself but others too ‘perfect.’ But that phrase ‘As many of us as are perfect’ means the same (as the blessed Augustine, in the book On the Perfection of Justice against Caelestius, interprets) as ‘As many as run perfectly, let us be thus minded’ — namely, that we are not yet perfect, that we may there be perfected whither we are still running perfectly. The perfection of this life, then, consists in this: that we ever more and more advance in the pursuit of the virtues, and that ‘He who is just, let him be justified still’; for, as it is written in Proverbs 4, ‘The path of the just, like a shining light, goes forward and grows even to the perfect day.’7



Tertio modo dicuntur perfecti aliqui non tam per sese quam ratione status in quo sunt, quemadmodum Christiani dicuntur perfecti comparatione Iudaeorum, quia status Christianismi perfectus est, Iudaismi autem erat imperfectus; atque hoc modo etiam Religiosi nominantur perfecti comparatione Secularium. Quarto modo dicuntur aliqui perfecti quod studeant virtuti non quolibet modo, sed perfecte, nec mediocriter et vulgariter, sed eximie, singulari...
In the third way, some are called perfect not so much in themselves as by reason of the state in which they are — just as Christians are called perfect in comparison with the Jews, because the state of Christianity is perfect, but that of Judaism was imperfect; and in this way too the Religious are named perfect in comparison with seculars. In the fourth way, some are called perfect because they pursue virtue not in any manner whatever, but perfectly — not moderately and commonly, but eminently, with a singular…8



...gulariter, omni studio, et quanta maxima fieri potest cura et diligentia, supremumque virtutis gradum concupiscunt et sectantur, et heroicam quandam cuiusque virtutis excellentiam amplectuntur. Quinto modo dicuntur perfecti quibus non sat est praecepta Dei servare, sed praeterea colunt Evangelica Christi consilia. Hi sunt qui se castraverunt propter regnum caelorum; qui vendiderunt omnia quae habebant et dederunt pauperibus, quo expeditius et alacrius Christum sequerentur; qui se totos aliorum hominum arbitrio et iudicio propter Christum permiserunt et dicarunt, ut illi omnes ipsorum vitae rationes ordinent, regant ac moderentur; denique, qui abnegarunt semetipsos et, sublata cruce sua, Christum secuti sunt. Verum his de perfectione hominis in hac vita breviter disputatis, revertamur ad Noë.
…with a singular [zeal], with all earnestness, and with the greatest possible care and diligence, desire and pursue the highest degree of virtue, and embrace a certain heroic excellence of each virtue. In the fifth way, those are called perfect for whom it is not enough to keep the precepts of God, but who besides cultivate the evangelical counsels of Christ. These are they who have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven; who sold all that they had and gave to the poor, that they might follow Christ more unencumbered and more eagerly; who handed over and dedicated themselves wholly, for Christ’s sake, to the will and judgment of other men, that those might order, rule, and govern all the affairs of their life; and, finally, who denied themselves and, taking up their cross, followed Christ. But having briefly disputed these things about the perfection of man in this life, let us return to Noah.9



Praeter hoc encomium Noë paucis verbis hic a Mose comprehensum, extant aliis in locis sacrarum litterarum locupletissima eius viri praestantiae testimonia et praeconia. Apud Ezechielem capite 14 haec dixit Dominus: Si fuerint tres viri isti in medio populi istius, Noë, Daniel et Iob, ipsi iustitia sua liberabunt animas suas; filios autem suos et filias suas non liberabunt, sed terra desolabitur. Quibus verbis simul exaggerat Deus inexpiabilem Iudaeorum impietatem et singularem sanctitatem atque gratiam qua Noë plurimum valebat apud Deum. Namque illorum verborum haec est sententia: Tanta est Iudaeorum impietatis et scelerum gravitas et acerbitas, et usque eo illis sum infensus et iratus, ut si Noë, ceteroqui vir apud me gratiosissimus, filium haberet in isto populo mihique pro eo supplicaret, non essem tamen eum exauditurus. Cur autem tres illi viri praecipue nominati sint, declarat Hieronymus super illum locum Ezechielis, et Augustinus super Psalmum 132 et libro 2 Quaestionum Evangelicarum quaest. 44.
Besides this encomium of Noah, here comprised by Moses in a few words, there exist in other places of the sacred writings most copious testimonies and commendations of that man’s excellence. In Ezekiel, chapter 14, the Lord said this: ‘If these three men be in the midst of this people, Noah, Daniel, and Job, they shall deliver their own souls by their justice; but their sons and daughters they shall not deliver, but the land shall be made desolate.’ By these words God at once magnifies the inexpiable impiety of the Jews and the singular sanctity and grace by which Noah had great power with God. For this is the sense of those words: ‘So great is the gravity and bitterness of the impiety and crimes of the Jews, and I am so hostile and angry with them, that if Noah — otherwise a man most gracious in my sight — had a son among this people, and besought me on his behalf, I would nevertheless not hear him.’ And why those three men in particular are named, Jerome declares on that passage of Ezekiel, and Augustine on Psalm 132 and in book 2 of the Questions on the Gospels, q. 44.10



Eidem Noë hoc encomium perhibetur in libro Ecclesiastici capite 44: Noë inventus est perfectus, iustus, et in tempore iracundiae factus est reconciliatio; ideo dimissum est reliquum terrae cum factum est diluvium; testamenta saeculi posita sunt apud illum, ne deleri possit diluvio omnis caro. Haec verba cursim exponenda sunt. Cum dicitur Noë perfectus, iustus, alluditur ad id quod de eo scripsit Moses Genesis 6, Noë invenit gratiam coram Domino fuitque iustus atque perfectus in generationibus suis, cum Deo ambulavit. Nec emphasi caret illud, Inventus est perfectus; significat enim unum ipsum et solum inter omnes sui temporis homines fuisse iustum, quasi Deus, quaerens in universo illo genere hominum aliquem qui iustus esset, nullum alium nisi unum Noë invenerit, sicut ipse dixit illi: Te vidi iustum coram me in generatione hac. Quod autem sequitur, In tempore iracundiae (vel ut est Graece orgēs) factus est reconciliatio, hoc significat: Cum Deus adeo esset iratus hominibus illius temporis ut omne genus hominum delere vellet, Noë sua iustitia et innocentia obtinuit a Deo ut ipse cum paucis diluvii...
To the same Noah this encomium is given in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 44: ‘Noah was found perfect, just, and in the time of wrath he was made a reconciliation; therefore was a remnant left to the earth when the Flood came; the covenants of the age were placed with him, that all flesh might not be destroyed by the Flood.’ These words must be expounded in passing. When it is said ‘Noah, perfect, just,’ allusion is made to what Moses wrote of him in Genesis 6, ‘Noah found grace before the Lord, and was just and perfect in his generations, he walked with God.’ Nor is that phrase ‘was found perfect’ without emphasis; for it signifies that he alone, and he only, among all the men of his time was just — as if God, seeking in that whole race of men someone who was just, found no other but the one Noah, as he himself said to him: ‘Thee I have seen just before me in this generation.’ And what follows, ‘In the time of wrath (or, as it is in Greek, orgēs) he was made a reconciliation,’ signifies this: that, when God was so angry with the men of that time that he wished to destroy the whole race of men, Noah, by his justice and innocence, obtained from God that he himself, with a few, escaping the calamity of the Flood…11



...cladem evadens conservaret seminarium generis humani. Pro vocabulo illo reconciliatio Graece est allagma, significans pretium quo quid emitur aut redimitur, ut Noë sua sanctitate et innocentia quasi quodam pretio apud Deum genus hominum ab interitu redemerit. Unde subditur, Ideo dimissum est reliquum terrae, hoc est, propter Noë qui invenit gratiam apud Deum relictae sunt in orbe terrarum reliquiae aliquae humani generis, per quas rursus post diluvium repararetur genus hominum. Nam illud reliquum substantive positum est pro eo quod est reliquia, et illud terrae dativi casus est, ut sit sensus: Ideo, id est propter Noë qui factus est reconciliatio, dimissum est reliquum terrae, id est, Derelictae sunt in terra aliquae hominum reliquiae. In verbis autem quae sequuntur, Testamenta saeculi posita sunt apud illum, vocabulum testamenta significat foedus et pactum, et positum est plurale pro singulari; et illud saeculi positum est pro adiectivo saeculare, id est aeternum et omni saeculo duraturum. Et his verbis alluditur ad id quod narratur libro Geneseos capite octavo, Noë transacto diluvio egressum arca aedificasse altare Domino et obtulisse super eo holocausta, quae Deus dicitur odoratus in odore suavitatis, id est adeo fuisse ei accepta ut promitteret se nequaquam ultra maledicturum terrae propter hominem. Eamque promissionem pacto confirmavit, addito eius pacti signo, arcu scilicet caelesti, qui apparens in nubibus, unde periculum diluvii videri posset imminere, certiores promissionis ac foederis divini homines faceret.
…might preserve the seedbed of the human race. For that word ‘reconciliation,’ in Greek it is allagma, signifying the price by which something is bought or redeemed, so that Noah, by his sanctity and innocence, as it were by a certain price, redeemed the race of men from destruction before God. Whence it is subjoined, ‘Therefore was a remnant left to the earth,’ that is: on account of Noah, who found grace with God, there were left in the world some remnants of the human race, through whom the race of men might again, after the Flood, be repaired. For that ‘remnant’ is put substantively for ‘a remainder,’ and that ‘to the earth’ is in the dative case, so that the sense is: ‘Therefore’ — that is, on account of Noah, who was made a reconciliation — ‘a remnant was left to the earth,’ that is, ‘Some remnants of men were left on the earth.’ And in the words that follow, ‘The covenants of the age were placed with him,’ the word ‘covenants’ signifies a treaty and pact, and is put in the plural for the singular; and that ‘of the age’ is put for the adjective ‘age-long,’ that is, eternal and to endure for every age. And by these words allusion is made to what is narrated in the eighth chapter of Genesis: that Noah, the Flood being over, having gone out of the ark, built an altar to the Lord and offered upon it holocausts, which God is said to have smelled in an odor of sweetness — that is, they were so acceptable to him that he promised he would never more curse the earth for man’s sake. And he confirmed that promise by a pact, adding the sign of that pact — namely, the heavenly bow, which, appearing in the clouds (whence the danger of a flood might seem to threaten), would make men more certain of the divine promise and covenant.12



Magnifica quoque laus est Noë quam ei tribuit B. Paulus in capite 11 Epistolae ad Hebraeos, ita de eo scribens: Fide Noë, responso accepto de iis quae adhuc non videbantur, metuens aptavit arcam in salutem domus suae, per quam damnavit mundum, et iustitiae quae per fidem est haeres est institutus. Quorum verborum velut intra cursum attingenda est interpretatio. Noë igitur, ait Paulus, cum nullum venturi diluvii indicium esset nec ulla coniectura aut suspicione id futurum esse praesagiri posset, cumque omnes eius temporis homines voluptatibus atque deliciis indulgerent, ipse Deo venturum diluvium denuncianti sine dubitatione ulla credidit, arcamque Dei iussu construxit, qua se suamque familiam ex illo diluvii exitio servavit. Per quam (inquit Paulus) damnavit mundum. Et quidem illud per quam, si referatur ad fidem Noë, significat incredulitatem eorum hominum damnatam esse ex comparatione fidei Noë, dum, ceteris permanentibus incredulis et pereuntibus, solus ipse credidit et evasit. Sin autem illud per quam referatur ad arcam, haec erit illorum verborum sententia: per arcam a se constructam damnavit Noë mundum, quia illi, videntes virum probum Deique cultorem arcam adversus imminens diluvium fabricare, nec sic quidem crediderunt, quocirca per arcam damnati sunt; quia nisi Noë arcam fabricasset, non utique illi auditi et non crediti diluvii fuissent rei.
There is a magnificent praise too of Noah which the blessed Paul attributes to him in chapter 11 of the Epistle to the Hebrews, writing of him thus: ‘By faith Noah, having received an answer concerning those things which as yet were not seen, fearing, framed the ark for the saving of his house, by which he condemned the world, and was instituted heir of the justice which is by faith.’ The interpretation of these words must be touched on, as it were, in passing. Noah, then, says Paul — when there was no sign of the coming Flood, nor could it be foreboded by any conjecture or suspicion that it would come, and when all the men of his time indulged in pleasures and delights — believed, without any doubt, God announcing that the Flood would come, and built the ark at God’s command, by which he saved himself and his family from that destruction of the Flood. ‘By which,’ says Paul, ‘he condemned the world.’ And indeed that ‘by which,’ if it be referred to the faith of Noah, signifies that the unbelief of those men was condemned by comparison with the faith of Noah, since, while the rest remained unbelieving and perishing, he alone believed and escaped. But if that ‘by which’ be referred to the ark, this will be the sense of those words: by the ark built by himself Noah condemned the world, because they, seeing an upright man and worshiper of God building an ark against the imminent Flood, did not even so believe, and were therefore condemned by the ark; for unless Noah had built the ark, they would not have been guilty of the Flood heard of and not believed.13



Quod autem subditur, Et iustitiae quae per fidem est haeres est institutus, sic exponit Theophylactus...
But what is subjoined, ‘And was instituted heir of the justice which is by faith,’ Theophylact expounds thus…14



...lucratus est seu nactus est Noë ut iustus videretur apud Deum, quod iustitiae nomen et laudem fides ei largita est; quasi dicat, Noë credendo Dei oraculo hoc lucratus est, ut testimonio Dei iustus appellaretur. Verum mihi congruentior videtur eorum verborum explanatio quae est in commentario eius loci apud Caietanum. Nam quia ceteris omnibus diluvio pereuntibus, solus Noë, quia iustus erat, cum suis servatus est, scite dicitur a Paulo fuisse haeres iustitiae, scilicet maiorum suorum et priscorum patrum, quorum iustitia quasi hereditaria ad unum Noë devenit et penes eum servata est.
…Noah gained, or obtained, that he should seem just before God, because faith bestowed on him the name and praise of justice; as if to say, Noah, by believing God’s oracle, gained this, that by God’s testimony he was called just. But to me a more fitting explanation of those words seems to be that which is in Cajetan’s commentary on that passage. For because, while all the rest were perishing in the Flood, Noah alone, because he was just, was saved with his own, he is aptly said by Paul to have been heir of justice — namely, of his forefathers and of the ancient fathers, whose justice, as if hereditary, came down to the one Noah and was preserved with him.15



Non est tacendum eiusdem Noë praeconium a B. Petro posterioris Epistolae capite secundo traditum, verbis quidem exiguum, verum sententia amplissimum. Sic enim ait: Et originali mundo Deus non pepercit, sed octavum Noë iustitiae praeconem custodivit, diluvium mundo impiorum inducens. Appellat Petrus mundum originalem homines qui fuere ante diluvium, quod ea fuerit quasi prima aetas et pueritia mundi, origini et primordiis mundi vicina. Dicitur autem Noë octavus, non ab Adamo (fuit enim ab eo decimus), sed inter eos qui per arcam servati sunt a diluvio; alii enim fuerunt septem, et ipse octavus. Cur autem Petrus nominaverit Noë iustitiae praeconem, supra exposuimus in Praefatione huius libri.
Not to be passed over is the commendation of the same Noah handed down by the blessed Peter in the second chapter of his latter Epistle — small indeed in words, but in sense most ample. For he says thus: ‘And the original world he spared not, but preserved Noah the eighth, a herald of justice, bringing in the Flood upon the world of the impious.’ Peter calls ‘the original world’ the men who lived before the Flood, because that was, as it were, the first age and childhood of the world, near to the origin and the beginnings of the world. And Noah is called ‘the eighth,’ not from Adam (for from him he was the tenth), but among those who were saved from the Flood by the ark; for the others were seven, and he himself the eighth. And why Peter named Noah ‘a herald of justice,’ we expounded above in the Preface of this book.16



Sed concludamus laudationem Noë his addendo quae de eo prodit Iosephus primo libro Antiquitatum; nam cum de improbitate hominum eius temporis commemorasset, de Noë subtexuit haec: Noë autem facta eorum moleste et indigne ferens, suadebat ut in melius voluntates et opera sua commutarent. Verum cum videret illos sibi non parere totosque vitiorum dulcedini succumbere, veritus ne se suamque familiam interimerent, secedens cum suis in aliam regionem migravit. Tum Deus, viri iustitia delectatus, non eius solum saeculi homines extrema malitia damnavit, sed cum decrevisset universum genus humanum extinguere aliudque novum et a vitiis purum instaurare, diluvio illud hominum abolevit universum; Noë autem solus est servatus, divino oraculo viam evadendi et rationem edoctus.
But let us conclude the praise of Noah by adding what Josephus sets forth about him in the first book of the Antiquities; for, when he had recalled the wickedness of the men of that time, he subjoined this about Noah: ‘But Noah, bearing their deeds with grief and indignation, urged them to change their wills and works for the better. But when he saw that they did not obey him and were wholly succumbing to the sweetness of vices, fearing lest they should kill him and his family, withdrawing with his own he migrated into another region. Then God, delighted with the man’s justice, did not condemn the men of his age alone for their extreme malice, but, having decreed to extinguish the whole human race and to establish another new one and pure from vices, abolished by the Flood that whole [race] of men; but Noah alone was saved, taught by a divine oracle the way and the manner of escaping.’17



Translator’s notes
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Verse 10. And he begot three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth

LatineEnglish


Verse 10. And he begot three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth.1
Vers. 10. Et genuit tres filios, Sem, Cham et Iapheth.



Circa haec verba illud tantum videtur hoc loco annotandum: quia Moses supra postremis verbis quinti capitis dixit fuisse quingentorum annorum Noë cum genuit hos tres filios, et quia post eorum generationem Noë per annos centum reliquos usque ad diluvium nullum generasse alium filium legitur, ex eo colligit B. Chrysostomus Noë usque ad quingentesimum aetatis suae annum coniugio abstinuisse vitamque egisse caelibem. Nam si ante duxisset uxorem, etiam ante filios pro-...
Concerning these words this alone seems here to be noted: because Moses said above, in the last words of the fifth chapter, that Noah was five hundred years old when he begot these three sons, and because after their generation Noah is not read to have begotten any other son in the remaining hundred years up to the Flood, from this the blessed Chrysostom gathers that Noah abstained from marriage until the five-hundredth year of his age and led a celibate life. For if he had married before, he would also before have be-…2



...creasset. Sicut autem tarde coepit vacare generationi filiorum, sic statim ut eos genuit, per illos centum annos qui superfuerunt usque ad diluvium operam dare liberis intermisit. Quamobrem vehementer miratur Chrysostomus summisque laudibus effert tantam eius viri continentiam, praesertim autem in prima illa mundi aetate, qua aetate uti coniugio et inservire generationi filiorum non modo honestum et laudabile, sed prope necessarium ducebatur; ad idque incitari etiam is poterat exemplo eorum qui inter maiores suos sanctissimi fuerant Deoque carissimi, Seth dico et Henoch, siquidem illi ante centesimum annum vel paulo amplius uxores habuerunt filiosque generarunt. Admirabilior insuper Noë continentia ostenditur ex comparatione ceterorum eiusdem saeculi hominum, qui, laxatis cupiditatum frenis, ad omne genus libidinum et obscenitatum praecipites ruebant.
…gotten sons. But as he began late to give himself to the begetting of sons, so, as soon as he had begotten them, he left off bestowing care on children for those hundred years that remained up to the Flood. Wherefore Chrysostom greatly marvels and extols with the highest praises so great a continence of that man — especially in that first age of the world, in which age to use marriage and to serve the begetting of sons was reckoned not only honorable and praiseworthy, but nearly necessary; and he could even be incited to it by the example of those who among his forefathers had been most holy and most dear to God, Seth, I mean, and Henoch, since they had wives and begot sons before their hundredth year, or a little more. The continence of Noah is shown to be still more admirable by comparison with the rest of the men of that age, who, the reins of their desires loosed, rushed headlong to every kind of lust and obscenity.3



Sed audiat lector Chrysostomum; is enim supradicta verba, Genuit Noë tres filios, Sem, Cham et Iaphet, explanans: Non sine causa, inquit, divina scriptura et tempus et numerum filiorum iusti huius nobis designavit; nimirum latenter insinuare voluit excellentem multiplicemque eius virtutem. Superius enim dicens Noë fuisse quingentorum annorum cum hos tres filios genuit, satis nos docuit summam continentiae illius magnitudinem tunc fuisse, cum tanta intemperantiae dediti essent omnes homines eius temporis tantaque salacitate omnes aetates ad malum ruerent. Audistis enim scripturam dicentem: Ut vidit Dominus quod impletae sunt malitiae super terram, et nullus non cogitaret diligenter in corde suo a iuventute; ubi manifeste declarat quod et iuvenes vincebant grandiores natu, et senes nihilo minus quam iuvenes insaniebant, et ad malum multa proclivitate propensa erat aetas etiam malorum inexperta. Ut igitur discamus quemadmodum, ceteris omnibus tantam insaniam et rabiem libidinis prae se ferentibus, iustus ille manserit solus continentiae virtutem strenue servans donec ad quingentesimum annum pervenit, idcirco dixit Scriptura Noë, cum esset quingentorum annorum, genuisse tres filios, Sem, Cham et Iaphet. Considera quanta fuerit virtutis in tantam temporis longitudinem concupiscentiae rabiem refrenare viamque longe diversam ab aliis ingredi, nec solum ab illicito coitu se cohibere, sed etiam a legitimo et inculpato. Haec Chrysostomus.
But let the reader hear Chrysostom; for he, explaining the aforesaid words, ‘Noah begot three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth’: ‘Not without cause,’ he says, ‘did divine Scripture designate to us both the time and the number of the sons of this just man; namely, it wished latently to intimate his excellent and manifold virtue. For above, saying that Noah was five hundred years old when he begot these three sons, it taught us sufficiently that the highest magnitude of his continence existed then, when all the men of his time were given to such great intemperance, and all ages rushed to evil with such great wantonness. For you have heard Scripture saying: When the Lord saw that the wickednesses upon the earth were full, and that there was none who did not diligently devise evil in his heart from his youth — where it plainly declares that the young outdid the elder in years, and that the old raged no less than the young, and that even the age inexperienced in evils was inclined to evil with great proneness. That we may therefore learn how, while all the rest displayed so great a madness and frenzy of lust, that just man alone remained, strenuously keeping the virtue of continence until he reached the five-hundredth year, Scripture therefore said that Noah, when he was five hundred years old, begot three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth. Consider how great a thing of virtue it was, for so great a length of time, to bridle the frenzy of concupiscence and to enter on a way far different from others, and not only to restrain himself from unlawful intercourse, but even from the lawful and blameless.’ Thus Chrysostom.4



Insigne igitur fuit exemplum castitatis Noë (propter quam fortasse is tantopere Deo placuit): primo, quod tam tarde inceperit generare, scilicet cum quingentorum esset annorum; deinde, quod tam cito ab usu coniugii et filiorum generatione vacavit, non enim plures his tribus filios genuisse legitur. Eat nunc haereticus et impudenter clamitet impossibile esse homini vitam agere caelibem, quasi pauca eiusmodi continentiae habeamus exempla, non solum tempore legis evangelicae, sed etiam tempore legis Mosaicae, quin etiam ante legem Mosis. Certe unum hoc exemplum Noë ad coarguendam istorum impudentiam satis esse deberet. Si enim potuit Noë per quingentos annos caste vivere, cur etiam nunc per centum annos (quanta...
It was, then, a signal example of the chastity of Noah (on account of which, perhaps, he so greatly pleased God): first, that he began so late to beget, namely when he was five hundred years old; then, that so quickly he left off the use of marriage and the begetting of sons, for he is not read to have begotten more than these three sons. Let the heretic now go and shamelessly cry out that it is impossible for a man to lead a celibate life — as though we had few examples of such continence, not only in the time of the evangelical law, but even in the time of the Mosaic law, indeed even before the law of Moses. Certainly this one example of Noah ought to be enough to convict the shamelessness of those men. For if Noah could live chastely for five hundred years, why now too, for a hundred years (how great…5



...quanta est, summum, vita hominis) non possit quispiam caste vivere?
…at most, is the life of man) can someone not live chastely?6



Quamquam illud quoque hoc loco satis probabiliter dici posset, Noë ante quingentesimum vitae annum et uxorem habuisse et genuisse filios, sed eos tamen propterea tacitos praeteriri in sacris litteris quia fuerint omnes ante diluvium aut naturali aut violenta morte sublati, hos autem tres solos superstites fuisse diluvio, ac per eos universum genus hominum propagatum et multiplicatum esse. Sed cur, dicet aliquis, illis centum annis qui post generationem istorum trium filiorum superfuerunt usque ad diluvium nec ipse Noë nec ullus filiorum eius aliquem filium genuisse traditur? Equidem reor incompertam esse mortalibus eius rei causam, nisi forte, quasi divinando, iuvet dicere divino consilio id esse factum, quod sciret Deus, si plures filios Noë genuisset, eos futuros exemplo ceterorum hominum impios atque improbos, ob idque diluvio fuisse perituros, quod sane summo Noë moerori ac dolori fuisset; aut quod, in immensum augescente ac multiplicata progenie Noë, maior quam oportebat futura esset turba hominum qui ex diluvio per arcam servandi fuissent. De ordine autem temporis quo generati sunt isti tres filii Noë, hoc est quis primus natus fuerit, quisve secundus aut postremus, alio loco disputabitur.
Although this too could here be said with sufficient probability: that Noah, before the five-hundredth year of his life, both had a wife and begot sons, but that they are nevertheless passed over in silence in the sacred writings because they were all carried off before the Flood by either a natural or a violent death, and that these three alone survived the Flood, and through them the whole race of men was propagated and multiplied. But why, someone will say, is neither Noah himself nor any of his sons recorded to have begotten any son in those hundred years that remained after the generation of those three sons up to the Flood? For my part I think the cause of this is undiscovered by mortals — unless perhaps, as if by divining, it helps to say that it was done by divine counsel, because God knew that, if Noah had begotten more sons, they would, by the example of the rest of men, have been impious and wicked, and on that account would have perished in the Flood, which would surely have been a cause of the greatest grief and sorrow to Noah; or because, with Noah’s progeny increasing and multiplying immensely, the throng of men who were to be saved from the Flood by the ark would have been greater than was fitting. But concerning the order of time in which these three sons of Noah were begotten — that is, which was born first, which second or last — it will be disputed in another place.7



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:10 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§35 (continues on p. 157): Chrysostom infers Noah’s celibacy until his 500th year. Margins: ‘The admirable continence of Noah’; Chrysostom, homily 24 on Genesis. ↩
	§35 (continued from p. 156): the more admirable for the age in which marriage was thought nearly necessary, and amid universal license. ↩
	§36: Chrysostom on why Scripture noted Noah’s age and the number of his sons. ↩
	§37 (continues on p. 158): the example of Noah’s chastity refutes the ‘heretic’ who calls celibacy impossible. Margin: ‘That it is not impossible for a man to lead a celibate life.’ ↩
	§37 (continued from p. 157): the close of the argument. ↩
	§38: an alternative — Noah may have had earlier children who perished in the Flood; and why no children were born in the final hundred years. ↩




Verse 11. And the earth was corrupted before God, and filled with iniquity

LatineEnglish


Verse 11. And the earth was corrupted before God, and filled with iniquity.1
Vers. 11. Corrupta est autem terra coram Deo, et repleta est iniquitate.



Haec verba explanans Hugo ad hunc modum scribit: Totum hoc de corruptione hominum illius temporis saepius repetit et inculcat Moses, ad augmentum sceleris ostendendum et iustam iram vindicis. Quod dicit coram Domino, notat personam iudicis, scilicet Deum scire ut iudicem, qui nescire dicitur rem nisi cum probata coram eo fuerit; etsi enim per se sciat, nescit tamen ad vindictam. Hoc autem facinus ita erat manifestum ut nulla egeret probatione. Vel coram Domino, qui peccatum eorum attendebat; ipsi enim ita negligenter peccabant ut nec peccatum esse reputarent. Sic Hugo.
Explaining these words, Hugh writes in this manner: ‘All this about the corruption of the men of that time Moses repeats and inculcates rather often, to show the increase of the crime and the just anger of the avenger. That he says “before the Lord” marks the person of the judge — namely, that God knows as a judge, who is said “not to know” a matter except when it has been proved before him; for although in himself he knows, yet he does not know it for vengeance. But this deed was so manifest that it needed no proof. Or “before the Lord,” who attended to their sin; for they sinned so carelessly that they did not even reckon it to be sin.’ Thus Hugh.2



Caietanus autem eadem verba pertractans: Perpende, inquit, progressum peccati. Primo enim fuit et declinatio et depravatio filiorum Dei ex concupiscentia; deinde multa malitia hominis; et demum corrupta est terra. Usque ad corruptionem animorum progressa describitur malitia hominum, ut omnino irreparabiles fuisse malos eorum hominum mores intelligantur, et hoc coram supremo iudice qui testis est veritatis intimae. Insinuatur autem maxima corruptio animorum ex corruptione terrae: significatur enim tanta fuisse animorum corruptio ut ea in terram etiam sit effusa, quasi non solum corrupti fuerint homines interius secundum sensus et affectus, sed exterius etiam secundum externas actiones et opera, quae adeo vitiosa et corrupta fuerint ut etiam terram, id est loca in quibus fiebant, infecerint, polluerint atque corruperint.
Cajetan, treating the same words: ‘Weigh,’ he says, ‘the progress of sin. For first there was both the declining and the depravation of the sons of God from concupiscence; then the great malice of man; and at last the earth was corrupted. The malice of men is described as having advanced even to the corruption of souls, so that the evil morals of those men may be understood to have been wholly irreparable — and this before the supreme Judge, who is the witness of the inmost truth. And the greatest corruption of souls is intimated by the corruption of the earth; for it is signified that the corruption of souls was so great that it was poured out even onto the earth, as though men were corrupted not only inwardly, according to their senses and affections, but outwardly too, according to their external actions and works, which were so vicious and corrupt that they even infected, polluted, and corrupted the earth — that is, the places in which these things were done.’3



Illud igitur, Corrupta est terra, intelligi potest de ipsa terra, quam homines corrupte vivendo etiam corrumpebant. Sicut enim propter sanctitatem hominum loca aliqua habitantium, vel rerum quae inibi tractantur, etiam loca ipsa nominantur et habentur sancta, sic e contrario, propter hominum flagitia, eorum loca polluta et execrata censentur. Fidem ei rei facit quod in Levitico capite 18 scriptum est: Cum masculo, inquit Dominus, non commiscearis coitu femineo, quia abominatio est. Cum omni pecore non coibis, nec maculaberis cum eo. Mulier non succumbet iumento, nec miscebitur ei, quia scelus est. Nec polluamini in omnibus his quibus contaminatae sunt universae gentes quas ego eiiciam ante conspectum vestrum, et quibus polluta est terra, cuius ego scelera visitabo ut evomat habitatores suos. Omnes enim execrationes iustas fecerunt accolae terrae qui fuerunt ante vos, et polluerunt eam. Vel vocabulum terrae potest hic intelligi et accipi pro homine, vel per Synecdochen ut positum sit continens pro contento, id est terra pro hominibus inhabitantibus terram; vel ut ipse homo sit dictus terra, nam sicut paulo supra appellatus homo est caro, quia totus plane carnalis factus erat, sic nunc (ut interpretatur Chrysostomus) appellatur terra, quia totus erat terrenus, id est terrenorum bonorum et voluptatum cupiditatibus affixus.
That phrase, then, ‘The earth was corrupted,’ can be understood of the earth itself, which men, by living corruptly, also corrupted. For just as, on account of the sanctity of the men dwelling in them, or of the things there transacted, certain places themselves are named and held holy, so, on the contrary, on account of men’s crimes, their places are reckoned polluted and accursed. Credit is given to this by what is written in Leviticus, chapter 18: ‘With a male,’ says the Lord, ‘thou shalt not mingle with feminine intercourse, for it is an abomination. With no beast shalt thou couple, nor be defiled with it. A woman shall not lie under a beast, nor mingle with it, for it is a crime. Defile not yourselves in all these things, with which all the nations are contaminated which I will cast out before your sight, and with which the land is polluted, whose crimes I will visit, that it may vomit out its inhabitants. For all these execrable things the inhabitants of the land who were before you committed, and polluted it.’ Or the word ‘earth’ can here be understood and taken for man, either by a synecdoche, as the container being put for the contained — that is, ‘earth’ for the men inhabiting the earth — or so that man himself is called ‘earth’; for as a little above man was called ‘flesh,’ because he had become wholly carnal, so now (as Chrysostom interprets) he is called ‘earth,’ because he was wholly earthly — that is, fixed upon the desires of earthly goods and pleasures.4



Pro illo corrupta, Hebraice est verbum Sachath, significans dissolvere, destruere, corrumpere. Et Lyranus quidem atque Tostatus istiusmodi corruptionem terrae interpretantur fuisse propter vitia carnalia cuiuslibet generis, etiam quae nefanda sunt et contra naturam, quae id temporis latissime ac validissime regnabant. Corruptela vero animi maxime cernitur in vitio nefando, in quo maxime corrumpitur ordo et institutio naturae referentis coitum ad generationem prolis; quem ordinem omnino pervertit et corrumpit qui eiusmodi utitur coitu qui ad generationem prolis referri non potest, sed is suscipitur solius voluptatis, et eius quidem impurissimae ac vitiosissimae fruendae causa.
For that ‘corrupted,’ the Hebrew is the verb Sachath, signifying to dissolve, destroy, corrupt. And Lyra indeed, and Tostatus, interpret this kind of corruption of the earth to have been on account of carnal vices of every kind, even those that are nameless and against nature, which at that time reigned most widely and most strongly. And the corruption of the soul is most discerned in the nameless vice, in which is most corrupted the order and institution of nature, which refers intercourse to the begetting of offspring; which order he wholly perverts and corrupts who uses that kind of intercourse which cannot be referred to the begetting of offspring, but is undertaken for the sake only of pleasure, and that indeed a most impure and most vicious pleasure to be enjoyed.5



In eo quod subditur, Et repleta est iniquitate, pro vocabulo iniquitate Hebraice est Chamas, quae vox significat fraudem, rapinam, violentiam, subversionem et oppressionem. Illud autem coram Domino interpretatur Tostatus, id est publice, quasi in conspectu Dei et caeli et terrae; publice enim peccabant sine ullo pudore. Id quod exprobravit Deus Iudaeis per Isaiam capite tertio: Peccatum suum, inquit, quasi Sodoma praedicaverunt nec absconderunt. Sic in secundo libro Regum capite 12 comminatus est Deus per Nathan David: Tollam, inquit, uxores tuas in oculis tuis, et dabo eas proximo tuo, et dormiet cum eis in oculis solis huius, id est palam et vidente cuncto Israele. Vel illud coram Domino significat summam irreverentiam et ingratitudinem eorum hominum erga Deum, qui, cum crederent Deum praesentem ipsis esse eorumque non solum facta sed etiam abditas animi cogitationes intimosque recessus cernere, nihilominus tamen impudenter ac irreverenter peccabant. Peccare enim seu corrumpi in oculis Dei videtur signi-...
In what is subjoined, ‘And filled with iniquity,’ for the word ‘iniquity’ the Hebrew is Chamas, which word signifies fraud, rapine, violence, subversion, and oppression. And that ‘before the Lord’ Tostatus interprets as ‘publicly,’ as it were in the sight of God and of heaven and earth; for they sinned publicly, without any shame. Which God reproached to the Jews through Isaiah, chapter three: ‘They have proclaimed their sin like Sodom, and have not hidden it.’ So in the second book of Kings, chapter 12, God threatened David through Nathan: ‘I will take,’ he says, ‘thy wives before thy eyes, and give them to thy neighbor, and he shall lie with them in the sight of this sun,’ that is, openly and in the sight of all Israel. Or that ‘before the Lord’ signifies the utmost irreverence and ingratitude of those men toward God, who, although they believed God to be present to them and to discern not only their deeds but even the hidden thoughts of the mind and its inmost recesses, nevertheless sinned shamelessly and irreverently. For to sin, or be corrupted, ‘in the eyes of God’ seems to sig-…6



...ficare eum qui memor sit Dei, quique sibi eum praesentem putet, ipsum tamen offendat. Sunt enim alii qui peccant prorsus immemores Dei, quique, ut ait David, non proposuerunt Deum ante conspectum suum.
…nify him who is mindful of God, and who thinks him present to himself, yet offends him. For there are others who sin wholly forgetful of God, and who, as David says, ‘have not set God before their sight.’7



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:11 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§39: Hugh on the repetition (to magnify the crime); ‘before the Lord’ marks the judge. Margin: Hugh, Annotations on Genesis. ↩
	Cajetan on the progress of sin — down to the corruption of souls, irreparable, even poured out onto the land. Margin: Cajetan on Genesis. ↩
	§40: ‘the earth was corrupted’ may be taken of the land itself, polluted by men’s crimes (Lev. 18), or of man (synecdoche/‘earthly man,’ Chrysostom). Margins: Lev. 18; Chrysostom, homily 24 on Genesis. ↩
	§41: the Hebrew Sachath (to dissolve/destroy); Lyra and Tostatus refer the corruption to carnal vices, especially the ‘nameless’ sin against nature. Margins: Lyra and Tostatus on Genesis 6. ↩
	§42 (continues on p. 160): ‘filled with iniquity’ (Hebrew Chamas); ‘before the Lord’ = openly (Tostatus), or with utter irreverence. Margins: Tostatus; Isa. 3; 2 Kings (2 Samuel) 12. ↩
	§42 (continued from p. 159): the difference between sinning before a remembered God and sinning forgetful of God. Margin: Ps. 53. ↩




Verse 12. And when God had seen that the earth was corrupted (for all flesh had corrupted its way), etc

LatineEnglish


Verse 12. And when God had seen that the earth was corrupted (for all flesh had corrupted its way), etc.1
Vers. 12. Cumque vidisset Deus terram esse corruptam (omnis quippe caro corruperat viam suam), etc.



Licet Deus videat omnia etiam priusquam fiant, in sacris tamen litteris dicitur tunc Deus videre peccata hominum cum ea vult et statuit punire. Tunc enim peccata dicuntur venire ante oculos et in conspectum et in memoriam Dei, cum ea Deus meritis ac debitis poenis vindicare decernit. Prius enim quam puniat Deus, videtur similis aut dormienti aut ignoranti; unde dicitur excitari et exsurgere et animadvertere, quia cum punit quod antea non puniebat, similis videtur expergiscenti et advertenti. Quemadmodum infra capite 18 dixit Deus: Clamor Sodomorum et Gomorrhaeorum multiplicatus est, et peccatum eorum aggravatum est nimis; descendam et videbo utrum clamorem qui venit ad me opere compleverint, an non est ita, ut sciam. Quamobrem cum aliquid vellemus a Deo puniri, quotidiano et vulgari sermone dicere solemus: Videat Deus et iudicet; non quod ignoremus id videri Deo, sed quod optemus id a Deo videri ad puniendum. Sic igitur hoc loco dicitur Deus vidisse quod omnis terra corrupta erat et quod omnis caro corruperat viam suam, quia decreverat non amplius differre tantorum scelerum vindictam, sed quamprimum ea supplicio diluvii punire.
Although God sees all things even before they happen, yet in the sacred writings God is said to ‘see’ the sins of men when he wills and resolves to punish them. For then sins are said to come before the eyes and into the sight and into the memory of God, when God determines to avenge them with deserved and due punishments. For before God punishes, he seems like one asleep or ignorant; whence he is said ‘to be roused,’ ‘to rise up,’ and ‘to take notice,’ because, when he punishes what he did not punish before, he seems like one awaking and noticing. As below, in chapter 18, God said: ‘The cry of the Sodomites and Gomorrhaeans is multiplied, and their sin is exceedingly grievous; I will go down and see whether they have accomplished in deed the cry that has come to me, or whether it be not so, that I may know.’ Wherefore, when we wish something to be punished by God, in daily and common speech we are wont to say: ‘Let God see and judge’ — not that we are ignorant that it is seen by God, but that we desire it to be seen by God for punishment. So, then, in this place God is said to have seen that all the earth was corrupted and that all flesh had corrupted its way, because he had decreed to defer the vengeance of such great crimes no longer, but to punish them as soon as possible with the punishment of the Flood.2



Quod sequitur, Omnis caro corruperat viam suam, explanans Ambrosius ita scribit: Carnem hic posuit Moses pro homine terreno, in quo carnis illecebra viam eius corruperat. Qui si intellexisset quod munus accepisset a Deo, non utique passus esset ut caro obstaret animae virtutibus. Itaque corrumpendae etiam animae caro fuit causa, quae velut origo et locus quidam est voluptatis, ex qua velut a fonte prorumpunt concupiscentiarum malarumque passionum flumina lateque exundant, quibus demergitur anima velut excusso gubernatore remigium, cum ipsamet mens velut quibusdam tempestatibus et procellis victa loco suo cedit. Pulchre autem ait Quia homo natura sua viam corrumpit. Nam via sua in Paradiso erat, in illo beatitudinum tramite, in illo virtutum flore, in illa incorruptibili gratia, quam viam terrenis inquinavit vestigiis. Alii habent, Viam ipsius, hoc est Dei; hoc solet verbo Domini declarari. Sic Ambrosius.
What follows, ‘All flesh had corrupted its way,’ Ambrose, explaining, writes thus: ‘Here Moses put “flesh” for earthly man, in whom the enticement of the flesh had corrupted his way. Who, if he had understood what gift he had received from God, would by no means have suffered the flesh to stand in the way of the soul’s virtues. And so the flesh was the cause of the soul’s being corrupted too — the flesh, which is as it were the origin and a certain seat of pleasure, from which, as from a fountain, burst forth the rivers of concupiscences and evil passions and overflow far and wide, by which the soul is sunk like an oarage with the steersman cast out, when the mind itself, overcome as by certain storms and tempests, yields its place. And he says beautifully, “Because man by his own nature corrupts his way.” For his way was in Paradise, in that path of blessings, in that flower of virtues, in that incorruptible grace — which way he defiled with earthly footsteps. Others have “His way,” that is, God’s way; this is usually declared by the word of the Lord.’ Thus Ambrose.3



Sed illius vocabuli via, ut frequentissimus, sic amplissimus et perquam varius est in sacris litteris usus. Significat enim vitam hominis, studia, mores, instituta, opera, consuetudines; saepissime autem id nominis pro lege Dei usurpatur, quo modo putant quidam hic accipi...
But the use of that word ‘way’ in the sacred writings, as it is most frequent, so it is most ample and exceedingly varied. For it signifies a man’s life, pursuits, morals, institutions, works, customs; but very often that word is used for the law of God, in which way some think it is taken here…4



...ut sit sensus, omnis caro, id est omnis homo, corruperat viam suam, id est violaverat legem sibi a Deo datam, non quidem legem Mosis aut aliam positivam, quae nulla eo tempore fuit, sed naturalem, praesertim vero quantum ad concupiscentiam carnis et vexationem atque oppressionem proximi. Alii interpretantur illos corrupisse viam suam quantum ad naturalem rationem coitus, scilicet cum feminis generandae prolis causa. Illi enim abutebantur coitu contra naturam, facientes id quod Paulus scribit ad Rom. 1: Feminae eorum immutaverunt naturalem usum in eum usum qui est contra naturam; similiter autem et masculi, relicto naturali usu feminae, exarserunt in desideriis suis invicem, masculi in masculos turpitudinem operantes. Quin etiam putant quidam tantam fuisse turpitudinem libidinis animorumque corruptelam ut masculi non solum cum masculis sed etiam cum brutis miscerentur.
…so that the sense is: all flesh — that is, every man — had corrupted its way, that is, had violated the law given to it by God; not indeed the law of Moses or any other positive law (for there was none at that time), but the natural law, and especially as to the concupiscence of the flesh and the harassment and oppression of the neighbor. Others interpret that they corrupted their way as to the natural manner of intercourse — namely, with women for the sake of begetting offspring. For they abused intercourse against nature, doing that which Paul writes in Romans 1: ‘Their women changed the natural use into that use which is against nature; and in like manner the males also, leaving the natural use of the female, burned in their desires one toward another, males with males working that which is filthy.’ Indeed, some think that the baseness of lust and the corruption of souls was so great that males mingled not only with males, but even with beasts.5



Addit praeterea Lyranus (id nempe mutuatus ex Hebraeis) etiam animalia corrupisse viam suam, quippe unius speciei animalia cum animalibus diversarum specierum miscebantur; quod mihi tamen non fit verisimile. Animalia enim habent naturalem propensionem ad unum aliquid praefinitum ipsis et determinatum a natura, quo fit ut, nisi ab homine vel instigata vel condocefacta, non appetant coitum eorum quae diversae sunt speciei. At homo, qui praeditus est intellectu et voluntate, quae sunt universalia et indeterminata principia agendi, potest variare naturalem suam propensionem et, prout sibi visum et libitum fuerit, agere.
Lyra adds, moreover (this being borrowed from the Hebrews), that the animals too corrupted their way, since animals of one species mingled with animals of diverse species; which, however, does not seem probable to me. For animals have a natural propensity toward one single thing predetermined and fixed for them by nature, whereby it comes about that, unless instigated or trained by man, they do not seek the coupling of those that are of a diverse species. But man, who is endowed with intellect and will — which are universal and indeterminate principles of acting — can vary his natural propensity and act according as it seems good and pleasing to him.6



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:12 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§43: God ‘sees’ sins when he resolves to punish them. Margin: ‘When God is said to see the sins of men.’ ↩
	§44: ‘all flesh had corrupted its way’ — Ambrose: ‘flesh’ for earthly man, the flesh the source of corruption. Margin: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 5. ↩
	§45 (continues on p. 161): the manifold scriptural senses of ‘way’ (life, morals, the law of God). Margin: ‘What the word “way” signifies.’ ↩
	§45 (continued from p. 160): ‘all flesh corrupted its way’ = violated the natural law, especially in lust and against nature (Rom. 1). Margin: Rom. 1. ↩
	§46: Lyra adds (from the Hebrews) that the animals too corrupted their way — which Pererius doubts, since beasts follow a fixed natural instinct. Margin: Lyra. ↩




Verse 13. The Lord said to Noah: The end of all flesh is come before me; the earth is filled with iniquity from before their face, and I will destroy them with the earth

LatineEnglish


Verse 13. The Lord said to Noah: The end of all flesh is come before me; the earth is filled with iniquity from before their face, and I will destroy them with the earth.1
Vers. 13. Dixit Dominus ad Noë: Finis universae carnis venit coram me; repleta est terra iniquitate a facie eorum, et ego disperdam eos cum terra.



Haec est postrema comminatio Dei, multo etiam gravior et vehementior prioribus. Nam primo dixerat, Non permanebit Spiritus meus in homine in aeternum, nihil explicans de poena qua volebat hominem plectere. Deinde indicavit poenam, addens, Delebo hominem, sed non expressit quomodo et quando id futurum esset. Hic vero utrumque aperit: tempus quidem, dicens, Finis universae carnis venit coram me; modum autem, adiiciens, Disperdam eos cum terra, scilicet immenso pene aquarum diluvio universam terram altissime obruens cunctaque quae in ea erant disperdens. Nam paulo infra hoc ipsum enucleatius dicens: Ecce, inquit, ego inducam aquas diluvii super terram, ut interficiam omnem carnem in qua spiritus vitae est subter caelum, et universa quae in terra sunt consumentur.
This is God’s final threat, much graver and more vehement than the earlier ones. For first he had said, ‘My spirit shall not remain in man for ever,’ explaining nothing of the penalty with which he wished to strike man. Then he indicated the penalty, adding, ‘I will destroy man,’ but did not express how and when this would come to pass. But here he opens both: the time, saying, ‘The end of all flesh is come before me’; and the manner, adding, ‘I will destroy them with the earth’ — namely, by an almost immense flood of waters overwhelming the whole earth to the greatest depth and destroying all things that were in it. For a little below, saying this same thing more distinctly: ‘Behold,’ he says, ‘I will bring the waters of a flood upon the earth, to destroy all flesh wherein is the breath of life under heaven, and all things that are in the earth shall be consumed.’2



Horrendum sane est incidere in manus Dei viventis, et Deum qui diu clementissime supplicium distulit, perseverantia et acerbitate scelerum tandem ad supremam vindictam quasi compellere...
It is indeed a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God, and, by the persistence and bitterness of one’s crimes, to compel, as it were, God — who long, most mercifully, deferred the punishment — at last to the supreme vengeance…3



Vere horribilis est huiusmodi comminatio Dei deliberate et asseveranter dicentis se non amplius parciturum, sed debitis poenis flagitia puniturum; tunc enim nullus est deprecationi, nullus miserationi locus. Cum enim mensuram quandam impleverint peccatores, ita ut sint completae iniquitates eorum, quemadmodum de Amorrhaeis dixit Dominus, tunc nullum est divinae animadversionis effugium, nec aliud superest nisi damnatio. Unde et Iudaeis per Ezechielem dicebat Deus, Finis venit etc., et subdit, Non parcam nec miserebor; et Ieremiae dixit, Tu noli orare pro populo hoc, quia non exaudiam te; et rursus, Si steterit Moses et Samuel coram me, non est anima mea ad populum istum. Illud, Dixit Deus ad Noe, aperte significat Deum locutum esse cum Noë; sed quo genere locutionis sit usus, obscurum et incertum est. Potuit enim fieri ut ea locutus sit Deus per interiorem et spiritualem locutionem, id est per revelationem intellectualem, quemadmodum fere loquebatur cum Prophetis, vel per apparitionem in somno, vel per Angelum aliquem sub aspectabili forma humani corporis loquentem.
Truly horrible is such a threat of God, deliberately and emphatically declaring that he will spare no longer, but will punish crimes with due penalties; for then there is no place for entreaty, no place for pity. For when sinners have filled up a certain measure, so that their iniquities are complete, as the Lord said of the Amorites, then there is no escape from the divine chastisement, nor does anything remain but condemnation. Whence to the Jews too, through Ezekiel, God said, ‘The end is come,’ etc., and adds, ‘I will not spare, nor have mercy’; and to Jeremiah he said, ‘Do not thou pray for this people, for I will not hear thee’; and again, ‘If Moses and Samuel stood before me, my soul is not toward this people.’ That ‘God said to Noah’ plainly signifies that God spoke with Noah; but by what kind of locution he used, is obscure and uncertain. For it may have been that God spoke these things by an interior and spiritual locution — that is, by an intellectual revelation, as he usually spoke with the Prophets — or by an apparition in sleep, or by some Angel speaking under the visible form of a human body.4



Illud, Finis universae carnis venit coram me, Hebraismus est hoc significans: statutum est apud me delere universam carnem, vel imponere finem malitiae hominum delendo eos cum omnibus quae possident quaeque sunt super terram. Pro eo quod habet Latinus interpres finis, LXX Interpretes verterunt tempus; sed Aquila et Symmachus similiter ut noster Interpres transtulerunt, ille telos, id est finis, hic peras, id est terminus. Sed omnium harum translationum eadem est sententia. Nam illud, Tempus venit universae carnis, hoc sonat: Advenisse supremum tempus puniendi hominum scelera, nec ulterius prorogatum iri eorum vindictam.
That ‘The end of all flesh is come before me’ is a Hebraism signifying this: ‘It is determined with me to destroy all flesh,’ or ‘to impose an end on the malice of men by destroying them with all that they possess and that is upon the earth.’ For what the Latin translator has as ‘end,’ the Septuagint translators rendered ‘time’; but Aquila and Symmachus translated similarly to our translator, the one telos, that is ‘end,’ the other peras, that is ‘term.’ But of all these translations the sense is the same. For that ‘The time of all flesh is come’ sounds thus: ‘The supreme time of punishing men’s crimes has arrived, and their vengeance will be deferred no further.’5



Illud igitur, Finis universae carnis venit coram me, significat vel generalem omnium hominum cladem et totius terrae excidium, ut hoc loco, vel maximum hominum maximaeque partis terrae exitium. Siquidem hunc eundem sermonem Domini usurpasse beatum martyrem Euthicium, praenunciantem ingentem cladem et innumerabiles calamitates tunc imminentes propter adventum et saevitiam Longobardorum, narrat B. Gregorius ultimo capite libri tertii Dialogorum. Placuit autem eius verba hic adscribere. Cum enim commemorasset de quadam visione Redempti, Ferentinae civitatis episcopi sibique familiarissimi, cumque eundem rogasset ut sibi eam visionem apertius explanaret, subdit haec: Aiebat ille se quadam die, dum parochias suas ex more circuiret, pervenisse ad ecclesiam beati Euthicii martyris. Advesperascente autem die, stratum fieri sibi iuxta sepulchrum martyris voluit, atque ibi post laborem quievit. Cum nocte media, ut asserebat, nec perfecte vigilare poterat nec dormire, sed depressus (ut solet) somno, gravabatur quoque pondere vigilans animus, atque ante eum beatus martyr Euthicius astitit dicens: Redempte, vigilas? Cui respondit, Vigilo. Qui ait: Finis venit universae carnis, finis venit universae carnis, finis venit universae carnis. Post quam trinam...
That phrase, then, ‘The end of all flesh is come before me,’ signifies either a general calamity of all men and the destruction of the whole earth, as in this place, or the greatest destruction of men and of the greatest part of the earth. For that the blessed martyr Euthicius used this same saying of the Lord, foretelling the immense calamity and innumerable disasters then threatening because of the coming and the savagery of the Lombards, the blessed Gregory narrates in the last chapter of the third book of the Dialogues. And it has seemed good to transcribe his words here. For when he had recalled a certain vision of Redemptus, bishop of the city of Ferentinum and most intimate with him, and had asked him to explain that vision more openly to him, he subjoins this: ‘He said that one day, while he was making his rounds of his parishes as usual, he came to the church of the blessed martyr Euthicius. And as the day was drawing toward evening, he wished a bed to be made for him beside the tomb of the martyr, and there, after his labor, he rested. When, at midnight, as he asserted, he could neither perfectly keep awake nor sleep, but, weighed down (as is usual) by sleep, his waking mind was also burdened with heaviness, the blessed martyr Euthicius stood before him, saying: “Redemptus, art thou awake?” He answered, “I am awake.” And he said: “The end of all flesh is come; the end of all flesh is come; the end of all flesh is come.” After which threefold…6



...vocem visio martyris, quae mentis eius oculis apparebat, evanuit. Tunc vir Dei surrexit seque in orationis lamentum dedit.
…utterance the vision of the martyr, which appeared to the eyes of his mind, vanished. Then the man of God arose and gave himself to the lament of prayer.7



Mox autem illa terribilia in caelo signa secuta sunt, ut hastae atque acies igneae ab Aquilonis parte viderentur. Mox effera Longobardorum gens de vagina suae habitationis educta in nostram cervicem grassata est, atque humanum genus quod in hac terra prae nimia multitudine quasi spissae segetis more surrexerat succisum aruit. Nam depopulatae urbes, eversa castra, concremata ecclesiae, destructa sunt monasteria virorum ac feminarum; desolata ab hominibus praedia atque ab omni cultore destituta, in solitudine vacat terra; nullus hanc possessor inhabitat; occupaverunt bestiae loca quae prius multitudo hominum tenebat. Et quid in aliis mundi partibus agatur ignoro. Nam in hac terra in qua nos vivimus, finem suum mundus iam non nunciat, sed ostendit. Tanto erga nos necesse est instantius aeterna quaerere, quanto a nobis cognoscimus temporalia fugisse. Despiciendus a nobis hic mundus fuerat etiam si blandiretur, si rebus prosperis demulceret animum; at postquam tot flagellis premitur, tanta adversitate fatigatur, tot nobis quotidie dolores ingeminat, quid nobis aliud quam ne diligatur clamat? Haec Gregorius.
And presently those terrible signs in the sky followed, so that spears and fiery battle-lines were seen from the region of the North. Presently the savage race of the Lombards, drawn from the sheath of their dwelling, raged against our neck, and the human race which on this land had sprung up, by reason of its excessive multitude, after the manner of a thick crop, was cut down and withered. For cities were depopulated, camps overthrown, churches burned, monasteries of men and of women destroyed; estates, desolate of men and bereft of every cultivator, the land lies in solitude; no owner inhabits it; beasts have occupied the places which before a multitude of men held. And what is being done in other parts of the world, I know not. For in this land in which we live, the world no longer announces its end, but shows it. So much the more urgently must we seek eternal things, by as much as we know that temporal things have fled from us. This world ought to have been despised by us even if it flattered, if it soothed the mind with prosperous things; but after it is pressed by so many scourges, wearied by so great adversity, and redoubles for us so many griefs daily, what else does it cry to us but that it not be loved? Thus Gregory.8



Sequitur: Repleta est terra iniquitate a facie eorum. Hoc de extrema hominum eius temporis improbitate ac malitia saepius hic repetitur atque inculcatur, quo vehementius exaggeraretur immanitas scelerum et aequitas divinae vindictae tanto supplicio ea flagitia vindicantis. Illud, Repleta est terra, emphasim habet, hoc est ad summum vitiorum perducta et impleta est peccatorum mensura, ut sit quasi hic sensus: Quoniam isti homines nihil aliud sibi quam flagitia proposuerunt, ego quoque nihil aliud mihi proposui quam eorum cladem, vastitatem, exitium. Illud, a facie eorum, Hebraismus est et idem significat atque ab ipsis, sicut Septuaginta Interpretes reddiderunt; vel ut expressit paraphrasis Chaldaica, propter mala sua opera. Ambrosius legit, Repleta est terra iniquitatibus suis.
There follows: ‘The earth is filled with iniquity from before their face.’ This, about the extreme wickedness and malice of the men of that time, is here rather often repeated and inculcated, that the savagery of the crimes and the justice of the divine vengeance — punishing those crimes with so great a penalty — might be the more vehemently magnified. That ‘The earth is filled’ has emphasis — that is, the measure of sins has been carried to the utmost and filled up — so that the sense is, as it were, this: ‘Since these men set before themselves nothing but crimes, I too have set before myself nothing but their calamity, devastation, destruction.’ That ‘from before their face’ is a Hebraism and signifies the same as ‘by them,’ as the Septuagint translators rendered it; or, as the Chaldee paraphrase expressed it, ‘because of their evil works.’ Ambrose reads, ‘The earth is filled with their iniquities.’9



Sed circa illa verba, Disperdam eos cum terra (vel ut habent Septuaginta, Disperdam eos et terram, vel ut alii vertunt, Disperdam eos de terra), quaeritur quomodo Deus per diluvium terram perdidit? Sed facile respondetur terram non fuisse destructam quantum ad substantiam, sed quantum ad ornatum eius qui est in superficie ipsius, proveniens ex decore plantarum et ex pulchritudine aedificiorum; vel quantum ad diminutionem suae fertilitatis, falsis enim Oceani aquis diu tota perfusa et obruta sterilior exinde fuit, id est nec tam uberes nec tam salubres fructus proferens; vel quia (ut tradunt Hebraei) superficies terrae ad trium palmorum altitudinem diluvio tabefacta, consumpta et in aquam conversa est — in illa vero exteriori parte terrae potissimum vigebat germinandi vis et facultas terrae. Sed cur supplicium hoc Dei ad terram duntaxat pertinuit nec attigit aquam? An quia terra tantum usque ad illud tempus infecta et contaminata fuerat hominum flagitiis? Necdum enim homines mare intraverant, nondum inventa fuerat ars navigandi, ex qua, sicut multa bona extiterunt, ita propter homi-...
But concerning those words, ‘I will destroy them with the earth’ (or, as the Septuagint have it, ‘I will destroy them and the earth,’ or, as others render, ‘I will destroy them from the earth’), it is asked: how did God destroy the earth by the Flood? But it is easily answered that the earth was not destroyed as to its substance, but as to the adornment which is on its surface, arising from the beauty of plants and from the comeliness of buildings; or as to the diminution of its fertility — for, long drenched and overwhelmed by the salt waters of the Ocean, it was thereafter more barren, that is, bringing forth fruits neither so abundant nor so wholesome; or because (as the Hebrews hand down) the surface of the earth, to a depth of three palms, was wasted by the Flood, consumed, and turned into water — and in that outer part of the earth the germinating power and faculty of the earth especially thrived. But why did this punishment of God pertain only to the earth and not touch the water? Was it because the earth alone, up to that time, had been infected and contaminated by men’s crimes? For men had not yet entered the sea, the art of navigation had not yet been invented — from which, as many goods have arisen, so on account of men…10



...num, vel insatiabilem avaritiam, vel insanam dominandi cupidinem, ferinamve crudelitatem, innumerabilia mala redundarunt. In altero autem generali iudicio et exitio mundi in consummatione seculi futuro, quod non per aquam ut hoc, sed per ignem fiet, non tantum terra sed et aqua purificabitur, propter innumera hominum scelera usque ad eam diem in aquis patrata.
…[from navigation], either insatiable avarice, or an insane lust of dominating, or beastly cruelty, innumerable evils overflowed. But in the other, general judgment and destruction of the world to come at the consummation of the age — which will be made not by water, as this one, but by fire — not only the earth but the water too will be purified, on account of the innumerable crimes of men perpetrated upon the waters up to that day.11



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:13 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	Commentary on v. 13: this is God’s final and gravest threat — the earlier threats compared. ↩
	§47 (continues on p. 162): how dreadful to fall into God’s hands when his patience is at last exhausted. Margins: Gen. 15; Ezek. 7; Jer. 7; below ch. 15. ↩
	§47 (continued from p. 161): when the measure of iniquity is full, no place is left for entreaty; the manner of God’s speech to Noah. Margins: Gen. 15; Ezek. 7; Jer. 7; below ch. 15. ↩
	§48: ‘The end of all flesh is come before me’ — a Hebraism; the renderings (finis / tempus / telos / peras). ↩
	§49 (continues on p. 163): the phrase signifies a general or great destruction — Gregory’s Dialogues on the martyr Euthicius foretelling the Lombard calamity. Margins: St. Gregory; the martyr Euthicius. ↩
	§49 (continued from p. 162): the vision vanished. ↩
	§50: the close of Gregory — the fiery portents and the Lombard devastation; ‘the world no longer announces its end, but shows it.’ Margin: ‘Prodigies and portents at the onset of the Lombard persecution.’ ↩
	§51: ‘the earth is filled with iniquity from before their face’ — the repetition magnifies the crime; the Hebraisms. ↩
	§52 (continues on p. 164): how God ‘destroyed the earth’ by the Flood — not in substance, but in adornment and fertility; why the sea was spared. Margin: ‘How God destroyed the earth by the Flood.’ ↩
	§52 (continued from p. 163): conclusion — the final fiery judgment will purify water too. ↩




THIRD DISPUTATION. Whether all who perished in the Flood were also damned to the eternal punishments of hell

LatineEnglish


THIRD DISPUTATION. Whether all who perished in the Flood were also damned to the eternal punishments of hell.1
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Utrum omnes qui diluvio perierunt, aeternis quoque inferni suppliciis damnati fuerint.



Sed est postremo loco (quae claudat hunc librum) gravis illa, nec iniucunda cognitu, certe huc ad locum maxime pertinens tractanda quaestio: Utrum omnes illi qui diluvii aquis demersi corporalem vitam perdiderunt, etiam spiritalem et aeternam perdiderint. Namque aliquos eorum qui diluvio perierunt damnationem inferni evasisse gravis auctor significat Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim, tractans illa verba Domini quae sunt apud Mosen capite sexto Geneseos secundum lectionem Hebraicam: In Hebraeo, inquit, scriptum est, Non iudicabit Spiritus meus homines istos in sempiternum quoniam carnes sunt. Hoc est: Quia fragilis est in homine conditio, non eos ad aeternos servabo cruciatus, sed hic illis restituam quod merentur. Ergo non severitatem, ut in nostris codicibus legitur, sed clementiam Dei sonat, dum peccator hic pro suo scelere visitatur. Haec Hieronymus. Sed idem pluribus et apertioribus verbis idipsum confirmat in primum caput prophetae Nahum, super illa verba, Quid cogitatis contra Dominum, hoc modo scribens: Si vobis videtur crudelis, rigidus et cruentus, quod in diluvio genus delevit humanum, super Sodoma et Gomorrham ignem et sulphur pluit, et Aegyptios demersit fluctibus, Israelitarum cadavera prostravit in eremo: scitote eum ideo ad praesens reddidisse supplicia, ne in aeternum puniret. Certe aut vera sunt quae propheta loquuntur aut falsa: si vera sunt quae de severitate eius videntur dicere, ipsi dixerunt, Non iudicabit Dominus bis in idipsum in tribulatione; sin autem falsa sunt, et falsum est hoc quod dicitur, Non consurget duplex tribulatio, falsa est ergo et crudelitas quae in lege descripta est. Quod si verum est, ut negare non poterunt, dicente Propheta, Non iudicabit Dominus etc., ergo qui puniti sunt postea non punientur; si autem illi postea punientur, scriptura mentitur, quod dicere nefas est. Receperunt ergo et qui in diluvio perierunt, et Sodomitae, et Aegyptii, et Israelitae in solitudine, mala sua in vita sua. Sic ex B. Hieronymo. Si igitur Deus propterea illos homines temporali supplicio Diluvii punire voluit, ne sempiternis post hanc vitam eos puniret suppliciis, hinc fit credibile multos eorum hominum aeterna supplicia evasisse.
But there remains, in the last place (to close this book), that grave question — not unpleasant to learn, and certainly most pertinent to this passage — to be treated: Whether all those who, drowned by the waters of the Flood, lost their bodily life, also lost their spiritual and eternal life. For that some of those who perished in the Flood escaped the damnation of hell, a weighty author signifies — Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, treating those words of the Lord which are in Moses, the sixth chapter of Genesis, according to the Hebrew reading: ‘In the Hebrew,’ he says, ‘it is written, My Spirit shall not judge these men for ever, because they are flesh. That is: Because the condition of man is frail, I will not keep them for eternal torments, but here will render to them what they deserve. Therefore it sounds not of severity, as it is read in our codices, but of God’s clemency, while the sinner is here visited for his crime.’ Thus Jerome. But the same writer confirms this same thing, in more and plainer words, on the first chapter of the prophet Nahum, on those words ‘What do you devise against the Lord?’, writing thus: ‘If he seems to you cruel, rigid, and bloody, because in the Flood he destroyed the human race, rained fire and brimstone on Sodom and Gomorrah, drowned the Egyptians in the waves, laid low the corpses of the Israelites in the desert — know that he therefore rendered punishments for the present, that he might not punish for ever. Surely, what the prophets say is either true or false: if the things they seem to say about his severity are true, they themselves said, The Lord will not judge twice for the same thing in tribulation; but if they are false, and this is false which is said, A double tribulation shall not arise, then false too is the cruelty which is described in the law. But if it is true — as they will not be able to deny, the Prophet saying, The Lord will not judge etc. — then those who have been punished will not afterward be punished; but if they will afterward be punished, Scripture lies, which it is impious to say. They received, therefore — both those who perished in the Flood, and the Sodomites, and the Egyptians, and the Israelites in the wilderness — their evils in their [own] life.’ Thus from the blessed Jerome. If, therefore, God for this reason willed to punish those men with the temporal punishment of the Flood, that he might not punish them with everlasting punishments after this life, hence it becomes credible that many of those men escaped the eternal punishments.2



Verum apertissime hoc ipsum sentit et tradit Rupertus libro quarto Commentariorum in Genesim capite 16, his verbis scribens: Sciendum est triforme unius Trinitatis esse iudicium: primum videlicet quo diabolus de caelo deiectus est; et ultimum quo idem diabolus cum suis angelis et malis hominibus in ignem aeternum est mittendus; praeterea medium hoc quo diluvium mundo inducitur — et hoc quidem ut tempore vel ordine, sic et qualitate medium est. Etenim primo et ultimo iudicio soli reprobi feriuntur, et soli electi servantur; isto autem medio nec soli electi conservantur, nec soli reprobi suffocantur. Credendum quippe est aliquos hoc diluvio periisse quorum, eodem periculo mortis, peccatum deletum sit, iuxta quod scriptum est, Non vindicabit Deus bis in idipsum; plerosque tamen ex eis, utpote impios, ab illo temporali aquarum diluvio ad aeternum transisse incendium, iuxta quod scriptum est, Ignis succensus est in furore meo, et ardebit usque ad inferni novissima. De his autem qui superfuerunt, tam magna Dei gratia reservati, cum tres tantum filii Noë fuerint, unus reprobus extitit; et ex omnibus illis tribus maxima reproborum sylva succrevit. Sic Rupertus.
But Rupert holds and teaches this very thing most openly, in the fourth book of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 16, writing in these words: ‘It must be known that the judgment of the one Trinity is threefold: the first, namely, by which the devil was cast down from heaven; and the last, by which the same devil, with his angels and with evil men, is to be sent into the eternal fire; and besides, this middle one, by which the Flood is brought upon the world — and this is middle in quality as well as in time or order. For in the first and last judgment the reprobate alone are struck and the elect alone saved; but in this middle one neither are the elect alone preserved, nor the reprobate alone drowned. For it is to be believed that some perished in this Flood whose sin, by that same peril of death, was blotted out, according to what is written, God will not avenge twice for the same thing; yet that most of them, as impious, passed from that temporal flood of waters to the eternal burning, according to what is written, A fire is kindled in my fury, and shall burn even to the lowest hell. And of those who survived, reserved by so great a grace of God — although there were only three sons of Noah — one turned out reprobate; and from all those three a vast forest of the reprobate grew up.’ Thus Rupert.3



Licet etiam hoc argumentari ex tribus propositionibus, quibus probatis videtur concludi quod intenditur ab istis. Prima Propositio: Christus post mortem suam, secundum animam descendens ad inferos, iis qui inibi erant praedicavit Evangelium. Non videtur haec propositio magna indigere probatione, cum eam perspicue tradat sanctus Petrus prioris Epistolae cap. tertio illis verbis: In quo et his qui in carcere erant spiritibus veniens praedicavit, qui increduli fuerant aliquando, quando expectabant Dei patientiam in diebus Noë, cum fabricaretur arca. Et cap. quarto eiusdem Epistolae: Propter hoc, inquit, et mortuis evangelizatum est. Atque ea verba Petri plurimi et gravissimi Patres de vero descensu animae Christi ad inferos eiusque praedicatione in eo loco interpretati sunt: sicut Athanasius in libro De incarnatione Verbi, et in Tractatu adversus Apollinarium, et in Sermone adversus omnes haereses, et in Epistola ad Epictetum (cuius ex ea Epistola commemorat verba Epiphanius in Haeresi 77); eadem fuit sententia Hilarii in Psal. 118 super illis verbis, Quando consolaberis me? et in Psal. 141 in Commentario eius loci, Educ de custodia animam meam; et Nazianzeni in Oratione de Pascha; Epiphanii in Haeresi 45; Hieronymi super illis verbis Zachariae capite 9, Tu quoque in sanguine testamenti tui etc., et super illud Oseae cap. 13, Morsus tuus ero, inferne; Cyrilli in libro De Recta fide ad Theodosium, et in libro 12 in Ioan. cap. 36; Damasceni libro tertio De Fide Orthodoxa c. 29, et in Sermone Quod vita defuncti et sacris operationibus et vivorum beneficiis iuvetur; ut alios quamplurimos his recentiores in praesentia omittam.
This may also be argued from three propositions, which once proved, what those men intend seems to be concluded. First Proposition: Christ, after his death, descending to hell according to his soul, preached the Gospel to those who were there. This proposition does not seem to need much proof, since St. Peter sets it forth plainly in the third chapter of his first Epistle, in those words: ‘In which also coming he preached to those spirits that were in prison, who had once been incredulous, when they waited for the patience of God in the days of Noah, when the ark was being built.’ And in the fourth chapter of the same Epistle: ‘For this cause,’ he says, ‘was the Gospel preached also to the dead.’ And those words of Peter very many and most weighty Fathers interpreted of a true descent of Christ’s soul to hell and his preaching there: as Athanasius in the book On the Incarnation of the Word, and in the Tract against Apollinaris, and in the Sermon against all heresies, and in the Epistle to Epictetus (from which Epistle Epiphanius records his words in Heresy 77); the same was the opinion of Hilary on Ps. 118, on those words, ‘When wilt thou comfort me?’, and on Ps. 141, in the commentary on that passage, ‘Bring my soul out of prison’; and of Nazianzen in the Oration on Easter; of Epiphanius in Heresy 45; of Jerome on those words of Zachariah, ch. 9, ‘Thou also, by the blood of thy testament,’ etc., and on that of Hosea, ch. 13, ‘O hell, I will be thy bite’; of Cyril in the book On the Right Faith to Theodosius, and in book 12 on John, ch. 36; of the Damascene in the third book On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 29, and in the Sermon ‘That the dead are aided both by sacred works and by the benefits of the living’ — to omit for the present very many others more recent than these.4



Altera Propositio: Praedicatio Christi apud inferos fructuosa fuit, et profuit iis qui eam audierunt, si non omnibus, multis; profuit, inquam, ad liberationem eorum ex inferno. Sententiam huius propositionis Beda in commentario illius loci Petri attribuit Hilario; nam etsi nomen eius tacet, verba tamen quae inibi memo-...
Second Proposition: Christ’s preaching in hell was fruitful, and profited those who heard it — if not all, yet many; profited, I say, unto their liberation from hell. The opinion of this proposition Bede, in his commentary on that passage of Peter, attributes to Hilary; for although he is silent as to his name, yet the words which he there re-…5



...memorat, Hilarii sunt super Psalmum 118. Epiphanius certe non videtur id abnuere in haeresi 46, ita scribens: Venit Christus in mundum et descendit in infernum, ut iis quidem qui olim ipsum cognoverunt et ab ipsius Deitate non aberraverunt, verum propter errores in inferno detenti sunt, indulgentiam largiretur — his quidem qui in mundo sunt, per paenitentiam; his vero qui in inferno, per misericordiam. Nec ab ea sententia videtur abhorruisse auctor Commentariorum in Epistolas Pauli qui vulgo nominatur et putatur Ambrosius. Nam in 10 caput Epistolae ad Romanos, super illa verba, Quis descendet in abyssum? Omnis, inquit, quicumque, viso Salvatore apud inferos, speravit de illo salutem, liberatus est, Petro id testante cum dixit, Propter quod et mortuis evangelizatum est. Similia idem auctor scribit explanans illa Pauli verba quae sunt in Epistola eius ad Ephesios capite quarto, Quod autem ascendit, quid est nisi quia et descendit etc.: Triumphato, inquit, diabolo, descendit Christus in cor terrae, ut ostensio eius praedicatio esset mortuorum, et quotquot eius cupidi essent liberarentur.
…records there are Hilary’s, on Psalm 118. Epiphanius certainly does not seem to deny it, in Heresy 46, writing thus: ‘Christ came into the world and descended into hell, that to those who had once known him and had not erred from his Deity, but were detained in hell on account of errors, he might bestow pardon — to those, indeed, who are in the world, through penance; but to those who are in hell, through mercy.’ Nor does the author of the Commentaries on Paul’s Epistles, who is commonly named and thought to be Ambrose, seem to shrink from that opinion. For on the tenth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, on those words ‘Who shall descend into the abyss?’: ‘Everyone,’ he says, ‘whosoever, having seen the Savior in hell, hoped for salvation from him, was freed — Peter testifying this when he said, For this cause was the Gospel preached also to the dead.’ Similar things the same author writes, explaining those words of Paul in his Epistle to the Ephesians, chapter four, ‘But that he ascended, what is it but that he also descended?’ etc.: ‘The devil being triumphed over,’ he says, ‘Christ descended into the heart of the earth, that his showing-forth might be a preaching to the dead, and that as many as desired him might be freed.’6



B. Augustinus, ex eo quod Petrus dixit Actorum secundo Christum solutis doloribus inferni suscitatum esse a Deo, argumentatur Christum, cum eius anima descendit ad inferos, nonnullos eorum qui cruciatibus inferni torquebantur liberasse. Verba Augustini in libro 12 De Genesi ad litteram capite 33 haec sunt: Christi animam venisse usque ad ea loca in quibus peccatores cruciantur, ut eos solveret a tormentis quos esse solvendos occulta sua iustitia iudicabat, non immerito creditur. Quomodo enim aliter accipiendum sit quod dictum est, Quem Deus suscitavit a mortuis solutis doloribus inferorum, non video, nisi ut quorundam dolores apud inferos eum solvisse accipiamus ea potestate qua dominus est, et cui omne genu flectitur, caelestium, terrestrium et inferorum, per quam potestatem etiam illis doloribus quos solvit teneri non potuit. Sic Augustinus. Peccatores autem qui cruciantur in inferno non alios intelligere licet quam poenis inferni damnatos; et horum tamen nonnullos putat Augustinus a Christo esse liberatos.
The blessed Augustine, from the fact that Peter said in Acts 2 that Christ was raised up by God ‘the sorrows of hell being loosed,’ argues that Christ, when his soul descended to hell, freed some of those who were tormented by the torments of hell. Augustine’s words, in book 12 of On Genesis according to the Letter, ch. 33, are these: ‘That Christ’s soul came as far as those places in which sinners are tormented, to loose from torments those whom by his hidden justice he judged were to be loosed, is believed not without reason. For how otherwise is to be taken what was said, “Whom God raised up from the dead, the sorrows of hell being loosed,” I do not see, unless we take it that he loosed the sorrows of certain ones in hell, by that power by which he is Lord and to whom every knee bows, of things heavenly, earthly, and infernal — by which power he could not even be held by those sorrows which he loosed.’ Thus Augustine. And the ‘sinners who are tormented in hell’ one may understand to be none other than those damned to the punishments of hell; and yet some of these Augustine thinks were freed by Christ.7



Tertia Propositio: Praedicatio Christi apud inferos cum aliis profuit, tum praecipue multis eorum qui Noëtico diluvio interierunt. Haec propositio fidem capit ex confirmatione superiorum. Nam si praedicatio Christi apud inferos profuit his qui eam audierunt, ea vero praedicatio praecipue facta est ad eos qui perierunt diluvio (siquidem hos tantum nominatim memorat Petrus quibus apud inferos Christus praedicavit), hinc efficitur praedicationem Christi multis eorum qui diluvii aquis demersi sunt profuisse. Lyrano certe fit admodum probabile nonnullos eorum hominum, qui prius non crediderunt Noë venturum diluvium praenuncianti, postea, ingruente atque incipiente diluvio, credidisse et paenitentiam egisse, eoque dignos fuisse ut, Christo ad inferos descendente, inde liberarentur — non quidem ex inferno damnatorum (quippe qui instante morte paenitentiam egerant), sed ex limbo patrum. Si quis obiiciat...
Third Proposition: Christ’s preaching in hell profited others, but especially many of those who perished in Noah’s Flood. This proposition gains credit from the confirmation of the foregoing. For if Christ’s preaching in hell profited those who heard it, and that preaching was made especially to those who perished in the Flood (since Peter names by name only these, to whom Christ preached in hell), hence it follows that Christ’s preaching profited many of those who were drowned by the waters of the Flood. To Lyra, certainly, it seems quite probable that some of those men, who at first did not believe Noah foretelling that the Flood would come, afterward, when the Flood was rushing on and beginning, believed and did penance, and so were worthy that, when Christ descended to hell, they should be freed from there — not indeed from the hell of the damned (since they had done penance at the approach of death), but from the limbo of the fathers. If someone object…8



...diluvium repente et ex improviso advenisse — nam, ut dixit Dominus Luc. 17, Quando edebant et bibebant, venit diluvium et perdidit omnes — respondet ad hoc Lyranus principium Diluvii fuisse repentinum et improvisum, et subito occupasse valles et plana terrae, non tamen montes; quocirca qui in excelsis locis habitabant, non eos statim obruit diluvium, quippe incrementum eius, ut narrat scriptura, quadraginta dies et quadraginta noctes duravit.
…that the Flood came suddenly and unexpectedly — for, as the Lord said in Luke 17, ‘While they were eating and drinking, the Flood came and destroyed them all’ — Lyra answers to this that the beginning of the Flood was sudden and unexpected, and suddenly occupied the valleys and the plains of the earth, but not the mountains; wherefore those who dwelt in high places the Flood did not at once overwhelm, since its rising, as Scripture relates, lasted forty days and forty nights.9



Caietanus denique magna asseveratione idem prodidit, verba illa Petri in suis Commentariis exponens: Ex eo, inquit Caietanus, quod tantum meminit Petrus eorum qui increduli fuerunt tempore Noë, significatur ipsum non esse locutum de praedicatione Christi qua is manifestavit apud inferos se ipsum esse Messiam et convicit tam Daemones quam incredulos homines (huiusmodi enim praedicatio communis fuit omnibus apud inferos); hac autem, de qua loquitur Petrus, peculiaris describitur his qui fuerunt tempore Noë, unde insinuatur eam praedicationem fuisse fructuosam. Et ad hoc faciunt verba illa, Quando expectabatur Dei longanimitas, ut hinc intelligamus illos non fuisse incredulos simpliciter, id est sine vera Dei fide, sed fuisse incredulos Noë dicenti diluvium imminere; cum hac autem incredulitate expectasse Dei longanimitatem, hoc est, confisos Dei longanimitate putasse non venturum universale diluvium. Haec Caietanus. Atque haec fere sunt quibus fides astrui possit eorum opinioni qui putant non omnes qui periere diluvio inferni poenis damnatos esse, sed nonnullos eorum, incipiente diluvio, conversos esse ad Deum et suorum scelerum paenitentes, ea per illud Diluvii supplicium patienter ab ipsis susceptum expiasse; aut, si omnes illi decesserunt impaenitentes, postea tamen, Christo in infernum descendenti et praedicanti credentes, inde per infinitam Christi potentiam et misericordiam esse liberatos.
Cajetan, finally, set forth the same with great asseveration, expounding those words of Peter in his Commentaries: ‘From the fact,’ says Cajetan, ‘that Peter mentions only those who were unbelieving in the time of Noah, it is signified that he was not speaking of that preaching of Christ by which he manifested in hell that he himself was the Messiah and convicted both demons and unbelieving men (for such a preaching was common to all in hell); but this one, of which Peter speaks, is described as peculiar to those who lived in Noah’s time, whence it is intimated that this preaching was fruitful. And to this make those words, “When the long-suffering of God was awaited,” that we may hence understand that they were not unbelievers simply — that is, without true faith in God — but were unbelievers toward Noah saying that the Flood was imminent; and that, with this unbelief, they awaited the long-suffering of God — that is, trusting in God’s long-suffering, they thought the universal Flood would not come.’ Thus Cajetan. And these are about the things by which credit can be built up for the opinion of those who hold that not all who perished in the Flood were damned to the punishments of hell, but that some of them, when the Flood was beginning, were converted to God and, repenting of their crimes, expiated them by that punishment of the Flood patiently undergone by them; or that, if they all died impenitent, yet afterward, believing in Christ descending to hell and preaching, they were freed thence by the infinite power and mercy of Christ.10



At enim vero perparum haec sententia, meo iudicio, probabilitatis habet. Etenim tribus modis fingi potest multos eorum qui diluvio interierunt non esse suppliciis inferni damnatos: aut quia, licet plerique eorum ac fere omnes improbi essent, nonnulli tamen viri erant probi ac iusti — sed quia hi erant paucissimi, sceleratorum autem hominum innumerabilis erat turba, idcirco divina scriptura more suo generaliter locuta est, dicens omnes illius temporis homines nequissimos ac sceleratissimos fuisse; aut dici posset, licet prius omnes fuerint improbi, ad extremum tamen, ingruente diluvio, horribili eius aspectu commotos esse ad paenitentiam, et tum propter paenitentiam ab illis rite actam, tum propter patientiam qua illam calamitatem ut flagitiis suis meritam debitamque susceperunt ac pertulerunt, aeternae mortis damnationem evasisse; aut denique illud quoque fingere licet: etsi omnes illi in diluvio infecti peccatis et obnoxii aeternae damnationi sint mortui, postea tamen, Christo ad inferos descendente ac praedicante, praedicationem ac fidem eius amplexatos aeternae salutis fuisse participes. His igitur tribus modis fingi potest aliquos eorum qui diluvio perierunt secundum animam salvos...
But in truth this opinion, in my judgment, has very little probability. For in three ways it can be feigned that many of those who perished in the Flood were not damned to the punishments of hell: either because, though most of them and nearly all were wicked, yet some men were upright and just — but, because these were very few and the throng of wicked men was innumerable, divine Scripture spoke after its manner generally, saying that all the men of that time were most worthless and most wicked; or it could be said that, though at first all were wicked, yet at the end, when the Flood was rushing on, they were moved by its horrible aspect to penance, and, both on account of the penance duly done by them and on account of the patience with which they undertook and bore that calamity as deserved and due to their crimes, escaped the damnation of eternal death; or, finally, this too may be feigned: that, although all those died infected with sins and liable to eternal damnation, yet afterward, when Christ descended to hell and preached, embracing his preaching and faith, they became partakers of eternal salvation. In these three ways, then, it can be feigned that some of those who perished in the Flood were, as to the soul, saved…11



...fuisse. Sed nihil horum trium aut verum est, aut etiam verisimile; ergo opinio illa, ut plane improbabilis, abiicienda est. Ac primo quidem cum venit diluvium non fuisse in terris praeter Noë et familiam eius alios viros iustos, tripliciter confirmatur. Sed praemonendus est lector removeri ab hac disputatione infantes, nec ad praesens nisi de adultis qui ratione iam et libero arbitrio fungebantur disputari. Nam si quid fuit etiam ante diluvium simile quodammodo Christiani baptismi aut Iudaicae circumcisionis, per cuius ad infantes applicationem (sive per fidem ea re adumbratam atque testatam) mundarentur infantes a peccato originali (quod iam pridem in Theologorum scholis receptum et probatum video), simillimum vero est multos de infantibus qui periere diluvio (ut qui liberati essent a peccato originali) fuisse salvos. Plurimi enim erant filii posterorum Seth, qui etsi a maiorum suorum probitate ac pietate multum degeneraverant eoque diluvii exitio comprehensi sunt, antiquata tamen ratione rituque purgandi infantes a peccato originali, a maioribus suis religiose custodita, eos in suis purificandis infantibus esse usos minime dubitandum est. De solis igitur adultis haec suscepta est disputatio.
…saved. But none of these three is either true or even probable; therefore that opinion, as plainly improbable, is to be cast away. And first, that when the Flood came there were on earth no other just men except Noah and his family, is confirmed in three ways. But the reader must be forewarned that infants are removed from this disputation, and that for the present we dispute only of adults who already exercised reason and free will. For if there was even before the Flood something in a manner like Christian baptism or Jewish circumcision, by whose application to infants (or by the faith adumbrated and attested by that thing) infants were cleansed from original sin (which I see has long since been received and approved in the schools of the theologians), then it is most likely that many of the infants who perished in the Flood (as having been freed from original sin) were saved. For very many were the sons of the descendants of Seth, who, although they had much degenerated from the probity and piety of their forefathers, and were therefore caught in that destruction of the Flood, nevertheless — the ancient method and rite of purging infants from original sin, religiously kept by their forefathers — it is by no means to be doubted that they used in purifying their own infants. Of adults alone, therefore, has this disputation been undertaken.12



Quod autem praeter Noë et alios qui in Arca servati sunt non fuerint eo tempore innocentes ac iusti, satis aperte ostendit scriptura capite sexto libri Geneseos, narrans fuisse communem omnium eius seculi hominum malitiam solumque Noë inventum fuisse iustum; generaliter enim ait tunc cunctam cogitationem humani cordis intentam fuisse ad malum omni tempore, et quod omnis caro corruperat viam suam, et hanc unam causam reddit cur universum genus hominum Deus voluerit delere diluvio, quod omnes nequissimi et scelestissimi essent. Generales vero huiusmodi sententias scripturae, adhibitis exceptionibus, restringere et coarctare non licet, nisi cum eiusmodi exceptiones ex aliis scripturae locis elici possunt, aut cum ratio docet opus esse talibus exceptionibus, quod sine illis generales scripturae sententiae, si omnino generaliter acciperentur, aliquid manifeste falsum vel absurdum consequeretur.
And that besides Noah and the others who were saved in the Ark there were at that time no innocent and just men, Scripture shows plainly enough in the sixth chapter of Genesis, relating that the malice of all the men of that age was common, and that Noah alone was found just; for it says generally that then all the thought of the human heart was bent upon evil at all times, and that all flesh had corrupted its way, and gives this one cause why God willed to destroy the whole race of men by the Flood — namely, that all were most worthless and most wicked. But such general statements of Scripture it is not lawful to restrict and narrow by introducing exceptions, unless such exceptions can be drawn from other passages of Scripture, or unless reason teaches that such exceptions are needed — namely, when, without them, the general statements of Scripture, if taken altogether generally, would entail something manifestly false or absurd.13



Deinde, si alii fuissent homines iusti, illi quoque similiter ut Noë servati essent a diluvio; hanc enim scriptura reddit causam cur Deus alios omnes homines perdiderit, Noë autem servaverit, quod illi essent improbi, hic vero iustus. Et vero consentaneum rationi est quod Abraham dixit Deo, Non est hoc tuum, Domine, qui iudicas omnem terram, ut occidas iustum cum impio, fiatque iustus sicut impius. Denique hoc etiam firmatur auctoritate B. Augustini, qui in libro 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 24 scribit singulari consilio et providentia Dei factum esse ut, quo tempore diluvium evenit, eo tempore nullus superesset praeter Noe vir iustus quique non esset dignus diluvii supplicio puniri. Nec frustra, inquit Augustinus, creditur sic factum esse diluvium, iam non inventis in terra qui non erant digni tali morte defungi qua in impios vindicatum est.
Next, if there had been other just men, they too would similarly, like Noah, have been saved from the Flood; for Scripture gives this as the cause why God destroyed all other men but saved Noah — that they were wicked, but he just. And indeed it is consonant with reason, what Abraham said to God: ‘This is not thy way, O Lord, who judgest all the earth, to slay the just with the wicked, and that the just should be as the wicked.’ Finally, this too is confirmed by the authority of the blessed Augustine, who in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 24, writes that it was brought about by the singular counsel and providence of God that, at the time the Flood came, there should remain none save Noah, a just man, and none who was not worthy to be punished by the punishment of the Flood. ‘Nor is it idly,’ says Augustine, ‘believed that the Flood was so made, there being now found on earth none who were not worthy to be carried off by such a death as was inflicted on the impious.’14



Alter vero modus supradictam opinionem defendendi mihi quidem certe perquam infirmus videtur. Dicunt isti omnes illius seculi homines prius quidem fuisse improbos, sed ad extremum (scilicet incipiente iam diluvio) se ad Deum convertisse et paenitentiam egisse, eaque ratione salvos esse factos. At enim si hoc isti vel aliquo scripturae testimonio vel nobilium Doctorum auctoritate vel firmis rationibus aut coniecturis probarent, haberent sane fidem, nec reclamantibus nobis diceretur; cum autem nihil horum afferant isti ad id probandum, quis non videt gratis et temere id ab ipsis dici et plane figmentum esse? Omnino, cum quaestio incidit (ut aiunt) de facto — id est cum quaeritur utrum aliquid factum sit necne — non satis est demonstrare id fieri potuisse; multa enim fieri possunt quae nunquam facta sunt, et multa certo aliquo tempore et loco et a certis personis facta sunt quae non alio quolibet tempore et loco nec a quibuslibet aliis personis facta esse ostendi potest. Oportet igitur ut quod aliquo tempore vel loco factum esse dicitur, id eo tempore et loco factum esse gravibus testimoniis aut probabilibus argumentis confirmetur. Nam si lubet isto modo fingere, simili ratione fingere licebit multos de Sodomitis caelesti igne consumptis esse salvos, quod illi, dum igni pluere cernerent iamque incendio corriperentur ipsi, resipuerint et paenitentiam egerint. Idem quoque finget aliquis de Aegyptiis mari Rubro demersis, necnon et de iis quos una cum Dathan et Abiron dehiscens terra vivos absorbuit. Scite dixit Aristoteles indecorum esse Philosopho quicquam in Philosophia sine ratione opinari, nedum affirmare. Et ego indignum esse Theologo et gravi sacrarum literarum tractatore dixerim opiniones quae nihil per se habent probabilitatis adamare et suo patrocinio defendendas suscipere. Quamquam ego pium animi sensum eorum qui aliquos de iis qui perierunt diluvio salvos fuisse putant minime damno; sed quod magis rationi et doctrinae sacrarum literarum sit consentaneum, id nunc inquiro et perpendo.
But the second way of defending the aforesaid opinion seems to me certainly very weak. These men say that all the men of that age were at first wicked, but at the end (namely, when the Flood was already beginning) turned to God and did penance, and so were saved. But if they proved this by some testimony of Scripture, or by the authority of noble Doctors, or by firm reasons or conjectures, they would surely deserve belief, nor would we contradict them; but since they bring forward none of these to prove it, who does not see that it is said by them gratuitously and rashly, and is plainly a fiction? In general, when a question arises (as they say) ‘of fact’ — that is, when it is asked whether something was done or not — it is not enough to demonstrate that it could have been done; for many things can be done that never were done, and many things were done at a certain time and place and by certain persons which cannot be shown to have been done at any other time and place, nor by any other persons. It is necessary, therefore, that what is said to have been done at some time or place be confirmed, as having been done at that time and place, by weighty testimonies or probable arguments. For if one is allowed to feign in that way, by a like reasoning it will be allowed to feign that many of the Sodomites consumed by the heavenly fire were saved, because they, while they saw fire raining down and were themselves being seized by the conflagration, came to their senses and did penance. The same too someone will feign about the Egyptians drowned in the Red Sea, and about those whom the gaping earth swallowed alive together with Dathan and Abiron. Aristotle aptly said that it is unseemly for a philosopher to opine anything in philosophy without reason, much less to affirm it. And I would say it unworthy of a theologian and a weighty handler of the sacred letters to dote on opinions which have in themselves no probability, and to undertake to defend them by his patronage. Although I by no means condemn the pious sentiment of those who think that some of those who perished in the Flood were saved; but what is more consonant with reason and the doctrine of the sacred letters, that I now inquire into and weigh.15



Restat tertius modus eandem sententiam exponendi atque propugnandi, qui, quoniam perplexior est quam superiores, longiorem in eo tractando et refutando ponere orationem necesse est. Aiunt igitur quidam omnes qui diluvio interierunt fuisse improbos et in flagitiis suis ad extremum usque spiritum permansisse, eoque inferni suppliciis fuisse addictos, sed postea tamen Christo apud inferos praedicanti credidisse et per eius misericordiam atque indulgentiam participes aeternae salutis esse factos. Hanc ego sententiam quo fortius oppugnem ac demoliar et plane falsam esse pervincam, faciundum mihi esse duxi ut generatim doceam et gravissimis testimoniis validisque rationibus probem per Christi ad inferos descensum, ex iis qui tartareis poenis damnati erant, nullum fuisse liberatum.
There remains the third way of expounding and defending the same opinion, which, since it is more involved than the foregoing, requires a longer discourse in treating and refuting it. Some, then, say that all who perished in the Flood were wicked and persisted in their crimes to their last breath, and were therefore consigned to the punishments of hell, but that afterward they believed Christ preaching in hell, and through his mercy and indulgence were made partakers of eternal salvation. This opinion, that I may the more strongly assail and demolish it and convince it of being plainly false, I have judged it necessary to teach in general, and to prove by the weightiest testimonies and valid reasons, that through Christ’s descent to hell none of those who had been damned to the punishments of Tartarus was freed.16



Hoc nempe B. Gregorius et Venerabilis Beda tanquam certum Ecclesiae et disciplinae Catholicae dogma tradiderunt. Scribens enim...
This indeed the blessed Gregory and the Venerable Bede handed down as a certain dogma of the Church and of Catholic discipline. For writing…17



...B. Gregorius ad Georgium presbyterum et Theodorum diaconum Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (est autem Epistola haec Gregorii in libro sexto Epistolarum num. 179) sic ait: Post discessum vestrum, dilectissimis filiis meis diaconibus narrantibus, agnovi quod dilectio vestra dixisset omnipotentem dominum Salvatorem nostrum Iesum Christum ad inferos descendentem omnes qui illic confiterentur eum Deum solvisse atque a poenis debitis liberasse. De qua re volo ut fraternitas vestra longe aliter sentiat. Descendens quippe ad inferos, solos per suam gratiam liberavit qui eum et venturum esse crediderant et praecepta eius vivendo tenuerant. Constat autem quia post incarnationem Domini nullus ex his etiam salvari potest qui fidem illius tenent et vitam fidei non habent; quia scriptum est, Confitentur se nosse Deum, factis autem negant; et Ioannes ait, Qui dicit quia novit eum et mandata eius non custodit, mendax est; Iacobus quoque, frater Domini, scribit dicens, Fides sine operibus mortua est. Si ergo fideles nunc sine operibus bonis non salvantur, et infideles ac reprobi sine bona actione, Domino ad inferos descendente, salvati sunt, melior illorum sors fuit qui incarnationem Domini minime viderunt quam horum qui post incarnationis eius mysterium nati sunt. Quod quantae fatuitatis sit dicere, ipse Dominus testatur discipulis dicens, Multi reges et Prophetae voluerunt videre quae vos videtis et non viderunt. Sed ne dilectionem vestram in mea disputatione immorer, quid de hac haeresi Philaster in libro quem de Haeresibus scripsit dixerit, cognoscat. Cuius haec verba sunt: Sunt haeretici qui dicunt Dominum in infernum descendisse et omnibus post mortem etiam ibidem enuntiasse, ut confitentes ibidem salvarentur, cum hoc sit contrarium dicenti propheta David, In inferno autem quis confitebitur tibi? et Apostolus, Quotquot sine lege peccaverunt sine lege peribunt. Cuius verbis beatus quoque Augustinus in eo libro concordat quem de Haeresibus scripsit. Haec itaque omnia pertractantes, nihil aliud teneatis nisi quod vera fides per catholicam Ecclesiam docet: quia descendens ad inferos Dominus illos solummodo ab inferni claustris eripuit quos viventes in carne per suam gratiam in fide et bona operatione servavit. Quod enim per Evangelium dicit, Cum exaltatus fuero a terra, omnia traham ad me ipsum — omnia videlicet electa; nam trahi ad Deum post mortem non potuit qui se a Deo male vivendo separavit. Haec Gregorius.
…the blessed Gregory, to George the priest and Theodore the deacon of the Church of Constantinople (this letter of Gregory is in the sixth book of the Epistles, no. 179), says thus: ‘After your departure, my most beloved sons the deacons relating it, I learned that your charity had said that our almighty Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, descending to hell, loosed all who there confessed him to be God and freed them from their due punishments. About which matter I wish your fraternity to think far otherwise. For descending to hell, he freed by his grace only those who had both believed him to be coming and had kept his precepts by living [them]. For it is plain that, after the incarnation of the Lord, none even of those can be saved who hold his faith and have not the life of faith; because it is written, “They confess that they know God, but in their deeds deny him”; and John says, “He who says that he knows him, and keeps not his commandments, is a liar”; James too, the brother of the Lord, writes, saying, “Faith without works is dead.” If, therefore, the faithful are now not saved without good works, and the unfaithful and reprobate without good action were saved when the Lord descended to hell, then better was the lot of those who did not see the incarnation of the Lord than of those who were born after the mystery of his incarnation. And of how great folly it is to say this, the Lord himself testifies to his disciples, saying, “Many kings and Prophets desired to see the things that you see, and saw them not.” But, not to detain your charity in my disputation, let it learn what Philaster, in the book he wrote On Heresies, said about this heresy. His words are these: “There are heretics who say that the Lord descended into hell and announced to all, even there after death, that those confessing might be saved there — whereas this is contrary to the prophet David, who says, ‘But in hell who shall confess to thee?’, and to the Apostle, ‘As many as have sinned without the law shall perish without the law.’” With whose words the blessed Augustine too agrees, in the book he wrote On Heresies. Treating all these things, therefore, hold nothing else but what the true faith teaches through the Catholic Church: that the Lord, descending to hell, rescued from the bars of hell only those whom, living in the flesh, he preserved by his grace in faith and good operation. For what he says through the Gospel, “When I shall be lifted up from the earth, I will draw all things to myself” — “all,” namely, the elect; for he could not be drawn to God after death who separated himself from God by living evilly.’ Thus Gregory.18



Beda vero in Commentariis suis super illum Petri locum, cum commemorasset sententiam cuiusdam auctoris (significat autem Hilarium, ut supra diximus) dicentis Christum apud inferos etiam incredulis praedicasse exhortationem et consolationem, subiungit haec (et haec ille dixerit): Sed Catholica fides habet quia descendens ad inferna Dominus non incredulos inde, sed fideles tantummodo suos educens ad caelestia secum regna perduxerit; neque exutis corpore animabus et inferorum carcere inclusis, sed in hac vita vel per se ipsum vel per suorum exempla sive verba fidelium quotidie viam vitae demonstret. Sic Beda.
Bede, however, in his Commentaries on that passage of Peter, when he had recalled the opinion of a certain author (he means Hilary, as we said above) who said that Christ in hell preached exhortation and consolation even to the unbelieving, subjoins this (and let him have said these things): ‘But the Catholic faith holds that the Lord, descending to hell, led out not the unbelieving thence, but only his own faithful, and brought them with himself to the heavenly kingdoms; and that he shows the way of life daily, not to souls stripped of the body and shut in the prison of hell, but in this life — either through himself, or through the examples or words of his faithful.’ Thus Bede.19



Damascenus libro tertio De Fide Orthodoxa cap. 29: Descendit, inquit, in inferna Christi anima deificata, ut quemadmodum iis qui erant in terra iustitiae sol ortus est, sic et eis qui sub terra in tenebris et in umbra mortis...
The Damascene, in the third book On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 29: ‘The deified soul of Christ,’ he says, ‘descended into hell, that, as to those who were on earth the sun of justice arose, so also to those who beneath the earth in darkness and in the shadow of death…20



...sedebant lux fulgeret; et ut quemadmodum in terra evangelizaverat pacem, captivis remissionem, caecis visum, et his qui crediderunt factus est causa salutis aeternae, incredulis autem infidelitatis improperium et redargutio, sic et his qui in inferno: ut ipsi omne genu flectatur, caelestium, terrestrium et infernorum. Quibus verbis significat Damascenus praedicationem Christi non omnibus qui in inferno erant profuisse, sed fidelibus tantum; infidelibus autem potius fuisse exprobrationem et confusionem.
…were sitting, light might shine; and that, as on earth he had evangelized peace, to captives remission, to the blind sight, and to those who believed was made the cause of eternal salvation, but to the unbelieving a reproach and refutation of their unfaith, so also to those who were in hell — that to him every knee might bow, of things heavenly, earthly, and infernal.’ By these words the Damascene signifies that Christ’s preaching profited not all who were in hell, but the faithful only; and to the unbelieving was rather a reproach and confusion.21



Oecumenius autem in Commentariis suis, explanans illum Petri locum (ex quo loco et huius disputationis tractandae capta est occasio, et eius explicandae magna ex parte difficultas existit), ait Christum apud inferos praedicasse, sed eos tantum inde eduxisse qui ante adventum eius ita iuste pieque vixerant ut sine dubio credituri fuissent Christo, si eorum tempore Christus ad ipsos venisset. Nec sane putandum est Oecumenium ita loqui de istis ut de impiis Tyriis et Sodomitis loquitur Dominus Matth. 11, dicens eos, si talia vidissent miracula qualia viderant Iudaei, credituros et paenitentiam acturos fuisse; neque enim hi fide futurae Christi incarnationis nec bonis moribus ita se praeparaverant ut idonei ac digni essent venientem Christum recipere, sed de iis qui crediderunt Christum venturum et ita vixerant ut, si eorum tempore venisset Christus, eum Messiam credituri fuerint.
Oecumenius, however, in his Commentaries, explaining that passage of Peter (from which passage both the occasion of treating this disputation was taken, and the great part of the difficulty of explaining it arises), says that Christ preached in hell, but led out thence only those who, before his coming, had lived so justly and piously that they would without doubt have believed Christ, had Christ come to them in their time. And it is by no means to be thought that Oecumenius speaks of these as the Lord speaks of the impious Tyrians and Sodomites in Matthew 11, saying that they, if they had seen such miracles as the Jews had seen, would have believed and done penance; for these had not so prepared themselves, by faith in Christ’s future incarnation and by good morals, as to be fit and worthy to receive the coming Christ — but [he speaks] of those who believed Christ would come and had so lived that, if Christ had come in their time, they would have believed him to be the Messiah.22



Et huius sententiae facit Oecumenius etiam Gregorium Nazianzenum, cuius verba in Oratione secunda de sancto Paschate secundum translationem Billii sic habent: Si in infernum Christus descendat, simul descende; ea quoque mysteria cognosce quae Christus illis designavit: quod duplicis descensus consilium, quae ratio fuerit, utrum omnes sine ulla exceptione adventu suo salvos fecerit, an illic quoque eos duntaxat qui crediderunt? Haec Nazianzenus; cuius illud extremum (qui crediderunt) pro eo accepit Oecumenius quod est (qui credidissent), id est qui sic in terris vixerant ut, si Christus eorum tempore venisset et eis praedicasset, haud dubie credituri fuissent. Nicetas autem in suo scholio super illa verba Nazianzeni ad contrariam magis sententiam Nazianzeni verba deflectit, ita scribens: Chrysostomus ipse affirmat neminem in inferno a Christo salutem accepisse nisi qui salute dignus esset cum ex hac vita decessisset. Sed fortasse, inquit, qui tunc in inferno crediderunt salute digni habiti sunt. Cuiusmodi quiddam de Ethnico Platone in Patrum historiis circumfertur, eum praedicanti Christo apud inferos ex infidelibus primum omnium credidisse; sed hoc verum sit nec ne, lectoris iudicio est relinquendum. Sic Nicetas. Ipse etiam Billius, in hanc propensus opinionem, eodem inclinat Nazianzenum. Nam in quadam nota quam post Nicetae praedictum scholium subiicit: Videtur, inquit, Nazianzenus illis verbis alludere ad id quod ait Petrus prioris Epistolae suae capite tertio, Christum his qui in carcere erant praedicasse. Ex quo loco suspicatur Nazianzenus Christum ita cum ipsis egisse ut eos qui ad ipsius adventum fidem eius amplexi sint in caelum duxerit, eos vero qui fidem ipsi habere noluerunt in poenis reliquerit. Haec Billius.
And to this opinion Oecumenius enlists Gregory Nazianzen too, whose words in the second Oration on the holy Pasch, according to Billius’s translation, run thus: ‘If Christ descend into hell, descend with him; learn also those mysteries which Christ there designed: what was the counsel of his twofold descent, what the reason — whether by his coming he saved all without any exception, or there too only those who believed?’ Thus Nazianzen; whose last phrase (‘who believed’) Oecumenius took for that which is (‘who would have believed’), that is, who had so lived on earth that, if Christ had come in their time and preached to them, they would without doubt have believed. But Nicetas, in his scholion on those words of Nazianzen, deflects Nazianzen’s words rather to the contrary opinion, writing thus: ‘Chrysostom himself affirms that no one in hell received salvation from Christ except one who was worthy of salvation when he departed from this life. But perhaps,’ he says, ‘those who then believed in hell were deemed worthy of salvation. Something of this kind is told in the histories of the Fathers about the heathen Plato — that he, of the unbelievers, was the very first of all to believe Christ preaching in hell; but whether this be true or not is to be left to the reader’s judgment.’ Thus Nicetas. Billius too, inclined to this opinion, bends Nazianzen the same way. For in a certain note which he subjoins after Nicetas’s aforesaid scholion: ‘Nazianzen,’ he says, ‘seems by those words to allude to what Peter says in the third chapter of his first Epistle, that Christ preached to those who were in prison. From which passage Nazianzen suspects that Christ so dealt with them that those who at his coming embraced his faith he led to heaven, but those who would not have faith in him he left in their punishments.’ Thus Billius.23



Sed ne hoc lector ignoret, monendus est in supradictis Nazianzeni verbis, pro eo quod Billius vertit qui (crediderunt), Graece apud Nazianzenum non esse pisteusantas, quod sonat qui crediderunt, sed esse participium praesentis temporis, pisteuontas, significans credentes, aut (quia vim habet interdum praeteriti imperfecti) eos qui credebant; nisi forte illud (credentes) vicem gerat nominis, idem significans atque fideles seu fide imbutos et praeditos; et secundum hanc interpretationem plana esset verborum Nazianzeni sententia. Cum enim apud inferos duo essent genera hominum — alterum fidelium, qui cum recta et viva fide ex hac vita migraverant; alterum infidelium — Christus in infernum descendens fideles inde liberavit, infideles autem ibi dereliquit.
But, lest the reader be ignorant of this, he must be warned that, in the aforesaid words of Nazianzen, for what Billius rendered ‘who (believed),’ in the Greek of Nazianzen it is not pisteusantas, which sounds ‘who believed,’ but is a present participle, pisteuontas, signifying ‘believing,’ or (because it sometimes has the force of the past imperfect) ‘those who were believing’ — unless perhaps that ‘believing’ stands in place of a noun, meaning the same as ‘the faithful,’ or those imbued with and endowed with faith; and according to this interpretation the sense of Nazianzen’s words would be plain. For since there were in hell two kinds of men — one of the faithful, who had departed this life with right and living faith; the other of the unfaithful — Christ, descending into hell, freed the faithful thence, but left the unfaithful there.24



Beatus porro Augustinus in Epistola 99, quam scripsit ad Evodium, hanc ipsam versans quaestionem, pervarie disputat; et licet multa in dubio relinquat, attamen illud denique sine dubitatione videtur affirmare, Christum descendisse ad inferos et doloribus inferni solutos aliquos inde liberasse, nec eos fuisse sanctissimos illos Patriarchas, Abraam, Isaac, Iacob, Mosen, Davidem (hos enim in doloribus inferni fuisse respuit animus credere). Si enim pauper ille Lazarus post mortem ab Angelis in sinum Abrahae, id est in locum quietis et iucunditatis plenissimum, deductus et receptus est, quanto verius creditu est praestantissimos illos Patriarchas ab omni dolore vacuos et in summa pace et tranquillitate fuisse constitutos? Adscribam hic verba Augustini: Sed quia, inquit, evidentia testimonia scripturae Christum ad inferos descendisse et dolores inferni solvisse commemorant, nulla causa occurrit cur illo credatur venisse Salvator nisi ut ab eius doloribus salvos faceret; sed utrum omnes quos in eis invenit, an quosdam quos illo beneficio dignos iudicavit, adhuc requiro. Fuisse tamen eum apud inferos, et in eorum doloribus constitutis hoc beneficium praestitisse, non dubito. Unde illis iustis qui in sinu Abrahae erant, cum ille in inferna descenderet, nondum quid contulisset inveni, a quibus eum secundum beatificam praesentiam suae divinitatis nunquam video recessisse. Nam in Paradiso atque sinu Abrahae etiam ante iam erat beatificante sapientia, et apud inferos iudicante potentia; ubi enim non est, nullo loco obsessa divinitas? Haec Augustinus.
The blessed Augustine, moreover, in Epistle 99, which he wrote to Evodius, turning over this very question, disputes very variously; and although he leaves much in doubt, yet he seems at last to affirm without hesitation that Christ descended to hell and freed thence some loosed from the sorrows of hell — and that these were not those most holy Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, David (for the mind refuses to believe that these were in the sorrows of hell). For if that poor Lazarus was, after death, led by the angels into Abraham’s bosom — that is, into a place of rest and most full delight — and received, how much more truly is it to be believed that those most excellent Patriarchs were free of all pain and established in the highest peace and tranquillity? I shall transcribe here the words of Augustine: ‘But because evident testimonies of Scripture record that Christ descended to hell and loosed the sorrows of hell, no cause occurs why the Savior should be believed to have come there except to make some safe from its sorrows; but whether all whom he found in them, or certain ones whom he judged worthy of that benefit, I still inquire. Yet that he was in hell, and bestowed this benefit on those established in its sorrows, I do not doubt. Whence, what he conferred, when he descended into hell, on those just men who were in Abraham’s bosom, I have not yet found — from whom, as to the beatifying presence of his divinity, I never see him to have withdrawn. For in Paradise and in Abraham’s bosom there was, even before, the beatifying wisdom, and in hell the judging power; for where is the divinity not, since it is besieged by no place?’ Thus Augustine.25



In his autem Augustini verbis duo sane videntur animadversione digna. Alterum est quod Augustinus non audet statuere qui fuerint illi qui doloribus inferni a Christo soluti sunt: negat fuisse eos qui erant in sinu Abrahae (scilicet illi ab omni dolore et cruciatu liberi erant); eos autem qui tartareis cum diabolo cruciatibus torquebantur fuisse a Christo solutos, non audet dicere Augustinus. Verum erant alii inter hos quasi interiecti et medii, quos asseveranter dicere possumus fuisse doloribus inferni a Christo exolutos — eos dico qui purgatorio igne ad tempus cruciabantur, ut, ab omni labe peccati penitus expiati ac purificati, inde ad quietas sanctorum sedes sive Abrahae sinum transirent. Alterum vero in verbis Augustini...
In these words of Augustine two things indeed seem worthy of note. The first is that Augustine dares not determine who those were who were loosed by Christ from the sorrows of hell: he denies that they were those who were in Abraham’s bosom (since those were free from all pain and torment); but that those who were tormented with the Tartarean torments together with the devil were loosed by Christ, Augustine dares not say. But there were others, as it were interposed and intermediate between these, whom we can assert to have been loosed by Christ from the sorrows of hell — those, I mean, who were for a time tormented by the purgatorial fire, that, thoroughly expiated and purified from every stain of sin, they might pass thence to the quiet seats of the saints, or Abraham’s bosom. But the second thing in the words of Augustine…26



...dignum observatione est, iustos qui erant in sinu Abrahae fuisse ante Christi adventum per divinitatis eius praesentiam beatificatos; quod equidem interpretor non de plena et perfecta beatitudine quae in clara Dei visione consistit (hanc enim nulli mortalium contigisse ante Christi adventum merito creditur), sed de quietissima quadam et iucundissima vita et beatitudine, tanta nempe quantam maximam homini in eo statu versanti, citra illam caelestem et divinam beatitudinem, concedi fas est.
…worthy of note is that the just who were in Abraham’s bosom were, before Christ’s coming, beatified through the presence of his divinity; which I, for my part, interpret not of the full and perfect beatitude which consists in the clear vision of God (for this is rightly believed to have befallen no mortal before Christ’s coming), but of a certain most quiet and most joyful life and beatitude — namely, as great as is permitted to be granted to a man set in that state, short of that heavenly and divine beatitude.27



Sed enim, nec his quae dixerat plane acquiescens Augustinus, eo tandem disputando delabitur ut locum illum Petri interpretandum putet non de praedicatione Christi apud inferos facta, sed de ea quam ipse vel per se ipsum (cum homo in terris visus est et cum hominibus conversatus est), aut ante suum in terras adventum, etiam ante Diluvium, per Prophetas suos verbique sui praecones (qui nulla mundi aetate nulli fuerunt) fecit fieri sive mandavit. Hanc vero interpretationem eo probabiliorem iudicavit Augustinus, quod secundum eam non cogeretur ipse fateri per Christi ad inferos descensum fuisse aliquos poenis infernalibus absolutos, quod ut crederet aegre in animum inducere poterat. Sic autem scribit Augustinus: Considera ne forte totum illud quod de conclusis in carcere spiritibus, qui in diebus Noë non crediderant, Petrus dicit, omnino ad inferos non pertineat, sed ad illa potius tempora quorum formam ad haec tempora transtulit. Illa quippe res gesta forma fuerat futurorum, ut ii qui modo non credunt Evangelio, dum in omnibus gentibus aedificatur Ecclesia, illis intelligantur esse similes qui tunc non crediderunt cum fabricaretur arca; illi autem qui crediderunt et per baptismum salvi sunt, illis comparentur qui tunc in eadem arca salvi facti sunt per aquam. Unde ait, Sic et vos simili forma baptisma salvos facit. Ad hanc igitur formae similitudinem cetera etiam de incredulis coaptemus, et non suspicemur quod apud inferos, ad faciendos fideles atque liberandos, Evangelium praedicatum sit, vel adhuc etiam praedicetur, quasi et ibi sit Ecclesia constituta. Haec Augustinus. Verum de Patrum testimoniis, quibus probandum susceperamus neminem eorum qui suppliciis inferni damnati erant fuisse per Christi ad inferos descensum inde liberatum, quae adhuc memoravimus, ea lectori satis esse possunt.
But indeed, Augustine, not fully acquiescing in what he had said, at last in disputing falls to thinking that that passage of Peter is to be interpreted not of a preaching of Christ made in hell, but of that which he himself either through himself (when he was seen as a man on earth and conversed with men), or before his coming to earth, even before the Flood, through his Prophets and the heralds of his word (who were lacking in no age of the world to none), caused to be done or commanded. And Augustine judged this interpretation the more probable for this reason: that according to it he would not be compelled to confess that through Christ’s descent to hell some were absolved from the infernal punishments, which he could hardly bring his mind to believe. And Augustine writes thus: ‘Consider whether perhaps all that which Peter says about the spirits shut in prison who in the days of Noah had not believed pertains not to hell at all, but rather to those times whose figure he transferred to these times. For that deed had been a figure of things to come, so that those who now do not believe the Gospel, while the Church is being built among all nations, may be understood to be like those who then did not believe when the ark was being built; but those who believed and are saved by baptism may be compared to those who then were saved in that same ark by water. Whence he says, “So baptism, being of the like form, now also saves you.” To this likeness of figure, then, let us fit the rest about the unbelievers too, and let us not suspect that in hell, for making the faithful and freeing them, the Gospel was preached, or is even still preached, as though there too the Church were established.’ Thus Augustine. But of the testimonies of the Fathers, by which we undertook to prove that none of those who had been damned to the punishments of hell was freed thence by Christ’s descent to hell, what we have so far recalled may suffice for the reader.28



Sequitur ut idem (quemadmodum supra secundo loco positum est) nonnullis rationibus confirmemus, quanquam argumentari quod per se satis pateat et sit evidens videri fortasse cuipiam possit supervacaneum. Omnino vehementer labefactat eorum qui contra sentiunt opinionem quod necesse sit istos dicere Christum apud inferos vel praedicasse tantum his qui fuerant increduli tempore Noë, vel praedicasse omnibus qui suppliciis inferni plectebantur. At nulla potest reddi probabilis ratio cur illis duntaxat qui fuerant tempore Noë praedicare Evangelium et salutem impertire Christus voluerit, omissis aliis innumerabilibus qui nec impietate nec improbitate illos superaverant. Sin autem praedicavit Christus Dominus...
It follows that we confirm the same (as was set down above in the second place) by some reasons — although to argue what is of itself sufficiently plain and evident might perhaps seem to someone superfluous. It greatly undermines the opinion of those who think otherwise that they are forced to say either that Christ in hell preached only to those who had been unbelieving in Noah’s time, or that he preached to all who were being punished with the punishments of hell. But no probable reason can be given why Christ should have willed to preach the Gospel and impart salvation only to those who lived in Noah’s time, leaving aside innumerable others who surpassed them neither in impiety nor in wickedness. But if Christ the Lord preached…29



...nus omnibus carcere inferni inclusis ac damnatis, aut dedit illis sufficiens auxilium quo ad Deum converti possent, aut non dedit. Si non dedit, frustra illis praedicavit et sine ullo prorsus effectu; nam sine Dei auxilio non solum illi qui in malo erant obfirmati, sed nec ii qui sunt in hac vita ad bonum atque ad malum flexibiles, adduci ad paenitentiam et salutem ullo modo possunt. Quod si dicat fuisse a Christo datum illis omnibus auxilium sufficiens ad conversionem, quomodo non omnes illi fuere ad Deum conversi? Quamobrem devolventur isti vel inviti ad haeresim quam narrant et condemnant Philaster et B. Augustinus in libro de Haeresibus numero 79, eorum qui, magnificantes Christi indulgentiam, dicebant per eius ad inferos descensum omnes qui inibi erant eductos et liberatos.
…to all who were shut up and damned in the prison of hell, either he gave them sufficient aid by which they could be converted to God, or he did not. If he did not, he preached to them in vain and with no effect at all; for without God’s aid not only those who were hardened in evil, but not even those who in this life are flexible toward good and evil, can in any way be brought to penance and salvation. But if he say that sufficient aid for conversion was given by Christ to all of them, how were not all of them converted to God? Wherefore these men will slide, even unwilling, into the heresy which Philaster and the blessed Augustine relate and condemn (in the book On Heresies, number 79) — of those who, magnifying Christ’s indulgence, said that by his descent to hell all who were there were led out and freed.30



Quod autem, si omnibus qui erant in inferno datum fuisset auxilium sufficiens, omnes credituri fuissent, hinc videtur colligi: etenim duae res concurrebant quae illos ad conversionem omnino moverent et adducerent; altera, quod tam optabilem tamque insperatam ex illis poenis emergendi occasionem sibi oblatam facultatemque a Christo datam cupidissime omnes arripuissent et amplexati essent; altera, quod, ut penitus crederent vera et certa esse Christi dicta et promissa, efficiebat et plane persuadebat inusitatus et admirandus Christi in ea loca descensus, eiusque incomparabilis maiestas in illis tartareis tenebris supra solis splendorem fulgens, potestas denique atque imperium quod Christus habere se in omnes daemones prae se ferebat.
And that, if sufficient aid had been given to all who were in hell, all would have believed, seems to be gathered from this: for two things concurred which would altogether have moved and drawn them to conversion. The one, that all would most eagerly have seized and embraced so desirable and so unhoped-for an occasion of emerging from those punishments, offered to them, and the faculty given by Christ. The other, that — to make them thoroughly believe Christ’s words and promises to be true and certain — there worked and plainly persuaded the unwonted and wonderful descent of Christ into those places, and his incomparable majesty shining in those Tartarean shadows above the splendor of the sun, and, finally, the power and dominion which Christ showed himself to have over all the demons.31



Deinde, si liberavit ab inferno aliquos homines, cur non etiam aliquos daemones? par enim utrorumque conditio et causa est, siquidem ambo aeque in malitia et odio Dei sunt obdurati, ambo aeternis inferni suppliciis damnati et mancipati sunt. Quin immo id magis declarasset potentiam Christi et efficaciam passionis eius, si daemonum etiam, non tantum hominum, redemptor fuisset; atque ea ratione manifestum fuisset latius patuisse uberioremque atque efficaciorem fuisse Christi gratiam quam peccatum Adae — hoc enim homines tantum perdidit, illa vero et homines et Angelos perditos servasset atque liberasset. Si haec autem videntur, ut sunt, plane incredibilia et absurda, illud quoque iudicari debet absurdum quod caput et fons est huius absurditatis: per Christi ad inferos descensum aliquos reproborum inferni suppliciis esse absolutos. Nec ad huius rei confirmationem id non facit, quod in libro Ecclesiastici capite 24 praedictum est de Sapientia divina, id est de Christo ad inferos descensuro, et eos tantum qui inibi sperabant in ipsum illuminaturo: Penetrabo, inquit, omnes inferiores partes terrae, et inspiciam omnes dormientes, et illuminabo omnes sperantes in Domino.
Next, if he freed some men from hell, why not some demons too? for the condition and case of both is equal, since both are alike hardened in malice and hatred of God, both damned and consigned to the eternal punishments of hell. Indeed, this would the more have declared the power of Christ and the efficacy of his passion, if he had been the redeemer of demons too, and not only of men; and in this way it would have been manifest that the grace of Christ was wider and more abundant and more efficacious than the sin of Adam — for this destroyed only men, but that would have saved and freed both men and angels who were lost. But if these things seem, as they are, plainly incredible and absurd, then that too must be judged absurd which is the head and fount of this absurdity: that through Christ’s descent to hell some of the reprobate were absolved from the punishments of hell. Nor does it fail to make for the confirmation of this matter, that in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 24, it was foretold of the divine Wisdom — that is, of Christ who would descend to hell, and would enlighten only those who there hoped in him: ‘I will penetrate all the lower parts of the earth, and will behold all that sleep, and will enlighten all that hope in the Lord.’32



Ceterum quatuor huic nostrae opinioni sacrarum litterarum sententiae videntur contradicere; quare perficiendum recta earum interpretatione est ut nullo modo adversari nobis videantur. Prima sententia est apud Nahum Prophetam capite primo, quae iuxta trans-...
But four sentences of the sacred writings seem to contradict this our opinion; wherefore it must be brought about, by their right interpretation, that they in no way seem to oppose us. The first sentence is in the Prophet Nahum, chapter one, which according to the trans-…33



...lationem Septuaginta interpretum sic habet: Non vindicabit bis in idipsum in tribulatione; pro quo vertit Symmachus, Non sustinebunt impetum secundae angustiae; Theodotio habet sicut nostra versio, Non consurget duplex tribulatio; Pagninus reddidit, Non consurget bis angustia. Si Deus, inquiunt, non punit bis idem peccatum, ergo peccatorem pro peccato suo in hac vita punitum non iterum Deus post mortem puniet; quapropter quorum peccata Deus diluvii exitio vindicavit, ea post mortem aeternis inferni poenis nequaquam puniuit.
…lation of the Septuagint translators it has thus: ‘He will not avenge twice for the same thing in tribulation’; for which Symmachus rendered, ‘They shall not bear the onset of a second distress’; Theodotion has as our version, ‘A double tribulation shall not arise’; Pagninus rendered, ‘Distress shall not arise twice.’ ‘If God,’ they say, ‘does not punish the same sin twice, then a sinner punished for his sin in this life God will not punish again after death; wherefore those whose sins God avenged by the destruction of the Flood, those sins he by no means punished after death with the eternal pains of hell.’34



Sed hoc testimonium nihil plane opinioni nostrae officere duplici responsione ostendemus. Ac primo quidem respondemus illius sententiae Nahum longe diversum quam isti volunt esse intellectum: loquitur ibi Propheta Ninivitis, adversus quos praecipue illud edidit vaticinium, et minatur eis extremum supplicium, dicens Deum uno et extremo supplicio eos puniturum, ita ut non sit opus futurum alio supplicio ad eos puniendos, quia semel puniti omnino perdentur, consumentur ac delebuntur. Talis enim est futura eorum vindicta ut altera non sit opus. Hanc intelligentiam et verba ipsa clarissime reddunt, et contextus ipse antecedentium et consequentium verborum eandem confirmat.
But that this testimony in no way harms our opinion we shall show by a twofold reply. And first, indeed, we answer that the meaning of that sentence of Nahum is far different from what these men would have it: the Prophet there speaks to the Ninivites, against whom he chiefly uttered that prophecy, and threatens them with the utmost punishment, saying that God will punish them with one and final punishment, so that there will be no need of another punishment to punish them, because, once punished, they will be utterly destroyed, consumed, and blotted out. For their vengeance will be such that another is not needed. This understanding both the words themselves render most clearly, and the very context of the preceding and following words confirms it.35



Accedit auctoritas Theodoreti et Theophylacti ad eundem modum verba illa explanantium. Theodoretus quidem in Commentariis eius Prophetae super ea ipsa verba: Adeo, inquit, acerbum et exaggeratum de vobis Deus capiet supplicium ut non opus sit in vos secundam plagam inferri. Theophylactus autem super eundem locum ita scribit: Talis est, inquit, potentia Dei ut, si aliquem punire pro meritis velit, hoc ipsum simul cumulate una plaga perficiat, nec altera vindicta opus habeat, semel omnino ipsum conficiens atque consumens. Vides, lector, illam Nahum sententiam, si ut oportet intelligatur, id est prout a nobis exposita est, nihil contra nos facere?
There is added the authority of Theodoret and Theophylact, who explain those words in the same manner. Theodoret, indeed, in his Commentaries on that Prophet, on those very words: ‘So bitter and heaped-up a punishment,’ he says, ‘will God take of you, that there will be no need to inflict a second blow upon you.’ And Theophylact, on the same passage, writes thus: ‘Such is the power of God that, if he will punish someone according to his deserts, he accomplishes this very thing fully at one blow, and needs no second vengeance, finishing and consuming him entirely at once.’ You see, reader, that that sentence of Nahum, if it be understood as it ought — that is, as it has been expounded by us — makes nothing against us?36



Sed fac illorum verborum Prophetae eam quam isti volunt esse sententiam: sane nihilo magis illa nobis adversabitur. Esto, significetur illis verbis peccatorem propter idem peccatum non puniri bis a Deo, hoc est tam in hac vita quam post mortem. Sed quaeramus ex istis utrum id velint intelligi de peccatore suorum peccatorum vere paenitenti, an de eo qui prorsus impaenitens ex hac vita decedit. Si dicant intelligendum esse de peccatore paenitenti, equidem assentior ipsis: namque peccatori suorum scelerum, ut oportet, paenitenti, aeterna supplicia peccatis eius merita et debita remittuntur, et commutantur cum poenis temporalibus, vel in hac vita vel post mortem persolvendis. Verum hoc nihil iuvat causam eorum qui diluvio interierunt, illos enim mortuos esse impaenitentes, tanquam similius vero, supra ostendimus. Sin autem isti contendant illud Prophetae dictum etiam de impaenitente peccatore intelligi posse, non solum illis non assentior, sed vehementer repugno. Cum enim peccatum mortale per se ac secundum legem divinae iustitiae mereatur aeternam poenam, quo modo id, si solo temporali supplicio puniatur, erit, ut oportet,...
But grant that those words of the Prophet have the sense these men would have: assuredly that will oppose us no more. Be it so — that by those words it is signified that a sinner is not punished twice by God for the same sin, that is, both in this life and after death. But let us ask of these men whether they would have this understood of a sinner truly repentant of his sins, or of one who departs this life wholly impenitent. If they say it is to be understood of a repentant sinner, I for my part agree with them: for to a sinner duly repentant of his crimes, the eternal punishments deserved and due for his sins are remitted, and commuted into temporal punishments, to be paid either in this life or after death. But this in no way helps the cause of those who perished in the Flood, for that they died impenitent we showed above as the more likely. But if these men contend that the Prophet’s saying can be understood even of an impenitent sinner, not only do I not agree with them, but I vehemently resist. For since mortal sin, of itself and according to the law of divine justice, merits eternal punishment, how will it — if it be punished with a temporal punishment only — be (as it ought,…37



...et ut postulat Dei iustitia) punitum? Quare fateri necesse esse, praeter supplicium temporale peccatoris impaenitentis, manere ipsum aeternam poenam per se respondentem et debitam merito peccatorum eius. Nam si solo temporali supplicio peccatum mortale, pro eo ac debet, punitum esset, nulli profecto mortali peccato aeterna poena deberetur; quocirca delaberemur in absurdam et iam pridem ab Ecclesia Catholica explosam atque damnatam opinionem Origenis, arbitrantis omnes reprobos qui tartareis suppliciis torquentur, etiam ipsum Diabolum, aliquando tandem absolutum et liberatum iri; cui tamen apertissime divina Scriptura contradicit, clamans ignem inferni et combustionem eius esse inextinguibilem et aeternam, et, quemadmodum bonorum praemia, ita reproborum supplicia fore sempiterna.
…and as the justice of God requires) punished? Wherefore it is necessary to confess that, besides the temporal punishment of the impenitent sinner, there remains for him the eternal punishment corresponding of itself and due to the desert of his sins. For if mortal sin were punished, as it ought, by a temporal punishment alone, then surely to no mortal sin would eternal punishment be due; wherefore we should slide into the absurd opinion of Origen — long since exploded and condemned by the Catholic Church — who thought that all the reprobate who are tormented with the Tartarean punishments, even the Devil himself, would at some time at last be absolved and freed; whom, however, divine Scripture most openly contradicts, crying that the fire of hell and its burning are inextinguishable and eternal, and that, as the rewards of the good, so the punishments of the reprobate will be everlasting.38



Lubet hanc nostram interpretationem illius sententiae Nahum confirmare Ruperti auctoritate, qui ad eundem modum illam sententiam exponit in libro tertio Commentariorum in Genesim capite septimo, ita scribens: Volunt quidam peccatum Cain morte corporis fuisse deletum, pro eo quod scriptum est, Non vindicabit Deus bis in idipsum; sed haec ratio quam infirma sit et ipsa Fides scit, et ipsa Patrum sententia diligentior evidenter adstruit. Hoc enim dictum de illis accipi convenit quorum vel ante poenam vel in ipsa poena confessionem Deus accipit, et idcirco postea, dempta poena temporali, non illis aeternam superadiicit; ut, verbi gratia, latroni qui in cruce confessus est non iniuste Dominus aperuit Paradisum, quia non vindicabit Deus bis in idipsum. Nam alter latro de temporali ad aeternum transvectus est supplicium; de quo etiam recte dicas quia nec in illo vindicabit Deus bis in idipsum, nam esse una vindicta bene dicitur quae, hic incepta, perficitur in sempiternum. Haec Rupertus.
I am pleased to confirm this our interpretation of that sentence of Nahum by the authority of Rupert, who expounds that sentence in the same manner in the third book of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 7, writing thus: ‘Some would have it that the sin of Cain was blotted out by the death of the body, on the ground of what is written, God will not avenge twice for the same thing; but how weak this reasoning is, both Faith itself knows, and the more careful opinion of the Fathers evidently establishes. For this saying is fittingly taken of those whose confession God accepts either before the punishment or in the very punishment, and therefore afterward, the temporal punishment being taken away, does not add for them the eternal — as, for example, to the thief who confessed on the cross the Lord not unjustly opened Paradise, because God will not avenge twice for the same thing. For the other thief was carried over from a temporal to an eternal punishment; of whom too you may rightly say that not even in him will God avenge twice for the same thing, for that is well called one vengeance which, begun here, is completed unto everlasting.’ Thus Rupert.39



Altera sententia est B. Petri, quam refert Lucas in Actis Apostolorum capite 2. Dixit Petrus Christum fuisse a mortuis suscitatum solutis doloribus inferni; quibus verbis significatur eos qui doloribus inferni tenebantur fuisse illis per Christum absolutos atque liberatos. Et hos B. Augustinus libro 12 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 33 dicit fuisse peccatores qui cruciatibus inferni torquebantur. Verum illam Petri sententiam quatuor modis commodissime licet ita explicare ut nihil istis prodesse aut nobis obesse videatur. Et primo quidem illud Petri dictum referri potest ad Christum dominum, qui propterea dicatur solvisse dolores inferni, quod illuc descendens non potuit more ceterorum illis doloribus tangi, nedum teneri, quippe qui erat inter mortuos liber; et cum hoc intellectu mirifice congruit quod proxime subiungit Petrus, Iuxta quod impossibile erat teneri eum ab eo. Et hanc interpretationem commendat Augustinus in Epistola 99. Solvit igitur Christus dolores inferni, non quod illis fuerit aliquando captus et vinctus, sed quod sua potentia fecerit ut ab illis teneri et capi nullo modo posset. Deinde illa Petri sententia aptissime potest accommodari ad eos qui in purgatorio igne versabantur; nam et locus ille pars in-...
The second sentence is that of the blessed Peter, which Luke reports in the Acts of the Apostles, chapter 2. Peter said that Christ was raised from the dead, ‘the sorrows of hell being loosed’; by which words it is signified that those who were held by the sorrows of hell were by Christ absolved from them and freed. And these the blessed Augustine, in book 12 of On Genesis according to the Letter, ch. 33, says were sinners who were tormented by the torments of hell. But that sentence of Peter may most conveniently be explained in four ways, so that it seems neither to profit these men nor to harm us. And first, indeed, that saying of Peter can be referred to Christ the Lord, who is said to have loosed the sorrows of hell because, descending thither, he could not, like the rest, be touched — much less held — by those sorrows, since he was ‘free among the dead’; and with this understanding wonderfully agrees what Peter next subjoins, ‘inasmuch as it was impossible that he should be held by it.’ And this interpretation Augustine commends in Epistle 99. Christ, then, loosed the sorrows of hell, not because he was at any time caught and bound by them, but because by his power he brought it about that he could in no way be held and caught by them. Next, that sentence of Peter can most aptly be accommodated to those who were in the purgatorial fire; for that place too is a part of hell…40



...ferni est, et qui in eo sunt ad tempus cruciantur, et eos, vel omnes vel plurimos, Christum, cum ad infernum descendit, illis doloribus liberasse creditur.
…and those who are in it are tormented for a time, and Christ, when he descended to hell, is believed to have freed them — all or most — from those sorrows.41



Tertio modo: quia pro vocabulo illo inferni, quod habet eo loco Latinus interpres (videtur enim ipse legisse Graece hadou, quae vox infernum significat; Graeci codices habent thanatou, id est mortis), facile erit intelligere quomodo Christus descendens ad inferos solverit dolores mortis, id est quibus afficitur animus hominis post mortem. Hi autem dolores etiam in iustis et sanctis hominibus, ut minimum, duo sunt: alter, manere animum seiugatum et seiunctum a corpore, quod est contra naturalem animi appetitum; alter, ante Christi adventum nulli patere aditum in caelum, sed omnes in inferno detineri. Hos dolores Christus solvit, et liber exiens ab inferno caelosque conscendens, et triduo quam mortuus fuerat anima iterum copulata corpori, ad vitam rediens immortalem.
In a third way: because, for that word ‘of hell’ which the Latin translator has in that place (for he seems to have read in Greek hadou, which word means ‘hell’; but the Greek codices have thanatou, that is ‘of death’), it will be easy to understand how Christ, descending to hell, loosed the ‘sorrows of death’ — that is, those with which the soul of man is affected after death. And these sorrows, even in just and holy men, are at the least two: the one, that the soul remains separated and sundered from the body, which is against the natural appetite of the soul; the other, that before Christ’s coming entrance into heaven lay open to none, but all were detained in hell. These sorrows Christ loosed, both going out free from hell and ascending to the heavens, and — three days after he had died, the soul again joined to the body — returning to immortal life.42



Quarto modo dictum illud belle accommodari potest etiam ad sanctos patres qui erant in limbo sive in sinu Abrahae. Nam etsi nullis illi propter sua peccata dolorum cruciatibus eo loco afficiebantur, non poterant tamen sine omni dolore animi esse, propter ardentissimum desiderium quo flagrabant adventus Messiae et videndi faciem Dei; cuius desiderii et spei tam longa dilatio sine ulla afflictione animi esse non poterat. Verum enim est illud Salomonis verbum, Spes quae differtur affligit animam. Et hanc illorum verborum Petri explanationem approbat et sequitur B. Thomas Tertia parte quaest. 52 art. 2, in Responsione ad secundum declarans illa verba Petri: Ad secundum, inquit, dicendum quod duplex est dolor: unus de passione poenae quam patiuntur homines pro peccato actuali, secundum illud Psalmi, Dolores inferni circumdederunt me; alius autem dolor est de dilatione speratae gloriae, secundum illud Proverb. 7, Spes quae differtur affligit animam, quem quidem dolorem patiebantur sancti patres in inferno (ad quod signandum Augustinus in sermone De Passione dicit quod lacrymabili obsecratione Christum orabant). Utrosque autem dolores Christus solvit ad inferos descendens, aliter tamen et aliter: nam dolores poenarum solvit praeservando ab eis, sicut medicus dicitur solvere morbum a quo praeservat per medicinam; dolores autem causatos ex dilatione gloriae actualiter solvit praebendo eis gloriam. Haec S. Thomas.
In a fourth way, that saying can be nicely accommodated also to the holy fathers who were in limbo, or in Abraham’s bosom. For although they were afflicted in that place by no torments of sorrow on account of their sins, yet they could not be without all sorrow of mind, on account of the most ardent desire with which they burned for the coming of the Messiah and for seeing the face of God; and so long a deferral of that desire and hope could not be without some affliction of mind. For true is that saying of Solomon, ‘Hope that is deferred afflicts the soul.’ And this explanation of those words of Peter the blessed Thomas approves and follows, in the Third Part, q. 52, a. 2, in the Reply to the second objection, expounding those words of Peter: ‘To the second,’ he says, ‘it must be said that sorrow is twofold: one from the suffering of the punishment which men endure for actual sin, according to that of the Psalm, “The sorrows of hell surrounded me”; the other sorrow is from the deferral of the hoped-for glory, according to that of Proverbs 7, “Hope that is deferred afflicts the soul” — which sorrow indeed the holy fathers suffered in hell (to signify which, Augustine in the sermon On the Passion says that with tearful entreaty they prayed to Christ). And both sorrows Christ loosed by descending to hell, yet in one way and another: for the sorrows of the punishments he loosed by preserving from them, as a physician is said to loose a disease from which he preserves by medicine; but the sorrows caused by the deferral of glory he loosed actually, by bestowing glory on them.’ Thus St. Thomas.43



Quod autem huic interpretationi opponit sanctus Augustinus Epistola 99 et libro 12 De Genesi ad litteram cap. 33, nusquam legi in sacra scriptura vocabulum Inferni aut Inferorum in bono positum, sed in malam partem semper accipi, quamobrem sinum Abrahae et locum in quo sancti Patres erant — valde commendatum in sacris litteris tanquam quietis et iucunditatis plenissimum — non fuisse partem aliquam inferni (praesertim autem cum in illa parabola Evangelica de Lazaro et Epulone inducatur Abraham dicens Epuloni, Magnum chaos firmatum est inter nos et vos): haec, inquam, obiectio Augustini haud magnam vim habere videtur. Quamquam enim aperte et expresse divina scriptura non tradat Limbum Patrum fuisse intra terram, id tamen elicitur ex his quae traduntur in ea...
But what St. Augustine objects to this interpretation (in Epistle 99 and in book 12 of On Genesis according to the Letter, ch. 33) — that nowhere in sacred Scripture is the word ‘hell’ (Infernum or Inferi) placed in a good sense, but is always taken in a bad sense, and that therefore Abraham’s bosom and the place in which the holy Fathers were (highly commended in the sacred writings as most full of rest and delight) was not any part of hell, especially since in that Gospel parable of Lazarus and the rich man, Abraham is introduced saying to the rich man, ‘A great chasm is fixed between us and you’ — this objection of Augustine, I say, seems to have no great force. For although divine Scripture does not openly and expressly hand down that the Limbo of the Fathers was within the earth, yet this is drawn out from the things that are handed down in it…44



...Etenim in libro Geneseos capite 37 Iacob inquit: Lugens descendam in infernum ad filium meum Ioseph; non putabat autem Iacob filium suum Ioseph, sanctissimum nempe atque innocentissimum puerum, esse in inferno damnatorum, nec iturum se putabat in eum locum. Neque vero existimari potest ibi vocabulum inferni positum esse pro sepulchro: Iacob enim, credens suis filiis narrantibus sibi Ioseph fuisse devoratum a feris, non putavit eum sive corpus eius sepulchro esse conditum. Huc illud quoque spectat quod supra ex capite 24 libri Ecclesiastici commemoravimus de divina Sapientia, id est de Christo in infernum descensuro: Penetrabo, inquit, inferiores partes terrae, et inspiciam omnes dormientes, et illuminabo omnes sperantes in Domino. Ergo intra inferiores partes terrae detinebantur sperantes in Domino, id est sancti patres expectantes sui ex inferno liberationem per Christi in ea loca descensum. B. Hieronymus super illa verba Oseae capite 13, Ero mors tua o mors, morsus tuus ero inferne: Infernus, inquit, est locus in quo recluduntur animae, sive in refrigerio sive in poenis, pro qualitate scilicet meritorum.
…For in the book of Genesis, chapter 37, Jacob says: ‘Mourning, I will go down to hell to my son Joseph’; but Jacob did not think that his son Joseph — that most holy and most innocent boy — was in the hell of the damned, nor did he think that he himself would go to that place. Nor indeed can it be supposed that there the word ‘hell’ is put for ‘the grave’: for Jacob, believing his sons who told him that Joseph had been devoured by beasts, did not think that he, or his body, had been laid in a grave. To this also looks what we recalled above from chapter 24 of the book of Ecclesiasticus, about the divine Wisdom — that is, about Christ who would descend to hell: ‘I will penetrate the lower parts of the earth, and behold all that sleep, and enlighten all that hope in the Lord.’ Therefore within the lower parts of the earth were detained ‘those who hope in the Lord’ — that is, the holy fathers, awaiting their liberation from hell through Christ’s descent into those places. The blessed Jerome, on those words of Hosea, chapter 13, ‘O death, I will be thy death; O hell, I will be thy bite’: ‘Hell,’ he says, ‘is a place in which souls are shut up, either in refreshment or in punishments, namely according to the quality of their merits.’45



Quid plura? nec ipse Augustinus videtur ab hac sententia abhorrere debuisse: is enim Epistola 99 sine dubitatione affirmat inter alios quos Christus, descendens ad inferos solvensque dolores inferni, ex illis locis eduxit, fuisse Adamum parentem generis humani. At unde, quaeso, sive ex quo inferno Adamum eduxit Christus? non sane ex loco reproborum et damnatorum (ut patet), nec ex purgatorio igne, cuius ad tempus cruciatu purificantur iusti; namque incredibile est ex quo tempore Adam mortuus fuerat usque ad id temporis quo Christus post mortem descendit in infernum, id est annorum amplius tria millia, fuisse Adamum in purgatoriis cruciatibus. Eductus igitur est Adamus ex limbo Patrum. Quapropter et is locus pars inferni erat, et ad Patres qui inibi erant recte applicatur, etiam secundum Augustinum, illa Petri sententia de doloribus inferni a Christo solutis.
What more? Not even Augustine himself ought to have shrunk from this opinion: for he, in Epistle 99, affirms without hesitation that among the others whom Christ, descending to hell and loosing the sorrows of hell, led out from those places, was Adam, the parent of the human race. But from where, I ask — or out of what hell — did Christ lead Adam? not, surely, from the place of the reprobate and damned (as is plain), nor from the purgatorial fire, by whose temporary torment the just are purified; for it is incredible that, from the time when Adam had died until the time when Christ after death descended into hell — that is, more than three thousand years — Adam was in purgatorial torments. Adam, then, was led out from the limbo of the Fathers. Wherefore that place too was a part of hell, and to the Fathers who were there is rightly applied — even according to Augustine — that sentence of Peter about the sorrows of hell loosed by Christ.46



Tertia est illa Petri sententia in capite quarto prioris Epistolae: Propter hoc et mortuis evangelizatum est, ut iudicentur quidem secundum homines in carne, vivant autem secundum Deum in spiritu. Si enim Christus praedicavit Evangelium mortuis, id est iis quorum animae tenebantur apud inferos, nec est credibile frustra eum nulloque effectu et fructu ibi praedicasse, credendum igitur est per Christi praedicationem aliquos esse conversos ad Deum et poenis inferni liberatos. Sed verba illa sancti Petri varias habent interpretationes, quas breviter exponam, quo planum sit quorum sententiam oppugnamus nihil illis verbis eorum causam adiuvari. Prima interpretatio est Oecumenii interpretantis Christum, cum descendit ad inferos, praedicasse omnibus ibi commorantibus Evangelium: ut qui in hoc mundo carnaliter vixe-...
The third is that sentence of Peter in the fourth chapter of his first Epistle: ‘For this cause the Gospel was preached also to the dead, that they might be judged indeed according to men in the flesh, but live according to God in the spirit.’ For if Christ preached the Gospel to the dead — that is, to those whose souls were held in hell — and it is not credible that he preached there in vain and with no effect and fruit, then it must be believed that through Christ’s preaching some were converted to God and freed from the punishments of hell. But those words of St. Peter have various interpretations, which I shall briefly set forth, that it may be plain that the cause of those whose opinion we assail is in no way helped by those words. The first interpretation is that of Oecumenius, who interprets that Christ, when he descended to hell, preached the Gospel to all who dwelt there: so that those who in this world had lived carnal-…47



...rant sint a Christo iudicati, id est condemnati; simul et ab ipso vivificati, id est aeterna salute et vita mortali ac beata donati, qui secundum Deum spiritualiter vixerant. Supplet enim Oecumenius in duobus illis locis, Secundum homines in carne et Secundum Deum in spiritu, totum illud, qui vixerunt, vel qui vixerant in hoc mundo; et item verba illa, iudicentur et vivant, quae sunt futuri temporis, posita esse ait pro verbis praeteriti temporis, Iudicati sive condemnati sint, et vixerint.
…ly were judged by Christ, that is condemned; and at the same time were vivified by him — that is, endowed with eternal salvation and with a deathless and blessed life — those who according to God had lived spiritually. For Oecumenius supplies, in those two places, ‘according to men in the flesh’ and ‘according to God in the spirit,’ the whole phrase, ‘who lived,’ or ‘who had lived in this world’; and likewise he says that those words ‘that they may be judged’ and ‘may live,’ which are of the future tense, are put for verbs of the past tense, ‘were judged or condemned, and lived.’48



Non absimilis est interpretatio eorundem Petri verborum apud Caietanum in Commentario eius Epistolae: Est, inquit, sensus: ut iudicentur quidem ratione carnis in qua vixerunt secundum homines, hoc est secundum concupiscentias humanas; vivant autem ratione spiritus quem habuerunt secundum Deum, hoc est conformem divinae voluntati. Ad hoc itaque evangelizavit Christus, manifestando se apud inferos omnium esse iudicem, ut agnoscerent impii se iudicandos sive condemnandos esse ab eo, quia humanam et carnalem vitam egerunt; simulque iusti agnoscerent percepturos se vitam aeternam, quod secundum spiritum et Deum vixerint. Itaque Petrus revelavit nobis causam cur apud inferos evangelizare Christus voluerit: videlicet ut huiusmodi evangelizatio pararet Christo iudicium mortuorum. Nam iudicium vivorum, post primum eius adventum, parat ei evangelizatio quae fit in mundo per Apostolos et successores, ut omnes habeant notitiam unde iudicandi sint. Sic Caietanus.
Not unlike is the interpretation of the same words of Peter in Cajetan, in the Commentary on that Epistle: ‘The sense is,’ he says, ‘that they may be judged indeed by reason of the flesh in which they lived according to men, that is according to human concupiscences; but may live by reason of the spirit which they had according to God, that is conformable to the divine will. To this end, then, Christ evangelized — manifesting himself in hell to be the judge of all — that the impious might recognize that they were to be judged or condemned by him, because they led a human and carnal life; and at the same time the just might recognize that they would receive eternal life, because they lived according to the spirit and God. And so Peter revealed to us the cause why Christ willed to evangelize in hell: namely, that such an evangelization might prepare for Christ the judgment of the dead. For the judgment of the living, after his first coming, the evangelization which is made in the world through the Apostles and their successors prepares for him, that all may have knowledge whence they are to be judged.’ Thus Cajetan.49



Secunda interpretatio est apud Augustinum in Epistola 99, qui per mortuos intelligit mortuos peccatis secundum animam sive infideles, quemadmodum cuidam Dominus dixit, Dimitte mortuos ut sepeliant mortuos suos; et Paulus ad Timotheum scribens, Vidua, inquit, in deliciis vivens mortua est. Sensus igitur illorum verborum Petri secundum Augustinum hic est: praedicatum esse Evangelium impiis peccatoribus, ut cum crediderint, iudicentur quidem secundum homines in carne, hoc est variis tribulationibus secundum carnem vexentur et condemnentur ab hominibus eorum conversionem et fidem odio habentibus atque insectantibus; vivant autem secundum Deum in spiritu, quia per eiusmodi tribulationes et vitam gloriamque spiritus consequuntur. Tertia interpretatio sic habet: Cognoscimus Christum fore iudicem mortuorum, quod Evangelium praedicatum sit etiam iis qui iam mortui sunt ante Christi iudicium, ut, etsi humana opinione morte carnis condemnati sint priusquam Dominus advenerit, virtute tamen Evangelii quod in hac vita per fidem receperunt vivant spiritu apud Deum, iterum sumpturi carnem suam cum Christus ad iudicandum venerit. Sic Paulus primae ad Corinth. 15 probat resurrectionem mortuorum: Si mortui, inquit, non resurgunt, ergo qui dormierunt in Christo perierunt.
The second interpretation is in Augustine, in Epistle 99, who by ‘the dead’ understands those dead in sins as to the soul, or the unfaithful — just as the Lord said to a certain man, ‘Let the dead bury their dead’; and Paul, writing to Timothy, ‘A widow living in pleasures is dead.’ The sense, then, of those words of Peter according to Augustine is this: that the Gospel was preached to impious sinners, that, when they have believed, they may be ‘judged indeed according to men in the flesh’ — that is, vexed by various tribulations according to the flesh, and condemned by men who hate and persecute their conversion and faith — ‘but live according to God in the spirit,’ because through such tribulations they attain the life and glory of the spirit. The third interpretation runs thus: We know that Christ will be the judge of the dead, because the Gospel is preached even to those who are already dead before Christ’s judgment, so that, although by human opinion they are condemned by the death of the flesh before the Lord comes, yet by the power of the Gospel which in this life they received through faith they may live in the spirit with God, about to take up their flesh again when Christ comes to judge. So Paul, in 1 Corinthians 15, proves the resurrection of the dead: ‘If the dead,’ he says, ‘rise not again, then they who have slept in Christ have perished.’50



Quartam interpretationem minime posthabendam superioribus tribus censeo. Vocabulum illud mortuus nonnunquam in sacris litteris significat eum qui proximus est morti, vel ex morbo aliove casu secundum leges morti adiudicatus. Sic apud Matthaeum capite nono...
A fourth interpretation I judge by no means to be set below the three above. That word ‘dead’ sometimes in the sacred writings signifies one who is near to death, or, by disease or some other chance, adjudged to death by the laws. So in Matthew, chapter nine…51



...Iairus dixit filiam suam esse defunctam, quam Marcus capite quinto narrat fuisse in extremis, et Lucas scribit quod iam moriebatur. Paulus item secundae ad Corinth. 11 ait se in mortibus fuisse frequenter, et primae ad Corinth. 15, Quotidie, inquit, morior (quod mox declarans), Periclitamur, inquit, omni hora. Petrus igitur Christum iudicaturum mortuos eo probat argumento, quod Evangelium quotidie praedicetur etiam his qui humano iudicio condemnati sunt morte; eo videlicet consilio ut, licet secundum carnem moriantur, vivant tamen apud Deum in anima propter fidem suique conversionem ad Christum quam in extremo habuerunt; nisi enim Christus curam gereret animorum, nequaquam praedicaretur Evangelium hominibus iam iam morituris. Similiter Paulus primae ad Corinth. 15 ex morientium Baptismo argumentatur futuram resurrectionem mortuorum: Alioqui, ait, quid facient qui baptizantur pro mortuis, si mortui non resurgunt? ut quid enim baptizantur pro illis? Quem locum tractans Epiphanius in Haeresi 28: Recte, inquit, hoc Pauli dictum interpretantes dicunt vicinos morti, si fuerint in pietatis doctrina instructi, ob hanc spem ante obitum sacro lavacro dignos fieri, ostendentes eum qui mortuus est resurrecturum aliquando, ideoque in praesenti vita indigere remissione peccatorum. Sic Epiphanius.
…Jairus said that his daughter was deceased, whom Mark in chapter five relates to have been at the point of death, and Luke writes that she was already dying. Paul too, in 2 Corinthians 11, says that he was ‘often in deaths,’ and in 1 Corinthians 15, ‘Daily,’ he says, ‘I die’ (which he soon explains), ‘We are in peril,’ he says, ‘every hour.’ Peter, then, proves that Christ will judge the dead by this argument: that the Gospel is daily preached even to those who by human judgment are condemned to death; with this purpose, namely, that, although they die according to the flesh, they may yet live with God in the soul, on account of the faith and conversion to Christ which they had at the last; for unless Christ had care of souls, the Gospel would by no means be preached to men just about to die. Similarly Paul, in 1 Corinthians 15, argues from the baptism of the dying to the future resurrection of the dead: ‘Otherwise,’ he says, ‘what shall they do who are baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not again? Why then are they baptized for them?’ Treating which passage, Epiphanius in Heresy 28: ‘Rightly,’ he says, ‘those interpreting this saying of Paul say that those near death, if they have been instructed in the doctrine of piety, are for this hope made worthy of the sacred laver before their decease — showing that he who is dead will one day rise again, and therefore in the present life needs the remission of sins.’ Thus Epiphanius.52



Quarta denique illa est sententia eiusdem Petri prioris Epistolae capite tertio, in qua nimirum tota propemodum huius disputationis moles consistit: in quo et his qui in carcere erant spiritibus veniens praedicavit, qui increduli fuerant aliquando, quando expectabant Dei patientiam in diebus Noe. Indicat Petrus his verbis Christum praedicasse apud inferos his qui tempore Noë fuerant increduli et perierant diluvio; eam vero praedicationem Christi vel temere ab eo susceptam esse, vel prorsus inutiliter esse factam, cogitare, nedum credere, fas non est. Non eo inficias locum hunc Petri esse obscurissimum, quin etiam sua ipsum obscuritate fuisse omni tempore apud Patres apprime nobilitatum ac celebratum; sed eum tamen locum nec adversari nobis nec iis auxiliari qui contra nos sentiunt, ex duplici eius interpretatione quam hoc loco subiiciam manifestum erit. Prior interpretatio est sancti Augustini, quam is fuse tractat in Epistola 99. Existimat Augustinus Petrum non loqui de Christi descensu ad inferos, nec de praedicatione eius apud inferos facta, sed figurata locutione utentem docere tempus illud Noë quo diluvium est factum illustrem praetulisse similitudinem atque imaginem temporis adventus Christi et praedicationis legis Evangelicae. Namque illo tempore Christus spiritu venit praedicans illis hominibus, id est per spirituales inspirationes et revelationes veniens in mente servorum suorum, ut Noë et aliorum, per illos praedicavit hominibus illius temporis; in hoc autem tempore ipsemet Christus in terris visus et cum hominibus conversatus praedicavit mundo et per se et per suos discipulos. Tunc praedicabatur venturum diluvium ad delendos omnes homines; post-...
The fourth, finally, is that sentence of the same Peter in the third chapter of his first Epistle, in which indeed almost the whole weight of this disputation consists: ‘in which also coming he preached to those spirits that were in prison, who had once been incredulous, when they waited for the patience of God in the days of Noah.’ Peter indicates by these words that Christ preached in hell to those who in Noah’s time had been incredulous and had perished in the Flood; and to think — much less to believe — that this preaching of Christ was either undertaken by him rashly or done altogether uselessly, is not lawful. I do not deny that this passage of Peter is most obscure — indeed, that by its very obscurity it has at all times been especially ennobled and celebrated among the Fathers; but that the passage neither opposes us nor aids those who think against us will be manifest from the twofold interpretation of it which I shall here subjoin. The first interpretation is that of St. Augustine, which he treats at length in Epistle 99. Augustine thinks that Peter does not speak of Christ’s descent to hell, nor of a preaching made by him in hell, but, using figurative speech, teaches that that time of Noah, in which the Flood was made, bore an illustrious likeness and image of the time of Christ’s coming and of the preaching of the Gospel law. For at that time Christ came ‘in spirit,’ preaching to those men — that is, coming by spiritual inspirations and revelations into the mind of his servants, such as Noah and others, through them he preached to the men of that time; but in this time Christ himself, seen on earth and conversing with men, preached to the world both through himself and through his disciples. Then it was preached that the Flood would come to destroy all men; after-…53



...adventum Christi praedicari coeptum est supremum mundi incendium extremumque iudicium, in quo omnes reprobi sempiternis mancipandi sunt suppliciis. Tunc plurimi fuere increduli, ideoque diluvio mersi et obruti interierunt, pauci autem per arcam servati sunt; post adventum autem Christi minor pars hominum credit Evangelio, et per baptismum et fidem servatur. Postremum, illo tempore praedicabatur hominibus paenitentia dum fabricabatur arca usque ad diluvii adventum; hoc autem tempore praedicatur omnibus Evangelium, quo Christi Ecclesia aedificatur in cunctis gentibus usque ad consummationem seculi.
…after Christ’s coming, there began to be preached the final conflagration of the world and the last judgment, in which all the reprobate are to be consigned to everlasting punishments. Then very many were incredulous, and so were drowned and overwhelmed and perished in the Flood, but a few were saved through the ark; but after Christ’s coming the lesser part of men believe the Gospel, and are saved through baptism and faith. Lastly, at that time penance was preached to men while the ark was being built, up to the coming of the Flood; but at this time the Gospel is preached to all, by which Christ’s Church is built up among all nations up to the consummation of the age.54



Nec insolens videri debet vocabulum carceris hoc loco positum a Petro vel pro corpore, quo animus velut carcere inclusus tenetur, iuxta illud Psalmi 141, Educ de carcere animam meam (quin Beda pro carcere legit carne, quanquam et nostrae lectionis meminit), vel pro errorum et vitiorum miseria qua vincti et velut captivi tenebantur infideles. Isaias enim capite 42 et 49, vocationem Gentium enarrans et statum in quo versabantur Gentes ante fidem acceptam describit, infideles tanquam vinculis astrictos, obtenebratos, vectibus ferreis et portis aereis conclusos, ac teterrimo carcere coarctatos: Dedi te, inquit, cap. 42, in foedus populi et in lucem Gentium, ut aperires oculos caecorum et educeres de conclusione vinctum et de domo carceris sedentes in tenebris. Idem capite 49: Dedi te in foedus populi, ut suscitares terram et possideres hereditates dissipatas, ut diceres his qui vincti sunt, Exite, et iis qui in tenebris, Revelamini.
Nor ought the word ‘prison,’ here put by Peter, to seem unusual — taken either for the body, in which the soul is held as if shut in a prison, according to that of Psalm 141, ‘Bring my soul out of prison’ (indeed Bede reads, for ‘prison,’ ‘flesh,’ although he mentions our reading too); or for the misery of errors and vices by which the unbelieving were held bound and as it were captive. For Isaiah, in chapters 42 and 49, narrating the calling of the Gentiles and describing the state in which the Gentiles were before receiving the faith, depicts the unbelieving as bound with chains, darkened, shut in with iron bars and gates of bronze, and confined in a most foul prison: ‘I gave thee,’ he says, ch. 42, ‘for a covenant of the people and for a light of the Gentiles, that thou mightest open the eyes of the blind and bring forth the prisoner from confinement and them that sit in darkness out of the prison house.’ The same in chapter 49: ‘I gave thee for a covenant of the people, that thou mightest raise up the earth and possess the inheritances that were destroyed, that thou mightest say to them that are bound, Come forth, and to them that are in darkness, Show yourselves.’55



Nec adeo durum et inusitatum est in sacris litteris (ut putavit Catharinus) hominem appellari spiritum, cum nonnunquam divina Scriptura per Synecdochen, ut nomen carnis et animae, ita nomen spiritus usurpet pro toto homine, velut in Psalmo 77, Recordatus est quia caro sunt, spiritus vadens et non rediens. Quo genere locutionis etiam vulgus utitur, homines macie confectos appellans spiritus; et de homine elegantis ingenii vulgari sermone dici solet, è un gentil spirito. Hactenus fere ex Augustino. Cuius interpretatio non admodum videtur probabilis, tum quod figurata potius et mystica sit quam inhaerens sententiae verborum Petri et (ut vocant) litteralis, tum quod excludat descensum Christi ad inferos, cuius doctrinam et fidem hoc ex loco Petri plerique Patres praecipue colligere et probare solent.
Nor is it so harsh and unusual in the sacred writings (as Catharinus thought) for a man to be called ‘spirit,’ since sometimes divine Scripture uses, by synecdoche — as the name ‘flesh’ and ‘soul,’ so the name ‘spirit’ — for the whole man, as in Psalm 77, ‘He remembered that they are flesh, a spirit that goeth and returneth not.’ By which manner of speech the common people too use it, calling men worn out with leanness ‘spirits’; and of a man of elegant talent it is wont to be said in common speech, ‘he is a gentle spirit’ (è un gentil spirito). Thus far, roughly, from Augustine. Whose interpretation does not seem very probable: both because it is figurative and mystical rather than inhering in the sense of Peter’s words and (as they call it) literal, and because it excludes Christ’s descent to hell — whose doctrine and belief most of the Fathers are wont to gather and prove especially from this passage of Peter.56



Alteram interpretationem, quod ea melius ad verborum B. Petri sententiam quadret simulque amplectatur doctrinam Patrum qui ex hoc loco descensum Christi in infernum confirmarunt, potiorem ceteris ac probabiliorem censeo. Secundum hanc igitur interpretationem distincte per partes illam sancti Petri sententiam explanabimus. In quo: Cyrillus libro De recta fide ad Theodosium sic exponit: Divina virtute ac potestate utens, etiam spiritibus qui erant in inferno apparuit; refert enim hoc In quo ad illud paulo superius, Vivificatus autem spiritu, id est potentia divinitatis. Oecumenius autem illud...
The other interpretation, because it fits better the sense of the blessed Peter’s words and at the same time embraces the doctrine of the Fathers who from this passage confirmed Christ’s descent into hell, I judge preferable to the rest and more probable. According to this interpretation, then, we shall explain that sentence of St. Peter distinctly, part by part. ‘In which’: Cyril, in the book On the Right Faith to Theodosius, expounds thus: ‘Using his divine virtue and power, he appeared also to the spirits that were in hell’; for he refers this ‘in which’ to that a little above, ‘But being vivified in the spirit,’ that is, by the power of the divinity. But Oecumenius [takes] that…57



...illud In quo vult idem valere atque Propter quod, et esse causale, ut haec oratio connectatur cum praecedente ad hunc modum: Quia Christus pro iniustis mortuus est, non solum pro iis qui post adventum eius fuerunt, sed pro his etiam qui adventum ipsius praecesserunt, ideo descendit in infernum, etc. Posset item illud In quo referri ad spiritum seu animam rationalem Christi, secundum quam ipse descendit in infernum, deposito interim corpore in sepulchro; qua significatione etiam illud quod praecesserat, Vivificatus spiritu, potest accipi, ut sit hic sensus: Christus in sua passione mortuus est secundum carnem, secundum spiritum vero, id est animam, vivus et immortalis permansit. Namque in sacris litteris vivificare non semper significat ex mortuo vivum facere, sed interdum idem valet atque conservare in vita vel servare a morte, sicut in 1 Regum 27 scriptum est de David: Virum et mulierem non vivificabat, id est Neminem relinquebat vivum. Et hac significatione persaepe usurpatur in Psalmis.
…‘in which’ to mean the same as ‘for which,’ and to be causal, so that this clause is connected with the preceding in this manner: Because Christ died for the unjust — not only for those who lived after his coming, but for these too who preceded his coming — therefore he descended into hell, etc. That ‘in which’ could also be referred to the spirit, or rational soul, of Christ, according to which he descended into hell, his body being meanwhile laid in the tomb; in which signification that which had preceded, ‘being vivified in the spirit,’ can also be taken, so that the sense is: Christ in his passion died according to the flesh, but according to the spirit — that is, the soul — remained living and immortal. For in the sacred writings ‘to vivify’ does not always mean to make a living thing out of a dead one, but sometimes means the same as to preserve in life or to keep from death, as in 1 Kings 27 it is written of David: ‘He saved alive neither man nor woman,’ that is, he left none alive. And in this signification it is very often used in the Psalms.58



Et his qui in carcere erant: vocabulo carceris appositissime describitur locus inferni; non semel autem in parabolis Evangelicis similitudine et vocabulo carceris locus inferni designatur. Spiritus veniens praedicavit: Spiritus appellat animas quae in inferno detinebantur, sive bonorum sive malorum. Alii legunt (Spiritu veniens) id est secundum animam tantum descendens in infernum. Licet Augustinus Epistola 99 hoc (Spiritu veniens) interpretetur, Per spirituales revelationes et inspirationes veniens in mentes servorum suorum, qui ante adventum ipsius secundum carnem omni aetate verbi sui praecones et voluntatis interpretes fuerunt. Nimirum Augustinus haec Petri verba non de Christi ad inferos descensu interpretatus est, sed ea ratione quam paulo supra exposui.
‘And to those who were in prison’: by the word ‘prison’ the place of hell is most aptly described; and more than once in the Gospel parables the place of hell is designated by the likeness and word of ‘prison.’ ‘The Spirit, coming, preached’: by ‘spirits’ he calls the souls which were detained in hell, whether of the good or of the evil. Others read ‘coming in spirit,’ that is, descending into hell according to the soul only. Although Augustine, in Epistle 99, interprets this ‘coming in spirit’ as ‘coming by spiritual revelations and inspirations into the minds of his servants, who before his coming in the flesh were, in every age, the heralds of his word and the interpreters of his will.’ For Augustine interpreted these words of Peter not of Christ’s descent to hell, but in the manner I expounded a little above.59



Illud verbum Praedicavit non significat praedicationem Evangelii ad conversionem eorum qui in inferno erant a Christo factam, sed manifestationem sui apud inferos, quod ipse esset expectatus ille Messias et Salvator mundi futurusque omnium iudex, cuique pro meritis eius aeterna vel praemia vel supplicia redditurus; unde fidelibus et sanctis incredibilis consolatio et laetitia, infidelibus autem atque improbis maeror et confusio accidit. Qui increduli fuerant aliquando: Quidam hoc referunt ad iustos quos ex inferno Christus eduxit, eos autem incredulos dici quoniam aliquando fuerant increduli nec obedientes Deo, vel quia omnes saltem in Adamo increduli et peccatores fuerant. Id quod Athanasius innuit in libro De incarnatione Verbi, et Hieronymus super illis verbis Zachariae capite nono, Tu quoque in sanguine testamenti tui etc., ait Christum ex inferno eduxisse eos qui peccatis Adae et inoliti erroris vinculis tenebantur.
That word ‘preached’ does not signify a preaching of the Gospel made by Christ for the conversion of those who were in hell, but a manifestation of himself in hell — that he was that awaited Messiah and Savior of the world, and the future judge of all, who would render to each according to his deserts either eternal rewards or punishments; whence to the faithful and holy came an incredible consolation and joy, but to the unfaithful and wicked grief and confusion. ‘Who had once been incredulous’: some refer this to the just whom Christ led out of hell, and say that they are called ‘incredulous’ because they had once been incredulous and disobedient to God, or because all, at least in Adam, had been incredulous and sinners. Which Athanasius hints in the book On the Incarnation of the Word; and Jerome, on those words of Zachariah, chapter nine, ‘Thou also, by the blood of thy testament,’ etc., says that Christ led out of hell those who were held by the sins of Adam and by the chains of ingrained error.60



Oecumenius vero sic interpretatur: Christum praedicasse omnibus qui erant in inferno spiritibus, plurimis quidem qui increduli olim fuerant in damnatione relictis, paucis autem ad salutem animae — eorum videlicet qui in hac vita crediderant et bene vixerant —...
But Oecumenius interprets thus: that Christ preached to all the spirits who were in hell, the very many who had once been incredulous being left in damnation, but a few [being brought] to the salvation of the soul — namely, those who in this life had believed and lived well —…61



...quemadmodum, exempli causa, in diebus Noë evenit, quo tempore innumeris diluvio pereuntibus quia increduli fuerant, pauci credentes per arcam servati sunt ex diluvio. Itaque illud de incredulis in diebus Noë dictum est a B. Petro tanquam exempli causa; nam licet potuisset idem de aliis quamplurimis dici, illorum tamen praecipue meminit Petrus, quod illi propemodum innumerabiles et in ipsa mundi origine fuerint, et quia tam illorum exitium quod eis accidit ex diluvio quam paucorum illorum hominum per arcam conservatio res fuit maxime memorabilis et admirabilis atque illustris quaedam imago eorum quae post Christi adventum evenerunt. Patet igitur illud de incredulis tempore Noë nec otiose dictum esse a Petro, nec tamen favere opinioni eorum qui putarunt eos per Christi descensum ad inferos fuisse inferni poenis liberatos.
…just as, for example, it happened in the days of Noah, at which time, innumerable men perishing in the Flood because they had been incredulous, a few believers were saved from the Flood through the ark. And so that [saying] about the incredulous in the days of Noah was uttered by the blessed Peter as it were by way of example; for although the same could have been said of very many others, Peter mentions these especially, because they were well-nigh innumerable and were at the very origin of the world, and because both their destruction, which befell them by the Flood, and the preservation of those few men through the ark, was a thing most memorable and admirable, and a certain illustrious image of the things that came to pass after Christ’s coming. It is plain, therefore, that that [saying] about the incredulous in Noah’s time was neither idly spoken by Peter, nor yet favors the opinion of those who thought that they were freed from the punishments of hell by Christ’s descent to hell.62



Quando expectabant Dei patientiam. Sic est nunc in libris Latinis. Beda tamen hoc loco, et Hieronymus atque Augustinus locis supra propositis, hoc modo legerunt, Quando expectabat Dei patientia, scilicet illos peccatores ad paenitentiam per centum annos dum fabricaretur arca. Verbum Graecum apexedecheto utramque lectionem admittit, quia commune est et tam passive quam active legi potest, id est expectabat et expectabatur; et hoc posterius recidit in nostram lectionem, secundum quam haec verba referuntur ad incredulos qui fuerunt tempore Noë, qui propterea non credebant ei denuncianti venturum diluvium, quia expectabant Dei patientiam, hoc est Dei clementia et benignitate confisi putabant Deum patienter et clementer acturum cum peccatoribus, nec passurum unquam ut universum hominum genus diluvio periret. Ecce igitur vera est et germana illius sententiae B. Petri interpretatio, ex qua tamen liquido cernitur hunc Petri locum nihil his suffragari quorum in hac disputatione sententiam oppugnavimus.
‘When they waited for the patience of God.’ So it now stands in the Latin books. But Bede in this place, and Jerome and Augustine in the passages set forth above, read in this manner, ‘When the patience of God waited [for] those sinners unto penance, through a hundred years while the ark was being built.’ The Greek verb apexedecheto admits both readings, because it is common (deponent in form) and can be read both passively and actively — that is, ‘was waiting’ and ‘was being waited for’; and this latter falls back into our reading, according to which these words are referred to the incredulous who lived in Noah’s time, who therefore did not believe him announcing that the Flood would come, because they ‘waited for the patience of God’ — that is, trusting in God’s clemency and kindness, they thought God would deal patiently and clemently with sinners, and would never suffer the whole race of men to perish by the Flood. Behold, then, the true and genuine interpretation of that sentence of the blessed Peter, from which, however, it is clearly seen that this passage of Peter in no way supports those whose opinion we have assailed in this disputation.63



Verum facere non possum ut tacitum praeteream quod Caietanus, haec Petri verba explanans, scriptum reliquit. Ait enim (quod etiam supra sub initium huius disputationis commemoravimus) illos qui perierunt diluvio non fuisse simpliciter incredulos, sed fuisse tantum incredulos Noë, non autem Deo; quippe cum patientiam expectarent, credentes Deum pro infinita clementia sua nunquam perditurum omne genus hominum, quamobrem propter huius fiduciae meritum putat eos placuisse Deo et idoneos fuisse iudicatos qui per Christi praesentiam et praedicationem ad aeternam salutem adducerentur.
But I cannot pass over in silence what Cajetan, explaining these words of Peter, left written. For he says (which we recalled above too, at the beginning of this disputation) that those who perished in the Flood were not unbelievers simply, but were unbelievers only toward Noah, not toward God; since, while they waited for [God’s] patience, believing that God in his infinite clemency would never destroy the whole race of men, he therefore thinks that, by the merit of this trust, they pleased God and were judged fit to be brought, through Christ’s presence and preaching, to eternal salvation.64



Sed quis non miretur tantum Caietani ingenium non vidisse quam hoc esset absurdum? Cum enim Noë Dei propheta esset, et nomine Dei voluntatem et mandata eius hominibus sui temporis enunciaret, quomodo illi non erant increduli Deo, si Noë prophetae Dei mandata eius exponenti non credebant? Nam quod Dominus discipulis suis dixit, Qui vos audit me audit, et qui vos spernit me spernit, etiam...
But who would not marvel that so great a genius as Cajetan did not see how absurd this was? For since Noah was a prophet of God, and in God’s name announced his will and commands to the men of his time, how were they not unbelievers toward God, if they did not believe Noah, the prophet of God, expounding his commands? For what the Lord said to his disciples, ‘He who hears you hears me, and he who despises you despises me,’ also…65



...etiam in Prophetas atque omnes qui Dei nomine loquebantur verissime dici potest. Et verum est illud quod Iudaeis dixit rex Iosaphat: Credite in Domino Deo vestro et securi eritis; credite prophetis eius et cuncta evenient prospera. Et in libro Exodi scriptum est Iudaeos, visis tot tantisque in Aegypto per Mosen a Deo factis miraculis, credidisse Deo et Mosi servo eius. Fiducia porro divinae longanimitatis, si non, a peccatis hominem revocans, inducat eum ad agendam paenitentiam, inanis est, Deoque displicet, nec ad condonationem vel excusationem peccati valet, sed magis ad condemnationem hominis proficit. Verum huius disputationis cursum, quasi iam suam perductum ad metam, hoc loco terminemus.
…[that saying] may most truly be applied to the Prophets too, and to all who spoke in God’s name. And that is true which King Jehoshaphat said to the Jews: ‘Believe in the Lord your God, and you shall be secure; believe his prophets, and all things shall turn out prosperously.’ And in the book of Exodus it is written that the Jews, having seen so many and so great miracles done by God in Egypt through Moses, believed God and Moses his servant. And trust in the divine long-suffering, if it does not — recalling a man from his sins — lead him to do penance, is vain, and displeasing to God, and avails nothing for the pardon or excuse of sin, but rather makes for the man’s condemnation. But let us here end the course of this disputation, as now brought to its goal.66
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	§79 (continues on p. 175): four scriptural objections; the first, Nahum 1 (‘he will not judge twice’). ↩
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	§92 (continues on p. 180): a fourth reading — ‘the dead’ = those near death; Pererius judges it not inferior. Margin: Matthew 9. ↩
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	§99: a remark against Cajetan — that those who perished were unbelievers toward Noah but not toward God, and so found favor. Margin: ‘A remark against Cajetan.’ ↩
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THE TENTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES OF BENEDICT PERERIUS ON GENESIS, WHICH IS ON THE ARK OF NOAH.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER DECIMUS, QUI EST DE ARCA NOE.



Translator’s notes
	Title page of Book X (Liber Decimus). ↩




THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES, on the Ark of Noah; from the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis. Make thee an ark of planed timber; thou shalt make little rooms in the ark …
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HISTORIA MOSIS, de Arca Noë; ex capite sexto libri Geneseos. Fac tibi arcam de lignis levigatis; mansiunculas in arca facies, et bitumine linies intrinsecus et extrinsecus. Et sic facies eam: Trecentorum cubitorum erit longitudo arcae, quinquaginta cubitorum latitudo, et triginta cubitorum altitudo illius. Fenestram in arca facies, et in cubito consummabis summitatem eius; ostium autem arcae pones ex latere; deorsum cenacula et tristega facies in ea.
THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES, on the Ark of Noah; from the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis. Make thee an ark of planed timber; thou shalt make little rooms in the ark, and thou shalt pitch it within and without with bitumen. And thus shalt thou make it: The length of the ark shall be three hundred cubits, the breadth of it fifty cubits, and the height of it thirty cubits. Thou shalt make a window in the ark, and in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it; and the door of the ark thou shalt set in the side; with lower, middle, and third stories shalt thou make it.1



Translator’s notes
	The Scripture passage prefixed to Book X: Genesis 6:14–16 (Vulgate). ↩
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PREFACE.1
PRAEFATIO.



Tres sunt res in sacris litteris perquam memorabiles et celebres, Dei non tantum iussu, verum etiam praescriptione ac designatione ab hominibus effectae: Mosaicum Tabernaculum, Salomonis Templum, et Arca Noë. Sed haec illis multas ob causas admirabilior et praedicabilior videri possit: primum, longinquitate temporis quo facta est, centum enim annos in ea fabricanda consumptos esse creditur; tum magnitudine et capacitate, qua scilicet nihil adhuc simile post orbem conditum in aquis visum est; deinde usu ac fine, is autem fuit generalis terrarum orbis diluvii effugium, et universi tam hominum quam animalium generis conservatio perditique reparatio mundi, et quasi nova quaedam renascentis origo; adhaec, multiplici rerum mirabilitate quibus rebus arca illa supra quam aestimari queat magnificata et nobilitata est — qualis fuit, exempli causa, animalium cuiusque generis ad Arcam adventus ex omnibus terrarum oris, ea congregantibus sanctis Angelis et ad Noë deducentibus; totque ferocium atque immitium saevorumque animalium tam facilis et placida per Noë in arcam introductio, atque inibi per unum annum quietissima commoratio; divina item eius Arcae gubernatio, namque illa non humana vi et arte, sed Dei potentia et Angelorum ministerio per aquas movebatur ac regebatur; ad extremum, ubertate ac sublimitate mysteriorum, de quibus mysteriis magna et mira a Patribus memoriae prodita in loco explicaturi sumus. Ad explanandam igitur huius Arcae historiam breviter descriptam a Mose, totum hunc decimum librum contulimus; eumque, quo dilucidius et enucleatius declararentur quae docere institueramus, duas in partes digessimus. Prius enim traditur historica et (ut vocant) litteralis eorum quae de Arca scripsit Moses explanatio; posterius vero apponitur earundem rerum Mystica, id est Allegorica et Tropologica, interpretatio. Ipsam porro quae de Arca est disputationem tripartitam fecimus: namque primo loco disputatur de materia Arcae; secundo loco de magnitudine et capacitate; postremo de figura et partium eius distinctione ac dispositione.
There are three things in the sacred writings exceedingly memorable and celebrated, made by men not only at God’s command but even by his prescription and design: the Mosaic Tabernacle, the Temple of Solomon, and the Ark of Noah. But this last may, for many causes, seem more wonderful and more worthy of telling than those: first, by the length of time in which it was made, for it is believed that a hundred years were spent in building it; then, by its magnitude and capacity, the like of which has hitherto, since the founding of the world, been seen on the waters; next, by its use and end, which was the escape from the universal Flood of the world, and the preservation of the whole race both of men and of animals, and the repairing of the ruined world, and as it were a certain new origin of a world reborn; and besides, by the manifold marvelousness of the things by which that ark was magnified and ennobled beyond what can be estimated — such as, for example, the coming of animals of every kind to the Ark from all the shores of the earth, the holy Angels gathering them and leading them to Noah; and the so easy and peaceful introduction by Noah into the ark of so many fierce and savage and cruel animals, and their most quiet sojourn there for one year; and likewise the divine steering of that Ark, for it was moved and governed through the waters not by human force and art, but by the power of God and the ministry of the Angels; and finally, by the richness and sublimity of its mysteries — concerning which mysteries great and marvelous things handed down to memory by the Fathers we shall explain in their place. To explain, then, the history of this Ark briefly described by Moses, we have devoted this whole tenth book; and, that the things we have undertaken to teach might be set forth more lucidly and distinctly, we have arranged it in two parts. For first is delivered the historical and (as they call it) literal explanation of what Moses wrote about the Ark; and afterward is added the Mystical — that is, Allegorical and Tropological — interpretation of the same things. And the disputation itself which is about the Ark we have made threefold: for in the first place there is disputed the material of the Ark; in the second, its magnitude and capacity; lastly, its figure and the distinction and disposition of its parts.2



Translator’s notes
	Preface to Book X. ↩
	The Preface: three works most celebrated in Scripture were made by men at God’s express direction — the Tabernacle, the Temple, and Noah’s Ark; why the Ark is the most wonderful; and the plan of this book (a literal then a mystical part; a threefold disputation on the Ark’s material, size, and form). Margin: ‘In five [three] respects the Ark of Noah seems more wonderful than the Tabernacle of Moses and the Temple of Solomon.’ ↩
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Verse 14. Make thee an ark of planed timber; thou shalt make little rooms in the Ark, and thou shalt pitch it within and without with bitumen.1
Vers. 14. Fac tibi arcam de lignis levigatis; mansiunculas in Arca facies, et bitumine linies intrinsecus et extrinsecus.



Considera, inquit Chrysostomus, dignationem Dei et ineffabilem misericordiam quae omnem rationem transcendit, simulque admirabilem eius erga Noë providentiam, imperantis Noë ut faceret sibi arcam ordinantisque modum quo esset construenda, atque ea re maximam illi consolationem afferentis, dum spem salutis per arcae constructionem ostendit. Volebat quoque Deus illos qui gravissime peccaverant per fabricationem arcae admoneri suorum scelerum, ut, resipiscendo, imminentem indignationem et vindictam nequaquam experirentur; neque enim parvum illis tempus denuo concessum est ad agendam paenitentiam, quoad scilicet perfecta est arca, quo vitam corrigere potuissent nisi adeo ingrati et stupidi fuissent ad suorum flagitiorum emendationem. Verisimile enim est, quicunque videbant Noë tanta arca fabricationi insistentem, eos causam extructionis ex ipso sciscitatos cognovisse divinam indignationem, quapropter, si voluissent, facile potuissent ad suorum peccatorum agnitionem venire. Verum haec illis nullam utilitatem attulerunt, non quia non potuerunt resipiscere, sed quia noluerunt. Haec Chrysostomus.
Consider, says Chrysostom, the condescension of God and the ineffable mercy which transcends all reckoning, and at the same time his admirable providence toward Noah, commanding Noah to make himself an ark and ordaining the manner in which it was to be built, and by that very thing bringing him the greatest consolation, while by the building of the ark he shows the hope of salvation. God also wished that those who had most grievously sinned should, by the building of the ark, be admonished of their crimes, so that, by coming to their senses, they might by no means experience the impending indignation and vengeance; for no small time was again granted them for doing penance — namely, while the ark was being completed — in which they could have corrected their life, had they not been so ungrateful and stupid toward the amendment of their crimes. For it is likely that whoever saw Noah insisting so on the building of so great an ark, having inquired from him the cause of the construction, came to know the divine indignation; wherefore, had they wished, they could easily have come to the recognition of their sins. But these things brought them no profit — not because they could not come to their senses, but because they would not. Thus Chrysostom.2



Fac tibi arcam. Monente et docente Deo intellexit Noë venturum diluvium, et quemadmodum eam cladem evitare posset. Quod igitur dixit Berosus Annianus, Noë virum Astrologiae scientissimum ex astrorum inspectione et observatione providisse venturum diluvium, nugae sunt Berosianae, aut potius figmentum Annianum. Nos enim libro duodecimo manifestis rationibus ostendemus nec diluvium Noëticum ex naturalibus causis esse profectum, nec per Astromantiae scientiam provideri potuisse. Indicat autem Moses supradictis verbis materiam ex qua Deus arcam fieri voluit. Illud fac non significat fuisse a Deo imperatum Noë ut solus ipse, vel ut suis manibus arcam faceret, sed ut ipse cum aliis, quotquot ad id operis necessarii essent, eam faceret, vel ut fieri curaret per alios peritos eius operis faciendi artifices mercede a se conductos. Illud tibi denotat usum arcae, quasi dicat, ad conservationem tui tuaeque familiae, quo diluvium, quo ceteri mortales delendi sunt, salvus et incolumis effugias.
‘Make thee an ark.’ By God’s warning and teaching, Noah understood that the Flood would come, and how he might avoid that calamity. As for what Berosus Annius said — that Noah, a man most learned in astrology, foresaw the coming Flood from the inspection and observation of the stars — these are Berosian trifles, or rather an Annian fabrication. For we shall show in the twelfth book, by manifest reasons, that the Noachic Flood neither proceeded from natural causes, nor could have been foreseen by the science of star-divination. Moses indicates by the aforesaid words the material of which God wished the ark to be made. That ‘make’ does not signify that it was commanded of Noah by God that he himself alone, or with his own hands, should make the ark, but that he, with others — as many as were necessary for the work — should make it, or should see to its being made by other craftsmen skilled in doing that work, hired by him for wages. That ‘for thee’ denotes the use of the ark, as if to say: for the preservation of thyself and thy family, that thou mayst escape, safe and unharmed, the Flood by which the rest of mortals are to be destroyed.3



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:14 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§1: Chrysostom on God’s condescension — commanding the ark gave Noah consolation and the sinners a further warning to repent. Margin: Chrysostom, homily 24 on Genesis. ↩
	§2: ‘Make thee an ark’ — Noah learned of the Flood from God, not (against Berosus Annius) from astrology; ‘make’ = by himself or by hired craftsmen; ‘for thee’ = for his own preservation. Margin: ‘Against Berosus Annius.’ ↩
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FIRST DISPUTATION. Why it was called an ark, and not a ship.1
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. Cur appellata fuerit arca, et non navis.



Vocabulum illud Arcae formam operis demonstrat. Sed cur appellata est Arca Hebraice (Tebah) et non potius navis? Nimirum similior illa fuit arcae quam navis, tum figura tum usu: namque navis ima parte restringitur...
That word ‘ark’ shows the form of the work. But why was it called an ‘ark’ (in Hebrew Tebah), and not rather a ‘ship’? Doubtless it was more like an ark than a ship, both in shape and in use: for a ship is narrowed at the lower part…2



...et coangustatur, suprema vero parte aperta et ampla est; Arca vero Noë utrinque, et superne et inferne, clausa et lata erat. Nam quia arcere debebat non modo inferiores aquas quibus supernatabat, sed etiam superiores e caelo per quadraginta continuos dies incredibili copia et impetu praecipitatas, idcirco eam omni ex parte clausam et bene munitam esse necesse fuit. Quo autem capax esset tot tantorumque animalium quae per unum annum in ea commorari debebant, propterea oportuit eam usquequaque latam esse. Praeterea navis habet figuram habilem idoneamque usui cuius gratia est facta, ut scilicet remis et ventis arteque humana per aquas moveatur et regatur; illa vero arca Noë non hominum sed Dei motione et rectione agebatur. Audi Chrysostomum: An non, inquit, arcam hinc et illinc moveri et non submergi a tanta aquarum vi, cum nullus esset gubernator, superna erat gratia? Non enim dicere potes quod fuerit ad modum navis, ut arte quadam illius iter dirigi potuerit. Arca erat undequaque clausa et munita, et propter praeceptum Conditoris non solum eam laedere non potuit aquarum impetus, sed sublimior illis facta, inhabitantes admodum securos fecerit. Quando enim Deus operatur aliquid, noli humana ratione exquirere quae fiunt; transcendunt enim mentem nostram, et non potest humana cogitatio attingere et comprehendere eorum quae a Deo condita sunt rationem. Proinde par est nos audientes quod Deus imperavit obedire et credere iis quae ab illo dicuntur; nam cum conditor sit naturae, omnia componit et transformat prout sibi videtur. Sic Chrysostomus. Et Augustinus libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. 27 ait fabricatam esse arcam Noë non curvis sed rectis lineis longe lateque porrectam, quam nullus in mare mitteret conatus hominum, sed unda levaret cum venisset naturali ordine ponderum, quamque magis divina providentia quam humana prudentia natantem gubernaret, ne incurreret alicubi naufragium. Hactenus ex Augustino. Habebat item illa usum arcae, quae deservit abscondendis et servandis rebus; unde Varro dixit arcam Latine dictam esse quod a rebus quas in se conditas et clausas habet fures arceat. Similiter etiam arca Noë ab hominibus et animalibus quae intra se continebat et contegebat diluvii aquas arcebat.
…and contracted, but at its upper part is open and ample; whereas the ark of Noah was, on both sides — both above and below — closed and broad. For because it had to keep off not only the lower waters on which it floated, but also the upper ones poured down from heaven for forty continuous days with incredible abundance and force, it was therefore necessary that it be on every side closed and well fortified. And that it might be capacious enough for the many and great animals which had to dwell in it for one year, it was therefore needful that it be broad throughout. Moreover, a ship has a figure handy and fit for the use for which it is made — namely, that it be moved and steered through the waters by oars and winds and human art; but that ark of Noah was driven not by the moving and steering of men, but of God. Hear Chrysostom: ‘Was it not by supernal grace that the ark was moved this way and that, and not sunk by so great a force of waters, when there was no steersman? For you cannot say that it was after the manner of a ship, so that its course could be directed by some art of his. The ark was on every side closed and fortified, and, by the precept of the Creator, not only could the force of the waters not harm it, but, made higher than they, it rendered its inhabitants quite secure. For when God works anything, do not by human reason seek out the things that are done; for they transcend our mind, and human thought cannot attain and comprehend the reason of the things founded by God. Therefore it is fitting that we, hearing what God commanded, obey and believe the things said by him; for, since he is the founder of nature, he composes and transforms all things as seems good to him.’ Thus Chrysostom. And Augustine, in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 27, says that the ark of Noah was built not with curved but with straight lines, stretched out far and wide, which no effort of men would launch into the sea, but the wave would lift when it came, by the natural order of weights, and which the divine providence rather than human prudence would steer as it floated, lest it anywhere suffer shipwreck. Thus far from Augustine. It had, likewise, the use of an ‘ark,’ which serves for the hiding and keeping of things; whence Varro said that an ark (arca) is so called in Latin because it ‘keeps off’ (arceat) thieves from the things it holds stored and shut up within it. Similarly the ark of Noah kept off the waters of the Flood from the men and animals which it held and covered within itself.3



Ratem quoque illam qua Deucalionem cum uxore Pyrrha dicitur diluvium evasisse — fictum et proditum est a Poetis — reperio appellatam esse ab Ethnicis Arcam; haud dubie, ut alia multa illius Diluvii, sic et hoc de Arca, Poetis ex Mosis historia mutuatis. Lucianus in Timone seu Misanthropo, de diluvio Deucalionis scribens, navigium quo ille evasit appellat arculam, Graece kibōtion: Tantum, inquit, momento temporis sub Deucalione naufragium contigit ut, demersis in profundo cunctis, vix unica superstes arcula fuerit ad Lycoream appulsa. Adron Teius eandem vocat larnaka, id est arcam. Et quoniam ea ad Parnassum montem appulsa est, propter eam causam, auctore Stephano, is mons antiquitus Larnassus dicebatur, postea vero priori littera mutata nominatus est Parnassus. Simili vocabulo eam ratem Deucalionis no-...
The raft, too, on which Deucalion with his wife Pyrrha is said to have escaped the flood (a thing feigned and set forth by the Poets), I find was called by the heathen an ‘Ark’; doubtless, as many other things of that Flood, so this about the Ark too, the Poets borrowed from the history of Moses. Lucian, in the Timon or Misanthrope, writing of the flood of Deucalion, calls the vessel by which he escaped a ‘little ark,’ in Greek kibōtion: ‘So suddenly,’ he says, ‘did the shipwreck happen under Deucalion that, all being sunk in the deep, scarcely a single little ark survived and was driven ashore at Lycorea.’ Adron of Teos calls the same a larnax, that is, an ark. And because it was driven ashore at Mount Parnassus, for that cause (on the authority of Stephanus) that mountain was anciently called Larnassus, but afterward, the first letter being changed, was named Parnassus. By a similar word the Scholiast of Homer na-…4



...minat Scholiastes Homeri, ad hunc modum scribens: Iuppiter multam pluviam e caelo effundens, multas partes Graeciae adeo inundavit ut multi homines perirent, paucis exceptis qui in proximos montes confugerunt. Deucalion vero in Arca (en tē larnaki) per mare navigans, in novem dies totidemque noctes Parnassum appulit, ibique pluviis cessantibus, arca egressus, Iovi Phyxio sacrificavit.
…names the raft of Deucalion, writing in this manner: ‘Jupiter, pouring much rain from heaven, so flooded many parts of Greece that many men perished, a few excepted who fled to the nearest mountains. But Deucalion, sailing through the sea in an Ark (en tē larnaki), in nine days and as many nights came to land at Parnassus, and there, the rains ceasing, having gone out of the ark, sacrificed to Jupiter Phyxius (the Protector of fugitives).’5



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the First Disputation of Book X. ↩
	§3 (continues on p. 187): why ‘ark’ (Hebrew Tebah), not ‘ship’ — it was more like an ark in shape and use. ↩
	§3 (continued from p. 186): the ark closed top and bottom (to keep out the waters above and below), and broad (for the animals); unlike a ship, it was steered by God, not by human art. Margins: Augustine (City of God 15.27); Varro. ↩
	§5 (continues on p. 188): the raft on which Deucalion escaped the flood is called an ‘ark’ by the heathen (the poets borrowing from Moses); Lucian, Adron of Teos, Stephanus on Parnassus. Margins: ‘The raft on which Deucalion is said to have escaped the flood was called by the heathen an Ark’; Lucian; Adron of Teos; Stephanus, On Cities; Iliad 1. ↩
	§5 (continued from p. 187): the Homeric Scholiast on Deucalion’s ‘ark’ (larnax) and the nine-days’ voyage to Parnassus. ↩




SECOND DISPUTATION. Of what kind of wood the Ark was built

LatineEnglish


SECOND DISPUTATION. Of what kind of wood the Ark was built.1
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. Ex quo genere lignorum constructa sit Arca.



Moses ait factam esse Arcam De lignis levigatis. Septuaginta Interpretes habent, Ex lignis quadratis; levigata enim et quadrata ligna melius inter se aptantur et cohaerescunt. Sed levigatum et quadratum esse non denotat certum aliquod ligni genus; in quodlibet enim genus ligni competit ut levigari et quadrari possit. S. Hieronymus ait in Hebraeo legi, Ex lignis bituminatis. Verum Hebraice bitumen dicitur Copher; hoc autem loco est Gopher, vox nempe diversa et diversae significationis. S. Augustinus Tractatu sexto in Ioannem tradit inveniri in sacra scriptura arcam Noë ex lignis imputribilibus esse fabricatam. Verum quod de Arca Mosis scriptum est in Exodo, ad hanc Noë arcam accommodavit Augustinus. Certe Ambrosius admonet hic simpliciter poni ligna, in Exodo autem imputribilia. Quidam interpretantur ex tabulis buxeis. Sed Plinius libro 16 cap. 40 scribit buxum spississimam et idcirco gravissimam esse materiam, quamobrem in aquis non fluitare. Oleaster, etsi dicit vocabulum Gopher ignotae Hebraeis esse significationis, coniecturam tamen facit ipse eo vocabulo significari picem aut pinum quae picem fert. Namque infra capite 19 ponitur nomen gophrith, quod est eiusdem radicis, pro pice vel sulphure, cum dicitur pluisse a Domino super Sodomam et Gomorrham picem et sulphur et ignem; eademque significatione reperitur apud Ezechielem cap. 39 et apud Isaiam cap. 38. Licet autem ligna pinea, quod facile corrumpantur aquis, propterea illi arcae construendae minime idonea fuisse videantur, attamen interiora pini firmissima esse et ab aquis invicta. Sic Oleaster.
Moses says the Ark was made ‘of planed timber.’ The Septuagint translators have ‘of squared timber’; for planed and squared timbers are better fitted and joined together. But to be ‘planed’ and ‘squared’ does not denote any particular kind of wood; for it belongs to any kind of wood that it can be planed and squared. St. Jerome says that in the Hebrew it reads ‘of pitched timber.’ But in Hebrew ‘bitumen’ is Copher; in this place, however, it is Gopher — a word, namely, different and of a different signification. St. Augustine, in the sixth Tract on John, hands down that it is found in sacred Scripture that the ark of Noah was built of imperishable timber. But what is written of the Ark of Moses in Exodus, Augustine accommodated to this ark of Noah. Indeed Ambrose warns that here ‘timber’ is put simply, but in Exodus ‘imperishable.’ Some interpret ‘of boards of boxwood.’ But Pliny, in book 16, ch. 40, writes that boxwood is a most dense and therefore most heavy material, and so does not float on the waters. Oleaster, although he says that the word Gopher is of a signification unknown to the Hebrews, yet makes the conjecture himself that by that word is signified pitch, or the pine which bears pitch. For below, in chapter 19, the name gophrith is put, which is of the same root, for pitch or brimstone, when it is said that the Lord rained upon Sodom and Gomorrah pitch and brimstone and fire; and it is found in the same signification in Ezekiel, ch. 39, and in Isaiah, ch. 38. And although pine timbers, because they are easily corrupted by water, may therefore seem least fit for building that ark, nevertheless the inner parts of the pine are most firm and unconquered by waters. Thus Oleaster.2



Sed redeamus ad vocabulum Gopher. Hoc esse admodum obscurae et incertae significationis, nec usquam alias in scriptura positum, confitentur Hebraei. Auen-Esra (qui Hebraeorum interpretum primae classis merito censeri debet) ait se existimare eo vocabulo significatum esse genus quoddam ligni leve et fluitans in aquis, ab ipsis tamen impenetrabile et incorruptibile, sibi tamen non liquere cuius sit speciei. Quocirca putarunt quidam esse abietem vel laricem, quas arbores scribit Plinius esse omnium altissimas et rectissimas et sustinen-...
But let us return to the word Gopher. That it is of a quite obscure and uncertain signification, and is nowhere else placed in Scripture, the Hebrews confess. Aben-Ezra (who deserves to be reckoned of the first class of Hebrew interpreters) says that he thinks by that word is signified a certain kind of wood, light and floating on the waters, yet impenetrable and incorruptible by them — though it is not clear to him of what species it is. Wherefore some thought it was fir or larch, which trees Pliny writes are of all the tallest and straightest, and, for sustain-…3



...do in aquis ponderi validissimas: renituntur enim, nec temere rumpuntur, priusque carie quam viribus deficiunt. Alii credunt fuisse Cypressum aeternitate praestantem, quam pulchre ita descripsit Plinius: Nam morosam, fructu supervacuam, baccis torvam, folio amaram, odore violentam, materie raram, umbra minime gratiosam, Diti sacram, et ideo funebri signo ad domos positam. Multi existimant fuisse cedrum; nam et paraphrastes Chaldaeus vertit hoc loco, Ex lignis cedri. Certe Plinius tradit in Aegypto et Syria reges, inopia abietis, cedro ad classes uti. Cedrus autem neque cariem neque vetustatem sentit, neque rimam fissuramque sponte capit. Uticae in templo Apollinis Numidicarum cedrorum trabes durabant Plinii aetate ita ut positae fuerant prima eius urbis origine, hoc est annis mille centum octoginta octo.
…ing weight in water, the strongest of all: for they resist, and are not easily broken, and fail by rot sooner than by their strength. Others believe it was the cypress, surpassing in durability, which Pliny so beautifully described: ‘For it is peevish, useless in fruit, grim with berries, bitter of leaf, violent of odor, of porous timber, of little grateful shade, sacred to Dis (Pluto), and therefore placed at houses as a funeral sign.’ Many think it was cedar; for the Chaldee paraphrast too renders in this place, ‘of cedar timber.’ Certainly Pliny relates that in Egypt and Syria the kings, for lack of fir, use cedar for their fleets. And cedar feels neither rot nor age, nor of itself takes crack or fissure. At Utica, in the temple of Apollo, beams of Numidian cedars endured in Pliny’s time just as they had been placed at the first founding of that city — that is, for one thousand one hundred and eighty-eight years.4



Ego arbitror non unum aliquod certum ligni genus toti arcae construendae aptum fuisse, sed alia aliis partibus Arcae fabricandis erant commodiora. Et inter ipsas arbores magna est proceritatis, crassitudinis, roboris, levitatis et diuturnitatis differentia. Itaque longiores maiorisque rigoris basi conveniebant praecipue; quae temperatura erant leviori, usum tectis egregie praestabant; aliae contignationibus assamentisque tabulatorum belle deserviebant; nonnullae ad intestinum opus parvaque secamenta tractabili materia apprime accommodatae erant. Ergo vel Moses illo vocabulo Gopher non unam aliquam certam ligni speciem significare voluit; vel si voluit, non ea ad usum totius constructionis arcae, sed grandiorum firmiorumque et principalium duntaxat eius partium pertinebat.
I judge that no one particular kind of wood was fit for building the whole ark, but that some woods were more suitable for building some parts of the Ark. And among the trees themselves there is a great difference of tallness, thickness, strength, lightness, and durability. And so the longer and more rigid suited chiefly the base; those of a lighter temper served excellently for the roofs; others nicely served for the joistings and planking of the stories; some, of tractable material, were especially adapted to interior work and small cuttings. Therefore, either Moses by that word Gopher did not wish to signify any one particular species of wood; or, if he did, it pertained not to the use of the whole construction of the ark, but only to its larger, firmer, and principal parts.5



Sed miretur fortasse lector qui potuerint reperiri et comparari trabes eius magnitudinis quae tantae molis construendae arcae sufficerent? Verum facile deponet admirationem si cogitet basim et latera longitudinis Arcae non esse facta ex singulis trabibus in longitudinem extensis, quaeque totam Arcae longitudinem aequarent atque implerent, sed ex multis trabibus invicem coniunctis secundum longitudinem, quae fulciebantur aliis trabibus in transversum secundum latitudinem Arcae suppositis. Illud quoque admirationem demet, quod de longitudine quarundam arborum a probatis auctoribus memoriae traditum est. Plinius affirmat principatu Tiberii visam Romae trabem e larice longam pedes centum viginti, bipedali crassitudine, totam aequalem, quo intelligebatur vix credibilis reliqua altitudo, fastigium ad cacumen aestimantibus. In Cypro succisa est cedrus ad undeciremem Demetrii, centum triginta pedum longitudine, crassitudine vero ad trium hominum complexum. Germaniae praedones singulis arboribus cavatis navigare solitos, ita ut quaedam earum etiam triginta homines ferrent, eodem loco auctor est Plinius. Idemque libro 7 cap. 2 mira scribit de proceritate Indicarum arborum, dicens eas sagittis superari non posse.
But the reader will perhaps wonder how beams of such magnitude as would suffice for building so great a mass of ark could be found and procured. But he will easily lay aside his wonder if he considers that the base and the sides along the length of the Ark were not made of single beams extended lengthwise, which would equal and fill the whole length of the Ark, but of many beams joined together lengthwise, which were propped by other beams set crosswise according to the breadth of the Ark. This too will take away the wonder, which is handed down to memory by approved authors about the length of certain trees. Pliny affirms that in the principate of Tiberius there was seen at Rome a beam of larch a hundred and twenty feet long, two feet thick, uniform throughout — by which the rest of its height, scarcely credible, was understood by those estimating the taper to the top. In Cyprus a cedar was cut down for the eleven-banked galley of Demetrius, a hundred and thirty feet in length, and in thickness to the span of three men. That the robbers of Germany were wont to sail in single hollowed trees, so that some of them carried even thirty men, Pliny is the author in the same place. And the same writer, in book 7, ch. 2, writes marvels about the tallness of the Indian trees, saying that they cannot be overshot by arrows.6



Laudatissima est in sacris litteris altitudo cedrorum; itaque cum...
Most praised in the sacred writings is the height of cedars; and so when…7



...vult divina scriptura exaggerare proceritatem alicuius rei, comparat eam cedrorum altitudini, ut videre licet apud Ezechielem capite 31 et Amos cap. 2 et David Psalmo 91, incrementa virtutum et gloriae iustorum hominum comparat cum auctu et incremento cedrorum: Iustus, inquit, ut palma florebit, sicut cedrus Libani multiplicabitur. Hanc etiam ob causam eadem scriptura appellat cedros Dei, videlicet propter excellentem eorum proceritatem; quanquam praeter altitudinem, etiam cedri odor umbraque et materiae firmitas atque diuturnitas eximie commendantur.
…divine Scripture wishes to magnify the tallness of anything, it compares it to the height of cedars, as may be seen in Ezekiel, ch. 31, and Amos, ch. 2, and David in Psalm 91, [who] compares the increases of the virtues and glory of just men with the growth and increase of cedars: ‘The just man,’ he says, ‘shall flourish like the palm; he shall be multiplied like the cedar of Lebanon.’ For this cause too the same Scripture calls them ‘cedars of God,’ namely on account of their excellent tallness; although, besides their height, the cedar’s scent and shade, and the firmness and durability of its material, are also eminently commended.8



Id vero quod sequitur, Mansiunculas in Arca facies, Hebraice et Graece sic legitur, Nidos facies arcam, quasi tota arca futura esset velut nidus, id est multis nidis referta. Ad similitudinem autem nidorum avium, loca destinata habitationi animalium appellantur nidi. Pro multitudine vero et varietate animalium, separatim ad eorum mansionem extruenda erant loca tum figura tum capacitate diversa; et praeter haec, etiam cellae construendae erant, ubi cibaria quae in unum annum tam animalibus quam hominibus sufficerent condi et conservari possent. Appellavit autem mansiunculas, quia angusta futura erant loca, videlicet quae satis essent animalibus ad manendum, non autem ad late spatiandum vel discursandum.
But what follows, ‘Thou shalt make little rooms in the Ark,’ in Hebrew and Greek reads thus, ‘Thou shalt make the ark [into] nests,’ as though the whole ark were to be, as it were, a nest — that is, filled with many nests. And after the likeness of birds’ nests, the places destined for the habitation of the animals are called ‘nests.’ For the multitude and variety of the animals, places had to be built separately for their abode, diverse both in figure and in capacity; and besides these, cells too had to be constructed, where the foodstuffs that would suffice for one year, both for the animals and for the men, could be stored and preserved. And he called them ‘little rooms’ because the places were to be narrow — namely, such as would be enough for the animals to stay in, but not to range about or run to and fro at large.9



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Second Disputation of Book X. ↩
	§6: the readings — ‘planed/squared timber,’ ‘pitched’ (Jerome); the Hebrew Gopher (a word of uncertain sense); Augustine, Ambrose, Oleaster (pitch-pine?). Margins: Jerome, Hebrew Traditions; Augustine; Exod. 25; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 7; Pliny; Oleaster on Genesis. ↩
	§7 (continues on p. 189): the Hebrews own that Gopher is obscure; Aben-Ezra (a light, floating, incorruptible wood); some say fir or larch (Pliny). Margins: Aben-Ezra; Pliny, bk. 16. ↩
	§7 (continued from p. 188): fir/larch resist weight in water; others say cypress (Pliny’s description); many say cedar (the Chaldee ‘of cedar’; cedar’s incorruptibility). Margins: Pliny, bk. 16, ch. 40; ‘Description of the cypress.’ ↩
	§8: Pererius’s own view — not one wood but several, each fit for different parts of the Ark. ↩
	§9: how trees great enough were found — the base and sides were not single beams but many joined; the wonders of tree-size in Pliny. Margins: ‘On the magnitude of the trees from which the Ark was built’; Pliny, bk. 16 (and 7). ↩
	§10 (continues on p. 190): the cedar’s height most praised in Scripture. ↩
	§10 (continued from p. 189): Scripture compares lofty things to cedars (Ezek. 31; Amos 2; Ps. 91, ‘the just shall flourish like a cedar’); ‘cedars of God.’ ↩
	§11: ‘little rooms’ — Hebrew and Greek read ‘nests’; the ark full of ‘nests’ for the animals and cells for the year’s provisions; why ‘little’ (narrow, just for staying). ↩




And thou shalt pitch it within and without with bitumen

LatineEnglish


And thou shalt pitch it within and without with bitumen.1
Et bitumine linies intrinsecus et extrinsecus.



Bitumen, inquit Rabanus, est ferventissimum et violentissimum gluten, cuius haec est virtus ut ligna quae eo lita fuerint nec vermibus exedi nec Solis ardore nec ventorum flatibus nec aquarum possint violentia dissolvi. Verum de bitumine uberius atque luculentius in lib. 35 cap. 15 disputat Plinius, eius naturam, vires ususque varios, etiam multiplex natale solum enarrans. Est sane incorrupta vis bitumini aquisque contumax, ideoque ligna conservat ne combibant humorem noxium, neque patitur aërem penetrare, et tineas, teredines aliaque a lignis vitia prohibet, propter quae diuturnitatem operibus maxime praestat; sed et virtus in eo est praecipua copulandi, praeter ligna etiam corpora, colligat enim vulnera nervosque conglutinat. Calcis quoque praebuit usum Semiramidi reginae, ita ferruminatis latere testaceo Babylonicis muris. Bitumen quod erat in lacu Asphaltite Iudaeae, et Mare mortuum in sacris litteris nominatur, singularem habuit admirationem; tantae enim tenacitatis fuisse dicitur ut quaecunque eo essent oblita, non alia re quam superfuso muliebri sanguine menstruo dissolvi possent.
Bitumen, says Rabanus, is a most fervent and most powerful glue, whose virtue is such that timbers smeared with it can be eaten neither by worms, nor dissolved by the sun’s heat, nor by the blasts of the winds, nor by the violence of the waters. But about bitumen Pliny disputes more fully and brilliantly in book 35, ch. 15, setting forth its nature, powers, and various uses, and even its manifold native soil. The force of bitumen is indeed incorruptible and stubborn against waters, and so it preserves timbers from drinking in noxious moisture, nor does it allow air to penetrate, and it keeps off moths, ship-worms, and other faults from timbers — on account of which it especially affords durability to works; but there is in it also a chief virtue of joining, not only timbers but even bodies, for it binds up wounds and glues together sinews. It also provided the use of lime to Queen Semiramis, the Babylonian walls being thus soldered with brick of baked clay. The bitumen which was in the Lake Asphaltites of Judaea — also named in the sacred writings the Dead Sea — was held in singular admiration; for it is said to have been of such tenacity that whatever things were smeared with it could be dissolved by nothing else than menstrual blood of a woman poured over them.2



Propter has itaque tam opportunas structurae Arcae bituminis virtutes, praeter lignorum frontes intus et extra, tota quoque latera iuncturarum, dum inter se committerent, denique totum opus intestinum credendum est fuisse bitumine oblitum; id quod non tan-...
On account, therefore, of these virtues of bitumen, so opportune for the structure of the Ark, besides the faces of the timbers within and without, all the sides of the joints too, where they met one another, and finally the whole interior work, must be believed to have been smeared with bitumen; which not on-…3



...tum valuit ad coagmentationem, verum etiam ad centum annorum durationem ante diluvium, quod tempus fabricandae arcae creditur exactum; post quod tempus etiam usque ad Iosephi tempora quaedam eius Arcae reliquiae perdurarunt per annos amplius bis mille. Iubetur porro arca tam extrinsecus quam intrinsecus ungi bitumine: extrinsecus quidem, ut iuncturae tabularum bene clauderentur adversus aquas tam circumfusas quam superfusas arcae; intrinsecus autem, ne violentus aquae impetus — vel superne praecipitantis, vel ad latera ipsius arcae vehementer allisae — si exteriorem lituram abraderent, resistente interiore litura intro ad arcam penetrare posset; vel ne magna humiditas exterior parte interiorem arcae limosam redderet.
…only availed for the cementing, but also for the hundred years’ durability before the Flood, which time is believed to have been spent in building the ark; after which time, even down to the times of Josephus, certain remnants of that Ark endured for more than two thousand years. The ark, moreover, is commanded to be smeared with bitumen both without and within: without, indeed, that the joints of the boards might be well closed against the waters, both those surrounding and those poured over the ark; but within, lest the violent force of the water — whether falling from above, or vehemently dashed against the very sides of the ark — should, if they scraped away the outer coating, be able (the inner coating resisting) to penetrate inward to the ark; or lest the great moisture on the outer part should make the inner part of the ark slimy.4



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:14b (the continuation of the lemma). ↩
	§12: bitumen — a most powerful glue (Rabanus); its nature, virtues, and uses (Pliny); the Dead Sea bitumen. Margins: Rabanus; ‘The virtue of bitumen’; Pliny. ↩
	§13 (continues on p. 191): why the whole work was pitched — for joining and for hundred-year durability. ↩
	§13 (continued from p. 190): the pitching served both for joining and for durability (remnants survived to Josephus’s day); why pitched inside and out. Margin: Josephus, Antiquities, bk. 1. ↩




THIRD DISPUTATION. On the magnitude and capacity of the Ark

LatineEnglish


THIRD DISPUTATION. On the magnitude and capacity of the Ark.1
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. De magnitudine et capacitate Arcae.



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Third Disputation of Book X. ↩




Verse 15. The length of the Ark shall be three hundred cubits, the breadth of it fifty cubits, and the height of it thirty cubits

LatineEnglish


Verse 15. The length of the Ark shall be three hundred cubits, the breadth of it fifty cubits, and the height of it thirty cubits.1
Vers. 15. Trecentorum cubitorum erit longitudo Arcae, quinquaginta cubitorum latitudo, et triginta cubitorum altitudo illius.



Declaratur his verbis magnitudo Arcae secundum omnes eius dimensiones, longitudinis, latitudinis et altitudinis; unde quanta fuerit eius Arcae capacitas licet intelligere. Erat igitur longitudo Arcae sextupla ad latitudinem, ut 300 ad 50, decupla vero ad altitudinem sicut 300 ad 30 — qualis nempe proportio est inter dimensiones humani corporis. Namque longitudo corporis a vertice usque ad plantas pedum est sextupla ad latitudinem, quae est a latere dextro in sinistrum per medium pectus, et est decupla ad eius altitudinem, quae est linea recta metiens profunditatem pectoris iacentis hominis proni vel supini. Ac ne putentur haec de meo sensu deprompta, beatum Augustinum huius sententiae auctorem ducemque secutus sum, in lib. 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 26 hoc modo scribentem: Mensura ipsa longitudinis, latitudinis et altitudinis Arcae significant corpus humanum. Humani quippe corporis longitudo a vertice usque ad vestigia sexies tantum habet quantum latitudo, quae est ab uno latere ad alterum latus, et decies tantum quantum altitudo, cuius altitudinis mensura est a dorso ad ventrem: velut si iacentem hominem metiaris supinum seu pronum, sexies tantum longus est a capite ad pedes quam latus a dextra in sinistram, et decies tantum quantum altus est a terra. Sic Augustinus; qui idem dicit libro 12 contra Faustum cap. 14. Verum quia dimensiones Arcae Moses definivit cubitis, quo magnitudo Arcae intelligatur, de mensura cubiti dicendum est.
By these words is declared the magnitude of the Ark according to all its dimensions — of length, breadth, and height; whence one may understand how great was the capacity of that Ark. The length of the Ark, then, was sextuple to the breadth, as 300 to 50, but decuple to the height, as 300 to 30 — which is, namely, the proportion among the dimensions of the human body. For the length of the body, from the crown to the soles of the feet, is six times as great as the breadth, which is from the right side to the left through the middle of the chest, and ten times as great as its height, which is the straight line measuring the depth of the chest of a man lying prone or supine. And lest these be thought drawn from my own opinion, I have followed the blessed Augustine as the author and leader of this view, writing thus in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 26: ‘The very measure of the length, breadth, and height of the Ark signifies the human body. For the length of the human body, from the crown to the footprints, has six times as much as the breadth, which is from one side to the other side, and ten times as much as the height, the measure of which height is from the back to the belly: as, if you measure a man lying supine or prone, he is six times as long from head to feet as he is broad from right to left, and ten times as long as he is high from the ground.’ Thus Augustine; who says the same in book 12 against Faustus, ch. 14. But because Moses defined the dimensions of the Ark in cubits, that the magnitude of the Ark may be understood, something must be said about the measure of the cubit.2



Multa sunt in usu mensurae ex humano corpore ductae, veluti sunt...
Many measures are in use drawn from the human body, such as are…3



...digitus, palmus, pes, cubitus vel cubitum, ulna, passus. Est autem Passus spatium in quantum utraque extenditur manus, inter longissimos utriusque manus digitos; et haec est mensura humani corporis, par ei quae est a vertice usque ad vestigia pedum. Constat autem Passus quatuor cubitis. Porro cubitus seu cubitum intervallum est ab articulo medio brachii seu a flexu eius ad extremum usque medium digitum, sesquipedale, id est uno pede ac dimidio constans. Ulna vero, auctore Polluce et Hesychio, idem est quod cubitum, quanquam Servius super illa verba Virgilii, Dic quibus in terris (et eris mihi magnus Apollo) tres pateat caeli spatium non amplius ulnas, facit ulnam aequalem passui. Apud Ovidium tamen in septimo Metamorphoseos, et Plinium libro 16 cap. 40, ulna ponitur pro toto membro continente brachium, cubitum manumque; sed (quod supra diximus) habet communis hominum sensus et usus. Pes autem constat quatuor palmis; Palmus vero quatuor digitis transversis. Ergo cubitum in communi usu sesquipedale est, et sex palmis constat. De his mensuris Vitruvius et alii, sed omnium subtilissime ac diligentissime disseruit Agricola.
…the finger, the palm, the foot, the cubit (cubitus or cubitum), the ell (ulna), the pace. Now the Pace is the space to which both hands are stretched, between the longest fingers of either hand; and this is the measure of the human body, equal to that which is from the crown to the soles of the feet. And the Pace consists of four cubits. The cubit, moreover, is the interval from the middle joint of the arm, or its bend, to the very tip of the middle finger — a foot and a half, that is, consisting of one foot and a half. The ell, on the authority of Pollux and Hesychius, is the same as the cubit — although Servius, on those words of Virgil, ‘Tell in what lands (and thou shalt be to me great Apollo) the space of the sky lies open no more than three ells,’ makes the ell equal to the pace. In Ovid, however, in the seventh book of the Metamorphoses, and in Pliny, book 16, ch. 40, the ell is put for the whole limb comprising the arm, the forearm, and the hand; but (as we said above) the common sense and use of men [makes it equal to the cubit]. The foot consists of four palms; the palm, of four transverse fingers. Therefore the cubit, in common use, is a foot and a half, and consists of six palms. About these measures Vitruvius and others [have written], but of all men most subtly and most diligently has Agricola discoursed.4



Equidem non negaverim hasce mensuras fuisse antiquitus maiores quam nunc sunt, sicut ipsum quoque corpus humanum; quatenus vero hae decreverint incertum est. Apud Hebraeos duplex fuisse traditur genus cubiti: alterum vulgare et usitatum, sesquipedale, uti definitum est; alterum, quod apud Ezechielem cap. 43 appellatur verissimum et perfectum cubitum, vulgari maius uno palmo, ob idque Palmicubitum a quibusdam nominatum; a quo cubito proxime aberat Regium cubitum, communi et usitato maius tribus digitis, cuius in primo libro meminit Herodotus.
I would not, for my part, deny that these measures were anciently larger than they now are, as the human body itself too was; but to what extent they have decreased is uncertain. Among the Hebrews there is said to have been a twofold kind of cubit: the one common and ordinary, of a foot and a half, as has been defined; the other, which in Ezekiel, ch. 43, is called the ‘truest and perfect’ cubit, greater than the common by one palm, and therefore named by some the ‘palm-cubit’; from which cubit the Royal cubit was but little distant, greater than the common and ordinary by three fingers, which Herodotus mentions in his first book.5



Nominatur praeterea in sacris litteris cubitum virile, seu cubitum virilis manus. Nam in tertio capite Deuteronomii de Og gigante rege Basan ita scriptum est: Solus Og rex Basan restiterat de stirpe gigantum. Monstratur lectus eius ferreus qui est in Rabbath filiorum Ammon, novem cubitos habens longitudinis et quatuor latitudinis, ad mensuram cubiti virilis manus (sive, ut habent Septuaginta Interpretes ad verbum ex Hebraeo, in cubito viri). Dicitur autem cubitum virile quod est iustae ac perfectae mensurae; tale enim est cubitum viri, id est hominis aetate pariter atque statura perfecti, nam cubitum pueri aut homunculi alicuius longe minus est. Quanquam autem mensura cubiti ducta est ex brachio hominis (a cuius flexu ad extremum usque digitum medium, quod extensum est, appellatur cubitum), attamen quia pro varietate staturae hominum variatur etiam magnitudo cubiti humani, mensuram autem quae ad res metiendas adhibetur certam et aequabilem esse necesse est, propterea factum est ut mensura cubiti, ex ligno, metallo aliave materia confecti et ad magnitudinem cubiti virilis (id est...
There is named, moreover, in the sacred writings, the ‘manly cubit,’ or the ‘cubit of a man’s hand.’ For in the third chapter of Deuteronomy, about Og the giant, king of Bashan, it is written thus: ‘Og alone, king of Bashan, remained of the stock of the giants. His iron bed is shown, which is in Rabbath of the children of Ammon, having nine cubits in length and four in breadth, according to the measure of the cubit of a man’s hand’ (or, as the Septuagint translators have it, word for word from the Hebrew, ‘in the cubit of a man’). And it is called the ‘manly cubit’ which is of a just and perfect measure; for such is the cubit of a man — that is, of a man perfect alike in age and in stature — for the cubit of a boy or of some little fellow is far less. And although the measure of the cubit was drawn from the arm of a man (from whose bend to the very tip of the middle finger, when it is extended, it is called a ‘cubit’), nevertheless, because, with the variety of men’s stature, the magnitude of the human cubit also varies, while a measure which is applied for measuring things must necessarily be fixed and uniform, it therefore came about that the measure of a cubit, made of wood, metal, or other material and adapted to the magnitude of the manly cubit (that is…6



...perfecti) accommodata, publice servaretur et ad res dimetiendas adhiberetur, ne fraus ulla subesse posset.
…the perfect [cubit]), should be kept publicly and applied for measuring things, that no fraud might lie hidden beneath.7



Verum scire convenit in illo Deuteronomii loco, pro eo quod nos habemus Ad mensuram cubiti virilis manus, paraphrasten Chaldaicum sic vertisse, Iuxta cubitum regis; quod referendum esse quidam putant ad ipsum Og regem, ut significetur lectum eius non habuisse longitudinem et latitudinem vulgaris cubiti, sed iuxta mensuram cubiti eiusdem regis, qui ut cetero corpore, sic etiam cubito reliquos homines excedebat. Et hoc secutus est auctor Complutensis editionis; habet enim, In cubito eiusdem regis. Quanquam non desunt qui cubitum regium dictum esse putent pro eo quod est publicum, quemadmodum appellatur via regia, id est publica, ut Moses significare voluerit cubitum publicum, qui ex decreto Regis seu Magistratus perfectam habet et invariabilem cubiti mensuram.
But it is fitting to know that in that passage of Deuteronomy, for what we have, ‘according to the measure of the cubit of a man’s hand,’ the Chaldee paraphrast rendered thus, ‘according to the king’s cubit’; which some think is to be referred to King Og himself, so that it is signified that his bed had not the length and breadth of a common cubit, but according to the measure of the cubit of that same king, who, as in the rest of his body, so also in his cubit, exceeded other men. And this the author of the Complutensian edition followed; for he has, ‘in the cubit of the same king.’ Although there are some who think that the ‘royal cubit’ is so called for that which is ‘public’ — just as a road is called ‘royal,’ that is, public — so that Moses meant to signify the public cubit, which, by the decree of the King or Magistrate, has the perfect and invariable measure of a cubit.8



Capacitas igitur totius Arcae, quae intra tres illas dimensiones totum Arcae vacuum continebat — detractis omnibus impedimentis columnarum, crassitudinis etiam tabulatorum et assamentorum distinguentium nidos et apothecas — ratione Geometrica concluditur fuisse quadringentorum quinquaginta mille cubitorum; quae magnitudo ad ea omnia capienda et continenda quae fuisse intra arcam narrat Moses abunde sufficiebat. Etenim si longitudinem trecentorum cubitorum ratione Geometrica multiplices in cubitos quinquaginta latitudinis, fiunt cubitorum quadratorum quindecim millia; hanc summam rursus multiplicando in triginta cubitos altitudinis, exsistunt cubitorum solidorum quadringenta et quinquaginta millia; et hoc est interius arcae vacuum eiusque capacitas. Quod si Moses locutus sit de cubitis non vulgaribus sed perfectis et verissimis, ut appellavit Ezech. c. 43 (qui palmo maiores sunt vulgatis et usitatis cubitis), longe maiorem fuisse magnitudinem Arcae necesse est. Subducta enim ratione, addendo cuilibet cubitorum vulgarium unum palmum, reperiemus longitudinem Arcae fuisse trecentorum quinquaginta cubitorum, latitudinem autem quinquaginta octo cubitorum et duorum palmorum, altitudinem vero triginta quinque cubitorum.
The capacity, then, of the whole Ark, which within those three dimensions contained the whole empty space of the Ark — all the obstructions of the columns being subtracted, and the thickness too of the stories and the planking distinguishing the nests and storerooms — is by geometrical reckoning concluded to have been four hundred and fifty thousand cubits; which magnitude amply sufficed for taking in and containing all those things which Moses relates were within the ark. For if you multiply, by geometrical reckoning, the length of three hundred cubits into the fifty cubits of breadth, there result fifteen thousand square cubits; multiplying this sum again into the thirty cubits of height, there result four hundred and fifty thousand solid cubits; and this is the interior empty space of the ark and its capacity. But if Moses spoke of cubits not common but perfect and truest, as he called them in Ezekiel ch. 43 (which are greater by a palm than the common and ordinary cubits), the magnitude of the Ark must necessarily have been far greater. For, the reckoning being made, by adding to each of the common cubits one palm, we shall find that the length of the Ark was three hundred and fifty cubits, the breadth fifty-eight cubits and two palms, and the height thirty-five cubits.9



Illud porro animadvertendum est, quod meminit B. Augustinus lib. 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 27, longitudinem et latitudinem Arcae toties esse multiplicatam quoties multiplicata sunt tecta seu tabulata quae ad diversas habitationes facta sunt in Arca; et quia haec secundum Augustinum triplicata sunt, ideo dixit ipse, quantum ad habitationem, fuisse Arcam longitudinis nongentorum cubitorum, latitudinis centum quinquaginta, altitudinis nonaginta. Verum in altitudine secus est atque in longitudine et latitudine; altitudo enim propter multiplicationem contignationum non multiplicatur, sed contra potius diminuitur et absumitur.
This too must be observed, which the blessed Augustine mentions in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 27: that the length and breadth of the Ark are multiplied as many times as the floors or stories were multiplied which were made for the different habitations in the Ark; and because these, according to Augustine, were trebled, he therefore said that, as regards habitation, the Ark was of nine hundred cubits in length, a hundred and fifty in breadth, ninety in height. But with the height it is otherwise than with the length and breadth; for the height, because of the multiplication of the storeys, is not multiplied, but rather, on the contrary, diminished and used up.10



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:15 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	§14: the Ark’s three dimensions in the proportions of the human body (6:1 length-to-breadth, 10:1 length-to-height) — Augustine (City of God 15.26). Margin: Augustine. ↩
	§15 (continues on p. 192): measures drawn from the human body. Margin: ‘On the measure and capacity of the cubit.’ ↩
	§15 (continued from p. 191): the finger, palm, foot, cubit, ell, pace; the pace = 4 cubits; the cubit = a foot and a half (6 palms). Margins: Julius Pollux; Hesychius; Servius on Eclogue 3; Ovid; Pliny; Vitruvius; Agricola. ↩
	§16: anciently the measures (and bodies) were larger; among the Hebrews two cubits — the common (1½ ft) and the ‘true and perfect’ (Ezek. 43), greater by a palm; the royal cubit (Herodotus). Margin: Herodotus. ↩
	§17 (continues on p. 193): the ‘cubit of a man’s hand’ — Og’s iron bed (Deut. 3); why a standard cubit was kept publicly. Margins: ‘The passage of Deuteronomy, ch. 3; what the cubit of a man is according to Scripture.’ ↩
	§17 (continued from p. 192): the standard cubit kept publicly, to forestall fraud. ↩
	§18: the Deuteronomy passage — the Chaldee ‘the king’s cubit’ (= Og’s own, or = the public/standard cubit). ↩
	§19: the Ark’s capacity computed — 450,000 (solid) cubic cubits; or larger if Ezekiel’s ‘perfect’ cubits. Margin: ‘How great was the capacity of the Ark.’ ↩
	§20: Augustine — the length and breadth are multiplied by the number of stories (he gives three), so as to ‘dwelling’ the Ark was 900 × 150 × 90; but height behaves differently. Margin: Augustine (City of God 15.27). ↩




FOURTH DISPUTATION. In which a certain new opinion about the measure of the sacred cubit is examined

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. In which a certain new opinion about the measure of the sacred cubit is examined.1
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. In qua examinatur nova quaedam opinio de mensura sacri cubiti.



Cum librum hunc typis essem mandaturus, accepi quendam solertis ingenii virum et in sacris litteris bene doctum comperisse duplex genus cubiti fuisse quondam in usu apud Hebraeos, et in sacra scriptura non obscure significari: alterum vulgare, de quo nos paulo supra disseruimus; alterum quod appellat sacrum, multo quam vulgare cubitum est maius. Siquidem vulgare cubitum continet viginti quatuor digitos, hoc sacrum quadraginta duos; illud sex palmos, hoc decem palmos et dimidium palmi; illud sesquipedem, hoc duos pedes et dimidium atque insuper octavam partem pedis; illud denique duos palmos Romanos, hoc tres palmos Romanos superque dimidium fere palmum. Ergo sacrum cubitum continebat vulgare ac praeterea dimidium eius et dimidium dimidii. Auctor porro huius sententiae arbitratur huiusmodi cubito sacro usam esse divinam scripturam in describenda fabrica Arcae Noë, Tabernaculi Mosis, et Templi Salomonis.
As I was about to commit this book to the press, I learned that a certain man of acute genius, well learned in the sacred letters, had found out that there were of old two kinds of cubit in use among the Hebrews, and that they are not obscurely signified in sacred Scripture: the one common, of which we discoursed a little above; the other, which he calls ‘sacred,’ much greater than the common cubit. For the common cubit contains twenty-four fingers, this sacred one forty-two; that, six palms, this ten palms and a half-palm; that, a foot and a half, this two feet and a half and besides an eighth part of a foot; that, finally, two Roman palms, this three Roman palms and over half a palm besides. The sacred cubit, then, contained the common one, and besides the half of it and the half of the half. And the author of this opinion judges that divine Scripture used a sacred cubit of this kind in describing the construction of the Ark of Noah, the Tabernacle of Moses, and the Temple of Solomon.2



Quod autem cubitum sacrum constaret ea mensura quam diximus, probat ille ex iis quae scripta sunt de Mari aeneo quod erat in templo Salomonis. Traditur enim lib. secundo Paralipomenon cap. 4 Salomonem fecisse mare aeneum decem cubitorum a labio usque ad labium, rotundum per circuitum, altitudine quinque cubitorum, cuius circumferentia erat triginta cubitorum; capiebat autem tria millia batos sive metretas. Ex hoc loco mathematica ratione argumentatur ille cubita circumferentiae illius maris aenei non fuisse vulgaria sed sacra, eius scilicet mensurae quam paulo ante exposuimus. Ego totam eius viri argumentationem, quanta maxima fieri potuit brevitate comprehensam, hic subieci.
And that the sacred cubit consisted of the measure we have stated, he proves from what is written about the Bronze Sea which was in the Temple of Solomon. For it is recorded, in the second book of Paralipomenon (Chronicles), ch. 4, that Solomon made a bronze sea of ten cubits from brim to brim, round in compass, five cubits in height, whose circumference was thirty cubits; and it held three thousand baths, or metretes. From this passage he argues, by a mathematical reasoning, that the cubits of the circumference of that bronze sea were not common but sacred — namely, of that measure which we set forth a little before. I have here subjoined the whole argumentation of that man, comprised in the greatest possible brevity.3



Amphora Romana sive Quadrantal est vas cubicum cuius longitudo, latitudo et altitudo est pes Romanus; est autem pes Romanus mensura continens palmos quatuor sive digitos sedecim, vel uncias duodecim, sive (quod idem est) palmum Romanum et tertiam insuper eius partem, ita ut proportio pedis ad palmum sit sesquitertia. Iam vero Amphora haec capit duas urnas vel tres modios sive sextarios 48. Metreta vero (quae et Amphora Attica dicitur) continet amphoram unam et semis, hoc est tres urnas seu sextarios 72; quare proportio metretae ad amphoram Romanam est sesquialtera. Quod si constituatur tertia quaedam mensura continens metretam unam cum dimidia, habebit haec ad metretam proportionem sesquialteram, ad Amphoram vero proportionem duplam sesquiquartam, nimirum 9 ad 4, ut apparet in his tribus terminis 9, 6, 4...
The Roman amphora, or Quadrantal, is a cubic vessel whose length, breadth, and height is a Roman foot; and the Roman foot is a measure containing four palms, or sixteen fingers, or twelve inches — or (what is the same) a Roman palm and a third part of it besides, so that the proportion of the foot to the palm is one-and-a-third (sesquitertia, 4:3). Now this amphora holds two urns, or three modii, or 48 sextarii. The metretes (also called the Attic amphora) contains one amphora and a half, that is three urns or 72 sextarii; wherefore the proportion of the metretes to the Roman amphora is one-and-a-half (sesquialtera, 3:2). But if a third measure be set up containing one and a half metretes, this will have to the metretes the proportion one-and-a-half, but to the amphora the proportion two-and-a-quarter (dupla sesquiquarta), namely 9 to 4, as appears in these three terms 9, 6, 4…4



...in quibus continuatae sunt duae proportiones sesquialterae, una tertiae illius mensurae continentis metretam et semis, quae est 9 ad 6, altera metretae ad amphoram, nimirum 6 ad 4. His positis, quoniam Mare aeneum rotundum in circuitu formamque habens hemisphaerii diametrum habebat 10 cubitorum, altitudinem cub. 5, gyrum denique 30 cubit., hinc fit ut, si multiplicemus semicircumferentiam 15 cub. in semidiametrum cub. 5, efficiamus aream circuli maximi (hoc est orificium maris) cubitorum quadratorum 75; et rursus si hunc circulum maximum 75 cub. quadratorum in tertiam partem diametri, hoc est in cubitos 3⅓ (hoc est tres et unam tertiam cubiti partem) multiplicemus, inveniemus soliditatem hemisphaerii continere 250 cubitos cubicos sive solidos; qui quidem 250 cubiti solidi aequales sunt 4500 amphoris vel 3000 metretis (tot enim Mare aeneum capiebat) sive 2000 mensuris, quarum singulas continere diximus metretam et semis. Quare si 2000 mensurarum huiusmodi (quae 3000 metretis aequales sunt) dividantur per 250 cubitos solidos, deprehendemus unum cubitum solidum continere 8 mensuras huiusmodi cubicas, quae 12 metretis aequantur. Quare si singula latera cubiti solidi bifariam secentur et per sectiones oppositas plana ducantur, secabitur cubus solidus in octo cubos aequales, quorum quilibet aequalis erit mensurae cubicae quae metretam et semis capit. Atque ita habemus, si mensura haec continens metretam unam et dimidiam cubicetur, latus huius cubi esse dimidium cubiti cuius mentio fit in descriptione aenei Maris. Si ergo cognoverimus magnitudinem lateris huius cubi (qui octava pars est cubiti solidi) respectu pedis Romani nobis cogniti, eaque magnitudo duplicetur, notus fiet cubitus sacer respectu eiusdem pedis Romani. Id autem in hunc modum indagandum est. Dictum est supra mensuram eam cubicam quae continet metretam et semis (estque cubiti solidi octava pars) ad Quadrantal sive ad Amphoram proportionem habere eandem quam 9 ad 4; consequenterque amphoram ad cubum huiusmodi eam habere proportionem quam 4 ad 9. Igitur si inter pedem Romanum et lineam rectam quae ad pedem Romanum habeat eam proportionem quam 9 ad 4 (qualis est quae pedem bis continet et quartam insuper eius partem), inveniantur duae mediae proportionales, erit linea inventa quae pedi Romano proxima est latus cubi qui octava pars est cubiti solidi. Et quoniam (ut supra dictum est) latus huiusmodi cubi est dimidium cubiti sacri, perspicuum est, si latus illud duplicetur, totam longitudinem cubiti prodire qui continebit pedes duos et decem decimas septimas, hoc est tres Romanos palmos et semis paulo minus. Constat ergo, si constituatur vas cubicum continens duas amphoras et quartam insuper amphorae partem (sive metretam et semis), eius latus duplicatum aequale exsistere cubito sacro quem inqui-...
…in which are continued two proportions of one-and-a-half: the one, of that third measure containing a metretes and a half, which is 9 to 6; the other, of the metretes to the amphora, namely 6 to 4. These being laid down, since the Bronze Sea, round in compass and having the form of a hemisphere, had a diameter of 10 cubits, a height of 5 cubits, and finally a circuit of 30 cubits, hence it comes that, if we multiply the half-circumference, 15 cubits, by the half-diameter, 5 cubits, we make the area of the greatest circle (that is, the mouth of the sea) 75 square cubits; and again, if we multiply this greatest circle of 75 square cubits by a third part of the diameter — that is, by 3⅓ cubits — we shall find that the solidity of the hemisphere contains 250 cubic, or solid, cubits; which 250 solid cubits are equal to 4,500 amphorae, or 3,000 metretes (for so much did the Bronze Sea hold), or 2,000 measures, each of which we said contains a metretes and a half. Wherefore, if 2,000 such measures (which are equal to 3,000 metretes) be divided by 250 solid cubits, we shall find that one solid cubit contains 8 such cubic measures, which are equal to 12 metretes. Wherefore, if each of the sides of the solid cubit be cut in two, and through the opposite sections planes be drawn, the solid cube will be cut into eight equal cubes, each of which will be equal to the cubic measure that holds a metretes and a half. And thus we have, if this measure containing one and a half metretes be cubed, that the side of this cube is half of the cubit mentioned in the description of the Bronze Sea. If, then, we shall know the magnitude of the side of this cube (which is the eighth part of the solid cubit) with respect to the Roman foot known to us, and that magnitude be doubled, the sacred cubit will become known with respect to the same Roman foot. And this must be investigated in this manner. It was said above that the cubic measure which contains a metretes and a half (and is the eighth part of the solid cubit) has to the Quadrantal, or to the Amphora, the same proportion as 9 to 4; and consequently the amphora has to such a cube the proportion of 4 to 9. Therefore, if between the Roman foot and a straight line which has to the Roman foot the proportion of 9 to 4 (such as is that which contains the foot twice and a fourth part of it besides), two mean proportionals be found, the line found which is nearest to the Roman foot will be the side of the cube which is the eighth part of the solid cubit. And since (as was said above) the side of such a cube is half of the sacred cubit, it is plain that, if that side be doubled, the whole length of the cubit comes forth, which will contain two feet and ten seventeenths — that is, three Roman palms and a half, a little less. It is established, therefore, that if a cubic vessel be set up containing two amphorae and a fourth part of an amphora besides (or a metretes and a half), its side doubled is equal to the sacred cubit which we were seek-…5



...rebamus. Et quoniam longitudo Arcae 300 cubitorum erat, latitudo 50, altitudo 30, si ratione Geometrica 300 cubitos longitudinis multiplices in 50 latitudinis, efficientur cubitorum quadratorum quindecim millia; hos rursus multiplicando in 30 cubitos altitudinis, exsistent quadringenta quinquaginta millia cubitorum solidorum, et haec erat capacitas Arcae. Si autem cubitus sacer maior erat quam vulgaris uno palmo Romano et fere dimidio, si huiusmodi cubitis constabant dimensiones Arcae, longitudo eius 300 talium cubitorum contineret cubitos vulgares 525; latitudo 50 cub. haberet ex communibus cubitos 87½, id est octoginta septem cum dimidio; altitudo denique 30 cubitorum esset cubitorum communium 52½, id est quinquaginta duorum cum semisse. Quod si multiplicentur 525 cubiti longitudinis per 87½ latitudinis, efficientur cubitorum communium quadratorum 45937½, id est quadraginta quinque millia nongenta triginta septem cum semisse; quos si rursus ducas per 52½ altitudinis, habebis cubitorum solidorum communium in universum 2411718¾, id est duo milliones quadringenta undecim millia septingenta decem et octo cum tribus quartis. Atque haec erat capacitas Arcae secundum cubitos vulgares et communes.
…ing. And since the length of the Ark was 300 cubits, the breadth 50, the height 30, if by geometrical reckoning you multiply the 300 cubits of length into the 50 of breadth, there will result fifteen thousand square cubits; multiplying these again into the 30 cubits of height, there will result four hundred and fifty thousand solid cubits, and this was the capacity of the Ark. But if the sacred cubit was greater than the common one by one Roman palm and nearly a half, and the dimensions of the Ark consisted of such cubits, its length of 300 such cubits would contain 525 common cubits; the breadth of 50 cubits would have, of common ones, 87½; and finally the height of 30 cubits would be of common cubits 52½. And if the 525 cubits of length be multiplied by the 87½ of breadth, there will result 45,937½ square common cubits; which if you again multiply by the 52½ of height, you will have, of solid common cubits in all, 2,411,718¾ — that is, two million, four hundred and eleven thousand, seven hundred and eighteen, and three quarters. And this was the capacity of the Ark according to the vulgar and common cubits.6



Verum cur mihi huius opinionis et novitas et fides suspecta esse videatur, dicam ut potero brevissime. Omnino fundamentum quo haec sententia maxime nititur debile admodum et fragile videtur. Etenim ponit quasi certissimum illud Mare aeneum, quod sacra scriptura appellat rotundum et Iosephus hemisphaericum nominat, fuisse rotundum perfectissime, id est secundum exactam Mathematicae rotunditatis rationem; quod tamen nec probatur ab istis, nec facile (ut opinor) probari potest. Quin contra credibilius sit divinam scripturam — et alibi cum de rerum figuris sermonem habet, et illo ipso in loco ubi de rotunditate illius Maris agit — loqui de istiusmodi rebus non secundum limatissimam et absolutissimam illam Mathematicae subtilitatis rationem, sed secundum vulgarem usum sensumque communemque hominum loquendi consuetudinem. Nam quod ad figuram rotundam propius quam ad aliam quamlibet accedit, parumque a rotunditate deficit, nec talis defectus iudicio sensuum facile deprehenditur, id populari existimatione rotundum censetur et appellatur. Incertum est igitur an illud Mare dictum sit rotundum Mathematice, an potius populariter; quod si non fuit Mathematice rotundum, cum non liqueat quantum a Mathematica rotunditate defecerit, ratio quae super Mathematica perfectaque eius rotunditate ab istis conficitur nec firmam habere vim nec fidem potest certam facere.
But why both the novelty and the trustworthiness of this opinion seem suspect to me, I will say as briefly as I can. Altogether, the foundation on which this view chiefly rests seems quite weak and fragile. For it lays down as most certain that that Bronze Sea — which sacred Scripture calls ‘round’ and Josephus names ‘hemispherical’ — was most perfectly round, that is, according to the exact reckoning of mathematical roundness; which, however, is neither proved by these men, nor (as I think) can be easily proved. Nay, rather, it is more credible that divine Scripture — both elsewhere, when it speaks of the figures of things, and in that very place where it treats of the roundness of that Sea — speaks of such things not according to that most refined and most absolute reckoning of mathematical subtlety, but according to the common use and sense and the common custom of men in speaking. For what approaches a round figure more nearly than any other, and falls little short of roundness — and such a falling-short is not easily detected by the judgment of the senses — that, in popular estimation, is reckoned and called ‘round.’ It is uncertain, therefore, whether that Sea was called round mathematically, or rather popularly; and if it was not mathematically round, since it is not clear how much it fell short of mathematical roundness, the reasoning which is built by these men upon its mathematical and perfect roundness can neither have firm force nor make sure conviction.7



Deinde aiunt probatores huius opinionis (iam enim, ut audio, sectatores habere coepit) hoc genus cubiti sacri nec semel nec obscure...
Next, the approvers of this opinion say (for now, as I hear, it has begun to have followers) that this kind of sacred cubit is signified in the sacred books neither once nor obscure-…8



...in sacris libris significari. Ast ego, ut ingenue confitear (si ita est, inscitiam meam), nulla videre adhuc potui in divinis litteris vestigia quibus eiusmodi cubitum indagari, nedum reperiri queat. Adferunt isti nescio quid ex secundo libro Paralipomenon cap. 3, ubi scriptum est longitudinem templi fuisse sexaginta cubitos in prima mensura. Putant isti illis verbis In prima mensura suum hoc sacrum cubitum significari. Verum id refellitur dupliciter. Etenim illud In mensura prima non refertur ad cubitum, sed significat in prima dimensione et descriptione fundamentorum templi non fuisse separatim designatum oraculum sive sanctuarium et seorsim ipsum templum, sed indiscrete dimensa esse fundamenta utriusque longitudinis sexaginta cubitorum; deinde vero separatim et proprie ex illis sexaginta cubitis viginti destinata et assignata sunt sanctuario, quadraginta vero ei quod appellatur templum. Et haec interpretatio, quae cum sententiae verborum inhaereat fit admodum probabilis, nihil plane adiuvat istorum opinionem. Verum esto: significetur illis verbis In mensura prima cubitum istud sacrum. Sed unde probant isti cubitum illud primae mensurae fuisse tantum quantum ipsi faciunt? Quin potius cubitum primae mensurae non aliud significat quam cubitum iustae, exactae nec variabilis mensurae, quales erant mensurae et pondera sanctuarii, ad quarum rationem exigebantur et explorabantur mensurae vulgares, ut si qua subesset eis fraus, ex illarum comparatione deprehendi posset. Atque harum mensurarum et ponderum sanctuarii crebra est mentio in libris Mosaicis, ut Exod. 30, 38, Levit. ult. et Num. 18.
…ly. But I, to confess frankly (if it be so, my ignorance), have been able as yet to see no traces in the divine letters by which such a cubit could be tracked out, much less found. These men adduce something or other from the second book of Paralipomenon, ch. 3, where it is written that the length of the temple was sixty cubits ‘in the first measure.’ They think that by those words ‘in the first measure’ this sacred cubit of theirs is signified. But this is refuted in two ways. For that ‘in the first measure’ is not referred to the cubit, but signifies that, in the first laying-out and description of the foundations of the temple, the oracle or sanctuary was not separately designated, and the temple itself apart, but that the foundations of both were measured undivided, of a length of sixty cubits; and afterward, separately and properly, out of those sixty cubits twenty were destined and assigned to the sanctuary, but forty to that which is called the temple. And this interpretation, which — since it inheres in the sense of the words — is quite probable, plainly does not at all help the opinion of these men. But be it so: let the sacred cubit be signified by those words ‘in the first measure.’ Yet whence do these men prove that the cubit of ‘the first measure’ was as great as they make it? Nay, rather, ‘the cubit of the first measure’ signifies nothing else than a cubit of a just, exact, and unvarying measure — such as were the measures and weights of the sanctuary, by whose standard the common measures were tested and examined, so that, if any fraud lay beneath them, it could be detected by comparison with these. And of these measures and weights of the sanctuary frequent mention is made in the Mosaic books, as in Exodus 30 and 38, Leviticus (last chapter), and Numbers 18.9



Sed illud meo iudicio convincere videtur falsam esse istam opinionem, quod Ezechiel cap. 43, definiens mensuram cubiti sacri (cuius nempe usus erat in templo, et quod ibi nominavit B. Hieronymus cubitum verissimum, et Septuaginta Interpretes cubitum perfectum), facit illud maius communi et vulgari uno duntaxat palmo, id est quattuor digitis; loquitur enim de palmo minori seu Mathematico, non de maiori seu (ut vocant) Romano, qui est quadruplo maior. Quapropter eo loco a Septuaginta Interpretibus appellatur palaistē, quo nomine significatur palmus minor; et Hieronymus in Commentario eius loci, interpretans nomen palmi, ait esse sextam partem cubiti. Ergo secundum Ezechielem cubitum sacrum erat vulgari maius tantum uno palmo seu quattuor digitis; at secundum istos, quattuor palmis et dimidio sive digitis decem et octo maius erat: non igitur istorum sententia cum Ezechielis doctrina consentit. Haec ad praesens disputare breviter volui de supradicta opinione; quae si nihilominus tamen cuipiam satis firma et probabilis, nostra vero eius confutatio inefficax videbitur, eam ille sequatur licet, me non repugnante. Ego mei muneris esse duxi opinionem novam, receptaeque omnibus ad hanc usque diem sententiae vel adversam vel certe diversam, et cum doctrina sacrarum litterarum (ut mihi videtur...
But this, in my judgment, seems to convince that that opinion is false: that Ezekiel, in chapter 43, defining the measure of the sacred cubit (whose use, namely, was in the temple, and which there the blessed Jerome named the ‘truest cubit,’ and the Septuagint translators the ‘perfect cubit’), makes it greater than the common and vulgar by one palm only, that is, four fingers; for he speaks of the lesser, or mathematical, palm, not of the greater, or (as they call it) Roman, which is four times greater. Wherefore in that place it is called by the Septuagint translators palaistē, by which name the lesser palm is signified; and Jerome, in the commentary on that passage, interpreting the name ‘palm,’ says it is the sixth part of a cubit. Therefore, according to Ezekiel, the sacred cubit was greater than the common by one palm only, or four fingers; but according to these men it was greater by four palms and a half, or eighteen fingers: their opinion, therefore, does not agree with the doctrine of Ezekiel. These things I wished for the present to dispute briefly concerning the aforesaid opinion; which if, nevertheless, it shall seem to anyone firm and probable enough, and our refutation of it ineffectual, he may follow it, with no resistance from me. I have judged it the part of my office not to pass over in silence, nor without some examination, a new opinion, contrary or at least diverse from the view received by all up to this day, and (as it seems to me) by no means agreeing with the doctrine of the sacred letters…10



...minime consentientem. De reliquo, totius disceptationis huius arbitrium et iudicium erudito lectori permitto.
…[an opinion] by no means agreeing [with Scripture]. For the rest, I leave the decision and judgment of this whole dispute to the learned reader.11



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Fourth Disputation of Book X. ↩
	§21: as the book went to press, Pererius learned of a scholar’s claim that there was a ‘sacred cubit’ (42 fingers / 10½ palms) much larger than the common one (24 fingers / 6 palms), used in Scripture for the Ark, Tabernacle, and Temple. ↩
	§22: he proves the sacred cubit from the Bronze Sea in Solomon’s Temple (2 Chron. 4): 10 cubits across, 5 high, 30 in circumference, holding 3,000 baths/metretes — arguing mathematically that those cubits must be ‘sacred.’ ↩
	§23 (continues on p. 195): the units defined — the Roman amphora (cubic foot), the metretes (= 1½ amphorae), and a measure of 1½ metretes (proportion 9:4 to the amphora). ↩
	§23 (continued from p. 194): the geometric derivation — the Sea’s hemispherical volume = 250 cubic cubits = 3,000 metretes; so one solid cubit = 12 metretes; the side of the ⅛-cubit cube = half a (sacred) cubit; the two mean proportionals give the sacred cubit as ~2 10/17 Roman feet. ↩
	§23 (continued from p. 195): with the ordinary cubit the Ark’s capacity is 450,000 solid cubits; with the (larger) sacred cubit, ≈ 2,411,718¾ ordinary solid cubits. ↩
	§24: Pererius doubts this view — its foundation is weak, since it assumes the Bronze Sea was perfectly round in the strict mathematical sense, whereas Scripture speaks ‘popularly.’ Margin: ‘The author’s [view].’ ↩
	§25 (continues on p. 197): they say this sacred cubit is signified in Scripture (2 Chron. 3, ‘in the first measure’). Margin: ‘The passage of 2 Paralipomenon, ch. 3.’ ↩
	§25 (continued from p. 196): Pererius can find no such cubit in Scripture; their proof-text (2 Chron. 3, ‘in the first measure’) refuted twice over — ‘first measure’ means the undivided foundation, or a standard fixed measure (the sanctuary weights/measures). Margins: Exod. 30, 38; Lev. (last ch.); Num. 18. ↩
	§26 (continues on p. 198): the decisive refutation — Ezekiel 43 defines the sacred cubit as greater than the common by only one palm (4 fingers), not by 4½ palms; so this view disagrees with Ezekiel. Margin: ‘The passage of Ezekiel, ch. 43.’ ↩
	§26 (continued from p. 197): Pererius leaves the whole dispute to the learned reader’s judgment. ↩




FIFTH DISPUTATION. Whether Moses spoke of geometric cubits, as Origen held, each of which contains the measure of six common cubits

LatineEnglish


FIFTH DISPUTATION. Whether Moses spoke of geometric cubits, as Origen held, each of which contains the measure of six common cubits.1
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. An Moses locutus sit de cubitis Geometricis, ut sensit Origenes, quorum unusquilibet sex vulgarium cubitorum mensuram contineat.



Quoniam magnitudo Arcae quam descripsit Moses visa multis est parva nimis et angusta, tot tantorumque animalium cunctis generibus praeterque cibariis eorum capiendis atque conservandis, propterea quidam commenti sunt genus quoddam cubitorum Geometricorum longe maius vulgatis et usitatis cubitis, ut hoc genere cubitorum constans magnitudo arcae procul dubio amplissima fuisse videatur atque omnium rerum quae in ea fuerunt capacissima. Origenes igitur ex traditione maiorum confirmat Mosen hoc loco, describendo magnitudinem arcae, usum esse cubitis Geometricis; ut quem omni sapientia Aegyptiorum (apud quos maximo in pretio et honore Geometria erat) eruditum fuisse testatus sit B. Stephanus. Unum autem cubitum Geometricum censet Origenes sex cubita usitata continere, et novem pedibus definiri. Sententiam Origenis ad hunc modum refert Augustinus libro 15 de Civitate Dei cap. ultimo: Si autem cogitemus, inquit, quod Origenes non ineleganter astruxit, Mosen scilicet, hominem eruditum, sicut scriptum est, omni sapientia Aegyptiorum qui Geometriam dilexerunt, Geometrica cubita significare potuisse, ubi unum quantum sex nostra valere asseverant: quis non videat quantum rerum capere potuerit illa magnitudo? Sic Augustinus. Quo licet intelligere apud Hugonem sancti Victoris in Annotationibus in Genesim mendose legi hoc loco cubitum Geometricum constare novem cubitis, cum tantum contineret secundum Origenem sex cubita. Vel igitur pro novem reponi debet sex, vel pro cubitis legi debet pedibus; revera enim cubitum Geometricum, si continebat sex cubita vulgaria, consequens erat ut contineret novem pedes, cum vulgare cubitum sit sesquipedale. Sed gratum fortasse lectori fuerit ipsa Origenis verba hoc loco legere. Secunda igitur homilia in sextum caput Geneseos in hanc sententiam scribit Origenes: Apelles, inquit, discipulus Marcionis sed alterius haereseos inventor, adversus structuram arcae disputat, probare volens scripta Mosis nihil habere divinae sapientiae nec esse a Spiritu sancto profecta. Disputat autem nullo modo fieri potuisse ut tam breve spatium arcae tot anima-...
Because the magnitude of the Ark which Moses described seemed to many too small and narrow for taking in and preserving so many and so great kinds of animals, and besides their foods, some therefore devised a certain kind of ‘geometric cubits,’ far greater than the vulgar and usual cubits, so that the magnitude of the ark, consisting of this kind of cubits, might without doubt seem most ample and most capacious of all the things that were in it. Origen, then, from the tradition of the ancients, affirms that Moses here, in describing the magnitude of the ark, used geometric cubits — inasmuch as the blessed Stephen testified that he was learned in all the wisdom of the Egyptians (among whom Geometry was held in the highest esteem and honor). And one geometric cubit Origen reckons to contain six usual cubits, and to be defined by nine feet. The opinion of Origen Augustine reports in this manner, in book 15 of The City of God, the last chapter: ‘But if we consider,’ he says, ‘what Origen not inelegantly maintained — namely, that Moses, a man learned, as it is written, in all the wisdom of the Egyptians, who loved Geometry, could have signified geometric cubits, where they assert one is worth as much as six of ours — who would not see how much of things that magnitude could have held?’ Thus Augustine. Whence one may understand that in Hugh of St. Victor, in his Annotations on Genesis, it is read faultily in this place that the geometric cubit consists of nine cubits, whereas according to Origen it contained only six cubits. Either, then, for ‘nine’ should be put ‘six,’ or for ‘cubits’ should be read ‘feet’; for in truth the geometric cubit, if it contained six vulgar cubits, must consequently have contained nine feet, since the vulgar cubit is a foot and a half. But it will perhaps be pleasing to the reader to read Origen’s own words in this place. In the second homily on the sixth chapter of Genesis, Origen writes to this effect: ‘Apelles,’ he says, ‘a disciple of Marcion but the inventor of another heresy, disputes against the structure of the ark, wishing to prove that the writings of Moses have nothing of divine wisdom, nor proceeded from the Holy Spirit. He argues that it could in no way have come about that so small a space of the ark could take in so many ani-…’2



...lium genera, eorumque cibos qui per totum annum sufficerent, capere potuerit. Cum enim bina et bina ex immundis animalibus (hoc est bini masculi et binae feminae), ex mundis vero septena et septena, in arcam dicantur indulta, quomodo fieri potuit ut spatium illud arcae descriptum a Mose vel quatuor tantum elephantos capere potuisset? Et postquam per singulas species hoc modo refragatur, concludit his verbis: Constat ergo, inquit, fictam esse fabulam; quod si est, constat a Deo non esse hanc scripturam. Sic Apelles. Sed ad haec nos (inquit Origenes) quae a prudentibus viris et Hebraicarum traditionum gnaris atque veteribus magistris didicimus, ad auditorum notitiam deferemus. Aiebant ergo maiores quod Moses, qui (ut scriptura testatur) omni sapientia Aegyptiorum fuerat eruditus, secundum artem geometricam quam praecipue Aegyptii callent, cubitorum numerum hoc loco posuit. Apud Geometras enim, secundum eam rationem qua apud eos virtus vocatur, ex solido et quadrato, vel in sex cubitos unus deputatur si generaliter, vel in trecentos si minutatim deducatur; qua utique ratione si observatur in huius Arcae mensura, invenientur et longitudinis et latitudinis tanta spatia quae vere totius mundi reparanda germina et universorum animalium rediviva seminaria capere potuerint. Sic eo loco Origenes. Idem libro quarto contra Celsum disputat amplissimam fuisse arcam illam Noë magnaeque urbi similem, utpote cuius basis longitudine fuerit nonaginta mille cubitorum, latitudine autem viginti quinque mille. Et haec quidem ab Origene. Sed ego me nec horum extremorum verborum, nec illorum superiorum de multiplicatione cubiti vel in sex vel in trecentos secundum virtutem Geometricam, ingenue fateor sententiam assequi; cumque consultissimos atque doctissimos Geometriae viros eadem re consuluissem, illi supradictis verbis Origenis diu multumque consideratis denique responderunt se, quid Origenes intelligere potuerit et verbis illis significare voluerit, nequaquam intelligere; ut me quidem minus pudeat nescire quod nesciam confiteri.
…mals, and their foods that would suffice for a whole year. For since two and two of the unclean animals (that is, two males and two females), but seven and seven of the clean, are said to have been let into the ark, how could it have come about that the space of the ark described by Moses could have held even four elephants only? And after he thus objects through the several species, he concludes in these words: ‘It is established, then, that the tale is fictitious; and if it is so, it is established that this Scripture is not from God.’ Thus Apelles. ‘But to these things,’ says Origen, ‘we will bring to the notice of our hearers what we have learned from prudent men, and those skilled in the Hebrew traditions, and ancient masters. The ancients, then, used to say that Moses, who (as Scripture testifies) had been learned in all the wisdom of the Egyptians, according to the geometric art in which the Egyptians are especially skilled, set down here the number of cubits. For among the Geometers, according to that reckoning which among them is called “power” (virtus), from the solid and the square, either one is reckoned for six cubits if [taken] generally, or for three hundred if [taken] in detail; and if this reckoning be observed in the measure of this Ark, there will be found such spaces both of length and of breadth as could truly have held the seeds of a whole world to be repaired, and the reviving seedbeds of all the animals.’ Thus Origen in that place. The same, in the fourth book against Celsus, argues that that ark of Noah was most ample and like to a great city, since its base was ninety thousand cubits in length and twenty-five thousand in breadth. And so far from Origen. But I, I frankly confess, do not grasp the meaning either of these last words or of those earlier ones about the multiplication of the cubit either into six or into three hundred according to the geometric ‘power’; and when I had consulted the most expert and most learned men of Geometry about this same matter, they — having long and much considered the aforesaid words of Origen — at last answered that they by no means understood what Origen could have understood and meant to signify by those words; so that I am the less ashamed to confess that I do not know what I do not know.3



Non me fugit quid Ioannes Buteo de hac Origenis opinione senserit et in scriptis reliquerit; sic enim Origenis verba interpretatur ut, ea revocans et accommodans ad cubicationem Geometricam, contendat rectam esse Origenis sententiam et rationibus ac placitis Geometricis maxime congruentem; cuius viri brevem super ea re disputationem visum est hoc loco cognoscendam lectori et considerandam proponere. Sic igitur ille ait in eo libello quem edidit de Arca Noë: Videndum quanam discretione sensus dictum Origenis stare possit. Iam in praecedentibus ostendi arcae solidum continere cubitales cubos quater centum quinquaginta millia. Planum est insuper arcae longitudinem fuisse sextuplam suae latitudinis. Basis igitur arcae in sex aequalia quadrata dividi potest, quorum commune latus est cubitorum quinquaginta; quod in se multiplicando, facies cubitos quadratos duo millia quingentos. Id erit Embadon unius ex sex quadratorum in basi. Rursus multiplicando cubitos quadratos duo millia quingentos in triginta cubitos altitudinis arcae, fient septuaginta quinque millia cubita-...
It does not escape me what John Buteo thought about this opinion of Origen and left in writing; for he so interprets Origen’s words that, recalling and accommodating them to geometric cubature, he contends that Origen’s opinion is correct and most agreeable to geometric reasonings and tenets; and it has seemed good here to set before the reader, to be learned and considered, that man’s brief disputation on the matter. Thus, then, he says in the little book he published on the Ark of Noah: ‘It must be seen by what distinction of sense Origen’s saying can stand. Already in the preceding I showed that the solid of the ark contains four hundred and fifty thousand cubical cubits. It is plain, besides, that the length of the ark was sextuple of its breadth. The base of the ark, then, can be divided into six equal squares, whose common side is fifty cubits; which, multiplying into itself, you will make two thousand five hundred square cubits. This will be the area (Embadon) of one of the six squares in the base. Again, multiplying the two thousand five hundred square cubits into the thirty cubits of the height of the ark, there will be made seventy-five thousand cubi-…’4



...lium cubitorum, quae est sexta pars corporis arcae. Ergo, ut ait Origenes, unusquisque talium cubitorum deputatur in sex, quoniam sexies septuaginta quinque millia cubitalium cubitorum summam quater centum quinquaginta millia constituunt, quae est arcae capacitas, eadem quam per meum ante calculum inveni.
…cal cubits, which is the sixth part of the body of the ark. Therefore, as Origen says, ‘each of such cubits is reckoned for six,’ since six times seventy-five thousand cubical cubits constitute the sum of four hundred and fifty thousand, which is the capacity of the ark — the same that I found before by my calculation.5



Alteram quoque dicti Origenis partem, unum scilicet cubitum in trecentos deputari, sic ostendo. Accipe alterutrum ex minoribus arcae planis, cuius unum latus est cubitorum triginta, alterum vero quinquaginta; haec inter se duo latera multiplicata cubita quadrata mille quingenta producunt; quem numerum multiplicans iterum in tertiam arcae dimensionem trecentorum cubitorum, ex unoquoque minutatim cubito quadrato trecentos solidos efficies, et in summam quater centum quinquaginta millia. Id autem est solidum arcae, sicut prius, quod erat demonstrandum. Et ita secundum rationem geometricam ex solido et quadrato verum habet Origenis dictum utroque modo. Non autem quod cubitus Geometricus tantum valeat quantum sex nostra cubita valent, ut asserit Augustinus; nec cubito Geometrico, sed cubicatione Geometrica quaestionem solvit Origenes, cum non cubitos Geometra sed cubicationem habeat seorsim ab usu communi. Illud tamen advertendum, esse vitiosum maxime quod res per se difficilis, insuper aenigmate affectato verborum sic ab Origene obscuratur ut divinare magis oporteat quam interpretari. Planum enim fuisset si dixisset numeros cuborum in descriptione Arcae positos rationibus geometricis inveniri efficere in corpus capacitatem arcae quater centum quinquaginta millium cubitorum. Hactenus verba fuere Buteonis.
The other part too of Origen’s saying — namely, that ‘one cubit is reckoned for three hundred’ — I show thus. Take either of the smaller planes of the ark, of which one side is thirty cubits, the other fifty; these two sides multiplied together produce one thousand five hundred square cubits; multiplying which number again into the third dimension of the ark, of three hundred cubits, you will make, out of each square cubit in detail, three hundred solids, and in the sum four hundred and fifty thousand. And this is the solid of the ark, as before, which was to be demonstrated. And thus, according to geometric reasoning, from the solid and the square, Origen’s saying holds true in both ways. Not, however, that a geometric cubit is worth as much as six of our cubits, as Augustine asserts; nor by a geometric cubit, but by a geometric cubature, does Origen solve the question, since a Geometer has not ‘cubits’ but ‘cubature’ apart from common use. This, however, must be noted: that it is most faulty that a thing in itself difficult is, moreover, so obscured by Origen with an affected riddling of words that one must rather divine than interpret. For it would have been plain if he had said that the numbers of the cubes set down in the description of the Ark are found, by geometric reasonings, to make in the body a capacity of the ark of four hundred and fifty thousand cubits. Thus far were the words of Buteo.6



Sed sit ita esse ut vult Buteo: nihilo tamen maior et capacior per istiusmodi cubita Geometrica exsistit arca quam si vulgaribus cubitis eiusdem arcae magnitudo definiatur; et hoc fatetur ipsemet Buteo. At enim Origenes, adversus calumniantes parvitatem eius arcae, demonstrare et probare voluit quia Moses, in describendo magnitudinem arcae, non vulgaribus sed Geometricis cubitis usus sit, eo fieri ut longe maior exstiterit arca quam ea, metientibus magnitudinem eius vulgaribus et usitatis cubitis, fuisse videatur. Omnes etiam scriptores Ecclesiastici qui secuti sunt Origenem multo ampliorem evadere arcam, si cubitis Geometricis magnitudo eius aestimetur, et senserunt ipsi, idemque sensisse Origenem scriptis suis confirmaverunt. Et vero si aequalis magnitudinis et capacitatis fuisset arca sive geometricis sive vulgaribus cubitis dimensiones eius definiamus, quorsum, obsecro, quaestionem de magnitudine arcae a communibus cubitis (quorum apud omnes manifesta cognitio et frequens usus est) traduxisset Origenes ad cubita Geometrica usque ad cubicationem Geometricam (ut censet Buteo), rem scilicet valde abstrusam et obscuram et perpaucis cognitam?
But grant that it is as Buteo will have it: yet by such geometric cubits the ark turns out no greater and no more capacious than if its magnitude be defined by vulgar cubits — and this Buteo himself confesses. But Origen, against those who carped at the smallness of that ark, wished to demonstrate and prove that, because Moses in describing the magnitude of the ark used not vulgar but geometric cubits, it came about that the ark was far greater than it would seem to have been to those measuring its magnitude by vulgar and usual cubits. And all the ecclesiastical writers who followed Origen both held themselves, and confirmed in their writings that Origen held, that the ark turns out much more ample if its magnitude be estimated by geometric cubits. And indeed, if the ark were of equal magnitude and capacity whether we define its dimensions by geometric or by vulgar cubits, to what end, I ask, would Origen have transferred the question of the ark’s magnitude from common cubits (of which there is among all a manifest knowledge and frequent use) to geometric cubits, even to a geometric cubature (as Buteo thinks) — a thing, namely, very abstruse and obscure and known to very few?7



Illud praeterea miror, cur Buteo alterum illud dictum Origenis, quod est libro quarto contra Celsum (paulo supra a nobis positum) affirmantis basim arcae fuisse longam nonaginta mille cubitis, latam vero viginti quinque mille — cur, inquam, hoc Buteo non itidem sus-...
I wonder, moreover, why Buteo did not likewise undertake to interpret that other saying of Origen, which is in the fourth book against Celsus (set down by us a little above), affirming that the base of the ark was ninety thousand cubits long and twenty-five thousand broad — why, I say, Buteo did not likewise under-…8



...cepit interpretandum, cum vel falsum sit, vel si verum est obscurissimum habeat intellectum et perdifficilem explicatum. An forte eum locum Origenis Buteo non legerat? An eum quidem locum legerat, sed quia nullam eorum verborum satis commodam reperit interpretationem, prudenter scilicet intactum tacitumque praeterire maluit quam attingere quod expedire non posset? Apud Hugonem libro primo eorum quatuor quos de Mystico intellectu Arcae Noë scripsit, in capite tertio memini legere nescio quid ad huius dicti et sententiae Origenis intelligentiam pertinens.
…take to interpret it, since it is either false, or, if true, has a most obscure sense and a most difficult explanation. Had Buteo perhaps not read that passage of Origen? Or had he indeed read it, but, because he found no sufficiently apt interpretation of those words, prudently preferred to pass it by untouched and unmentioned rather than touch on what he could not expound? In Hugh, in the first of those four books which he wrote On the Mystical Sense of the Ark of Noah, in the third chapter, I remember reading something or other pertaining to the understanding of this saying and opinion of Origen.9



Sed utcunque res habeat, illam certe opinionem tam multis probatam — de cubitis Geometricis (quorum quilibet tantum valeat quantum sex de vulgatis cubitis) in describendo Arcae magnitudinem locutum fuisse Mosem — tanquam nec rationi nec divinae scripturae convenientem sed plane improbabilem, licet his argumentis confutare. Principio, mensura ista quam describit Origenes cubiti Geometrici nec apud ipsos Geometras, nec in ulla disciplina, nec apud aliquos artifices, nec denique apud gentes aliquas in usu est aut fuit unquam; non igitur de tali cubito locutum esse Mosen credendum est. Deinde Moses de iis cubitis locutus est in describenda magnitudine arcae de quibus loquitur in aliis suis libris, et quorum frequens in ceteris divinarum litterarum monumentis fit mentio; nam si hoc loco de aliis cubitis esset locutus, procul dubio ad praecidendam ambiguitatis et obscuritatis occasionem indicasset Moses variam cubiti significationem qua hic usus esset; sed omnibus aliis locis suorum scriptorum Moses loquitur de cubito vulgato et usitato, de cubito autem isto Geometrico nulla uspiam apud eum est littera; ergo remotum a ratione et a vero est arbitrari Mosen hoc loco de cubito Geometrico locutum esse.
But however the matter stands, that opinion certainly — approved by so many — that Moses, in describing the magnitude of the Ark, spoke of geometric cubits (each of which is worth as much as six of the vulgar cubits), may be refuted by these arguments, as agreeing neither with reason nor with divine Scripture, but plainly improbable. First, that measure of the geometric cubit which Origen describes is in use, and ever was, neither among the Geometers themselves, nor in any discipline, nor among any craftsmen, nor, finally, among any nations; it is therefore not to be believed that Moses spoke of such a cubit. Next, Moses spoke, in describing the magnitude of the ark, of those cubits of which he speaks in his other books, and of which frequent mention is made in the rest of the monuments of the divine letters; for if in this place he had spoken of other cubits, Moses would without doubt, to cut off the occasion of ambiguity and obscurity, have indicated the different signification of ‘cubit’ which he was here using; but in all other places of his writings Moses speaks of the common and usual cubit, and of that geometric cubit there is nowhere a single letter in him; therefore it is far from reason and from truth to suppose that Moses here spoke of a geometric cubit.10



Et huius quidem nostrae argumentationis minor propositio (illam dico, quod aliis in locis Moses nunquam non loquatur de cubito vulgari) multis exemplis confirmari potest. In Exodo cap. 27 iubet Deus fieri altare longum quinque cubitis totidemque latum, altum vero tribus cubitis; quae altitudo iuxta rationem cubiti Geometrici Origenis contineret decem et octo cubitos vulgares, id est pedes septem et viginti; longitudo vero et latitudo eius altaris fuisset triginta cubitorum vulgarium, id est pedum quinque et quadraginta. At enim tanta eius altaris vastitas nulli ad sacrificia facienda usui esse poterat, et ob eius altitudinem non nisi scalis admotis ad aram eius ascendi potuisset; id autem a ritu sacrorum omnino abhorrebat, quin etiam vetitum a Deo fuerat, ut proditum est in capite vigesimo Exodi: Non ascendes, ait Deus, per gradus ad altare meum. Adhaec, in tertio capite Deuteronomii, ex magnitudine lecti Og regis Basan (qui erat longitudine novem cubitorum) significatur gigantea eius regis proceritas, quasi ea prope fuerit etiam novem cubitorum; novem autem cubita secundum rationem Geometricam Origenis continent de vul-...
And the minor premise of this our argument (I mean, that in other places Moses never fails to speak of the vulgar cubit) can be confirmed by many examples. In Exodus, ch. 27, God orders an altar to be made five cubits long, as many broad, and three cubits high; which height, by the reckoning of Origen’s geometric cubit, would contain eighteen vulgar cubits, that is twenty-seven feet; and the length and breadth of that altar would have been of thirty vulgar cubits, that is forty-five feet. But so great a vastness of that altar could be of no use for making sacrifices, and, because of its height, one could not have ascended to its hearth except by ladders set against it; and this was utterly abhorrent to the rite of the sacrifices — indeed it had been forbidden by God, as is recorded in the twentieth chapter of Exodus: ‘Thou shalt not go up,’ says God, ‘by steps to my altar.’ Besides, in the third chapter of Deuteronomy, from the size of the bed of Og, king of Bashan (which was nine cubits in length), is signified the gigantic tallness of that king, as though it was nearly even nine cubits; but nine cubits, according to Origen’s geometric reckoning, contain of vul-…11



...gatis cubitis quinquaginta quatuor, id est pedes fere octoginta; at vero incredibile est eum regem aut ullum etiam mortalium tantae proceritatis unquam fuisse. Accedit ad haec, in libro primo Regum cap. 17 altitudinem gigantis Goliath describi sex cubitorum et palmi; quae mensura iuxta opinionem Origenis de cubitis Geometricis habet triginta sex cubita usitata, id est pedes quinquaginta quatuor; quare caput illius gigantis, secundum proportionem quam habet caput humanum ad reliquum corpus, fuisset prope novem pedum. Quomodo igitur David (ut eo loco scriptum est) caput Goliath a se abscissum (toto nempe se ipso grandius minimum tribus pedibus) manibus suis tollere et Hierusalem ferre potuisset?
…gar cubits fifty-four, that is nearly eighty feet; but it is incredible that that king, or even any mortal, was ever of such tallness. There is added to these: in the first book of Kings, ch. 17, the height of the giant Goliath is described as six cubits and a palm; which measure, according to Origen’s opinion of geometric cubits, has thirty-six usual cubits, that is fifty-four feet; wherefore the head of that giant, according to the proportion which the human head has to the rest of the body, would have been nearly nine feet. How, then, could David (as is written in that place) have lifted with his hands the head of Goliath cut off by him — bigger, namely, by at least three feet than his whole self — and carried it to Jerusalem?12



Ad extremum, secundum istam cubitorum Geometricorum mensuram, enormis atque incredibilis fuisset Arcae magnitudo; namque longitudo eius fuisset mille et octingentorum cubitorum, id est pedum bis mille septingentorum; latitudo trecentorum cubitorum, id est pedum quadringentorum quinquaginta; altitudo centum octoginta cubitorum, id est pedum ducentorum septuaginta. Denique capacitas Arcae continuisset nonagies septies millies mille et ducenta millia cubitorum; fuissetque maior et capacior quam Arca uti ea definita est a nobis secundum vulgaria cubita, ducenties decies sexies; quae tam immanis Arcae moles nec ulli fuisset usui (quaecunque enim in ea contenta sunt, minima eius particula capi et contineri poterant), nec videtur ulla ratione et opera hominum aedificari nec tractari potuisse. Teneamus igitur priorem Arcae magnitudinis descriptionem secundum usitata cubita; talis enim dimensio et capacitas Arcae, capiendis omnibus quae in eam illata dicuntur, abunde suffecit, quemadmodum paulo infra perspicue demonstrabitur.
Finally, according to that measure of geometric cubits, the magnitude of the Ark would have been enormous and incredible; for its length would have been one thousand eight hundred cubits, that is two thousand seven hundred feet; the breadth three hundred cubits, that is four hundred and fifty feet; the height one hundred and eighty cubits, that is two hundred and seventy feet. And finally the capacity of the Ark would have contained ninety-seven million two hundred thousand cubits, and would have been greater and more capacious than the Ark as it is defined by us according to the vulgar cubits, two hundred and sixteen times over; which so monstrous a mass of an Ark would have been of no use (for whatever is contained in it could be taken in and held in the smallest part of it), nor does it seem to have been able to be built or handled by any means and labor of men. Let us therefore hold the former description of the Ark’s magnitude according to the usual cubits; for such a dimension and capacity of the Ark amply sufficed for taking in all that is said to have been brought into it, as will be plainly demonstrated a little below.13



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Fifth Disputation of Book X. ↩
	§27 (continues on p. 199): because the Ark seemed too small, some invented ‘geometric cubits’; Origen held Moses used these (1 geometric = 6 common = 9 feet); Augustine (City of God 15.27) reports it; a note correcting Hugh’s text. Margins: Origen; Acts 7; Augustine; Hugh of St. Victor. ↩
	§27 (continued from p. 198): Apelles’s objection (the ark couldn’t hold four elephants) and Origen’s reply (Moses, learned in Egyptian geometry, used a numbering ‘from the solid and square’). Margins: Gen. 7; Acts 7; Origen. ↩
	§28 (continues on p. 200): Buteo’s interpretation defending Origen — the Ark’s 450,000 cubic cubits; its base divisible into six 50×50 squares. Margins: John Buteo; ‘Buteo’s interpretation of Origen’s saying on geometric cubits set out and examined.’ ↩
	§28 (continued from p. 199): Buteo — six × 75,000 = 450,000 (the ‘one reckoned for six’). ↩
	§29: Buteo on the ‘one reckoned for three hundred’; he insists Origen meant not a geometric cubit but a geometric cubature, and that Origen needlessly obscured it. ↩
	§30: but even on Buteo’s reading the Ark is no larger than by common cubits (he admits it) — yet Origen meant it to be far larger; why else divert the question from common cubits to a recondite geometric cubature? ↩
	§31 (continues on p. 201): Pererius wonders why Buteo did not also interpret Origen’s other saying (against Celsus, base 90,000 × 25,000 cubits). ↩
	§31 (continued from p. 200): perhaps Buteo had not read that passage, or found no fit interpretation and prudently passed it by; Hugh’s On the Mystical Sense of the Ark touches on it. ↩
	§(refutation): in any case, the geometric-cubit view is refutable — such a cubit was never in use anywhere; and Moses everywhere else uses the common cubit, with no hint of a different one here. Margin: ‘Refutation of Origen’s opinion on the geometric cubits, by which he thinks Moses spoke here.’ ↩
	§(examples, continues on p. 202): Moses always uses the common cubit — the altar (Exod. 27; cf. Exod. 20); Og’s bed (Deut. 3). Margins: Exod. 27; Exod. 20; Deut. 3. ↩
	§(examples, continued from p. 201): Og would be ~80 ft tall, Goliath’s head ~9 ft (David could not have carried it) — absurd. Margin: 1 Kings 17. ↩
	§32: with the geometric cubit the Ark’s size would be monstrous (1,800 × 300 × 180 cubits; capacity 97,200,000 cubits, 216× the ordinary), useless and unbuildable; so keep the ordinary cubit. Margin: ‘How great the Ark’s size would have been by Origen’s geometric cubits.’ ↩




SIXTH DISPUTATION. By whom and in how long a time the Ark was built

LatineEnglish


SIXTH DISPUTATION. By whom and in how long a time the Ark was built.1
SEXTA DISPUTATIO. A quibus et quanto tempore aedificata sit Arca.



Mirantur nonnulli qui potuerit tantae molis opus a quatuor duntaxat hominibus (Noë dico et tres eius filii) absolvi. Verum ad hoc facilis est responsio; etenim licet illi quatuor principes fuerint eius operis artifices, credendum tamen est adhibitos fuisse alios complures operarios mercede conductos; nam quamvis illi non crederent Noë praenuncianti venturum diluvium, lucri tamen gratia libenter ad perficiendum id operis operas suas locabant. Pensandum item est tempus centum annorum construendae arcae consumptum; namque longinquitas fabricationis paucitatem fabricantium compensat; perinde enim est paucos homines centum annis...
Some wonder how a work of so great a mass could be finished by four men only — Noah, I mean, and his three sons. But to this the answer is easy; for although those four were the chief craftsmen of the work, yet it must be believed that many other workmen, hired for wages, were employed; for although those did not believe Noah foretelling that the Flood would come, yet for the sake of gain they willingly hired out their labor for the completing of that work. It must likewise be weighed that a hundred years’ time was spent in building the ark; for the length of the building offsets the fewness of the builders; for it is the same thing for a few men in a hundred years…2



...opus illud perfecisse, atque si plures uno anno absolvissent.
…to have finished that work, as if more men had completed it in one year.3



Constat certe, auctore Athenaeo, Hieronem Siciliae regem navigium illud incredibilis magnitudinis — in quo erat triplex contignatio, et apparatus materiae triremium sexaginta, remigationisve ordinum viginti — cum iam advecta esset materia ex Aetna monte, intra unum annum consummavisse, adhibitis operi faciundo trecentis fabris (praeter administros fabricae subservientes), Architecto operis Archia Corinthio.
It is certain, on the authority of Athenaeus, that Hiero, king of Sicily, completed that ship of incredible magnitude — in which there was a triple decking, and the apparatus of material of sixty triremes, or twenty banks of rowing — within one year, when the material had already been brought from Mount Aetna, three hundred workmen being employed in making the work (besides the assistants serving the building), the architect of the work being Archias of Corinth.4



Illud sane permagnum et memorabile videtur, quod de Ephesino templo Dianae a Plinio libro decimosexto capite quadragesimo est proditum, quadringentis annis perfectum esse tota Asia exstruente; quanquam idem Plinius libro trigesimosexto capite 14 duplo breviorem eius templi aedificationem facit, scribens ducentis annis a tota Asia fuisse fabricatum, ut alterutrum locum aut Plinii lapsu memoriae aut librariorum negligentiae vel inscitiae culpa mendosum esse necesse sit. Ad eundem modum B. Augustinus supradictam quaestionem explicat libro 15 de Civitate Dei capite ultimo. Nam illud, inquit, quod quidam disputant tantae magnitudinis arcam non potuisse compingi, ineptissime calumniantur, cum sciant immensas urbes fuisse constructas, nec attendunt centum annos quibus arca illa est fabricata. Nisi forte lapis lapidi adhaerere potest sola calce coniunctus ut murus per tot millia circumagatur, et lignum ligno per subscudines, clavos et gluten bituminis non potest adhaerere ut fabricetur arca, non curvis sed rectis lineis longe lateque porrecta, quam nullus in mare mittat conatus hominum, sed levet unda cum venerit naturali ordine ponderum, magisque divina providentia quam humana prudentia natantem gubernet ne incurrat ubicunque naufragium. Sic Augustinus.
Indeed it seems very great and memorable, what is recorded by Pliny in book 16, ch. 40, about the temple of Diana at Ephesus: that it was completed in four hundred years, all Asia building it; although the same Pliny, in book 36, ch. 14, makes the building of that temple half as long, writing that it was built in two hundred years by all Asia — so that one or the other passage must necessarily be faulty, either by Pliny’s lapse of memory, or by the fault of the copyists’ negligence or ignorance. In the same manner the blessed Augustine explains the aforesaid question, in book 15 of The City of God, the last chapter. ‘For,’ he says, ‘what some argue — that an ark of so great a magnitude could not be put together — they most absurdly cavil, since they know that immense cities have been built, and do not attend to the hundred years in which that ark was built. Unless, perhaps, stone can cling to stone, joined by lime alone, so that a wall runs around for so many miles, and wood cannot cling to wood by dovetails, nails, and the glue of bitumen, so that an ark be built — stretched out far and wide not with curved but with straight lines, which no effort of men would launch into the sea, but the wave would lift when it came, by the natural order of weights, and which divine providence rather than human prudence would steer as it floated, lest it anywhere suffer shipwreck.’ Thus Augustine.5



Nec est hoc loco quaestio illa silentio involvenda, quanto tempore fabricata sit arca Noë. Berosus Annianus ait anno septuagesimo octavo ab inchoata navi quae instar arcae cooperta erat ex improviso accidisse diluvium; ex quo significatur septuaginta octo annos in fabricanda arca esse consumptos. Hanc Berosi sententiam in suis Commentariis exponens Ioannes Annius: Dubitabatur, inquit, de eo quod dixit Berosus arcam fabricari coeptam anno septuagesimo octavo ante diluvium, cum centum viginti annos supputet Moses capite sexto Geneseos. Sed ad hoc respondendum est mandatum fabricandae arcae accepisse Noë centum viginti annis ante diluvium, ut significat Moses; quadraginta vero et duobus annis praeparavit ligna Noe, ob immensitatem operis faciundi; unde anno sequente, qui erat septuagesimus octavus ante diluvium, inceptum est arcae opificium, ut Berosus supputat. Sic ille. Sed has ego vel fabulosas Berosi traditiones, vel (quod verius est) fictitias Annii commentationes atque interpretationes pro nihilo ducendas puto. Nam unde, quaeso, innotuit Beroso vel Annio duos et quadraginta annos, dum comparatur materia aedificationis arcae, praeteriisse? Cum igitur hoc illi sine gravi auctoritate, sine probabili ratione, sine aliqua verisimili coniectura dixerint, qua facilitate dictum est, eadem facilitate contemni aequum est.
Nor is that question here to be wrapped in silence: in how long a time was the ark of Noah built. Berosus Annianus says that in the seventy-eighth year from the beginning of the ship which was covered after the manner of an ark, the Flood happened unexpectedly; whereby it is signified that seventy-eight years were spent in building the ark. Expounding this opinion of Berosus in his Commentaries, John Annius: ‘It was doubted,’ he says, ‘about what Berosus said — that the ark began to be built in the seventy-eighth year before the Flood — since Moses reckons a hundred and twenty years in the sixth chapter of Genesis. But to this it must be answered that Noah received the command to build the ark a hundred and twenty years before the Flood, as Moses signifies; but for forty-two years Noah prepared the timber, on account of the immensity of the work to be done; whence in the following year, which was the seventy-eighth before the Flood, the building of the ark was begun, as Berosus reckons.’ Thus he. But these — whether the fabulous traditions of Berosus, or (what is truer) the fictitious comments and interpretations of Annius — I judge are to be counted as nothing. For whence, I ask, did it become known to Berosus or Annius that forty-two years passed while the material for building the ark was being procured? Since, then, they said this without weighty authority, without probable reason, without any likely conjecture, with the same ease with which it was said, it is fair that it be despised.6



Est altera pervetus et pervulgata Doctorum sententia, centum annis fabricatam esse arcam Noë. Nimirum hoc tradit Origenes libro quarto contra Celsum, Augustinus libro 15 de Civitate Dei capite ultimo et lib. 12 Contra Faustum cap. 18 et in libro Quaestionum in Genesim quaest. 5, Gregorius praeterea homilia 15 in Ezechielem, et Rupertus lib. 4 Commentariorum in Genesim cap. 20; denique his posteriorum doctorum eadem fere sententia est. Sed unde hoc isti colligunt? Videlicet eo quod Moses, cum extremo capite quinto dixisset Noë quingentorum fuisse annorum, proxime subiungit cum alia Dei verba dicta Noë, tum in primis mandatum Dei de fabricanda arca ei datum; erat igitur Noë quingentorum annorum cum iussus a Deo est fabricare arcam. Nec sit credibile Noë mandatum Dei de constructione arcae longum in tempus exequi distulisse, quin potius quamprimum facere opus aggressum, omni studio et opera ad eius operis effectionem et absolutionem incubuisse. Diluvium porro evenit anno vitae Noë sexcentesimo, scilicet statim ut finita est structura arcae. Ergo arcae confectio ab anno quingentesimo Noë usque ad annum eius sexcentesimum, id est per annos centum, duravit. Sic isti ratiocinantur.
There is another, very old and very widespread opinion of the Doctors: that the ark of Noah was built in a hundred years. This Origen hands down in the fourth book against Celsus; Augustine in book 15 of The City of God, the last chapter, and in book 12 Against Faustus, ch. 18, and in the book of Questions on Genesis, q. 5; Gregory, moreover, in homily 15 on Ezekiel; and Rupert in book 4 of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 20; and finally, of the later doctors the opinion is nearly the same. But whence do these men gather this? Namely, from this: that Moses, when at the end of the fifth chapter he had said that Noah was five hundred years old, next subjoins both other words of God spoken to Noah, and especially the command of God given to him about building the ark; Noah, therefore, was five hundred years old when he was ordered by God to build the ark. Nor is it credible that Noah put off carrying out God’s command about the construction of the ark for a long time, but rather that he set about the work as soon as possible and applied himself with all zeal and effort to its execution and completion. And the Flood came in the six-hundredth year of Noah’s life — namely, as soon as the building of the ark was finished. Therefore the making of the ark lasted from the five-hundredth year of Noah up to his six-hundredth, that is, for a hundred years. So these men reason.7



Verum has coniecturas quibus fulcitur et firmatur istorum opinio non esse valde firmas, etiam me non monente, facile lector per se animadvertet. Neque enim certum est quanto tempore post quingentesimum annum Noë datum fuerit mandatum ei de fabricanda arca, nec liquet quo tempore finita sit eius fabrica. Non enim, quia Moses memorato quingentesimo anno Noë subtexuit Dei mandatum de constructione arcae, propterea sequitur ut illo ipso anno quingentesimo datum sit illud mandatum; cum frequenter et Moses et alii scriptores sacri multa coniungant in sua narratione quae fuerunt inter se longis temporum intervallis disiuncta. Sane B. Augustinus, qui libro 15 De Civitate Dei capite 24 dixit verba Dei quae Moses capite sexto narrat dicta Noë fuisse ei dicta cum is quadringentorum et octoginta annorum esset, hoc est centum et viginti annis ante diluvium, consequens esse videbatur ut diceret arcam per centum et viginti annos fuisse constructam.
But that these conjectures, by which the opinion of these men is propped and supported, are not very firm, the reader will easily perceive of himself, even without my pointing it out. For it is not certain how long after the five-hundredth year of Noah the command about building the ark was given him, nor is it clear at what time its building was finished. For it does not follow, because Moses, having mentioned the five-hundredth year of Noah, appended God’s command about the construction of the ark, that the command was therefore given in that very five-hundredth year; since frequently both Moses and other sacred writers join in their narrative many things that were separated from each other by long intervals of time. Indeed, the blessed Augustine, who in book 15 of The City of God, ch. 24, said that the words of God which Moses in the sixth chapter relates to have been spoken to Noah were spoken to him when he was four hundred and eighty years old — that is, a hundred and twenty years before the Flood — it would seem to follow that he should say the ark was built over a hundred and twenty years.8



Ceterum multo minus centum annis arcam esse fabricatam posset fortasse quispiam argumentari ex illis verbis quae Deum locutum esse Noë narrat Moses capite sexto: Ponam foedus meum tecum, et ingredieris arcam tu et filii tui et uxores filiorum tuorum; his enim verbis significatur, quo tempore Deus praecepit Noë de arca extruenda, iam eo tempore filios Noë habuisse uxores. Ex quo sequeretur, si centum annis ante diluvium arca fabricari coepta est, etiam filios Noë centum annis ante diluvium uxores habuisse, quod profecto perspicue falsum est et contrarium divinae scripturae quae cap. 11 Geneseos narrat Sem filium Noë finito diluvio fuisse centum annorum; ergo Sem centum annis ante diluvium natus est, quomodo igitur id tempo-...
But someone might perhaps argue that the ark was built in far less than a hundred years, from those words which Moses in the sixth chapter relates that God spoke to Noah: ‘I will set my covenant with thee, and thou shalt enter the ark, thou and thy sons and the wives of thy sons’; for by these words it is signified that, at the time God commanded Noah about building the ark, Noah’s sons already had wives. From which it would follow that, if the ark began to be built a hundred years before the Flood, Noah’s sons too had wives a hundred years before the Flood — which is plainly false and contrary to divine Scripture, which in chapter 11 of Genesis relates that Shem, Noah’s son, was, when the Flood was over, a hundred years old; therefore Shem was born a hundred years before the Flood; how, then, at that ti-…9



...ris uxorem ille habere potuit? Verum a communis sententiae sectatoribus atque propugnatoribus responderi ad hoc posset non omnia quae narrat Moses hoc capite Deum esse locutum Noë uno atque eodem tempore locutum esse, sed alia prius, alia posterius, licet ea omnia Moses continenti serie et contextu narrationis coniungat; itaque mandatum illud extruendae arcae datum ei fuisse centum annis ante diluvium, illud autem de ingressu filiorum Noë eorumque uxorum in arcam mandatum esse structura arcae vel iam plane finita vel prope absoluta. Nisi forte magis illud placeat, omnia haec Deum eodem tempore locutum esse, sed illud de filiis Noë et uxoribus eorum ingressuris in arcam dixisse Deum non tanquam iam praesens, sed ut futurum multo ante denunciasse; ut hoc Deum dixisse et significasse Noë cogitemus: Fac tibi arcam quo possis venturi diluvii cladem effugere; in arcam porro intrabis tu et uxor tua et filii tui qui nuper tibi nati sunt, aut (si nondum nati fuerant) qui nascentur tibi, et insuper uxores filiorum tuorum quas illi suo tempore ducturi sunt; ut hisce verbis significare Deus voluerit quos ipse quotque homines ex diluvii exitio servare constituisset. Quanquam igitur sententia communis de centum annis fabricationis Arcae non admodum firmis rationibus fulciatur, quod ea tamen pervetus sit multorumque atque gravium auctorum, nec quanto plus minusve centum annis fabricata sit arca demonstrari possit, idcirco videtur ea opinio merito praeferenda ceteris.
…me could he have had a wife? But to this the followers and defenders of the common opinion could answer that not all that Moses relates in this chapter that God spoke to Noah was spoken at one and the same time, but some things earlier, some later, although Moses joins them all in a continuous series and context of narrative; and so that the command to build the ark was given him a hundred years before the Flood, but that about the entry of Noah’s sons and their wives into the ark was commanded when the building of the ark was already plainly finished, or nearly completed. Unless perhaps this pleases more: that God spoke all these things at the same time, but said that about Noah’s sons and their wives entering the ark not as a present thing, but announced it long beforehand as future — so that we may think that God said and signified this to Noah: ‘Make thee an ark, that thou mayest escape the calamity of the coming Flood; and thou shalt enter the ark, thou and thy wife and thy sons who have lately been born to thee, or (if they were not yet born) who shall be born to thee, and besides the wives of thy sons, whom they will marry in their time’ — so that by these words God meant to signify whom, and how many men, he had determined to save from the destruction of the Flood. Although, therefore, the common opinion about the hundred years of the Ark’s building is not supported by very firm reasons, yet, because it is very ancient and of many and weighty authors, and since it cannot be demonstrated how much more or less than a hundred years the ark was built, that opinion seems deservedly to be preferred to the rest.10



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Sixth Disputation of Book X. ↩
	§33 (continues on p. 203): could four men build it? — hired workmen helped; and a hundred years’ span offsets the fewness of the builders. ↩
	§33 (continued from p. 202): the close of the comparison. ↩
	§34: Hiero of Syracuse’s vast ship (triple-decked, made in one year by 300 craftsmen) — Athenaeus. Margins: Athenaeus, bk. 5; ‘Hiero’s ship, a thing to wonder at.’ ↩
	§35: the temple of Diana at Ephesus took 400 (or 200) years (Pliny — a discrepancy in his own books); Augustine answers the objection (City of God 15.27). Margins: Pliny; Augustine. ↩
	§36 (continues on p. 204): how long the Ark was building — Berosus/Annius (78 years) rejected as a baseless fabrication. Margins: ‘In how long a time the Ark was built’; Berosus Annianus. ↩
	§37: the old common view — the Ark was 100 years in building (Origen, Augustine, Gregory, Rupert), inferred from Noah being 500 at the command and 600 at the Flood. Margins: ‘Whether the Ark was built in a hundred years’; Origen; Augustine; Gregory; Rupert. ↩
	§38: but these conjectures are weak — the time of the command and of the finishing are both uncertain; Scripture often joins things far apart in time (Augustine put the command 120 years before the Flood). Margin: Augustine. ↩
	§39 (continues on p. 205): one might argue for far less than 100 years from Gen 6:18 (the sons already had wives), since Shem was only 100 two years after the Flood. ↩
	§39 (continued from p. 204): the answer — not all God said was spoken at once; the command came 100 years before, the entry-clause later (or as a foretelling). The 100-year view, though weakly grounded, is preferred as ancient and well-attested. ↩




ON THE FIGURE OF THE ARK, AND THE DISPOSITION AND DISTINCTION OF ITS PARTS

LatineEnglish


ON THE FIGURE OF THE ARK, AND THE DISPOSITION AND DISTINCTION OF ITS PARTS.1
DE ARCAE FIGURA ET DISPOSITIONE AC PARTIUM EIUS DISTINCTIONE.



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the third major section of the Ark treatise. ↩




Verse 16. Thou shalt make a window in the ark, and in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it; and the door of the ark thou shalt set in the side; with lower, middle …

LatineEnglish


Verse 16. Thou shalt make a window in the ark, and in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it; and the door of the ark thou shalt set in the side; with lower, middle, and third stories shalt thou make it.1
Vers. 16. Fenestram in arca facies, et in cubito consummabis summitatem eius; ostium autem arcae pones ex latere; deorsum cenacula et tristega facies in ea.



Hoc loco de ratione structurae et figura ac dispositione ipsius Arcae disputandum est. Ad supradictorum autem verborum Mosis explanationem pertinet ut quinque de rebus nonnulla quae obscuritatem et difficultatem habent explicemus: primum, de intervallis seu interstitiis quae erant intra arcam, hoc est de tabulatis et contignationibus arcae; tum de mansiunculis designatis atque comparatis ad habitationem animalium et conservationem escarum; deinde de ostio arcae; adhaec de fenestra arcae; postremo de culmine et fastigio arcae. Quod attinet ad primum, scire oportet arcam fuisse...
Here we must dispute about the plan of the structure, and the figure and disposition of the Ark itself. And to the explanation of the aforesaid words of Moses it pertains that we explain, concerning five matters, certain things that have obscurity and difficulty: first, about the intervals or interstices which were within the ark — that is, about the stories and floorings of the ark; then about the little rooms designed and prepared for the habitation of the animals and the preservation of the food; next about the door of the ark; besides, about the window of the ark; lastly, about the peak and ridge of the ark. As to the first, one must know that the ark was…2



...divisam in aliquot interstitia seu intervalla diversis tectis inter se distincta, quae secundum longitudinem et latitudinem Arcae aequalia erant inter se, differebant autem secundum altitudinem arcae. Haec appellant alii vel tabulata, vel contignationes, vel cameras, vel denique cenacula; nos perspicuitatis gratia nominabimus principales Arcae partes.
…divided into several interstices or intervals, distinguished from one another by different decks, which were equal among themselves according to the length and breadth of the Ark, but differed according to the height of the ark. These some call ‘stories,’ or ‘floorings,’ or ‘chambers,’ or finally ‘upper-rooms’ (cenacula); we, for the sake of clarity, will name them the ‘principal parts’ of the Ark.3



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:16 (Vulgate lemma). ↩
	Introduction (continues on p. 206): five obscure points to be explained — the stories, the rooms, the door, the window, and the roof. ↩
	Introduction (continued from p. 205): the Ark divided into several stories, equal in length and breadth but differing in height; called stories, floorings, chambers, or upper-rooms (Pererius: ‘principal parts’). ↩




SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How many stories or floorings there were in the Ark

LatineEnglish


SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How many stories or floorings there were in the Ark.1
SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. Quot fuerint in Arca tabulata seu contignationes.



De partium Arcae numero, quot scilicet in ea fuerint, prima exsistit quaestio a nobis tractanda. Philo sub finem libri secundi De Vita Mosis videtur huiusmodi partes Arcae quatuor fecisse, quas nominat contignationes. Sic enim scribit: Fabricavit Noë opus ex lignis maximum, longitudine trecentorum cubitorum, latitudine quinquaginta, altitudine triginta, distinctum cellis continuatis, aliis imis, aliis in secunda et in tertia quartaque contignatione dispositis. Idem significat Iosephus primo libro Antiquitatum: Arcam, inquit, extruxit Noë quatuor contignationum; erat autem arca tam tecto quam lateribus firma contra omnem vim tempestatum et undarum insultum. Quarum autem rerum usui quaelibet illarum contignationum esset destinata, nec Philo nec Iosephus indicavit.
About the number of the parts of the Ark — namely, how many there were in it — there arises the first question to be treated by us. Philo, toward the end of the second book On the Life of Moses, seems to have made four such parts of the Ark, which he names ‘floorings.’ For he writes thus: ‘Noah built a very great work of timber, three hundred cubits in length, fifty in breadth, thirty in height, distinguished by continuous cells, some lowest, others arranged in the second and in the third and fourth flooring.’ The same Josephus signifies, in the first book of the Antiquities: ‘Noah,’ he says, ‘built an ark of four floorings; and the ark was firm, both in roof and in sides, against all the force of storms and the assault of the waves.’ But to the use of what things each of those floorings was destined, neither Philo nor Josephus indicated.2



Origenes quinque facit eas partes Arcae, sic eas distinguens et ad varios usus designans: unam facit infimam, prope basim Arcae, in quem locum deiiciebantur excrementa et sordes totius Arcae; in secunda, quae supra hanc erat, condita erant pabula et cibaria omnium animantium; in tertia, bestiae quae erant ferae et immites habitabant; in quarta, mitiores animantes, tam quadrupedes quam reptiles et volucres; in quinta et suprema, homines et aves. Origenis verba homilia secunda super hoc sextum caput Geneseos sic habent: Iam vero intrinsecus ea quae dicuntur arcae inferiora bicamerata ponuntur, id est habitationem duplicem continentia; superiora vero tricamerata, veluti si dicamus triplicibus distincta cenaculis. Sed hae distinctiones habitationum ad hoc factae dicuntur, ut secerni per singulas mansiones diversa animalia vel bestiarum genera facilius possent, et a bestiis feris mansueta quaeque et ignava seiungi. Traditum sane nobis est, et non absque verisimilitudine, inferiora quae bicamerata diximus ob hunc modum fuisse duplicia. Nam quia unum integrum annum fuerunt animalia in arca, necesse utique fuit in totum annum providere illis cibos; nec cibos tantum, verum et egestionum designari loca, quo neque ipsa animalia neque homines simul foetore vexarentur. Tradunt ergo infimam partem arcae quae in fundo erat eiusmodi sordibus et excrementis excipiendis destinatam fuisse; ea vero quae supra hanc erat ad conservanda pabula pertinebat. Etenim necessa-...
Origen makes those parts of the Ark five, distinguishing them thus and designating them for various uses: one he makes the lowest, near the base of the Ark, into which place were thrown the excrement and filth of the whole Ark; in the second, which was above this, were stored the fodder and food of all the animals; in the third dwelt the beasts that were wild and untamed; in the fourth, the gentler animals, both quadrupeds and creeping things and birds; in the fifth and highest, men and birds. Origen’s words, in the second homily on this sixth chapter of Genesis, are these: ‘Now within, the parts called the lower parts of the ark are placed “two-chambered,” that is, containing a double habitation; but the upper, “three-chambered,” as if we should say distinguished by triple upper-rooms. And these distinctions of habitations are said to have been made for this: that the different animals or kinds of beasts might more easily be separated in their several lodgings, and the tame and harmless be set apart from the wild beasts. It has been handed down to us, and not without probability, that the lower parts, which we called two-chambered, were double in this manner. For because the animals were a whole year in the ark, it was necessary to provide them food for the whole year; and not food only, but also to assign places for their droppings, that neither the animals themselves nor the men might at the same time be troubled by the stench. They relate, then, that the lowest part of the ark, which was in the bottom, was destined for receiving such filth and excrement; but that which was above this pertained to the keeping of fodder. For it seemed necessa-…’3



...rium videbatur ut bestiis natura sua carnivoris separatim animalia ad illarum victum vitamque conservandam, posteritatis reparandae gratia, in arcam introducta deputarentur; aliis vero non carnivoris animalibus alia servarentur alimenta, prout naturalis cuiusque usus poscebat. Ad hos ergo usus inferiores duae partes arcae quae bicamerata dicuntur pertinebant. Superiores autem tres arcae partes sic erant distinctae: in tertia, fera et immitia animalia domicilium habebant; in quarta, mitiores animantes versabantur; in quinta et suprema, homines, quos, ut ratione et sapientia superiores cunctis animalibus Deus fecit, sic in arca celsiores domicilio et habitatione esse decebat. Sic Origenes; qui ad hanc quinquepartitam Arcae divisionem ex translatione Septuaginta Interpretum videtur adductus. Sic enim habet illa: Inferiora bicamerata et tricamerata facies eam, quasi dicat interiorem arcae capacitatem in quinque cameras esse dispertiendam.
…ry that, for the beasts carnivorous by their nature, animals should be separately introduced into the ark and assigned for their food and the preserving of their life, for the sake of repairing posterity; but for the other, non-carnivorous animals, other foods should be kept, according as the natural need of each demanded. To these uses, then, the two lower parts of the ark, which are called two-chambered, pertained. And the three upper parts of the ark were thus distinguished: in the third, the wild and untamed animals had their dwelling; in the fourth, the gentler animals lodged; in the fifth and highest, men, whom, as God made them superior to all animals in reason and wisdom, so it was fitting that they should be higher in dwelling and habitation in the ark. So Origen; who seems to have been led to this five-part division of the Ark from the translation of the Septuagint translators. For it has thus: ‘Lower parts two-chambered and three-chambered shalt thou make it,’ as if to say that the inner capacity of the ark was to be divided into five chambers.4



Verum S. Augustinus multo secus verba haec Septuaginta interpretum intelligens et explanans, tres duntaxat principales arcae partes videtur facere. Nam in libro Quaestionum in Genesim quaestione 6 hoc modo scribit: Quod ait cum de arca fabricatione loquitur, Bicamerata et tricamerata facies eam, quaeri solet num inferiora futura erant bicamerata et tricamerata. Sed in hac distinctione totam structuram eius arcae intelligi voluit, ut haberet inferiora, haberet media et superiora, quae appellantur tricamerata. In prima quippe habitatione, id est in inferioribus, semel camerata erat arca; in secunda vero habitatione supra inferiorem iam bicamerata erat; ac per hoc in tertia supra secundam tricamerata erat. Sic ibi Augustinus. Simile est quod idem scribit libro 15 De Civitate Dei cap. ultimo, tres in partes distinguens arcam, quarum quaelibet longa esset trecentis cubitis, lata vero quinquaginta.
But St. Augustine, understanding and explaining these words of the Septuagint translators much otherwise, seems to make only three principal parts of the ark. For in the book of Questions on Genesis, q. 6, he writes thus: ‘As to what he says, when he speaks of the building of the ark, “Two-chambered and three-chambered shalt thou make it,” it is usually asked whether the lower parts were to be two-chambered and three-chambered. But in this distinction he wished the whole structure of his ark to be understood — that it should have lower parts, have middle and upper parts, which are called three-chambered. For in the first habitation, that is in the lower parts, the ark was once-chambered; in the second habitation above the lower it was now two-chambered; and by this, in the third above the second, it was three-chambered.’ So there Augustine. Similar is what the same writes in book 15 of The City of God, the last chapter, distinguishing the ark into three parts, each of which would be three hundred cubits long and fifty broad.5



Historia Scholastica, Lyranus, Tostatus, Dionysius Carthusianus, aliique recentiorum non pauci, praeter quinquepartitam Origenis divisionem Arcae, alteram ipsi tradunt etiam quinquepartitam, verum diversa ratione distinctam. Nam primo tres faciunt principales partes arcae, infimam, mediam et supremam; et infimam appellant stercorariam et instar sentinae navis; mediam conservationi alimentorum assignant, et hanc bicameratam faciunt, id est in duo spatia distinctam secundum longitudinem arcae, in altero herbas et olera, in altero fructus et solidiora cibaria reponunt; supremam partem arcae destinant habitationi animalium et hominum, tripartitam facientes, ut in extremis duabus partibus eius secundum longitudinem habitaverint animalia, in altera quidem fera, in altera vero mansueta, media porro pars habitationem hominum continebat. Et haec quidem ab aliis de Arcae dispositione et partium eius distinctione tradita sunt.
The Scholastic History, Lyra, Tostatus, Denis the Carthusian, and not a few others of the more recent writers, besides Origen’s five-part division of the Ark, hand down another, also five-part, but distinguished by a different reckoning. For first they make three principal parts of the ark — the lowest, the middle, and the highest; and the lowest they call the ‘dung-part’ and like the bilge of a ship; the middle they assign to the keeping of food, and make it two-chambered, that is, distinguished into two spaces according to the length of the ark, in the one storing herbs and greens, in the other fruits and more solid foods; the highest part of the ark they destine to the habitation of animals and men, making it tripartite, so that in its two outer parts (according to length) the animals dwelt — in the one the wild, in the other the tame — while the middle part contained the habitation of the men. And these things have been handed down by others about the disposition of the Ark and the distinction of its parts.6



Ego me convenienter magis narrationi Mosis facturum esse reor si tres principes eius arcae partes fecero — tres dixerim, quae scilicet ad habitationem animalium hominumque et conservationem alimentorum pertinebant, praetermisso fundo arcae; nam si huius quoque rationem in divisione arcae habere lubet, quattuor in partes arcam distribuere oportebit. Et prima (ab infimis incipiendo) continebat basim et fundum arcae secundum totam eius longitudinem et latitudinem, altitudinis autem arcae quattuor vel quinque cubitos habebat; haec erat receptaculum omnium sordium arcae, undequaque per meatus ad id comparatos illuc defluentium, eratque instar sentinae navis — nisi quis forte putet fundum arcae saburra fuisse oppletum (ut fit in navibus) ad maiorem arcae in aquis stabilitatem atque firmitatem; excrementa vero et sordes arcae non in fundum arcae, sed extra arcam in aquas per foramina et aperturas obliquas multifariam ad eum usum in arca factas fuisse deiecta.
I think I shall act more in keeping with the narrative of Moses if I make three principal parts of his ark — three, I mean, which pertained to the habitation of animals and men and the preservation of food, the bottom of the ark being passed over; for if one wishes to take account of this too in the division of the ark, the ark will have to be divided into four parts. And the first (beginning from the lowest) contained the base and bottom of the ark according to its whole length and breadth, but had four or five cubits of the ark’s height; this was the receptacle of all the filth of the ark, flowing down thither from every quarter through channels prepared for it, and was like the bilge of a ship — unless perhaps someone think that the bottom of the ark was filled with ballast (as is done in ships) for the greater stability and firmness of the ark in the waters; but that the excrement and filth of the ark were thrown not into the bottom of the ark, but outside the ark into the waters, through holes and slanting openings made in the ark in many places for that use.7



Supra hanc igitur infimam arcae partem (cuius, ut vult Origenes, nullam in descriptione Arcae mentionem fecit Moses) tres erant aliae principales arcae partes, totam quidem arcae longitudinem et latitudinem singulae habentes, sed partem tantum altitudinis. In prima locata sunt animalia omnia terrestria, cui octo vel novem cubitos altitudinis tribuimus; nullum enim animal terrestre adhuc visum est excedens altitudinem octo cubitorum. Supra hanc erat altera pars, octo pariter cubitis alta, omnes cibariorum apothecas continens; supra hanc denique erat tertia et suprema, habitationi hominum et avium assignata, novem vel decem cubitis alta, quae cum longa esset trecentis cubitis, satis superque ampla erat et capax paucorum illorum hominum atque omnium avium; nam licet plurimae sint avium species, pleraeque tamen omnes parva sunt corporis mole, praesertim cum non solum intra arcam, sed in loculis ad latera arcae appensis reponi potuerint. Supra tectum huius supremae partis erat culmen et fastigium arcae, quod cuius figurae quantaeque fuerit magnitudinis infra dicetur. Quemadmodum vero quaelibet harum trium partium arcae plurimis mansiunculis sive nidis (ut appellat scriptura) referta et instructa fuerit, altera Disputatione quae hanc proxime sequetur explicaturi sumus. Atque haec est nostra de partium Arcae dispositione et distinctione sententia. Cui fides astruitur ex ipsa Hebraica scriptura, quae sic habet ad verbum hoc loco: Inferiora et secunda et tertia facies eam. Id est, Facies in arca tria tabulata, infima, media et suprema; nam illud Facies eam dictum est pro in ea, vel quia tota arca non erat aliud quam istiusmodi tripartita tabulata. Similiter habet paraphrasis Chaldaica. Eandem quoque sententiam reddere verba illa Septuaginta Interpretum, Inferiora bicamerata et tricamerata facies eam, paulo supra interprete beato Augustino demonstravimus.
Above this lowest part of the ark, then (of which, as Origen holds, Moses made no mention in the description of the Ark), there were three other principal parts of the ark, each having indeed the whole length and breadth of the ark, but only a part of the height. In the first were placed all the land animals, to which we assign eight or nine cubits of height; for no land animal has yet been seen exceeding the height of eight cubits. Above this was a second part, likewise eight cubits high, containing all the storerooms of food; above this, finally, was the third and highest, assigned to the habitation of men and birds, nine or ten cubits high, which, since it was three hundred cubits long, was amply spacious and capacious enough for those few men and all the birds; for although there are very many species of birds, yet nearly all of them are of small bodily bulk, especially since they could be stored not only within the ark, but in little boxes hung on the sides of the ark. Above the roof of this highest part was the peak and ridge of the ark, of what figure and how great a size it was will be said below. And how each of these three parts of the ark was filled and furnished with very many little rooms, or ‘nests’ (as Scripture calls them), we shall explain in the next Disputation, which follows this. And this is our opinion about the disposition and distinction of the parts of the Ark. Credit is built up for it from the Hebrew Scripture itself, which has thus, word for word, in this place: ‘Lower, and second, and third shalt thou make it.’ That is, ‘Thou shalt make in the ark three stories, lowest, middle, and highest’; for that ‘shalt thou make it’ is put for ‘in it,’ or because the whole ark was nothing else than such a tripartite set of stories. The Chaldee paraphrase has it similarly. And that those words of the Septuagint translators, ‘Lower parts two-chambered and three-chambered shalt thou make it,’ render the same sense, we showed a little above with the blessed Augustine as interpreter.8



Eadem sententia est et nostrae translationis Latinae, licet non sit facile verba eius omnia ad huius sententiae intellectum accommodare. Sic autem habet illa: Deorsum cenacula et tristega facies in ea. Illud cenacula significat loca ampla in aedibus, id est longa et lata, sic appellata quod in eiusmodi locis veteres, dispositis tricliniis, cenare solebant; inde vox ea ad alia quaelibet loca aedium ampla significanda...
The same sense belongs also to our Latin translation, although it is not easy to accommodate all its words to the understanding of this sense. It has thus: ‘Below, upper-rooms (cenacula) and three-storied (tristega) shalt thou make in it.’ That ‘cenacula’ signifies ample places in buildings — that is, long and broad — so called because in such places the ancients, having arranged the dining-couches (triclinia), were wont to dine; thence the word was carried over to signify any other ample places of buildings…9



...traducta est. Illas ergo tres partes arcae quarum amplitudinem descripsimus vocabulo cenaculi denotavit Latinus interpres. Nam quod sequitur et tristega explicatio est vocis cenaculi; saepenumero enim fit in sacris litteris ut, cum duo vocabula ponuntur, posterius sit quasi interpretatio prioris. Declarans igitur Latinus interpres illa cenacula arcae quot fuerint et quemadmodum separata, nominavit ea tristega, quod sonat tria tecta, indicans ea cenacula fuisse tria et tribus tectis distincta. Nam primum tectum fuit supra cenaculum animalium; alterum, supra cenaculum ubi erant cibaria; tertium et supremum, supra cenaculum in quo erat hominum habitatio. Non enim memoratur quartum illud tectum quo tegebatur fundus arcae, nec ultimum tectum continens culmen et fastigium arcae; sed earum modo partium arcae tecta nominantur quae partes ad usum animalium et hominum comparatae fuerant.
…was carried over. Those three parts of the ark, then, whose amplitude we have described, the Latin translator denoted by the word ‘cenaculum.’ For what follows, ‘and tristega,’ is an explanation of the word ‘cenaculum’; for it often happens in the sacred writings that, when two words are put, the latter is, as it were, an interpretation of the former. The Latin translator, then, declaring how many those cenacula of the ark were and how separated, named them ‘tristega,’ which means ‘three roofs,’ indicating that those cenacula were three and distinguished by three roofs. For the first roof was above the cenaculum of the animals; the second, above the cenaculum where the food was; the third and highest, above the cenaculum in which was the habitation of the men. For that fourth roof, by which the bottom of the ark was covered, is not mentioned, nor the last roof containing the peak and ridge of the ark; but only the roofs of those parts of the ark are named which parts had been prepared for the use of the animals and men.10



Ceterum illud adverbium deorsum, quo referri et cum quo iungi debeat, non facile intellectu est. Si enim iungatur cum illis verbis sequentibus, Cenacula et tristega facies in ea, non videtur veram reddere sententiam, siquidem cenacula et tristega non erant deorsum, hoc est in imo arcae, sed per totam ipsam arcam distincta. Sin autem iungatur cum illis verbis proxime antecedentibus, Ostium facies in latere arcae, et cum hoc iungatur illud deorsum: primo, id plane discrepat a scriptura Hebraica, paraphrasi Chaldaica et translatione Septuaginta Interpretum, quae illud deorsum (pro quo illae habent inferiora) iungunt cum sequentibus; deinde non existit vera sententia, non enim ostium arcae factum est deorsum, id est in imo arcae, fuisset enim incommodissimum ac nulli prorsus usui. Tostatus iungit deorsum cum eo quod dictum est de ostio, nec refert deorsum ad arcam quasi in imo arcae faciendum esset ostium, sed iungit cum eo quod paulo superius dixerat Moses de fenestra: Fenestram, inquiens, in arca facies, ostium autem arcae pones in latere deorsum; ut significet Moses ostium fieri debere infra fenestram; etenim fenestra fuit in superiori parte cenaculi hominum, ostium vero infra fuit, vel in ipso cenaculo hominum, vel etiam infra hoc, id est in cenaculo animalium. Quod si illud deorsum iungatur cum sequentibus (et vero iungendum videtur), dupliciter exponi potest. Primo, ut deorsum idem significet atque imum arcae, quae erat instar sentinae, ut, quod scriptura Hebraica et Graeca translatio appellarunt inferiora arcae, Latinus interpres dixerit deorsum; ut sit haec sententia: Fac primo deorsum arcae, id est primum tabulatum quod fundum arcae contineat, et supra hoc facies cenacula in usum habitationis animalium atque hominum et conservationis escarum, et haec facies tristega, id est tribus tectis sive tabulatis sive contignationibus inter se distincta. Potest etiam illud deorsum referri ad id quod praecessit de faciendo ostio, ut cogitemus ostium arcae fuisse in supremo cenaculo quod erat hominum, iussisse autem Deum fieri deorsum, id est infra ostium,...
But that adverb ‘below’ (deorsum), to what it ought to be referred and with what joined, is not easy to understand. For if it be joined with those following words, ‘Cenacula and tristega shalt thou make in it,’ it does not seem to render a true sense, since the cenacula and the three stories were not ‘below,’ that is in the bottom of the ark, but distributed through the whole ark itself. But if it be joined with those immediately preceding words, ‘The door thou shalt make in the side of the ark,’ and that ‘below’ joined with this: first, it plainly disagrees with the Hebrew Scripture, the Chaldee paraphrase, and the translation of the Septuagint, which join that ‘below’ (for which they have ‘lower parts’) with what follows; next, no true sense results, for the door of the ark was not made ‘below,’ that is in the bottom of the ark, for it would have been most inconvenient and of no use at all. Tostatus joins ‘below’ with what was said about the door, and refers ‘below’ not to the ark (as if the door were to be made in the bottom of the ark), but joins it with what Moses had said a little before about the window: ‘Thou shalt make a window in the ark, but the door of the ark thou shalt set in the side below’ — so that Moses signifies that the door ought to be made below the window; for the window was in the upper part of the cenaculum of the men, but the door was below, either in the cenaculum of the men itself, or even below this, that is in the cenaculum of the animals. But if that ‘below’ be joined with what follows (and indeed it seems it should be joined), it can be expounded in two ways. First, that ‘below’ means the same as the bottom of the ark, which was like a bilge, so that what the Hebrew Scripture and the Greek translation called ‘the lower parts of the ark,’ the Latin translator said ‘below’; so that the sense is this: Make first the ‘below’ of the ark, that is the first story which contains the bottom of the ark, and above this thou shalt make the cenacula for the use of the habitation of animals and men and the preservation of food, and these thou shalt make ‘three-storied,’ that is distinguished from one another by three roofs or stories or floorings. That ‘below’ can also be referred to what preceded about making the door, so that we think the door of the ark was in the highest cenaculum, which was the men’s, but that God ordered to be made ‘below’ — that is, below the door,…11



...alia cenacula numero tria et tristega, id est tribus tectis distincta, ut unum esset supra aliud. Et primum quidem cenaculum conservandis cibariis destinandum erat; alterum, habitationi animalium; tertium continere debebat fundum et imum Arcae. Nam licet fundus Arcae proprie non possit appellari cenaculum, attamen ample sumpto eo vocabulo (ut saepe usurpari solet) nihil prohibet eum sic esse nominatum. Nec alia mihi commodior occurrit ratio explanandi verba haec Latinae translationis, ut et veram habere sententiam, nec a scriptura Hebraica et translatione Septuaginta Interpretum discordare videatur.
…three other cenacula in number, and ‘three-storied,’ that is distinguished by three roofs, so that one was above another. And the first cenaculum was to be destined for the keeping of food; the second, for the habitation of the animals; the third was to contain the bottom and the lowest part of the Ark. For although the bottom of the Ark cannot properly be called a cenaculum, yet, the word being taken broadly (as it is often used), nothing forbids its being so named. Nor does any more convenient way occur to me of explaining these words of the Latin translation, so that it may both have a true sense and not seem to disagree with the Hebrew Scripture and the translation of the Septuagint.12
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	§41 (continues on p. 207): Origen makes five parts (bilge, food-store, wild beasts, tame beasts, men & birds), drawn from the LXX ‘lower with two chambers, and three chambers shalt thou make it.’ Margin: Origen. ↩
	§41 (continued from p. 206): Origen on the carnivores’ provisions; the three upper parts (wild beasts; tame; men highest), drawn from the LXX five-chamber reading. ↩
	§42: Augustine reads the LXX much otherwise — only three principal parts (lower, middle, upper). Margin: Augustine. ↩
	§43: the Scholastic History, Lyra, Tostatus, Denis the Carthusian, and others — another five-part division (bilge; food-store, two-chambered; the top tripartite: wild / men / tame). Margins: Scholastic History; Lyra; Tostatus; Denis the Carthusian. ↩
	§44 (continues on p. 208): Pererius’s own view — three principal parts (animals / food / men & birds), plus the bottom (bilge) = four; the bottom held the filth, channeled out through slanted holes. Margin: ‘The author’s opinion on the number, disposition, and use of the parts of the Ark.’ ↩
	§44 (continued from p. 207): above the bottom, three parts (animals 8–9 cubits high; food-stores 8; men & birds 9–10); confirmed by the Hebrew ‘lower, second, and third shalt thou make it.’ ↩
	§45 (continues on p. 209): the same sense in the Latin (‘cenacula and tristega’ = upper-rooms / three-decked). Margin: ‘The Latin reading examined.’ ↩
	§45 (continued from p. 208): ‘tristega’ explains ‘cenacula’ — the three roofed stories (over the animals, the food, the men); the bottom and the ridge are not counted. ↩
	§46 (continues on p. 210): the puzzle of ‘deorsum’ (below) — what it modifies; Tostatus links it to the door (set below the window). Margin: Tostatus. ↩
	§46 (continued from p. 209): three more cenacula below the door (food / animals / bottom), three-roofed. ↩




EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the number and order of the little rooms which were in the Ark

LatineEnglish


EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the number and order of the little rooms which were in the Ark.1
OCTAVA DISPUTATIO. De numero et ordine mansiuncularum quae erant in Arca.



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Eighth Disputation of Book X. ↩




Thou shalt make little rooms in it

LatineEnglish


Thou shalt make little rooms in it.1
Mansiunculas in ea facies.



Hoc, quantum ad verborum sententiam, supra explanatum est. Hic tantum explicare oportet quot fuerint in Arca mansiunculae, quo ordine dispositae, quantae magnitudinis singulae, quemadmodum inter se distinctae, quam idonee et commode ad usum habitationis animalium designatae et constitutae. In primo igitur cenaculo (primum dico ab inferioribus Arcae ascendentibus ad superiora, et praetermisso fundo Arcae), ubi futura erant animalia, trecentas mansiunculas designare licet, non modo cunctis animalibus terrestribus quae in arca fuerunt, sed multo etiam pluribus capiendis atque continendis abunde sufficientes. Eas porro trecentas mansiunculas distribuimus in sex ordines, extensos secundum longitudinem arcae, disiunctos autem et separatos inter se secundum eiusdem arcae latitudinem.
This, as regards the sense of the words, has been explained above. Here it only remains to explain how many little rooms there were in the Ark, in what order they were arranged, of what size each was, how they were distinguished from one another, and how fitly and conveniently they were designed and set up for the use of the habitation of the animals. In the first cenaculum, then (the first, I say, ascending from the lower parts of the Ark to the upper, and the bottom of the Ark being passed over), where the animals were to be, one may lay out three hundred little rooms, amply sufficient for taking in and holding not only all the land animals that were in the ark, but many more besides. And these three hundred little rooms we distribute into six rows, extended according to the length of the ark, but disjoined and separated from one another according to the breadth of the same ark.2



Cuilibet autem mansiunculae tribuuntur sex cubita longitudinis totidemque latitudinis, altitudinis vero novem vel octo cubita. Nam etsi nonnulla sunt animalia terrestria tantae proceritatis ut eorum par unum plus spatii ad habitandum requirat (bini enim elephantes qui fuerunt in arca ampliorem utique locum desiderabant), attamen quoniam pleraque animalia eius sunt magnitudinis ut minori loco contineri possint, idcirco mensura illa cuiusque mansiunculae longitudinis sex cubitorum totidemque latitudinis satis superque fuerit; perpauca enim animalia plus loci occuparunt, quamplurima vero minori loco circumsepta et contenta sunt. Erant autem mansiunculae omnes assamentis et cancellis conclusae. Assignando igitur cuilibet mansiunculae sex cubita longitudinis, cum illud cenaculum esset longum trecentis cubitis (quanta...
And to each little room are assigned six cubits of length, as many of breadth, and nine or eight cubits of height. For although there are some land animals of such tallness that one pair of them requires more space to dwell in (for the two elephants which were in the ark certainly needed a larger place), yet, because most animals are of such a size that they can be contained in a smaller place, that measure of each little room — six cubits of length and as many of breadth — was more than enough; for very few animals took up more space, while very many were enclosed and contained in a smaller place. And all the little rooms were closed with planking and lattices. Assigning, then, to each little room six cubits of length, since that cenaculum was three hundred cubits long (which…3



...nempe longitudo erat totius arcae), necesse est quemlibet illorum sex ordinum qui secundum totam eius cenaculi longitudinem extendebantur habuisse quinquaginta mansiunculas; cumque latitudo arcae esset quinquaginta cubitorum et cuique mansiunculae tributa sint sex cubita latitudinis, illi sex ordines mansiuncularum triginta sex cubita latitudinis arcae implebant; supererat igitur alia quatuordecim cubita latitudinis arcae, quae distribuere oportet in aliquot ambulationes tam in longum quam in transversum inter sex illos ordines mansiuncularum interiectas, quo scilicet possent homines discursare omniaque perlustrare quae ad utilitatem animalium pertinebant, facilius prospiciendi et suppeditandi gratia. Quod si plus spatii quatuordecim illis cubitis ad commodiorem earum ambulationum usum videatur esse conferendum, poterit quantumcunque fuerit opus vel ex magnitudine mansiuncularum detrahi; idcirco enim et plures et grandiores quam opus erat eiusmodi mansiunculas designavimus.
…namely was the length of the whole ark), each of those six rows which extended along the whole length of that cenaculum must necessarily have had fifty little rooms; and since the breadth of the ark was fifty cubits, and to each little room six cubits of breadth were assigned, those six rows of little rooms filled thirty-six cubits of the ark’s breadth; there remained, therefore, another fourteen cubits of the ark’s breadth, which must be distributed into several walkways, both lengthwise and crosswise, interposed among those six rows of little rooms, so that the men could run about and survey everything pertaining to the welfare of the animals, for the sake of more easily watching over and supplying them. And if more space than those fourteen cubits should seem to be allotted for the more convenient use of those walkways, however much may be needed can be taken from the size of the little rooms; for it was for this reason that we laid out such little rooms both more numerous and larger than was needed.4



Alterum vero et medium cenaculum, condendis servandisque cibariis comparatum, multis erat apothecis distinctum, disparis tamen magnitudinis et capacitatis, scilicet pro varietate commeatuum; namque foenilia, palearia, et ubi frondes servabantur, grandiora esse oportuit quam frugum et leguminum conditoria. Omnes autem apothecae tabulatis separabantur. Aliqua item eius cenaculi parte, in vasis ligneis aut fictilibus, ingens erat copia aquae dulcis in potum animalium hominumque et in usum lavandi. Sicut etiam in illa celebri regis Hieronis navi narrat Athenaeus fuisse ad proram ingens aquae receptaculum capiens metretarum duo millia, assamentis, pice, linteisque compositum; et prope hoc fuisse piscinam laminis plumbeis assibusque compactam, aquae marinae plenam, in qua magna vis piscium habebatur.
But the second and middle cenaculum, prepared for storing and keeping food, was distinguished by many storerooms, of unequal size and capacity, however, according to the variety of provisions; for the hay-lofts, chaff-stores, and where the foliage was kept, had to be larger than the granaries of grain and legumes. And all the storerooms were separated by partitions. In some part also of that cenaculum, in vessels of wood or clay, there was a great store of fresh water for the drink of the animals and men and for the use of washing. Just as also, in that famous ship of King Hiero, Athenaeus relates that there was at the prow a huge water-receptacle holding two thousand metretes, made of planks, pitch, and linen; and near this was a fishpond compacted of leaden plates and boards, full of sea water, in which a great quantity of fish was kept.5



Erant praeterea in hoc ipso cenaculo multifariam disposita foramina et meatus directo superstantes praesepiis animalium, quae in singulis eorum mansiunculis facta erant ad pabulum; sicut etiam ibidem receptacula erant aquae ad potum. Ex medio igitur cenaculo per illa foramina in praesepium cuiusque mansiunculae dimittebatur pabulum quod in esum victumque satis esset; erant quoque in eo cenaculo multi canales lignei et tanquam aquae ductus, per quos aqua in mansiunculas animalium ad eorum potum derivabatur. Nec dubitare fas est Noë, praescium omnia quae in terris erant cataclysmo peritura, copiosam supellectilem tam rusticam quam urbanam, ferramentorumque genus omne fabrilium, tam huius medii cenaculi quam superioris vacantibus locis reposuisse.
There were, moreover, in this same cenaculum, holes and channels disposed in many places, standing directly over the mangers of the animals, which were made in each of their little rooms for the fodder; just as there were also there receptacles of water for drink. From the middle cenaculum, then, through those holes, there was let down into the manger of each little room the fodder that would be enough for eating and sustenance; and there were also in that cenaculum many wooden channels, like aqueducts, through which water was conducted into the little rooms of the animals for their drink. Nor is it permissible to doubt that Noah, foreknowing that all things on earth would perish in the cataclysm, stored a copious supply of furniture, both rustic and urban, and every kind of iron smith’s tools, in the vacant places both of this middle cenaculum and of the upper one.6



Sequitur tertium et supremum cenaculum, in quo domicilium erat hominum et avium. Huius partes omnes ad varios usus hominum et volucrum accommodatas, quia Ioannes Buteo satis apte designavit et breviter expresseque descripsit, ponam hic descriptionem eius iisdem ipsis verbis quibus ille usus est. In suprema, inquit, regione Arcae amplum fuit cenaculum ubi erat hominum habitatio, illuminatum arcae fenestra, quae, cum grandior esset, valvas habuit speculari lapide seu vitro crystallove munitas, ut iniuriam caeli, non lucem, arceret. Cenaculo iungebatur cella penaria atque culina, cui focus erat lapideo tabulatu; erantque ibi molae trusatiles cum libanis, item andronitis atque gynaeceum, distincta scilicet cubicula virorum atque mulierum; creditur enim, quoad fuere in arca, mulieres et viros seorsum cubasse et usu coniugii abstinuisse. Haec autem membra secundarium lumen (ut vocant Optici) a cenaculo capiebant; in aliis vero, quoties opus erat, lucernarum usus adhibebatur.
There follows the third and highest cenaculum, in which was the dwelling of men and birds. Since John Buteo designated all its parts, fitted to the various uses of men and birds, aptly enough, and described them briefly and expressly, I will here set down his description in the very words he used. ‘In the highest region of the Ark,’ he says, ‘was an ample cenaculum where the men’s habitation was, lighted by the window of the ark, which, being rather large, had shutters fitted with mirror-stone (specular stone) or glass or crystal, so as to keep off the harm of the weather, not the light. To the cenaculum was joined a pantry and a kitchen, whose hearth was on a stone flooring; and there were hand-mills with their hoppers, likewise a men’s apartment (andronitis) and a women’s apartment (gynaeceum) — that is, separate chambers of the men and of the women; for it is believed that, as long as they were in the ark, the women and men lay apart and abstained from the use of marriage. And these chambers took a secondary light (as the opticians call it) from the cenaculum; but in others, whenever there was need, the use of lamps was employed.’7



Prope culinam lignile fuit, ex lignis costis quae dicuntur Graece akapna, id est sine fumo, et insuper cella carbonaria. Posthac horreum sequebatur, et apotheca fructibus rusticis omnis generis referta, atque deinceps alia cibis avium dicata; quarum omnium ornithones et caveae in hac suprema contabulatione fuerunt, viarumque directiones, intermissis iuncturarum modice spatiis, ut essent velut aestuaria quibus refrigesceret aër subiectorum animalium halitu calefactus, essetque spiramentum salubrius. Adhoc etiam habuit ora superior ab utraque longitudinis parte spiracula, operis quadam necessitate relicta, prohibente scilicet cantheriorum crassitudine ne trabibus arrectariorum transversis asseres superni iungerentur; unde tamen, propter subgrundiorum ecphoras, nec lumen nec pluvialis aqua descendebat in arcam. Scalas praeterea locis opportunis admotas esse non est dubitandum, per quas facilis ad omnia tabulata pateret aditus; vectorum denique et onerum distributionem ita factam in Arca existimare oportet ut ea super aquis librata positione ferretur; cuius figura longior, sicut ferendo oneri commoda fuit, ita et huiusmodi libramento ac temperamento praecipue opus habuit. Hactenus ex Buteone.
‘Near the kitchen was a woodshed, of split timbers which are called in Greek akapna, that is “smokeless,” and besides a coal-cellar. After this followed a granary, and a storeroom filled with rustic fruits of every kind, and then another devoted to the food of the birds; the bird-houses (ornithones) and cages of all of which were in this highest decking; and the lines of the passages, with the joints’ spaces left moderately apart, so that they might be as it were vents by which the air, warmed by the breath of the animals beneath, might cool, and the ventilation might be more wholesome. To this also the upper edge had, on each side along the length, air-holes, left by a certain necessity of the work — namely, the thickness of the rafters (cantherii) preventing the upper boards from being joined to the cross beams of the uprights (arrectarii); whence, however, because of the projections of the eaves (subgrundia), neither light nor rain-water descended into the ark. That ladders, moreover, were set in convenient places must not be doubted, by which easy access lay open to all the stories; and finally, one must suppose that the distribution of the bars and burdens was so made in the Ark that it was borne on the waters in a balanced position; whose longer figure, as it was convenient for bearing the load, so it especially had need of such balancing and proportioning.’ Thus far from Buteo.8



Ceterum illud obiter ac breviter disputandum hoc loco est, utrum extra Arcam, ipsi tamen affixae, fuerint mansiones aliquae ad habitationem eorum animalium quae appellantur amphibia; hoc enim multos sensisse refert Hugo, eamque sententiam videtur ipse approbare ac sequi. Sic enim ille scribit libro primo de Arca morali capite tertio: In parietibus huius Arcae foris facti erant nidi sive mansiunculae quasi ad ipsos parietes affixae, ita ut introitus eorum extrinsecus pateret, ipso pariete integro permanente intrinsecus. Et hos nidos dicunt factos esse propter illa animalia quae nec semper in aqua nec semper in arida degere possunt, sicut est luter et vitulus marinus. Sic Hugo. Verum hanc opinionem equidem censeo minime probabilem esse, quin eam licet quinque argumentis refutare. Primo, inaequalis illa structura mansionum extra Arcam exstantium incommodissima fuisset Arcae, propter maximam vim aquarum quadraginta continuos dies magno impetu superne cadentium, et earum quae ad latera Arcae vehementer allidebantur. Deinde aut illae mansiunculae extrinsecus, id est versus aquam, fuissent apertae et patentes, aut clausae; si apertae, id fuisset magno detrimento et exitio animalibus inibi latentibus propter incursiones frequentes et vehementes fluctuum qui ad latera impinge-...
But this must here be disputed in passing and briefly: whether, outside the Ark, yet affixed to it, there were any lodgings for the habitation of those animals which are called amphibious; for Hugh reports that many held this, and he himself seems to approve and follow that opinion. For he writes thus, in the first book On the Moral Ark, ch. 3: ‘In the walls of this Ark, on the outside, were made nests or little rooms, as it were affixed to the walls themselves, so that their entrance lay open from without, while the wall itself remained whole within. And these nests, they say, were made for those animals which can live neither always in water nor always on dry land, such as the otter and the seal.’ Thus Hugh. But this opinion I, for my part, judge to be by no means probable; nay, it may be refuted by five arguments. First, that uneven structure of lodgings standing outside the Ark would have been most inconvenient for the Ark, because of the greatest force of the waters falling from above with great violence for forty continuous days, and of those which were vehemently dashed against the sides of the Ark. Next, either those little rooms outside, that is toward the water, would have been open and exposed, or closed; if open, it would have been to the great harm and ruin of the animals hiding therein, because of the frequent and vehement onslaughts of the waves which were dashed against the sides…9



...bantur et allidebantur; sin autem erant clausae, non igitur potuissent animalia quae ibi erant, quoties opus erat, exire in aquam ad captandum et comparandum sibi pabulum aquatile, sine quo putarunt isti ea non potuisse vitam degere. Adhaec Moses, in describendo structuram Arcae, tantum indicavit mansiones fuisse factas intra arcam; si quae autem aliae extra arcam factae essent, eas ille similiter exposuisset; silentium igitur earum apud Mosen nullas fuisse eas in arca manifestum argumentum est.
…and dashed against; but if they were closed, then the animals which were there could not, as often as was needful, go out into the water to catch and procure for themselves aquatic food, without which these men supposed they could not pass their life. Besides, Moses, in describing the structure of the Ark, only indicated that lodgings were made within the ark; but if any others had been made outside the ark, he would have set them forth likewise; the silence about them in Moses, therefore, is a manifest argument that there were none such on the ark.10



Praeterea Moses nec semel nec non apertis verbis tam in capite sexto quam in septimo ostendit omnes animantes quae servatae sunt a diluvio in arcam esse introductas. Ex cunctis animantibus, dixit Dominus ad Noë, universa carnis bina induces in arcam ut vivant tecum, etc.; et rursus, Bina de omnibus ingredientur tecum ut possint vivere; quod et postea factum esse scriptura repetit, dicens: De animantibus quoque mundis et immundis, et de volucribus, et ex omni quod movetur super terram, Duo et duo ingressa sunt ad Noë in arcam, masculus et femina, sicut praeceperat Dominus Noë.
Moreover, Moses, more than once and in plain words, both in the sixth chapter and in the seventh, shows that all the living things which were saved from the Flood were brought into the ark. ‘Of all living creatures,’ said the Lord to Noah, ‘thou shalt bring two of all flesh into the ark, that they may live with thee,’ etc.; and again, ‘Two of every kind shall enter in with thee, that they may live’; which Scripture repeats was afterward done, saying: ‘Of beasts also clean and unclean, and of birds, and of everything that moveth upon the earth, two and two went in to Noah into the ark, male and female, as the Lord had commanded Noah.’11



Illud etiam quod ab istis dicitur videtur falsum, animalia illa amphibia non posse diu in aquis degere et terrestri pastu indigere. Non enim crocodilus et vitulus marinus necessitatis causa terram appetunt, sed uberioris praedae et commodioris ac tutioris loci, ad generationem et conservationem prolis captandi, gratia. Nec verum est istiusmodi animalia sine aquatili pabulo diu vitam posse degere; narrat enim Buteo vidisse se Lutetiae duos vitulos marinos e longinquo vectos ad regem Galliae spectaculi gratia, qui non minus avide carnes quam pisces appetebant et vorabant. Quid multa? Etiamsi concedamus istiusmodi animalia nec extra Arcam nec sine aquatili pastu vivere potuisse, nec locus tamen illis ad habitandum defuit in Arca; et in supremo eius cenaculo ubi erant homines amplissimum supererat spatium ad faciendam ingentem piscinam, quae piscium plena cibum istis animalibus in totum annum abunde suppeditaret, quemadmodum supra ex Athenaeo diximus in illa nobili regis Hieronis navi magnam fuisse piscinam piscibus omnis generis abundantem.
That too which is said by these men seems false — that those amphibious animals cannot live long in the waters and need land food. For the crocodile and the seal do not seek land out of necessity, but for the sake of richer prey and a more convenient and safer place for the begetting and preservation of their young. Nor is it true that such animals cannot long pass their life without aquatic food; for Buteo relates that he himself saw at Paris two seals brought from afar to the king of France for a show, which sought and devoured flesh no less eagerly than fish. In short: even if we should grant that such animals could live neither outside the Ark nor without aquatic food, yet a place to dwell in was not lacking to them in the Ark; and in its highest cenaculum, where the men were, there remained a most ample space for making a huge fishpond, which, full of fish, would amply supply food to those animals for the whole year — just as we said above from Athenaeus, that in that noble ship of King Hiero there was a great fishpond abounding in fish of every kind.12



Translator’s notes
	The lemma of Gen 6:14 repeated for this disputation. ↩
	§47: in the animals’ deck, 300 little rooms can be laid out in six rows along the length. ↩
	§48: each room 6 cubits long, 6 broad, 8–9 high (the elephants needed more); all closed with planking and gratings. ↩
	§48 (continued from p. 210): six rows of fifty rooms fill 36 of the 50 cubits’ breadth, leaving 14 for walkways. ↩
	§49: the middle deck (food-store) — granaries, hay-lofts, water-vessels; the parallel of Hiero’s ship (Athenaeus). Margin: Athenaeus. ↩
	§50: feeding-holes and water-channels ran from the middle deck down into each manger; Noah, foreseeing all would perish, surely stored abundant tools and furniture. ↩
	§51 (continues on p. 212): the top deck (men & birds) — Buteo’s description, in his own words: the crystal-glazed window, pantry and kitchen, hand-mills, separate men’s and women’s cabins (the sexes living apart in the ark). Margin: John Buteo. ↩
	§51 (continued from p. 211): Buteo on the woodshed (smokeless wood), coal-cellar, granary, fruit-stores, bird-feed, aviaries and cages, air-vents, vents in the upper edges, ladders, and the ship’s balanced loading. ↩
	§52 (continues on p. 213): whether amphibian-pens were built outside the Ark (Hugh) — Pererius refutes it (five arguments); first, such outer structures would be ruined by the waters. Margin: ‘Whether some little rooms were attached to the Ark outside, as some held’; Hugh. ↩
	§52 (continued from p. 212): if closed, the animals couldn’t get out for water; and Moses mentions only rooms inside the ark. ↩
	the further argument: Moses repeatedly shows all the animals were brought INTO the ark (Gen 6–7). ↩
	§53: it is also false that amphibians cannot live long in water or need land food (Buteo saw seals at Paris eating flesh as eagerly as fish); and there was ample room in the top deck for a huge fishpond to feed them (as in Hiero’s ship). Margins: Buteo; Athenaeus. ↩




NINTH DISPUTATION. On the door of the Ark and its window

LatineEnglish


NINTH DISPUTATION. On the door of the Ark and its window.1
NONA DISPUTATIO. De ostio Arcae et eius fenestra.



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Ninth Disputation of Book X. ↩




And the door of the Ark thou shalt set in the side

LatineEnglish


And the door of the Ark thou shalt set in the side.1
Vers. 17. Ostium autem Arcae pones ex latere.



Illud Ex latere idem est quod in latere arcae, vel a latere; Graece est ek plagiōn, quod Ambrosius de Arca et Noë capite octavo vertit Ex adverso. S. Augustinus in Locutionibus in Genesim monet plerosque codices habere a latere...
That ‘in the side’ (ex latere) is the same as ‘in the side of the ark,’ or ‘from the side’; in Greek it is ek plagiōn, which Ambrose, in On the Ark and Noah, ch. 8, renders ‘from the front’ (ex adverso). St. Augustine, in the Locutions on Genesis, notes that very many codices have ‘from the side’…2



...a latere; nonnulli tamen habere Ex transverso. Significatur autem perspicue his verbis ostium non fuisse aut in tecto aut in angulis Arcae, sed in aliquo quatuor laterum Arcae; quorum duo erant latera longitudinis Arcae, scilicet longiora, altera duo latitudinis, quae breviora erant. Ac licet in lateribus longitudinis potuerit esse ostium, fere tamen Doctores putant fuisse in alterutro latere latitudinis, quod ibi commodius fuerit ad ingressum animalium in Arcam; inde enim incipiebant sex illi ordines mansionum in quibus habitabant animalia, ut illa, ingressa, in suas quaeque mansiones facile deducerentur.
…‘from the side’; but some have ‘from across’ (ex transverso). It is plainly signified by these words that the door was not either in the roof or at the corners of the Ark, but in one of the four sides of the Ark — of which two were the sides of the Ark’s length, namely the longer, the other two of the breadth, which were shorter. And although the door could have been in the sides of the length, yet the Doctors mostly think it was in one of the breadth-sides, because there it was more convenient for the entry of the animals into the Ark; for there began those six rows of lodgings in which the animals dwelt, so that they, having entered, might easily be led each to their own lodgings.3



Sed videndum est in quo cenaculo arcae fuerit ostium. Hugo libro primo De Arca morali capite tertio sententiam Doctorum et suam de ostio Arcae breviter his verbis exposuit: Cum enim dicitur, Pones ostium in latere deorsum, per latus deorsum videtur significare parietem lateralem, ad differentiam lateris quod sursum erat in tecto, in quo fortassis fenestra posita fuit. Affirmant autem Doctores ostium arcae inter secundam et tertiam mansionem locatum fuisse, ita ut limen eius fundo tertiae mansionis esset contiguum, introitus autem eius sursum in latere eiusdem mansionis excisus erat; ita ut ab ostio duae quidem mansiones deorsum essent, tres autem sursum. Et unam dicunt ad fimum animalium recipiendum ordinatam, secundam ad cibaria eorum; in tertia fuisse indomita animalia, in quarta mitia animalia, in quinta quae suprema erat homines et volatilia. Et verisimile est duas illas inferiores mansiones natante arca deorsum aquis fuisse demersas; tertia vero, in qua animalia erant quae spiramento aperti aëris egebant, prima supra aquas eminebat, ita ut foris per aquam ad arcam ascendentibus ostium fere per planum occurreret. Et secundum hunc modum fortassis dictum est, Pones ostium deorsum; vel deorsum ideo, quia in quacunque mansione poneretur, deorsum erat, ut arcam intrantium pedes exciperet. Sic Hugo.
But it must be seen in which deck of the ark the door was. Hugh, in the first book On the Moral Ark, ch. 3, set forth the opinion of the Doctors and his own about the door of the Ark briefly in these words: ‘For when it is said, “Thou shalt set the door in the side, below,” by “the side below” he seems to signify the lateral wall, in distinction from the side which was above in the roof, in which perhaps the window was placed. And the Doctors affirm that the door of the ark was placed between the second and third lodging, so that its threshold was contiguous to the floor of the third lodging, but its entrance was cut out above, in the side of that same lodging; so that from the door two lodgings were below, but three above. And one, they say, was ordained for receiving the dung of the animals; the second, for their food; in the third were the untamed animals; in the fourth, the gentle animals; in the fifth, which was the highest, men and birds. And it is likely that those two lower lodgings, as the ark floated, were sunk below the waters; but the third, in which were the animals that needed a breath of open air, projected first above the waters, so that to those approaching the ark from without through the water, the door met them almost on a level. And according to this manner perhaps it was said, “Thou shalt set the door below”; or “below” because, in whatever lodging it were placed, it was below, so that it might receive the feet of those entering the ark.’ Thus Hugh.4



Verum Hugoni ego quidem dupliciter non assentior: tum quod illud deorsum iungit cum ostio (debere autem iungi cum sequentibus, ex Hebraica scriptura et paraphrasi Chaldaica ac translatione Septuaginta Interpretum, supra ostensum a nobis est); tum quod existimat, iam incoepto diluvio terrisque aqua opertis, animalia natando ingressa esse in arcam; at Moses capite septimo aperte indicat ante diluvii principium et homines et animalia ingressa esse in arcam, ita scribens: Ingressus est Noë et filii eius, uxor eius et uxores filiorum eius cum eo in arcam, et de cunctis animantibus duo et duo ingressa sunt ad Noë in arcam; cumque transissent septem dies, aquae diluvii inundaverunt super terram. Idemque paulo infra repetens subiungit: Et inclusit eum Dominus de foris. Factumque est diluvium quadraginta diebus, et multiplicatae sunt aquae et elevaverunt arcam in sublime a terra. Buteo arbitratur ostium arcae fuisse super sentinam, ita ut in eo cenaculo ubi fuerunt animalia limen haberet, et in ipso limine cardines, unde fores versatae proclinarentur in terram scalarumque vicem supplerent quatuor cubitorum ascensu.
But I disagree with Hugh on two counts: both because he joins that ‘below’ with the door (whereas that it ought to be joined with what follows we showed above, from the Hebrew Scripture, the Chaldee paraphrase, and the translation of the Septuagint); and because he supposes that, the Flood having already begun and the lands covered with water, the animals entered the ark by swimming — whereas Moses, in chapter seven, plainly indicates that before the beginning of the Flood both men and animals entered the ark, writing thus: ‘Noah went in, and his sons, his wife and the wives of his sons with him, into the ark; and of all living things, two and two went in to Noah into the ark; and when seven days had passed, the waters of the Flood overflowed upon the earth.’ And repeating the same a little below, he subjoins: ‘And the Lord shut him in from without. And the Flood came for forty days, and the waters were multiplied and lifted up the ark on high from the earth.’ Buteo thinks the door of the ark was above the bilge, so that it had its threshold in that deck where the animals were, and in the threshold itself hinges, whence the leaf, turned, would lean down to the ground and serve in place of a stairway, by an ascent of four cubits.5



Ego sic sentio, ostium fuisse (ut ait Scriptura) in alterutro latere latitudinis arcae; nam et in animali homineque atque in aliis corporibus figurae quadrangularis sed non aequilaterae, proprie dicuntur latera quae continent latitudinem. Sed quanta fuerit altitudine ostium a basi Arcae sublatum, licet incertum sit ex ipsa Scriptura, verisimile tamen admodum est fuisse in cenaculo habitationis animalium quinque ferme cubitis elatum e basi Arcae. Nec difficile fuit mollem et facilem struere ascensum animalibus in Arcam ingressuris.
I think thus: that the door was (as Scripture says) in one of the breadth-sides of the ark; for in an animal and a man, and in other bodies of a quadrangular but not equilateral figure, those are properly called the ‘sides’ which bound the breadth. But how high the door was raised from the base of the Ark, although it is uncertain from Scripture itself, yet it is quite likely that it was in the deck of the animals’ habitation, raised about five cubits from the base of the Ark. Nor was it difficult to build a gentle and easy ascent for the animals about to enter the Ark.6



Necesse autem fuit optime clausum et usquequaque munitum fuisse ostium, commissuris omnibus firmissime compactis; et ad hoc significandum dixit Moses Deum foris clausisse ostium; futurum enim erat toto diluvii tempore aquis demersum, siquidem verum est quod Lyranus et Tostatus ex sententia et traditionibus Hebraeorum prodiderunt, arcam diluvii tempore duodecim circiter cubitis fuisse aquis demersam, ita ut totum ferme cenaculum animalium intra aquas fuerit. Sed hoc verum sit nec ne, disputabitur postea libro duodecimo qui erit de Diluvio.
It was necessary that the door be very well closed and everywhere fortified, all the joints most firmly compacted; and to signify this Moses said that God shut the door from without; for it was to be submerged in the waters throughout the whole time of the Flood — if indeed it is true what Lyra and Tostatus set forth, from the opinion and traditions of the Hebrews, that the ark, in the time of the Flood, was submerged in the waters about twelve cubits, so that nearly the whole deck of the animals was within the waters. But whether this be true or not, will be disputed later in the twelfth book, which will be on the Flood.7



Sequitur apud Mosen de fenestra Arcae. Fenestram in Arca facies. Hoc de fenestra Arcae quod habet Latina translatio, necnon et scriptura Hebraica atque paraphrasis Chaldaica, omiserunt Septuaginta Interpretes; namque pro hoc ipsi habent: Colligens facies arcam, quod ad fenestram arcae nihil plane pertinet; cur autem id omiserint, ne divinando quidem causam aliquam probabilem dicere possum. Pro vocabulo fenestram est hoc loco vox Hebraea Sohar, proprie significans lucem, praesertim vero meridianam; quapropter Hieronymus ait in Hebraeo haberi, Meridianum facies arcae, sed manifestius esse interpretatum a Symmacho dicente diaphanes, hoc est, Dilucidum facies arcae, volente fenestram intelligi. Significat etiam vox illa Sohar id quod lucem praebet; hoc autem dupliciter fieri contingit: aut quia lucem in se habens diffundit eam ad alia, ut lucerna sive lapis aliquis pretiosus igneo fulgore splendens; aut quia lucem transmittit, ut est fenestra per quam lux intrat in domum.
There follows in Moses about the window of the Ark. ‘Thou shalt make a window in the Ark.’ This about the window of the Ark, which the Latin translation has — as also the Hebrew Scripture and the Chaldee paraphrase — the Septuagint translators omitted; for in place of it they have ‘Gathering, thou shalt make the ark,’ which pertains plainly nothing to the window of the ark; and why they omitted it, I cannot, even by divining, say any probable cause. For the word ‘window’ there is in this place the Hebrew word Sohar, properly signifying ‘light,’ especially midday light; wherefore Jerome says that in the Hebrew it is, ‘A noon-light thou shalt make for the ark,’ but that it was more clearly translated by Symmachus, saying diaphanes, that is, ‘A transparency thou shalt make for the ark,’ meaning a window to be understood. That word Sohar also signifies that which gives light; and this happens in two ways: either because, having light in itself, it diffuses it to other things, as a lamp, or some precious stone shining with a fiery brilliance; or because it transmits light, as is a window through which light enters a house.8



Hebraei arbitrantur eo vocabulo significatam esse a Mose hoc loco lucernam ex grandiori quapiam gemma, ut Lychnite vel Carbunculo, tanta luce fulgentibus ut ubi fuerint tenebras inde aliquatenus discutiant. Huiusmodi ergo lucernae radiantis fulgore putant isti arcam, praesertim autem cenationem ubi erant homines, fuisse illuminatam. Sed enim negari non potest in arca fuisse fenestram quae aperiri et claudi potuerit; nam infra capite octavo dicitur, cessante diluvio, Noë aperuisse fenestram quam fecerat et per eam emisisse corvum atque columbam.
The Hebrews think that by that word Moses here signified a lamp made of some larger gem, such as a lychnites or carbuncle, shining with so great a light that, wherever they are, they dispel the darkness from thence to some degree. By the brilliance of such a radiant lamp, then, these men think the ark — especially the dining-room where the men were — was lighted. But it cannot be denied that there was in the ark a window that could be opened and closed; for below, in the eighth chapter, it is said that, when the Flood ceased, Noah opened the window which he had made, and through it sent out the raven and the dove.9



Alii opinantur in suprema parte cenaculi hominum per circuitum eius complures factas esse fenestras speculari lapide vel ex vitro crystallove, sic fabricatas et aptatas ut arcerent aquam, lucem vero admitterent; quocirca Moses nominans singulari numero fenestram...
Others suppose that in the upper part of the men’s deck, around its circuit, many windows were made of specular stone or of glass or crystal, so fashioned and fitted that they kept off the water but admitted the light; wherefore Moses, naming the window in the singular…10



...aut singulare posuit pro plurali, ut frequenter fit in sacris litteris, aut eam tantum fenestram quae praecipua erat in arca et cuius infra facturus erat mentionem hic nominare voluit. Tostatus putat fuisse veram fenestram, toto diluvii tempore clausam et bituminatam, nec pellucidam nec apertam nisi finito diluvio.
…either put the singular for the plural (as frequently happens in the sacred writings), or wished to name here only that window which was the chief one in the ark and of which he was to make mention below. Tostatus thinks it was a real window, closed and bitumened throughout the whole time of the Flood, neither transparent nor opened until the Flood was over.11



Buteo unam tantum facit fenestram, sed perlucidam, quae scilicet extrinsecus lucem accipiens transmitteret in arcam, eamque unam satis fuisse ad usum hominum. Namque animalia non desiderant lucem, nisi pastus et ea quibus eget acquirendi causa; naturaliter enim vel in foveis vel in cavernis et specubus, vel in densissimorum nemorum atque fruticum latibulis, vel in cavis arborum recessibus delitescere gaudent, et quasi lucem oderint totos dies latitant, noctibus tantum praedae et pastus causa prodeuntia. Videntur quoque praeter hominem animalium cetera etiam in tenebris aliquatenus cernere.
Buteo makes only one window, but a transparent one — which, receiving light from without, would transmit it into the ark; and that one was enough for the use of the men. For animals do not desire light, except for the sake of feeding and of acquiring the things they need; for by nature they delight to lurk in pits, or in caverns and dens, or in the lairs of the densest woods and thickets, or in the hollow recesses of trees, and, as if they hated the light, they lie hidden all day, coming forth only by night for prey and pasture. And the other animals, besides man, seem also to see somewhat in the dark.12



De fenestrae magnitudine nihil dixit Moses; sed Vatablus et Franciscus Oleaster hoc loco putant fuisse altitudinis unius cubiti, idque significatum esse a Mose cum subiunxit, Et in cubito summitatem eius consummabis, vel ut ipsi vertunt ex Hebraeo, in cubito sive ad cubitum consummabis eam superne; illud enim pronomen eius sive eam tam Graece quam Latine ambiguum est, cum et ad arcam et ad fenestram referri queat; isti autem referunt ad fenestram, tanquam Deus praeceperit fenestram fieri longam sive altam uno cubito, vel eam in uno illo supremo et trigesimo cubito altitudinis Arcae fieri debere. Latitudinem autem fenestrae aiunt non describi a Mose; quosdam tamen eam colligere ex longitudine, ut fenestrae latitudo fuerit sextae partis unius cubiti. Veruntamen et talis fenestra nimis parva proportione arcae et nullius fere usus fuisset, illudque verbum consummabis sive perficies denotat aliquid iam inchoatum nec dum tamen completum; qualis erat arca, quae quoad non habuit operculum seu tectum imperfecta fuit. Quid quod, si hic non agitur de ultimo tecto arcae, alibi nusquam eius fit mentio, cum tamen infra capite octavo scriptum sit Noë finito diluvio aperuisse tectum arcae. Ego, ut postremam sententiam minime improbo, ita secundam maxime probo.
About the window’s size Moses said nothing; but Vatablus and Francis Oleaster here think it was one cubit high, and that this was signified by Moses when he subjoined, ‘And in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it,’ or, as they translate from the Hebrew, ‘in a cubit, or to a cubit, shalt thou finish it above’; for that pronoun ‘it,’ both in Greek and in Latin, is ambiguous, since it can be referred both to the ark and to the window; but these men refer it to the window, as though God commanded the window to be made one cubit long or high, or that it should be made in that one highest, thirtieth cubit of the Ark’s height. And the breadth of the window, they say, is not described by Moses; yet some gather it from the length, so that the window’s breadth was a sixth part of one cubit. But even such a window would have been too small in proportion to the ark, and of almost no use; and that word ‘thou shalt finish,’ or ‘complete,’ denotes something already begun but not yet completed — such as was the ark, which, until it had its covering or roof, was unfinished. And what of the fact that, if this is not about the final roof of the ark, no mention of it is made anywhere else — whereas below, in the eighth chapter, it is written that Noah, when the Flood was over, opened the roof of the ark? I, as I by no means disapprove the last view, so I most approve the second.13



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 6:16 (the door clause; the original prints it as ‘Vers. 17’). ↩
	§(start; continues on p. 214): ‘in the side’ — the Greek ek plagiōn; Ambrose ‘from the front,’ Augustine notes many codices read ‘from the side.’ Margins: Ambrose; Augustine. ↩
	§(continued from p. 213): the door was in one of the four sides (not roof or corners) — likely in one of the short (breadth) sides, convenient for the animals’ entry. ↩
	§55: in which deck was the door? — Hugh reports the Doctors placing it between the second and third lodgings, and supposing the animals swam up to it. Margin: Hugh of St. Victor. ↩
	§56: Pererius disagrees with Hugh on two counts — ‘below’ should join what follows, and Moses (Gen 7) shows men and animals entered before the Flood began. Buteo placed the door above the bilge, with hinges letting the leaf swing down as a ramp. Margin: Buteo. ↩
	§57: Pererius — the door was in one breadth-side, likely about five cubits up in the animals’ deck, with an easy ramp. ↩
	§58: the door was sealed shut (God shut it from without) — the Ark sank perhaps 12 cubits, almost submerging the animals’ deck (Lyra, Tostatus, per Hebrew traditions; to be discussed in book 12). Margins: Lyra; Tostatus. ↩
	§59: the window — omitted by the Septuagint (which has ‘gathering, thou shalt make the ark’); the Hebrew Sohar (‘light,’ esp. midday), rendered by Jerome ‘a noon-light,’ by Symmachus ‘something transparent.’ Margin: Jerome, Hebrew Traditions. ↩
	§60: the Hebrews think it means a lamp made of a great gem (carbuncle); but there was certainly a window that could be opened (Gen 8 — Noah opened it to send the raven and dove). ↩
	§61 (continues on p. 216): others suppose many crystal/glass windows around the top deck (water-tight but light-admitting); ‘window’ (singular) for the plural, or naming only the chief window. Margin: (Tostatus). ↩
	§61 (continued from p. 215): the singular for the plural, or only the chief window; Tostatus thought it a real window, sealed shut all through the Flood. Margin: Tostatus. ↩
	§62: Buteo makes a single transparent window — enough for the men, since animals shun light and see in the dark. Margin: John Buteo. ↩
	§63: the window’s size — Vatablus and Oleaster make it one cubit high (the ‘in a cubit thou shalt finish it’ referred to the window), with a width of a sixth of a cubit; Pererius prefers the second view (the ‘cubit’ refers to the roof). Margins: Vatablus; Oleaster. ↩




TENTH DISPUTATION. What was the form of the structure of the Ark, according to various authors
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TENTH DISPUTATION. What was the form of the structure of the Ark, according to various authors.1
DECIMA DISPUTATIO. Qualis fuerit forma structurae Arcae secundum varios Auctores.



Restat ut per aliquot quaestiones disputemus qualis fuerit figura Arcae sive ratio structurae eius, varias Doctorum super ea re opiniones recensentes atque discutientes. Quarum prima nobis obvia sit Origenis opinio, existimantis Arcam in basi fuisse longam trecentos cubitos latamque quinquaginta, a basi vero surgentia latera semper magis ac magis inter se tam secundum longitudinem quam secundum latitudinem fuisse arctata et coangustata, donec ad extremum non plus uno cubito inter se distarent, ut supremum culmen quadratum fuerit aequilaterum, continens extrema quatuor latera arcae singula unius tantum cubiti. Cui opinationi videtur fides astrui ex translatione Septuaginta Interpretum, quae hoc loco sic habet: Colligens facies arcam, et in cubito consummabis eam; illud colligens significare videtur arcam ab imo debuisse semper colligi, id est coarctari magis ac magis in angustum, ita ut summitas totius arcae tam secundum longitudinem quam latitudinem non esset maior uno cubito.
It remains for us to dispute, through several questions, what was the figure of the Ark, or the plan of its structure, reviewing and discussing the various opinions of the Doctors on the matter. Of which let the first to meet us be the opinion of Origen, who thinks the Ark was in its base three hundred cubits long and fifty broad, but that the sides rising from the base were drawn in and narrowed toward one another more and more, both in length and in breadth, until at the end they were no more than one cubit apart, so that the topmost peak was an equilateral square, its four outer sides each only one cubit. To which opinion credit seems to be built up from the translation of the Septuagint translators, which in this place has thus: ‘Gathering, thou shalt make the ark, and in a cubit shalt thou finish it’; that ‘gathering’ seems to signify that the ark ought, from the bottom, to be always ‘gathered,’ that is, narrowed more and more to a point, so that the summit of the whole ark, both in length and in breadth, was no greater than one cubit.2



Sed praestat audire Origenem suam ipsum propriis verbis opinionem enarrantem. In secunda igitur homilia super hoc sextum caput Geneseos ad hunc modum scribit Origenes: Quam arcam ego puto, quantum ex his quae describuntur apparet, quatuor angulis ex uno consurgentibus, eisdemque paulatim usque ad summum in angustum contractis, in spatium unius cubiti fuisse collectam. Sic enim refertur, quod in fundamentis eius trecenti cubiti in longitudine, in latitudine vero quinquaginta, triginta autem in altitudine sint positi; sed collectam fuisse eam in cacumen angustum, ita ut in cacumine unus fuerit cubitus longitudinis et latitudinis eius. Et paulo post, quibusdam interpositis: Veruntamen, inquit, quantum ad necessitatem pluviarum et diluvii spectat, nulla potuit tam conveniens et congrua Arcae species dari, quam ut e summo, velut e tecto quodam, in angustum culmine educto, diffunderet imbrium ruinas, et ima in aquas quadrata stabilitate consistens, nec impulsu ventorum, nec impetu fluctuum, nec inquietudine animalium quae intrinsecus erant, inclinari posset aut mergi. Sic Origenes.
But it is better to hear Origen himself narrating his own opinion in his own words. In the second homily on this sixth chapter of Genesis, then, Origen writes in this manner: ‘Which ark I think — so far as appears from what is described — was, with its four corners rising from one, and gradually drawn in to a point at the top, gathered into a space of one cubit. For it is so reported, that in its foundations three hundred cubits are set in length, but fifty in breadth, and thirty in height; but that it was gathered into a narrow peak, so that in the peak there was one cubit of its length and breadth.’ And a little after, certain things interposed: ‘Yet,’ he says, ‘as regards the necessity of the rains and the Flood, no shape of the Ark could have been given so suitable and congruous as that it should, from the top, as from a kind of roof, with the ridge drawn into a point, shed off the downpours of rains, and, resting below in the waters with a square stability, could be tilted or sunk neither by the push of the winds, nor by the onset of the waves, nor by the restlessness of the animals which were within.’ Thus Origen.3



Itaque secundum Origenem figura Arcae talis fuit qualis est pyramis abscisso vertice, si planum sectionis non quadratum sed altera parte sexies longius designetur. Et hanc descriptionem Origenis pleno assensu approbarunt Beda, Rupertus, Tostatus aliique permulti. Nos formam Arcae secundum Origenem hic lectori spectandam subiecimus.
And so, according to Origen, the figure of the Ark was such as is a pyramid with the apex cut off, if the plane of the section be drawn not square, but six times longer on one side. And this description of Origen Bede, Rupert, Tostatus, and very many others approved with full assent. We have here subjoined the form of the Ark according to Origen for the reader to behold.4



Forma Arcae secundum Origenem. AB, Longitudo 300 Cub.; AC, Latitudo 50 Cub.; DE, Altitudo 30 Cub.; EF, Magnitudo tecti 1 Cub.
The form of the Ark according to Origen. AB, length, 300 cubits; AC, breadth, 50 cubits; DE, height, 30 cubits; EF, size of the top, 1 cubit. [The original prints a woodcut of the truncated-pyramid Ark here.]5



Hugo tamen refragatur Origeni, in libro primo De Morali Arca capite tertio adversus eum ita disputans: Sententiae Origenis plura refragari videntur. Primo, quod haec forma ad natandum non videtur esse idonea; constat namque tantae molis machinam, tot tantisque onustam animalibus et cibariis, nequaquam ita potuisse supernatare venientibus aquis ut non ex magna parte sui deorsum premeretur, cuius rei experimentum capere possumus in navibus magna gestantibus onera. Si ergo, ut dicitur, statim ab imo contrahi coepit, ita ut intumescentes fluctus latera hinc inde inclinantia non repellerent sed exciperet, et non tam aqua arcam quam arca aquas portaret, quomodo fieri poterat ut non tota statim ad ima descenderet? Sic Hugo contra Origenem.
Hugh, however, opposes Origen, in the first book On the Moral Ark, ch. 3, disputing against him thus: ‘Several things seem to oppose the opinion of Origen. First, that this form does not seem suitable for floating; for it is plain that a machine of so great a mass, laden with so many and so great animals and provisions, could by no means so float on the coming waters as not to be pressed down for a great part of itself — of which we can take proof in ships bearing great loads. If, then, as is said, it began to be drawn in straightway from the bottom, so that the swelling waves, the sides leaning this way and that, would not repel them but receive them, and not so much would the water bear the ark as the ark the waters, how could it come about that it did not all at once descend to the depths?’ Thus Hugh against Origen.6



At enim vero, praeter rationem instabilitatis arcae et periculi submersionis, quam bene urget Hugo adversus Origenem, magnis insuper incommodis premitur istiusmodi forma et descriptio Arcae. Nam qualem, obsecro, habet convenientiam eiusmodi descriptio cum figura arcae, qualem figuram habebat illa Noë? Cacuminis etiam eius quadrati designatio et aspectu deformis foedaque est, et inutilis operi atque inhabilis usui propter quem fabricata est arca. Sane ipsa ratio pyramidis modum fabricationis habet impeditum ac difficilem, et ad tot tantorumque animalium habitationem perquam incommodum.
But in truth, besides the consideration of the ark’s instability and the danger of submersion, which Hugh well urges against Origen, this form and description of the Ark is moreover burdened with great inconveniences. For what agreement, I ask, has such a description with the figure of an ark, such a figure as that of Noah had? The very designation of its square peak is both deformed and foul to look at, and useless for the work and unsuited to the use for which the ark was built. Indeed, the very plan of a pyramid has a mode of building hindered and difficult, and very inconvenient for the habitation of so many and so great animals.7



Navigationi porro et annuae commorationi in aquis quam futura esset ea descriptio inepta, forma navigiorum ostendit, in quibus semper id quod est contractum vergit in carinam; quae vero latiora sunt, in apertum prodeunt et in altum surgunt supra aquas extantia. Sed illud maius fuisset incommodum, quod ex capacitate Arcae quam supra descripsimus, quadringentorum quinquaginta mille cubitorum, vix tertia pars secundum hanc descriptionem Origenis existeret. Ergo, dum formam Arcae ad depellendos imbrium defluxus accommodare voluit Origenes, ad evitandos impetus ventorum et illisiones fluctuum ac procellarum infirmissimam maximeque naufragiis obnoxiam, et ad capienda quae in Arca esse oportebat angustissimam atque incommodissimam reddidit.
How unfit that description would be for navigation and a year’s sojourn in the waters, the form of ships shows, in which what is drawn in always inclines toward the keel, but the broader parts come out into the open and rise high above the waters. But this would have been a greater inconvenience: that of the capacity of the Ark which we described above — four hundred and fifty thousand cubits — scarcely a third part would exist according to this description of Origen. Therefore, while Origen wished to accommodate the form of the Ark to shedding the runoff of the rains, he made it, for avoiding the onsets of winds and the dashings of waves and storms, most weak and most liable to shipwreck, and for taking in what had to be in the Ark, most narrow and most inconvenient.8



Hugo Arcam putat fuisse compositam duabus ex partibus, quarum altera inferior erat quindecim cubitis alta, continens tres mansiones: infimam loco sentinae, mediam continendis cibariis, supremam ad habitationem animalium saevorum et immitium. Altera pars Arcae superior erat, similiter alta quindecim cubitis, quam ipse appellat tectum Arcae superpositum priori parti, intra quod erant homines, aves et terrestres animantes mansuetae; sed latera huius superioris partis sive tecti paulatim fastigiabantur tandemque definebant in cacumen quadratum unius cubiti. Hugo igitur eo differt ab Origene, quod hic statim a fundo Arcae latera eius coarctat et fastigiat, ille vero Arcae latera a basi recta excitat per quindecim cubitos, exinde autem ea constringit et acuminat. Verum haec sententia Hugonis, quam ruditer hic adumbravimus, expressius lectori ex verbis eius cognoscenda est.
Hugh thinks the Ark was composed of two parts: of which the one, the lower, was fifteen cubits high, containing three lodgings — the lowest in place of a bilge, the middle for holding food, the highest for the habitation of the wild and untamed animals. The other part of the Ark was the upper, likewise fifteen cubits high, which he himself calls the ‘roof’ of the Ark, set upon the former part, within which were men, birds, and the tame land animals; but the sides of this upper part, or roof, were gradually brought to a point and at last ended in a square peak of one cubit. Hugh, then, differs from Origen in this: that the latter draws in and points the Ark’s sides straightway from the bottom of the Ark, but the former raises the Ark’s sides straight from the base for fifteen cubits, and from there constricts and tapers them. But this opinion of Hugh, which we have here roughly sketched, must be learned by the reader more expressly from his own words.9



In primo igitur de Morali Arca capite tertio hoc modo scribit Hugo: Videtur nobis quod in ipsa Arca parietes in quatuor partibus fuerint erecti, quibus tectum superpositum in cacumine suo ad mensuram unius cubiti contrahitur. Cuius autem altitudinis fuerint parietes ipsi, hoc auctoritas non dicit; sed tamen, quantum coniicimus, altitudo parietum usque ad fundum quartae mansionis extendebatur. Et quibusdam interiectis: Si quaeratur, inquit, utrum aequalis fuerit altitudo singularum mansionum nec ne, nos quidem ex auctoritate probare non possumus quid sentiendum sit; interim tantum quod auctoritati contrarium non sit nobis concedi postulamus. Volumus enim sic distinguere: ut primae mansioni demus altitudinem quatuor cubitorum, secundae quinque cubitorum, tertiae sex, quartae septem, quintae octo; et sic altitudo parietum quindecim habebat cubitos, et quindecim altitudo tecti. Haec Hugo; cuius sententiam de forma Arcae subiecta hic figura repraesentat.
In the first book On the Moral Ark, ch. 3, then, Hugh writes in this manner: ‘It seems to us that in the Ark itself walls were erected on the four sides, upon which a roof, set above, is drawn in at its peak to the measure of one cubit. But of what height the walls themselves were, this the authority does not say; yet, so far as we conjecture, the height of the walls extended up to the floor of the fourth lodging.’ And, certain things interposed: ‘If it be asked,’ he says, ‘whether the height of the several lodgings was equal or not, we indeed cannot prove from authority what is to be held; meanwhile we ask only this much to be granted us, that it not be contrary to authority. For we wish to distinguish thus: that to the first lodging we give a height of four cubits, to the second of five cubits, to the third six, to the fourth seven, to the fifth eight; and thus the height of the walls had fifteen cubits, and fifteen the height of the roof.’ Thus Hugh; whose opinion about the form of the Ark the figure here subjoined represents.10



Forma Arcae secundum Hugonem. AB, Altitudo Arcae 15 Cub.; BC, Altitudo Tecti 15 Cub.
The form of the Ark according to Hugh. AB, height of the Ark, 15 cubits; BC, height of the roof, 15 cubits. [The original prints a woodcut here.]11



Sed ego hanc opinionem Hugonis multis de causis minime probare possum. Ac primo quidem videtur eo loco non solum diversa sed etiam contraria dicere. Namque ex supradictis verbis apparet Hugonem extendere tectum arcae usque ad fundum quartae mansionis, et intra ipsum constituisse quartam et quintam mansionem; at idem paulo superius dixerat superpositum fuisse tectum, quod erat quintae et supremae mansioni in qua homo morabatur contiguum. Deinde, si tectum incipiebat a fundo quartae mansionis, id est a tecto tertiae, ergo quarta et ultima mansio fuissent sub tecto; quomodo igitur duae illae mansiones erant inter se distinctae, cum sub eodem tecto essent? mansiones enim in Arca distinguebantur et separabantur inter se diversis tectis sive contignationibus interpositis. Nisi spatium illud quod erat intra tectum tricameratum fuisse dicat, id est tribus domiciliis distinctum, uno mitium animalium, altero avium, tertio hominum; verum sic non erant quinque mansiones, sed tres tantum inferiores, et quarta erat tricamerata.
But I, for many reasons, can by no means approve this opinion of Hugh. And first, indeed, he seems in that place to say not only diverse but even contrary things. For from the aforesaid words it appears that Hugh extends the roof of the ark up to the floor of the fourth lodging, and within it has set the fourth and fifth lodging; but the same had said a little above that the roof was set on top, which was contiguous to the fifth and highest lodging, in which the man dwelt. Next, if the roof began from the floor of the fourth lodging — that is, from the roof of the third — then the fourth and last lodging would have been under the roof; how, then, were those two lodgings distinguished from each other, since they were under the same roof? For the lodgings in the Ark were distinguished and separated from one another by different roofs or floorings interposed. Unless he say that that space which was within the roof was three-chambered, that is distinguished into three dwellings — one of the tame animals, another of the birds, a third of the men; but thus there were not five lodgings, but only three lower, and the fourth was three-chambered.12



Praeterea Hugo praetermisit dicere quemadmodum se habuerint latera sive parietes tecti, an statim a fundo quartae mansionis inclinari et coarctari inciperent, an aliquanto spatio recti surgerent postea inclinarentur, an denique per totos quindecim cubitos recti essent et post hanc altitudinem inciperet fastigium tecti; hoc enim declarare permagni referebat ad cognoscendam eius opinionem de forma arcae. Nam si putavit parietes tecti statim coepisse coarctari, fecit deformem arcae speciem, scilicet proportione longitudinis eius et latitudinis tali tecto turpem aspectu, hoc est perpusilla et quasi nana; fecit insuper domicilium hominum incommodissimum, quod ponit intra tectum, propter angustias laterum semper magis ac magis vergentium in acumen. Praeterquam quod hac constitutione tecti ferme tertiam partem detrahit capacitatis quadringentorum quinquaginta millium cubitorum, quam supra tribuimus capacitati Arcae. Si autem voluit parietes tecti primo fuisse aliquatenus rectos, deinde vero inclinatos, hoc dicitur gratis, cum huius varietatis neque necessitatem neque utilitatem usumve aliquem ostendat, neque praecise doceat quatenus recti fuerint parietes et unde coeperint inclinari. Quod si censuit parietes tecti totis quindecim cubitis fuisse rectos, sane tanta tecti altitudo, proportione corporis Arcae et secundum artem vitiosa, et operi fuisset inutilis; quo enim tam excelsum et amplum tectum opus fuit? Quid plura, cum ipsa pyramidalis constructio, etiam super basi solida, perplexi operis ac magni laboris sit; si super dimidio Arcae collocetur, multo magis operosa et ardua fuerit. Implana namque dissimilium corporum et inter se discordantium commissura, nisi robustis colligationibus crebrisque transversariis et prismatum fulturis validissime distineatur, pars inferior pondere violentiaque testudinis tota protrudetur; ut taceam eiusmodi catenationes multo plus oneris atque impedimenti navigio exhibere quam bonam vectorum ac vecturae partem.
Moreover, Hugh omitted to say how the sides or walls of the roof behaved — whether they began to lean in and be drawn together straightway from the floor of the fourth lodging, or rose straight for some space and were afterward inclined, or, finally, were straight through the whole fifteen cubits and after that height the gable of the roof began; for to declare this mattered greatly for knowing his opinion about the form of the ark. For if he thought the roof-walls began at once to be drawn in, he made a deformed shape of the ark — namely, in proportion to its length and breadth, ugly in aspect with such a roof, that is, very tiny and as it were dwarfish; he made besides a most inconvenient dwelling for the men, which he puts within the roof, because of the narrowness of the sides ever more and more verging to a point. Besides that, by this constitution of the roof he cuts off nearly a third part of the capacity of four hundred and fifty thousand cubits, which we assigned above to the Ark’s capacity. But if he wished the roof-walls to have been at first somewhat straight, and then inclined, this is said gratuitously, since he shows neither the necessity nor the utility nor any use of this variety, nor precisely teaches how far the walls were straight and whence they began to incline. But if he judged the roof-walls to have been straight through the whole fifteen cubits, then so great a height of roof, in proportion to the body of the Ark, both faulty by the rules of the art and useless for the work; for to what end was so lofty and ample a roof needed? What more, when the very pyramidal construction, even on a solid base, is a work of intricacy and great labor? — if it be placed on half the Ark, it would be much more laborious and hard. For the uneven joining of dissimilar bodies discordant among themselves, unless it be most firmly held together by strong bindings and frequent cross-pieces and the props of the prisms, the lower part, by the weight and violence of the vault, will be wholly thrust out; to say nothing of the fact that such chainings present much more load and impediment to the vessel than a good portion of cargo and freight.13



Explanans Caietanus illa verba huius sexti capitis, Et in cubito consummabis summitatem eius, significat ea figura fuisse Arcam ut latera eius in supremo adeo coarctarentur secundum latitudinem ut, licet totam Arcae longitudinem ipsa retineret, attamen secundum latitudinem non amplius uno cubito inter se distarent. Cur autem suprema laterum Arcae non omnino et in totum fuerint inter se iuncta, sed relictum fuerit intervallum unius cubiti latitudinis, eam reddit ipse causam: quo scilicet ea ratione maior esset interior arcae capacitas. Caietanus igitur (ut designationem eius Mathematico more declarem) arcam Noë ea corporis specie figurat quod a Geometris Prisma nominatur, cuius duo ex opposito plana parallela super minoribus basis lateribus sint trigona, verticibus abscissis, latitudine cubitali, reliqua vero tria plana parallelogramma.
Cajetan, explaining those words of this sixth chapter, ‘And in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it,’ signifies that the Ark was of such a figure that its sides at the top were so drawn in according to the breadth that, although it kept the whole length of the Ark, yet in breadth they were no more than one cubit apart. And why the tops of the Ark’s sides were not altogether and wholly joined together, but an interval of one cubit’s breadth was left, he gives this cause: namely, that in this way the interior capacity of the ark would be greater. Cajetan, then (to declare his design in the mathematical manner), figures the ark of Noah in that bodily shape which by the Geometers is named a ‘prism,’ of which two opposite parallel planes, upon the smaller sides of the base, are triangles with their apices cut off, of a cubit’s breadth, but the remaining three planes parallelograms.14



Ponam hic verba Caietani, ut ex his liquido cognoscat lector et iudicet (subobscure enim loquitur Caietanus) an ea sit quam dixi eius sententia. Exponens igitur illa verba, Et in cubito consummabis summitatem eius, sive ut ipse legit ex Hebraeo, Ad brachium perficies eam superne: Non de fenestra, inquit, sed de arca est sermo, quod suprema pars Arcae unius tantum brachii esse debebat, tum ut pluviales aquae hinc inde laberentur, tum ut Arca non flecteretur gravedine summitatis. Sed hoc potest dupliciter intelligi. Primo, ut summitas Arcae fuerit quadrata, hoc est secundum singula quatuor latera unius cubiti; et hic sensus valde dissonat tum a superficie pendula Arcae foris, tum a capacitate Arcae intus. Nam surgente linea altitudinis triginta cubitorum in medio Arcae, secante in medio lineam longitudinis trecentorum et lineam latitudinis quinquaginta cubitorum, constat quod linea ducta ab extremo semilongitudinis usque ad summitatem lineae altitudinis esset plusquam centum quinquaginta cubitorum, ut patet; et maior adhuc esset linea ducta ab angulo Arcae ad eandem summitatem, ut patet. Exsistentibus igitur lineis ductis a quatuor Arcae angulis ad summitatem lineae altitudinis in medio tam longis, et ipsa linea altitudinis exsistente tam parva, manifeste apparet quod minime pendula, immo fere plana fuisset foris arca. Et hinc etiam apparet quod Arca fuisset intus minime capacitatis; nam linea tam a quatuor angulis quam ab extremis longitudinis Arcae ducta ad summitatem tam brevis lineae in medio, fuissent adeo propinquae pavimento Arcae ut valde modicum spatium vacuum intercepissent, ut patet. Alter itaque sensus est, quod suprema pars Arcae fuit unius cubiti secundum latitudinem duntaxat; secundum longitudinem fuit quantum erat longa arca, scilicet trecentorum cubitorum; et quia sic verificatur littera et cessant omnia absurda, ideo hic sensus amplectendus est. Foveturque ex eo quod constat arcae supremae parti ideo decretum fuisse cubitum, ut capacior esset Arca intus; nisi enim maioris capacitatis ratio fuisset habita, decretum fuisset ut tabulae per longitudinem Arcae versus altitudinem ad concludendam summitatem utrinque consurgentes sese in summitate tangerent absque cubito. Non est itaque forma Arcae nostro accommodanda figmento, sed quo foris magis pendula sit et intus magis capax, eo verius intelligitur littera. Atque haec quidem Caietanus. Cuius descriptionem arcae refert, ut in plano potuit exprimi, subiecta figura.
I will here set down Cajetan’s words, that from them the reader may clearly recognize and judge (for Cajetan speaks somewhat obscurely) whether his opinion is that which I have stated. Expounding, then, those words, ‘And in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it,’ or, as he reads from the Hebrew, ‘To an arm’s length shalt thou finish it above’: ‘The discourse,’ he says, ‘is not about the window, but about the ark — that the topmost part of the Ark was to be of one arm only, both that the rain-waters might slide off this way and that, and that the Ark might not be bent by the weight of the top. But this can be understood in two ways. First, that the top of the Ark was square, that is, of one cubit on each of the four sides; and this sense strongly disagrees both with the sloping surface of the Ark without and with the capacity of the Ark within. For, with the line of height of thirty cubits rising in the middle of the Ark, cutting in the middle the line of length of three hundred and the line of breadth of fifty cubits, it is plain that the line drawn from the end of the half-length up to the top of the line of height would be more than a hundred and fifty cubits, as is evident; and the line drawn from the corner of the Ark to the same top would be greater still, as is evident. Since, then, the lines drawn from the four corners of the Ark to the top of the line of height in the middle are so long, and the line of height itself is so small, it manifestly appears that the ark would have been by no means sloping, but rather nearly flat, on the outside. And hence too it appears that the Ark would have been of very little capacity within; for the lines drawn both from the four corners and from the ends of the Ark’s length to the top of so short a line in the middle would have been so near the floor of the Ark that they would have enclosed a very scanty empty space, as is evident. The other sense, therefore, is that the topmost part of the Ark was of one cubit in breadth only; in length it was as long as the ark was, namely three hundred cubits; and because thus the text is verified and all absurdities cease, therefore this sense is to be embraced. And it is favored by this: that it is clear that a cubit was decreed for the top part of the ark in order that the Ark might be more capacious within; for, unless account had been taken of greater capacity, it would have been decreed that the boards rising along the length of the Ark toward the height, to close the top, should touch one another at the top, on both sides, without a cubit. The form of the Ark, then, is not to be accommodated to our fancy; but the more sloping it is without and the more capacious within, the more truly is the text understood.’ And so much, indeed, Cajetan. Whose description of the ark, as it could be expressed in a plane, the figure subjoined represents.15



Forma Arcae secundum Caietanum. AB, Latitudo tecti 1 Cub.
The form of the Ark according to Cajetan. AB, breadth of the roof, 1 cubit. [The original prints a woodcut here.]16



Verum non satis liquet quemadmodum Caietanus imaginatus sit latera Arcae. Aut enim existimavit latera statim ab imo et basi arcae angustari coepisse secundum latitudinem donec in summo non plus uno cubito latitudinis inter se distarent; sed hac ratione nihil ferme differt Caietanus ab Origene, et magna ex parte minuit arcae capacitatem a nobis supra descriptam; quamvis enim fastigium arcae nihil contraheretur secundum longitudinem arcae sed tantum secundum latitudinem, nihilominus tamen etiam sic plurimum capacitatis deperdidisset arca. Aut putavit Caietanus latera a basi recta surrexisse usque ad trigesimum cubitum altitudinis, atque ibi fuisse lateribus impositum fastigium cuius latera totam arcae longitudinem implerent, in supremo autem non amplius uno cubito secundum latitudinem inter se distarent; at enim declarare eum oportebat quantae altitudinis fuisse existimaret illud fastigium sive tectum arcae. Nec latitudo unius cubiti relicta in vertice fastigii inter eius latera quicquam conferre potuit ad maiorem arcae capacitatem, ut ipse putavit; siquidem totum fastigium erat supra tectum supremi cenaculi sive habitationis hominum, infra quod tectum usque ad basim arcae tota capacitas Arcae continebatur.
But it is not sufficiently clear how Cajetan imagined the sides of the Ark. For either he thought the sides began to narrow straightway from the bottom and base of the ark, according to breadth, until at the top they were no more than one cubit of breadth apart from one another; but by this reckoning Cajetan differs little from Origen, and in great part diminishes the capacity of the ark described by us above; for although the gable of the ark were not drawn in according to the length of the ark, but only according to the breadth, nevertheless even so the ark would have lost very much of its capacity. Or Cajetan thought the sides rose straight from the base up to the thirtieth cubit of height, and that there a gable was set upon the sides, whose sides filled the whole length of the ark, but at the top were no more than one cubit apart in breadth; but he ought to have declared of what height he judged that gable, or roof, of the ark to be. Nor could the breadth of one cubit left at the apex of the gable, between its sides, contribute anything to the greater capacity of the ark, as he thought; since the whole gable was above the roof of the highest deck, or men’s habitation, below which roof, down to the base of the ark, the whole capacity of the Ark was contained.17



Lyranus super hoc sextum caput Geneseos de structura Arcae duo reliquit scripta, ex quibus, quemadmodum ipse formam Arcae imaginatus sit, facile possit intelligi. Nam primo latera Arcae recta facit usque ad trigesimum cubitum, et interiorem Arcae capacitatem in tres mansiones distinguit; infimam facit loco sentinae, quam appellat ipse stercorariam; mediam destinat conservationi alimentorum, sed facit eam bicameratam, ut separatim condita fuerint olera et herbae et seorsim fruges atque fructus; tertiam et supremam constituit tricameratam, ut in medio fuerit domicilium hominum atque avium, in duobus autem extremis cetera animalia, in uno saeva, in altero mansueta. Audiat lector Lyranum, quod breviter dixit paulo distinctius explicantem. Nam explanans illa verba, Cenacula et tristega facies in ea: Videtur, inquit, quod in arca erant tres mansiones, ascendendo una super alteram, et infima vocabatur sentina vel stercoraria, quia illuc defluebant faeces, et ea fuisse dicitur simplex et absque aliqua interclusione; media autem vocabatur apotheca, quia ibi reposita erant victualia, et dicitur fuisse bicamerata, quia aliqua animalia vivunt herbis et alia fructibus, et ideo in una distinctione erant herbae et in alia fructus; superior autem mansio, quia erat maior, distincta erat duabus interclusionibus, et sic erant ibi tria spatia, medium erat pro hominibus et avibus, duo vero lateralia pro animalibus mitibus et immitibus. Aliqui faciunt istas quinque mansiones absque ulla distinctione media, scilicet unam super aliam secundum longitudinem et latitudinem arcae. Sciendum tamen quod quadratura huius Arcae non potest bene figurari in plano, sed figuratur unum latus secundum longitudinem et alia tria latera supponenda...
Lyra, on this sixth chapter of Genesis, left two writings about the structure of the Ark, from which it can easily be understood how he himself imagined the form of the Ark. For first he makes the sides of the Ark straight up to the thirtieth cubit, and distinguishes the interior capacity of the Ark into three lodgings; the lowest he makes in place of a bilge, which he himself calls the ‘dung-part’; the middle he destines to the preservation of food, but makes it two-chambered, so that the greens and herbs were stored separately, and apart the grains and fruits; the third and highest he constitutes three-chambered, so that in the middle was the dwelling of men and birds, but in the two ends the other animals, in the one the wild, in the other the tame. Let the reader hear Lyra, explaining a little more distinctly what he said briefly. For, explaining those words, ‘Upper-rooms and three-storied shalt thou make in it’: ‘It seems,’ he says, ‘that in the ark there were three lodgings, ascending one above another, and the lowest was called the bilge or dung-part, because thither the dregs flowed down, and it is said to have been simple and without any partition; the middle was called the storeroom, because there the provisions were laid up, and it is said to have been two-chambered, because some animals live on herbs and others on fruits, and therefore in one section were the herbs and in the other the fruits; but the upper lodging, because it was larger, was distinguished by two partitions, and thus there were three spaces there — the middle was for men and birds, but the two lateral ones for the gentle and the untamed animals. Some make those lodgings five without any middle distinction, namely one above another according to the length and breadth of the ark. It must be known, however, that the squaring of this Ark cannot well be figured on a plane, but one side is figured according to the length, and the other three sides must be supplied…’18



...sunt secundum imaginationem. Veruntamen prior expositio magis consonat litterae in Hebraico et in Latino. Sic ibi Lyranus. Ad hoc putat Lyranus lateribus arcae fuisse impositum tectum ita fastigiatum ut omnia eius latera definerent in culmen quadratum cubitale, ad eum nempe modum quo fastigium Arcae descripsit Origenes. Hoc de tecto Arcae, exponens illud Et in cubito consummabis summitatem eius, his verbis declarat Lyranus: Ab angulis Arcae superioribus tectum procedebat sese constringendo, ita quod in summitate latera non distabant nisi per cubitum, et hoc erat ut pluvia descendens super tectum extra Arcam deflueret facilius, et ut arca inter impetus undarum staret firmius. Atque haec est de forma Arcae Lyrani sententia, quam exprimit subscripta figura.
…by the imagination. Yet the former exposition agrees better with the text in the Hebrew and in the Latin.’ So there Lyra. Besides this, Lyra thinks that upon the sides of the ark a roof was set, so gabled that all its sides ended in a square peak of a cubit — namely, in that manner in which Origen described the gable of the Ark. This about the roof of the Ark, expounding that ‘And in a cubit shalt thou finish the top of it,’ Lyra declares in these words: ‘From the upper corners of the Ark the roof proceeded, constricting itself, so that at the top the sides were no more than a cubit apart; and this was so that the rain descending on the roof might flow off outside the Ark more easily, and that the ark, amid the onslaughts of the waves, might stand more firmly.’ And this is Lyra’s opinion about the form of the Ark, which the figure written below expresses.19



Forma Arcae secundum Lyranum. TECTUM. ANIMALIA MITIA / HOMINES ET AVES / ANIMALIA SAEVA. HERBARUM / APOTHECA / FRUCTUUM. SENTINA.
The form of the Ark according to Lyra. ROOF. — TAME ANIMALS / MEN AND BIRDS / WILD ANIMALS. — STOREROOM of HERBS / of FRUITS. — BILGE. [The original prints a woodcut here.]20



Ceterum in hac Lyrani descriptione formae Arcae duo reprehendi aut certe desiderari possunt. Nam nec indicavit quantae altitudinis fuerit tectum superne claudens et contegens Arcam (potuit enim variis modis fieri, vel excelsius vel humilius), nec aperuit causam cur fastigium et culmen arcae relictum fuerit quadratum, cum nullam eius rei appareat esse potuisse vel necessitatem vel utilitatem; quin immo videtur longe opportunius futurum fuisse magisque accommodatum ad faciliorem per tectum arcae imbrium delapsum atque defluxum, si omnino acuminatum fuisset.
But in this description of the form of the Ark by Lyra, two things can be censured, or at least found wanting. For he neither indicated how high the roof was that closed and covered the Ark above (for it could be made in various ways, either higher or lower), nor disclosed the cause why the gable and peak of the ark was left square, since no necessity or utility of this appears to have been possible — nay, rather, it seems it would have been far more opportune and better suited to an easier sliding and runoff of the rains through the roof of the ark, if it had been altogether pointed.21



Ioan. Buteo, qui in arcae structura subtiliter explicanda satis diligens et accuratus fuit, de tecto arcae ita sentit: Mosen, cum dixit summitatem arcae in cubito consummari debere, significasse his verbis tectum arcae faciendum esse altitudinis unius cubiti, ita ut is cubitus esset altitudo mediana culminis arcae per totam longitudinem cubitorum trecentorum; quae quidem altitudo longioris etiam tractus profluvio satis esse potuisset, praesertim in planitie levigata et bitumine lubricata. Verba Buteonis haec sunt: Arcam in cubito perfici intelligo prae ceteris omnibus, ut cubitus iste sit altitudo mediana culminis per totam longitudinem cubi-...
John Buteo, who in subtly explaining the structure of the ark was diligent and accurate enough, thinks thus about the roof of the ark: that Moses, when he said the top of the ark was to be finished ‘in a cubit,’ signified by these words that the roof of the ark was to be made one cubit high, so that that cubit was the median height of the ridge of the ark, throughout the whole length of three hundred cubits; which height could indeed have sufficed for the runoff even of a longer span, especially on a smooth surface slicked with bitumen. The words of Buteo are these: ‘I understand the Ark to be finished “in a cubit,” before all the rest, in this way: that that cubit is the median height of the ridge throughout the whole length of cubi-…’22



nem cubitorum trecentorum praeter ἐκφοράς: quae quidem altitudo longioris etiam tractus profluvio satis erat in planitie praesertim levigata, asphaltoque lubricata. Etenim Vitruvius ipse, in solo rivi [?], quo per canales structiles aqua ducitur, libramenta fieri statuit fastigiata ducentesima tantum parte longitudinis. In hac autem positione tecti, fastigium cubitale rationem Vitruvii octuplo superat. Praeterid etiam quod caelestis aqua deciduis undique guttis seipsam propellens, facilius multo labitur quam quae rivo vel canali procedit. Ad hunc igitur quem dixi modum constituta summitate unius altitudine cubiti, nulla relinquitur in culmine latitudo, quam omnes, quos hucusque legerim ista disputantes, cubitalem esse voluerunt. Hic autem orthographum gemina frontis secundum latum et altum arcae disposui: ubi linea BA fastigium cubitale designat. Sic ille.
…the ridge throughout the whole length of three hundred cubits, apart from the eaves (ἐκφοράς): which height was indeed sufficient for the runoff even of a longer span, especially on a smooth surface and one slicked with bitumen (asphalt). For Vitruvius himself, in the bed of a watercourse [?] along which water is conducted through built channels, lays down that the gradients (libramenta) be made sloping by only a two-hundredth part of the length. But in this arrangement of the roof, a one-cubit ridge exceeds Vitruvius's ratio eightfold. Besides, rainwater (caelestis aqua), driving itself along by drops falling on every side, flows down far more easily than water that proceeds along a watercourse or channel. In this way, then, which I have described — with the top set at a height of one cubit — no breadth is left at the ridge, that breadth which all whom I have hitherto read disputing these matters wished to be a cubit. And here I have laid out an orthographic drawing of the twin face [front elevation] of the ark according to its breadth and height, where the line BA designates the cubital ridge. So he [Buteo].23



Tectum arcae iuxta Buteonem. ALTUM UNO TANTUM CUBITO. A — B.
[Diagram in original: “The roof of the ark according to Buteo” — a low triangular ridge labelled “High by one cubit only,” with the ridge-line marked A–B.]24



IDEM porro omnia quattuor arcae latera a basi usque ad supremum, id est, trigesimum cubitum altitudinis, recta excitat: quibus tectum (quale proxime descriptum est) superponit. Interiorem autem arcae capacitatem sive spatium quatuor in partes secundum totam longitudinem et latitudinem arcae dividit, diversis contignationibus et tabulatis interpositis, separatas inter se eodem prorsus modo atque nos supra disputatione septima quatuor fecimus coenacula seu partes arcae. Atque haec Buteonis sententia videtur nobis, quam ceterae omnes superius expositae, vero propior atque probabilior. Formam autem arcae quae praeter ceteras probatur nobis, quae hic subiicitur figura, demonstrat.
The same author, moreover, raises all four sides of the ark straight up from the base to the topmost point — that is, to the thirtieth cubit of height — and upon these he sets the roof (such as was just described). The interior capacity or space of the ark he divides into four parts, throughout the whole length and breadth of the ark, by interposing various framings (contignationes) and floorings (tabulata) — parts separated from one another in exactly the same way as we, above in the seventh disputation, made four stories (coenacula) or parts of the ark. And this opinion of Buteo seems to us nearer the truth and more probable than all the others set forth above. The figure subjoined here shows the form of the ark which, beyond the rest, we approve.25



Forma arcae secundum Buteonem. BA, ALTITUDO TECTI UNIUS CUBITI. HOMINES ET AVES, 9 CUBITOR. CIBARIA, 8 CUB. ANIMALIA, 9 CUB. RECEPTACULUM SORDIUM, 4 CUB.
[Diagram in original: “The form of the ark according to Buteo” — a rectangular hull capped by the one-cubit ridge (BA), its interior divided into four decks: “Men and birds, 9 cubits / Food (cibaria), 8 cubits / Animals, 9 cubits / Receptacle for filth (sordium), 4 cubits” — totalling the 30 cubits of height.]26



VERUM historica et litteralis eorum quae de arca scripsit Moses explanatio, adhuc tractata est. Sequitur altera pars huius libri, in qua mystica quoque eiusdem arcae multiplex interpretatio pertractanda est.
But thus far the historical and literal explanation of what Moses wrote about the ark has been treated. There follows the second part of this book, in which the manifold mystical interpretation of the same ark is also to be treated.27



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the Tenth Disputation of Book X. ↩
	§64 (continues on p. 217): Origen’s view — the Ark tapered from base (300×50) to a 1-cubit square top, like a truncated pyramid; supported by the LXX ‘gathering thou shalt make the ark, and in a cubit shalt thou finish it.’ Margin: Origen. ↩
	§64 (continued from p. 216): Origen’s own words (homily 2 on Gen 6) — the four corners drawn up to a 1-cubit top; best for shedding the rains and resting stably in the water. ↩
	§65: so Origen’s Ark is like a truncated pyramid with an oblong (6:1) base; approved by Bede, Rupert, Tostatus, and many. Margins: Bede; Rupert; Tostatus. ↩
	Legend of the woodcut diagram of the Ark according to Origen (a truncated pyramid). [The original prints a diagram here; only its legend is given.] ↩
	§66: Hugh opposes Origen — such a tapering shape would not float, but sink under its load (as ships do). Margin: ‘Hugh against Origen.’ ↩
	§67: besides instability, the pyramidal shape is unlike the real Ark’s figure, ugly, useless, and hard to build. ↩
	§68: ships show the tapering shape is unfit for floating and a year’s voyage; and it would yield barely a third of the 450,000-cubit capacity. ↩
	§69 (continues on p. 219): Hugh’s own view — a hull 15 cubits high (3 lodgings) topped by a 15-cubit pyramidal roof (men, birds, tame beasts), tapering to a 1-cubit top. Margin: ‘What the figure of the Ark was according to Hugh.’ ↩
	§69 (continued from p. 218): Hugh’s own words — walls to the floor of the fourth lodging; the five lodgings ascending 4,5,6,7,8 cubits (=15 of wall) plus 15 of roof. ↩
	Legend of the woodcut diagram of the Ark according to Hugh (a straight-sided hull with a tall pyramidal roof). [Diagram in the original.] ↩
	§70: Pererius rejects Hugh — he says both diverse and contradictory things (roof from the fourth floor vs. above the fifth lodging), and the fourth and fifth lodgings under one roof would not be distinct. ↩
	§71: further objections — Hugh leaves it unclear how the roof-walls behaved (immediately tapering would be deformed and cramp the men’s quarters and cut a third of the capacity; straight for 15 cubits would be uselessly tall); a half-Ark pyramid is laborious and structurally precarious. ↩
	§72 (continues on p. 221): Cajetan’s view — the sides drawn in at the top only in breadth, to a 1-cubit ridge running the full length (a prism); the cubit left for greater capacity. Margin: ‘What Cajetan thought of the form of the Ark.’ ↩
	§72 (continued from p. 220): Cajetan’s own (somewhat obscure) words, weighing the two readings of ‘in a cubit thou shalt finish it’ — a square cubit top (rejected, since the Ark would be flat outside and uncramped inside) vs. a 1-cubit-wide ridge running the whole length (accepted, ‘to make the Ark more capacious within’). ↩
	Legend of the woodcut diagram of the Ark according to Cajetan (a ridged prism). [Diagram in the original.] ↩
	§(against Cajetan): it is unclear how Cajetan imagined the sides — if drawn in from the bottom, he differs little from Origen and loses much capacity; if straight to 30 cubits with a ridged roof above, he should have stated the roof’s height (and the 1-cubit ridge adds nothing to capacity). Margin: ‘A remark on Cajetan.’ ↩
	§73 (continues on p. 223): Lyra’s view — sides straight to 30 cubits; three lodgings (bilge/dung; a two-chambered food-store; a three-chambered top: men & birds in the middle, beasts at the two ends). ↩
	§73 (continued from p. 222): the close of Lyra; and Lyra’s roof, tapering like Origen’s to a 1-cubit square top, with diagram. ↩
	Legend of the woodcut diagram of the Ark according to Lyra (a hull with labeled compartments and a tapering roof). [Diagram in the original.] ↩
	§74: two faults in Lyra’s description — he did not say how high the roof was, nor why the peak was left square (a pure point would shed rain better). Margin: ‘Lyra’s opinion examined.’ ↩
	§75 (continues on p. 224): Buteo’s view of the roof — a low ridge only one cubit high at the middle, running the whole 300-cubit length; enough to shed rain, especially on a smooth, bitumen-slicked surface. Margin: John Buteo, On the Ark of Noah. ↩
	§75 (concl.): completes Buteo's quotation begun on p. 223. ‘ἐκφοράς’ (ekphoras) = the projecting eaves. Buteo cites Vitruvius (De arch. bk. 8) on the slope of aqueduct channels (1/200); a one-cubit ridge over the 150-cubit half-length far exceeds that. Margin: Vitruvius. ↩
	Woodcut; reproduced here as a caption only. ↩
	§76 [section number inferred; not legible in OCR]. Buteo raises vertical walls to 30 cubits, caps them with the one-cubit ridge-roof, and divides the interior into four decks — the arrangement Pererius himself endorses. ↩
	Woodcut; reproduced here as a caption only. The four decks 9+8+9+4 = 30 cubits. ↩
	Transition closing the literal part of Liber X and opening the mystical part. ↩
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THE SECOND PART OF THE TENTH BOOK: ON THE MYSTICAL INTERPRETATION OF THE ARK.
ALTERA PARS DECIMI LIBRI, DE MYSTICA INTERPRETATIONE ARCAE.



ARCAM Noë praeter historiam rerum, ut a Mose narrantur, vere gestarum, adumbrasse etiam et praesignificasse multa in Ecclesia Christi futura mysteria, negare aut etiam dubitare fas non est. Etenim perspicue ostendit Dominus noster, tempus Noëtici diluvii illustrem gessisse imaginem supremi temporis mundi, quo tempore posterior Domini ad iudicandum adventus expectatur: et B. Petrus docet, diluvium et arcam insignem fuisse Baptismi Christiani et Ecclesiae figuram. Ut enim illic paucissimi servati sunt in arca, ceteris omnibus diluvio demersis ac deletis, sic etiam hic pauci in Ecclesia Christi salvi fiunt, innumeris qui extra Ecclesiam sunt sempiterna morte pereuntibus.
That the Ark of Noah, besides the history of things truly done as they are narrated by Moses, also foreshadowed and pre-signified many mysteries to come in the Church of Christ — to deny or even to doubt this is not permitted. For our Lord clearly shows that the time of Noah's flood bore a notable image of the last age of the world, the time at which the Lord's latter coming for judgment is awaited; and St. Peter teaches that the flood and the ark were a remarkable figure of Christian Baptism and of the Church. For as there very few were saved in the ark, all the rest being drowned and destroyed by the flood, so also here few are saved in the Church of Christ, while countless multitudes who are outside the Church perish in everlasting death.1



Iam vero si omnia Hebraeis in figura contigerunt: quanto magis hoc, quod inter omnia divinae potentiae ac providentiae monumenta et miracula praecipuam commendationem et admirationem habet? Nam si aliter est, nec huius rei habita est ratio, quid obsecro erat opus per arcam tanti laboris et operae, centum nempe annis fabricatam, pauculos illos homines cum animalibus ex diluvii exitio servari; cum illi facilius multo et expeditius in uno aliquo terrae loco, diluvii aquis accessu ad eum locum prohibitis, conservari potuissent?
Now if all things befell the Hebrews in figure (1 Cor. 10), how much more this event, which among all the monuments and miracles of divine power and providence holds a special claim to esteem and admiration? For if it is otherwise, and no account was taken of this matter, what need was there, I ask, that those few men with the animals should be saved from the destruction of the flood by means of an ark built with such great labor and toil — over a hundred years, indeed — when they could far more easily and expeditiously have been preserved in some one place on earth, the flood-waters being prevented from reaching that place?2



CONFIRMAT hoc B. Augustinus extremis duobus capitibus libri 15 de Civitate Dei, ita scribens: Iam vero quod Noe homini iusto imperat Deus ut arcam faciat, in qua cum suis et cum animalibus liberaretur a diluvii vastitate, procul dubio figura est peregrinationis in hoc saeculo civitatis Dei, hoc est, Ecclesiae quae fit salva per lignum, in quo pependit mediator Dei et hominum, homo Christus Iesus. Et cetera quae in eiusdem arcae constructione dicuntur, Ecclesiasticarum signa sunt rerum. Et fieri quidem potest, ut et nobis quispiam, et alius alio exponat hoc aptius: dum tamen ea quae dicuntur, ad hanc, de qua loquimur, Dei civitatem in hoc saeculo maligno, tanquam in diluvio peregrinantem, omnia referantur, si ab eius sensu qui ita conscripsit, non vult longe aberrare qui exponit. Nam etsi non uno disseruntur modo, ad unam tamen Catholicae fidei concordiam revocanda sunt. Haec in capite 26.
St. Augustine confirms this in the last two chapters of book 15 of The City of God, writing thus: “Now that God commands Noah, a just man, to make an ark in which he might be delivered, with his household and with the animals, from the devastation of the flood, is without doubt a figure of the pilgrimage in this world of the city of God — that is, of the Church, which is made safe through the wood (lignum) on which hung the mediator of God and men, the man Christ Jesus. And the other things said in the construction of the same ark are signs of ecclesiastical realities. And it can indeed happen that someone may expound this more aptly than we, and one person in one way and another in another — provided, however, that all the things said be referred to this city of God of which we speak, sojourning in this evil world as in a flood, if he who expounds does not wish to stray far from the meaning of him who so wrote. For although they are discussed in more than one way, they must nevertheless be brought back to the one concord of the Catholic faith.” This in chapter 26.3



In vigesimo autem septimo: Non pertinere, inquit, ad praefigurandam Ecclesiam tam multiplicia rerum signa gestarum, nisi fuerit contentiosus, nemo [permittitur opinari]…
And in the twenty-seventh chapter he says: “That signs of things done, so manifold, do not pertain to the prefiguring of the Church — no one [is permitted to suppose], unless he be contentious…”4



nemo permittitur opinari. Iam enim gentes ita Ecclesiam repleverunt, mundique et immundi, donec certum perveniatur ad finem, ita eius unitatis quadam compage continentur, ut ex hoc uno manifestissimo, etiam de ceteris quae obscurius aliquanto dicta sunt et difficilius agnosci queunt, dubitari fas non sit. Quae cum ita sint: si nec inaniter ista conscripta esse putare quisquam vel durus audebit, nec nihil significare cum gesta sint, nec sola dicta esse significativa non autem facta, nec aliena esse ab Ecclesia significanda probabiliter dici potest: sed magis credendum est et sapienter esse memoriae litterisque mandata, et gesta esse, significare aliquid, et ipsum aliquid ad praefigurandam Ecclesiam pertinere. Hactenus ex Augustino.
…no one is permitted to suppose [otherwise], unless he be contentious. For the nations have now so filled the Church, both clean and unclean, that — until a sure end is reached — they are held together by a certain framework of its unity, so that from this one most manifest point it is not permitted to doubt even concerning the rest, which were said somewhat more obscurely and can be recognized only with more difficulty. Since this is so: neither will anyone, even a hard man, dare to think that these things were written in vain; nor that they signify nothing, since they were done; nor that only the words are significative and not the deeds; nor can it plausibly be said that they are foreign to the signifying of the Church: but rather it must be believed both that they were wisely committed to memory and to writing, and that they were done, and that they signify something, and that this something pertains to the prefiguring of the Church. Thus far from Augustine.5



Nos igitur triplicem Noëticae arcae mysticam interpretationem hic brevissime perstringemus. Et una quidem interpretatio erit secundum Physiologiam. Physiologicam appello interpretationem, quae historiam rei ad naturalem alterius rei vim et proprietates, propter quandam utriusque rei convenientiam et similitudinem, apte et congruenter accommodat. Altera interpretatio erit secundum allegoriam: tertia, secundum tropologiam. Nec vero quicquam ex nostro sensu promemus, sed ex antiquis et laudatis auctoribus deprompta in medium proferemus.
We therefore shall here very briefly touch upon a threefold mystical interpretation of Noah's ark. And one interpretation will be according to Physiology. I call “physiological” that interpretation which aptly and fittingly accommodates the history of a thing to the natural force and properties of another thing, on account of a certain agreement and likeness between the two. The second interpretation will be according to allegory; the third, according to tropology. And we shall bring forth nothing of our own opinion, but shall set before [the reader] things drawn from ancient and approved authors.6



Translator’s notes
	§77. Margins: Matt. 24; Luke 17; 1 Peter 3. ↩
	§78. ↩
	Augustine, City of God, bk. 15, ch. 26. Margins: Augustine; 1 Tim. 2. ↩
	Augustine, City of God, bk. 15, ch. 27; sentence continues on p. 226. ↩
	Conclusion of Augustine, City of God, bk. 15, ch. 27. ↩
	Pererius lays out the three mystical senses: physiological, allegorical, tropological. ↩
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ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. In what way the Ark of Noah, according to Physiology, was a figure of the human body.
UNDECIMA DISPUTATIO. Quemadmodum arca Noë secundum Physiologiam fuerit humani corporis figura.



BEATUS Augustinus libro 15 de Civitate Dei capite 26 breviter docet mensuras longitudinis, latitudinis et altitudinis arcae dimensionibus humani corporis pulchre respondere. Siquidem longitudo arcae trecentorum cubitorum sexcupla fuit ad latitudinem eius quinquaginta cubitorum, et decupla ad altitudinem eiusdem triginta cubitorum. Consimili ratione humani corporis longitudo a vertice usque ad vestigia sexies tantum habet quantum latitudo, quae est ab uno latere ad alterum latus, et decies tantum quantum altitudo: cuius altitudinis mensura est in latere a dorso ad ventrem: velut si iacentem hominem metiaris, supinum aut pronum, is sexies tantum longus est a capite ad pedes quam latus a dextra in sinistram vel a sinistra ad dexteram, et decies quam altus a terra.
St. Augustine, in book 15 of The City of God, chapter 26, briefly teaches that the measurements of the length, breadth, and height of the ark correspond beautifully to the dimensions of the human body. For the length of the ark, three hundred cubits, was sixfold its breadth of fifty cubits, and tenfold its height of thirty cubits. By a like ratio, the length of the human body from the crown to the soles is six times as great as the breadth — which is from one side to the other side — and ten times as great as the height, the measure of which height is in the side, from back to belly: just as, if you measure a man lying down, supine or prone, he is six times as long from head to feet as he is broad from right to left, or from left to right, and ten times as long [as he is] high from the ground.1



VERUM hanc similitudinem arcae et humani corporis enucleatius distinctiusque tractat, et quidem pereleganter, B. Ambrosius in libro de Arca et Noë, capite sexto et aliquot sequentibus: Arcam, inquit, Noë si quis velit impensius considerare, inveniet in eius aedificatione descriptam humani figuram corporis. Fac, inquit, Deus, tibi arcam de lignis quadratis.
But St. Ambrose treats this likeness of the ark and the human body more fully and distinctly — and indeed most elegantly — in his book On the Ark and Noah, in the sixth chapter and several following: “The Ark of Noah,” he says, “if anyone should wish to consider it more attentively, he will find described in its construction the figure of the human body. ‘Make for thyself,’ says God, ‘an ark of squared timbers (de lignis quadratis).’”2



Quadratum appellamus, quod suis omnibus bene consistat partibus, et conveniat sibi. Quadrata autem hominis membra esse, evidens ratio ostendit, si consideres pectus hominis, consideres ventrem pari mensura longitudinis et latitudinis: nisi cum voluptatibus et epulis ventre distento, mensura naturalis exceditur. Iam pedes et manus, brachia, femora et crura quadripertita quis non ipso usu advertat? Sunt autem pleraque eorum, etsi non eiusdem longitudinis aut latitudinis, tamen qua analogia ita servant, ut in iis quoque congrua mensura ratioque concurrat: longitudo prolixior quam latitudo sit, latitudo quam altitudo. Et sicut ligni arca trina distantia est, siquidem trecentorum cubitorum longitudinem, et quinquaginta latitudinem, et triginta cubitorum altitudinem servandam esse praescripsit: ita et in nostro corpore summa est et media et minima distantia. Summa, secundum longitudinem; media, secundum latitudinem; minima, secundum altitudinem: totum tamen corpus attextum ex singulis membris quadratum videtur. Nam et in usu ita est, ut eos quadratos dicamus, quos nec enormes proceritate, et validos robusti qualitate corporis aestimamus.
“We call ‘squared’ that which stands well together in all its parts and is consonant with itself. That the members of man are squared, plain reason shows, if you consider a man's chest, if you consider the belly, of equal measure in length and breadth — except when, the belly being distended with pleasures and feasting, the natural measure is exceeded. Again, who would not notice from use itself that the feet and hands, the arms, the thighs and legs are fourfold (quadripertita)? And though most of them are not of the same length or breadth, yet they keep such proportion (analogia) that in them too a fitting measure and ratio concurs: that the length be longer than the breadth, and the breadth than the height. And just as the wooden ark has a threefold dimension — since [God] prescribed that a length of three hundred cubits, a breadth of fifty, and a height of thirty cubits be observed — so also in our body there is a greatest, a middle, and a least dimension. The greatest, according to length; the middle, according to breadth; the least, according to height: yet the whole body, woven together out of its single members, appears squared. For in common usage it is so, that we call those men ‘squarely built’ (quadratos) whom we judge neither excessive in tallness yet strong in the sturdy quality of the body.”3



QUID etiam sibi velit quod ait: Nidos facies in arca, nequaquam silendum videtur. Naturaliter enim dictum arbitror, eo quod omne corpus nostrum attextum est sicut nidus, ut spiritus vitalis omnes partes viscerum penetret, atque de principali nostro fundat se per artus singulos. Nidi quidam sunt oculi nostri, quibus se visus inservit. Nidi sunt nostrarum sinus aurium, per quos auditus se infundit, et velut in foveam altam deiicit. Nidus est narium, qui ad se odorem attrahit. Nidus est quartus maior ceteris hiatus oris, in quo nutritur donec adolescat sapor: et unde vox evolat, in quo latet lingua, quae velut organum vocis sonos eius artifici suavitate modulatur. Et cum sit ipsa irrationabilis, rationabilem vocem exprimit.
“What, too, is meant by his saying, ‘Thou shalt make nests (nidos) in the ark’ — this likewise by no means seems to be passed over in silence. For I judge it was said in a natural sense, in that our whole body is woven together like a nest, so that the vital spirit may penetrate all the parts of the inner organs, and pour itself out from our principal [organ] through the several limbs. Our eyes are a kind of nest, in which sight serves itself. The hollows of our ears are nests, through which hearing pours itself in and casts itself as into a deep pit. The cavity of the nostrils is a nest, which draws odor to itself. The fourth nest, greater than the rest, is the opening of the mouth, in which taste is nourished until it grows; and from which the voice flies forth; in which lies hidden the tongue, which, like the organ of the voice, modulates its sounds with skilled sweetness. And though it is itself irrational, it produces a rational voice.”4



Nidus est hemicranium. Nidus est membrana illa quae cerebrum fovet et intra cohibet. Nidi sunt viscera pulmonis et cordis. Spiritus quidem nostri, hoc est, eius quem carpimus et quo alimur in hac vita, nidus est pulmo. Sanguinis autem et spiritus nidus est cor. Duo sunt enim eius uteri: unus, quo sanguinem velut quodam sinu suscipit et transfundit in venas; alter, quo rigatus ex illo superiori deducit in arterias iugi meatu. Ossa quoque validiora nidos habent: sunt enim intus cavata, et in quibusdam foraminibus est medulla. In visceribus ipsis mollioribus nidi cupiditatis aut doloris sunt. Et alia si quis consideret, etiam plures nidos inveniet in fabrica humani corporis. Unde puto et illum in Psalmo non solum mystice, sed etiam naturaliter dixisse: Etenim passer invenit sibi domum, et turtur nidum ubi reponat pullos suos. Est enim iam in hoc corpore nidus pudicitiae, in quo erat nidus irrationabilis concupiscentiae. Sed ubi antea partus deformes nutriebat libido, ibi nunc decorae castitatis adolescit hereditas.
“The half-skull (hemicranium) is a nest. That membrane which warms the brain and holds it within is a nest. The inner organs of the lung and the heart are nests. Of our spirit — that is, the breath which we draw and by which we are nourished in this life — the lung is the nest. But the nest of the blood and of the spirit is the heart. For it has two chambers (uteri): one, in which it receives the blood as in a kind of bosom and pours it into the veins; the other, watered from that upper one, which leads it into the arteries in a continuous stream. The stronger bones too have nests: for they are hollowed out within, and in certain cavities there is marrow. In the softer inner organs themselves are the nests of desire or of pain. And if one considers other things, he will find still more nests in the fabric of the human body. Whence I think that he too in the Psalm said, not only mystically but also naturally: ‘For the sparrow hath found herself a house, and the turtledove a nest where she may lay her young’ (Ps. 83). For there is now in this body a nest of chastity, where once was a nest of irrational concupiscence. But where formerly lust nourished its misshapen offspring, there now grows up the inheritance of comely chastity.”5



ILLINIES, inquit, ea bitumine. Ex multis ossibus nervisque et ceteris aliis constat humanum corpus. Et foris igitur et intus apta compage connexum sibi adhaeret, et habitudine propria, quam Graeci [ἕξιν] dicunt, tenetur:
“‘Thou shalt smear it,’ he says, ‘with bitumen.’ The human body consists of many bones and sinews and various other parts. And so, both outside and inside, knit together in a fitting framework, it clings to itself, and is held by its proper condition (habitudo), which the Greeks call [hexis]:”6



…ut intus clausus spiritus qui infunditur, vel spiritalis substantia quae intus operatur, veluti geminis constricta vinculis non evagetur: sed ad unitatem aptam et continentem, connexionemque validam cohibetur. Ideo bitumine constringi arca iubetur: est enim bitumen vehementis ad constringendum naturae. Unde Graece dicitur νάφθα παρὰ τῷ συνάπτειν, quod disiuncta connectat, nexuque constringat indissolubili, ita ut naturali unitate sibi credas convenire. Ob hanc causam intus et foris bitumine arca constringitur, ne connexio illa facile rumpatur.
“…so that the spirit enclosed within, which is poured in, or the spiritual substance which works within, as though bound by twin chains, may not wander abroad, but is restrained to a fitting and cohesive unity and a strong connection. Therefore the ark is commanded to be bound fast with bitumen: for bitumen is of a nature powerful for binding. Whence in Greek it is called νάφθα (naphtha), from ‘to join together’ (συνάπτειν), because it connects what is disjoined and binds it with an indissoluble bond, so that you would believe [the parts] to come together in a natural unity. For this reason the ark is bound with bitumen within and without, lest that connection be easily broken.”7



NEC illud praetereundum est quod additur: Colligens facies arcam, et in cubito consummabis eam a summo: ut reliquo corpori mensurae sibi convenientis ad gratiam decore quadret caput hominis, tanquam regale arcae adiungeret: ex quo cum sensus omnes ad ceteras partes corporis transfunderentur, tum maxime oculi, velut spectatores et custodes naturae appositi providentia, prope totum orbis nostri statum desuper contuerentur. Ipsaque mens illic locata, secundum plurimorum sententiam, et maxime Salomonis qui ait: Oculi sapientis in capite eius, quasi in aula imperiali virtutum consilium sibi contrahat, quo stipata comitatu et ipsa munitior sit, et tanquam ex edito quodam tuendi totius corporis regnum impertiat, responsa proferat, per quae possimus nos ipsi non solum retro respicere, nec solum quod ante pedes est videre, sed etiam caeli ipsius secreta profundo sapientiae obtutu spectare. Ibi igitur summa nostrae salutis, ubi gratia. Inde custodia, inde etiam pulchritudo corpori acquiritur, quae primum in vultu vernat. Decet enim praestantiorem esse aulae regalis nitorem, in qua sicut usus maior, ita splendor est.
“Nor must that which is added be passed over: ‘Gathering it together thou shalt make the ark, and in a cubit thou shalt finish it from the top’ — so that the head of man may fittingly and gracefully square with the rest of the body, of a measure suited to it, as though one were joining on the royal [part] of the ark: from which, while all the senses are diffused to the other parts of the body, yet most of all the eyes, set there like watchers and guards by the providence of nature, might survey from above almost the whole state of our world. And the mind itself, located there — according to the opinion of most, and especially of Solomon, who says, ‘The eyes of a wise man are in his head’ — as in an imperial hall of the virtues gathers counsel to itself, whereby, surrounded with a retinue, it may itself be the better fortified, and, as from a certain height, may dispense the governance of guarding the whole body, and deliver responses, by which we ourselves may not only look back, nor only see what is before our feet, but even behold the secrets of heaven itself with the deep gaze of wisdom. There, then, is the height of our salvation, where grace is. Thence guard, thence also beauty is acquired for the body, which first blooms in the face. For it is fitting that the splendor of the royal hall be more excellent, in which, as the use is greater, so is the brightness.”8



POST haec multa subiicit disertissime Ambrosius de sensibus in capite locatis. Tum vero subdit: Haec de capite prolixius diximus, quia oportuit sensus omnes in summo locari, unde omnia per reliquas partes officia dividerentur. Capiti autem nostro a tergo cervix proxima: dextera laevaque brachia sunt, quae arcem imperialem tanquam fida tuentur custodia. Denique haec in nobis validiora: qua propiora capiti, hac praestantiora. Pectus quoque velut quoddam sacrarium sapientiae, et stomachus velut quidam testis (ut medici aiunt) et conscius secretorum capitis, compassionisque consors, cui sua omnia vel salubria vel adversa transfundat. Latera, nates, femora et crura mensurae latitudinem ipsa specie significant, pedumque gressus. Qui etsi exiliores videntur, sunt tamen latiores cum incedunt.
After this, Ambrose adds much most eloquently about the senses located in the head. Then he subjoins: “These things about the head we have said at greater length, because it was fitting that all the senses be located at the top, whence all the offices might be distributed through the remaining parts. Next to our head at the back is the neck; on the right and left are the arms, which guard the imperial citadel like faithful sentinels. In short, these parts are the stronger in us; and the nearer they are to the head, the more excellent. The chest too is, as it were, a certain sanctuary of wisdom, and the stomach is, as it were, a kind of witness (as the physicians say) and confidant of the head's secrets, and a sharer of its sympathy, into which the head pours all its own affairs, whether wholesome or adverse. The sides, the buttocks, the thighs and legs signify by their very appearance the breadth-measure, and the stepping of the feet — which, though they seem slighter, are nevertheless broader when [men] walk.”9



PULCHRE autem dicitur: Ostium ex adverso facies, eam partem declarans corporis per quam cibos egerere consuevimus, ut quae putamus ignobiliora esse corporis nostri, his abundantiorem honorem circundaret. Id quod potissimum decori conveniebat, ut ductus quosdam vel exitus cuniculorum nostrorum a tergo averteret, ne in purgationibus ventris conspectus noster offenderetur. Sed quid est illud: Inferiora arcae bicamerata et tricamerata facies? Inferiora quidem dicendo, significare voluit inferiori loco aestimanda nobis esse ciborum recepta[cula]…
“And it is beautifully said: ‘Thou shalt make the door on the side’ — indicating that part of the body through which we are accustomed to discharge food, so that upon those parts which we think more ignoble of our body [God] might bestow more abundant honor (1 Cor. 12). This was especially fitting for decency, that he should turn certain ducts or outlets of our channels (cuniculi) to the rear, lest in the purgings of the belly our sight be offended. But what is this: ‘Thou shalt make the lower parts of the ark with two and three stories (bicamerata et tricamerata)’? By saying ‘lower parts,’ he wished to signify that the receptacles of food are to be reckoned by us in a lower place…”10



…receptacula, hoc est, viscera quae acceptum conficiunt cibum. Corruptibilis enim esca est. Quod autem corruptibile, non superioribus sed inferioribus comparandum. Cibus quoque deorsum fertur: cuius exigua portio viribus corporis alimoniaeque proficit; reliqua vero pars alvo purganda deducitur, quia intestina sunt per quae descendunt ciborum superflua. Ita operator noster instituit, ut non extenta a stomacho ad imum, sed sinuata sint ac reflexa, quo vitae nostrae usus propagaretur. Nam si extenderentur intestina hominis quae suscipiunt et deducunt cibum, statim sine ulla pertransiret mora: et necesse esset semper esurire nos et iugiter epulari, aut deficiente alimentorum substantia deficerent illico. Nunc autem in illa intestinorum insinuatione ac reflexione bipartita et tripartita adhaeret cibus, et descendendo paulatim vires ministrat, succum infundit corpori, tenet satietatem, differt edendi appetentiam: nec subita effusio, nec repentina evacuatio est, nec inexplebilis appetentia, nec insatiabilis epulandi libido. Dum enim paulatim descendit esca, famem et cruditatem naturalis temperat providentia.
“…the receptacles, that is, the inner organs (viscera) which work up the food received. For food is corruptible. And what is corruptible must be compared not to the higher but to the lower things. Food too is carried downward: of which a small portion profits the strength and nourishment of the body, but the remaining part is led down to be purged from the bowels, since there are intestines through which the superfluities of food descend. Thus our Maker arranged that [the intestines] should not be extended straight from the stomach to the bottom, but be coiled and folded back, that the [duration of] use of our life might be prolonged. For if the intestines of man, which receive and convey food, were extended straight, [the food] would pass through at once without any delay; and it would be necessary for us always to be hungry and to feast continually, or, if the substance of nourishment failed, [men] would forthwith fail. But now, in that twofold and threefold coiling and folding of the intestines, the food clings, and descending little by little supplies strength, infuses juice into the body, maintains satiety, defers the appetite for eating: there is neither a sudden discharge, nor an abrupt evacuation, nor an insatiable appetite, nor an unappeasable craving for feasting. For while the food descends gradually, natural providence tempers hunger and indigestion (cruditas).”11



Primum enim in stomacho, quem plerique ventrem appellant superiorem, cibus conficitur: deinde coquitur in iecore, atque eo digeritur vapore, succus eius dividitur certis viscerum portionibus, ex quo omne corpus valescit. Quod satis iuniorum incrementa, senum testificatur perseverantia. Reliquum cibi in ventrem defluit, quem omnes ventrem appellamus sine adiectione. Plerique dicunt ventrem inferiorem, ex quo fimus necesse est (qui plenus iam corruptionis descenderat) egeratur per illud ex transverso ostium.
“For first, in the stomach — which most call the upper belly — the food is worked up; then it is cooked in the liver, and digested by that heat (vapor), and its juice is distributed to fixed portions of the inner organs, from which the whole body gains strength. This the growth of the young sufficiently [proves], and the endurance of the old testifies. The rest of the food flows down into the belly, which we all call simply the belly. Many call it the lower belly, from which it is necessary that the dung — which had already descended full of corruption — be discharged through that side door.”12



Haec cum ita naturali institutione ad Dei praeceptionem composita videantur, tamen si non edendi a nobis agendique modus servetur, tanquam exuberantibus passionibus generatur diluvium, et quasi quaedam corporis labes. Unde mihi videtur per arcae huius figuram voluisse Deum nos edocere quemadmodum ad hoc speciali tuti simus diluvio: corruptela enim diluvii causa est; ea ubi erepserit, aperiuntur aquae, ebulliunt omnes fontes cupiditatum, ut totum corpus tanto et tam profundo vitiorum fluvio mergatur. Nihil est enim quod tam miserae servituti subiiciat hominem quam libido, atque eiusmodi cupiditates, quae iugo quodam criminum gravi deprimunt miseram conscientiam, ut se nequeat attollere, utpote quae libertatem innocentiae amiserit.
“Although these things seem so composed, by natural arrangement, in accordance with God's command, yet if a measure of eating and of acting is not kept by us, then, as it were from overflowing passions, a flood is engendered, and a kind of ruin (labes) of the body. Whence it seems to me that, through the figure of this ark, God wished to teach us how we may be safe against this particular flood: for corruption is the cause of the flood; when it has crept in, the waters are opened, all the fountains of desires boil up, so that the whole body is submerged in so great and so deep a flood of vices. For there is nothing that subjects man to so wretched a slavery as lust, and desires of this kind, which press down the wretched conscience with a certain heavy yoke of crimes, so that it cannot raise itself up, inasmuch as it has lost the freedom of innocence.”13



Maximum ergo in hoc diluvio est remedium, ut iustum praeferas, eumque mandati caelestis executorem eligas. Quis est iustus in nobis, nisi mentis vigor, qui intra istam arcam includat omne animantium genus quod est super terram? Cohibe ergo et tu omnes irrationabiles passiones tuas, omnesque sensus tuos menti subiice, animique imperiis assuesce. Evolare foras non sinas cupiditates tuas, exire in vulgus libidinem: et per rationalem mentem poteris etiam irrationabilia tua et immunda peccata ab omni periculo diluvii liberare.
“The greatest remedy, therefore, in this flood, is that you set the just man before you, and choose him as the executor of the heavenly command. What is the just man in us, but the vigor of the mind, which encloses within that ark every kind of living thing that is upon the earth? Restrain, therefore, you also, all your irrational passions, and subject all your senses to the mind, and accustom yourself to the commands of the spirit. Do not allow your desires to fly forth, nor your lust to go out among the crowd: and through the rational mind you will be able to free even your irrational and unclean sins from all danger of the flood.”14
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LatineEnglish


TWELFTH DISPUTATION. How the Ark of Noah, according to Allegory, was a figure of the Church of Christ.
DUODECIMA DISPUTATIO. Quomodo Arca Noë secundum Allegoriam figura fuerit Ecclesiae Christi.



ALLEGORICAM interpretationem arcae Noë, prout ea fuit umbra quaedam et imago Ecclesiae Christi, ex probatissimorum auctorum, Origenis, Augustini, Gregorii, Ruperti aliorumque sententiis contextam, hic brevissimis verbis apponam. Noë figura fuit Christi tam nomine quam factis. Nomen enim Noë Requiem significat, vera autem requies nostra Christus fuit. Ipse enim dixit: Tollite iugum meum super vos, et discite a me quia mitis sum et humilis corde, et invenietis requiem animabus vestris; et proxime ante dixerat: Venite ad me omnes qui laboratis et onerati estis, et ego reficiam vos.
I shall here, in the briefest words, set forth the allegorical interpretation of the Ark of Noah — inasmuch as it was a certain shadow and image of the Church of Christ — woven together from the opinions of the most approved authors: Origen, Augustine, Gregory, Rupert, and others. Noah was a figure of Christ both in name and in deeds. For the name “Noah” means “Rest,” and our true rest was Christ. For he himself said: “Take my yoke upon you, and learn of me, because I am meek and humble of heart, and you shall find rest for your souls” (Matt. 11); and just before he had said: “Come to me, all you that labor and are burdened, and I will refresh you.”1



Non igitur absque divino praesagio Lamech filium suum appellavit Noë, dicens: Iste consolabitur nos, vel requiescere nos faciet ab operibus et laboribus manuum nostrarum in terra cui maledixit Dominus. Non videtur autem secundum historiam id convenire admodum in Noë: quippe eius tempore maiorem Deus quam unquam irae suae vim ostendit, adeo ut diceret: Paenitet me fecisse hominem, et delebo omnem substantiam quam feci de superficie terrae. Denique maximae Dei offensae, irae atque vindictae indicium fuit destructio per diluvium orbis terrae, et animalium atque hominum interitus.
Not without divine presage, therefore, did Lamech call his son Noah, saying: “This same shall comfort us, or shall make us rest, from the works and labors of our hands, in the land which the Lord hath cursed” (Gen. 5). But according to the history this does not seem to fit Noah very well: for in his time God showed the force of his anger more than ever, so much so that he said: “It repenteth me that I have made man, and I will destroy every substance that I have made from the face of the earth” (Gen. 6). In short, the destruction of the world by the flood, and the perishing of animals and men, was a token of God's greatest offense, anger, and vengeance.2



At vero secundum allegoriam, pulcherrime quadrat in Christum Dominum: vera enim requies et consolatio nostra fuit remissio peccatorum nostrorum, quam ipse nobis tribuit per Baptismum suum, cuius figura fuit illud diluvium: nam ut in illo peccatores perierunt, sic peccata in hoc delentur. Duplicem igitur noster Noë requiem nobis praestitit, unam ab operibus manuum nostrarum, id est, a peccatis, ne conscientiam nostram perturbent, inquietent ac devexent; alteram a miseriis et aerumnis, quibus propter peccata iuste subiecti sumus in terra cui maledixit Deus: Homo, inquit Iob, natus de muliere, brevi vivens tempore, repletur multis miseriis. Qui quasi flos egreditur et conteritur, et fugit velut umbra, et nunquam in eodem statu permanet.
But according to allegory, it squares most beautifully with Christ the Lord: for our true rest and consolation was the remission of our sins, which he bestowed on us through his Baptism, of which that flood was a figure: for as in that [flood] the sinners perished, so in this [baptism] sins are blotted out. Our Noah, therefore, granted us a twofold rest: one from the works of our hands — that is, from sins — lest they disturb, disquiet, and harass our conscience; the other from the miseries and hardships to which, on account of sins, we are justly subjected in the land which God cursed: “Man,” says Job, “born of a woman, living for a short time, is filled with many miseries. Who cometh forth like a flower and is destroyed, and fleeth as a shadow, and never continueth in the same state” (Job 14).3



Sunt quidem etiam iustificati per Christum nihilominus quam ceteri malis huius vitae subiecti, sed sunt tamen ad breve tempus, et cum spe certissima consequendi sempiternam impassibilitatem, atque interim mala quae perferunt multum conducunt illis ad incrementa virtutum materiemque amplissimorum meritorum atque praemiorum. Quemadmodum autem per unum Noë servatus est orbis, sic per unum Christum servantur omnes: Non enim est aliud nomen sub caelo datum hominibus, in quo oporteat nos salvos fieri. Et ut Noë per…
Those justified through Christ are indeed, no less than the rest, subject to the evils of this life; yet they are so for a short time only, and with the most certain hope of attaining everlasting impassibility; and meanwhile the evils which they endure contribute much to their increase of virtues, and furnish matter for the amplest merits and rewards. And as through one Noah the world was saved, so through one Christ are all saved: “For there is no other name under heaven given to men, whereby we must be saved” (Acts 4). And as Noah, by…4



…lignum conservavit reliquias humani generis, ita Christus per lignum Crucis et passionem suam humanum genus a morte redemit. Salutiferum igitur fuit hoc Christi diluvium, a tempore Christi coeptum et inundans universum orbem, in quo plures submersi sunt peccatores ad eorum tamen salutem, quam in illo demersi sunt ad ipsorum perditionem et interitum.
…wood preserved the remnants of the human race, so Christ, by the wood of the Cross and his passion, redeemed the human race from death. Salutary, therefore, was this flood of Christ, begun from the time of Christ and inundating the whole world, in which more sinners have been submerged — yet unto their salvation — than were drowned in that [flood of Noah] unto their perdition and ruin.



QUEMADMODUM porro Deus dixit ad Noë: Fac tibi arcam, ita dixit nostro Noë, qui vere iustus et perfectus fuit placens Deo, ut fabricaret sibi Ecclesiam ex firmissimis lignis, id est, ex omnibus gentibus in aeternum victuris, et mensuras ei daret caelestibus sacramentis repletas. Haec autem arca Ecclesiae non uno anno aedificata est, sed centum annis, id est, ab exordio mundi aedificari coepta est Ecclesia, nec usque ad finem mundi aedificatio eius cessabit; unde Paulus dixit: Deum dedisse Apostolos, Prophetas, Evangelistas, pastores et doctores, ad consummationem sanctorum, in aedificationem corporis Christi. Arca in fluctibus natabat; sic Ecclesia in persecutionibus et tentationibus versatur: Per multas enim tribulationes oportet nos intrare in regnum Dei. Arca non ex uno, sed ex multis lignis bitumine coniunctis facta est: sic Ecclesia ex multis hominibus collecta est, vinculo charitatis in unitate fidei conglutinatis.
Moreover, just as God said to Noah, “Make thee an ark,” so he said to our Noah — who was truly just and perfect and pleasing to God — that he should build for himself a Church out of the firmest timbers, that is, out of all the nations that shall live forever, and should give it measurements filled with heavenly sacraments. But this ark of the Church was not built in one year, but in a hundred years — that is, the Church began to be built from the beginning of the world, nor will its building cease until the end of the world; whence Paul said that God “gave some Apostles, some Prophets, some Evangelists, and some pastors and teachers, for the perfecting of the saints, unto the edification of the body of Christ” (Eph. 4). The ark floated upon the waves; so the Church is engaged amid persecutions and temptations: “For through many tribulations we must enter into the kingdom of God” (Acts 14). The ark was made not of one, but of many timbers joined with bitumen; so the Church has been gathered out of many men, glued together by the bond of charity in unity of faith.5



ERANT autem ligna ex quibus constructa erat arca secundum aliquos incorruptibilia, secundum alios fortia, secundum nostram translationem levigata, secundum editionem Septuaginta quadrata, et haec omnia in Ecclesiam recte conveniunt. Siquidem Ecclesia requirit homines incorruptos peccatis et Deo semper viventes; exigit quoque homines fortes ad ferendas iniurias, et ad quaecumque adversa ingruerint toleranda animosos et constantes; desiderat quoque homines levigatos, id est, non asperos, non acerbos, non intractabiles, sed mansuetos, affabiles, nullam cuique dantes offensionem, et in quibus sint viscera charitatis. Quadrata ligna sunt in Ecclesia doctores et magistri. Quadratum enim est, inquit Origenes, quod nulla vacillat ex parte, sed quocumque verteris, fida et solida stabilitate consistit. Et haec quadrata ligna fuerunt, quae omne pondus arcae, tam animalium intrinsecus quam fluctuum extrinsecus, sustinebant.
Now the timbers of which the ark was constructed were, according to some, incorruptible; according to others, strong; according to our translation, planed smooth (levigata); according to the edition of the Septuagint, squared (quadrata) — and all these fit the Church rightly. For the Church requires men uncorrupted by sins and ever living to God; it demands also men strong to bear injuries, and spirited and constant in enduring whatever adversities may assail; it desires also men “planed smooth,” that is, not rough, not harsh, not intractable, but gentle, affable, giving offense to no one, and in whom are the bowels of charity. The squared timbers are, in the Church, the doctors and teachers. “For that is squared,” says Origen, “which wavers on no side, but, whichever way you turn it, stands with sure and solid stability.” And these were the squared timbers which bore the whole weight of the ark, both of the animals within and of the waves without.6



Et sancti Doctores Ecclesiae tam intrinsecus fideles verbo commonitionis et doctrinae gratia consolantur, quam extrinsecus infidelibus impugnantibus, et quaestionum fluctus ac procellas disputationum commoventibus, virtute verbi, sapientia rationis obsistunt, et velut murus quidam et defensio sunt iis qui intrinsecus sunt; obstaculum autem et impugnatio iis qui extrinsecus superveniunt. Quia igitur undique stabilis est sanctorum vita doctorum, et ad omne bonum opus parata, ideo de lignis quadratis Ecclesia Christi fabricatur. Haec ligna intrinsecus et extrinsecus bitumine liniuntur, vult enim te architectus Ecclesiae Christus non esse talem quales sunt multi, qui deforis apparent hominibus iusti, intus autem sunt sepul[chra]…
And the holy Doctors of the Church both, within, console the faithful by the word of admonition and the grace of doctrine, and, without, withstand by the power of the word and the wisdom of reason the unbelievers who assail and stir up floods of questions and storms of disputations; and they are, as it were, a wall and a defense to those who are within, but an obstacle and a repulse to those who come upon them from without. Since, therefore, the life of the holy doctors is stable on every side and ready for every good work, the Church of Christ is built of squared timbers. These timbers are smeared with bitumen within and without; for Christ, the architect of the Church, wishes you not to be such as many are, who outwardly appear to men just, but within are sepul[chres]…7



…chra mortuorum, sed vult te corpore sanctum esse exterius, et corde intrinsecus purum, cautumque undique et castitatis atque innocentiae virtute munitum: hoc enim est intrinsecus et extrinsecus bitumine esse oblitum. Vel significatur in compage unitatis tolerantia charitatis, ne scandalis Ecclesiam tentantibus, sive ab iis qui intus sive ab iis qui foris sunt, cedat fraterna iunctura, et solvatur vinculum pacis. Est enim bitumen ferventissimum et violentissimum gluten, significans dilectionis ardorem in magna fortitudine ad tenendam societatem spiritalem omnia tolerantem.
…sepulchres of the dead, but he wishes you to be holy in body outwardly, and pure in heart within, and on every side wary and fortified by the virtue of chastity and innocence: for this is to be smeared with bitumen within and without. Or there is signified, in the framework of unity, the forbearance of charity, lest, when scandals assail the Church — whether from those who are within or from those who are without — the fraternal joint give way and the bond of peace be dissolved. For bitumen is a most fervent and most powerful glue, signifying the ardor of love in great fortitude for maintaining the spiritual fellowship that endures all things.8



VERUM quia non omnium unum est meritum, nec idem in fide profectus: idcirco et arca illa non unam omnibus praebebat mansionem, sed in ea bicamerata erant inferiora, et tricamerata superiora, multique nidi seu mansiunculae: sic in Ecclesia, licet omnes intra unam fidem contineantur et uno Baptismo abluantur, non tamen unus omnibus atque idem profectus est, sed unusquisque stat in ordine suo. Et alii quidem per rationabilem scientiam viventes, et idonei non modo seipsos regere, verum etiam alios docere ac gubernare, qui perpauci sunt, cum ipso Noë versantur, et proxima ei propinquitate iunguntur, et in sublimitate arcae collocantur. At vero multitudo irrationalium animalium, vel etiam bestiarum, in inferioribus arcae ponitur, et eorum maxime quorum feritatis saevitiam nec dum fidei dulcedo molliuit.
But because the merit of all is not one, nor the progress in faith the same: therefore that ark too did not provide one [single] dwelling for all, but in it the lower parts had two stories and the upper parts three, and there were many nests or little dwellings: so in the Church, although all are contained within one faith and washed by one Baptism, yet the progress is not one and the same for all, but each one stands in his own order. And some indeed, living by rational knowledge and fit not only to rule themselves but also to teach and govern others — who are very few — dwell with Noah himself, and are joined to him in closest nearness, and are placed in the upper part (sublimitas) of the ark. But the multitude of irrational animals, or even of beasts, is placed in the lower parts of the ark — and especially of those whose savage ferocity the sweetness of faith has not yet softened.9



Superiores vero aliquantulo ab his sunt qui, licet minus rationis habeant, plurimum tamen simplicitatis et innocentiae custodiunt. Et sic per singulos habitationum gradus ascendendo, pervenitur ad ipsum Noë, id est, Christum, qui est caput totius Ecclesiae super omnes sanctos, et gratia gloriaque et merito atque praemio exaltatus. Quod item inferiora arcae bicamerata et tricamerata construuntur, significat bipartitam multitudinem hominum ex Iudaeis et Gentibus in Ecclesia congregatam, vel tripertitam propter tres filios Noë, quorum progenie repletus est orbis.
A little above these are those who, though they have less reason, yet keep very much simplicity and innocence. And thus, ascending through the several grades of dwellings, one arrives at Noah himself — that is, at Christ, who is the head of the whole Church above all the saints, exalted in grace and glory and in merit and reward. And that the lower parts of the ark are built with two and three stories signifies the twofold multitude of men gathered in the Church from Jews and Gentiles, or the threefold [multitude] on account of the three sons of Noah, by whose progeny the world was filled.



ARCA ad unum cubitum collecta desuper consummatur, sicut Ecclesia, quae est corpus Christi, in unitatem collecta sublimatur et perficitur. Unde dixit Dominus: Qui mecum non colligit, spargit. Aditus porro arcae fit in latere eius. Nemo quippe intrat in Ecclesiam nisi per sacramentum remissionis peccatorum, hoc autem de Christi latere aperto manavit. Et ostium quidem arcae unum erat, quia unus est Christus, una fides, unum verbum Dei, per quod tantummodo in Ecclesiam intrari et ad participationem aeternae salutis perveniri potest. Arca parum luminis externi habebat, una enim tantum fenestra, et ea quidem parva, parum ei luminis exhibere potuit. Sic Ecclesia non multum curat sapientiam secularem, habet enim lumen suum in se: magis autem curat et laborat ut probitate vitae et sanctitate morum luceat et splendeat, et quod de Ecclesia caelesti scriptum est in Apocalypsi, id etiam quodam modo quadrat ad Ecclesiam mili[tantem]…
The ark, gathered to one cubit, is finished from above, just as the Church, which is the body of Christ, gathered into unity, is raised on high and perfected. Whence the Lord said: “He that gathereth not with me, scattereth” (Luke 11). And the entrance of the ark is made in its side. For no one enters the Church except through the sacrament of the remission of sins, and this flowed from the opened side of Christ. And the door of the ark was one, because Christ is one, the faith is one, the word of God is one, through which alone the Church can be entered and the participation of eternal salvation attained. The ark had little external light, for one window only — and that a small one — could afford it little light. So the Church does not much care for secular wisdom, for it has its own light within itself; rather it cares and labors that it may shine and be resplendent by uprightness of life and holiness of morals; and what is written of the heavenly Church in the Apocalypse also in a certain way fits the Church mili[tant]…10



…tantem: Et civitas, inquit, non eget Sole neque Luna ut luceant in ea, nam claritas Dei illuminabit eam, et Lucerna eius est Agnus. Et ambulabunt Gentes in lumine eius.
…militant: “And the city,” he says, “hath no need of the sun, nor of the moon, to shine in it, for the glory of God hath enlightened it, and the Lamb is the lamp thereof. And the nations shall walk in the light of it” (Apoc. 21).11



ERANT in arca omnis generis animalia, tam munda quam immunda; sic Ecclesia omnes recepit, tam ex Gentibus quam ex Iudaeis, semperque in ea sunt tam boni quam mali. Et sicut plura fuerunt in arca animalia quam homines, ita plures sunt in Ecclesia mali et imperfecti quam boni et perfecti. De immundis fuerunt bina, de mundis septena. Nam licet mundi et boni pauciores sint quam immundi et mali, boni tamen servant unitatem spiritus in vinculo pacis. Sanctum autem Spiritum Scriptura in septiformi operatione commendat, et septiformis Spiritus Sancti gratia est quae vere mundos efficit: mali autem binario numero signantur, quod recedant ab unitate pacis, et ad schismata faciles et prompti, et ad dissidia et discordias procliues sint.
There were in the ark animals of every kind, both clean and unclean; so the Church received all, both from the Gentiles and from the Jews, and there are always in it both good and bad. And just as there were more animals than men in the ark, so there are more bad and imperfect men in the Church than good and perfect. Of the unclean there were two each, of the clean seven each. For although the clean and good are fewer than the unclean and bad, yet the good keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace. Now Scripture commends the Holy Spirit in a sevenfold operation, and it is the sevenfold grace of the Holy Spirit that truly makes [men] clean; but the bad are signified by the number two, because they depart from the unity of peace, and are easy and prompt to schisms, and prone to dissensions and discords.12



Continebat arca escas omnis generis ad cibatum omnium animalium et hominum. Sic Ecclesia maximam habet copiam spiritualium ciborum, quibus omnes, ut eis expedit, nutriri possint, praebetque cibaria tam bonis quam malis: bonis, promissiones caelestium bonorum; malis, comminationes aeternorum gehennae suppliciorum. Nec vero Noë tantum arcam condidit, sed in eam ipse intravit et in ea mansit: ita Christus non tantum ut Deus Ecclesiam aedificavit, sed etiam ut homo in ea conversatus est, et in ea manebit omnibus diebus usque ad consummationem saeculi.
The ark contained foods of every kind for the feeding of all the animals and men. So the Church has the greatest abundance of spiritual foods, by which all may be nourished as is expedient for them, and it furnishes provisions both to the good and to the bad: to the good, the promises of heavenly goods; to the bad, the threats of the eternal punishments of Gehenna. Nor did Noah only build the ark, but he himself entered into it and remained in it: so Christ not only as God built the Church, but also as man dwelt in it, and will remain in it “all days, even to the consummation of the world” (Matt. 28).13



LONGITUDO arcae trecentorum cubitorum sexcupla erat ad latitudinem eius quinquaginta cubitorum, et decupla ad altitudinem eiusdem triginta cubitorum: similis autem est mensura corporis humani, ut supra ostendimus. Ecclesia vero et fidelium congregatio corpus Christi appellatur, cuius multo maior est longitudo quam latitudo, et latitudo quam altitudo. Longitudo enim denotat fidem, latitudo charitatem, altitudo celsitudinem sapientiae et contemplationis rerum caelestium, et sublimitatem perfectionis Evangelicae. Inter fideles autem pauciores sunt boni et charitate praediti; plures autem mali, solam fidem habentes. Et inter bonos paucissimi sunt perfecti, et rerum sublimium ac divinarum meditationi et amori, ceteris omnibus rebus posthabitis et contemptis, dediti.
The length of the ark, three hundred cubits, was sixfold its breadth of fifty cubits, and tenfold its height of thirty cubits; and similar is the measure of the human body, as we showed above. Now the Church and the congregation of the faithful is called the body of Christ, whose length is much greater than its breadth, and breadth than height. For the length denotes faith, the breadth charity, the height the loftiness of wisdom and of the contemplation of heavenly things, and the sublimity of evangelical perfection. But among the faithful fewer are good and endowed with charity; more are bad, having faith alone. And among the good, very few are perfect and devoted to the meditation and love of sublime and divine things, all other things being set aside and despised.14



Significatur etiam humanum corpus, quod nostra causa induit filius Dei, scilicet ut per eius in Cruce oblationem, iram Dei placans, eum nobis reconciliaret ac propitiaret; et Ecclesiam sanguine suo lavans et mundans, exhiberet sibi eam gloriosam non habentem maculam aut rugam aut aliquid huiusmodi, sed ut esset sancta et immaculata, et redimens nos ab omni iniquitate mundaret sibi populum acceptabilem, sectatorem bonorum operum. Quapropter ingrediens ipse mundum dixit Deo Patri: Hostiam et oblationem noluisti, corpus autem aptasti mihi; holocaustomata pro peccato tibi non [placuerunt]…
There is also signified the human body, which the Son of God put on for our sake — namely, that by his offering on the Cross, appeasing the wrath of God, he might reconcile and propitiate him to us; and, washing and cleansing the Church by his blood, might present it to himself glorious, not having spot or wrinkle or any such thing, but that it might be holy and immaculate (Eph. 5); and, redeeming us from all iniquity, might cleanse for himself an acceptable people, a follower of good works (Tit. 2). Wherefore, entering into the world, he himself said to God the Father: “Sacrifice and oblation thou wouldst not, but a body thou hast fitted to me; holocausts for sin did not [please thee]…” (Heb. 10; Ps. 39)15



…tibi placuerunt. Tunc dixi: Ecce venio, in capite libri scriptum est de me, ut faciam, Deus, voluntatem tuam.
…did not please thee. Then said I: Behold I come: in the head of the book it is written of me, that I should do thy will, O God.”16



ARCA porro secundum imaginationem et descriptionem Origenis, quam plerique Doctorum secuti sunt, in imo ampla erat: sed quo altius surgebat, eo magis arcta et angusta efficiebatur, donec in angustissimum unius duntaxat cubiti fastigium et culmen desineret. Hoc secundum allegoriam praeclare interpretatur Sanctus Gregorius homilia 16 in Ezechielem: Quid per arcam, inquit, Noë nisi sancta Ecclesia figuratur, quae inferius ampla est, superius angusta? Recte enim per hoc Ecclesia designatur, quae adhuc in multis suis carnalibus lata est, in paucis spiritualibus angusta. Et quia ad unum hominem qui est sine peccato colligitur, quasi in uno cubito consummatur. Videmus etenim multos intra eiusdem sanctae Ecclesiae sinum in superbia erigi, in carnis voluptate dissolui, acquirendis terrenis rebus inhiare, imperante avaritia mare transire, deservire iracundiae, iurgiis vacare, proximos quos praevalent laedere. Sed quia eos adhuc sancta Ecclesia tolerat ut convertat, quasi in arca latitudine deorsum bestiae morantur.
The ark, moreover, according to the conception and description of Origen — which most of the Doctors have followed — was wide at the bottom; but the higher it rose, the more narrow and strait it became, until it ended in the very narrow peak and ridge of just one cubit. St. Gregory beautifully interprets this according to allegory, in his sixteenth homily on Ezekiel: “What is figured by the ark of Noah,” he says, “but the holy Church, which is wide below and narrow above? For rightly is the Church designated by this — the Church which is still broad in its many carnal members, and narrow in its few spiritual ones. And because it is gathered to one man who is without sin, it is, as it were, finished in one cubit. For we see many within the bosom of the same holy Church puffed up in pride, dissolved in the pleasure of the flesh, gaping after the acquisition of earthly things, crossing the sea at the command of avarice, enslaved to wrath, given to quarrels, harming the neighbors they have power to harm. But because the holy Church still tolerates them in order to convert them, they dwell, as it were, like beasts in the lower breadth of the ark.17



Videmus alios iam aliena non quaerere, illatas iniurias aequanimiter portare, rebus propriis esse contentos, humiliter vivere. Sed quia isti iam pauci sunt, angustatur arca. Alios autem conspicimus etiam possessa relinquere, nullum terrenis rebus studium dare, inimicos diligere, carnem a cunctis voluptatibus domare, motus omnes sub rationis iudicio premere, per caeleste desiderium contemplationis pennas sublevare. Sed quia tales quique valde rari sunt, in arca iuxta cubitum ducantur, ubi homines et volatilia continentur. Quaeratur tamen si quis in eis esse valeat sine peccato, at nullus invenitur. Quis itaque homo sine peccato est, nisi ille qui in peccato natus non est? In uno ergo cubito consummatur arca, quia unus est auctor et redemptor sanctae Ecclesiae sine peccato, ad quem omnes proficiunt, qui se esse peccatores noverunt. Hactenus Gregorius.
We see others who now do not seek what belongs to another, who bear injuries inflicted on them with equanimity, who are content with their own goods, who live humbly. But because these are now few, the ark is narrowed. And we behold others who even leave behind their possessions, give no zeal to earthly things, love their enemies, tame the flesh from all pleasures, press down all impulses under the judgment of reason, and lift themselves on the wings of contemplation through heavenly desire. But because such persons are very rare, let them be assigned in the ark near the cubit, where men and birds are contained. Yet let it be asked whether any among them can be without sin — but none is found. Who, then, is a man without sin, save he who was not born in sin? In one cubit, therefore, the ark is finished, because there is one author and redeemer of the holy Church who is without sin, toward whom all make progress who have known themselves to be sinners.” Thus far Gregory.18
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DECIMATERTIA DISPUTATIO. Cuius rei figura secundum Tropologicum sensum fuerit Arca Noë.



SI quis est, inquit Origenes, qui crescentibus malis et inundantibus vitiis convertere se potest a rebus fluxis et caducis, et audire verbum Dei ac praecepta caelestia custodire, hic intra cor suum arcam salutis aedificat, et ut ita dicam, bibliothecam divini consecrat verbi, longitudinem in ea, latitudinem et altitudinem, fidem dico, spem et charitatem collocans. Fide Trinitatis, ad longitudinem vitae immortalitatem descendit. Latitudine charitatis, indulgentiae benignitatisque fundat affectum. Altitudine spei ad caelestia erigit animum, et in terris ambulans, in caelis habet conversationem. Summam vero actuum suorum refert ad unum. Scit enim quia omnes quidem currunt, sed unus accipit palmam, scilicet qui cogitationum varietate et mentis instabilitate non fuerit multiplex.
“If there is anyone,” says Origen, “who, amid growing evils and overflowing vices, is able to turn himself away from fleeting and perishable things, and to hear the word of God and keep the heavenly precepts, this man builds within his heart an ark of salvation, and, so to speak, consecrates a library of the divine word, placing in it length, breadth, and height — I mean faith, hope, and charity. By the faith of the Trinity, he reaches the length of life, immortality. By the breadth of charity, he establishes an affection of indulgence and kindness. By the height of hope, he lifts up his mind to heavenly things, and, walking on earth, has his conversation in heaven. And he refers the sum of his actions to one. For he knows that, although all indeed run, yet one receives the prize (1 Cor. 9) — namely, he who has not been made manifold by variety of thoughts and instability of mind.1



Sed hanc arcam et bibliothecam non ex agrestibus et impolitis, sed ex quadratis et secundum aequitatis lineam directis construit lignis, id est, non secularium auctorum, sed ex propheticis et apostolicis voluminibus. Ipsi enim sunt qui, diversis tentationibus dolati, recisis omnibus vitiis, quadratam continent vitam, et ex omni parte libratam. Nam auctores secularium librorum possunt dici ligna excelsa et umbrosa (sub omni enim ligno excelso et nemoroso accusatur fornicatus esse Israël), quia illi loquuntur quidem excelsa, et florida utuntur eloquentia, non tamen ita faciunt ut loquuntur: et ideo non possunt ligna quadrata nominari, quia non in eis sermo et vita collibrant.
“But he constructs this ark and library not from rough and unpolished timbers, but from squared ones, set straight according to the line of equity — that is, not from secular authors, but from the prophetic and apostolic books. For these are they who, hewn by various temptations, with all vices cut away, maintain a squared life, balanced on every side. For the authors of secular books may be called lofty and shady trees (for ‘under every lofty and leafy tree Israel is accused of having committed fornication,’ Jer. 2), because they indeed speak lofty things and use florid eloquence, yet do not act as they speak: and therefore they cannot be called squared timbers, because in them speech and life are not balanced together.2



Tu ergo si facis arcam, ex propheticis et apostolicis sermonibus confice, et bicameratam ac tricameratam eam facito: ex ipsa narrationes historicas disce: ex ipsa latentia rerum mysteria et sacramenta agnosce. Ex ipsa quoque mores emendare, resecare vitia, purgare animam, atque exsolvere omni vitio captivitatis enitere. Nidos in ea diversarum virtutum et profectuum colloca. Intus et foris eam bitumina, corde fidem gerens, ore confessionem praeferens: intus scientiam, foris operationem habens: intus corde mundus, foris castus corpore incedens. Sic Origenes.
“You therefore, if you make an ark, fashion it from the prophetic and apostolic discourses, and make it two- and three-storied: from it learn the historical narratives; from it recognize the hidden mysteries and sacraments of things. From it too strive to amend your morals, to cut away vices, to purge your soul, and to free yourself from every vice of captivity. Place in it nests of diverse virtues and advancements. Bituminize it within and without, bearing faith in the heart, displaying confession with the mouth; having knowledge within, action without; pure in heart within, walking chaste in body without.” So Origen.3



HUGO autem Sancti Victoris, in libro Allegoriarum in Genesim, capite decimo octavo: Anima, inquit, nostra est velut arca Noë. In arca salvari debemus, et in ipsam intrantes et in ipsa manentes, sicut scriptum est: Redite, praevaricatores, ad cor. Huius arcae longitudo fides est, quae credit omnia quae fecit Deus ab initio saeculi, vel facturus est usque ad finem eius, per se, vel per Angelos, vel per homines. Altitudo spes est, qua erigitur ad speranda bona quae in caelis sunt praeparata diligentibus Deum. Latitudo caritas est, quae extenditur ad Septentrionalem plagam per dilectionem inimicorum, et ad plagam Australem per dilectionem amicorum.
And Hugh of St. Victor, in his book of Allegories on Genesis, chapter eighteen: “Our soul,” he says, “is like the ark of Noah. In the ark we ought to be saved, both by entering into it and by remaining in it, as it is written: ‘Return, you transgressors, to the heart’ (Isa. 46). The length of this ark is faith, which believes all the things that God has done from the beginning of the world, or will do until its end, whether by himself, or through Angels, or through men. The height is hope, by which one is raised toward hoping for the goods which are prepared in the heavens for those who love God. The breadth is charity, which extends toward the northern region by the love of enemies, and toward the southern region by the love of friends.4



In hac arca est Noë, id est, Intellectus rationalis et sensus spiritualis, et quae ex his nascuntur, recta consilia, iusta desideria piaque vota, tanquam filii et cognati Noë. Animalia, opera sunt quae circa res terrenas efficiuntur. Volucres, cogitationes sunt in rebus excelsis et caelestibus versantes. Inundatio aquarum, impetus est tentationum. Montes Armeniae, in quibus requiescit arca, quies est animae in contemplatione rerum divinarum. Corvus emissus nec reversus significat falsos Christianos, qui, dum aliquando ad exteriora necessitatis causa mittuntur, foris remanent visibilibus inhaerentes, neque ad interiorem quietem revertentes, sed foris in fluctuatione temporalium laetantes. Columba vero extra arcam missa sed ad eam reversa, bonos Christianos significat, qui, dum pro utilitate proximorum ad exteriora procedunt, redeunt cum foris quietem non inveniunt: et afferunt ramum olivae, quia peregerunt opera misericordiae.
“In this ark is Noah — that is, the rational understanding and the spiritual sense; and the things which are born from these — right counsels, just desires, and pious vows — are, as it were, the sons and kindred of Noah. The animals are the works which are done about earthly things. The birds are the thoughts that dwell on lofty and heavenly things. The flood of waters is the onset of temptations. The mountains of Armenia, on which the ark rests, are the rest of the soul in the contemplation of divine things. The raven sent out and not returning signifies false Christians who, when they are sometimes sent to outward things for the sake of necessity, remain outside, clinging to visible things, and do not return to inward rest, but rejoice outside in the fluctuation of temporal things. But the dove sent out of the ark yet returning to it signifies good Christians who, while they go out to outward things for the benefit of their neighbors, return when they do not find rest outside; and they bring back an olive branch, because they have performed works of mercy.”5



SED idem Hugo in libro secundo de arca Morali, per prima aliquot eius libri capita, dum historiam arcae per Tropologicam interpretationem pulcherrime accommodat ad secretum conscientiae et cordis humani, ubi sedes est sapientiae vigetque contemplatio Dei et creaturarum eius, tam luculentam habet disputationem, ut si eam hoc loco tacitam praeterirem, equidem viderer ipse mihi fraudasse lecto[rem]…
But the same Hugh, in the second book On the Moral Ark, through the first several chapters of that book — while he most beautifully accommodates the history of the ark, by tropological interpretation, to the secret of the conscience and of the human heart, where is the seat of wisdom and where the contemplation of God and of his creatures flourishes — has so brilliant a discussion that, if I were to pass it over here in silence, I should indeed seem to myself to have defrauded the read[er]…6



…lectorem ingenti utilitate ac voluptate spirituali, qua ex eius viri piis admodum et eruditis maximeque salutaribus sententiis et documentis haurire licet. Cum igitur ille dixisset arcam Noë adumbrasse secretum et quasi adytum ac penetrale animi nostri, ubi sedet sapientia rerum contemplationi vacans, ad hunc fere modum disputat (exponam enim breviter disputationis eius summam): Anima, inquit, nostra similitudinem Creatoris sui habet: quod, ut in mente Dei rerum omnium causae aeternaliter, sine mutabilitate et distinctione temporali subsistunt, sic in mente nostra praeterita, praesentia et futura per cogitationem simul subsistunt. Si ergo per studium meditationis assiduae cor nostrum inhabitare coeperimus, iam quodammodo temporales esse desistimus, et quasi foris mundo mortui, intus Deo vivimus. Tunc quicquid fortuna extra molitur facile contemnimus, si ibi fixum est desiderium nostrum, ubi mutabilitati non subiacemus: ubi nec praeterita relinquamus, nec occupemur praesentibus, nec expectemus futura; nec cupiamus vitae prospera, nec metuamus adversa.
…the reader of the immense profit and spiritual delight which one may draw from that man's very pious and learned and most salutary opinions and lessons. When, therefore, he had said that the ark of Noah foreshadowed the secret and, as it were, the shrine and inmost recess of our soul, where wisdom is seated, devoting itself to the contemplation of things, he argues roughly in this manner (for I shall briefly set forth the sum of his discussion): “Our soul,” he says, “has the likeness of its Creator: for, as in the mind of God the causes of all things subsist eternally, without mutability and temporal distinction, so in our mind the past, present, and future subsist together through thought. If, therefore, through the practice of constant meditation we begin to dwell within our heart, we now in some manner cease to be temporal, and, as though dead to the world without, we live within to God. Then whatever fortune contrives outside, we easily despise, if our desire is fixed there where we are not subject to mutability — where we neither leave behind the past, nor are occupied with the present, nor await the future; where we neither covet life's prosperities, nor fear its adversities.7



Habeamus ergo rectas, utiles et castas cogitationes: quia de tali materia fabricabimus arcam nostram. Ista sunt ligna quae in aquam missa natant, in igne posita ardent: quia tales cogitationes fluxus carnalium delectationum deorsum non premit, sed flamma caritatis incendit. Nec timeas hunc ignem in tectis tuis. Vae tibi, si non arserit ex hoc igne tabernaculum tuum. Postea bituminabis arcam tuam intus et extra. Extra, ut mansuetudinem exhibeas; intus, ut caritatem non amittas. Nullatenus enim in secreto conscientiae tuae suaviter quiescere poteris, nisi prius malos et extra per mansuetudinem tolerare, et intus didiceris per caritatem non odisse. Bitumen calidae naturae est, et nascitur de terra fulminata: et caritas procreatur in anima timore divini iudicii percussa.
“Let us therefore have right, useful, and chaste thoughts, because from such material we shall build our ark. These are the timbers which, cast into water, float; placed in fire, burn: because the flux of carnal delights does not press such thoughts down, but the flame of charity sets them aflame. Do not fear this fire in your roofs. Woe to you, if your tabernacle has not burned with this fire. Afterward you shall bituminize your ark within and without. Without, that you may show gentleness; within, that you may not lose charity. For in no way will you be able to rest sweetly in the secret of your conscience, unless you have first learned both to bear the wicked outwardly through gentleness, and not to hate inwardly through charity. Bitumen is of a hot nature, and is born from earth struck by lightning: and charity is begotten in a soul struck by the fear of divine judgment.”8



TRECENTORUM cubitorum longitudo arcae praesens saeculum, ab initio eius usque ad finem, per tres differentias temporis — Praeteriti, Praesentis et Futuri — variatum significat. Si ergo tu, cogitationem tuam ab exordio mundi ducens usque ad extremum eius, consideraveris quot et quanta Deus operatus et operaturus sit propter electos suos, trecentorum cubitorum longitudinem in corde tuo metiris. Si vitam et facta fidelium contemplans in exemplum tibi proponas, in latitudinem quinquaginta cubitorum cor tuum extendis. Si vero divinae paginae, quae triginta libris continetur, scientiam adeptus fueris, ad altitudinem triginta cubitorum cor tuum erigis. Haec est arca quam in corde tuo aedificare debes: requiesce intra eam, hic securus manebis. Procella et tempestas foris saevit: quocunque prodieris, naufragium patieris.
“The length of three hundred cubits of the ark signifies the present age, from its beginning to its end, varied through the three differences of time — Past, Present, and Future. If, therefore, leading your thought from the beginning of the world to its uttermost end, you consider how many and how great are the things God has done and will do for the sake of his elect, you measure out in your heart the length of three hundred cubits. If, contemplating the life and deeds of the faithful, you set them before yourself as an example, you extend your heart to the breadth of fifty cubits. But if you attain the knowledge of the divine page, which is contained in thirty books, you raise your heart to the height of thirty cubits. This is the ark which you ought to build in your heart: rest within it, and here you will remain secure. The storm and tempest rage outside: wherever you go forth, you will suffer shipwreck.9



Si superbe per sapientiam tuam divina secreta scrutari conaris, quae Deus nobis per scripturam suam aperire noluit, altitudinem triginta cubitorum transcendis. Si usque in finem saeculi Ecclesiam Christi duraturam esse non credis, sed aliquando Dei destituendam esse auxilio, trecentorum cubitorum longitudinem trans[is]…
“If you proudly attempt, through your own wisdom, to search out the divine secrets which God has not willed to open to us through his Scripture, you exceed the height of thirty cubits. If you do not believe that the Church of Christ will endure to the end of the age, but that it will at some time be deprived of God's help, you overstep the length of three hundred cubits…”10



…fis. Si frequenter de amatoribus huius mundi et de vana eorum conversatione cogitare delectat, quinquaginta cubitorum latitudinem transgrederis.
“…If you frequently take delight in thinking about the lovers of this world and about their vain way of life, you transgress the breadth of fifty cubits.”11



VERUM de ostio et fenestra huius arcae dicamus. Etsi tutum et iucundum est intra arcam, id est, cordis nostri secretum, remotos a strepitu huius mundi latere, attamen quia ipsa nostrae condicionis infirmitas diu nos in silentio intimae contemplationis morari et quiescere non patitur, exitum habemus per ostium et fenestram. Ostium significat exitum per operationem: fenestra, exitum qui fit per cogitationem. Ostium deorsum est, fenestra sursum: quia operationes ad corpus pertinent, cogitationes ad animam. Hinc est quod per fenestram aves exierunt, per ostium bestiae et homines. Sicut enim avis ad volatum, sic homo nascitur ad laborem. Sic enim nati sumus, ut si volumus animam ad contemplationem sublevare, necesse sit corpus per exercitia laboris atterere.
But let us speak of the door and the window of this ark. Although it is safe and pleasant to lie hidden within the ark — that is, the secret of our heart — removed from the din of this world, nevertheless, because the very weakness of our condition does not permit us long to tarry and rest in the silence of inmost contemplation, we have an exit through the door and the window. “The door signifies an exit by action; the window, an exit that is made by thought. The door is below, the window above: because actions pertain to the body, thoughts to the soul. Hence it is that through the window the birds went out, through the door the beasts and the men. For as the bird is born for flight, so man is born for labor (Job 5). For we are so born that, if we wish to lift the soul to contemplation, it is necessary to wear down the body by the exercises of labor.”12



Ostium in latere arcae positum fuisse significat nunquam nos e secreto cordis nostri per operationem exire debere ex proposito intentionis, sed tantum ex accidenti occasione necessitatis. Et fortasse non sine causa hoc de fenestra tacuit scriptura: quia etsi per cogitationem voluntate aliquando licet exire, nunquam tamen per operationem foras prodire debemus nisi ex necessitate. Quod etiam convenienter insinuatur eo quod homo ipse, quando voluit, fenestram aperuit ut aves emitteret. Ostium vero foris a Deo et clausum et rursus apertum esse legitur, ut homo exiret.
“That the door was placed in the side of the ark signifies that we ought never to go out from the secret of our heart by action from a set purpose of intention, but only from the incidental occasion of necessity. And perhaps not without cause did Scripture keep silent about this regarding the window: because, although through thought we may sometimes go out by our own will, nevertheless we ought never to go forth by action except from necessity. This is also fittingly suggested by the fact that the man himself, when he wished, opened the window to send out the birds. But the door is read to have been both closed from outside by God, and again opened, that the man might go out (Gen. 8).”13



QUATUOR autem modis eximus per actionem. Namque actiones aliae sunt carnales, id est, ad usum corporis pertinentes; aliae spirituales, pertinentes ad instructionem mentis. Ad utrasque boni et mali exeunt. Qui ad explendam voluptatem terrenis actionibus foris inserviunt, similes sunt immundis animalibus quae de arca exierant. Qui eas ad usum necessitatis administrant, animalia quidem sunt, sed munda. Qui vero Ecclesiastici regiminis curam, quae actio spiritualis est, gerendam suscipiunt, et a secreto internae quietis non ex ambitione, sed ex praecepto obedientiae ad publicum prodeunt, similes sunt Noë, qui exiens de Arca sacrificium obtulit: quia saepe tales eo magis per abstinentiam omnes in se carnis motus occidunt, quo graviora internae quietis damna per occupationem in se pertulisse cognoscunt.
Now we go out by action in four ways. For some actions are carnal — that is, pertaining to the use of the body; others spiritual, pertaining to the instruction of the mind. To both, the good and the bad go out. Those who, to fulfill pleasure, devote themselves outwardly to earthly actions, are like the unclean animals that had gone out of the ark. Those who administer such actions for the use of necessity are indeed animals, but clean. But those who undertake the care of ecclesiastical governance — which is a spiritual action — and who go forth into public from the secret of inner rest, not from ambition but from the precept of obedience, are like Noah, who, going out of the ark, offered sacrifice: because such men often slay within themselves all the motions of the flesh by abstinence the more, the more grievous the losses of inner rest they recognize themselves to have suffered through their occupation.14



Illi autem qui propter gloriam propriam honores in Ecclesia suscipiunt, et cum se in sublimi positos vident ceteros despiciunt, et infirmioribus quibusque in Ecclesia positis ex compassione condescendere nolunt, similes sunt Cham, qui denudati patris verenda derisit, et ob hoc meruit maledictionis sententiam accipere.
But those who, for the sake of their own glory, take up honors in the Church, and, when they see themselves placed on high, despise the rest, and are unwilling out of compassion to condescend to the weaker ones placed in the Church, are like Ham, who mocked the nakedness of his father, and on this account deserved to receive the sentence of malediction (Gen. 9).15



QUATUOR autem modis eximus per contemplationem. Primus modus est, cum consideramus quid sit ex se omnis creatura. Invenimus autem omnia esse vanitatem: quia sicut omnis creatura ex nihilo venit ad esse, ita quotidiana mutatione sua indicat se, quantum in se est, ad nihilum tendere. Alter modus est, cum consideramus quid…
Now we go out by contemplation in four ways. The first way is when we consider what every creature is in itself. And we find that all things are vanity: because, as every creature came from nothing into being, so by its daily change it shows that, as far as in it lies, it tends toward nothing. The second way is when we consider what…16



…fit creatura ex dono Creatoris, et cernimus in ea divinae rationis similitudinem. Nam licet ipsa, pro conditione suae naturae, mutabilitati subiacet, dum tamen ex beneficio Creatoris sui accipit ut nunquam prorsus esse desinat, quodammodo opus temporale aeternam Opificis sui imitatur stabilitatem. Tertius modus est, cum contemplamur quemadmodum utatur Deus ministerio creaturarum ad implenda iudicia sua, sive pro sua misericordia largiendo beneficia, sive pro nostro merito supplicia inferendo. Et in hac consideratione invenimus omnia esse instrumentum divinae dispensationis, et nostrae pravitatis argumentum.
…the creature is by the gift of its Creator, and we discern in it the likeness of the divine reason. For although it is itself subject to mutability, by the condition of its nature, yet, since by the kindness of its Creator it receives that it should never wholly cease to be, in a certain way a temporal work imitates the eternal stability of its Maker. The third way is when we contemplate how God uses the ministry of creatures to fulfill his judgments, whether by bestowing benefits according to his mercy, or by inflicting punishments according to our desert. And in this consideration we find that all things are an instrument of divine dispensation, and a proof of our depravity.17



In hoc genere contemplationis audimus omnem creaturam his tribus vocibus loquentem nobis: Accipe, Redde, Fuge. Accipe beneficium, Redde debitum, Fuge supplicium. Prima vox est famulantis; secunda, admonentis; tertia, comminantis. Quartus modus contemplationis est, cum creaturas inspicimus prout homo eis uti potest ad explendas carnalis concupiscentiae suae voluptates, et in eis cogitamus non naturalis infirmitatis subsidium, sed pravae libidinis oblectamentum. Hoc oculo Eva lignum vidit, quod esset pulchrum visu et ad vescendum suave, et tulit de fructu eius et comedit.
In this kind of contemplation we hear every creature speaking to us with these three voices: Receive, Repay, Flee. Receive the benefit, Repay the debt, Flee the punishment. The first voice is that of one serving; the second, of one admonishing; the third, of one threatening. The fourth mode of contemplation is when we look at creatures according as a man can use them to fulfill the pleasures of his carnal concupiscence, and consider in them not a relief for natural weakness, but a delight for depraved lust. With this eye Eve saw the tree, that it was fair to behold and sweet to eat, and she took of its fruit and ate (Gen. 3).18



Qui sic exeunt per cogitationem ad creaturas, similes sunt corvo arcam egresso nec ad eam reverso: quia cum foris quod male delectat inveniunt, ad arcam conscientiae amplius redire nolunt. Priora vero tria contemplationis genera per egressum columbae figurata sunt, quae cum ex arca emissa esset nec foris inveniret ubi pes eius requiesceret, reversa est ad vesperam portans ramum olivae virentis in ore suo. Vacua exiit, sed vacua non rediit, quia foris invenit quod intus non habuit: nec tamen foris amavit quod intro detulit.
Those who thus go out by thought to creatures are like the raven that went out of the ark and did not return to it: because, when they find outside what wrongly delights them, they are unwilling to return any more to the ark of conscience. But the former three kinds of contemplation are figured by the going-out of the dove, which, when it had been sent out of the ark and did not find outside where its foot might rest, returned at evening carrying a green olive branch in its mouth. It went out empty, but did not return empty, because it found outside what it did not have within: yet it did not love outside what it carried back within.19



TRES porro mansiones in intellectuali arca tria significant genera cogitationum: Rectum, Utile, Necessarium. Si diligere coepero meditationem scripturarum, et libenter cogitavero de virtutibus et factis Sanctorum, et de aliis quaecunque ad emendationem morum et exercitationem virtutum conferunt, iam in prima mansione arcae esse coepi. Sed si bonum quod novi imitari differo aut detrecto, tunc recta cogitatio mea est, sed inutilis: quia bonum quidem est quod de aliis cogito et in aliis cognosco, sed inutile mihi est si illud ad exemplum vivendi non traho. Siquidem aliena virtus mihi non prodest, si eam quantum possum imitari neglexero: Thesaurus absconditus et scientia abscondita, quae utilitas in utrisque? Scientiam abscondo, si bonum quod novi opere non ostendo.
Furthermore, the three dwellings in the intellectual ark signify three kinds of thoughts: the Right, the Useful, the Necessary. If I have begun to love the meditation of the Scriptures, and have gladly thought about the virtues and deeds of the Saints, and about all other things whatsoever that contribute to the amendment of morals and the exercise of virtues, I have now begun to be in the first dwelling of the ark. But if I defer or decline to imitate the good which I know, then my thought is right, but useless: because what I think about others, and recognize in others, is indeed good, yet it is useless to me if I do not draw it into a model for living. For another's virtue does not profit me if I neglect to imitate it as far as I can: “A hidden treasure and a hidden wisdom, what profit is there in them both?” (Sir. 20). I hide knowledge if I do not show by deed the good which I know.20



Si autem operam dedero non tantum ut sciam, sed ut etiam agam quae bona et utilia mihi esse cognovero, et hoc sedulo curavero ut virtutes quas in aliis amare et admirari didici meas faciam per exercitium disciplinae et per formam recte vivendi, tunc utilis erit cogitatio cordis mei, et tunc ascendi in secundam arcae mansionem, et cor meum in unum iam magis collegi, ut non discurrat et vagetur per ea quae vana sunt et inutilia.
But if I give my effort not only to knowing, but also to doing the things which I have recognized to be good and useful to me, and diligently take care that the virtues which I have learned to love and admire in others I make my own through the exercise of discipline and through a pattern of right living, then the thought of my heart will be useful, and then I have ascended into the second dwelling of the ark, and have now gathered my heart more into one, so that it may not run about and wander through the things that are vain and useless.21



RESTAT tertium, ut cum habere coepero opera virtutum, laborem ipsas quoque virtutes habere, hoc est, ut quod foris demonstro in opere, intus possideam in virtute. Non enim multum mihi prodest habere opera, nisi etiam virtutes operum habeam. Si igitur ad hoc cordis mei cogitationem instituo, ut quicquid in me boni foris humanis apparet aspectibus, divinis intus satagam praesentare obtutibus, tunc ascendi in tertiam mansionem, ubi virtutes sunt quae nobis sunt necessariae. Sed inter omnes praecipue necessaria est charitas, quae nos Deo coniungit. Et ideo arca in supremo ad unum colligebatur, ut iam unum cogitemus, unum expectemus, unum desideremus, Dominum nostrum Iesum Christum. In prima igitur mansione est cognitio; in secunda, opus; in tertia, virtus; in supremo, praemium virtutis, Dominus Iesus Christus.
There remains the third: that, when I have begun to have the works of the virtues, I should labor to have the virtues themselves as well — that is, that what I show outwardly in work, I may possess inwardly in virtue. For it does not much profit me to have works, unless I also have the virtues of the works. If, therefore, I direct the thought of my heart to this — that whatever good appears in me outwardly to human eyes, I may strive to present inwardly to the divine gaze — then I have ascended into the third dwelling, where are the virtues that are necessary for us. But among all [the virtues] charity is especially necessary, which joins us to God. And therefore the ark was gathered at the top to one: that we may now think of one, await one, desire one — our Lord Jesus Christ. In the first dwelling, therefore, is knowledge; in the second, work; in the third, virtue; at the top, the reward of virtue, the Lord Jesus Christ.22



Hos gradus habes in Psalmo, ubi dicitur: Bonitatem et disciplinam et scientiam doce me, si converso ordine ita dicas: Scientiam et disciplinam et bonitatem doce me, Domine Iesu Christe. Hactenus exposita est a nobis interpretatio arcae secundum Tropologicum sensum.
You have these grades in the Psalm, where it is said: “Teach me goodness and discipline and knowledge” (Ps. 118), if, reversing the order, you say thus: Teach me knowledge and discipline and goodness, O Lord Jesus Christ. Thus far has the interpretation of the ark according to the Tropological sense been set forth by us.23
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THE ELEVENTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, ON THOSE THINGS WHICH WERE IN THE ARK OF NOAH

LatineEnglish


THE ELEVENTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, ON THOSE THINGS WHICH WERE IN THE ARK OF NOAH.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER UNDECIMUS, DE IIS QUAE FUERUNT IN ARCA NOË.
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FROM THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES. Which is in the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis

LatineEnglish


FROM THE NARRATIVE OF MOSES. Which is in the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis.
EX HISTORIA MOSIS. Quae est in capite sexto libri Geneseos.



“I will establish my covenant with thee: and thou shalt enter into the ark, thou and thy sons, thy wife and the wives of thy sons with thee. And of every living creature …

LatineEnglish


Ponam foedus meum tecum: et ingredieris tu et filii tui, uxor tua et uxores filiorum tuorum tecum. Et ex cunctis animantibus universae carnis bina induces in arcam, ut vivant tecum, masculini sexus et feminini. De volucribus iuxta genus suum, et de iumentis in genere suo, et ex omni reptili terrae secundum genus suum: bina de omnibus ingredientur tecum, ut possint vivere. Tolles igitur tecum ex omnibus escis quae mandi possunt, et comportabis apud te: et erunt tam tibi quam illis in escam. Fecit igitur Noë omnia quae praeceperat illi Deus.
“I will establish my covenant with thee: and thou shalt enter into the ark, thou and thy sons, thy wife and the wives of thy sons with thee. And of every living creature of all flesh thou shalt bring two of a sort into the ark, that they may live with thee: of the male sex and the female. Of fowls according to their kind, and of beasts in their kind, and of every thing that creepeth on the earth according to its kind: two of all shall go in with thee, that they may live. Thou shalt take therefore with thee of all food that may be eaten, and thou shalt lay it up with thee: and it shall be food for thee and for them. Noah therefore did all things which God commanded him.”1



Translator’s notes
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PREFACE

LatineEnglish


PREFACE.
PRAEFATIO.



TRIA praecipue fuerunt in Arca Noë, ab exitio diluvii conservata: Homines, Animalia et Cibaria. Et hoc indicavit Dominus, cum dixit Noë: Ingredieris in arcam tu et filii tui, uxor tua et uxores filiorum tuorum tecum, et ex cunctis animantibus universae carnis bina induces in arcam, masculini sexus et feminini, ut vivant tecum. Tolles tecum ex omnibus escis quae mandi possunt, et comportabis apud te, et erunt tam tibi quam illis in escam.
Three things chiefly were in the Ark of Noah, preserved from the destruction of the flood: Men, Animals, and Provisions. And the Lord indicated this when he said to Noah: “Thou shalt enter into the ark, thou and thy sons, thy wife and the wives of thy sons with thee; and of every living creature of all flesh thou shalt bring two into the ark, of the male sex and the female, that they may live with thee. Thou shalt take with thee of all food that may be eaten, and thou shalt lay it up with thee, and it shall be food both for thee and for them.”1



Translator’s notes
	The Preface sets the threefold plan of Liber XI: men, animals, provisions. ↩




FIRST DISPUTATION. On the men who were in the Ark

LatineEnglish


FIRST DISPUTATION. On the men who were in the Ark.
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. De hominibus qui fuerunt in Arca.



PRIMO autem loco dicendum est de hominibus, quos fuisse tantum octo manifestum est ex narratione Mosis, qui sub finem sexti capitis narrat Deum praecepisse Noë ut ipse cum uxore sua et tres filii eius cum uxoribus suis ingrederentur in arcam; et sequenti capite hos tantum scribit ingressos esse in arcam, eosdemque duntaxat finito diluvio arca egressos esse commemorat capite octavo. Beatus item Petrus in capite tertio prioris epistolae suae solum octo animas in arca salvatas esse ait per aquam. Berosus Annianus etiam nomina illarum mulierum ponit. Nam uxorem Noë Tytaeam magnam appellat, reliquas tres Pandoram, Noëllam et Noëglam. Epiphanius, in Haeresi 26 disputans contra Gnosticos qui uxori Noë affinxerant nomen Noria, ait eam fuisse appellatam Barthenon.
In the first place, we must speak of the men, who, it is clear from the narrative of Moses, were only eight: for he relates, toward the end of the sixth chapter, that God commanded Noah that he, with his wife, and his three sons with their wives, should enter the ark; and in the following chapter he writes that these only entered the ark; and he records, in the eighth chapter, that these same only went out of the ark when the flood was over. St. Peter likewise, in the third chapter of his first epistle, says that only eight souls were saved in the ark by water. Berosus Annianus even gives the names of those women: for he calls Noah's wife “Tytaea the Great,” and the other three “Pandora,” “Noëlla,” and “Noëgla.” Epiphanius, in Heresy 26, disputing against the Gnostics who had attached the name “Noria” to Noah's wife, says that she was called “Barthenon.”1



Illud vero quod nonnullis admirationem movere posset — Noë per sexcentos annos non plures tribus filios, et hos non ante quingentesimum annum genuisse, nec aliquem eorum filiorum per centum annos (tot enim vixerunt ante Diluvium) filium aliquem procreasse — quemadmodum intelligi debeat, libro nono explicatum a nobis est.
But as for that which might move some to wonder — that Noah, over six hundred years, begot no more than three sons, and these not before his five-hundredth year, and that none of those sons, over a hundred years (for so long they lived before the Flood), procreated any son — how this is to be understood has been explained by us in the ninth book.



EST praeterea communis Hebraeorum et Christianorum Doctorum sententia, Noë atque filios eius, quoad fuerunt in arca, non dedisse operam generationi, sed toto illo anno uxoribus abstinuisse. Nimirum, illud lugendi potius tantam humani generis atque orbis terrarum cladem, et poenitentiae agendae, quam expetendae fruendaeque voluptatis, etiam licitae et concessae, tempus esse videbatur.
There is, moreover, a common opinion of the Hebrew and Christian Doctors that Noah and his sons, while they were in the ark, did not engage in procreation, but abstained from their wives that whole year. For that seemed to be rather a time for mourning so great a calamity of the human race and of the world, and for doing penance, than for seeking and enjoying pleasure, even lawful and permitted.2



Quin etiam idem multi senserunt de animalibus, quae, dum fuerunt in arca, putant non vacasse generationi. Hoc si fuit, ideo factum est, quia vel, dum fuerunt in arca animalia, parva erant et immatura generationi; vel mares a feminis in Arca separati sunt; vel toto eo tempore nulla generandi libido incessit animalia, aut propter asperitatem temporis et incommoditatem loci, aut libidinis ardore naturaliter animalibus insito divinitus per eum annum restincto.
Indeed many have thought the same about the animals, which, they suppose, did not engage in procreation while they were in the ark. If this was so, it came about either because, while they were in the ark, the animals were small and immature for procreation; or because the males were separated from the females in the Ark; or because during all that time no desire of procreating came upon the animals — whether on account of the harshness of the season and the inconvenience of the place, or because the ardor of lust naturally implanted in animals was, by divine power, extinguished throughout that year.



SED illud fortasse lectori dubitationem afferre posset, ubi fuerit tempore diluvii Henoch, quem constat nec fuisse in arca et vixisse ante diluvium, nec tantum fuisse diluvio superstitem, sed adhuc etiam vivere. Multi responderent Henoch tempore diluvii fuisse in Paradiso terrestri, existimantes eum locum diluvio fuisse intactum. Verum adversus hanc opinionem multa nos disputavimus in priori Tomo nostrorum Commentariorum in Genesim, libro tertio qui est de Paradiso terrestri, quaestione quinta, et libro septimo in Disputatione ultima quae est de Translatione Henoch, quaestione septima.
But this perhaps might raise a doubt for the reader: where Enoch was at the time of the flood — Enoch, who, it is agreed, was not in the ark and lived before the flood, and not only survived the flood but is even yet alive. Many would answer that Enoch was, at the time of the flood, in the earthly Paradise, supposing that place to have been untouched by the flood. But against this opinion we have disputed at length in the former volume of our Commentaries on Genesis — in the third book, which is on the earthly Paradise, in the fifth question; and in the seventh book, in the last Disputation, which is on the Translation of Enoch, in the seventh question.3



Nos igitur breviter dicamus, propterea Mosen in hac historia Diluvii, et B. Petrum loco supra memorato, affirmasse omnes homines diluvio periisse praeter illos octo, nec excepisse Henoch — qui tunc vivebat et post diluvium vixit — quod ipsi loquerentur de hominibus quorum habitatio et conversatio in terris nota erat, et qui vitam agebat modo et more humano atque usitato. Henoch autem, quia extra societatem hominum et incognitus cunctis mortalibus, nec humano more vitam degebat, idcirco perinde ac si non esset in terris tacitum praeterierunt. Ubinam autem fuerit tempore diluvii, quis mortalium possit vel ausit dicere? Certe ubicunque libitum fuit Deo, conservari potuit, vel in aëre supra aquas diluvii, vel alibi.
Let us therefore say briefly: that Moses, in this history of the Flood, and St. Peter, in the place mentioned above, affirmed that all men perished in the flood except those eight, and did not make an exception of Enoch — who was then living and lived after the flood — for this reason: that they were speaking of men whose dwelling and manner of life on earth was known, and who lived in the human and customary way. But Enoch, because he was outside the society of men and unknown to all mortals, and did not pass his life in the human manner, was therefore passed over in silence, just as though he were not on the earth. But where he was at the time of the flood, what mortal could, or would dare, to say? Certainly, wherever it pleased God, he could be preserved — whether in the air above the waters of the flood, or elsewhere.



QUOD autem dixit Deus Noë: Ingredere tu et omnis domus tua in arcam, te enim vidi iustum coram me in generatione hac — non obscure indicat solum Noë, ob eximiam pietatem et sanctitatem, dignum fuisse qui a diluvii clade tanto miraculo conservaretur; reliquos autem septem homines ipsius Noë gratia fuisse servatos, qui licet probitate non essent pares Noë, attamen vel boni erant, vel certe minus mali quam qui diluvio perierunt. Fuit etiam illa causa conservationis eorum, ut reparandi post diluvium generis humani multiplicandique auctores essent. Potuit quidem Deus ex uno Noë genus hominum propagare: sed hanc tamen rationem propagationis praestabiliorem esse divina sapientia iudicavit.
But that God said to Noah, “Go in thou, and all thy house, into the ark; for thee I have seen just before me in this generation” (Gen. 7), indicates not obscurely that Noah alone, on account of his exceptional piety and holiness, was worthy to be preserved from the disaster of the flood by so great a miracle; but that the remaining seven persons were saved for Noah's sake — who, though they were not equal to Noah in uprightness, were nevertheless either good, or at least less wicked than those who perished in the flood. There was also this cause of their preservation: that they might be the authors of restoring and multiplying the human race after the flood. God could indeed have propagated the race of men from Noah alone; but divine wisdom judged this manner of propagation to be the more excellent.4



Licet filii Noë et uxores eorum, inquit Chrysostomus, multum a virtute iusti illius abfuerint, alieni tamen erant a gravioribus sui saeculi peccatis. Alias quoque duas ob causas salute potiti sunt: tum in honorem iusti, tum posteritatis causa. Consuetudo enim misericordis Dei est honorem hunc tribuere servis suis, ut propter eos salventur et alii. Quod et B. Paulo concessum est: quippe naviganti Romam, propter maximam tempesta[tem]…
“Although the sons of Noah and their wives,” says Chrysostom, “were far from the virtue of that just man, they were nevertheless free from the graver sins of their age. They obtained safety also for two other reasons: both in honor of the just man, and for the sake of posterity. For it is the custom of the merciful God to grant this honor to his servants, that for their sake others too may be saved. This was granted also to St. Paul: for as he sailed to Rome, on account of a very great storm…”5



…tempestate periclitante nave, salutem omnium qui in ea simul cum ipso erant Deus indulsit. Similiter et hoc loco factum est. Volebat praeterea Deus semen aliquod et radicem in filiis Noë ad posteritatis constitutionem relinquere: non quod impossibile esset Deo iterum formare homines et ex uno genere iterum augmentum facere, sed quia hoc suae bonitati probabatur. Ita Chrysostomus. In eandem sententiam nonnulla diserte scripsit Ambrosius in libro de Noë et arca cap. 11.
“…when the ship was in peril from the storm, God granted the safety of all who were in it together with him.” Likewise it was done in this place. Moreover, God willed to leave some seed and root in the sons of Noah for the establishment of posterity: not that it was impossible for God to form men again, and from one stock to make increase again, but because this commended itself to his goodness. So Chrysostom. To the same effect Ambrose wrote some things eloquently, in his book On Noah and the Ark, chapter 11.6



Translator’s notes
	§1. Margins: Berosus; Epiphanius. ↩
	§2. Marginal gloss: “Neither men nor animals, while they were in the ark, engaged in procreation.” Continues on p. 242. ↩
	§3. Marginal gloss: “Where Enoch was at the time of the flood.” Pererius cross-references his Tomus 1. ↩
	§4. Margin: Gen. 7. ↩
	Chrysostom, hom. 24 on Genesis. Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 24 on Genesis; Acts 27. Continues on p. 243. ↩
	Conclusion of §4. ↩




SECOND DISPUTATION. On the clean and unclean animals that entered the Ark at God's command

LatineEnglish


SECOND DISPUTATION. On the clean and unclean animals that entered the Ark at God's command.
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. De mundis et immundis animalibus iussu Dei in Arcam ingressis.



BEATUS Hieronymus scriptum reliquit in Epistola 125, quam ad Damasum misit, Tertullianum egregiam scripsisse disputationem cur Deus, qui omnia fecerat valde bona, introduci iusserit in arcam Noë una cum animalibus mundis etiam immunda. Quam sane quaestionem fuisse a Tertulliano plene et absolute tractatam vel ex eo licet existimare, quod S. Hieronymus, cum de eadem quaestione consultus esset a Damaso, eius explicationem noluit attingere: quasi ratus nihil a se, quod magni esset momenti, ad illam Tertulliani disputationem posse adiici.
St. Jerome left it in writing, in Epistle 125 which he sent to Damasus, that Tertullian had written an excellent disputation as to why God, who had made all things very good, commanded to be brought into the ark of Noah, together with the clean animals, the unclean ones also. That this question was indeed treated fully and completely by Tertullian one may estimate from this: that St. Jerome, when he was consulted on the same question by Damasus, was unwilling to touch its explanation — as though he judged that nothing of great moment could be added by himself to that disputation of Tertullian.1



Sed cum liber ille Tertulliani ad nos minime pervenerit, nec eius doctrinae nec sententiae participes fieri potuimus. Verum ad eam ipsam quaestionem breviter, quantum scilicet instituto nostro satis fuerit, ita responderi posset: Nullum animal natura esse immundum, sed omne animal esse de numero eorum quae Deus in suo quodque genere fecit valde bona: quaedam vero appellata esse immunda, non per se nec secundum naturam, sed vel opinionibus institutis hominum, vel relata ad cibum hominis, vel aliqua significatione et mysterii alicuius gratia. Ea porro animalia quae nominantur immunda, necesse fuit in arcam induci, ne tot eorum species quae dignitatis ac nobilitatis principatum inter animalia citra controversiam obtinent, ut leo, equus et elephas, diluvio perirent. At enim his omissis, quae praecepit Deus Noë de animalibus in arcam introducendis, ea nos cum diligentia curaque explicemus.
But since that book of Tertullian has by no means come down to us, we have not been able to become partakers either of his teaching or of his opinion. But to that very question one might briefly reply — as much, that is, as suffices for our purpose — thus: that no animal is by nature unclean, but that every animal is of the number of those which God made, each in its own kind, very good; and that certain ones are called unclean not in themselves nor according to nature, but either by the established opinions of men, or in relation to the food of man, or for the sake of some signification and the sake of some mystery. Now those animals which are named unclean had necessarily to be brought into the ark, lest so many species of them — which hold, without controversy, the chief place of dignity and nobility among the animals, such as the lion, the horse, and the elephant — should perish in the flood. But, leaving these matters aside, let us explain with diligence and care the things which God commanded Noah concerning the animals to be brought into the ark.2



PRAECEPIT Deus Noë ut bina ex immundis animalibus, septena vero ex mundis, in arcam induceret. Sed hoc Dei praeceptum duas habet quaestiones, quarum prior est haec: Quo modo distinctio mundorum atque immundorum animalium potuit esse in observatione et usu ante Diluvium, cum ea fuerit invecta per legem Mosis, cuius legis promulgationem octingentis annis antegressum est Diluvium? Ad hanc quaestionem triplex dari responsum solet. B. Chrysostomus vigesi[ma]…
God commanded Noah to bring into the ark two each of the unclean animals, but seven each of the clean. But this command of God has two questions, of which the first is this: How could the distinction of clean and unclean animals exist in observance and use before the Flood, since it was introduced by the law of Moses — the promulgation of which law the Flood preceded by eight hundred years? To this question a threefold answer is usually given. St. Chrysostom, in his twentie[th homily]…3



…vigesima quarta homilia in Genesim respondet, discrimen mundorum atque immundorum animalium fuisse cognitum Noë vel naturali rationis iudicio et prudentia, vel singulari aliqua Dei revelatione: idemque Didymum sensisse atque prodidisse fertur in Catena. Ac verba quidem Chrysostomi sic habent: Operae pretium fuerit hoc loco inquirere unde iustus ille noverit quae animalia pura essent et quae impura: nondum enim distinctio haec facta erat, quam postea Moses in suis legibus statuit. Unde ergo sciebat? num a seipso et ab insita natura sua doctrina? Nihil autem per se immundum est ex his quae fecit Deus: quo pacto enim immundam vocemus creaturam ullam, cum omnis semel a Deo approbata sit, dicente Mose: Vidit Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona?
…answers, in the twenty-fourth homily on Genesis, that the distinction of clean and unclean animals was known to Noah either by the natural judgment and prudence of reason, or by some special revelation of God; and Didymus too is reported to have thought and handed down the same in the Catena. And the words of Chrysostom are these: “It would be worthwhile here to inquire whence that just man knew which animals were clean and which unclean: for this distinction had not yet been made, which Moses afterward established in his laws. Whence, then, did he know? Was it from himself, and from a doctrine implanted in his nature? Now nothing is unclean in itself among the things which God made: for how should we call any creature unclean, since every one was once approved by God, when Moses says: ‘God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good’ (Gen. 1)?4



Verum deinde natura a se ipsa haec distinxit. Quod autem id sit verum, considera quemadmodum nonnullis locis quidam abstinent ab aliquibus ut immundis, alii vero illis ipsis vescuntur: tanta est vis consuetudinis apud homines in utramque partem. Sic etiam fuit tempore Noë. Ipsa vero scientia ei viro insita docebat eum quae essent ad cibum commoda, et quae immunda: non quod talia per se essent, sed quia pro immundis habebantur. Qua de causa, dic oro, asinum immundum censemus, eiusque esum aversamur, quamvis leguminibus pascatur; alia vero quadrupedia, licet immundis rebus nutriantur, cibo tamen convenientia putamus? Itaque scientia a Deo nobis indita horum est magistra et doctrix. Posset autem et aliter dici, quia Deus, quae praeceperat, eadem et scire ea manifeste fecit. Hactenus ex Chrysostomo.
“But nature afterward distinguished these things of itself. And that this is true, consider how in some places certain men abstain from some things as unclean, while others eat those very things: so great is the force of custom among men in either direction. So also it was in the time of Noah. But that knowledge implanted in the man taught him which things were suitable for food and which unclean — not that they were such in themselves, but because they were held to be unclean. For what reason, tell me, pray, do we judge the ass unclean, and shun the eating of it, although it feeds on legumes, while other quadrupeds, though they feed on unclean things, we nevertheless think suitable for food? Therefore the knowledge implanted in us by God is the mistress and teacher of these things. But it could also be said otherwise: that God, the things which he had commanded, these same he also made [Noah] plainly to know.” Thus far from Chrysostom.5



ALII censent hoc de distinctione mundorum et immundorum animalium locutum esse Mosen per eam figuram orationis quae nominatur Anticipatio, nec est infrequens in sacris litteris. Deus enim nominatim indicavit Noë species animalium ex quibus sumeret bina, et alias species ex quibus sumeret septena: sed quia postea evenit ut per legem a Deo latam haec censerentur et appellarentur munda, illa vero immunda, idcirco Moses (qui librum hunc post legem latam evulgavit, ut putarunt Theodoretus, Beda et Tostatus) distinctionem illam animalium, quo brevius et dilucidius indicaret, noto Iudaeis discrimine mundorum et immundorum animalium eam declaravit.
Others think that Moses spoke of this distinction of clean and unclean animals by that figure of speech which is called Anticipation (prolepsis), which is not infrequent in the sacred writings. For God indicated to Noah by name the species of animals from which he should take two each, and the other species from which he should take seven each; but because it afterward came about that, by the law given by God, these were reckoned and called clean and those unclean, therefore Moses — who published this book after the law was given, as Theodoret, Bede, and Tostatus supposed — declared that distinction of animals, in order to indicate it more briefly and clearly, by the distinction of clean and unclean animals already known to the Jews.6



PLACET aliis (et mihi in primis placet) eorum quae lege Mosis sancita sunt multa fuisse ante legem, iam inde ab exordio mundi, in more et usu apud probos et pios viros: cuiusmodi est aedificatio altarium (Genes. 8 et 28), abstinentia a sanguine et suffocato (Genes. 9), nuncupatio votorum et oblatio decimarum (Genes. 28), suscitatio seminis fratris mortui sine liberis (Genes. 38); et in his fuit etiam hoc de distinctione mundorum et immundorum animalium: non quidem quantum ad esum, nam (ut postea dicetur capite nono) concessit Deus Noë et posteris eius esum cuiuslibet animalis citra discrimen aliquod mundi et immundi, non minus indiscrete permittens illis esum animalium quam olerum. Non igitur, ut dixi, distinctio mundorum et immundorum animalium tempore Noë fuit in usu quantum ad cibum, sed tantummodo quantum ad ritum et usum sacrificiorum: eamque distin[ctionem]…
It pleases others (and it especially pleases me) that many of the things sanctioned by the law of Moses existed before the law — from the very beginning of the world — in the practice and usage of upright and pious men: such as the building of altars (Gen. 8 and 28), abstinence from blood and from what is strangled (Gen. 9), the making of vows and the offering of tithes (Gen. 28), the raising up of seed for a brother who died without children (Gen. 38); and among these was also this distinction of clean and unclean animals — not indeed as regards eating, for (as will be said later in the ninth chapter) God granted to Noah and his posterity the eating of any animal whatever, without any distinction of clean and unclean, permitting them the eating of animals no less indiscriminately than of vegetables. Therefore, as I said, the distinction of clean and unclean animals in the time of Noah was not in use as regards food, but only as regards the rite and use of sacrifices; and that distin[ction]…7



…distinctionem acceperat Noë ex traditione maiorum suorum, cuius traditionis originem si quis referat ad Seth, vel ad Enos, cuius tempore coeptum est invocari nomen Dei, haud scio an is a vero aberraverit. Harum autem rerum observantia non erat ante legem Mosis aliquo Dei praecepto aut lege, ut vocant, positiva hominibus imperata, sed partim instinctu Dei, praecipue autem maiorum traditione in consuetudinem cultumque inducta.
…Noah had received this distinction from the tradition of his ancestors; and if anyone should trace the origin of this tradition to Seth, or to Enos, in whose time men began to invoke the name of God (Gen. 5), I do not know whether he would have strayed from the truth. But the observance of these things was not, before the law of Moses, commanded to men by any precept of God or by a ‘positive’ law (as they call it), but was brought into custom and worship partly by the prompting of God, but chiefly by the tradition of the ancestors.8



Nonnullis visum est appellari hoc loco animalia munda quae naturaliter ad esum humanum accommodata sunt; quae vero ab esu victuque hominum naturaliter reiiciuntur, nominata esse immunda. Glossa insuper significat aliam causam eius appellationis, dicens omnia esse munda naturaliter, sed comparatione melioris naturae aliqua nominari immunda: exempli causa, bos dicetur mundus, leo vero immundus, quod ille utilior et commodior sit homini ad victum vestitumque et culturam terrae.
It has seemed to some that the animals here called clean are those which are naturally suited for human food, while those which are naturally rejected from the eating and diet of men are named unclean. The Gloss, moreover, indicates another cause for this naming, saying that all things are naturally clean, but that some are named unclean by comparison with a better nature: for example, the ox will be called clean, but the lion unclean, because the former is more useful and more serviceable to man for food and clothing and the cultivation of the earth.



Non est praetereundum id quod a quibusdam Rabbinis Hebraeorum hoc loco est proditum, nec tamen verum est, ob idque a nobis obiter confutandum. Aiunt illi quae per legem Mosis Iudaeis praecepta sunt, ea fuisse omnia ante legem a probis et piis Dei cultoribus observata. Confirmant id nonnullis exemplis, cuiusmodi sunt ea quae paulo supra posuimus. Sed hoc falsum esse tribus in rebus (ne, plura consectando ubi minime opus est, longior sim) planum faciam. Iacob uxores duxit et habuit simul duas sorores, Liam et Rachelem (Genes. 29): at per legem Mosis tale coniugium Hebraeis vetitum est (Levit. 18). Deus item Noë et posteris eius concessit esum omnium animalium citra discrimen ullum, ut narrat Moses (Genes. 9): at lex Mosis iubebat a multis animalium generibus tanquam immundis abstinere Iudaeos (Levit. 11 et Deuteronom. 14). Amram denique, pater Mosis et Aaron, uxorem habuit Iochabet patruelem sive amitam suam, id est, sororem patris sui — id quod ex capite sexto Exodi et vigesimo sexto Numerorum aperte colligitur: lex tamen Mosis, ut scriptum est Levit. 18, vetabat eiusmodi matrimonium. Non igitur omnia quae lege Mosis praecepta sunt Hebraeis, ea fuere ante legem (ut isti Rabbini nugantur) a piis viris observata.
Nor must that be passed over which is handed down here by certain Rabbis of the Hebrews — which, however, is not true, and therefore must be refuted by us in passing. They say that all the things commanded to the Jews by the law of Moses had all been observed before the law by upright and pious worshippers of God. They confirm this by several examples, such as those which we set down a little above. But that this is false I will make plain in three matters (lest, by pursuing more where there is no need, I be too long). Jacob took as wives, and had at the same time, two sisters, Leah and Rachel (Gen. 29); but by the law of Moses such a marriage was forbidden to the Hebrews (Lev. 18). God likewise granted to Noah and his posterity the eating of all animals without any distinction, as Moses narrates (Gen. 9); but the law of Moses commanded the Jews to abstain from many kinds of animals as unclean (Lev. 11 and Deut. 14). Finally, Amram, the father of Moses and Aaron, had as wife Jochabed, his cousin — or rather his aunt, that is, his father's sister — as is plainly gathered from the sixth chapter of Exodus and the twenty-sixth of Numbers; yet the law of Moses, as is written in Lev. 18, forbade such a marriage. Therefore not all the things commanded to the Hebrews by the law of Moses were observed before the law by pious men (as those Rabbis trifle).9



Translator’s notes
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THIRD DISPUTATION. On the number of clean and unclean animals that entered the Ark

LatineEnglish


THIRD DISPUTATION. On the number of clean and unclean animals that entered the Ark.
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. De numero mundorum et immundorum animalium quae ingressa sunt in Arcam.



PRAECEPIT Deus Noë, dicens: Ex omnibus animantibus mundis tolles septena et septena, masculum et feminam; de animantibus vero immundis, duo et duo, masculum et feminam. Sed haec verba Domini obscuram habent et ambiguam sententiam, quemadmodum intelligi debeat illud: Bina et bina, septena [et] septe[na]…
God commanded Noah, saying: “Of all clean living creatures thou shalt take seven and seven, the male and the female; but of the living creatures that are unclean, two and two, the male and the female.” But these words of the Lord have an obscure and ambiguous sense, as to how that phrase is to be understood: “Two and two,” “seven and seve[n]”…1



…septena septena: utrum duo tantum an quatuor, et utrum septem tantum an quatuordecim. Duae sunt plane contrariae eorum qui hunc locum tractarunt sententiae. Altera est, septena et septena significare duos septenarios, id est, quatuordecim: tum quod manifeste hoc declarat geminatio eiusdem numeri, siquidem septena et septena idem valent atque quatuordecim etiam in vulgari consuetudine et usu loquendi; tum quod Deus iussit ut Noë induceret in arcam animalia coniugata, id est, marem cum femina. Ter namque Moses hoc septimo capite nominat animalia inducta in arcam — primo ut ingressura, tum ut ingredientia, demum ut ingressa — et semper, commemoratis animalibus, adiungit masculum et feminam. Unde licet argumentari animalia omnia fuisse numero pari, et suam cuique mari feminam, et suum cuique feminae marem fuisse adiunctum: si autem septem tantum cuiusque speciei mundorum animalium fuissent in arca, septimum sine suo consorte et coniuge fuisset, vel mas vel femina.
…“seven, seven” — whether it means only two or four, and whether only seven or fourteen. There are plainly two contrary opinions of those who have treated this passage. The one is that “seven and seven” signifies two sevens, that is, fourteen: both because the doubling of the same number manifestly declares this — since “seven and seven” is equivalent to fourteen even in common custom and usage of speech — and because God commanded that Noah should bring into the ark mated animals, that is, the male with the female. For three times in this seventh chapter Moses names the animals brought into the ark — first as about to enter, then as entering, finally as having entered — and always, when the animals are mentioned, he adds “the male and the female.” Whence one may argue that all the animals were of an even number, and that to each male its female, and to each female its male, was joined: but if there had been only seven of each species of clean animals in the ark, the seventh would have been without its consort and mate, whether male or female.2



Atque huius sententiae primos reperio fuisse auctores Iustinum Martyrem in responsione ad Quaestionem 43 Orthodoxorum, et Origenem homilia 2 super 6 cap. Geneseos. Lyranus et Tostatus eandem assignant cuidam Andreae, adversus quem in commentariis suis super septimum caput Geneseos ipsi disputant. Carthusianus quoque super septimum cap. Geneseos Articulo 36, et Oleaster ibidem, eam censent textui sacrae scripturae congruentiorem, et idcirco probabiliorem.
And the first authors of this opinion I find to have been Justin Martyr, in his reply to Question 43 of the Orthodox, and Origen, in homily 2 on the sixth chapter of Genesis. Lyra and Tostatus assign the same to a certain Andreas, against whom they dispute in their commentaries on the seventh chapter of Genesis. The Carthusian too, on the seventh chapter of Genesis, Article 36, and Oleaster in the same place, judge it more congruent to the text of sacred Scripture, and therefore more probable.3



ALTERA sententia, pluribus et gravioribus probata doctoribus, illud septena et septena interpretatur septem tantum: ut mundorum animalium cuiusque speciei tria fuerint paria, ita ut quodlibet par feminam et marem haberet, septimum autem animal erat mas destinatus sacrificio quod statim finito diluvio fieri debebat ex mundis animalibus; et ideo mas solitarius, et sine coniuge femina, servatus est. Illa autem geminatio eiusdem vocis, septena et septena, non significat duplicatum numerum septenarium, sed significat eundem numerum septenarium in omni specie mundorum animalium adhiberi oportere, ut sit sensus: Ex mundis animalibus tolles septena ex hac specie, et septena ex alia, et similiter septena ex alia qualibet specie.
The other opinion, approved by more and weightier teachers, interprets that “seven and seven” as only seven: so that of clean animals there were three pairs of each species, in such a way that each pair had a female and a male, but the seventh animal was a male destined for the sacrifice which was to be made, immediately after the flood was over, from the clean animals; and therefore a solitary male, without a mate female, was preserved. But that doubling of the same word, “seven and seven,” does not signify a doubled number seven, but signifies that the same number seven is to be applied to every species of clean animals — so that the sense is: “Of the clean animals thou shalt take seven of this species, and seven of another, and likewise seven of any other species.”4



Sane quatuordecim animalia cuiuslibet speciei mundorum introducere in arcam, praeterquam quod id plus nimio implesset et gravasset arcam, etiam supervacaneum fuisset: quo enim tanta cuiusque speciei animalium multitudo, cum dimidium eius numeri satis superque foret ad id cuius gratia servabantur animalia in arca? Et huius quidem sententiae plurimos et gravissimos viros nominare et laudare possum auctores, ut Iosephum primo libro Antiquitatum, Ambrosium de Arca et Noë capite 12, Chrysostomum homilia 24 in Genesim, Augustinum libro 15 de Civitate Dei cap. 27, Theodoretum quaestione 50 in Genesim, Historiam Scholasticam in librum Geneseos cap. 33, Eucherium, Lyranum, Tostatum, Caietanum super…
Indeed, to bring fourteen animals of each species of clean animals into the ark would, besides filling and overloading the ark more than enough, also have been superfluous: for to what purpose so great a multitude of each species of animals, when half that number would be more than enough for the purpose for which the animals were kept in the ark? And of this opinion I can name and commend very many and most weighty men as authors: such as Josephus in the first book of the Antiquities, Ambrose in On the Ark and Noah, chapter 12, Chrysostom in homily 24 on Genesis, Augustine in The City of God, book 15, chapter 27, Theodoret in question 50 on Genesis, the Scholastic History on the book of Genesis, chapter 33, Eucherius, Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan on…5



…septimum caput Geneseos. Ego utramque opinionem iudico esse probabilem, sed posteriorem esse probabiliorem, mihique placere magis, non abnuo.
…the seventh chapter of Genesis. I judge both opinions to be probable, but I do not deny that the latter is the more probable, and pleases me more.6



SED cur Deus iussit plura de mundis animalibus quam de immundis in Arca recipi? Cur in arca Noë plura fuerint animalia munda immundis secundum unamquamque speciem, varias licet causas reddere: unam, quo plura essent animalia homini utilia, pauciora vero inutilia aut etiam noxia. Alteram, quod mundis opus futurum erat ad usum sacrificiorum, quae et statim finito diluvio facta sunt, nec nisi de mundis animalibus fieri oportebat. Tertiam, quod post diluvium statim Deus copiam fecit homini vescendi animalibus, plurimum mundis. Quamobrem cum immunda animalia unam tantum ob causam servarentur — hoc est, ad propagationem speciei — munda animalia tres ob causas servabantur, et ad propagationem speciei et ad usum humani cibi divinorumque sacrificiorum: haec igitur plura illis recipi in arcam et conservari conveniens fuit.
But why did God command that more of the clean animals than of the unclean be received into the Ark? Of why there should have been more clean than unclean animals in Noah's ark, in each species, one may give various causes: one, that there might be more animals useful to man, but fewer useless or even harmful ones. A second, that the clean ones would be needed for the use of sacrifices, which were made immediately after the flood was over, and which had to be made only from clean animals. A third, that immediately after the flood God gave man the abundance of eating animals, mostly clean ones. Wherefore, since the unclean animals were preserved for one cause only — that is, for the propagation of the species — but the clean animals were preserved for three causes, both for the propagation of the species and for the use of human food and of divine sacrifices: it was therefore fitting that these be received into the ark and preserved in greater number than those.7



His adde quartam causam, mysticam scilicet, ut ea re significaretur multo plures in Ecclesia Christi esse debere mundos — id est, bonos et sanctos — quam immundos et improbos. Nam, ut ait Paulus, vocavit nos Deus non in immunditiam sed in sanctificationem, elegitque nos ut essemus sancti et immaculati. Atque utinam Ecclesia Christi hac etiam re illi arcae Noë responderet, ut plures haberet mundos quam immundos: verum multo secus accidit, cum in agro Christi plurimum sit palearum ac zizaniorum, tritici vero perquam paululum.
To these add a fourth cause, namely a mystical one: that by this it might be signified that in the Church of Christ there ought to be far more clean — that is, good and holy — than unclean and wicked. For, as Paul says, “God has called us not unto uncleanness but unto sanctification” (1 Thess. 4), “and he chose us that we should be holy and immaculate” (Eph. 1). And would that the Church of Christ corresponded to that ark of Noah in this respect too, that it had more clean than unclean: but it happens far otherwise, since in the field of Christ there is very much chaff and cockle, but exceedingly little wheat.8



CONFIRMANDA sunt haec et illustranda Chrysostomi et Theodoreti verbis hoc loco adscriptis. Plura, inquit Chrysostomus, praecepit Deus ex mundis introduci, ut iustum Noë et qui cum illo erant inde consolaretur, ex illis usum habentes. Quod autem septena et impari numero inducta sunt, hoc quoque piae mentis Noë indicium fuit, qui finito diluvio, suam gratitudinem declaraturus erga Deum, pro gratiarum actione hostias et sacrificia ei oblaturus erat. Ut igitur hoc faciendo non mutilaret paria, ideo Deus iussit septena induci ex singulis avium generibus, ut cum cessaret universalis interitus, et suam mentem declararet, et coniugia volatilium ceterorumque animalium non laederentur. Sic fere Chrysostomus.
These things are to be confirmed and illustrated by the words of Chrysostom and Theodoret, here appended. “God commanded more of the clean to be brought in,” says Chrysostom, “in order that he might thereby console the just Noah and those who were with him, by their having use of them. And that they were brought in by sevens and by an odd number, this too was a token of the pious mind of Noah, who, when the flood was over — being about to declare his gratitude toward God — was going to offer him victims and sacrifices in thanksgiving. Therefore, that by doing this he might not mutilate the pairs, God commanded seven to be brought in of each kind of birds, so that, when the universal destruction ceased, he might both declare his mind, and the pairings of the birds and of the other animals not be harmed.” So, roughly, Chrysostom.9



Theodoretus autem (ex ipso Chrysostomo utique mutuatus) similia scribit: Nam cum hominibus, ait, permissurus esset Deus manducare carnes, et homines ipsi sacrificaturi essent illi, maiorem numerum mundorum animalium custodiri iussit, nempe tres coniugationes ad augmentationem generis, unum vero animal reliquum ad sacrificandum: statim enim ubi cessavit ultio, Noë sacrificium obtulit Deo gratiarum actioni conveniens. Ita ut certum sit hac de causa Deum iussisse ex unaquaque specie mundorum animalium septena in arcam introduci, ut Noë, unum animal offerens ex unaquaque specie, non perimeret coniugationes. Sic Theodoretus.
And Theodoret (borrowing, of course, from Chrysostom himself) writes similar things: “For since God was about to permit men to eat flesh, and men themselves were going to sacrifice to him, he commanded a greater number of clean animals to be kept — namely, three pairs for the increase of the kind, but one animal remaining for sacrifice; for immediately, when the vengeance ceased, Noah offered to God a sacrifice suited to thanksgiving. So that it is certain that for this reason God commanded seven of each species of clean animals to be brought into the ark, so that Noah, offering one animal of each species, might not destroy the pairings.” So Theodoret.10
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FOURTH DISPUTATION. Why God willed that of the clean animals neither more nor fewer than seven be received into the ark

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. Why God willed that of the clean animals neither more nor fewer than seven be received into the ark.
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Cur voluit Deus de mundis animalibus nec plura nec pauciora quam septem in arcam recipi.



BEATUS Ambrosius de Arca et Noë cap. 12 causam eius rei ad mysticam septenarii numeri virtutem et praestantiam refert. Etenim septenarius denotat munditiam, integritatem et perfectionem: at vero binarius, tanquam primus numerorum ab unitate recedens, dissensionem, discordiam, immunditiam et imperfectionem significat. Sed Ambrosii verba, explanantis illud de mundis septem et septem, sic habent: Et ut ego arbitror, inire mundam asserit hebdomadam, quia mundus et sacer septenarius numerus est. Nulli enim miscetur, nec ab alio generatur, idemque Virgo dicitur, quia nihil ex se generat. Meritoque, tanquam materni exors immunisque partus muliebris copula, etsi hebdomas femineo nuncupetur nomine, virilis habet sanctificationis gratiam. Secundus autem numerus non est plenus, quia divisus; quod autem non est plenum, vacuum habetur. Septimus autem numerus plenus est, quia hebdomas, ut decas, et similis illius primi, quia factus est ad similitudinem illius qui est semper, a quo profluunt et moventur quae sunt in omni genere virtutes. Haec Ambrosius.
St. Ambrose, in On the Ark and Noah, chapter 12, refers the cause of this matter to the mystical power and excellence of the number seven. For the number seven denotes cleanness, integrity, and perfection; but the number two, as the first of the numbers receding from unity, signifies dissension, discord, uncleanness, and imperfection. But the words of Ambrose, explaining that phrase “of the clean, seven and seven,” are these: “And as I judge, he declares that one enters upon a clean hebdomad, because the number seven is clean and sacred. For it is mixed with none, nor generated by another, and the same is called ‘Virgin,’ because it generates nothing from itself. And deservedly — as being free from and untouched by any maternal birth or womanly union — although the hebdomad is named with a feminine name, it has the grace of a manly sanctification. But the second number is not full, because it is divided; and what is not full is held to be empty. But the seventh number is full, because the hebdomad is like the decad, and is similar to that first [number], because it was made in the likeness of him who is always, from whom flow and are moved the virtues that are in every kind.” This [says] Ambrose.1



SED Chrysostomus, tractans hanc ipsam quaestionem cur de mundis animalibus septem introducta in arcam, vehementer irridet eos qui causam huius rei ex arcanis numerorum virtutibus arcessunt: quin etiam huiusmodi ex numeris depromptas sacrarum rerum interpretationes et fabulosas et periculosas esse, utpote ab haereticis confictas, affirmat. Ad hunc enim modum scribit: Multi varias de hac re fabulas narrant, et hinc occasione sumpta observationes numerorum ostendunt. At non observatio, sed intempestiva hominum curiositas talia fingere molitur: unde et multae haereses sunt ortae, quod statim scietis. Etenim frequenter (ut videamur quasi ex abundantia eos qui ex suis opinionibus nova afferunt compescere) invenimus in scripturis numerum parem commendatum. Quippe quando Dominus misit discipulos, binos eos misit, et Apostoli omnes duodecim erant, et quatuor numero sunt Evangelia. At supervacaneum fuerit haec apud charitatem vestram commemorare, quae satis didicit huiusmodi dictis obturare aures.
But Chrysostom, treating this very question — why seven of the clean animals were brought into the ark — vehemently mocks those who fetch the cause of this matter from the hidden powers of numbers; nay, he even affirms that interpretations of sacred things of this kind, drawn from numbers, are both fabulous and dangerous, as being fabricated by heretics. For he writes in this manner: “Many tell various fables about this matter, and, taking occasion thence, set forth observances of numbers. But it is not observance, but the untimely curiosity of men, that contrives to invent such things: whence also many heresies have arisen, as you shall presently learn. For frequently (that we may seem, as it were, out of abundance, to restrain those who bring forward novelties out of their own opinions) we find in the Scriptures an even number commended. For when the Lord sent the disciples, he sent them two by two (Luke 10), and the Apostles were all twelve, and the Gospels are four in number. But it would be superfluous to recall these things before your Charity, which has sufficiently learned to stop its ears against sayings of this kind.”2



Post haec Chrysostomus subdit veram causam cur ex mundis animalibus septem introducta sint in arcam, quam nos paulo supra exposuimus. Ad extremum autem hisce verbis concludit disputationem Chrysostomus: Didicistis causam ob quam septena introducere praeceptum fuerit. Num posthac tolerabitis eos qui fabulari, divinaeque scripturae ordinem turbare, et quae ex suo capite finxerunt introducere nituntur? Hactenus ex Chrysostomo. Credo equidem verba haec Chrysostomi non esse dicta adversus Ambrosium aliosque…
After this Chrysostom subjoins the true cause why seven of the clean animals were brought into the ark — which we set forth a little above. And at the end Chrysostom concludes the disputation with these words: “You have learned the cause for which it was commanded to bring in seven. Will you henceforth tolerate those who strive to tell fables, and to disturb the order of divine Scripture, and to bring in the things which they have invented out of their own head?” Thus far from Chrysostom. For my part, I believe these words of Chrysostom were not spoken against Ambrose and others…3



…quamplurimos et gravissimos doctores Ecclesiae, qui in explicatione sacrarum literarum tractatuque rerum divinarum multa de numeris acute, docte, pie atque utiliter disputarunt. Sed ea valere adversus haereticos — Simonem dico, Valentinum, Basilidem, Marcionem et Gnosticos — qui fabulosis numerorum mysteriis absurdos et impios errores suos adornabant, et imperitis probare studebant.
…the very many and most weighty doctors of the Church, who, in the explanation of sacred letters and the treatment of divine things, have disputed much about numbers acutely, learnedly, piously, and usefully. But that [Chrysostom's words] hold good against the heretics — I mean Simon, Valentinus, Basilides, Marcion, and the Gnostics — who used to dress up their absurd and impious errors with fabulous mysteries of numbers, and strove to prove them to the unskilled.4



OMNINO inficias nemo ibit, septenarium numerum plurimis rebus in divina Scriptura nobilitatum atque commendatum et quasi consecratum esse. Quis nescit in veteri testamento septimum hebdomadis diem, septimum anni mensem, et septimum quemque annum, denique eum qui septem hebdomadas annorum consequebatur, quinquagesimum annum Iubilaeo dicatum — haec, inquam, fuisse sacrosancta et summa religione ac veneratione a Iudaeis celebrata? Non persequar alia quamplurima septenario numero insignita et commendata in sacris literis, ne in re nota et pervulgata multus sim et insolens.
No one at all will deny that the number seven is, in very many things, ennobled and commended and, as it were, consecrated in divine Scripture. Who does not know that in the Old Testament the seventh day of the week, the seventh month of the year, and every seventh year, and finally that fiftieth year which followed seven weeks of years, dedicated to the Jubilee (Lev. 25) — these things, I say, were celebrated by the Jews as most sacred and with the highest religion and veneration? I will not pursue the very many other things marked and commended by the number seven in the sacred writings, lest in a matter known and widely published I be prolix and tiresome.5



Sed ut hoc verum est, ita nec illud non est verissimum, septenarium numerum etiam in rebus pessimis et execrandis saepenumero esse positum et usurpatum in sacra Scriptura. Immundus spiritus (inquit Lucas cap. 11) assumit septem alios spiritus nequiores se. Marcus narrat capite ultimo Dominum ex Magdalena septem daemonia eiecisse. Ioannes in Apocalypsi vidit draconem habentem septem capita et septem diademata, et nominat septem plagas terrae et septem phialas irae Dei. Dixit quidem David: Septies in die laudem dixi tibi; at filius eius Salomon dixit: septies in die cadit iustus. Apparet igitur eosdem numeros aeque in bonis atque in malis poni et usurpari in sacra Scriptura.
But as this is true, so neither is that untrue in the highest degree — that the number seven is also, in the worst and most execrable things, very often set down and employed in sacred Scripture. “The unclean spirit” (says Luke, ch. 11) “takes seven other spirits worse than himself.” Mark narrates, in the last chapter, that the Lord cast seven demons out of Magdalene. John in the Apocalypse saw a dragon having seven heads and seven diadems (Apoc. 12), and names seven plagues of the earth and seven vials of the wrath of God (Apoc. 15, 16). David indeed said: “Seven times a day I have given praise to thee” (Ps. 118); but his son Solomon said: “Seven times a day the just man falls” (Eccl. 7). It appears, therefore, that the same numbers are set down and employed equally in good things and in evil in sacred Scripture.6



QUAE igitur est vera et germana causa cur nec plura nec pauciora quam septem de mundis animalibus admissa sint in arcam? Difficile est divinare, sed illud fortasse non videbitur lectori prorsus improbabile: tria paria mundorum animalium eo servata esse, quod eiusmodi animalium conservatio tres ob causas esset necessaria. Primo quidem ad propagationem speciei, et ad hunc finem servatum est unum par. Deinde ad esum, nam post diluvium vescendi animalibus copia hominibus a Deo facta est, et ob hanc ipsam causam altero pari eorum animalium opus fuit. Denique ad usum sacrificiorum, et huius rei gratia tertium par conservari debuit. Ecce tibi, cur de mundis animalibus sex conservata sint. Septimum porro animal, quod erat mas solitarius, id est, sine coniuge femina, destinatum est sacrificio mox post diluvium faciendo, sicut factum est a Noë.
What, then, is the true and genuine cause why neither more nor fewer than seven of the clean animals were admitted into the ark? It is difficult to divine, but perhaps this will not seem to the reader altogether improbable: that three pairs of clean animals were preserved because the preservation of such animals was necessary for three causes. First, for the propagation of the species, and to this end one pair was preserved. Next, for eating, for after the flood the abundance of eating animals was given to men by God, and for this very cause a second pair of those animals was needed. Finally, for the use of sacrifices, and for the sake of this a third pair had to be preserved. Behold, then, why six of the clean animals were preserved. The seventh animal, moreover, which was a solitary male — that is, without a mate female — was destined for the sacrifice to be made soon after the flood, as was done by Noah.7



Oportuit autem esse marem, quia mas perfectior est femina, ob idque congruentior atque decentior divinis sacrificiis. Ad huius rei exemplum et similitudinem (ut hoc etiam velut in transcursu attingam) viros esse eos oportet, et sine coniuge feminas — id est, virili animo magnoque virtutis robore praeditos, omnique animi quasi feminea mollitie et infirmitate exutos — quicunque, seculo renunciato, in statu religioso seipsi spirituali[ter]…
And it had to be a male, because the male is more perfect than the female, and for that reason more congruent and more fitting for divine sacrifices. After the example and likeness of this matter (that I may touch on this too, as it were in passing): those men ought to be males, and without a mate female — that is, endowed with a manly spirit and great strength of virtue, and stripped of all, as it were, womanish softness and weakness of soul — whosoever, having renounced the world, in the religious state spiritual[ly]…8



…spiritualiter mactant et sacrificant Deo, ut in carne viventes extra carnem vivant, id est, ab omnibus carnis voluptatibus et oblectationibus, etiam per se non illicitis, seiugati et penitus abstracti.
…spiritually slay and sacrifice themselves to God, so that, living in the flesh, they may live outside the flesh — that is, separated and utterly withdrawn from all pleasures and delights of the flesh, even those not in themselves unlawful.9



CETERUM de numero animalium quae ingressa sunt in arcam, restant nonnullae dubitationes paucis expediendae. Prima dubitatio: Cur Deus, cum primo praecepit Noë de numero animalium quae recipienda erant in arcam, tantum generatim et praecise iussit bina de qualibet specie tolli (ut habes sub finem sexti Capitis: De cunctis, inquit, animantibus bina induces in arcam), cum tamen paulo infra, initio septimi Capitis, distincte iubeat tolli de immundis bina, de mundis autem septena? Respondendum est: cum prius iussit Deus tolli bina, illud bina non significat multitudinem introducendorum animalium — hanc enim infra expressit, distinguendo genera animalium mundorum et immundorum, et indicando de utrolibet istorum quot sumi deberent — sed illud bina significat combinationem sive coniugationem utriusque sexus, masculini et feminini. Unde protinus ipse subiunxit: Bina tolles, masculini sexus et feminini. Noluit enim sumi aut omnes aut plures masculos vel feminas, sed pariter mares cum feminis, et cum sua quemque marem femina coniugatum.
But concerning the number of animals that entered the ark, there remain some doubts to be dispatched in a few words. The first doubt: Why did God, when he first commanded Noah about the number of animals that were to be received into the ark, command only generally and precisely that two of each species be taken (as you have toward the end of the sixth chapter: “Of all living creatures,” he says, “thou shalt bring two into the ark”), while yet a little after, at the beginning of the seventh chapter, he distinctly commands two to be taken of the unclean, but seven of the clean? It must be answered: when God first commanded two to be taken, that word “two” does not signify the multitude of animals to be brought in — for this he expressed below, by distinguishing the kinds of clean and unclean animals, and by indicating how many of either of these were to be taken — but that “two” signifies the combination or pairing of both sexes, male and female. Whence he immediately subjoined: “Two thou shalt take, of the male sex and the female.” For he did not wish either all, or many, males or females to be taken, but males together with females in equal number, and each male paired with its own female.10



ALTERA dubitatio: Cur Moses, loquens de duplici sexu animalium introducendorum in arcam, nunc appellat marem et feminam, aliquando vero uxorem et maritum? Nam pro eo quod nostra translatio habet cap. 7 (ex omnibus animantibus mundis tolles septena et septena, masculum et feminam; de animantibus vero immundis duo et duo, masculum et feminam), pro illo, inquam, quod bis dicitur, masculum et feminam, Hebraice bis pariter ad verbum est, Uxorem et maritum. Hanc dubitationem Caietanus super eum locum ita solvit: Maris, ait, et feminae vocabulo utitur Moses ad significandum diversitatem sexus; metaphora autem mariti et uxoris utitur ad significandum aetatem maris et feminae aptam ad generandum et multiplicandum: ut explicaretur quod, nec ex nido nec vetuli, sed aetatis iuvenilis, tam mas quam femina salvarentur. Haec Caietanus.
The second doubt: Why does Moses, speaking of the double sex of the animals to be brought into the ark, now call them “male and female,” but sometimes “wife and husband”? For in place of what our translation has at chapter 7 (“of all clean living creatures thou shalt take seven and seven, the male and the female; but of the unclean living creatures two and two, the male and the female”) — in place, I say, of that which is said twice, “the male and the female” — the Hebrew has, likewise twice, word for word, “wife and husband.” Cajetan, on that passage, solves this doubt thus: “Moses uses the word ‘male and female,’” he says, “to signify the diversity of sex; but he uses the metaphor of ‘husband and wife’ to signify the age of the male and female suitable for generating and multiplying: so that it might be explained that the [animals] saved were neither nestlings nor too old, but of youthful age, both male and female.” This [says] Cajetan.11



Sed quia illud nomen uxoris et mariti non generatim nec indifferenter in quolibet genere animalium posuit Moses, sed in iumentis tantum et in terrestribus animantibus, non autem in avibus, idcirco solutio Caietani difficultatem non omnino exhaurit. Quocirca Oleaster ita eam solvit, dicens in iumentis modum commixtionis feminae cum mare, ipsaque generationis membra, similiora esse humanis quam in genere avium; et ob id illis potius quam his nomen uxoris et mariti merito fuisse tributum.
But because Moses placed that word “wife and husband” not generally nor indifferently in every kind of animal, but only in beasts of burden and in land animals, and not in birds, therefore Cajetan's solution does not entirely exhaust the difficulty. Wherefore Oleaster solves it thus, saying that in beasts of burden the manner of the female's mingling with the male, and the very members of generation, are more similar to human ones than in the kind of birds; and on this account the name “wife and husband” was deservedly attributed to those rather than to these.12



TERTIA dubitatio: Cur Moses, loquens de iumentis sive terrestribus animantibus, distinxit ea in munda atque immunda; de avibus autem loquens, non eas distinxit in mundas et immundas, sed, quasi omne genus avium esset mundum, simpliciter de avibus dixit tollenda esse septena — at non pauca genera avium fuisse olim immunda patet ex undecimo capite Levitici et decimo quarto Deuteronomii?
The third doubt: Why did Moses, speaking of beasts of burden or land animals, distinguish them into clean and unclean; but, speaking of birds, did not distinguish them into clean and unclean, but, as though every kind of bird were clean, simply said of the birds that seven were to be taken — whereas that not a few kinds of birds were formerly unclean is plain from the eleventh chapter of Leviticus and the fourteenth of Deuteronomy?13



Huic dubitationi tribus modis occurri potest. Primo, si dicatur distinctionem mundi et immundi non fuisse in avibus observatam ante promulgationem legis Mosaicae. Deinde potest dici quod ait Carthusianus, Mosen, insinuandi alicuius mysterii gratia, distinctionem mundi et immundi in avibus tacuisse: nempe ut ea re significaretur admixtionem mundi et immundi in his versari, qui ad similitudinem terrestrium animalium terrenarum rerum studiis curisque distinentur atque implicantur, vel qui adhuc in terris vitam degunt; horum enim alii sunt mundi, alii vero immundi.
This doubt can be met in three ways. First, if it be said that the distinction of clean and unclean was not observed in birds before the promulgation of the Mosaic law. Next, it can be said, as the Carthusian says, that Moses, for the sake of insinuating some mystery, kept silent about the distinction of clean and unclean in birds — namely, that by this it might be signified that the mixture of clean and unclean is found in those who, after the likeness of land animals, are detained and entangled in the pursuits and cares of earthly things, or who still pass their life on earth; for of these, some are clean, others unclean.14



At in his qui, similes volucrum caeli, animos mentesque suas tollunt ad sublimium et divinarum rerum contemplationem, et quorum (ut dixit Apostolus) conversatio in caelis est; vel qui, terrenis corporibus exuti, iam evolarunt ad caelestes et beatas sedes — in his, inquam, distinctio mundi et immundi locum habet plane nullum. Scriptum enim est in Apocalypsi nihil coinquinatum et immundum in caelestem illam beatarum mentium patriam intrare.
But in those who, like the birds of heaven, lift up their souls and minds to the contemplation of sublime and divine things, and whose “conversation” (as the Apostle said) “is in heaven” (Phil. 3); or who, stripped of their earthly bodies, have already flown up to the heavenly and blessed seats — in these, I say, the distinction of clean and unclean has plainly no place. For it is written in the Apocalypse that nothing defiled and unclean enters into that heavenly fatherland of the blessed minds.15



Sed illud verius dictu est, Mosen distinctionem mundi et immundi brevitatis causa in avibus tacuisse, verum quam proxime ante in iumentis sive terrestribus animantibus expresserat, eandem voluisse in avibus intelligi. Magnam facit huic interpretationi fidem translatio Septuaginta Interpretum, quae etiam in avibus distinctionem mundi et immundi expresse posuit. Namque initio septimi capitis sic habet illa: Et a volatilibus caeli mundis septem septem, masculum et feminam; et ab omnibus volatilibus immundis duo duo, masculum et feminam. Ergo, quod Mosen studio brevitatis tacuisse putarunt, hoc ipsi, quo dilucidius Mosis sententiam exprimerent, distincte et expresse addiderunt.
But this is more truly said: that Moses kept silent about the distinction of clean and unclean in birds for the sake of brevity, but wished the same [distinction], which he had just before expressed in beasts of burden or land animals, to be understood in birds. Great credit is given to this interpretation by the translation of the Seventy Interpreters, which expressly placed the distinction of clean and unclean in birds also. For at the beginning of the seventh chapter it has thus: “And of the clean fowls of heaven, seven seven, the male and the female; and of all the unclean fowls, two two, the male and the female.” Therefore, what they supposed Moses had kept silent about out of a zeal for brevity, this the Seventy themselves, in order to express the meaning of Moses more clearly, added distinctly and expressly.16



QUARTA dubitatio: An de his quae de numero animalium introducendorum in arcam scripsit Moses, omnes translationes inter se congruant, et cum Hebraica scriptura concordent? Non omnino congruunt, sed quibusdam rebus (levissimis tamen) dissonant. Quadruplex autem varietas hoc loco annotari potest. Primo, sub finem sexti capitis, tam Latina translatio quam paraphrasis Chaldaica et Scriptura Hebraica habet semel, et sine geminatione eiusdem numeri, bina animalia esse inducenda in arcam; Septuaginta autem interpretes habent eundem numerum geminatum, dicentes, duo, duo. Deinde, in exordio septimi capitis, Latina translatio et Septuaginta interpretum habent ex immundis animalibus sumenda esse duo et duo; Hebraice vero et Chaldaice semel tantum est illud, duo.
The fourth doubt: As to those things which Moses wrote about the number of animals to be brought into the ark, do all the translations agree among themselves, and concord with the Hebrew Scripture? They do not entirely agree, but in certain matters (very slight ones, however) they are discordant. And a fourfold variety can be noted in this place. First, toward the end of the sixth chapter, both the Latin translation and the Chaldaic paraphrase and the Hebrew Scripture have once, and without doubling of the same number, that two animals are to be brought into the ark; but the Seventy interpreters have the same number doubled, saying “two, two.” Next, at the opening of the seventh chapter, the Latin translation and that of the Seventy have that two and two of the unclean animals are to be taken; but in Hebrew and Chaldaic that “two” is only once.17



Ad haec, Scriptura Hebraica eo ipso loco, cum de iumentis loquitur, tribuit eis nomen uxoris et mariti, et item vocabulum maris et feminae; Latine vero, Graece et Chaldaice tantum ponitur nomen maris et feminae. Postremo, in avibus, Septuaginta interpretum translatio ponit distinctionem mundi et immundi, quam distinctionem nec Latina translatio habet, nec paraphrasis Chaldaica, nec Scriptura Hebraica.
Besides, the Hebrew Scripture, in that very place where it speaks of beasts of burden, attributes to them the name “wife and husband,” and likewise the term “male and female”; but in Latin, Greek, and Chaldaic only the name “male and female” is set down. Finally, in birds, the translation of the Seventy places the distinction of clean and unclean — which distinction neither the Latin translation has, nor the Chaldaic paraphrase, nor the Hebrew Scripture.18



Translator’s notes
	§14. Ambrose, On the Ark and Noah, ch. 12 — the arithmological excellence of seven (the ancient ‘virgin’ number that neither generates nor is generated within the decad). Margins: Ambrose; “The excellence of the number seven.” ↩
	§15. Chrysostom (hom. 24 on Genesis) mocks numerological exegesis as a heretical device. Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 24 on Genesis; “What he thinks of the mysteries of numbers”; Luke 10; Matt. 10. ↩
	§16. Continues on p. 249. ↩
	§17. Pererius reconciles Chrysostom with the orthodox numerological tradition: the rebuke targets the heretics. ↩
	Margins: “What the author thinks of the number — whether it is mystical”; on seven; Lev. 25. ↩
	Seven used for evil as well as good. Margins: Apoc. 12; below, 15; below, 16; Ps. 118; Eccl. 7. ↩
	§18. Pererius's own resolution: three pairs (propagation / food / sacrifice) + a solitary seventh male for the sacrifice. Margin: “The author's opinion why seven clean animals were admitted into the ark.” ↩
	The solitary male as a figure of those in the religious (celibate) life. Continues on p. 250. ↩
	Completes §18. ↩
	§19 (First doubt). Margin: “Four doubts about the number of animals that entered the Ark.” ↩
	§20 (Second doubt). Margin: “Why he calls the animals brought into the ark now ‘male and female,’ now ‘husband and wife.’” Cajetan in Genesim. ↩
	Margin: Oleaster. ↩
	§21 (Third doubt) begins. Margin: “Why Moses did not distinguish the birds into clean and unclean.” Answers continue on p. 251. ↩
	§21 (continued). Margin: Dionysius the Carthusian. ↩
	Margins: Phil. 3; Apoc. (last ch.). ↩
	§22. Pererius's preferred answer: the distinction is implied; the Septuagint makes it explicit. ↩
	§23 (Fourth doubt). Margin: “In the number of animals brought into the ark, a fourfold variety of the translators.” ↩
	The third and fourth of the four textual divergences among the versions. ↩




FIFTH DISPUTATION. In what way all the animals, gathered from every quarter, came together to the Ark

LatineEnglish


FIFTH DISPUTATION. In what way all the animals, gathered from every quarter, came together to the Ark.
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. Quemadmodum animalia omnia undique congregata convenerint ad Arcam.



PHILO, extremo libro secundo de vita Mosis, significat ipsum Noë congregasse animalia, eaque non modo non repugnanter, sed etiam ultro et placide secuta eum fuisse, non secus atque oves gregatim pastorem suum, quocunque ducantur, sequi solent: itaque non solum mansueta, sed etiam ferocia et saeva, naturalem quasi exuentia saevitiam, sedabant omnino ductui et obsequio Noë. Ita autem scribit Philo: Sic factum est ut nullum animal detractaret obsequium Noë, immanibus etiam bestiis mansuescentibus, et servatorem suum tanquam pastorem ultro sequentibus. Qua postquam se contulerunt intra unum receptaculum, dici illud poterat totius terrarum orbis aemulum, nimirum continens tot animantium genera quot in omnibus terris vel tunc inveniebantur vel invenienda erant in posterum, vix ullo sermone comprehensibilia. Sic Philo.
Philo, at the end of the second book On the Life of Moses, indicates that Noah himself gathered the animals, and that they followed him not only not reluctantly, but even willingly and quietly — just as sheep are wont to follow their shepherd in a flock wherever they are led: so that not only the tame ones, but even the fierce and savage ones, putting off, as it were, their natural savagery, yielded entirely to the leading and obedience of Noah. And thus Philo writes: “So it came about that no animal refused obedience to Noah, even the huge beasts growing tame and following their preserver of their own accord, like a shepherd. And after they had betaken themselves within one receptacle, it could be called a rival of the whole world — containing, indeed, as many kinds of living creatures as were found at that time in all lands, or were to be found in the future — scarcely comprehensible by any speech.” So Philo.1



Verum si hoc Philo sensit, quod praedicta verba prae se ferunt, haud dubie non recte sensit. Non enim potuit Noë aut per se ipse aut per alios omnes terrarum tractus orasque omniaque loca, in quibus toto orbe dispersa erant animalia, pervestigare ac perlustrare, eaque undique congregando ad arcam adducere: non, inquam, hoc ille potuit sine mora longissimi temporis, nec sine molestissima et vix tolerabili immensi laboris perpessione.
But if Philo meant this, which the aforesaid words present, without doubt he was not right. For Noah could not, either by himself or through others, search out and traverse all the regions and coasts and all the places of the earth in which the animals were dispersed throughout the whole world, and, gathering them from every quarter, bring them to the ark: he could not, I say, do this without the delay of a very long time, nor without the most troublesome and scarcely tolerable endurance of immense labor.2



IOANNES Buteo facit Hugonem Sancti Victoris affirmantem, invalescente diluvio et terras operiente, animantes omnes, effugium aliquod praesentis exitii quaerentes, undique natando confugisse ad arcam. Verba Hugonis, ex quibus sententiam illam Buteo elicuit, sic habent in libro primo de Arca morali, capite tertio: Tertia mansio arcae, in qua animalia erant quae egebant spiramento aperti aëris, prima supra aquas eminebat, ita ut, foris per aquam ascendentibus ad arcam animalibus, ostium fere per planum occurreret. Sic Hugo. Sed hanc opinionem et divina Scriptura reiicit et ratio confutat. Narratio enim Mosis in cap. 7 Geneseos aperte ostendit prius animalia fuisse ingressa in arcam quam diluvium coeptum fuerit; quin imo, ante eluvionem aquarum et post ingressum animalium in arcam, dicitur ibi Deum foris ostium clausisse. Quid quod, si aquae ante ingressum animalium in arcam inundassent terram, multae animantium species — vel repentinis aquis oppressae, vel nandi, aut certe natando perveniendi usque ad arcam impotentes — periissent, nec nisi longo admodum tempore concursus omnium et conventus animalium ad arcam fieri potuisset.
John Buteo makes Hugh of St. Victor affirm that, as the flood grew strong and covered the lands, all the living creatures, seeking some escape from the present destruction, fled from every side to the ark by swimming. The words of Hugh, from which Buteo drew that opinion, are these, in the first book On the Moral Ark, chapter three: “The third story of the ark, in which were the animals that needed the breathing of open air, was the first to rise above the waters, in such a way that, for the animals ascending to the ark through the water from outside, the door would be met almost on the level.” So Hugh. But this opinion both divine Scripture rejects and reason refutes. For the narrative of Moses in chapter 7 of Genesis plainly shows that the animals had entered the ark before the flood began; nay rather, before the inundation of the waters and after the entry of the animals into the ark, God is there said to have closed the door from outside. What of this: that if the waters had inundated the earth before the entry of the animals into the ark, many species of living creatures would have perished — either overwhelmed by the sudden waters, or unable to swim, or at least unable to reach the ark by swimming — and the concourse and gathering of all the animals to the ark could not have come about except in a very long time.3



ILLA igitur, ut pervulgata et plerisque Doctoribus probata, sic etiam vera est sententia: voluntate ac potestate Dei, ministerioque Ange[lorum]…
That opinion, therefore — as it is widely current and approved by most Doctors, so it is also the true one — that by the will and power of God, and by the ministry of the Ange[ls]…4



…Angelorum, omnia animalia undique congregata et deducta esse ad arcam. Id quod non obscure indicavit Deus iis verbis quae refert Moses sub finem sexti Capitis. Nam pro eo quod Latina translatio habet (Bina de omnibus ingredientur tecum ut possint vivere), Graece et Hebraice est: ingredientur, vel, venient ad te, id est, ultro venient, non tua cura aut labore quaesita et congregata.
…of the Angels, all the animals were gathered from every quarter and led to the ark. This God indicated not obscurely in those words which Moses reports toward the end of the sixth chapter. For in place of what the Latin translation has (“Two of all shall go in with thee, that they may live”), in Greek and Hebrew it is: “they shall go in,” or “they shall come to thee” — that is, they shall come of their own accord, not sought out and gathered by thy care or labor.5



Non fuit (Augustinus ait libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei capite vigesimo septimo) ista cura illius hominis vel illorum hominum, sed divina: non enim ea Noë capta intromittebat, sed venientia et intrantia admittebat. Ad hoc enim valet quod dictum est: Intrabunt ad te — non scilicet hominis actu, sed Dei nutu. Haec Augustinus.
“This was not” (Augustine says, in book 15 of The City of God, chapter 27) “the care of that man, or of those men, but divine: for Noah did not bring them in captured, but admitted them as they came and entered. For to this end is what was said: ‘They shall enter to thee’ — not, that is, by the act of man, but by the nod of God.” This [says] Augustine.6



Caietanus quoque, expendens illa ipsa verba (Duo ex omnibus venient ad te), ita scribit: Solvitur hinc quaestio, quomodo Noë congregaverit bina ex omnibus animantibus: clare enim Deus absolvit eum ab hac cura, dicendo, Venient ad te. Divino siquidem nutu, ministerio Angelorum, venerunt ex omnibus animalibus mas et femina ad Noë: ipsius autem Noë cura operaque fuit efficere ut, quae venerant animantia, ingrederentur in arcam, et invenirent nidos sive mansiones in ea, et ibi pascerentur ab ipso. Ab hoc miraculo veniendi disce reliqua consequentia circa pacem animalium apud Noë: eiusdem enim rationis sunt. Hactenus ex Caietano.
Cajetan too, weighing those very words (“Two of all shall come to thee”), writes thus: “Hence is solved the question, how Noah gathered two of all the living creatures: for God clearly absolved him from this care, by saying, ‘They shall come to thee.’ For by the divine nod, by the ministry of Angels, there came of all the animals a male and a female to Noah; but it was Noah's care and work to bring it about that the living creatures which had come should enter the ark, and find nests or dwellings in it, and there be fed by him. From this miracle of their coming, learn the rest of the consequent matters concerning the peace of the animals with Noah: for they are of the same reasoning.” Thus far from Cajetan.7



CASTIGANDA obiter est hoc loco sententia quaedam Philonis, qui hoc discrimen facit inter arcam Noë et Paradisum terrestrem, in quo Deus collocavit Adamum: quod intra arcam fuerunt et homines et animalia tam munda quam immunda, in Paradiso autem terrestri nullum fuit animal rationis expers, sed homo tantum. Sic enim dixit Moses capite secundo: Plantavit Deus Paradisum, in quo posuit hominem quem formaverat; et paulo infra: Tulit Deus hominem, et posuit eum in Paradiso voluptatis ut operaretur et custodiret illum.
A certain opinion of Philo must here be corrected in passing, who makes this distinction between the ark of Noah and the earthly Paradise in which God placed Adam: that within the ark there were both men and animals, both clean and unclean, but in the earthly Paradise there was no animal devoid of reason, but man only. For thus Moses said in the second chapter: “God planted a Paradise, in which he placed the man whom he had formed”; and a little after: “God took the man, and placed him in the Paradise of pleasure, that he might dress it and keep it.”8



Atque huius differentiae rationem quandam Tropologicam reddit Philo. Sic enim scribit in libro qui inscribitur De Plantatione Noë: Non est mirandum cur in arcam illam ingentem diluvio praeparatam omnes animantium species introducantur, nulla vero in Paradisum. Nam arca illa corpus humanum significabat, quod necessario capit affectionum vitiorumque immanes pestes et indomitas; Paradisus autem solarum virtutum capax est, quae nihil immansuetum admittunt aut quod ratione careat. Sic Philo.
And Philo gives a certain Tropological reason for this difference. For thus he writes in the book entitled On the Planting of Noah: “It is not to be wondered at why all the species of living creatures are brought into that huge ark prepared for the flood, but none into Paradise. For that ark signified the human body, which necessarily contains the monstrous and untamed plagues of the affections and of the vices; but Paradise is capable of the virtues alone, which admit nothing untamed or that lacks reason.” So Philo.9



SED ego Philoni minime assentior nullum fuisse animal intra Paradisum: possum enim contrariae sententiae auctores proferre viros clarissimos — Iosephum primo libro Antiquitatum, Basilium in Oratione quam scripsit de Paradiso, Augustinum libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei capite undecimo, et Damascenum libro secundo de Fide Orthodoxa capite decimo — quamquam is proxime sequenti capite, quasi eorum quae ante dixerat oblitus, contraria videtur scribere. Quomodo enim animalia non fuisse in Paradiso credibile est, cum ad ipsum Adam in Paradiso versantem cuncta animantia adducta sint, ut eis ille nomina imponeret, eique…
But I by no means assent to Philo that there was no animal within Paradise: for I can bring forward, as authors of the contrary opinion, most illustrious men — Josephus in the first book of the Antiquities, Basil in the Oration which he wrote on Paradise, Augustine in book 15 of The City of God, chapter 11, and Damascene in the second book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 10 — although he, in the very next chapter, as if forgetful of what he had said before, seems to write the contrary. For how is it credible that the animals were not in Paradise, when all the living creatures were brought to Adam himself, as he dwelt in Paradise, that he might impose names on them, and to him…10



…eique datum fuerit a Deo imperium in omnia animalia? Ubi etiam erat, nisi intra paradisum, serpens qui Evam tentavit atque decepit? cuius aspectu et sermone tanquam re insolita obstupuisset Eva, nec tam familiariter cum eo esset collocuta, nisi antea et ipsum et alias animantes in Paradiso vidisset. Sed pergamus ad alia.
…and to him was given by God dominion over all the animals? Where, too, was the serpent that tempted and deceived Eve, except within Paradise? At whose appearance and speech Eve would have been astonished as at an unwonted thing, nor would she have conversed with it so familiarly, had she not previously seen both it and the other living creatures in Paradise. But let us pass on to other matters.11



Translator’s notes
	§24. Philo, On the Life of Moses, bk. 2. Margin: Philo. ↩
	Pererius's objection to a literal-human reading of Philo. ↩
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SIXTH DISPUTATION. Which kinds of animals did not enter the Ark

LatineEnglish


SIXTH DISPUTATION. Which kinds of animals did not enter the Ark.
SEXTA DISPUTATIO. Quae genera animalium non sint in Arcam ingressa.



TRIA genera animalium non sunt in arcam ingressa. Unum est genus piscium et omnium quae in aquis vivunt: namque istis diluvium nihil damni attulit. His quoque licet annumerare quae ambiguae sunt vitae et appellantur amphibia; nam licet ista saepe extra aquas versentur in terra, non tamen terram petunt necessitatis causa, sed captandae voluptatis aut praedae, vel occultandae prolis gratia. Quod si nec istis diutina in aquis mansio esse potest, nihil perturbat id rationem nostram, sufficientem enim istis quoque capiendis locum in arca fuisse supra demonstratum est. Alterum est genus eorum quae ex diversae speciei animalium commixtione generantur, ut mulus et mula ex equo et asina: satis enim fuit servatos esse in arca istorum parentes, scilicet ex quorum coniunctione rursus, finito diluvio, reparari genus eorum poterat. Tertium genus eorum est quae creantur ex putrescente materia: nam cum nullo tempore post diluvium defutura esset putrescens materia, nec vis caelestis unde talium animalium generatio existit, necessaria non fuit eorum in arca conservatio.
Three kinds of animals did not enter the ark. One is the kind of fishes and of all that live in the waters: for to these the flood brought no harm. To these may also be reckoned those which are of ambiguous life and are called amphibians; for although these often dwell out of the waters on land, yet they seek the land not from necessity, but for the sake of catching pleasure or prey, or of hiding their offspring. But if even these cannot make a long stay in the waters, that does not at all disturb our reasoning, for it has been shown above that there was sufficient room in the ark for taking these too. The second is the kind of those generated from the mingling of animals of a different species, such as the mule (male and female) from the horse and the ass: for it was enough that the parents of these were preserved in the ark — namely, those from whose union their kind could again be restored after the flood was over. The third kind is of those created from putrefying matter: for since at no time after the flood would there be lacking putrefying matter, nor the celestial force from which the generation of such animals arises, their preservation in the ark was not necessary.1



TOSTATUS autem super secundum cap. Genes. q. 2 sex huius generis animalium species facit, ad hunc modum scribens: Animalium imperfectorum, quae de putrefactionibus generantur, communiter sex sunt genera. Quaedam de exhalationibus generantur, ut bibiones, quae sunt minutissima animalia ex vini exhalationibus genita, papiliones ex aqua; quaedam ex corruptionibus humorum, ut vermes in stercore vel cisternis. Quaedam ex cadaveribus, ut apes ex iumentis, crabrones (id est, muscae grandes quae sonant volando) et scarabaei et muscae virides ex equis vel canibus mortuis, et Scorpius de carnibus Cancri mortui. Ut Ovidius ait Metamorphoseos 15: Concava littorei si demas brachia Cancri, / Cetera supponas terrae: de parte sepulta / Scorpius exibit, caudaque minabitur unca. Nascitur etiam de medulla spinae humana serpens, ut ait Isidorus 15 Etymologiarum, de quo Ovidius Metamorphos. 15:
Tostatus, on the second chapter of Genesis, question 2, makes six species of this kind of animal, writing in this manner: “Of imperfect animals, which are generated from putrefactions, there are commonly six kinds. Some are generated from exhalations, such as gnats (bibiones) — the tiniest animals, begotten from the exhalations of wine — and butterflies from water; some from the corruptions of humors, such as worms in dung or in cisterns. Some from carcasses, such as bees from beasts of burden, hornets (that is, large flies that buzz in flying), and beetles and green flies from dead horses or dogs, and the Scorpion from the flesh of a dead Crab. As Ovid says, Metamorphoses 15: ‘If you take away the hollow claws of the shore-Crab, and lay the rest beneath the earth, from the buried part a Scorpion will come forth and threaten with its hooked tail.’ A serpent is also born from the marrow of the human spine, as Isidore says in the 15th book of the Etymologies — concerning which Ovid, in Metamorphoses 15:”2



Sunt qui, cum clauso putrefacta est spina sepulchro, mutari credunt humanas angue medullas. Quaedam ex putredine lignorum, ut teredines, quae sunt vermes nati intra ligna quando non abscinduntur tempore debito. Quaedam ex herbarum corruptione, ut tinea; quaedam ex corruptione fructuum, ut gurguliones ex fabis. De his sex animalium speciebus dicitur quod non a Deo immediate creata sunt, sed postea naturaliter ex corruptione formata sunt; Deus tamen seminarias causas horum rebus indidit. Haec Tostatus.
“There are those who believe that, when the spine has rotted in the closed sepulchre, human marrow is changed into a serpent.” Some [are generated] from the rot of wood, such as wood-worms (teredines), which are worms born within timbers when they are not cut at the due time. Some from the corruption of herbs, such as the moth; some from the corruption of fruits, such as weevils (gurguliones) from beans. Of these six species of animals it is said that they were not immediately created by God, but were afterward naturally formed from corruption — yet God implanted the seminal causes of these in things. This [says] Tostatus.3



TRIA porro supradicta genera animalium exclusa fuisse ab arca, ipsa Mosis narratio non obscure indicat. Ac de aquatilibus quidem nemini dubium esse potuit, cum Deus sola terrestria et volatilia in arcam introduci iusserit, nulla piscium sive aquatilium facta mentione. De ceteris duobus generibus idem manifestum est ex eo quod in omni genere animalium quae Deus in arcam iussit recipi distinctionem utriusque sexus, id est, maris et feminae, esse voluit, procul dubio ad eum finem ut rursus, tali commixtione sexus generando sibi similia, speciem suam servare ac propagare possent. Quaecunque igitur aut non habent distinctionem sexus, aut non generantur ex commixtione utriusque sexus, aut ipsa per commixtionem maris et feminae aliud quippiam non generant, ea non fuisse in arca necesse est confiteri. Mulus quidem et mula ex commixtione maris et feminae generantur, et habent in se distinctionem utriusque sexus; sed ipsa tamen per huiusmodi commixtionem nihil generant, quocirca eorum species non conservatur et perpetuatur propter activam eorum generationem, sed tantum propter passivam ex equo et asina.
That the three aforesaid kinds of animals were excluded from the ark, the very narrative of Moses indicates not obscurely. And concerning the aquatic ones no one could have any doubt, since God commanded only land and flying creatures to be brought into the ark, no mention being made of fishes or aquatic creatures. Concerning the other two kinds the same is manifest from this: that in every kind of animal which God commanded to be received into the ark, he willed there to be a distinction of both sexes — that is, of male and female — without doubt to this end, that again, by such mingling of the sexes, generating things like themselves, they might preserve and propagate their species. Therefore whatever either does not have a distinction of sex, or is not generated from the mingling of both sexes, or does not itself, through the mingling of male and female, generate anything else — these, one must confess, were not in the ark. The mule (male and female) is indeed generated from the mingling of male and female, and has in itself the distinction of both sexes; but they nevertheless generate nothing through such mingling, and therefore their species is preserved and perpetuated not on account of their active generation, but only on account of the passive [generation] from the horse and the ass.4



CONFIRMATUR nostra sententia de animalibus quae non sunt in arcam ingressa auctoritate Beati Augustini, simillima eorum quae hic docuimus, in libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei capite vigesimo septimo hunc in modum scribentis: Quod autem scrupulosissime quaeri solet de minutissimis bestiolis, non solum quales sunt mures et stelliones, verum etiam quales locustae, scarabaei, muscae denique et pulices, utrum non amplioris numeri in arca illa fuerint quam qui est definitus, cum hoc imperaret Deus: prius admonendi sunt quos haec movent, sic accipiendum esse quod dictum est, Quae repunt super terram, ut necesse non fuerit conservari in arca quae possunt in aquis vivere, non solum mersa, sicut pisces, verum etiam supernatantia, sicut multae alites. Deinde cum dicitur, Masculus et femina erunt, procul dubio intelligitur ad reparandum genus dici; ac per hoc nec illa necesse fuerat ibi esse quae possunt sine concubitu, de quibusque rebus vel rerum corruptionibus, nasci; vel si fuerunt, sicut in domibus esse consueverunt, sine ullo numero definita esse potuisse: aut, si mysterium sacratissimum quod agebatur et tanta rei figura etiam in veritate facti aliter non posset impleri, nisi ut omnia ibi certo illo numero essent quae vivere in aquis, natura prohibente, non possent, non fuit ista cura illius hominis vel illorum hominum, sed divina. Non enim ea Noë capta intromittebat, sed venientia et intrantia admittebat. Ad hoc enim…
Our opinion concerning the animals that did not enter the ark is confirmed by the authority of St. Augustine — most similar to the things we have here taught — in the fifteenth book of The City of God, chapter twenty-seven, writing in this manner: “But as for that which is wont to be asked most scrupulously about the tiniest little creatures — not only such as mice and lizards, but even such as locusts, beetles, flies, and finally fleas — whether they were not in that ark in greater number than is [there] defined, when God commanded this: those whom these things trouble must first be advised that what was said, ‘Which creep upon the earth,’ is to be understood thus, that it was not necessary to preserve in the ark those which can live in the waters — not only submerged, like fishes, but also floating on the surface, like many winged creatures. Next, when it is said, ‘There shall be male and female,’ it is without doubt understood to be said for the restoring of the kind; and through this, neither was it necessary that those be there which can be born without copulation, from various things or from the corruptions of things; or, if they were there — as they are wont to be in houses — they could have been defined by no number: or, if the most sacred mystery being enacted, and so great a figure of the thing, could not be fulfilled even in the truth of the fact otherwise than that all things should be there in that fixed number which could not, nature forbidding, live in the waters — this was not the care of that man or of those men, but divine. For Noah did not bring them in captured, but admitted them as they came and entered. For to this end…”5



…valet quod dictum est, Intrabunt ad te, non scilicet hominis actu, sed Dei nutu: ita sane, ut non illic fuisse credenda sint quae sexu carent. Praescriptum est enim atque definitum, Masculus et femina erunt. Alia sunt quippe quae de quibusque rebus sine concubitu ita nascuntur, ut postea concumbant et generent, ut muscae; alia vero in quibus nihil sit maris vel feminae, sicut apes. Ea porro quae sic habent sexum ut non habeant fetum, ut muli et mulae, mirum si ibi fuerunt, ac non potius parentes eorum ibi fuisse suffecerit, equinum videlicet atque asininum genus; et si aliqua alia sunt quae ex commixtione diversi generis genus aliquod ducunt, sed et si hoc ad mysterium pertinebat, ibi erant: habet enim et hoc genus masculum et feminam. Sic Augustinus.
“…to this end is what was said, ‘They shall enter to thee’ — not, that is, by the act of man, but by the nod of God: in such a way, indeed, that those which lack sex are not to be believed to have been there. For it was prescribed and defined, ‘There shall be male and female.’ For there are some which are born from various things without copulation, in such a way that afterward they copulate and generate, like flies; but others in which there is nothing of male or female, like bees. But those which have sex in such a way that they have no offspring, like mules, it would be strange if they were there, and not rather that their parents — namely, the horse-kind and the ass-kind — being there should have sufficed; and if there are any others which, from the mingling of a different kind, lead forth some [other] kind, yet if this pertained to the mystery, they were there: for this kind too has male and female.” So Augustine.6



Translator’s notes
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SEVENTH DISPUTATION. Which kinds of animals entered the Ark; and first concerning Reptiles (creeping things)

LatineEnglish


SEVENTH DISPUTATION. Which kinds of animals entered the Ark; and first concerning Reptiles (creeping things).
SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. Quae genera animalium in Arcam sint ingressa, et primo de Reptilibus.



EXCEPTIS tribus illis supradictis animalium generibus quae non esse in arcam recepta praecedenti quaestione ostendimus, ceterae omnes animantium species in arcam ingressae sunt. Horum autem animalium quinque genera licet distinguere: unum avium, alterum reptilium, tertium Quadrupedum carnivororum, quartum non carnivororum et magni corporis, quintum non carnivororum et quae minori corpore sunt praedita. Et avium quidem licet quam plurimae sint species, eis tamen, quia pleraeque sunt perquam exigui corporis, satis superque loci in supremo coenaculo arcae a nobis supra est assignatum. De reliquis igitur quatuor generibus explicandum est quemadmodum tot cuiusque generis species in arca contineri potuerint: quamobrem necesse est cuiuslibet quatuor supradictorum generum hic percensere omnes species, quaecumque adhuc ad notitiam hominum venerunt, vel ipso usu et experientia plerisque cognitae, vel doctorum hominum industria et diligentia deprehensae, observatae et litteris proditae.
Excepting those three aforesaid kinds of animals which we showed, in the preceding question, were not received into the ark, all the other species of living creatures entered the ark. And of these animals five kinds may be distinguished: one of birds, the second of reptiles, the third of carnivorous quadrupeds, the fourth of non-carnivorous ones of great body, the fifth of non-carnivorous ones endowed with a smaller body. And of birds, although there are very many species, yet to them — because most are of an exceedingly small body — we have above assigned room more than enough in the topmost story of the ark. Of the remaining four kinds, therefore, it must be explained how so many species of each kind could be contained in the ark; wherefore it is necessary here to review all the species of each of the four aforesaid kinds — whatsoever have hitherto come to the knowledge of men, whether known to most by use and experience itself, or detected, observed, and committed to writing by the industry and diligence of learned men.1



VISUM praeterea nobis est (quod ut faceremus, etiam a nonnullis moniti et rogati sumus) brevem quorundam animalium, quae non quibuslibet nota sunt, virium, naturae ac proprietatum expositionem, probatis ex auctoribus sumptam, hoc loco velut in transcursu tradere: quo scilicet distinctio specierum, unde numerus animalium quae in arcam ingressa sunt iniri et constitui debet, manifestior atque illustrior existeret, et sacrarum literarum studio deditus Lector compendiariam quandam, et certa ratione atque ordine digestam, praecipuorum animalium terrestrium cognitionem haberet. Nempe hac ille…
It has, moreover, seemed good to us (and to do this we were even advised and asked by some) to set forth here, as it were in passing, a brief exposition — taken from approved authors — of the powers, nature, and properties of certain animals which are not known to everyone: namely, in order that the distinction of species (from which the number of animals that entered the ark must be reckoned and established) might become more manifest and more illustrious, and that the Reader devoted to the study of sacred letters might have a certain compendious knowledge of the principal land animals, arranged by a fixed method and order. For by this he…2



…uti poterit ad multos divinae scripturae locos, quibus mirae complurium animalium proprietates indicantur, erudite ac luculenter interpretandos. Hinc praeterea licebit carpere multa, et quidem perutilia, documenta moralia, ex admirandis animalium ingeniis ac moribus apte petita similitudine: quod sane ad populares conciones ornandas et locupletandas valebit plurimum, et uberiorem ac iucundiorem suppeditabit materiam spiritualium meditationum, quae, contemplandis rebus naturalibus, ad earum omnium opificis Dei sapientiae ac providentiae admirationem ac praedicationem humanam mentem extollunt. Posuimus autem in margine nomina eorum tantum animalium quorum naturas, ut miras eoque memorandas, breviter exponimus, scilicet ea re lectoris studio ac memoriae — id est, voluptati simul atque utilitati — servientes.
…will be able to use [it] for interpreting, learnedly and clearly, many passages of divine Scripture in which the wonderful properties of very many animals are indicated. Hence, moreover, it will be possible to cull many — and indeed most useful — moral lessons, the comparison being aptly drawn from the admirable instincts and habits of animals: which will assuredly avail very much for adorning and enriching popular sermons, and will furnish richer and more pleasant material for spiritual meditations, which, by the contemplation of natural things, lift up the human mind to the admiration and proclamation of the wisdom and providence of God, the maker of them all. And we have placed in the margin the names only of those animals whose natures — as wonderful and therefore memorable — we briefly set forth, thereby serving the reader's study and memory, that is, both his pleasure and his profit at once.3



REPTILIUM igitur quae ingressa sunt in arcam — eorum nempe quae non ex putrescente materia, nec ex animalium diversae speciei mixtione, nec aliter quam ex maris et feminae commixtione suique similibus parentibus generantur — hae sunt fere adhuc cognitae species. 1. ANGUIS. Mons qui Narsingae regnum dividit a Malabaris multas alit feras, inter quas alatos angues arboribus insidentes, quos aiunt solo afflatu, vel etiam obtutu, eos qui propius accedant interficere.
Of the reptiles, then, that entered the ark — namely those generated not from putrefying matter, nor from the mixture of animals of a different species, nor otherwise than from the mingling of male and female and from parents like themselves — these are nearly the species hitherto known. 1. THE SNAKE (anguis). The mountain that divides the kingdom of Narsinga from the Malabars nourishes many wild beasts, among which winged snakes that sit in the trees, which they say kill, by their breath alone, or even by their gaze, those who approach more nearly.4



2. ASPIS. 3. VIPERA. Multa Herodotus tradit fabulosa — non ille quidem mentiendi libidine, sed nimio undique omnia carpendi et colligendi studio, non tam iudicii et prudentiae quam copiae ac diligentiae laudem quaerens. In fabulosis numerant nonnulli quod ab eo proditum est: in Viperino genere tam marem quam feminam in generando prolem interimere — marem quidem a femina, quae caput eius in coitu ore comprehendens voluptatis dulcedine arrodit; feminam vero a catulis quos utero gerit, nam cum singulos diebus singulis pariat, viginti fere numero, posteriores morae impatientes latera perrumpunt occisa parente. Ridet hoc Scaliger: Viperas, inquiens, ab impatientibus mora fetibus numerosissimis atque idcirco erumpentibus rumpi et interire, falsum esse scimus, qui in Vincentii Camerini circulatoris lignea theca vidimus enatas viperillas parente salva.
2. THE ASP. 3. THE VIPER. Herodotus hands down many fabulous things — not indeed from a lust for lying, but from too great a zeal for gathering and collecting everything from every side, seeking the praise not so much of judgment and prudence as of abundance and diligence. Among the fabulous things some reckon what is reported by him: that in the viper kind both the male and the female perish in generating offspring — the male by the female, who, gripping his head in her mouth during coitus, gnaws it off in the sweetness of pleasure; but the female by the young which she bears in her womb, for since she bears them one each day, about twenty in number, the later ones, impatient of delay, break through her sides, the parent being killed. Scaliger laughs at this, saying: “That vipers are burst and perish from their most numerous offspring being impatient of delay and therefore bursting forth, we know to be false — we who saw, in the wooden box of Vincenzo Camerino the mountebank, viperlets that had been born with the parent safe.”5



VERUM Aristoteles — ut erat in philosophando non modo doctissimus, sed etiam cautissimus atque prudentissimus — quasi sententiam Herodoti restringens et corrigens, non matricem aut latera viperae lacerari a catulis ait, sed membranas quibus illi in utero involuti erant rumpi, idque non semper sed interdum. Verba eius sic habent: Parit vipera catulos obvolutos membranis, quae tertia die rumpantur. Evenit interdum ut qui in utero adhuc sunt, abrosis membranis prorumpant. Singulos diebus singulis parit, plures quam viginti. Quamquam autem fere perexigui corporis sunt viperae, Nymphes tamen, librorum quos scripsit de Ptolemais nono, Viperas ait in Troglodytide decem et septem cubitorum existere.
But Aristotle — being in philosophizing not only most learned, but also most cautious and prudent — as if restricting and correcting the opinion of Herodotus, says that it is not the womb or the sides of the viper that are torn by the young, but the membranes in which they were wrapped in the womb that are broken, and that not always but sometimes. His words are these: “The viper bears its young wrapped in membranes, which are broken on the third day. It happens sometimes that those still in the womb burst forth, the membranes being gnawed through. She bears them one each day, more than twenty.” But although vipers are generally of a very small body, yet Nymphes, in the ninth of the books which he wrote on the Ptolemies, says that in the Troglodyte country there are vipers of seventeen cubits.6



4. BASILISCUS. De Basilisco quae hic memorari possent reperiet lector apud Plinium lib. 8 ca. 21, Solinum cap. 30, et Aelianum lib. 2 cap. 35 et lib. 3 cap. 30. Basiliscum non, ut alios serpentes, incantari, divinis testatum est litteris: Ecce ego, inquit Dominus, mittam vobis serpentes regulos, quibus non est incantatio, et mordebunt vos. Quin etiam basiliscus incantamenta discutere, et his iam captos alios serpentes solvere ac liberare, creditur. Quod autem scriptum est apud Esaiam, De radice colubri egredietur Regulus, et semen eius absorbens volucrem, sermo est non proprius sed metaphoricus et figuratus. Non enim a colubro generatur basiliscus; sed significatur Osiam regem multis quidem malis afflixisse Philisthaeos, verum ex eius tamen semine natum Ezechiam gravioribus eos calamitatibus contriturum — quemadmodum basiliscus nocentior et perniciosior est quam coluber. Dicitur autem basiliscus absorbere volucrem, propterea quod infecto a se aëre supervolantes aves interimit, ut a Solino proditur. Refert Scaliger legisse se apud recentiores, Romae, Leone Pont. Max., ad aedem Luciae sub fornice stabulatum esse basiliscum, cuius afflatu magna lue affecta Roma fuerit, eumque illico Pontificis precibus exstinctum.
4. THE BASILISK. Of the Basilisk, the things that could here be recorded the reader will find in Pliny, bk. 8, ch. 21; Solinus, ch. 30; and Aelian, bk. 2, ch. 35, and bk. 3, ch. 30. That the basilisk, unlike other serpents, cannot be charmed, is attested by the divine writings: “Behold, I,” says the Lord, “will send among you serpent-cockatrices (reguli), against which there is no charm, and they shall bite you” (Jer. 8). Nay, the basilisk is even believed to break charms, and to loose and free other serpents already caught by them. But that which is written in Isaiah, “From the root of the snake shall come forth a cockatrice, and his seed shall swallow up the bird,” is a speech not proper but metaphorical and figurative. For the basilisk is not generated from a snake; but it is signified that king Uzziah indeed afflicted the Philistines with many evils, but that Hezekiah, born from his seed, would crush them with graver calamities — just as the basilisk is more harmful and more destructive than the snake. And the basilisk is said to swallow up the bird, because, by infecting the air around it, it kills the birds flying overhead, as is reported by Solinus. Scaliger relates that he read, among more recent writers, that at Rome, under Pope Leo the Great, a basilisk was housed in a vault near the church of [St.] Lucy, by whose breath Rome was afflicted with a great plague, and that it was forthwith extinguished by the prayers of the Pope.7



SIMILIS est natura et vis pestilens ferae quam CATOBLEPAM appellant, non corporis magnitudine sed veneni potentia insignem, membris inertem, capite adeo gravi ut id aegre sustinens semper in terram deiectum ferat: non impetu morsuque noxiam, sed aspectu solo, omnibus qui eius oculos viderunt confestim expirantibus. 5. LACERTUS viridis. 6. LACERTUS minutior. 7. STELLIO. 8. TARANTULA. Hanc multi putant speciem esse stellionis: verum secus est, constat enim speciem esse Phalangii Italiae peculiarem — in orae tractu meridionalis innoxiam, sed in terra Apulia tum frequentem tum maleficam, a Tarento urbe Tarantulam nominatam. Haec, in sulcorum squalore latitans, imprudentes messores vel venatores pungit: quamobrem illi ocreolis calceati metunt.
Similar in nature is the pestilent force of the beast which they call the CATOBLEPAS, distinguished not by the size of its body but by the power of its venom; sluggish in its limbs, with a head so heavy that, scarcely supporting it, it always carries it cast down to the ground: harmful not by attack and bite, but by its gaze alone — all who have seen its eyes immediately expiring. 5. THE GREEN LIZARD. 6. THE SMALLER LIZARD. 7. THE STELLION (newt). 8. THE TARANTULA. Many think this to be a species of stellion; but it is otherwise, for it is agreed to be a species peculiar to Italy, of the Phalangium (venomous spider) — harmless in the southern coastal region, but in the land of Apulia both frequent and harmful, named “Tarantula” from the city of Tarentum. This, lurking in the squalor of furrows, stings unwary reapers or hunters: wherefore they reap shod with little greaves.8



Nec eorum qui laesi sunt a Tarantula unus est modus. Apulorum fert opinio, quot sunt in hebdomade dies, tot esse noxarum species ab hac bestia illatarum. Multi confestim sopore occupantur; nec pauci perpetuis vigiliis distrahuntur; alii fletu maerent; alii risu diffunduntur; alii currunt; nonnulli inertes desident. Sunt qui sudent, qui vomant, qui insaniant. Quapropter non defuere Philosophi qui crederent tot esse Tarantulae species quot eius malefici cernerentur effectus. Verum quemadmodum ebrietas, pro varia hominum affectione, non unius modi effectum habet (flent ebrii, rident, silent, blaterant, discursant, verberant), itidem ex huius bestiolae morsu evenire putandum est. Diversa est ab hac quae vulgo Romae Terrantula, quod sub terra lateat, nominatur: siquidem ea, lacerti facie et luteis maculosa notis cum sit, stellionis putanda est species.
Nor is there one mode [of affliction] for those harmed by the Tarantula. The opinion of the Apulians holds that there are as many kinds of harm inflicted by this beast as there are days in the week. Many are immediately seized with drowsiness; not a few are distracted by perpetual wakefulness; some grieve with weeping; others dissolve in laughter; others run; some sit sluggishly idle. There are those who sweat, who vomit, who go mad. Wherefore there have not been wanting Philosophers who believed that there are as many species of Tarantula as its harmful effects are seen to be. But just as drunkenness, according to the varied disposition of men, does not have an effect of one mode — the drunk weep, laugh, fall silent, babble, run about, strike — so likewise it must be thought to happen from the bite of this little beast. Different from this is the one commonly called at Rome “Terrantula,” because it lurks under the earth: since this, having the face of a lizard and spotted with yellow marks, is to be thought a species of stellion.9



9. CHAMAELEON. Nullius fere animalis tam copiose ac subtiliter naturam et mores descripsit Aristoteles ut Chamaeleontis, scilicet propter eius animalis multiplex miraculum. Descriptionem Aristotelis eleganti brevitate reddidit latine Plinius. Duo in primis celebrantur eius miracula: alterum, quod ipse celsus, hianti semper ore, solus animalium nec cibo nec potu alitur, nec alio quam aëris alimento; sed (quod alterum est miraculum) coloris natura mirabilior, mutat namque eum subinde, et oculis et cauda et toto corpore, redditque semper quemcunque proxime attingit, praeter rubrum candidumque. Variatio colorum, secundum Aristotelem, ei accidit sanguinis inopia metuque. Omnium, inquit, quadrupedum pedestrium tenuissimus Chamaeleon est, quippe qui omnium maxime inopia sanguinis riget; prae nimio quoque metu multiformis efficitur. Metus autem refrigeratio quaedam est per inopiam sanguinis calorisque.
9. THE CHAMELEON. Of scarcely any animal has Aristotle described the nature and habits so copiously and subtly as of the Chameleon — namely, on account of the manifold marvel of that animal. The description of Aristotle Pliny rendered into Latin with elegant brevity. Two of its marvels are especially celebrated: one, that it itself, held aloft, with mouth always agape, alone of animals is nourished neither by food nor by drink, nor by any nourishment other than that of air; but (which is the second marvel) it is more wonderful in the nature of its color, for it changes it from time to time — in its eyes and tail and whole body — and always reproduces whatever it most nearly touches, except red and white. The variation of colors, according to Aristotle, happens to it from poverty of blood and from fear. “Of all four-footed land animals,” he says, “the Chameleon is the thinnest, inasmuch as it of all is most stiff from poverty of blood; and from excessive fear too it is made multiform. Now fear is a certain cooling through poverty of blood and of heat.”10



AT enim veterem Chamaeleontis historiam certiori recentiorum narratione aliqua ex parte corrigit et emendat Scaliger, ad hunc modum scribens: De Chamaeleonte quaedam minus trita referamus. Io. Landius, in ultima Syria cum esset, ait se vidisse unum e quinque, quos emerat, Chamaeleontibus lingua repentino momentaneoque iaculatu muscam quae in eius esset pectore legisse. Propterea illius a se dissecti linguam narrabat inventam palmi longitudine, cavam, inanem, in summa tanquam acetabulum cum muco, quo praedam tolleret. Id novum sane iis qui solo vento vivere hactenus existimarunt.
But Scaliger corrects and amends in some part the old account of the Chameleon by the more certain narration of more recent [observers], writing in this manner: “Let us report some less common things about the Chameleon. John Landi, when he was in farthest Syria, says that he saw one of five Chameleons which he had bought pick off, with a sudden and momentary dart of its tongue, a fly that was on its breast. For this reason he related that the tongue of the one dissected by him was found to be a palm in length, hollow, empty, with at its tip, as it were, a little cup with mucus, by which it might take up its prey. This is indeed new to those who have hitherto thought it lives on air alone.”11



In quoslibet mutari colores verum non est. Super viridi viriditas vegetatur; super luteo temperatur ad luteum. Super caeruleo aut rubro aut albo non vincitur viriditas nativa, sed puncta caerulea et rubra et alba viridiorem validioremque sui speciem dant. Super nigro subnigrescunt, manet tamen tenor ille viredinis atro confusus. Etiam haud mutato supposito colore, mutat ipse suum, vel metu vel molestia, aut oppressus aut solutus. Quod aër illi pro cibo sit aliquandiu, ex eo patet quod et annum integrum aiunt inedia tolerare, et ubi excepit hiatu auram et occlusit malas, turget ei venter. Etiam inveni qui diceret obversum ad Solem haurire radios, eiusque conversione hiantem sequi. Venenatorum serpentum est hostis acerrimus Chamaeleo. Is ex illis unumquempiam speculatus, in umbra captantem auras aut in radiis apricantem, in eam scandit arborem quae illi imminet: unde ex ore filum demittit araneorum more, in cuius fili extremo guttula sit margaritae splendore. Ea, tactum in vertice, serpentem mori.
“That it changes into any colors whatever is not true. Upon green its greenness is quickened; upon yellow it is tempered toward yellow. Upon blue or red or white its native greenness is not overcome, but blue and red and white spots give a greener and stronger appearance of itself. Upon black they grow blackish, yet that tenor of greenness remains, confused with the black. Even when the underlying color is not changed, it changes its own, whether from fear or from annoyance, whether oppressed or relaxed. That air is for it as food for a while is plain from this: that they say it endures fasting a whole year, and that when it has taken in the breeze by its gaping and closed its jaws, its belly swells. I have even found one who said that, turned toward the Sun, it drinks in the rays, and follows it gaping with its [the Sun's] turning. The Chameleon is a most fierce enemy of the venomous serpents. Having spied out any one of them, catching the breezes in the shade or basking in the rays, it climbs into the tree that overhangs it: whence from its mouth it lets down a thread, after the manner of spiders, at the end of which thread there is a little drop, of the splendor of a pearl. By this the serpent, touched on the top of its head, dies.”12



Illud etiam admirabilius: si ad perpendiculum nequeat filum demittere, quod minus ad amussim respondeat ramus in quo est inferiori loco ubi cubat serpens, ita filum corrigere pedibus anterioribus atque eius tractum temperare, ut ad lineam quasi catheton descendat. Haec Scaliger. 10. SALAMANDRA. De hac, quae mira sunt et cognitu digna, disputavimus in libro tertio Commentariorum nostrorum in Danielem. 11. SCYTALE: serpens tanta praefulgens tergi varietate ut, notarum gratia, videntes retardet; et quoniam reptando pigrior est, quos assequi nequit, miraculo sui capiat stupentes. 12. CERASTES: praeferens quadrigemina cornua, quorum ostentatione, velut esca illice, sollicitatas aves perimit. 13. AMPHISBAENA: consurgens in caput geminum, quorum alterum in loco suo est, alterum in ea parte qua…
“This too is more wonderful: if it cannot let down the thread plumb-straight — because the branch on which it is does not exactly correspond to the lower place where the serpent lies — it so corrects the thread with its forefeet, and tempers its draught, that it descends to the line, as it were, of a plumb-line.” This [says] Scaliger. 10. THE SALAMANDER. Of this, the things that are wonderful and worthy of knowledge, we have disputed in the third book of our Commentaries on Daniel. 11. THE SCYTALE: a serpent shining with such variety of back that, by the grace of its markings, it retards those who see it; and since it is rather sluggish in crawling, those which it cannot overtake it captures by the marvel of itself as they stand amazed. 12. THE CERASTES (horned serpent): displaying fourfold horns, by the ostentation of which, as by an enticing bait, it kills the birds it has lured. 13. THE AMPHISBAENA: rising up into a twin head, of which one is in its [proper] place, the other in that part where…13



…qua cauda. 14. IACULI: qui subeunt arbores, e quibus vi maxima [iaculan]tur binati, penetrant animal quodcumque obvium. 15. DIPSAS: siti interficiens. 16. HYPNALE: somno necans, experimento Cleopatrae, idcirco ad mortem quaesita et empta. 17. EMORROIS: morsu sanguinem eliciens, et, dissolutis venarum commerciis, quicquid animae est evocans per cruorem. 18. PRAESTER: a quo percussus distenditur, enormique corpulentia necatur extuberatus. 19. SEPS: cuius ictum statim putredo sequitur. 20. AMMODYTES: serpens magnitudine quidem cubitali est, colore vero arenosus, per corpus autem maculis nigris insignitur, caudam habet praeduram, superne discussam. A quibusdam cechrias, id est, miliaris, ob caudae instar milii duritiem, appellatus est. Latiores maxillas quam vipera habet; cumque in multis aliis ei similis sit, colore magis discerni potest, vipera enim subflava est. 21. CENCHRIS: genus etiam serpentis venenosi, de quo Plinius loquens de serpyllo (domestico, adversus serpentes efficax, maxime Cenchrin), etc.
…where the tail is. 14. THE IACULUS (javelin-snake): which climb up trees, from which, paired, they hurl themselves with the greatest force, and pierce whatever animal is in their way. 15. THE DIPSAS: killing by thirst. 16. THE HYPNALE: slaying by sleep — by the experiment of Cleopatra, who therefore sought and bought it for her death. 17. THE HAEMORRHOIS: drawing out blood by its bite, and, the channels of the veins being dissolved, calling forth whatever there is of life through the gore. 18. THE PRESTER: by which one struck is distended, and, swollen out with enormous corpulence, is killed. 19. THE SEPS: whose blow putrefaction immediately follows. 20. THE AMMODYTES (sand-viper): a serpent of about a cubit in size, but sandy in color, marked through the body with black spots; it has a very hard tail, broken up at the top. By some it is called “cechrias,” that is, “miliaris,” on account of the hardness of its tail like millet (milium). It has broader jaws than the viper; and although it is similar to it in many other respects, it can rather be distinguished by color, for the viper is yellowish. 21. THE CENCHRIS: also a kind of venomous serpent, of which Pliny [speaks] when treating of wild thyme (serpyllum) — effective, in its domestic [form], against serpents, especially the Cenchris — etc.14



22. ELEPHANTIA. 23. CHERSYDROS: serpens qui tam in aquis quam in terris commoratur, non multum distans a Chelydro, fumum qua serpit emittente. Lucanus: Natus et ambigua coleret qui Syrtidos arva / Chersydros, tractique via fumante Chelydri. 24. CHAMAEDRACON. 25. HYDRUS seu HYDRA: nam Hydrus mas est et Hydra femina, quanquam hoc genus serpentium aquatile est potius quam terrestre. De hoc sic Plinius: In orbe terrarum, inquit, pulcherrimum anguium genus est quod in aqua vivit. Hydri vocantur, nullis serpentium inferiores veneno. Horum iecur servatum adversus percussos ab his auxilium est. Idem alibi memorat marinos vicenum cubitorum, a quibus classis Alexandri territa sit. Nam Hydram in Lerna palude multorum fuisse capitum, quorum aliquot excisis plures continuo renascerentur, et quae tandem ab Hercule sagittis et igne interfecta sit, poëtarum est figmentum. Sunt igitur in universum viginti quinque supradictae species Reptilium. Sed propter alias fortasse nonnullas species adhuc nobis incognitas, eum numerum usque ad triginta extendamus.
22. THE ELEPHANTIA. 23. THE CHERSYDROS: a serpent which dwells both in the waters and on land, not much different from the Chelydrus, which emits smoke where it crawls. Lucan: “And the Chersydros, born to inhabit the ambiguous fields of the Syrtis, and the track of the Chelydrus drawn along with a smoking trail.” 24. THE CHAMAEDRACON. 25. THE HYDRUS or HYDRA: for the Hydrus is the male and the Hydra the female; although this kind of serpents is aquatic rather than terrestrial. Of this Pliny [writes] thus: “In the world the most beautiful kind of snakes is that which lives in water. They are called Hydri, inferior to no serpents in venom. The liver of these, preserved, is a help against those struck by them.” The same [Pliny] elsewhere records marine ones of twenty cubits each, by which the fleet of Alexander was terrified. For that the Hydra in the marsh of Lerna had many heads, of which, when some were cut off, more were continually reborn, and that it was at last killed by Hercules with arrows and fire, is a fiction of the poets. There are, therefore, in all, the twenty-five aforesaid species of Reptiles. But on account of perhaps some other species still unknown to us, let us extend that number up to thirty.15



Translator’s notes
	§32. The five kinds; birds already placed in the top story, so the four remaining are catalogued. ↩
	§33. Pererius's rationale for the bestiary that follows. Marginal gloss: “Why the author treats the species of animals, not only by reckoning their number, but also by briefly setting forth the chief features and natures of certain of them.” Continues on p. 257. ↩
	Conclusion of §33. ↩
	§34. The reptile catalogue begins. Margins: “Of reptiles that entered the ark, 25 species”; Scaliger, Exercitationes 183; “Winged snakes.” ↩
	§35. On the viper's reputed self-destructive birth. Margins: “Whether the viper perishes in giving birth”; Viper; Scaliger, Exercitationes 201. ↩
	§36. Aristotle's correction. Margins: Aristotle, Hist. anim. bk. 5, ch. 34; Nymphes, bk. 9. ↩
	§37. The basilisk. Margins: Basilisk; Jer. 8; “Passage of Isaiah, ch. 14”; Scaliger, Exercitationes 246; Pliny, bk. 8, ch. 21. ↩
	§38. The catoblepas, lizards, stellion, and tarantula. Margins: Catoblepas; Scaliger, Exercitationes 185; Tarantula. ↩
	§39. The tarantula's varied effects (compared to drunkenness). ↩
	§40. The chameleon. Margins: Chameleon; Aristotle, Hist. anim. bk. 2, ch. 11; Pliny, bk. 8, ch. 33; Aristotle, On the Parts of Animals, bk. 4, ch. 11. Continues on p. 259. ↩
	§41. Scaliger's eyewitness correction (the tongue). Margins: Scaliger, Exercitationes 196; John Landi. ↩
	§42. The chameleon's colors and its serpent-killing thread. ↩
	§43. Salamander, scytale, cerastes, amphisbaena. Margins: Scytale; Solinus, ch. 30 (on the Scytale and following). Continues on p. 260. ↩
	§44. Continuation of the serpent catalogue (iaculus through cenchris). Margin: Pliny, bk. 20, ch. 22. ↩
	§45. End of the reptile list (25 species, rounded to 30). Margins: Lucan, bk. 9; Hydrus and Hydra; Pliny, bk. 29, ch. 4; same, bk. 6, ch. 23. ↩




EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the carnivorous animals that entered the ark

LatineEnglish


EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the carnivorous animals that entered the ark.
OCTAVA DISPUTATIO. De animalibus carnivoris in arcam ingressis.



CARNIVORA hoc loco appello animalia quae post diluvium et deinceps, ad hodiernum usque diem, carnibus vesci solent. Nam ante diluvium esu et cibatu carnium animal nullum fuisse usum demonstratum a nobis est in priori Tomo Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim, sub finem libri quarti, ultima disputatione. Horum autem…
Carnivores I here call the animals which, after the flood and thenceforward to the present day, are wont to feed on flesh. For that before the flood no animal made use of the eating and feeding on flesh has been demonstrated by us in the former volume of our Commentaries on Genesis, toward the end of the fourth book, in the last disputation. And of these…1



…Carnivororum animalium species, usu et aliorum relatu exploratas et cognitas, has percensere habeo. 1. LEO. 2. PARDUS. 3. DRACO. Mira narrantur de Draconibus: Atlantici montis dracones solo contactu interficere, capite et cauda gracillimos, alvi tanta vastitate vix ut reptioni sint habiles. Philostratus sane, perquam ingeniosus et disertus mendaciorum artifex, in tertio libro scribit ad Gangem innumeros esse dracones, quos oculorum gratia venentur Indi; eorum enim oculos lapillos esse ignei fulgoris pretiosos.
…the species of carnivorous animals, ascertained and known by use and by the report of others, I have to review as follows. 1. THE LION. 2. THE LEOPARD (pardus). 3. THE DRAGON. Wonderful things are told of Dragons: that the dragons of the Atlas mountain kill by mere contact, very slender in head and tail, but with a belly of such vastness that they are scarcely fit for crawling. Philostratus indeed — a most ingenious and eloquent craftsman of falsehoods — writes in his third book that near the Ganges there are innumerable dragons, which the Indians hunt for the sake of their eyes; for their eyes are precious little stones of fiery brilliance.2



Sed illud magis fabulosum, ab Africanis vulgatum: ex aquila concipere lupam, nec parere sed rumpi; edi autem draconem rostro et alis patri similem, pedibus et cauda matri, corio serpentis, maculis versicolore, oculorum genas attollere nunquam, in specubus habitare. Haec, fabulosis proxima, equidem prodere volui, non ut lectori prudenti credenda, sed ut curioso et quicquid mirabile dictu est noscendi avido non ignoranda. Etenim scitum est illud Aristotelis, Philosophum etiam fabularum esse amatorem, quod ex rebus mirandis constat fabula.
But this is more fabulous, spread abroad by the Africans: that the she-wolf conceives from an eagle, and does not give birth but is burst open; and that a dragon is brought forth, similar to its father in beak and wings, to its mother in feet and tail, with the hide of a serpent, party-colored with spots, never raising the lids of its eyes, dwelling in caves. These things, near to fables, I wished indeed to report — not as to be believed by the prudent reader, but as not to be unknown to the curious one, and to him who is eager to learn whatever is wonderful to tell. For that saying of Aristotle is well known, that the Philosopher is also a lover of fables, because a fable is composed of wonderful things.3



4. PANTHERA. Panthera et Tigris macularum varietate propemodum solae bestiarum spectantur: Pantheris enim in candido breves macularum oculi. Ferunt odore earum mire sollicitari quadrupedes, sed capitis torvitate terreri; quamobrem occultato eo, reliqua dulcedine imitatas ab ea corripi. Aiunt quidam in armo Pantheris similem Lunae esse maculam, crescentem in orbes et cavantem pari modo cornua. Pantheras autem perfricata carne aconito (venenum id est) Barbari venantur: occupat illico fauces earum angor. At fera contra haec excrementis hominum sibi medetur, et alias tam avida eorum ut, a pastoribus ex industria in aliquo vase suspensa altius quam ut queat saltu attingere, iaculando se appetendoque deficiat, et postremo expiret: alioqui vivacitatis adeo lentae ut, eiectis interraneis, diu pugnet.
4. THE PANTHER. The Panther and the Tiger are looked upon as almost the only beasts [distinguished] by the variety of their spots: for in Panthers there are short eye-like spots on a white ground. They say that quadrupeds are wondrously attracted by their odor, but terrified by the grimness of their head; wherefore, with that hidden, [the panther,] imitating the rest by its sweetness, seizes them. Some say that on the shoulder of Panthers there is a spot like the Moon, waxing into orbs and hollowing out its horns in like manner. The Barbarians hunt Panthers with flesh rubbed with aconite (that is, a poison): a choking immediately seizes their throats. But the beast cures itself against this with human excrement, and is otherwise so greedy of it that, when shepherds hang it up on purpose in some vessel higher than it can reach by leaping, by hurling and reaching after itself it grows faint, and at last expires: otherwise of so slow a tenacity of life that, with its entrails cast out, it fights on for a long time.4



5. TIGRIS. Hyrcania, ut silvis aspera, sic immanibus feris copiosa, tum tigribus. Animal est tam insignibus macularum notis, tum incredibili pernicitate, admodum memorabile. Fulvo nitet, nigrantibus segmentis interundato, varietate apprime decenti. Pedum tanta velocitate ut nihil tam longum sit quod non brevi penetret, nihil tam longe antecedat ut non illico assequatur. Sed maxime potentia eius probatur cum catulorum suorum insistit raptoribus. Succedant sibi equites licet, et astu quantolibet amoliri praedam velint, nisi in praesidio maria fuerint, frustra est omnis conatus. Nam ubi vacuum cubile reperit femina (maribus enim cura non est sobolis), fertur praeceps, odore vestigans. Raptor, appropinquante fremitu, abiicit unum de catulis, quem illa morsu tollens, pondere etiam ocior acta, remeat iterumque consequitur, ac subinde, donec, in navem regresso, irrita feritas saevit in litore. Illud obiter scire convenit, esse genus quoddam commune, carens tamen nomine, continens proxime…
5. THE TIGER. Hyrcania, as it is rough with forests, so is it abundant in monstrous wild beasts, and especially in tigers. It is an animal most memorable both for the notable marks of its spots and for its incredible swiftness. It shines tawny, with blackish bands waved between, a variety especially comely. Of such velocity of foot that nothing is so long that it does not traverse it in a short time, nothing so far ahead that it does not at once overtake it. But its power is especially proved when it presses upon the ravishers of its cubs. Though horsemen relieve one another, and by however much cunning they wish to carry off the prey, unless the seas be in their defense, every attempt is in vain. For when the female finds the lair empty (for the males have no care of the offspring), she is borne headlong, tracking by scent. The ravisher, as the roaring approaches, throws down one of the cubs, which she, taking up in her mouth, returns — driven swifter even by the weight — and again pursues, and so on, until, [the ravisher] having gone back into the ship, her baffled ferocity rages on the shore. It is fitting to know in passing that there is a certain common kind, lacking, however, a name, containing closely…5



…has species: Lupum, Canem, Vulpem, Tigrem, Hyaenam et Leaenam. Indicio est mutua horum inter se animalium commixtio, et hinc generatio prolis diversae tamen a parentibus speciei.
…these species: the Wolf, the Dog, the Fox, the Tiger, the Hyena, and the Lioness. The proof is the mutual mingling of these animals among themselves, and hence the generation of offspring of a species nevertheless different from the parents.6



6. LUPUS. 7. LUPUS canarius. 8. LUPUS cervarius, qui et THOS dicitur. Aethiopicis Lupis proprium est quod in saliendo ita nisus habent alitis ut non magis proficiant cursu quam meatu; homines tamen nunquam impetunt. Bruma comati sunt, aestate nudi; Thoas vocant. Videtur haec Solinus accepisse ex Aristotele, cuius haec sunt verba: Thoes etiam (quos Lupos cervarios diximus) hominem diligunt, et neque offendunt neque metuunt valde. Pugnant canibus et Leonibus: quo fit ne eodem in loco sint cervarii et Leones. Optimi cervarii qui minores sunt. Genera horum alii duo, alii tria statuunt; plura his esse non videntur. Sed ut piscium, avium, quadrupedumque genera aliqua, ita cervarii quoque pro tempore immutantur, et colorem diversum hieme aestateve trahunt; atque aestate nudi, hieme hirti redduntur.
6. THE WOLF. 7. THE DOG-WOLF (lupus canarius). 8. THE DEER-WOLF (lupus cervarius), which is also called THOS. It is peculiar to the Ethiopian Wolves that in leaping they have such effort of a winged thing that they advance no more by running than by gliding; yet they never attack men. In winter they are shaggy, in summer bare; they call them “Thoes.” Solinus seems to have taken this from Aristotle, whose words are these: “The Thoes also (which we have called deer-wolves) are fond of man, and neither offend nor greatly fear [him]. They fight with dogs and lions: whence it comes about that deer-wolves and lions are not in the same place. The best deer-wolves are those that are smaller. Of their kinds, some set two, others three; more than these there do not seem to be. But as some kinds of fishes, birds, and quadrupeds [change], so deer-wolves too are changed according to the season, and take a different color in winter or summer; and in summer they are made bare, in winter shaggy.”7



9. LYNX. Lynces in Luporum genere numerat Solinus, quarum urinas coire in duritiem pretiosi calculi — nec hoc ipsas latere, sed quasi hominis usui invidentes, egestum liquorem illico arenarum cumulis contegere, Theophrastus perhibet. Lapidi color succini, similisque vis attrahendi proxima, et ad sedandos renum dolores medendumque regio morbo. Lyncurion nomen est. Sed Scaliger negat Lyncurion aut esse succinum, aut ab urina Lyncum concrescere: namque in Germaniis et Scythiis atque Sarmatiis magnam eius animalis esse frequentiam, ibi tamen huiusmodi lapidem esse nullum. Idem Lyncem non videtur specie distinguere a lupo cervario: Lynx mas, inquit, est lupus cervarius, huic enim breves orbiculares distinctae maculae, illi productae et admodum continuae pleraeque. Appellantur lupi cervarii, cum lupina aut cervina forma nihil habeant: lupi quidem ab aviditate, vicina enim omnia populantur (quo fit ut in Scandania, ubi Lyncum frequentia, insignis aliarum ferarum sit raritas, ad victum eis maxima ex parte agrestium felium praeda est); Cervorum autem quia hostes sunt acerrimi, propterea cognominantur Cervarii.
9. THE LYNX. Solinus reckons Lynxes in the kind of Wolves, [and says] that their urine congeals into the hardness of a precious stone — and that this does not escape them, but, as if grudging it to the use of man, they immediately cover the discharged liquid with heaps of sand, Theophrastus reports. The stone has the color of amber, and a similar power of attracting close [to it], and is good for soothing the pains of the kidneys and for healing the royal disease (jaundice). Its name is “Lyncurion.” But Scaliger denies that Lyncurion is either amber or congeals from the urine of Lynxes: for in the Germanies and Scythias and Sarmatias there is a great frequency of that animal, yet there is no stone of this kind there. The same [Scaliger] does not seem to distinguish the Lynx in species from the deer-wolf: “The male Lynx,” he says, “is the deer-wolf, for this has short, round, distinct spots, that [the lynx] elongated and mostly quite continuous.” They are called deer-wolves, although they have nothing of the form of wolf or deer: “wolves” indeed from their greed, for they lay waste all things near them (whence it comes about that in Scandinavia, where there is a frequency of Lynxes, there is a notable rarity of other wild beasts, and their food is for the most part the prey of wild cats); but because they are most fierce enemies of deer, they are therefore surnamed “Cervarii” (deer-[wolves]).8



10. SPHINX. Inter Simias, inquit Solinus, habentur et Sphinges, villosae comis, geminis in pectore mammis, dociles ad feritatis oblivionem. Tradit Plinius Sphinges condere in thesauros maxillarum cibum, mox inde sensim ad mandendum manibus expromere; et quod formicis in annum solenne est, his esse in dies vel horas. Poëtae Sphingem monstrum esse finxerunt multiforme atque horrendum. Clearchus habuisse scribit caput et manus puellae, corpus canis, vocem hominis, caudam draconis, Leonis ungues, alas volucris. 11. HYAENA. Huic ferae lupi forma, sed moles corporis maior, pedesque longiores et humanis similes; crassae item surae atque humanis propiores. Non ferarum praeda, sed erutis alitur cadaveribus, in specubus stabulatur; quam venatores cantu atque tympanorum pulsatione delinitam, laqueis iniectis, feminas capiunt. Utrumque esse, sine mare et femina; alternis annis mares, alternis feminas esse et parere sine mare, nonnullis creditum, refert et refellit Aristoteles.
10. THE SPHINX. Among the Apes, says Solinus, are reckoned also the Sphinxes, shaggy with hair, with twin breasts on the chest, docile to the forgetting of their wildness. Pliny relates that Sphinxes store food in the storehouses of their jaws, and then by degrees bring it out with their hands to chew; and what is customary for ants over a year, is for these by days or hours. The poets fashioned the Sphinx to be a monster, multiform and horrendous. Clearchus writes that it had the head and hands of a girl, the body of a dog, the voice of a man, the tail of a dragon, the claws of a Lion, the wings of a bird. 11. THE HYENA. This beast has the form of a wolf, but a greater bulk of body, and longer feet, similar to human ones; its calves likewise thick and nearer to human ones. It feeds not on the prey of wild beasts, but on dug-up carcasses, and is housed in caves; and the hunters, having soothed it with singing and the beating of drums, capture the females with thrown snares. That it is both [sexes], without male and female; that in alternate years the males [become females], in alternate years the females; and that it conceives and bears without a male — believed by some — Aristotle reports and refutes.9



…Hoc tamen de Hyaena, serpentem utriusque sexus participe, tradit Aelianus. Collum et iuba continuitate spinae porrigitur, flectique nisi circumactu totius corporis nequit. Sermonem humanum inter pastorum stabula mire assimulat, nomenque alicuius addiscit, quem evocatum foras laceret. Vomitionem hominis mentitur, ad sollicitandos canes quos invadat. Ab hoc uno animali fertur sepulchra erui, inquisitione corporum. Huius oculis mille esse varietates colorumque mutationes; eius umbrae contactu canes obmutescere, et quasi magicis quibusdam artibus omne animal ter ab hoc lustratum in vestigio haerere; huius coitu Leaena Aethiopica parit Leocrocutam, de qua dicetur infra.
…Yet this Aelian relates of the Hyena, that it is partaker of both sexes. Its neck and mane are extended by the continuity of the spine, and it cannot bend except by the turning-about of its whole body. It wonderfully imitates human speech among the stalls of shepherds, and learns the name of someone, whom, having called him out, it may tear to pieces. It feigns the vomiting of a man, to lure the dogs which it may attack. By this one animal alone, it is said, sepulchres are dug up, in search of bodies. [They say] that in its eyes there are a thousand varieties and changes of colors; that at the touch of its shadow dogs grow dumb, and that, as by certain magic arts, every animal walked around three times by it sticks fast in its track; that by its coupling the Ethiopian Lioness bears the Leocrocuta, of which it will be spoken below.10



12. LYCAON. Aethiopia mittit Lycaonem, lupini generis, cervice iubatum, et tot modis varium ut nullum illi colorem dicant abesse. Poëtarum est figmentum Lycaonem fuisse regem Arcadiae, propter incredibilem eius impietatem et crudelitatem in lupum a Iove transformatum. 13. VULPIS. 14. MUSTELA. 15. FELIS. In Malabar provincia feles sunt agrestes, in arboribus agitantes. Saltu valent plurimum, sed est peculiaris eorum volatus; idque, quod magis mirum est, sine alis. Membrana ab anterioribus pedibus ad posteriores usque producta tenditur, quam dum quiescunt ad alvum contrahunt. Ubi volare instituunt, pedum crurumque agitatione protenta collectaque membrana, tum sustinentur, tum feruntur. Mirabilisque est eorum, tanquam per aërem currentium, species. An haec species Felium volantium a specie nostratium felium diversa sit necne, doctis viris existimandum et iudicandum relinquo.
12. THE LYCAON. Ethiopia sends forth the Lycaon, of the wolf kind, maned on the neck, and so various in many ways that they say no color is lacking to it. It is a fiction of the poets that Lycaon was a king of Arcadia, transformed into a wolf by Jove on account of his incredible impiety and cruelty. 13. THE FOX. 14. THE WEASEL. 15. THE CAT. In the province of Malabar there are wild cats, ranging in the trees. They are very strong in leaping, but there is a peculiar flight of theirs — and what is more wonderful, without wings. A membrane is stretched out from the front feet all the way to the hind ones, which, while they rest, they draw in toward the belly. When they set about to fly, the membrane being stretched out and gathered by the movement of feet and legs, they are both sustained and borne along. And wonderful is the appearance of them, as it were running through the air. Whether this species of flying Cats is different from the species of our [domestic] cats or not, I leave to learned men to estimate and judge.11



16. CANIS. Quamquam haec duo animalia, Felem dico et Canem, etiam sine carnibus vitam agunt, nec proprium in arca locum desideraverint, cum in habitatione hominum versari potuerint. 17. VITULUS marinus. 18. CROCODILUS. Sed haec duo in aquis vivere possunt. 19. LEOCROCUTA. Scribit autem Plinius Leocrocutam pernicissimam esse feram, asini feri magnitudine, cervicibus cervinis, collo, cauda, pectore Leonis, capite melium, bisulca ungula, ore ad aures usque rescisso, dentium locis osse perpetuo, humanasque voces mire imitantem, ex Hyaena et Leaena generatam. 20. EALE. Magnitudine equi fluviatilis, cauda Elephanti, colore nigra vel fulva, maxillas apri, maiora cubitalibus cornua habens mobilia, quae alterna sistat in pugna, variatque infesta aut obliqua, prout ratio monstravit.
16. THE DOG. Although these two animals — I mean the Cat and the Dog — pass their life even without flesh, and would not have required a proper place in the ark, since they could dwell in the habitation of men. 17. THE SEAL (sea-calf). 18. THE CROCODILE. But these two can live in the waters. 19. THE LEOCROCUTA. Pliny writes that the Leocrocuta is a most swift beast, of the size of a wild ass, with the neck of a deer; the neck, tail, and breast of a Lion; the head of a badger; a cloven hoof; the mouth slit open all the way to the ears; in place of teeth a continuous bone; wonderfully imitating human voices; generated from the Hyena and the Lioness. 20. THE EALE. Of the size of a river-horse (hippopotamus), with the tail of an Elephant, black or tawny in color, with the jaws of a boar, having movable horns larger than a cubit, which it sets up alternately in a fight, and varies them, threatening or oblique, as reason has shown it.12



21. Serpens BOA. Hi serpentes in tantam amplitudinem excrescunt ut, principatu Claudii, quemadmodum tradit Plinius, una earum occisa in Vaticano solidum in alvo habere infantem spectata sit. Aluntur primo bubuli lactis succo, unde nomen traxere. In Senegae regno angues nascuntur denum pedum longitudine, tanto hiatu ut capram integram deglutiant. In Calicut serpentes sunt capite et crassitudine suilla, quadrupedes, cauda longa, glabri, denum pedum longitudine, sine veneno, sed nihilominus tamen malefici, dentibus quippe conficiunt homines. MAN[TICORA?]…
21. THE BOA SERPENT. These serpents grow to such great size that, in the reign of Claudius, as Pliny relates, one of them, killed in the Vatican, was seen to have a whole infant in its belly. They are nourished at first by the juice of cow's milk (bubulum lac), whence they have drawn their name [Boa]. In the kingdom of Senegal serpents are born of ten feet in length, with so great a gape that they swallow a whole goat. In Calicut there are serpents with a head and thickness like a swine's, four-footed, with a long tail, smooth, ten feet in length, without venom, but nevertheless harmful, for they dispatch men with their teeth. MAN[TICORE?]…13



22 MANTICHORA, humanarum carnium avidissime appetens. Cuius super omnes animantes saevitiam atque truculentiam disertis verbis, auctore Ctesia, describit Aristoteles, et ex hoc mutuatus etiam Plinius. 23 TAURUS cornimobilis, venatu vivens. Huc fert Aethiopia atrocissimum, maioremque tauris agrestibus, velocitate ante omnes, colore fulvo, oculis caeruleis, pilo in contrarium verso, rictu ad aures dehiscente, iuxta cornua mobilia, tergori duritia silicis, omne respuens vulnus. Feras omnes venatur, ipse non aliter quam foveis captus, feritate semper interit.
22. THE MANTICHORA, most greedily desiring human flesh. Whose savagery and truculence above all living creatures Aristotle describes in clear words, on the authority of Ctesias; and Pliny too, borrowing from him. 23. THE BULL WITH MOVABLE HORNS (taurus cornimobilis), living by hunting. Ethiopia brings forth this most atrocious [beast], larger than wild bulls, swiftest of all, tawny in color, with blue eyes, hair turned backward, with a gape opening to the ears, with movable horns beside [its head], with a hide of the hardness of flint, repelling every wound. It hunts all wild beasts; itself, not otherwise than caught in pits, always perishes [only] through its ferocity.14



24 CHAUS. 25 CEPHUS. Pompeii Magni primum ludi, ait Plinius, ostenderunt Chaum, quem Galli Raphium vocabant, effigie lupi, Pardorum maculis. Iidem demonstrarunt ex Aethiopia quas vocant Cephos, quorum pedes posteriores pedibus humanis et cruribus, priores manibus, fuere similes. Hoc animal postea Roma non vidit. 26 CROCUTA, velut ex cane Lupoque concepta, omnia dentibus frangens, protinusque devorata conficiens ventre. 27 AXIS, fera hinnuli pelle, pluribus candidioribusque maculis, sacra libero patri, ut ait Plinius. 28 VIVERRA. Hoc est animal exiguum ex genere mustelarum, quo venatores utuntur ad cuniculos ex antris et specubus extrahendos: lege Plinium. 29 ICHNEUMON, huic bellum internecinum est cum aspidibus et Crocodilis: de his quoque Plinius.
24. THE CHAUS. 25. THE CEPHUS. The games of Pompey the Great first exhibited, says Pliny, the Chaus — which the Gauls called “Raphius” — of the appearance of a wolf, with the spots of Panthers. The same [games] displayed from Ethiopia those they call Cephi, whose hind feet were similar to human feet and legs, the fore [feet] to hands. This animal Rome did not see afterward. 26. THE CROCUTA, as if conceived from a dog and a wolf, breaking all things with its teeth, and forthwith digesting in its belly what it has devoured. 27. THE AXIS, a wild beast with the skin of a fawn, with many and whiter spots, sacred to father Liber [Bacchus], as Pliny says. 28. THE FERRET (viverra). This is a small animal of the weasel kind, which hunters use to draw rabbits out of their burrows and caves: read Pliny. 29. THE ICHNEUMON, which has a war of extermination with asps and Crocodiles: of these too, Pliny.15



30 EST animal Sclavonice dictum ROSSOMACA, ut refert Olaus Magnus, ab incredibili voracitate appellatum, quod Latine diceretur Helluo: cuius crassitudo ut magni canis, aures et facies velut Cati, pedes et ungula asperrima, corpus villosum et prolixorum pilorum colore subfusco, cauda ut vulpis (licet brevior, sed crinium densiorum), unde optima conficiuntur hyemalia capitis tegumenta. Hoc igitur animal voracissimum est. Reperto namque cadavere, tantum vorat ut, violento cibo, corpus instar tympani extendatur: inventaque angustia inter arbores, se stringit, ut violentius egerat; sicque extenuatum revertitur ad cadaver, et ad summum usque repletur; iterumque se stringit angustia priore, repetitque cadaver, donec, eo consumpto, aliud sollicita venatione inquirat. Eius caro omnino inutilis est ad humanam escam, pellis multum commoda atque pretiosa. Sic Olaus.
30. There is an animal called in the Slavonic tongue ROSSOMACA, as Olaus Magnus reports, named from its incredible voracity — which in Latin would be called “Helluo” (Glutton): whose thickness is like a great dog's, its ears and face like a Cat's, its feet and claws very rough, its body shaggy with long hairs of a darkish color, its tail like a fox's (though shorter, but of denser hairs), whence the best winter coverings for the head are made. This animal, then, is most voracious. For when it has found a carcass, it devours so much that, by the violent feeding, its body is stretched out like a drum; and, having found a narrow place between trees, it squeezes itself in order to void [its bowels] more violently; and so, thinned out, it returns to the carcass and is filled up again to the utmost; and again it squeezes itself in the former narrow place, and returns to the carcass, until, that being consumed, it seeks another by anxious hunting. Its flesh is altogether useless for human food, but its hide is very serviceable and precious. So Olaus.16



SUNT praeterea quatuor species parvorum animalium cibum ex aquis petentium, in terris tamen degentium: uti sunt 31 LATAX, 32 FIBRIS, 33 SATHERIUM, 34 SATYRIUM, 35 LUTRA. De quibus vide Aristotelem et Plinium. Sunt igitur praedictae species Carnivororum animalium triginta quinque. Sed propter aliquas fortasse quae nostram et aliorum scriptorum notitiam et diligentiam fugerunt, faciamus eas quadraginta. Huiusmodi vero animalium pauca sunt maiora lupis, nec multa illis paria, quamplurima vero minora: sed redigamus ea ad mensuram luporum, ut, quantum ad occupationem loci in Arca, instar fuerint quadraginta parium luporum.
There are, moreover, four [more] species of small animals that seek their food from the waters yet live on land: such as 31. THE LATAX, 32. THE BEAVER (fibris), 33. THE SATHERIUM, 34. THE SATYRIUM, 35. THE OTTER (lutra). Concerning which, see Aristotle and Pliny. There are, therefore, thirty-five aforesaid species of Carnivorous animals. But on account of some, perhaps, which have escaped the notice and diligence of us and of other writers, let us make them forty. Of animals of this kind, few are larger than wolves, and not many equal to them, but very many smaller: yet let us reduce them to the measure of wolves, so that, as regards the occupation of space in the Ark, they may be as forty pairs of wolves.17
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NINTH DISPUTATION. On the non-carnivorous animals of great body that entered the Ark

LatineEnglish


NINTH DISPUTATION. On the non-carnivorous animals of great body that entered the Ark.
NONA DISPUTATIO. De animalibus non carnivoris et magni corporis quae in Arcam ingressa sunt.



ANIMALIUM non carnivororum et magnitudine corporis praestantium multae sunt, multisque rebus insignes admodum species, quas ego, ut ex doctis ac diligentibus curiosisque scriptoribus cognitas habeo, hic enumerando recensebo, adiecta quorundam, quae non omnibus nota sunt, brevi explicatione. 1 ELEPHAS. 2 BOS unicornis. 3 RHINOCEROS. 4 MONOCEROS. De his duobus animalibus nihil legi apud Aristotelem, ut ignota ei fuisse videantur. Plinius autem et Solinus brevissime describunt: primum, Ludis Pompeii Magni Romae spectatum fuisse Rhinocerotem; cui color buxeus, in naribus cornu unicum et repandum, quod subinde attritum cautibus in mucronem exacuit, eoque praeliatur adversus Elephantos — infra ipsos magnitudine, brevioribus tamen cruribus — natura Rhinoceros telo alvum paulo petens, quam solam intelligit ictibus suis perviam.
Of the non-carnivorous animals, and those excelling in size of body, there are many species, remarkable in many respects, which I, as I have them known from learned and diligent and curious writers, will here review by enumerating, with a brief explanation added of certain ones not known to all. 1. THE ELEPHANT. 2. THE ONE-HORNED OX. 3. THE RHINOCEROS. 4. THE MONOCEROS (unicorn). Of these two animals I have read nothing in Aristotle, so that they seem to have been unknown to him. But Pliny and Solinus describe [them] very briefly: first, that the Rhinoceros was seen at Rome in the Games of Pompey the Great; its color box-wood [yellowish], on its nostrils a single, turned-up horn, which it sharpens from time to time, rubbed on rocks, into a point, and with it fights against Elephants — smaller than they in size, but with shorter legs — the Rhinoceros by nature aiming with its weapon a little at the belly, which alone it understands to be penetrable by its blows.1



MONOCEROTEM ex Plinio item et Solino ad hunc modum licet describere: Atrocissimum monstrum, mugitu horrido, equino corpore, elephanti pedibus, cauda suilla, capite cervino, cornu e media eius fronte protenso splendoris mirifici, ad longitudinem (secundum Solinum) pedum quatuor, vel (secundum Plinium) duum cubitorum, ita acuto ut quicquid impetat facile ictu eius perforetur. Vivus non venit in hominum potestatem, et interimi quidem potest, capi non potest. Hanc descriptionem nonnihil variat et amplificat Cardanus: Est, inquit, Monoceros animal rarum, equi magnitudine, pilo mustelae simillimo, capite cervino, in quo cornu crescit unicum cubitorum trium longitudine, media in fronte atque rectum, in imo autem amplum, tendens in aciem; collum breve, iuba rarissima et in alteram tantum partem tendens; crura velut capreola tenuia, posteriorum exterior pars multo pilo villosa, ungula bifida: denique non absimilis cervi, praeter unicum illud cornu. Ferum valde animal est, nascens in Aethiopia inter solitudines squalentemque terram et venenatorum animalium refertam. Sed eius cornu mirandum in modum adversus venena auxiliari creditur.
The Monoceros one may likewise describe, from Pliny and Solinus, in this manner: a most atrocious monster, with a horrid bellowing, the body of a horse, the feet of an elephant, the tail of a pig, the head of a deer, a horn of wondrous splendor projecting from the middle of its forehead — of the length (according to Solinus) of four feet, or (according to Pliny) of two cubits — so sharp that whatever it attacks is easily pierced by its blow. Alive it does not come into the power of men, and it can indeed be killed, but cannot be captured. This description Cardano somewhat varies and amplifies: “The Monoceros,” he says, “is a rare animal, of the size of a horse, with hair most like a weasel's, with the head of a deer, on which grows a single horn of three cubits in length, in the middle of the forehead and straight, but broad at the base, tapering to a point; a short neck, a very sparse mane tending to one side only; legs slender like a roe's, the outer part of the hind ones shaggy with much hair, a cloven hoof: in short, not unlike a deer, except for that single horn. It is a very wild animal, born in Ethiopia among the solitudes and the squalid land filled with venomous animals. But its horn is believed, in a wonderful manner, to be of help against poisons.”2



5 BUBALUS. De Bubalo hoc tantum scribit Plinius, animal esse peculiare Africae, vituli aut cervi similitudine. Sed id genus animalis notissimum et frequentissimum nunc est in Italia, vocitatum vulgo Buffalus, quem diserte describit Iulius Scaliger: Est, inquit, bovis genus atri, quem Buffalum vocant Itali nunc, maximi roboris, depressiore quam bos magnitudine, sed corpore compactiore, latiore, pleniore, firmiore. Cornua non tam teretia quam pressa, nec surrecta, sed deorsum versum retro[flexa]…
5. THE BUBALUS. Of the Bubalus Pliny writes only this: that it is an animal peculiar to Africa, of the likeness of a calf or a deer. But this kind of animal is now very well known and very frequent in Italy, commonly called “Buffalo,” which Julius Scaliger describes eloquently: “It is,” he says, “a kind of black ox, which the Italians now call Buffalo, of the greatest strength, of a lower stature than the ox, but of a more compact, broader, fuller, firmer body. Its horns are not so rounded as flattened, and not erect, but bent back downward[…]”3



…retroflexa: etiam domitis maxima ferocia, quae corrigitur vitulis, annello ferreo pridem naribus inserto, cui funiculus inditus pro habenis est. Hunc neque Bubalim esse, neque Vrum, scio: nam et Vri cornua vidimus, et Bubalis quid sit coniectura intelligo. Aristoteles in tertio de Partibus ait Bubalos pugnare cornibus: at nostri Bufali nequaquam, sed calcibus, vel potius genuum compressione. Inepta enim sunt ad pugnam cornua, quia retroversum aversa ac demissa cuspide. Sic Scaliger.
“…bent back: in even the tamed ones there is the greatest ferocity, which is corrected, while they are calves, by an iron ring inserted early into the nostrils, to which a little cord is attached for reins. That this is neither the Bubalis nor the Urus, I know: for we have both seen the horns of the Urus, and I understand by conjecture what the Bubalis is. Aristotle, in the third [book] On the Parts [of Animals], says that Bubali fight with their horns; but our Buffaloes by no means [do so], but with their heels, or rather with the pressure of their knees. For their horns are unfit for fighting, because they are turned backward with the point lowered.” So Scaliger.4



CETERUM bubula caro in sacris litteris ut cibus hominis delicatus, salubris, minimeque vulgaris memoratur: quippe inter animalia munda, quibus solis vesci fas erat Iudaeis, numeratur bubalus, et cibus regis Salomonis tum aliorum animalium, tum etiam bubalorum carnibus constabat. Cum igitur talis non sit caro bufalina qualem esse bubalinam significatur in sacris litteris, Bufalum atque Bubalum diversa facere animalia necesse est. Verum de huiusmodi Bubalis apud veteres perpauca: apud Plinium quidem illud tantum, generari in Africa vituli cervive similitudine, et falso appellari ab imperito vulgo Vros; apud Aristotelem, Bubali sanguinem, ut proximum ovillo, aliquanto amplius spissari, et bubalis interdum cornua inutilia esse, nam etsi contra nonnulla resistant et cornibus se defendant, tamen feroces pugnacesque belluas fugiunt. Plura de his Scaliger.
Moreover, the flesh of the bubalus is mentioned in the sacred writings as a dainty, wholesome, and by no means common food of man: for the bubalus is reckoned among the clean animals, on which alone it was lawful for the Jews to feed; and the food of king Solomon consisted of the flesh both of other animals and also of bubali. Since, therefore, the flesh of the buffalo is not such as the flesh of the bubalus is signified to be in the sacred writings, it is necessary to make the Buffalo and the Bubalus different animals. But of bubali of this kind there is very little among the ancients: in Pliny only this, that it is generated in Africa, of the likeness of a calf or a deer, and is falsely called “Uri” by the ignorant common people; in Aristotle, that the blood of the bubalus, being next to that of the sheep, congeals somewhat more, and that the horns of bubali are sometimes useless, for though they resist against some [foes] and defend themselves with their horns, yet they flee from fierce and pugnacious beasts. More about these in Scaliger.5



6 BOS domesticus. 7 CERVUS. 8 ASINUS. 9 ONAGER. Est Onager solidis ungulis, sine cornibus. In monte qui Narsingae regnum dividit a Malabaris, cum aliae complures ferae, tum Onagri aluntur, equi facie, colore cinereo, agiles adeo ut capi non facile queant. Africanis quoque Onagris tanta est celeritas, ut cursu vix ulli cedant ferae; homine conspecto, in iisdem stant vestigiis, mox rudentes, immotis anterioribus pedibus, posterioribus calcitrant; ubi tam prope venator accessit ut manu queat contingere, fuga sese subtrahunt. Eorum caro cocta, dum calet, foetet; refrigerata, neque male olet neque bene sapit.
6. THE DOMESTIC OX. 7. THE DEER. 8. THE ASS. 9. THE WILD ASS (onager). The Onager has solid hooves, without horns. On the mountain that divides the kingdom of Narsinga from the Malabars, along with many other wild beasts, Onagers too are nourished, with the face of a horse, of an ashen color, so agile that they cannot easily be caught. The African Onagers too have such swiftness that scarcely any wild beasts yield to them in running; when a man is sighted, they stand in their tracks, then, braying, with their forefeet motionless, they kick out with their hind ones; when the hunter has come so near that he can touch them with his hand, they withdraw themselves in flight. Their flesh, cooked, while it is hot, stinks; cooled, it neither smells badly nor tastes well.6



Africani singuli imperitant gregibus feminarum; aemulos libidinis suae metuunt: inde est quod gravidas suas servant, ut, in editis maribus, si qua facultas fuerit, generandi spem morsu detruncent; quod caventes feminae in secessibus partus occultant. Generantur ex equa et Onagris mansuefactis mulae veloces in cursu, duritia eximia pedum, verum strigoso corpore, indomito animo sed generoso. Onagro et asina genitus omnes antecellit. Onagri in Phrygia et Lycaonia praecipui; pullis eorum praestantibus sapore Africa gloriatur, quos Lalisiones appellant. Onagrum, ut animal solivagum et solitudine gaudens, non semel nominat divina Scriptura.
The African [onagers], each one [male], rule over flocks of females; they fear rivals of their lust: hence it is that they guard their pregnant [females], so that, when males are born, if any opportunity arises, they may dock off by biting the hope of [their] generating; against which the females, taking precaution, hide their births in secret places. From a mare and tamed Onagers are born mules swift in running, of exceptional hardness of foot, but of a lean body, with an untamed but noble spirit. [A mule] begotten of an onager and a she-ass surpasses all. The onagers in Phrygia and Lycaonia are the best; Africa boasts of their foals as excelling in taste, which they call “Lalisiones.” The onager, as a solitary-roaming animal that delights in solitude, divine Scripture names more than once.7



10 URSUS. 11 SUS. 12 APER. 13 HIPPOPOTAMUS, id est, equus fluviatilis — quanquam huic, cum in aquis possit vivere, non fuit locus in Arca necessarius. 14 PEGASUS, id est, Equus pennatus et cornibus armatus. 15 BOS Indicus unicornis. 16 CAMELUS Arabicus. 17 CAMELUS Bactrianus. 18 CAMELUS a velocitate cursus dictus Dromas, seu vulgo Dromedarius.
10. THE BEAR. 11. THE SWINE. 12. THE WILD BOAR. 13. THE HIPPOPOTAMUS, that is, the river-horse — although for this, since it can live in the waters, a place in the Ark was not necessary. 14. THE PEGASUS, that is, a winged Horse armed with horns. 15. THE INDIAN ONE-HORNED OX. 16. THE ARABIAN CAMEL. 17. THE BACTRIAN CAMEL. 18. THE CAMEL called, from the swiftness of its running, “Dromas,” or commonly “Dromedary.”8



19 CAMELOPARDALIS, Nabin Aethiopes vocant, collo similis equo, pedibus et cruribus bovis, Camelo capite, albis maculis rutilum colorem distinguentibus: unde appellata Camelopardalis. Dictatoris Caesaris Circensibus ludis primum visa Romae. Ex eo subinde cernitur, aspectu magis quam feritate conspicua: quare etiam Ovis ferae nomen invenit. Sic Plinius.
19. THE CAMELOPARDALIS (giraffe), which the Ethiopians call “Nabis,” similar in neck to a horse, in feet and legs to an ox, with the head of a Camel, with white spots distinguishing a ruddy color: whence it is called Camelopardalis. It was first seen at Rome in the Circus-games of the Dictator Caesar. Since then it is seen from time to time, conspicuous more by its appearance than by ferocity: wherefore it has also found the name “wild Sheep.” So Pliny.9



20 URUS. Vrorum, qui in Hercynia silva Germaniae generantur, elegans apud Caesarem legitur descriptio: Tertium, inquit, genus ferorum est eorum qui Vri appellantur. Hi sunt magnitudine paulo infra Elephantos, specie et colore et figura tauri: magna vis est eorum et magna velocitas, neque fere quam conspexerunt parcunt. Hos studiose foveis captos interficiunt: assuescere ad homines et mansuefieri, ne parvuli quidem excepti, possunt. Haec ille.
20. THE URUS (aurochs). Of the Uri, which are bred in the Hercynian forest of Germany, an elegant description is read in Caesar: “The third kind of wild beasts is of those that are called Uri. These are in size a little below Elephants, in appearance and color and shape [like] a bull: great is their force and great their speed, nor do they spare almost anything they have caught sight of. These [men] zealously kill, caught in pits; to grow accustomed to men and to be tamed — not even the little ones excepted — they cannot.” This [says] he [Caesar].10



21 EQUUS ferus. 22 ASINUS ferus. 23 BISON. In saltu Hercynio et in omni Septentrionali plaga Bisontes frequentissimi sunt, boves feris similes, serosi, colla iubis horridi, ultra tauros pernicitate vigentes; capti, assuescere manu nequeunt. 24 BONASUS. Tradunt in Paeonia, inquit Plinius, feram quae Bonasus vocatur, equina iuba, cetero tauro similem, cornibus ita in se inflexis ut non sint utilia pugnae: quapropter fuga sibi auxiliari, reddentem in ea fimum interdum etiam trium iugerum longitudine, cuius contactus sequentes, ut ignis aliquis, amburat. 25 ORYX. Orygem, inquit Plinius, appellat Aegyptus feram, quam in exortu caniculae contrastare et contueri tradit, ac velut adorare cum sternuerit.
21. THE WILD HORSE. 22. THE WILD ASS. 23. THE BISON. In the Hercynian glade and in all the Northern region Bisons are very frequent — oxen similar to wild beasts, [shaggy], bristling on the necks with manes, flourishing in swiftness beyond bulls; captured, they cannot grow accustomed to the hand. 24. THE BONASUS. “They report in Paeonia,” says Pliny, “a wild beast called Bonasus, with the mane of a horse, otherwise similar to a bull, with horns so curved in on themselves that they are not useful for fighting: wherefore [it] aids itself by flight, voiding in [its flight] dung sometimes even of the length of three iugera, the touch of which burns those who follow, like some fire.” 25. THE ORYX. “Egypt,” says Pliny, “calls the Oryx a wild beast, which it relates to stand opposite and gaze at the rising of the Dog-star, and, as it were, to adore it when it has sneezed.”11



26 TARANDUS. Mittit Aethiopia Tarandum, magnitudine boum, bisulco vestigio, ramosis cornibus, capite cervino, ursino colore, et pariter villo profundo. Hunc aiunt metu habitum vertere, et cum delitescat fieri assimilem cuicumque rei propinquaverit, sive illa saxo alba sit, seu fruteto virens, sive quem alium praeferat colorem. Quod mirabilius videri debet in Tarando quam in homine aliisve bestiis minime villosis et cutem mollem habentibus, cum Tarando villus sit Ursinus et tergus impenetrabile. Is tamen se ipsum cum villis suis commutat, milleque colorum species cum summo videntium stupore reddit. Scythicum animal facit Aelianus, dorso et magnitudine tauri, corio ne spiculis quidem penetrabili.
26. THE TARANDUS (reindeer). Ethiopia sends forth the Tarandus, of the size of oxen, with a cloven track, branching horns, the head of a deer, the color of a bear, and likewise with a deep [shaggy] coat. They say that it changes its appearance from fear, and, when it hides, becomes like whatever thing it has approached — whether that be white as a rock, or green as a thicket, or [whatever] other color it displays. This ought to seem more wonderful in the Tarandus than in man or other beasts that are not at all shaggy and have a soft skin, since the Tarandus's coat is bear-like and its hide impenetrable. Yet it changes itself, with its coat, and reproduces a thousand kinds of colors, to the utmost amazement of the beholders. Aelian makes it a Scythian animal, with the back and size of a bull, with a hide not penetrable even by spikes.12



27 STRUTHIOCAMELUS. Animal hoc Africum vel Aethiopicum est, altitudinem equitis insidentis equo excedens celeritatemque vincens, ad hoc demum datis pennis ut currentem adiuvent: ceterum non sunt volucres, nec a terra tolluntur. His ungulae sunt cervinis similes, bisulcae, comprehendendis lapidibus utiles, quos in fuga contra sequentes ingerunt pedibus. Concoquendi sine delectu devorata mira natura; sed non minor stoliditas, in tanta reliqui corporis altitudine, cum colla frutice occultaverint, latere se existimantium. Praemia ex iis ova, propter amplitudinem quibusdam habita pro vasis, conosque bellicos et galeas adornantes pennae. 28 TRA[GELAPHUS]…
27. THE OSTRICH (struthiocamelus). This animal is African or Ethiopian, exceeding in height a rider sitting on a horse, and surpassing [it] in speed; its wings given to it for this end only, that they may aid it as it runs: for the rest, they are not flying creatures, nor are they lifted from the earth. Their hooves are similar to a deer's, cloven, useful for grasping stones, which in flight they hurl with their feet against pursuers. Of a wonderful nature in digesting what they have devoured without discrimination; but no less is their stupidity, in so great a height of the rest of their body, when, having hidden their necks in a bush, they think themselves concealed. Their eggs are prizes, held by some, on account of their size, for vessels; and their feathers adorn warlike crests and helmets. 28. THE TRA[GELAPHUS]…13



28 TRAGELAPHUS, animal specie cervi, barba tantum et armorum villo distans, ob idque nominatus Tragelaphus; nec alibi quam iuxta Phasim amnem nascens, ait Plinius libro octavo capite trigesimo tertio. 29 HIPPELAPHUS. 30 HIPPARDIUM. De his duobus animalibus ad hunc modum scribit Aristoteles: Hippelaphus satis iubae summis continet armis, qui a forma equi et cervi quam habet composita nomen accepit, quasi equicervus dici meruisset. Nec non fera, quae et ipsa ab equo Hippardium nominata est, capronas parte gerit eadem. Sed utrumque id genus tenuissimo iubae ordine a capite ad summos armos crinescit. Proprium Equicervo villus, qui eius gutturi modo barbae dependet. Gerit cornua utrumque, excepta femina equi cervini generis; et bisulcos pedes habet. Magnitudo Equicervi non differt a cervo: gignitur apud Arachotas.
28. THE TRAGELAPHUS (goat-stag), an animal of the appearance of a deer, differing only in its beard and the shagginess of its shoulders, and on that account named Tragelaphus; and born nowhere except beside the river Phasis, says Pliny in bk. 8, ch. 33. 29. THE HIPPELAPHUS. 30. THE HIPPARDIUM. Of these two animals Aristotle writes in this manner: “The Hippelaphus has enough mane upon the top of its shoulders — it received its name from the form, composed of horse and deer, that it has, as if it deserved to be called ‘horse-stag.’ Likewise the wild beast which is itself named Hippardium from the horse bears its forelocks in the same part. But each of this kind grows hair, in a very thin row of mane, from the head to the top of the shoulders. Proper to the horse-stag is the [tuft of] hair which hangs from its throat in the manner of a beard. Each bears horns, except the female of the horse-stag kind; and it has cloven feet. The size of the horse-stag does not differ from a deer's: it is begotten among the Arachotae.”14



31 ASINUS unicornis. De hoc Aristoteles: Idem animal, inquit, et solipes et bicorne, nullum adhuc notum nobis est; at solipes idemque unicorne est, quanquam rarum, ut asinus Indicus, qui etiam talum solus in solipedum genere possidet. 32 Sardi quoddam animal MUFLO vocant, negantque alia quam Sardiniae in regione reperiri. Cervi est et pilo et magnitudine similis, cursu item valens, cornibus arietinis retro curvis, ita ut circum aures subeant. Caro esculenta; aspera colit loca. Non est idem cum Mufimone aut cum Ibice.
31. THE ONE-HORNED ASS. Of this Aristotle [says]: “No animal both solid-hoofed and two-horned is yet known to us; but [an animal] solid-hoofed and at the same time one-horned exists, though rare, like the Indian ass, which alone in the solid-hoofed kind also possesses an ankle-bone.” 32. The Sardinians call a certain animal MUFLO (mouflon), and deny that it is found in any region other than Sardinia. It is similar to a deer both in coat and in size, strong likewise in running, with ram-like horns curved backward so that they pass round the ears. Its flesh is edible; it dwells in rough places. It is not the same as the Mufimon or as the Ibex.15



33 ANIMAL vulgo dictum MAGNUM animal. Sub Boreali polo animal nascitur Cervo simile, cruribus anterioribus longioribus, carneam habens promuscidem, brevem tamen: cuius ungula, si collo appendatur, comitiales morbos sanare, si quid aliud, posse creditur. Quoniam, dum hoc morbo laborat animal ipsum (nam comitiali morbo laborat), non prius excitatur quam ungulam posterioris pedis auri intulerit: tunc enim protinus excitatur a morbo. Timidum est et imbecille supra quam credi possit, et ex quocunque minimo vulnere moritur. Est enim cordis frigidissimi ac cerebri non solum frigidi, sed pituita redundantis. Habet autem cornua peculiari quadam forma praedita et nulli fere animali similia: nam crassa ab imo ubi ascendunt, latiora palmo sunt. Abundat apud Dacos finitimasque regiones, vulgarique nomine Magnum vocant animal. Ceterum ab Alce plurimum differt: Alces enim, ut Caesar describit, capro similis est et maculosa pelle, et crura sine iunctura habet; huius vero iuncturas videmus, et pellem Cervo similem. Haec Cardanus.
33. THE ANIMAL commonly called the GREAT ANIMAL. Under the North pole an animal is born similar to a Deer, with longer forelegs, having a fleshy proboscis — short, however — whose hoof, if hung from the neck, is believed able, if anything is, to heal the falling sickness (epilepsy). For, while the animal itself suffers from this disease (for it suffers from the falling sickness), it is not roused until it has brought the hoof of its hind foot to its ear: for then it is immediately roused from the disease. It is timid and weak beyond what could be believed, and dies from any least wound whatever. For it is of a most cold heart, and of a brain not only cold but overflowing with phlegm. It has horns endowed with a certain peculiar form, similar to almost no animal's: for, thick from the base where they rise, they are broader than a palm. It abounds among the Dacians and the neighboring regions, and they call it by the common name “Great animal.” But it differs very much from the Elk (Alces): for the Elk, as Caesar describes, is similar to a goat and has a spotted skin, and has legs without a joint; but of this [Great animal] we see the joints, and a skin similar to a Deer's. This [says] Cardano.16



34 INTER quadrupedes nullum animal mirabilius videtur esse eo bove, quem vulgus Hispanorum CORCOBADO, id est, Gibbosum, appellat, nascitur in Quivira regione Novae Hispaniae proxima: gregatim vivens, tauris nostris magnitudine ferme par, sed cornibus brevioribus, pilo colore simili, sed parte anteriori (velut Leoni) longiore; in dorso etiam ad modum iubae equarum, infra genua longissimo densoque; in fronte crispi pili in modum crinium; videntur et barbati, adeo multus sub collo pilus exstat. Vituli collum habet longum, et in capite velut floccum; gibbam habet in dorso e directo pedum anteriorum, ut Cameli…
34. AMONG the quadrupeds no animal seems more wonderful than that ox which the common people of the Spaniards call CORCOBADO — that is, “Humpbacked” — which is born in the region of Quivira, next to New Spain: living in herds, almost equal in size to our bulls, but with shorter horns, with hair of similar color, but on the front part (like a Lion's) longer; on the back too, after the manner of the mane of mares, very long and dense below the knees; on the forehead curly hair in the manner of [human] locks; they appear also bearded, so much hair stands out under the neck. It has the long neck of a calf, and on its head, as it were, a tuft; it has a hump on the back directly above the forefeet, like a Camel's…17



…gibbam habet in dorso e directo pedum anteriorum, ut Cameli. Turpe animal in universum, ore et toto corpore: currit, saltat, feritque cornibus, ut ipsum formident equi fugiantque; quos ille, dum irascitur, insequitur et occidit. Incredibile dictu est quot usus indigenis praebeat. Sanguinem eius recentem hauriunt vice potus, eoque sicco et concreto utuntur, aqua diluentes, tanquam lacte; carnem crudam edunt, quae illis loco panis et carnis est; cornibus utuntur ad pocula, vesica et ventriculo pro vasis, pelle pro utribus; corio domos, funes, calceos ac vestes, ossibus arma conficiunt; nervis fila crassiora, pilis tenuiora (nam pilus tenuis est admodum, lanae [similis] in quibusdam corporis partibus); stercore ignem nutriunt ad flammam. Itaque hoc unum animal ad omnes ferme usus vitae indigenis conducit.
…it has a hump on its back directly above the forefeet, like a Camel's. An ugly animal altogether, in mouth and in its whole body: it runs, leaps, and strikes with its horns, so that horses dread and flee it; which [horses] it, when angered, pursues and kills. It is incredible to tell how many uses it furnishes to the natives. They drink its fresh blood in place of drink, and use it dried and congealed, diluting it with water, like milk; they eat its raw flesh, which serves them in place of bread and meat; they use its horns for cups, its bladder and stomach for vessels, its hide for wineskins; from its leather they make houses, ropes, shoes and clothes, from its bones weapons, from its sinews thicker threads, from its hair finer ones (for the hair is quite fine, like wool in certain parts of the body); with its dung they feed the fire into flame. And so this one animal serves the natives for almost all the uses of life.18



Has ego reperi apud bonos auctores quatuor et triginta animalium non carnivororum et magnitudine corporis insignium species. Sed quia credibile est nonnullas alias a nobis et ab auctoribus quos secuti sumus, aut ignoratione aut oblivione esse praetermissas, addamus supradictis alias sex, eorumque numerum usque ad quadraginta species producamus, faciamusque omnia huius generis animalia (quantum ad magnitudinem corporis et spatium loci quod in arca postulabant) aequalia bobus: nam etsi quaedam eorum animalium sunt illis grandiora, pleraque tamen minora sunt. Ponamus igitur omnia huius ordinis animalia fuisse instar quadraginta parium boum.
These thirty-four species of non-carnivorous animals, notable for size of body, I have found among good authors. But because it is credible that some others were passed over by us and by the authors we have followed, either through ignorance or forgetfulness, let us add to the aforesaid six others, and bring their number up to forty species, and make all the animals of this kind (as regards the size of body and the space of room which they required in the ark) equal to oxen: for although some of those animals are larger than they, yet most are smaller. Let us therefore suppose that all the animals of this order were as forty pairs of oxen.19
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TENTH DISPUTATION. On the non-carnivorous and smaller animals.
DECIMA DISPUTATIO. De non carnivoris et minoribus animalibus.



RESTAT tertium genus animalium terrestrium et quadrupedum, quod, ut superiora, non est carnivorum, sed est tamen multo infra ea et corporis magnitudine et robore. Quorum animalium hae numerantur species. 1 HERINACIUS. 2 HYSTRIX, hanc generat India et Africa, spina contectam, herinacei similem: sed hystrici longiores aculei, et cum intendit cutem, missiles, ora urgentium figit canum et paulo longius iaculatur; hibernis se mensibus condit. 3 CUNICULUS domesticus. 4 CUNICULUS ferus. 5 MELIS. Appellatur autem melis, quod animal sit mellis avidissimum et alveariis semper infestum, in cavernis vivens, asperum, mordax, vulpis magnitudine, colore felis.
There remains the third kind of terrestrial and quadruped animals, which, like the foregoing, is not carnivorous, but is yet much below them both in size of body and in strength. Of which animals these species are reckoned. 1. THE HEDGEHOG. 2. THE PORCUPINE (hystrix): India and Africa breed this, covered with spines, similar to a hedgehog; but the porcupine has longer quills, and, when it stretches its skin, missile [ones]: it fixes them in the mouths of dogs pressing upon it, and shoots them a little farther; in the winter months it hides itself. 3. THE DOMESTIC RABBIT. 4. THE WILD RABBIT. 5. THE BADGER (melis). It is called “melis” because it is an animal most greedy of honey (mel) and always hostile to beehives, living in caverns, rough, biting, of the size of a fox, of the color of a cat.1



6 GLIS. 7 SCIURUS. Alia solertia in metu melibus, inquit Plinius: sufflata cutis distentu ictus hominum et morsus canum arcent. Praevident tempestatem et Sciuri: obturatisque, qua spiraturus est ventus, cavernis, ex alia parte aperiunt fores. De cetero ipsis villosior cauda pro tegumento est. Sciurum, ait etiam Iulius Scaliger, Gliremque temere quidam confudere. Sciurus cauda tegit se, fulvo colore est, mansue[scit]…
6. THE DORMOUSE (glis). 7. THE SQUIRREL. “Another ingenuity, in fear, is in badgers,” says Pliny: “by the distension of their inflated skin they ward off the blows of men and the bites of dogs. Squirrels too foresee a storm: and, having blocked up their caverns on the side from which the wind is about to blow, they open doors on the other side. For the rest, their rather shaggy tail serves them as a covering.” “The Squirrel,” says Julius Scaliger too, “and the Dormouse some have rashly confused. The Squirrel covers itself with its tail, is of a tawny color, grows ta[me]…”2



…mansuescit, scurriliter et gannit et ludit. Glis cinereus est et esculentus, ‘Eleios’ ab Aristotele dici, quem nos Sciurum [appellamus], non quod caudam invertat aut flectat, sed quia in cavis arborum involvat sese, ubi dormiens pinguescat, ut est in octavo Historiarum. Haec Scaliger.
“…grows tame, chatters and plays in a buffoonish way. The Dormouse is ash-colored and edible, and is called ‘Eleios’ by Aristotle — which we call the Squirrel — not because it inverts or bends its tail, but because it wraps itself up in the hollows of trees, where, sleeping, it grows fat, as is in the eighth [book] of the Histories.” This [says] Scaliger.3



9 MACHLIS. Alce, inquit Plinius, ni proceritas aurium et cervicis distingueret, iumento esset plane similis. Item nota in Scandania insula, nec unquam visa in hoc orbe, multis tamen narrata, Machlis, haud dissimilis illi, sed nullo suffraginum flexu: ideoque non cubans, sed acclivis arbori in somno; eaque incisa, ad insidias capitur, alias velocitatis memorandae. Quod autem subdit Plinius esse labrum ei superius praegrande, ob idque retrogradi eam in pascendo, ne in priora tendens involvatur — hoc Solinus Alci, non Machli, tribuit. Pliniana descriptio Machlis simillima est Caesarianae descriptioni Alces, ut, optima coniectura, putaverit Scaliger idem esse genus bestiae, Alcen Caesari atque Machlin Plinio.
9. THE MACHLIS. “The Elk (Alce),” says Pliny, “if the height of its ears and neck did not distinguish it, would be plainly similar to a beast of burden. Likewise [there is] in the island of Scandania a [creature] known but never seen in this [part of the] world, yet narrated by many — the Machlis — not unlike that [elk], but with no bending of the hams: and therefore not lying down, but leaning against a tree in sleep; and the tree being cut, it is caught by an ambush — otherwise of memorable swiftness.” But what Pliny adds, that it has a very large upper lip, and on that account walks backward in feeding, lest, tending forward, it be entangled — this Solinus attributes to the Elk, not to the Machlis. The Plinian description of the Machlis is most similar to the Caesarian description of the Elk, so that, by the best conjecture, Scaliger has thought it to be the same kind of beast — the Elk to Caesar, and the Machlis to Pliny.4



Caesar enim ad hunc modum describit Alcen: Sunt item quae appellantur Alces. Harum est consimilis capri figura et varietas pellium, sed magnitudine paulo antecedunt; mutilaeque sunt cornibus, et crura sine nodis articulisque habent; neque quietis causa procumbunt, neque, si quo afflicta casu conciderunt, erigere sese aut sublevare possunt. His sunt arbores pro cubilibus, ad eas se applicant, atque ita paulum modo reclinatae quietem capiunt: quarum ex vestigiis cum est animadversum a venatoribus quo se recipere consueverint, omnes eo loco aut a radicibus subruunt aut abscindunt arbores, tantum ut summa species earum stantium relinquatur; huc cum se consuetudine reclinaverint, infirmas arbores pondere affligunt, atque una ipsae concidunt. Haec Caesar.
For Caesar describes the Elk in this manner: “There are likewise [animals] which are called Elks. Their shape and the variety of their hides are like a goat's, but they exceed it a little in size; and they are mutilated as to horns [hornless], and have legs without knots and joints; nor do they lie down to rest, nor, if struck down by any chance they have fallen, can they raise or lift themselves up. To them trees serve as beds; they lean against them, and thus, reclining only a little, take their rest: and when from their tracks it has been noticed by hunters where they are accustomed to betake themselves, they either undermine all the trees in that place at the roots, or cut them through, only so far that the upper appearance of them standing is left; and when [the elks] by habit have reclined against these, they bring down the weak trees by their weight, and themselves fall down together with them.” This [says] Caesar.5



10, 11, 12, 13. OVIUM et ARIETUM, tam de mansuetis quam de feris et agrestibus, quatuor species leguntur. In Adimayn Libyae solitudinibus animal est formae arietinae et aselli magnitudinis, sessoris patiens — tametsi non eum ad usum, sed propter lac, habetur. Contra quam nostratibus, feminis cornua sunt, maribus nulla. Si videbitur hoc esse specie diversum ab aliis, numeretur haec 14 species. 15 MUS, cuius variae sunt species. Plura murium genera, inquit Plinius, sunt in Cyrenaica regione, alii enim lata fronte, alii acuta, alii herinaceorum genere pungentibus pilis. Idem: Conduntur hyeme et Pontici mures, hi duntaxat albi. Conduntur et Alpini, quibus magnitudo melium est. Sunt his pares et in Aegypto: similiterque resident in clunes, et binis pedibus gradiuntur, prioribusque ut manibus utuntur. Sed fere omnes citra discrimen ex sui similibus et ex putri materia generari possunt, quamobrem id genus animalis in arca conservari necessarium non fuit.
10, 11, 12, 13. Of SHEEP and RAMS, both of the tame and of the wild and field kinds, four species are read. In the deserts of Adimayn in Libya there is an animal of ram-like form and the size of a small ass, tolerant of a rider — although it is kept not for that use, but for its milk. Contrary to ours, the females have horns, the males none. If this shall seem to be different in species from the others, let it be reckoned the 14th species. 15. THE MOUSE, of which there are various species. “There are several kinds of mice,” says Pliny, “in the Cyrenaic region — some with a broad forehead, others with a sharp one, others of the hedgehog kind with pricking hairs.” The same: “The Pontic mice too hide themselves in winter, these only white. The Alpine ones too hide themselves, which are of the size of badgers. Equal to these are also [some] in Egypt: and similarly they sit on their haunches, and walk on two feet, and use their front [feet] as hands.” But almost all [mice], without distinction, can be generated both from their like and from putrid matter; wherefore that kind of animal was not necessary to be preserved in the ark.6



16 LEPUS. 17 LEPUS candidus, in Alpibus degens. 18 DASYPUS, ex leporum genere. De his Plinius ad hunc modum scribit: Leporum plura sunt genera. In Alpibus candidi, quibus hybernis mensibus pro cibatu nivem credunt esse; certe liquescente ea rutilescunt annis omnibus; et est alioqui animal intolerandi rigoris alumnum. Leporum generis sunt et quos Hispania Cuniculos appellat, fecunditatis innumerae, famemque Balearibus insulis populatis messibus afferentes.
16. THE HARE. 17. THE WHITE HARE, dwelling in the Alps. 18. THE DASYPUS, of the hare kind. Of these Pliny writes in this manner: “There are several kinds of hares. In the Alps [there are] white ones, which they believe to have snow for food in the winter months; certainly, when it melts, they grow ruddy every year; and it is otherwise an animal nourished in intolerable cold. Of the hare kind are also those which Spain calls ‘Cuniculi’ (rabbits), of innumerable fecundity, and bringing famine to the Balearic islands by ravaging the harvests.”7



…populatis messibus afferentes. Benigna circa hoc natura, innocua et esculenta animalia fecunda generavit. Lepus, omnium praeda nascens, solus praeter Dasypodem superfetat, aliud educans, aliud in utero pilis vestitum, aliud implume, aliud inchoatum gerens pariter.
…by ravaging the harvests. Nature, kindly in this regard, has generated harmless and edible animals fecund. The hare, born the prey of all, alone besides the Dasypus superfetates — rearing one [young], while bearing at the same time another clothed with hair in the womb, another unfledged, another [only] begun.8



19 SIMIA. 20 CAEBUS. 21 CYNOCEPHALUS, sive CANICEPS. 22 CERCOPITHECUS. Hae sunt quatuor simiarum species. Vide Aristotelem in libro de Historia animalium. Lubet, ad illustriorem huius generis animalium expositionem et lectoris oblectationem, commemorare hoc loco quae scripta reliquit Scaliger: Hominis magnitudinem (alloquitur Cardanum) attribuis Cercopitheco, tantum neque vidi, neque legi, neque audivi: nisi tu Conopam fortasse, cum haec scriberes, memoria repetitum metiebare. Sine cauda simias plures vidimus, quantum puer est annorum octo, marem quoque ac feminam cum prole. Filiolus si quid videretur desiderare, manu pugnoque feminam a marito, tanquam malae tractationis ream, etiam addita vultus acerbitate castigari: nempe supercilio, rictu, murmure, irati patris atque reprehensoris mariti animum prae se ferre.
19. THE APE (simia). 20. THE CAEBUS. 21. THE CYNOCEPHALUS, or “Dog-head.” 22. THE CERCOPITHECUS (long-tailed monkey). These are the four species of apes. See Aristotle in the book On the History of Animals. It pleases [me], for a more illustrious exposition of this kind of animals and for the reader's delight, to recall here what Scaliger has left in writing: “You attribute to the Cercopithecus the size of a man (he addresses Cardano), which I have neither seen nor read nor heard — unless you, perhaps, when you wrote these things, were measuring the Conopas recalled from memory. We have seen several tailless apes, as big as a boy of eight years, the male too and the female with their offspring. If the little son seemed to want anything, the female would be chastised by the husband with hand and fist, as though guilty of bad treatment, with even an added sourness of countenance: namely, by brow, gape, [and] murmur, displaying the temper of an angry father and a reproving husband.”9



Multa leguntur in libris itinerariis (sic enim inscribuntur): in India mediterranea ingentes corpore, audacia civiles, ultro citroque — non solum per agros, sed etiam per oppida, in mercatibus — sine maleficio aut offensione civium commeare. Tot earum sunt species, forma, colore, cauda, iubis, magnitudine differentes, ut non parum negotii facessat historiae ordinem meditanti. Hoc tamen in Aristotelicis libris, ut opinor, satis scite praestitimus. In Troglodytica iubata sunt, Leonum modo, maximi veruecis proceritate. Cynocephalum unum barbatum vidimus, foedum aspectu, nigrum, maleficum, moribus infamem; Magorum genus illud maximum Galli vocant. In aula regis unus fuit, qui diu bipes deambulabat, amictus sagulo militari, ensiculo accinctus; in sella iussus, continuit se pernox aut perdius publico spectaculo, ita ut non deessent qui homuncionem putarent verum.
“Many things are read in books of travels (for so they are entitled): that in the interior of India [apes] huge in body, bold yet civil, pass to and fro — not only through the fields but also through the towns, in the markets — without harm or offense to the citizens. There are so many species of them, differing in form, color, tail, manes, and size, that it gives no little trouble to one meditating the order of [their] natural history. This, however, in the Aristotelian books, as I think, we have rendered well enough. In the Troglodyte country they are maned, after the manner of Lions, of the height of a very large wether. We saw one bearded Cynocephalus, foul in aspect, black, mischievous, infamous in habits; the Gauls call that kind ‘the great Magus.’ In the king's court there was one who for a long time walked on two feet, clothed in a little military cloak, girt with a little sword; bidden [to sit] on a chair, it kept itself [there] all night or all day, for a public spectacle, so that there were not lacking those who thought it a real little man.”10



Simiam Mauri Bugiam vocant, nos Monam. Cercopithecorum tanta varietas est ut memoriam confundat. Catos Maimones appellamus subvirides, malignos. Hos vidimus sibi ipsis caudarum exedere extremas partes; hoc aiebant ab iis solis committi qui gustassent aliquando carnes. Albi dicuntur esse alicubi. Nos nigros cum maculis albis vidimus, sono vocis graviore; croceos, fulvos, furvos, parvos, magnos, mediocres, agiles omnes atque maleficos. Imitatores maximi ingeniosissimique omnium, qui bene olent. De eorum natura media, qua bipes quadrupedi commistus sit, satis apud Aristotelem. Haec Scaliger.
“The Moors call the ape ‘Bugia,’ we call it ‘Mona.’ Of the Cercopitheci there is such variety that it confounds the memory. We call the greenish, malignant ones ‘Maimon cats.’ These we have seen gnaw off for themselves the extreme parts of their tails; this, they said, was done only by those which had at some time tasted flesh. They are said to be white in some places. We have seen black ones with white spots, of a graver tone of voice; saffron-colored, tawny, dark, small, large, middling — all agile and mischievous. The greatest imitators, and the most ingenious of all, [are] those which smell well. Of their middle nature, whereby the biped is mingled with the quadruped, [there is] enough in Aristotle.” This [says] Scaliger.11



Non est omittendum hoc loco quod de CERCOPITHECO tradit Cardanus: Est, inquit, formae rara Cercopithecus, magnitudine et forma hominis: siquidem cruribus, virili membro, facieque, hominem dixeris agrestem, quia totus est pilo obsitus. Omnium maxime animalium praeter hominem stando perseverat, amat pueros et mulieres more hominum, eorumque amplexus et concubitus appetit, ut nos vidimus. Attamen ferum est animal, sed tanta industria ut multi de barbaris hominibus minus ingenio valere videantur. Ita Cardanus. 23 ALLOPECOPITICON Graeci vocant animal in Aethiopia nascens, anteriore parte vulpi, cauda et posteriore parte Cercopitheco, pedibus anterioribus humanis, auribus vespertilioni simile, quasi crumenam habens sub ventre, qua catulos gerit, nec dimittit nisi cum lactare vult.
It must not be omitted here what Cardano relates of the CERCOPITHECUS: “The Cercopithecus,” he says, “is rare in form, of the size and form of a man: since by its legs, its virile member, and its face you would call it a wild man, because it is all covered with hair. Of all animals most, except man, it persists in standing; it loves boys and women after the manner of men, and seeks their embraces and intercourse, as we have seen. Yet it is a wild animal, but of such cleverness that many among barbarous men seem to be less strong in intelligence.” So Cardano. 23. The Greeks call ALLOPECOPITICON an animal born in Ethiopia, in its front part [like] a fox, in tail and hind part [like] a Cercopithecus, in the forefeet [like] human ones, in the ears similar to a bat; having, as it were, a pouch under its belly, in which it carries its young, and does not let them out except when it wishes to suckle [them].12



24 CHIURCA. Fert India Occidentalis Chiurcam e mustelino genere; est viverrae facie ac magnitudine, capite vulpino. Sub terra habitat, mirae fecunditatis; duodenos parit exiguos; cauda tenuis, paene glabra, ipsa pilo atro; catulos in bursa sub alvo obtensa secum fert. 25 TATO. In Brasilia vocatur porcellus, rostro paulo contractiore et latiore. Testis scutulatus, loricatus ad ventrem usque, quae retrahens sese componit in orbem, item sicut Herinaceus; cauda integmina est longissima ac veluti lacertacea, in tessellis incrustata.
24. THE CHIURCA. The West Indies bring forth the Chiurca, of the weasel kind; it has the face and size of a ferret, with a fox-like head. It lives under the earth, of wonderful fecundity; it bears twelve tiny [young]; its tail is slender, almost hairless, itself of black hair; it carries its young with it in a pouch stretched under its belly. 25. THE TATO. In Brazil it is called a “little pig,” with a snout somewhat more contracted and broader. Shell-covered [with little plates], armored down to the belly, which, drawing itself back, composes itself into a ball, just like a Hedgehog; its tail-covering is very long and, as it were, lizard-like, encrusted in little squares.13



SEQUUNTUR octo aut etiam plures Caprarum species: ut sit 26 Capra domestica, 27 (ex feris) quae communiter dicitur Caprea, 28 RUPICAPREA, 29 IBEX, 30 ORYX, 31 DAMA, 32 PYGARGUS, 33 STREPSICEROS. De his Plinius: Caprae, inquit, in plurimas similitudines transfigurantur. Sunt capreae, sunt Rupicapreae, sunt Ibices pernicitatis mirandae, quanquam onerato capite vastis cornibus gladiorumque vaginis: in haec se librant, ut tormento aliquo rotati, in petras, potissimum e monte aliquo in alium transilire quaerentes, atque recussu pernicius quo libuerit exultant. Sunt et Oryges, soli quibusdam dicti contrario pilo vestiti et ad caput verso. Sunt et Damae et Pygargi et Strepsicerotes, multaque alia haud dissimilia, sed illa Alpes, haec transmarini situs mittunt.
There follow eight or even more species of Goats: so that there is 26. THE DOMESTIC GOAT, 27. (of the wild kinds) the one commonly called the ROE (caprea), 28. THE CHAMOIS (rupicaprea), 29. THE IBEX, 30. THE ORYX, 31. THE DAMA (fallow deer), 32. THE PYGARGUS, 33. THE STREPSICEROS. Of these Pliny [says]: “Goats are transfigured into very many likenesses. There are roes, there are chamois, there are ibexes of wonderful swiftness, although their head is loaded with vast horns like the sheaths of swords: upon these they balance themselves, as if whirled by some catapult, onto the rocks — especially when seeking to leap across from one mountain to another — and by the rebound they bound more swiftly wherever they please. There are also Oryges, said by some to be alone clothed with hair turned the contrary way and toward the head. There are also Damae and Pygargi and Strepsiceroses, and many others not unlike, but the Alps send the former, transmarine regions the latter.”14



Verum hanc Plinii narrationem, ut nimia brevitate plus aequo restrictam et exilem ac ieiunam, Scaliger amplificat atque illustrat, multiplex caprarum genus subtilius ac distinctius enarrans: cuius orationem (et minime prolixam, eruditaque ac iucunda varietate conditam, lectorique placituram) libitum mihi est hoc loco adscribere. PLINIUS, inquit ille, dum studet nihil intactum relinquere, importuna festinatione praeceps, pro epulis apponit titulos convivis; vel de caprarum pecore quae perstringit, non tam rerum desiderium quam confusi iudicii fastidium relinquunt. Id nos, ut potuimus, ita digessimus. Capra a Barbaris Sylvestris Capricornus dicitur, apud Latinos generis nomen est; et Rupicapra, cuius species duae: Ibex, et quae dicitur caprea (vulgus camucia vocat, Varro appellat Rotas, quod audaciores corrupere, auctis elementis, dum legi iubent Platycerotas).
But this narration of Pliny, as restricted by excessive brevity more than is fair, and meager and dry, Scaliger amplifies and illustrates, recounting the manifold kind of goats more subtly and distinctly: whose discourse (by no means prolix, seasoned with learned and pleasant variety, and likely to please the reader) it has pleased me to append here. “Pliny,” says he, “while he is eager to leave nothing untouched, headlong with importunate haste, sets before the guests, in place of dishes, [mere] titles; or the things he touches on briefly about the herd of goats leave behind not so much a desire of the subjects as a distaste at the confused judgment. This we have, as we could, so arranged. The Goat is called by the Barbarians ‘Wild Capricorn’; among the Latins it is a name of the genus; and [there is] the Chamois (Rupicapra), of which there are two species: the Ibex, and the one called ‘caprea’ (the common people call it ‘camucia,’ Varro calls it ‘Rotae’ — which bolder [scholars] have corrupted, with the letters increased, when they bid it be read ‘Platycerotae’).”15



Est in Ibicum historia et multiplex et iucunda subtilitas. Prima: nisi habitet loca frigida, occaecari. Altera: vetulorum cornu pependisse pondo duo de viginti; in quibusdam numerati nodi sunt quatuor et viginti, totidem annorum coniectura; quod cervo non contingit, etenim post annum sextum nihilo numerosius ramificant; quin senibus ii desunt rami qui prima statim prodeunt aetate. Tertia subtilitas: deprehensas Ibices, aperto atque libero loco capacique cursu, in venatorem irruere eumque deiicere de rupe; quare operam dant ut, obiectu scopulorum tecti, de improviso appareant; tum, ibicum impetendi non sit locus, animum despondent ac facile cedunt. Quarta: cum ea incredibili corporis libratione atque iaculatione superent altissimas rupes, intervalla vel solo aspectu formidabilia securo transmittunt saltu.
“In the natural history of Ibexes there is a subtlety both manifold and pleasant. The first: that unless it dwells in cold places, it goes blind. The second: that the horn of old ones has weighed eighteen pounds; in some, the knots counted are twenty-four, by conjecture as many years — which does not happen to the deer, for after the sixth year they branch no more numerously; indeed, the old ones lack those branches which come forth at the very first age. The third subtlety: that Ibexes, caught in an open and free place and with room to run, rush upon the hunter and cast him from the rock; wherefore [hunters] take care that, covered by the screen of crags, they may appear suddenly; then, there being no room for the ibexes to attack, they lose heart and easily yield. The fourth: since by that incredible balancing and hurling of the body they surpass the highest rocks, they cross over by a secure leap intervals formidable even by the mere sight.”16



CAPREAE longe minores, aestate pilo fulvo, hyeme cinereo. Non sunt eae Cemades, ut putarunt quidam vocum umbratilium sectatores. Cemas est in Cervis sicut in Bubus Iunix et Iuvencus, sive Bucula sive vitulus; Franci Faones vocant. Capreis quoque saltus incredibiles. Mira earum comperta nobis prudentia: ubi errabundae quaerunt novas sedes aut pascua, perspecta proxima rupe, proiecto pede saepe periclitantur eius fidem, nempe mobilis ne sit, an fortasse lubrica. Illud festinum: in aula patrui Bonifacii vidimus cicures assilire ad aulaea pendentia, in quibus similes essent intexta fera. Aiunt cornuum mucronibus — id quod capras quoque facere videmus — tergum scabere. Creditum est tanta eas illo in proritu perfundi voluptate ut extremum cornu fastigium in corium eo usque adigatur unde retrahi nequeat; quocirca aut ex altissimis ruere locis atque afflictari, aut a venatoribus forte deprehensas proculve observatas capi, aut interire fame.
Roes (Capreae) [are] far smaller, in summer of tawny hair, in winter of ashen. These are not “Cemades,” as some pursuers of shadowy words have thought. The “Cemas” is among Deer what among Oxen are the “Iunix” and the “Iuvencus,” or the “Bucula” or the calf [i.e., the young]; the Franks call them “Faones.” Roes too [have] incredible leaps. Their wonderful prudence has been ascertained by us: when, wandering, they seek new abodes or pastures, having examined the nearest rock, with a foot put forward they often test its trustworthiness — namely, whether it be loose, or perhaps slippery. This [shows their] eagerness: in the hall of my uncle Boniface we saw tame ones leap up at the hanging tapestries, on which were woven similar wild beasts. They say [they scratch], with the points of their horns — which we see goats too do — their back. It is believed that they are flooded with such pleasure in that scratching that the very tip of the horn is driven into the hide so far that it cannot be drawn back; wherefore they either fall from the highest places and are dashed to pieces, or, perhaps caught by hunters or observed from afar, are taken, or perish of hunger.17



Ab hac parum distat Dama, quippe solo cornuum flexu, antrorsum enim spectant huic; quibus adminiculis, tanquam unco, apprehendere prominentes rupes, neque aliter inaccessas verrucas montium superare. Toto genere diversi Strepsicerotes, ovilis generis, surrectis cornibus claviculatim torosis. Nec Tragelaphus fabula est, quippe Hircus facie et cornibus, Cervus magnitudine, pilo, cauda, clunibus; pectus villorum frequentia tectum, ut et hinc hircus sit, quasi in eos abierit Arunchus. Si Philosophus Hippelaphi sui cornua describeret, intelligeremus an idem esset cum Tragelapho aut Tarando. Sic Scaliger.
From this the Dama (fallow deer) differs little, only in the bending of the horns, for these point forward; with which supports, as with a hook, [it is said] to grasp the projecting rocks, and not otherwise to surmount the inaccessible warts (crags) of the mountains. Wholly different in kind are the Strepsiceroses, of the sheep kind, with erect horns knotted like little tendrils. Nor is the Tragelaphus a fable, since [it is] a He-goat in face and horns, a Deer in size, hair, tail, [and] haunches; its chest is covered with a thickness of hairs, so that thence too it is a he-goat — as if the Arunchus had passed into them. If the Philosopher [Aristotle] were to describe the horns of his Hippelaphus, we should understand whether it were the same as the Tragelaphus or the Tarandus. So Scaliger.18



34 FERTUR esse animal varii generis incertaeque naturae, nec dum certo aliquo nomine appellatum, quod se oculis suis spectasse et considerasse testatur Cardanus; quocirca descriptionem eius animalis ex Cardano sumptam hic apposui: Animal, inquit, vidimus Papiae varii admodum generis incertaeque naturae, vulpis magnitudine aliquanto longius, ore et rictu leporino cum pilis longis, duobusque dentibus praelongis (siquidem digiti humani longitudine prominentibus ad modum Sciuri), oculis serpentinis (quippe qui angulis carerent et nigri essent). Pileus inerat capiti hircina barba simillimus, sed non aliter quam crista Pavoni. Pilus mustellinus et pulcher, nisi quod super collum velut lana candida videbatur; anteriores pedes ut Taxi, aures et posteriores pedes nihilo differentes ab humanis, nisi quod pedibus ungula ursi pro humana erat.
34. There is said to be an animal of various kind and uncertain nature, not yet called by any fixed name, which Cardano testifies that he beheld and considered with his own eyes; wherefore I have here appended the description of that animal taken from Cardano: “We saw at Pavia,” he says, “an animal of a quite various kind and uncertain nature, somewhat longer than the size of a fox, with a hare-like mouth and gape with long hairs, and two very long teeth (projecting, indeed, the length of a human finger, after the manner of a Squirrel), with serpentine eyes (since they lacked corners and were black). There was on its head a cap most like a goat's beard, but no otherwise than the crest [is] to a Peacock. Its hair was weasel-like and beautiful, except that over the neck it appeared like white wool; its forefeet like a Badger's, its ears and hind feet differing in nothing from human ones, except that on its feet there was a bear's claw in place of a human [nail].”19



In dorso postremaque parte spina circiter centum, instar Hystricis, quarum quaedam in apice curvabantur, prominebant, alioquin immobiles, nec (ut de Hystrice ferunt) emissaria: cum moveretur, strepitum, dum se colliderent, edebant. Cauda anserina, sed in spinas pluma finiebantur. Si reliqua non videres, anserem diceres: candidis ac cinereis plumarum sedibus latoque lumine anserem aemulantibus; vox subobscura et rauca, quasi latrantis canis. Iracundum animal, sed quod facile tamen a circulatore tractaretur. Canes odio prosequebatur maximo. Sexus erat, quod vidi, feminei, aetate iuvenili. Potus ei nullus; cibus, panis aqua madefactus. Animal hoc sui generis vix esse crediderim, sed ex Hystrice alioque, velut urso, generatum. Haec Cardanus.
“On its back and hindmost part [there were] about a hundred spines, like a Porcupine's, some of which curved at the tip, and projected, otherwise immovable, nor (as they report of the Porcupine) missile: when it moved, they made a noise as they collided with each other. Its tail was goose-like, but the feathers ended in spines. If you did not see the rest, you would call it a goose: with white and ashen settings of feathers and a broad eye rivaling a goose; its voice somewhat obscure and hoarse, as of a barking dog. An irascible animal, but one which nevertheless was easily handled by the mountebank. It pursued dogs with the greatest hatred. It was of the female sex, as I saw, of youthful age. It had no drink; its food was bread moistened with water. This animal I should scarcely believe to be of its own kind, but generated from a Porcupine and some other [creature], as it were a bear.” This [says] Cardano.20



35 MARMOTA est Melis magnitudine et pilo, cauda item nulla paene, similiter et crura brevia, aures brevissimae auriculis curtissimis atque ad aspectum nullis…
35. THE MARMOT is of the size and coat of a Badger, with almost no tail likewise, and similarly short legs, very short ears, with the little ears very stubby and to the sight none…21



…nullis. Ungues longi, acuti, firmi, unci, robusti, nigri. Hoc tantum cum muribus commune habent, quod, ut Sciuri, sedentes pedibus anterioribus utuntur ad officia manuum. Capite leporum non dissimiles, diuturnitate somni cum gliribus convenientes: namque hybernos paene totos menses transigunt sopore. Murium et Leporum dentes aemulantur; non nisi irritata saeviunt. Earum vox a Leporina recedit in Soricinam, aut potius in Cercopithecinam. Haec Scaliger.
…none. Their claws [are] long, sharp, firm, hooked, sturdy, black. This only they have in common with mice: that, like Squirrels, sitting up, they use their forefeet for the offices of hands. In head not unlike hares, in length of sleep agreeing with dormice — for they pass almost the whole winter months in slumber. They resemble the teeth of mice and hares; they are not fierce unless provoked. Their voice departs from the hare's into the shrew's, or rather into the monkey's. This [says] Scaliger.22



36 EST in Iaponicis insulis animal, mihi quidem de nomine ignotum, admirandi ingenii et naturae. Terrestre est, corporisque magnitudine ac figura non dissimile canis, mollissimo pilo et suavissimis ad edendum carnibus. Hoc animal certo quodam tempore mira incessit cupido mare adeundi atque frequentandi: in quo identidem natans et sese mersans, paulatim per partes et membratim pisces efficitur, quoad, exuta prorsus terrestris animantis figura, totus tandem in piscis similitudinem et naturam commutatur. Diximus de hoc in libro quinto nostrorum Commentariorum in Danielem, in disputatione de transmutatione regis Nabuchodonosor in bestiam. Vidimus nos hoc animal, sed mortuum, Pontificatu Gregorii XIII Romam allatum, nec dum ex toto, sed aliquot tantum partibus piscem factum, cetero nativam terrestris animantis figuram habitumque corporis retinens.
36. There is in the Japanese islands an animal — unknown to me indeed by name — of admirable instinct and nature. It is terrestrial, and in size and shape of body not unlike a dog, with very soft hair and flesh most pleasant for eating. This animal, at a certain time, is seized by a wondrous desire of going to and frequenting the sea: in which, repeatedly swimming and plunging itself, it gradually, part by part and limb by limb, becomes a fish — until, the shape of a land animal being wholly put off, it is at last entirely changed into the likeness and nature of a fish. We have spoken of this in the fifth book of our Commentaries on Daniel, in the disputation on the transmutation of king Nebuchadnezzar into a beast. We ourselves saw this animal, but dead, brought to Rome in the Pontificate of Gregory XIII — not yet wholly, but only in some parts made a fish, in the rest retaining the native shape and bodily habit of a land animal.23



37 AIOTOCHELI. In nova Hispania, iuxta Aluaradum flumen, nascitur hoc animal quadrupes, nec fele maius, rostrum habens anatis, pedes Hericii, collum longum: tegitur instar phalerati equi corticibus invicem insertis, non una ut testudines; collum et caput eisdem testis contectum habens, ut sola aures promineant: unde Hispanis Armatum sive Contectum appellatur. Sunt qui referant grunnire ut suem, rostroque suis esse, et ungula bifida sed quasi equina. Significat id nominis Indorum lingua Cuniculum Cucurbitalem. Haec Cardanus.
37. THE AIOTOCHELI. In New Spain, beside the river Alvarado, is born this quadruped animal, no bigger than a cat, having the snout of a duck, the feet of a hedgehog, a long neck: it is covered, like a caparisoned horse, with shells inserted one into another — not with one [shell], like tortoises — having its neck and head covered with the same shells, so that only its ears project: whence by the Spaniards it is called “the Armored” or “the Covered.” There are those who report that it grunts like a pig, and has the snout of a pig, and a cloven hoof but as it were equine. That name signifies, in the language of the Indians, “Gourd-Rabbit.” This [says] Cardano.24



HACTENUS septem et triginta species animalium neque Carnivororum nec magni corporis collegimus. Sed propter aliquas fortasse hic praetermissas, augeamus eum numerum usque ad quadraginta; atque omnium quae sunt huius generis magnitudinem redigamus ad mensuram magnitudinis ovium. Nimirum paucissima huius generis paria sunt ovibus, nedum maiora, minora vero pleraque: censeantur igitur omnes huius generis species quasi quadraginta paria ovium.
Thus far we have collected thirty-seven species of animals neither Carnivorous nor of great body. But on account of some perhaps here omitted, let us increase that number up to forty; and let us reduce the size of all that are of this kind to the measure of the size of sheep. For very few pairs of this kind are equal to sheep, much less larger, but most are smaller: let all the species of this kind therefore be reckoned as, so to speak, forty pairs of sheep.25
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ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Whether in the ark of Noah there was that bird which is called the Phoenix

LatineEnglish


ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Whether in the ark of Noah there was that bird which is called the Phoenix.
UNDECIMA DISPUTATIO. Utrum in arca Noë fuerit avis illa quae appellatur Phoenix.



SED non est hic praetermittenda illa quaestio, num in arca Noë fuerit avis nominata Phoenix, multorum scriptorum praedicatione vel usque ad miraculum et super fidem celebrata. Si quis enim reputet secum quae prodita sunt de Phoenice, talia esse reperiet ut contrarias super ea quaestione sententias generare posse videantur.
But that question must not here be passed over: whether in the ark of Noah there was the bird named Phoenix, celebrated by the proclamation of many writers even to a miracle and beyond belief. For if anyone considers with himself the things reported about the Phoenix, he will find them to be such that they seem able to generate contrary opinions on that question.1



Fertur enim Phoenicem unicum esse in omni terrarum orbe, nec plures uno fuisse ullo tempore in terris. Est igitur avis singularis et solitaria, sine coniuge aut mare aut femina: quaecunque autem in arcam ingressa sunt animalia, ea distinctionem sexus in marem et feminam habuerunt. Siquidem ex omni specie animalium iussit Deus bina sumi, id est, marem et feminam. Phoenix igitur, in quo nulla sexus distinctio est, in arca non fuit. Contra vero, fuisse eum in arca fateri cogimur ea ratione, quod Phoenicem perhibent non aliter quam ex Phoenicis demortui favillis aut cineribus generari. Ergo Phoenix non nisi a Phoenice, licet non immediate, attamen mediate, generari potest: quocirca si non fuisset in arca, species eius diluvio periisset.
For the Phoenix is said to be the only one in all the world, nor were there more than one at any time on earth. It is therefore a singular and solitary bird, without a mate, either male or female: but whatever animals entered the ark had the distinction of sex into male and female. For from every species of animals God commanded two to be taken, that is, the male and the female. The Phoenix, therefore, in which there is no distinction of sex, was not in the ark. But, on the contrary, we are compelled to confess that it was in the ark, by this reasoning: that they relate the Phoenix to be generated no otherwise than from the embers or ashes of a dead Phoenix. Therefore the Phoenix can be generated only from a Phoenix — though not immediately, yet mediately: wherefore, if it had not been in the ark, its species would have perished in the flood.2



MEA sententia (ut paucis eam indicem lectori) haec est: mihi omnia quae narrantur de Phoenice videri dubiae admodum veritatis. Dicerem quid amplius, nisi me ea de re loqui parce ac verecunde cogeret auctoritas B. Ambrosii, qui in Oratione quam scripsit de Fide resurrectionis historiam Phoenicis crebra relatione et scripturarum auctoritate cognitam et probatam esse ait. Tenet me praeterea reverentia veterum Patrum, qui futuram mortuorum resurrectionem Phoenicis exemplo simul et argumento comprobarunt: quanquam illi, proditis de Phoenice et concessis ab Ethnicorum sapientibus, ad firmandam resurrectionis fidem adversus eosipsos sapienter usi sunt. Verum alii sentiant ut lubet; ego fateor ingenue, vix ac ne vix quidem adduci possum ut historiae Phoenicis assensum et fidem accommodem.
My opinion (to indicate it to the reader in a few words) is this: that all the things narrated about the Phoenix seem to me of very doubtful truth. I would say something more, did not the authority of St. Ambrose compel me to speak sparingly and modestly on the matter — Ambrose, who, in the Oration which he wrote on the Faith of the resurrection, says that the history of the Phoenix is known and approved by frequent report and by the authority of the scriptures. There holds me, besides, the reverence of the ancient Fathers, who proved the future resurrection of the dead by the example and argument of the Phoenix at once: although they, using the things reported about the Phoenix and granted by the wise men of the pagans, wisely used them against those very [pagans] to confirm the faith of the resurrection. But let others think as they please; I confess frankly that I can scarcely, scarcely even, be brought to accommodate assent and belief to the history of the Phoenix.3



Neminem adhuc audivi, neminem legi (cui sit credendum) qui se dicat Phoenicem vidisse, nisi forte in pictura, in qua etiam Hippocentauros, Chimaeras et quae nullo modo esse possunt expressa cernimus. Sane historiam Phoenicis ex Aegyptiis tam Graeci quam Latini acceperunt: quis autem nescit Aegyptum fuisse quondam novorum semper figmentorum ac mendaciorum, ut Africam novorum animalium atque monstrorum, fecundissimam? Plinius certe non dissimulat sibi quae de Phoenice tradita sunt non esse verisimilia. Ante omnes, inquit, aves nobilem fert Arabia Phoenicem (haud scio an fabulose), unum in toto orbe, nec visum magnopere: aquila magnitudine, auri fulgore circa colla, cetera purpureum, caeruleis caudam pennis distinguentibus, cristis faciem caputque plumeo apice cohonestantibus.
I have hitherto heard no one, read no one (who is to be believed) who says that he has seen a Phoenix — unless perhaps in a picture, in which we also behold Hippocentaurs, Chimaeras, and things that can in no way exist, depicted. Indeed, both Greeks and Latins received the history of the Phoenix from the Egyptians: and who does not know that Egypt was once most fertile of ever-new fictions and lies, as Africa [is] of new animals and monsters? Pliny certainly does not conceal that the things handed down about the Phoenix do not seem to him likely. “Before all birds,” he says, “Arabia produces the noble Phoenix (I do not know whether fabulously) — one in the whole world, and not much seen: of the size of an eagle, with the gleam of gold about the neck, the rest purple, with blue feathers distinguishing the tail, with crests honoring the face and head with a feathery tuft.”4



Tacitus item incerta esse testatur, et fabulosis aucta miraculis, quae de Phoenice divulgata sunt; quo loco affirmat, principe Tiberio et Coss. Paulo Fabio et L. Vitellio (Anno ab urbe condita 787), percrebuisse in Aegypto visum esse Phoenicem post longum saeculorum ambitum, praebuisseque materiam doctissimis indigenarum et Graecorum multa super eo miraculo disserendi. Sed quia in eo neque aetas, neque solum natale, neque multa alia congruebant cum his quae vetus memoria de Phoenice firmaverat, propterea existimasse multos falsum eum fuisse Phoenicem. Cornelius quoque…
Tacitus likewise testifies that the things published about the Phoenix are uncertain and augmented by fabulous marvels: at which place he affirms that, with Tiberius as princeps and in the consulship of Paulus Fabius and Lucius Vitellius (in the year 787 from the founding of the city), it became widely reported that a Phoenix had been seen in Egypt after a long circuit of ages, and that it furnished material to the most learned of the natives and of the Greeks for discoursing much about that marvel. But because in it neither the age, nor the native soil, nor many other things agreed with those that ancient memory had established about the Phoenix, therefore many thought it had been a false Phoenix. Cornelius too…5



…Cornelius Valerianus Phoenicem devolasse in Aegyptum tradit, Q. Plautio et Sex. Papinio Coss.; allatusque est et in urbem, Claudii principis censura, anno urbis 800, et in Comitio propositus, quod actis testatum est — sed quem falsum esse Phoenicem nemo dubitaret.
…Cornelius Valerianus relates that a Phoenix flew down into Egypt in the consulship of Q. Plautius and Sex. Papinius; and it was brought even into the city [Rome], during the censorship of the emperor Claudius, in the 800th year of the city, and displayed in the Comitium — which is attested by the [public] records — but which no one would doubt to have been a false Phoenix.6



Quid autem recentiores, quibus curae fuit ista curiose et diligenter investigare? Nihilo sane minus ista putarunt fabulosa. Phoenicem praedicarunt multi avem, inquit Cardanus, fabulae quam veritati propiorem. Referunt tamen quidam, in interiore India avem esse nomine Semendam, quae rostrum habet triplici ordine, atque (ut in ellychniis) undequaque perforatum, qua moritura dulce canat Cygnorum more; inde, collectis sarmentis, motu alarum accendat ea, uraturque: ex cuius cinere vermis, tum ex verme avis denuo renascatur. Scaliger autem: Phoenicem, inquit, non esse penitus fabulosum, legimus in Commentariis navigationum, in mediterraneis Indiae reperiri (Semenda vocatur ab incolis). Ceterum huius historiae fidem elevat additum mendacium: aiunt enim ei rostrum trifistulare, unde musicum edat sonum, cuius ad imitationem pastores instrumentum composuerint haud insuave.
But what of more recent [writers], whose concern it was to investigate these things curiously and diligently? They thought these things no less fabulous. “Many have proclaimed the Phoenix a bird,” says Cardano, “nearer to fable than to truth. Some, however, report that in the interior of India there is a bird by the name of Semenda, which has a beak with a triple row, and (as in lamp-wicks) perforated on every side, with which, about to die, it sings sweetly after the manner of Swans; then, sticks being collected, it kindles them by the motion of its wings, and is burned: from whose ash a worm, and then from the worm a bird, is born again.” But Scaliger [says]: “That the Phoenix is not entirely fabulous, we read in the Commentaries of voyages, that it is found in the interior parts of India (it is called Semenda by the inhabitants). But an added lie diminishes the credit of this history: for they say it has a three-piped beak, from which it emits a musical sound, in imitation of which shepherds have composed an instrument not unpleasant.”7



Nec deest nobis ratio philosophica, ad evertendum eius historiae fidem, minime infirma. Etenim nulla species est rerum corruptibilium quae non omni tempore multa simul habeat individua. Perlustret lector atque cogitatione percurrat species animalium, stirpium, metallorum, lapidum, rerum denique omnium in quas ortus cadit atque interitus, et verum esse quod dixi plane cognoscet. Et vero rectissime id promissum et comparatum a natura est, vel (quod verius dictu est) ab ipso Deo omnis naturae effectore ac rectore: scilicet ne, si species aliqua uno tantum individuo corruptibili contineretur, eo corrupto ante generationem alterius (posset autem multis de causis corrumpi), simul etiam species ipsa periret. Quocirca species rerum incorruptibilium unum habent tantummodo individuum: unus est Sol, una item Luna, ceterique Planetae, in sua quisque specie unus est. Nimirum tota speciei natura in uno individuo incorruptibili expresse repraesentatur, eiusque aeternitas optime conservatur.
Nor do we lack a philosophical reason, by no means weak, for overturning the credit of that history. For there is no species of corruptible things which does not at all times have many individuals at once. Let the reader survey and run over in thought the species of animals, plants, metals, stones — of all things, in short, upon which generation and decay fall — and he will plainly recognize that what I have said is true. And indeed this was most rightly provided and arranged by nature — or (what is truer to say) by God himself, the maker and ruler of all nature: namely, lest, if any species were contained in only one corruptible individual, when that was destroyed before the generation of another (and it could be destroyed for many causes), the species itself should at the same time perish. Wherefore the species of incorruptible things have only one individual: there is one Sun, one Moon likewise, and the other Planets, each one in its own species. For the whole nature of the species is expressly represented in one incorruptible individual, and its eternity is best preserved.8



Quod si octavi caeli sidera quae nominantur inerrantia aut omnia sunt eiusdem speciei, aut certe multa, id factum est propter longissimam eius orbis a terris distantiam. Siquidem cum orbis ille sit nobilissimus, praecipuamque in res sublunares habeat efficientiam, sive (ut in scholis loqui mos est) causalitatem, quo vis et efficacitas eius amplior et copiosior ac potentior esset, multis eiusdem speciei astris instructus et confertus est. Haec si vera sunt, ut verissima esse videntur, quis credat speciem Phoenicis (ante omnes avium species nobilem) uno tantum contineri individuo, eoque ante generationem alterius variis obnoxio mortis casibus? Cum enim Phoenix mortalis sit, et per quingentos annos quibus vivere dicitur possit ei variis ex rebus multiplex interitus accidere, necesse esset eam speciem avis in summo interitus sui discrimine perpetuo versari. Unum igitur in terris tantum esse Phoenicem, simile figmento et plane incredibile videtur.
But if the stars of the eighth heaven which are called fixed are either all of the same species, or certainly many [of the same], this was done on account of the very great distance of that sphere from the earth. For since that sphere is the most noble, and has the chief efficiency — or (as it is the custom to speak in the schools) causality — upon sublunary things, in order that its force and efficacy might be ampler and more copious and more powerful, it was furnished and crowded with many stars of the same species. If these things are true, as they seem most true, who would believe that the species of the Phoenix (noble before all the species of birds) is contained in only one individual, and that one, before the generation of another, liable to various chances of death? For since the Phoenix is mortal, and during the five hundred years which it is said to live manifold destruction from various things could befall it, it would be necessary for that species of bird to be perpetually engaged in the utmost peril of its own extinction. That there is therefore only one Phoenix on earth seems like a fiction, and plainly incredible.9



…plane incredibile videtur.
…seems plainly incredible.10



CETERUM si forte arrideat lectori vetus et pervulgata Phoenicis historia, nec is prorsus fidem eius respuat, facile nobis fuerit respondere: posita eius historiae veritate, necessario fatendum esse Phoenicem (non secus ac cetera animalia de quibus supra explicatum est) fuisse in Arca. Hoc planum faciam ex singulari et admirabili generationis eius avis ratione, quam ab auctoribus descriptam accepimus. De Volucribus, inquit Pomponius Mela, praecipue referenda Phoenix, semper unica: non enim coitu concipitur, partuve generatur, sed ubi quingentorum annorum aevo perpetua duravit, super exaggeratam variis odoribus struem sibi ipsa incubat, solviturque; deinde, putrescentium membrorum tabe concrescens, ipsa se concipit, atque ex se rursus renascitur. Cum adolevit, ossa pristini corporis inclusa myrrha Aegyptum exportat, atque in urbem quam Solis appellant, fragrantibus nardo bustis inferens, memorando funere consecrat.
But if perchance the old and widely spread history of the Phoenix should please the reader, and he does not utterly reject its credit, it will be easy for us to reply: that, granted the truth of its history, it must necessarily be confessed that the Phoenix (no otherwise than the other animals about which it was explained above) was in the Ark. This I will make plain from the singular and admirable manner of generation of that bird, which we have received described by authors. “Of the Birds,” says Pomponius Mela, “the Phoenix is chiefly to be reported, ever unique: for it is not conceived by coition, nor generated by birth, but when it has lasted, perpetual, for a span of five hundred years, it broods upon a pile heaped up for itself with various spices, and is dissolved; then, growing together from the decay of its putrefying members, it conceives itself, and from itself is born again. When it has grown up, it carries off to Egypt the bones of its former body enclosed in myrrh, and, bearing them into the city which they call [the city] of the Sun, on a pyre fragrant with nard, consecrates them with a memorable funeral.”11



Plinius ait, iam senescentem, exactisque annis vitae sexcentis sexaginta, casia thurisque surculis construere nidum, replere odoribus, et super emori; ex ossibus deinde et medullis eius nasci primo ceu vermiculum, inde fieri pullum; principioque iusta funeri priori reddere, et totum deferre nidum prope Panchaiam in Solis urbem, et in ara ibi deponere. Scitissime igitur S. Ambrosius dixit Phoenicem coitus ignorare corporeos, libidinis nescire illecebras, sed de suo surgere rogo, avem sibi superstitem, ipsam et sui heredem corporis et cineris sui fetum. Alibi vero ait Phoenicem redivivo suae carnis humore reparari, et cum mortua fuerit reviviscere: thecam enim ture, myrrha ceterisque odoribus sibi a se adornatam, completo quingentorum annorum aevo sibi ad vivendum praefinito, intrare atque emori; ex cuius mox humore oriri vermem, paulatimque eum in eius avis figuram concrescere visumque formari.
Pliny says that, now growing old, after the years of its life — six hundred and sixty — are completed, it builds a nest of twigs of cassia and frankincense, fills it with spices, and dies upon it; then from its bones and marrow there is born first, as it were, a little worm, and thence becomes a chick; and first it renders the due rites to the former funeral, and carries the whole nest near Panchaia into the city of the Sun, and there deposits it on an altar. Most aptly, therefore, did St. Ambrose say that the Phoenix is ignorant of bodily coition, knows not the allurements of lust, but rises from its own pyre — a bird surviving itself, both its own heir and the offspring of its own body and ash. Elsewhere he says that the Phoenix is restored by the revived moisture of its own flesh, and, when it has died, lives again: for [he says] that it enters and dies in a casket adorned for itself by itself with frankincense, myrrh, and other spices, the span of five hundred years prefixed for its living being completed; and that from its moisture there soon arises a worm, and that it gradually grows together into the shape of that bird and is formed into sight.12



Et haec quidem ab antiquis auctoribus de generatione Phoenicis consignata litteris accepimus. Si Phoenix igitur non alia ratione generari potest quam ex prioris demortui Phoenicis vel tabe vel favillis aut cineribus aliisque reliquiis, constat profecto Phoenicem non nisi a Phoenice (si non immediate, certe mediate) generari posse. Quapropter si nullus fuerit Phoenix, nullus etiam Phoenix generari poterit, cum nascens morienti necessario succedat. Hinc licet concludere: si nullus fuit in arca Noë Phoenix, speciem eius diluvio penitus atque in perpetuum exstinctam fuisse — nisi quis velit fingere, quemadmodum in exordio mundi, ita post diluvium speciem Phoenicis praeter ordinem cursumque naturae per solius Dei omnipotentiam esse denuo procreatam. Verum dicet aliquis: animalia omnia quae fuerunt in arca distinctionem habuisse sexus in marem et feminam; quae distinctio cum non sit in Phoenice, hinc effici non fuisse eum in arca. Sed hoc facile solvitur. Nam quia in ceteris omnium animalium speciebus (uno excepto Phoenice) bina de qualibet specie sumpta sunt, id est, mas et femina, propterea Moses simpliciter, absolute ac generaliter dixit bina de qualibet specie…
And these things, indeed, we have received committed to writing by ancient authors concerning the generation of the Phoenix. If, therefore, the Phoenix can be generated in no other way than from the decay, or the embers or ashes, or other remains of a former dead Phoenix, it is certainly established that the Phoenix can be generated only from a Phoenix (if not immediately, certainly mediately). Wherefore, if there were no Phoenix, no Phoenix could be generated either, since the one being born necessarily succeeds the one dying. Hence one may conclude: if there was no Phoenix in the ark of Noah, its species was utterly and forever extinguished by the flood — unless one wishes to imagine that, as at the beginning of the world, so after the flood, the species of the Phoenix was again created, beyond the order and course of nature, by the omnipotence of God alone. But someone will say: that all the animals that were in the ark had the distinction of sex into male and female; and since this distinction is not in the Phoenix, it follows from this that it was not in the ark. But this is easily solved. For because in all the other species of animals (the one Phoenix excepted) two of each species were taken, that is, a male and a female, therefore Moses said simply, absolutely, and generally [that] two of each species…13



…id est, marem et feminam, in arcam esse ingressa. Illa igitur Mosis sententia, ut aliae complures in sacris literis, licet generaliter dicta est, non tamen de omnibus simpliciter et omnino, sed fere (id est, Phoenice excepto) interpretanda est. At enim distinctio maris et feminae propterea ibi requisita et a Deo imperata est, quod per commixtionem utriusque sexus species animalium post diluvium perpetuandae ac multiplicandae essent. Phoenix autem non per commixtionem sexus, sed peculiari quadam ac singulari ratione generatur et propagatur: quamobrem distinctio sexus in eo locum habere non debuit. Verum de hac quaestione satis.
…that is, a male and a female, entered the ark. Therefore that statement of Moses, like several others in the sacred writings, although generally stated, is nevertheless to be interpreted not of all simply and entirely, but ‘nearly [all]’ (that is, the Phoenix excepted). But the distinction of male and female was required there and commanded by God for this reason: that by the mingling of both sexes the species of animals were to be perpetuated and multiplied after the flood. But the Phoenix is generated and propagated not by the mingling of sex, but by a certain peculiar and singular manner: wherefore the distinction of sex ought not to have a place in it. But enough about this question.14
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TWELFTH DISPUTATION. Whether there could have been sufficient room in the Ark for taking in all the aforesaid animals and preserving them for one year

LatineEnglish


TWELFTH DISPUTATION. Whether there could have been sufficient room in the Ark for taking in all the aforesaid animals and preserving them for one year.
DUODECIMA DISPUTATIO. An omnibus supradictis animalibus capiendis et per unum annum conservandis sufficiens in Arca locus esse potuerit.



SUPERIORIBUS quatuor disputationibus recensitae sunt a nobis, de quatuor generibus animalium terrestrium quae ingressa sunt in arcam, centum quinquaginta species: hoc est, reptilium triginta, quadrupedum Carnivororum quadraginta, Non Carnivororum et magni corporis quadraginta, denique neque Carnivororum neque magni corporis etiam quadraginta. Singulis autem praedictis speciebus unum par animalium, id est, marem et feminam, assignavimus. Et Reptilia quidem nihil facessunt negotii, quod pleraque aut perquam paululum loci occupabant in Arca, aut etiam nihil, cum in foraminibus et quasi cavernis in ipsis trabibus et materia lignea excavatis contineri potuerint. Carnivora autem redegimus ad mensuram quadraginta parium luporum; non carnivora et magni corporis ad mensuram quadraginta parium boum; et item non carnivora minori corpore [praedita] ad mensuram quadraginta parium ovium. Verum his addere insuper oportet alia viginti quinque paria mundorum animalium: siquidem iussit Deus ex qualibet specie mundorum animalium sumi septena, nos autem supra cuilibet speciei bina tantum tribuimus.
In the four foregoing disputations we have reviewed, of the four kinds of terrestrial animals that entered the ark, one hundred and fifty species: that is, thirty of reptiles, forty of carnivorous quadrupeds, forty of non-carnivorous and large-bodied, and finally forty of neither carnivorous nor large-bodied. And to each of the aforesaid species we assigned one pair of animals, that is, a male and a female. And the Reptiles indeed cause no trouble, because most occupied either very little room in the Ark, or even none, since they could be contained in holes and, as it were, caverns hollowed out in the very beams and timber. The Carnivores we reduced to the measure of forty pairs of wolves; the non-carnivorous and large-bodied to the measure of forty pairs of oxen; and likewise the non-carnivorous of smaller body to the measure of forty pairs of sheep. But to these it is necessary to add, besides, another twenty-five pairs of clean animals: for God commanded seven to be taken of each species of clean animals, whereas we above assigned only two to each species.1



SED quae sunt munda animalia? Hoc declaravit Deus in Deuteronomio, definiens mundum esse animal quod ruminat et ungulam habet divisam. Non satis erat habere alterutrum, sed utroque praeditum esse oportebat. Nam licet Camelus, lepus et Cherogryllus ruminent, tamen quia non dividunt ungulam; Sus vero licet ungulam divisam habeat, quia tamen non ruminat: haec omnia censebantur immun[da]…
But which are the clean animals? This God declared in Deuteronomy, defining a clean animal to be one which chews the cud and has a divided hoof. It was not enough to have one or the other, but it had to be endowed with both. For although the Camel, the hare, and the Cherogryllus (rock-badger) chew the cud, yet because they do not divide the hoof; and the Swine, though it has a divided hoof, yet because it does not chew the cud: all these were reckoned unclea[n]…2



…immunda. Quae autem animalia ruminent, breviter indicat Aristoteles extremo libro nono Historiae animalium: Animalia, inquit, quibus dentium ordo superior deest, in ruminando non minus delectantur quam edendo. Ruminantque quae superiore dentium ordine carent, ut boves, oves, caprae; ex feris nullum adhuc ruminare constat, praeterquam ea quae aliquando cum hominibus exigunt [vivunt], ut cervus — hunc enim ruminare planum est. Iacent potissimum cum ruminant omnia, et hybernis praecipue mensibus solent ruminare; septem fere mensibus hoc faciunt quae intra tecta alantur. Gregales levius minusque tempus ruminant, quoniam foris pascuntur. Sunt etiam ex dentatis utrinque nonnulla quae ruminant, ut mures Pontici, et piscis quem ab ea re Ruminalem quidam appellarunt. Haec Aristoteles.
…unclean. But which animals chew the cud, Aristotle briefly indicates at the end of the ninth book of the History of Animals: “Animals,” he says, “which lack the upper row of teeth take no less delight in chewing the cud than in eating. And those chew the cud which lack the upper row of teeth, like oxen, sheep, goats; of wild beasts, none is yet known to chew the cud, except those which sometimes live with men, like the deer — for that this chews the cud is plain. They all especially lie down when they chew the cud, and chew the cud especially in the winter months; those that are kept under roofs do this for about seven months. The gregarious ones chew the cud more lightly and for a shorter time, since they feed outside. There are also some among those toothed on both sides which chew the cud, like the Pontic mice, and the fish which from this circumstance some have called the ‘Ruminal.’” This [says] Aristotle.3



Quae vero fuerint et quot mundorum animalium terrestrium species, nullus est ambigendi locus. Siquidem in Deuteronomii capite decimo quarto has Deus mundorum animalium terrestrium decem species definivit atque constituit: Bovem, Ovem, Capram, Cervum, Capream, Bubalum, Tragelaphum, Pygargum, Orygem et Camelopardalum. Ex harum decem unaquaque specie septena iussu Dei recepta sunt in arcam. Cum igitur nos supra singulis earum decem specierum bina tantum animalia tribuerimus, addere illis oportet insuper alia quinque: decies autem quinque sunt quinquaginta, id est, viginti quinque paria; quae adiuncta supradictis centum quinquaginta, numerum omnium animalium ingressorum in arcam efficiunt centum septuaginta quinque parium.
But which and how many were the species of clean terrestrial animals, there is no room for doubt. For in the fourteenth chapter of Deuteronomy God defined and established these ten species of clean terrestrial animals: the Ox, the Sheep, the Goat, the Deer, the Roe, the Bubalus, the Tragelaphus, the Pygargus, the Oryx, and the Camelopardalis. Of each one of these ten species, seven were received into the ark by God's command. Since, therefore, we above assigned only two animals to each of those ten species, it is necessary to add to them, besides, another five: and ten times five is fifty, that is, twenty-five pairs; which, joined to the aforesaid one hundred and fifty, make the number of all the animals that entered the ark one hundred and seventy-five pairs.4



Sed quo prolixius et liberalius agamus, cum numerum amplificemus et extendamus usque ad ducenta paria animalium: ex hoc numero si detrahantur triginta paria reptilium, quibus intra spatium Arcae aut nullo aut perexiguo loco (ut supradictum est) opus fuit, totum interius spatium Arcae pertinens ad habitationem animalium capax esse debuit centum et sexaginta parium animalium — hoc est, verbi gratia, quinquaginta parium luporum, sexaginta parium boum, et sexaginta parium ovium: haec enim posita sunt a nobis pro omnibus carnivoris, et pro non carnivoris magni corporis, et pro non carnivoris minori corpore praeditis.
But, to act more amply and liberally, let us amplify and extend the number even up to two hundred pairs of animals: from this number, if there be subtracted thirty pairs of reptiles, which needed either no room or very little within the space of the Ark (as was said above), then the whole interior space of the Ark pertaining to the habitation of animals must have been capable of one hundred and sixty pairs of animals — that is, for example, fifty pairs of wolves, sixty pairs of oxen, and sixty pairs of sheep: for these we have set down for all the carnivores, and for the non-carnivorous of large body, and for the non-carnivorous endowed with smaller body.5



SEQUITUR deinceps ut ostendamus horum omnium animalium abunde capacem fuisse Arcam. Supra, lib. 10, in ea parte Arcae quam habitationi animalium destinavimus, trecentas mansiones dimensi sumus: quarum quaelibet alta erat octo vel novem cubitis, longa sex, totidemque lata — quo nimirum loco paucissima sunt animalia quorum par unum ampliorem desideret, quamplurima vero longe minori contineri possunt. Assignando igitur supradictis centum septuaginta paribus animalium totidem mansiones, supererunt centum triginta mansiones, de quibus sumere licet quantumcumque opus fuerit, si vel plures supradictis inveniantur species animalium, vel pluribus laxiora spatia assignare oporteat. Tantum igitur abest ut animalibus quae ingressa sunt in Arcam continendis defuerit in Arca locus, ut multus etiam locus in ea superfu[erit]…
It follows next that we should show that the Ark was abundantly capacious of all these animals. Above, in book 10, in that part of the Ark which we destined for the habitation of animals, we measured out three hundred dwellings: each of which was eight or nine cubits high, six long, and as many wide — in which place, indeed, there are very few animals one pair of which would require a larger [space], but very many can be contained in a far smaller one. Assigning, therefore, to the aforesaid one hundred and seventy pairs of animals as many dwellings, there will remain one hundred and thirty dwellings, from which one may take however much shall be needed, whether more species of animals than the aforesaid be found, or it be necessary to assign roomier spaces to several. So far, therefore, is it from being the case that room was lacking in the Ark for containing the animals that entered it, that much room even remained over in it…6



…superfuerit. VERUM hic usu venit, quod etiam contingit multis numerum stellarum suspicientibus easque confuse ac sine artificio ullo Astronomico contemplantibus. Videntur enim primo aspectu innumerabiles, et incredibile accidit quod a Mathematicis proditum est: stellas visu insignes non plures duabus et viginti milleque in caelo esse. Si quis tamen hunc stellarum numerum a Mathematicis traditum in globo aliquo depictum habeat, et singulas earum stellarum distincte ac proprie comparet cum iis quae cernuntur in caelo, nullam plane reperiet in caelo visu notabilem quam in globo expressam non habeat; quin etiam minimas in globo notatas aegre in caelo visu discernet — quemadmodum a nobis disputatum est priori tomo nostrorum Commentariorum in Genesim, in libro 2, quaest. 8.
…remained over. But here happens what also befalls many who look up at the number of the stars, and contemplate them confusedly and without any Astronomical skill. For at first sight they seem innumerable, and it [seems] incredible — what has been reported by the Mathematicians — that the stars notable to sight are not more than one thousand and twenty-two in the heaven. Yet if anyone has this number of stars handed down by the Mathematicians depicted on some globe, and compares each of those stars distinctly and properly with those that are discerned in the heaven, he will find plainly no [star] notable to sight in the heaven which he does not have expressed on the globe; nay, even the smallest ones marked on the globe he will scarcely discern by sight in the heaven — as was disputed by us in the former volume of our Commentaries on Genesis, in book 2, question 8.7



Similiter accidit multis circa Arcam Noë, quae — non bene cognitam eius capacitatem, nec animalium quae in eam sunt ingressa species certo digestas ordine certoque aliquo numero comprehensas habentibus — tot tantorumque animalium minime capax fuisse videtur: cum tamen manifesta ratione demonstratum sit eam fuisse non eorum modo animalium, verum etiam longe plurium satis superque capacem.
Similarly it happens to many concerning the Ark of Noah, which — to those who have neither well understood its capacity, nor [grasped] the species of animals that entered it, arranged in a fixed order and comprehended in some fixed number — seems to have been by no means capacious of so many and so great animals: although, nevertheless, it has been demonstrated by manifest reasoning that it was more than sufficiently capacious not only of those animals, but even of far more.8



Translator’s notes
	§100. The tally: 150 species (4 classes × ~40) + the extra clean animals. Margins: Gen. 6 & 7. ↩
	§101. The Deuteronomic definition of clean animals. Margins: “Which animals were formerly clean”; Deut. 14. Continues on p. 279. ↩
	Aristotle on which animals chew the cud. Margin: Aristotle. ↩
	The ten clean species (Deut. 14); the tally reaches 175 pairs. ↩
	Rounding generously to 200 pairs (160 needing room). ↩
	§102. The capacity proof: 300 dwellings vs. 170 pairs ⇒ 130 to spare. Margin: “That the Ark of Noah was capacious of all the animals said to be received into it.” Continues on p. 280. ↩
	The astronomical analogy: the stars seem countless but number 1,022; likewise the Ark's beasts seem too many but are countable. ↩
	Conclusion of §102. ↩




On the provisions brought into the Ark for the year's sustenance of the animals

LatineEnglish


On the provisions brought into the Ark for the year's sustenance of the animals.1
De escis ad victum annuum animalium in Arcam illatis.



IAM numerosae animalium multitudini et varietati necessario providendum et comparandum erat genus escarum quo cuique animantium speciei opus futurum erat — idque non in unum aut alterum diem, sed in unum integrum annum. De huiusmodi autem cibariis animalium in arca condendis hoc tantum legimus praecepisse Deum Noë: Tolles, inquit, tecum ex omnibus escis quae mandi possunt, et comportabis apud te, et erunt tam tibi quam illis in escam. Hinc licet intelligere Noë — vel tam longo sexcentorum annorum usu et observatione, vel doctum ab avo suo Mathusalem (qui plus ducentis quinquaginta annis cum Adamo versatus plurima ex eo didicerat ad posteritatis utilitatem, quasi per manus posteris suis tradenda), vel etiam singulari aliqua Dei revelatione — bene perspectum et cognitum habuisse quod genus cibatus cuique animantium speciei conveniens esset, quantoque ad unius anni victum opus foret.
Now for the numerous multitude and variety of animals it was necessary to provide and procure the kind of provisions that would be needed for each species of living creatures — and that not for one or another day, but for one whole year. And concerning provisions of this kind for the animals to be stored in the ark, we read only this, that God commanded Noah: “Thou shalt take with thee of all food that can be eaten, and thou shalt lay it up with thee, and it shall be food both for thee and for them.” Hence one may understand that Noah — whether by so long a use and observation of six hundred years, or taught by his grandfather Methuselah (who, having lived more than two hundred and fifty years with Adam, had learned very much from him for the profit of posterity, to be handed down, as it were, hand to hand to his descendants), or even by some singular revelation of God — had well examined and known what kind of food was suitable for each species of living creatures, and how much would be needed for one year's sustenance.2



ILLUD, Tolles ex omnibus escis, redarguit vanam quorundam opinionem aientium invenisse Noë unum quoddam genus alimenti omnibus animantibus conveniens; etenim plane dictum est ex omnibus escis sumpsisse Noë ad cibatum animalium. Illud, quae mandi possunt, dictum est pro ‘comedi,’ nam mandi proprie dicitur quod dentibus teritur; non est autem commune omnium animantium contritu dentium conficere cibum. Illud, et comportabis apud te, non significat cibaria [esse debere]…
That phrase, “Thou shalt take of all food,” refutes the vain opinion of certain ones who say that Noah found some one kind of nourishment suitable for all living creatures; for it is plainly said that Noah took of all foods for the feeding of the animals. That phrase, “which can be eaten (mandi),” is said for “eaten (comedi),” for “mandi” [chewed] is properly said of what is ground by the teeth; but it is not common to all living creatures to work up their food by the grinding of teeth. That phrase, “and thou shalt lay it up with thee,” does not signify [that] the provisions [ought to be]…3



…in eadem parte Arcae ubi habitaturi erant homines [esse debere], siquidem cibaria erant in tertia parte Arcae, homines vero in quarta et suprema. Sed illud, apud te, significat vel in Arca in qua tu futurus es, vel ut sint tibi in promptu, quo possit ea quoties opus fuerit in cibatum singulorum animantium dispensare. Illud denique, Et erunt tam tibi quam illis in escam, non significat quodlibet genus escae indifferenter idoneum fore victui cuiuslibet animalis vel hominis, sed in universa illa cibariorum copia fore quod ad cibatum hominis et quorumlibet animalium conduceret.
…[ought to be] in the same part of the Ark where the men were to dwell — since the provisions were in the third part of the Ark, but the men in the fourth and uppermost. But that phrase, “with thee,” signifies either “in the Ark in which thou shalt be,” or “that they may be ready to thy hand,” so that he might dispense them, as often as need be, for the feeding of the individual living creatures. Finally, that phrase, “and it shall be food both for thee and for them,” does not signify that any kind of food whatever would be indifferently suitable for the sustenance of any animal or man, but that in all that abundance of provisions there would be what would serve for the feeding of man and of any animals.4



Translator’s notes
	Section heading (not numbered as a Disputatio in the original). ↩
	Margin: Gen. 6:21. (Methuselah's overlap with Adam is given as ‘more than 250 years.’) ↩
	Word-by-word exposition of the provisions command. Continues on p. 281. ↩
	Conclusion of the exposition (food on the third deck, men on the fourth/top). ↩
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LatineEnglish


THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the food of the carnivorous animals while they were in the Ark.
DECIMATERTIA DISPUTATIO. De victu animalium carnivororum, dum ea fuerunt in Arca.



SED illud hoc loco non extra controversiam est: animalia quae tantum sunt carnivora, qui cibo usa sint dum in Arca fuerunt? Nam nec alio cibo quam carnibus aliorum animalium vesci et ali potuisse, nec alia tamen animalia praeter numerum a Deo definitum fuisse videntur in Arcam introducta. Hanc ipsam quaestionem ponit ac brevissime solvit Beatus Augustinus libro primo Quaestionum super Genesim, quaestione sexta: Quaeritur, inquit, quomodo in Arca leones et aquilae, quae consueverunt carnibus vivere, pasci potuerint. Utrum et animalia praeter illum numerum propter aliorum escam fuerint intromissa; an aliqua (praeter carnes, quod magis credendum est) a Noë viro sapiente, vel Deo demonstrante, provisa sint quae talium animantium escis convenirent. Sic ibi.
But this is not, in this place, beyond controversy: what food did the animals that are only carnivorous use while they were in the Ark? For they seem to have been able to be fed and nourished by no other food than the flesh of other animals, and yet no other animals beyond the number defined by God seem to have been brought into the Ark. This very question St. Augustine poses and most briefly solves, in the first book of Questions on Genesis, question six: “It is asked,” he says, “how in the Ark the lions and eagles, which are accustomed to live on flesh, could be fed. Whether animals beyond that number were also brought in for the food of others; or whether something (besides flesh — which is rather to be believed) was provided by Noah, a wise man, or by God's showing, which would suit the food of such living creatures.” So there.1



Sed idem paulo distinctius ac dilucidius hanc ipsam quaestionem enodat in libro 15 de Civit. Dei, cap. ultimo: Solet, inquit, movere nonnullos genera escarum quae illic habere poterant animalia quae non nisi carnibus vesci putantur — utrum praeter illum numerum ibi fuerint sine transgressione mandati, quae aliorum alendorum necessitas illic coegisset includi; an vero (quod potius est credendum) praeter carnes aliqua alimenta esse potuerunt quae omnibus convenirent. Novimus enim quam multa animalia, quibus caro cibus est, frugibus promiscue vescantur, et maxime ficis atque castaneis. Quid ergo mirum si vir ille sapiens et iustus, etiam divinitus admonitus quid cuique congrueret sine carnibus, aptam cuique generi alimoniam praeparavit et recondidit? Quid est autem quo vesci non cogeret fames? Aut quid non suave et salubre facere posset Deus, qui etiam ut sine cibo viveret divina facilitate donaret, nisi ut pascerentur, etiam hoc implendae figurae tanti mysterii conveniret? Haec Augustinus.
But the same [Augustine] unravels this very question a little more distinctly and clearly in book 15 of The City of God, the last chapter: “It is wont,” he says, “to trouble some, the kinds of food which the animals that are thought to feed only on flesh could have had there — whether [animals] beyond that number were there, without transgression of the command, which the necessity of nourishing the others had compelled to be shut in there; or whether (which is rather to be believed) there could have been, besides flesh, some foods that would suit them all. For we know how many animals, to which flesh is food, feed indiscriminately on crops, and especially on figs and chestnuts. What wonder, then, if that wise and just man, even divinely admonished what would suit each one without flesh, prepared and stored up for each kind a suitable nourishment? And what is there which hunger would not compel [them] to eat? Or what could God not make pleasant and wholesome — who could even grant by his divine facility that [they] should live without food — except that [the fact] that they were fed was also fitting for the fulfilling of the figure of so great a mystery?” This [says] Augustine.2



Quibus verbis quatuor ille tangit propositae quaestionis solutiones: Unam, etiam animalia quae dicuntur carnivora aliquando etiam vesci frugibus, maxime vero ficis et castaneis — haec enim multum explent simul et alunt. Alteram, Noë per scientiam rerum naturalium quam eximie callebat…
By which words he touches on four solutions of the proposed question: One, that even the animals which are called carnivorous sometimes also feed on crops, but especially on figs and chestnuts — for these both fill and nourish much. A second, that Noah, through the knowledge of natural things which he excellently understood…3



…callebat, vel per singularem Dei revelationem, novisse aliqua genera escarum nobis minime nota, quibus etiam carnivora animalia libenter vescerentur et salubriter nutrirentur. Tertia, licet carnivora libentius vescantur carnibus, sed his tamen cum deficiunt, etiam frugibus ac fructibus cogente fame vesci solere. Quartam, Dei omnipotentia factum esse ut carnivora, sine esu carnium et victu aliarum rerum, quoad in Arca fuerunt, vitam sustentare potuerint. Ergo, ut conventus omnium animalium ad Arcam, et placida eorum in Arca commoratio, obsequiumque erga Noë, sic et hoc miraculi loco haberi debere.
…understood, or by a singular revelation of God, knew some kinds of food by no means known to us, on which even carnivorous animals would gladly feed and be wholesomely nourished. The third, that although carnivores feed more gladly on flesh, yet when these [flesh-foods] fail, they are wont, hunger compelling, to feed even on crops and fruits. The fourth, that by the omnipotence of God it came about that the carnivores, without the eating of flesh and the food of other things, could sustain life as long as they were in the Ark. Therefore, just as the assembling of all the animals to the Ark, and their peaceful sojourn in the Ark, and their obedience toward Noah [are held to be miracles], so this too ought to be held in the place of a miracle.4



Haec sententia Augustini communis fere est omnium Doctorum, etiam eorum qui arbitrantur animalia quae nunc sunt carnivora ante diluvium quoque et in exordio mundi fuisse carnivora. Negant tamen isti ea, dum fuerunt in Arca, edisse carnes, sed vel cogente fame, vel speciali Dei providentia, cibatu aliarum escarum esse usa. Caietanus certe, ratus carnivora animalia etiam ante diluvium solita esse carnibus vesci, explanans verba Mosis quae paulo supra exposuimus: Vel necessitatis, inquit, tempus, vel specialis tunc divinae gubernationis efficacia effecit ut etiam animalia carnivora vescerentur vegetabilibus.
This opinion of Augustine is nearly common to all the Doctors, even of those who think that the animals which are now carnivorous were carnivorous also before the flood and at the beginning of the world. Yet these deny that they ate flesh while they were in the Ark, but [say] that, either by compelling hunger or by a special providence of God, they used the food of other provisions. Cajetan certainly, thinking that carnivorous animals were accustomed to feed on flesh even before the flood, explaining the words of Moses which we expounded a little above [says]: “Either the time of necessity, or the efficacy of the special divine governance then [in force], brought it about that even carnivorous animals fed on vegetable things.”5



AT enim contra sensit Origenes, affirmate scribens in hom. 2 super sextum Caput Geneseos animalibus carnivoris comparasse Noë cibum convenientem (id est, carnes aliorum animalium), introducendo in Arcam magnum numerum animalium pertinentium ad cibatum et victum carnivororum. Origeni assensus est et subscripsit Buteo. Firmamentum huius opinionis illud unum est: naturale esse quibusdam animalibus esse tantum carnivora; nemo enim leonem, aquilam vel accipitrem alio cibo atque carnibus uti vidit; quod autem naturale est alicui generi animalium, id ei semper convenit; quae igitur nunc tantum sunt carnivora, ubique atque omni tempore carnivora fuerunt.
But Origen thought the contrary, affirmatively writing in homily 2 on the sixth chapter of Genesis that Noah procured for the carnivorous animals suitable food (that is, the flesh of other animals), by bringing into the Ark a great number of animals pertaining to the feeding and sustenance of the carnivores. Buteo assented to and subscribed to Origen. The one support of this opinion is this: that it is natural to certain animals to be only carnivorous; for no one has seen a lion, an eagle, or a hawk use any other food than flesh; and what is natural to some kind of animals is always suitable to it; those, therefore, that are now only carnivorous were everywhere and at all times carnivorous.6



Verum ad hanc rationem triplex datur responsum. Quidam respondent, licet naturale sit carnivoris vesci carnibus, Dei tamen omnipotentia factum esse ut, quoad ea fuerunt in Arca, sine carnibus viverent et aliis cibis pascerentur. Nam si alia quaedam miracula circa illa animalia et circa ipsam Arcam facta esse a Deo credimus, cur non hoc etiam tunc a Deo factum esse credendum putemus? Alii respondent cibum carnium propterea dici naturalem carnivoris, quod sit is omnium maxime conveniens eorum naturae, et idcirco avide et salubriter ab illis capiatur; non autem eo dici naturalem, quod simpliciter et omnino sit eis necessarius — quemadmodum respirantibus animalibus dicitur respiratio naturalis, non tantum quod sit eis maxime conveniens et utilis, sed etiam quia sit plane necessaria, ut sine ea vitam ducere non possint. Ergo carnivora, cum habere possunt carnes, his tantum vescuntur, posthabitis aliis cibis; sed si habere eas non possint, etiam quibusdam aliis cibis ad explendam famem vescuntur.
But to this argument a threefold answer is given. Some answer that, although it is natural for carnivores to feed on flesh, yet by the omnipotence of God it came about that, as long as they were in the Ark, they lived without flesh and were fed on other foods. For if we believe that certain other miracles were done by God concerning those animals and the Ark itself, why should we not think that this too is to be believed to have then been done by God? Others answer that the food of flesh is called natural to carnivores because it is of all [foods] the most suitable to their nature, and is therefore eagerly and wholesomely taken by them; not, however, that it is called natural because it is simply and entirely necessary to them — just as to breathing animals respiration is called natural, not only because it is most suitable and useful to them, but also because it is plainly necessary, so that without it they cannot lead life. Therefore carnivores, when they can have flesh, feed only on this, other foods being set aside; but if they cannot have it, they feed also on certain other foods to satisfy hunger.7



SED mihi praeter cetera tertium illud responsum placet: naturale ali[quid]…
But to me, beyond the rest, that third answer pleases: that ‘natural’ [is said of] some[thing]…8



…aliquid dici dupliciter: vel quod per se consequitur naturam specificam et fluit ex principiis eius essentialibus, et hoc semper convenit rei nec ullo tempore mutari potest (quemadmodum naturale homini est esse risibilem); vel naturale appellatur quod naturam individualem et corporis temperamentum consequitur. Et quia temperamentum corporis tum variata aetate, tum alias ob causas variatur, hinc accidit ut quod una aliqua aetate naturale est homini, id ei alia in aetate non sit naturale. Naturale enim homini est in infantia non vesci carnibus, sed materno lacte ali; contra tamen evenit adulta iam aetate. Cum igitur vis et praestantia plantarum et ratio temperamenti animalium dissimilis admodum fuerit ante atque post diluvium, nulli debet mirum videri animalibus quae nunc sunt naturaliter carnivora, ante diluvium ex frugibus, herbis et arborum fructibus naturalem fuisse cibum.
…something is called ‘natural’ in two ways: either [that] which follows of itself from the specific nature and flows from its essential principles — and this is always suitable to the thing, nor can it be changed at any time (as it is natural to man to be capable of laughter); or [that] is called natural which follows the individual nature and the temperament of the body. And because the temperament of the body is varied, both by change of age and for other causes, hence it happens that what at one age is natural to man is not natural to him at another age. For it is natural to man in infancy not to feed on flesh, but to be nourished with mother's milk; the contrary, however, happens at adult age. Since, therefore, the force and excellence of plants, and the ratio of the temperament of animals, was quite different before and after the flood, it ought to seem strange to no one that, for the animals which are now naturally carnivorous, before the flood the natural food was from crops, herbs, and the fruits of trees.9



EGO igitur in opinionem Augustini (eadem autem fuit etiam Basilii homil. 11 in Genesim) toto feror assensu. Videor autem mihi tripliciter posse argumentari nullum fuisse in Arca Noë carnivorum animal. Primo, quia nullum ante diluvium fuit animal carnivorum, esusque carnium tam hominibus quam animalibus non nisi post diluvium in usu esse coeptus est. Verum quia hoc non indiligenter disputatum et tractatum a nobis est priori Tomo horum Commentariorum in Genesim, sub finem quarti libri, semel dicta supervacaneum fuerit iterare.
I, therefore, am carried with full assent into the opinion of Augustine (and the same was also that of Basil, homily 11 on Genesis). And I think I can argue in three ways that there was no carnivorous animal in the Ark of Noah. First, because there was no carnivorous animal before the flood, and the eating of flesh, both for men and for animals, began to be in use only after the flood. But because this has been disputed and treated by us not carelessly in the former volume of these Commentaries on Genesis, toward the end of the fourth book, it would be superfluous to repeat what has been once said.10



Deinde numerum omnium animalium quae ingressa sunt in Arcam habemus expresse — nec semel — a Deo praescriptum ac definitum: bina dico ex qualibet specie immundorum, septena vero mundorum, videlicet tam ad conservationem cuiusque speciei tum ad usum sacrificiorum. De animalibus vero ad cibatum carnivororum pertinentibus nulla usquam mentio facta est. Nam quod huic rationi occurrens Buteo ait, eiusmodi animalia comprehensa esse illo generali mandato Dei de omnibus escis in Arcam importandis (cum dixit Noë: Tolles ex omnibus escis quae mandi possunt, et comportabis apud te, et erunt tam tibi quam illis in escam): hoc, inquam, nec fidem facit nec rationem nostram enervat. Mosi enim convenientius erat de animalibus ad cibatum carnivororum comparandis mentionem facere cum praefiniebatur numerus omnium animalium quae introducenda erant in Arcam; praesertim vero cum sequenti Capite 7 saepius fiat mentio et repetatur numerus omnium animalium quae fuerunt in Arca, nec usquam tamen ullum sit verbum de istis animalibus.
Next, we have the number of all the animals that entered the Ark expressly — and more than once — prescribed and defined by God: two, I say, of each species of the unclean, but seven of the clean, namely both for the preservation of each species and for the use of sacrifices. But of animals pertaining to the food of carnivores, no mention is anywhere made. For as to what Buteo, meeting this argument, says — that animals of this kind were comprehended in that general command of God about all foods to be brought into the Ark (when he said to Noah: “Thou shalt take of all foods that can be eaten, and thou shalt lay it up with thee, and it shall be food both for thee and for them”) — this, I say, neither produces conviction nor weakens our argument. For it would have been more fitting for Moses to make mention of animals to be procured for the food of carnivores when the number of all the animals that were to be brought into the Ark was being predefined; especially since in the following chapter 7 mention is more often made, and the number of all the animals that were in the Ark is repeated, and yet nowhere is there any word about those animals [for carnivore food].11



His accedit quod tantus animalium quae alendis omnibus carnivoris in unum annum sufficerent numerus plus nimio opplesset et gravasset Arcam, ingensque fuisset paucorum illorum hominum idemque molestissimus maximeque foedus et sordidus labor, instar lanionum quotidie tot animalia in cibatum carnivororum laniantium et in singulorum mansiones deferentium ac dispensantium: praesertim in Arca per unum annum omnibus ex partibus clausa.
To these is added that so great a number of animals as would suffice to feed all the carnivores for one year would have filled and burdened the Ark more than enough, and it would have been a huge — and likewise most troublesome, and especially foul and squalid — labor for those few men, like butchers daily slaughtering so many animals for the food of the carnivores, and carrying and dispensing [them] into the dwellings of the individual [beasts]: especially in an Ark closed on all sides for one year.12



Translator’s notes
	§103. The carnivore-food question, with Augustine's brief solution. Margin: Augustine. ↩
	Augustine, City of God, bk. 15, last ch., on the carnivores' food. ↩
	Augustine's four solutions, enumerated by Pererius. Continues on p. 282. ↩
	Augustine's four solutions completed. ↩
	Margin: Cajetan on Genesis, ch. 6. ↩
	§104. Origen and Buteo's contrary view (real flesh-food carried in the Ark). Margins: Origen; John Buteo, in his book on Noah's Ark. ↩
	The first two of the three replies to Origen/Buteo. ↩
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	§105 (concluded): two senses of ‘natural’ — so a diet ‘natural’ now need not have been natural before the flood. NOTE: this page's running folio misprints ‘274’ for 214. ↩
	§106. Pererius's own position (no carnivore was carnivorous in the Ark), with the first of three arguments. Margins: Basil; Gen. 9. ↩
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	The third argument (the impracticality of a year's slaughter). Continues on p. 284. ↩




FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Ark was capacious of all the provisions and foods that would be enough for the year's sustenance of the animals

LatineEnglish


FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Ark was capacious of all the provisions and foods that would be enough for the year's sustenance of the animals.
DECIMAQUARTA DISPUTATIO. An capax fuerit Arca omnium cibariorum et escarum quae ad annuum victum animalium satis essent.



RESTAT earum omnium quaestionum, quas de iis quae fuerunt in arca hoc libro undecimo tractare institui, extrema illa quaestio paucis explicanda: num Arca Noë continendis omnibus cibariis, quae in unum annum alendis cunctis animalibus satis essent, sufficiens fuerit. Verum sine dubitatione dixerim tertiam partem Arcae, cibariis animalium capiendis et conservandis supra destinatam et assignatam, omnium earum escarum abunde capacem fuisse: idque breviter ad hunc modum demonstrari potest. Terrestrium et quadrupedum animalium, quantum ad copiam cibatus, propter eorum magnitudinem et voracitatem praecipue ratio habenda est: namque avibus et reptilibus, in comparatione illorum, parum cibatus et cibatui parum in Arca loci satis fuit. Terrestria vero animalia in arcam ingressa supra constituimus quasi centum lupos, centumque ac viginti boves, et item centum et viginti oves.
There remains, of all those questions which I undertook to treat in this eleventh book concerning the things that were in the ark, that last question, to be explained in a few words: whether the Ark of Noah was sufficient for containing all the provisions that would be enough for feeding all the animals for one year. But without hesitation I would say that the third part of the Ark — above destined and assigned for taking in and preserving the provisions of the animals — was abundantly capacious of all those foods: and this can be briefly demonstrated in this way. Of the terrestrial and quadruped animals, account must especially be taken as regards the quantity of food, on account of their size and voracity: for, in comparison with these, little food and little room in the Ark for food sufficed for the birds and reptiles. The terrestrial animals that entered the ark we established above as, so to speak, one hundred wolves, one hundred and twenty oxen, and likewise one hundred and twenty sheep.1



Verum planioris doctrinae gratia, haec omnia (quantum ad indigentiam cibariorum) ad mensuram boum redigamus, et unum quemlibet lupum (quantum ad indigentiam et consumptionem cibi) uno bove aestimemus; de ovibus autem quatuor aestimemus uno bove: sic fiet ut numerus omnium illorum terrestrium animalium reducatur ad ducentos et quinquaginta boves. Videamus an huic numero boum tantum cibariorum illa pars Arcae capere potuerit, quantum illis satis esset in unum annum. Et quia inter cibaria fenum loci plurimum occupat, ad huius mensuram et rationem cetera cibaria redigantur. Singulis bobus, cum illi copiosissimo indigent cibatu, quadraginta pondo sive libras feni esse satis superque in victum quotidianum, auctor est Columella libro sexto de Re rustica, capite tertio. Haec feni mensura in fenili bene compressi vix implet unum cubitum solitum: ducentis igitur quinquaginta bobus in quotidianum victum assignentur ducenta et quinquaginta cubita feni, quae per trecentos sexaginta quinque dies anni multiplicata, efficiunt unum et nonaginta millia superque ducenta quinquaginta cubita.
But for the sake of plainer teaching, let us reduce all these (as regards their need of provisions) to the measure of oxen, and reckon each single wolf (as regards its need and consumption of food) as one ox; but of sheep, let us reckon four as one ox: so it will come about that the number of all those terrestrial animals is reduced to two hundred and fifty oxen. Let us see whether, for this number of oxen, that part of the Ark could hold as much provisions as would be enough for them for one year. And because among provisions hay occupies the most room, let the other provisions be reduced to the measure and reckoning of this. That for each ox — since they need the most copious food — forty pounds of hay are more than enough for the daily sustenance, is the testimony of Columella, in the sixth book On Agriculture, chapter three. This measure of hay, well compressed in a loft, scarcely fills one ordinary cubit [i.e., cubic cubit]: let there therefore be assigned, to two hundred and fifty oxen for daily sustenance, two hundred and fifty cubits of hay, which, multiplied by the three hundred and sixty-five days of the year, make ninety-one thousand and, besides, two hundred and fifty cubits.2



EXPENDAMUS nunc capacitatem illius tertiae partis Arcae quae fenum istud continere debebat: tota Arca (ut supradictum est) longa erat trecentis cubitis, lata quinquaginta, alta vero triginta; tota vero eius capacitas erat quadringentorum quinquaginta mille cubitorum. Illa vero tertia pars Arcae aeque longa et lata erat atque tota Arca, alta vero tantum octo cubitis: quapropter capacitas eius con[tinebat]…
Let us now weigh the capacity of that third part of the Ark which had to contain that hay: the whole Ark (as was said above) was three hundred cubits long, fifty wide, and thirty high; and its whole capacity was four hundred and fifty thousand [cubic] cubits. But that third part of the Ark was as long and as wide as the whole Ark, but only eight cubits high: wherefore its capacity con[tained]…3



…continebat solidorum cubitorum centum viginti millia, plus videlicet quam erat totum illud fenum, viginti septem mille et insuper septingentis quinquaginta cubitis. Viden' igitur, lector, quanto plus cibariorum contineri potuerit quam opus erat? Atque haec quidem ratiocinatio et computatio procedit, si ponamus animalia illa toto eo tempore quo fuere in Arca non alio cibo usa esse quam feno, quod plurimum loci occupat. Verum cum quaecunque pabulis utuntur multo avidius salubriusque vescantur frugibus, ut hordeo, farre, vicea aliisque similibus, credibilius est ex his comparatum fuisse animalibus cibatum a Noë: ut quae, quanto liberius eduntur ab illis, tanto minori loco continentur.
…contained one hundred and twenty thousand solid (cubic) cubits — more, that is, than that whole [quantity of] hay by twenty-seven thousand seven hundred and fifty cubits. Do you see, then, reader, how much more provisions could be contained than was needed? And this reasoning and computation proceeds if we suppose that those animals, during all the time they were in the Ark, used no other food than hay, which occupies the most room. But since whatever animals use fodder feed much more eagerly and wholesomely on grains — such as barley, spelt, vetch, and other similar things — it is more credible that the food was procured for the animals by Noah from these: inasmuch as they, the more freely they are eaten, are contained in the less room.4



SED quia fortasse non deerunt qui praefracte contendant animalia carnivora, dum fuerunt in arca, non alio cibo quam carnibus vesci et ali potuisse: age, dissimulata interim veritate quam supra secuti et tutati sumus, et hoc demus istis, quo manifestior sit Arcae capacitas, ostendentibus nobis etiamsi Carnivororum in Arca victus ex carnibus fuisset, non tamen animalibus ad cibatum eorum necessariis locum in arca defuisse. Omnia carnivora animalia supra redegimus ad rationem et numerum centum luporum. Cuilibet lupo octava pars ovis in quotidianum alimentum satis est: ad quotidianum igitur centum luporum cibatum ovibus duodecim et dimidia opus fuit; qui numerus per unius anni trecentos sexaginta quinque dies multiplicatus, oves quater mille quingentas sexaginta duas et dimidiam continet.
But because there will perhaps not be lacking those who obstinately contend that the carnivorous animals, while they were in the ark, could be fed by no other food than flesh: come, the truth which we above followed and defended being for the moment set aside, let us grant this to them — that the capacity of the Ark may be the more manifest — we showing that, even if the food of the Carnivores in the Ark had been of flesh, nevertheless room would not have been lacking in the ark for the animals necessary for their feeding. All the carnivorous animals we above reduced to the reckoning and number of one hundred wolves. For each wolf an eighth part of a sheep is enough for daily nourishment: for the daily feeding of one hundred wolves, therefore, twelve and a half sheep were needed; which number, multiplied by the three hundred and sixty-five days of one year, contains four thousand five hundred and sixty-two and a half sheep.5



Quarum ovium, praeter centum septuaginta paria animalium quae supra diximus in arcam esse ingressa, capacem fuisse arcam eo licet intelligere, quod de trecentis mansionibus habitationi animalium comparatis vacuae relictae sunt centum triginta, in quibus magna pars istarum cibariarum ovium stabulari potuit: cum quaelibet earum mansionum, alta novem cubitis, longa sex totidemque lata, multarum ovium capax esset. Quae autem superessent oves, eas in variis Arcae locis vacantibus, quae multa erant, collocare licuit, maxime vero in habitatione hominum, ut quae amplissima esset et expeditissima. Nec est illud non hoc loco animadvertendum, numerum illarum cibariarum ovium multum in dies singulos diminutum iri, quotidie scilicet deficientibus plus duodecim ovibus, quae quotidiano Carnivororum animalium cibatu absumebantur. Atque haec nobis de iis quae fuerunt in Arca Noë disputanda et explicanda visa sunt.
That the ark was capacious of these sheep — besides the one hundred and seventy pairs of animals which we said above entered the ark — one may understand from this: that of the three hundred dwellings provided for the habitation of the animals, one hundred and thirty were left empty, in which a great part of these provision-sheep could be stalled, since each of those dwellings (nine cubits high, six long, and as many wide) was capacious of many sheep. And the sheep that were left over, those it was possible to place in the various vacant places of the Ark, which were many — but especially in the habitation of the men, as being the most spacious and most free. Nor is this not to be noted here: that the number of those provision-sheep would be much diminished day by day, more than twelve sheep daily failing [being used up], which were consumed in the daily feeding of the Carnivorous animals. And these are the things which seemed to us to be disputed and explained concerning the things that were in the Ark of Noah.6



Translator’s notes
	§107. The provisions calculation begins. ↩
	The terrestrial animals reduced to 250 ‘oxen’; their hay = 91,250 cubic cubits/year. Margin: Columella. ↩
	Whole Ark = 450,000 cubic cubits; the food deck (8 cubits high) computed on p. 285. Continues on p. 285. ↩
	Food deck = 120,000 cubic cubits, well over the 91,250 needed; and grains take even less room than hay. ↩
	§108. Even granting a flesh diet: 100 wolves × ⅛ sheep/day × 365 = 4,562½ sheep/year. ↩
	Conclusion of §108 and of Liber XI: room even for a year's flesh-supply, with the stock dwindling daily. ↩
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THE TWELFTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, WHICH CONCERNS THE GENERATION, INCREASE, AND STATE OF THE FLOOD.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER DUODECIMUS, QUI EST DE DILUVII GENERATIONE, INCREMENTO ET STATU.



Translator’s notes
	Title page of Liber XII. Section numbering restarts at §1. ↩




From the seventh chapter of the book of Genesis
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From the seventh chapter of the book of Genesis.
Ex capite septimo libri Geneseos.



“In the six hundredth year of the life of Noah, in the second month, on the seventeenth day of the month, all the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and the …

LatineEnglish


Anno sexcentesimo vitae Noë, mense secundo, septimo decimo die mensis, rupti sunt omnes fontes abyssi magnae, et cataractae caeli apertae sunt. Et facta est pluvia super terram quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus. In articulo diei illius ingressus est Noë, et Sem et Cham et Iaphet filii eius, uxor eius et uxores filiorum eius cum eis, in arcam: ipsi et omne animal secundum genus suum, universaque iumenta in genere suo, et omne quod movetur super terram in genere suo, cunctumque volatile secundum genus suum. Universae aves cunctaeque volucres ingressae sunt Noë in arcam, bina et bina ex omni carne in qua erat spiritus vitae. Et quae ingressa sunt, masculus et femina ex omni carne introierunt, sicut praeceperat ei Deus: et inclusit eum Dominus deforis. Factumque est diluvium quadraginta diebus…
“In the six hundredth year of the life of Noah, in the second month, on the seventeenth day of the month, all the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and the floodgates of heaven were opened; and the rain fell upon the earth forty days and forty nights. In the selfsame day Noah, and Shem and Ham and Japheth his sons, his wife and the three wives of his sons with them, went into the ark: they and every beast according to its kind, and all the cattle in their kind, and everything that moveth upon the earth according to its kind, and every fowl according to its kind. All birds, and all that fly, went in to Noah into the ark, two and two of all flesh, wherein was the breath of life. And they that went in, went in male and female of all flesh, as God had commanded him: and the Lord shut him in on the outside. And the flood was forty days…1



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 7:11–17 (verse numbers marked in the margin). Continues on p. 287. ↩




…upon the earth; and the waters increased, and lifted up the ark on high from the earth. For they overflowed exceedingly, and filled all things on the face of the earth …

LatineEnglish


…super terram, et multiplicatae sunt aquae, et elevaverunt arcam in sublime a terra. Vehementer enim inundaverunt, et omnia repleverunt in superficie terrae: porro arca ferebatur super aquas. Et aquae praevaluerunt nimis super terram, opertique sunt omnes montes excelsi sub universo caelo. Quindecim cubitis altior fuit aqua super omnes montes quos operuerat. Consumptaque est omnis caro quae movebatur super terram, volucrum, animantium, bestiarum, omniumque reptilium quae reptant super terram: universi homines, et cuncta in quibus spiraculum vitae est in terra, mortua sunt. Et delevit omnem substantiam quae erat super terram, ab homine usque ad pecus, tam reptile quam volucres caeli, et deleta sunt de terra: remansit autem solus Noë, et qui cum eo erant in arca. Obtinueruntque aquae terram centum quinquaginta diebus.
…upon the earth; and the waters increased, and lifted up the ark on high from the earth. For they overflowed exceedingly, and filled all things on the face of the earth: and the ark was carried upon the waters. And the waters prevailed beyond measure upon the earth, and all the high mountains under the whole heaven were covered. The water was fifteen cubits higher than the mountains which it covered. And all flesh was destroyed that moved upon the earth — of fowl, of living creatures, of beasts, and of all creeping things that creep upon the earth: all men, and all things in which is the breath of life upon the earth, died. And He destroyed all the substance that was upon the earth, from man even to beast, both the creeping thing and the fowls of heaven; and they were destroyed from the earth: and Noah only remained, and they that were with him in the ark. And the waters prevailed upon the earth a hundred and fifty days.”1



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 7:18–24 (conclusion of the chapter). ↩




PREFACE
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PREFACE.
PRAEFATIO.



HISTORIAM diluvii Noëtici tam subtiliter et distincte atque enucleate exposuit Moses, ut nihil fere ad eam rem pertinens et dignum cognitu, etiam a curioso lectore, requiri possit, quod non ab eo vel expressum sit vel indicatum, vel non ex his quae ab eo prodita sunt facile coniici et comprehendi queat. Declaravit enim Moses quando inceptum sit diluvium, quo modo factum, quibus ex causis profectum, quam late patens quamque super terram elatum in sublime, quantum damni et exitii importaverit, quanto tempore terram aquis obrutam tenuerit, quando diminui et qua ex causa coeperit, quo primum in loco et quanto tempore ab initio diluvii arca consederit, quemadmodum Noë diminutionem et cessationem diluvii exploraverit atque perspexerit, quando finitum sit dilu[vium]…
Moses has set forth the history of Noah's flood so subtly and distinctly and clearly that scarcely anything pertaining to that matter and worthy of knowledge could be sought, even by a curious reader, which has not been either expressed or indicated by him, or cannot easily be conjectured and understood from the things reported by him. For Moses declared when the flood began, in what manner it came about, from what causes it proceeded, how widely it extended and how high it was raised above the earth, how much damage and destruction it brought, for how long it held the earth overwhelmed with waters, when and from what cause it began to diminish, in what place first and after how long from the beginning of the flood the ark settled, how Noah explored and observed the diminution and cessation of the flood, when the flood end[ed]…1



…diluvium, et Noë cum suis atque cum animalibus arca egressus [sit]; quemadmodum Deo gratissimum offerens Noë sacrificium, laetissimis ab eo promissis recreatus sit atque confirmatus.
…the flood, and [when] Noah with his family and with the animals went out of the ark; how Noah, offering a sacrifice most pleasing to God, was refreshed and confirmed by the most joyful promises [given] by him.2



COEPTUM est fieri diluvium anno sexcentesimo vitae Noë, mense secundo, decimo septimo die mensis. Causae diluvii praeter Deum fuere: ruptio omnium fontium abyssi magnae, et reseratio cataractarum caeli, et quadraginta dierum atque noctium continua densissimaque pluvia. Amplitudo diluvii tanta fuit ut omnem terrarum orbem operiret; altitudo vero tanta ut celsissimos terrae montes quindecim cubitis transcenderet. Obtinuit porro diluvium terram, prius quam diminui coeperit, centum quinquaginta diebus. Exinde coepit diminui diluvium, partim immisso vento siccante et urente, partim clausis fontibus abyssi caelique cataractis et prohibita pluvia. Arca requievit super montes Armeniae mense septimo et decimo septimo die mensis; cacumina montium apparuerunt primo die mensis decimi.
The flood began in the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month, on the seventeenth day of the month. The causes of the flood, besides God, were: the breaking-open of all the fountains of the great deep, and the unbarring of the floodgates of heaven, and the continuous and most dense rain of forty days and nights. The breadth of the flood was so great that it covered the whole world; and the height so great that it surpassed the highest mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits. The flood, moreover, held the earth, before it began to diminish, for one hundred and fifty days. Thereafter the flood began to diminish — partly by a drying and burning wind sent upon it, partly by the closing of the fountains of the deep and the floodgates of heaven, and the rain being checked. The ark rested upon the mountains of Armenia in the seventh month, on the seventeenth day of the month; the tops of the mountains appeared on the first day of the tenth month.3



Ad explorandam autem cessationem diluvii emisit Noë corvum et bis columbam, quae secundo reversa, ferensque ramum oleae virentibus frondibus, significavit cessasse diluvium. Anno sexcentesimo primo, primo mense, die prima mensis, terra exsiccata est; et mense secundo ac vigesimo septimo die eius mensis penitus arefacta est terra, et Noë egressus est cum familia sua et cum animalibus. Qui, quam primum aedificato altari, de cunctis pecoribus et volucribus mundis holocaustum obtulit acceptissimum Deo, a quo promissum accepit nunquam deinceps vastatam et perditam iri diluvio universam terram. Atque haec est summa narrationis Mosaicae, in qua consummantur duo capita libri Geneseos, septimum et octavum, quae sunt a nobis hoc duodecimo et hunc proxime sequenti decimo tertio libro explananda. In septimo capite describitur initium et incrementum diluvii; in octavo, diminutio et cessatio eius.
And to explore the cessation of the flood, Noah sent out a raven, and twice a dove — which, returning the second time and bearing a branch of olive with green leaves, signified that the flood had ceased. In the six hundred and first year, in the first month, on the first day of the month, the earth was dried; and in the second month, on the twenty-seventh day of that month, the earth was utterly dried up, and Noah went out with his family and with the animals. He, an altar being built as soon as possible, offered from all the clean cattle and birds a holocaust most acceptable to God, from whom he received the promise that never thereafter would the whole earth be laid waste and destroyed by a flood. And this is the sum of the Mosaic narrative, in which two chapters of the book of Genesis are comprised — the seventh and the eighth — which are to be explained by us in this twelfth and in the next following thirteenth book. In the seventh chapter is described the beginning and increase of the flood; in the eighth, its diminution and cessation.4



Translator’s notes
	Preface to Liber XII: praise of the completeness of Moses' narrative. Continues on p. 288. ↩
	Conclusion of the Preface's summary of the narrative's contents. ↩
	§1. A connected summary of the flood's chronology (the Preface's narrative). Margin: “Of what matters of the Flood Moses treats.” ↩
	Conclusion of the Preface: the plan of Books 12–13 (Genesis 7 and 8). ↩




FIRST DISPUTATION. On the year in which the Flood occurred, upon those words (verse 11): “In the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month, on the …
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FIRST DISPUTATION. On the year in which the Flood occurred, upon those words (verse 11): “In the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month, on the seventeenth day of the month,” etc.
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. De anno quo factum est Diluvium, super illis verbis (vers. 11): Anno sexcentesimo vitae Noë, in mense secundo, decimo [septimo] die mensis, etc.



NOTATUR his verbis tempus quo Noëticum diluvium fieri coeptum est, sicut infra signatur tempus quo finitum est, ut, principio eius fineque notatis, quanta eius fuerit diuturnitas et quam longinqua Noë in Arca commoratio liquido notum esset.
By these words is noted the time at which Noah's flood began to occur, just as below is marked the time at which it ended — so that, its beginning and end being noted, how great was its duration, and how long Noah's stay in the Ark, might be clearly known.



Sed cur Noë septem ante initium diluvii diebus iussus a Deo est (ut docet Moses capite 7) in arcam ingredi? Hic nugantur more suo Hebraei, septem illos dies consumptos esse a Noë in luctu propter mortem avi sui Mathusalem: quem quidem etsi constat ipso diluvii anno excessisse, an is tamen septem tantum diebus, an multo pluribus diebus aut etiam mensibus ante diluvium decesserit, incertum est. Illud profecto credibile sit, Noë per illos septem dies omnia quae in Arca erant, prius quam procellis diluvii iactaretur et divexaretur Arca, disposuisse atque ordinasse, suo quaeque loco apte collocando, ut omnia essent ad hominum et animalium habitationem atque usum, ita ut opus futurum erat, maxime accommodata.
But why was Noah commanded by God, seven days before the beginning of the flood (as Moses teaches in chapter 7), to enter the ark? Here the Hebrews trifle, after their manner, [saying] that those seven days were spent by Noah in mourning for the death of his grandfather Methuselah — who, although it is agreed that he died in the very year of the flood, yet whether he departed only seven days, or many more days or even months, before the flood, is uncertain. This indeed may be credible: that Noah, during those seven days — before the Ark should be tossed and shaken by the storms of the flood — arranged and ordered all the things that were in the Ark, placing each fitly in its own place, so that all things might be most suitably adapted to the habitation and use of men and animals, as the need would be.1



NEC non et illa probabilis causa est quam Beatus Ambrosius attigit: propterea Noë per illos septem dies inclusum in arcam expectasse diluvium, ut ceteri, cernentes Noë metu imminentis diluvii sese in arcam inclusisse, saltem illo extremo tempore commoverentur pavore instantis exitii et converterentur ad agendam poenitentiam; neque enim, si voluissent, illo paucorum dierum spatio et poenitentiam rite agere et iram Dei placare non potuissent. Non est otiosum, inquit Ambrosius, quod nec plures nec pauciores quam septem interpositi sint dies, tot scilicet quot in constitutione mundi fuerunt. Sex enim diebus factus est mundus, septimo autem die requievit Deus ab operibus suis: quo declaravit indicio ipsum se auctorem esse mundi atque diluvii. Mundum propter bonitatem suam condidit, diluvium fecit nostrorum merito delictorum. Admoniti sunt igitur homines, vel ex numero dierum quibus mundus est conditus, quod conditorem suum non lacrimis solum et precatione, sed correctione morum reconciliare debuerant.
There is also that probable cause which St. Ambrose touched on: that Noah, shut up in the ark during those seven days, awaited the flood, in order that the rest — seeing that Noah had shut himself in the ark from fear of the imminent flood — might at least at that last time be moved by dread of the impending destruction and be converted to doing penance; for not even, if they had wished, would they have been unable, in that space of a few days, both to do penance duly and to appease the wrath of God. “It is not idle,” says Ambrose, “that neither more nor fewer than seven days were interposed — as many, that is, as there were in the constitution of the world. For in six days the world was made, and on the seventh day God rested from his works: by which token he declared that he himself is the author both of the world and of the flood. The world he founded on account of his goodness; the flood he made by the desert of our offenses. Men were therefore admonished, even by the number of days in which the world was created, that they ought to have reconciled their Creator not by tears and prayer alone, but by the correction of their morals.”2



Ergo spatium dedit ad poenitentiam Dominus, magis volens ignoscere quam punire, ut imminentis diluvii terrore suspensos ad veniam cogeret postulandam, quo, cum periculum futurae mortis horrescunt, impietati atque iniustitiae renuntiarent. Sic Ambrosius. SED illud hoc loco quaestionem affert: An, cum incepit diluvium, Noë sexcentesimum vitae annum expleverat, an inierat tantum?
“Therefore the Lord gave a space for penance, wishing rather to pardon than to punish, that he might compel those held in suspense by the terror of the imminent flood to beg for pardon — whereby, while they dread the peril of coming death, they might renounce impiety and injustice.” So Ambrose. But this raises a question in this place: whether, when the flood began, Noah had completed the six hundredth year of his life, or had only entered it?3



Cum dicitur diluvium coepisse sexcentesimo anno vitae Noë, quaeritur utrum intelligere oporteat illum sexcentesimum annum fuisse expletum, an tantummodo inchoatum. Utroque enim modo potest intelligi. Ac debere intelligi non completum sed inchoatum, multi sunt auctores — Lyranus, Tostatus, Caietanus, Oleaster aliique — cum in suis Commentariis hunc locum Mosis interpretantur. Adiuvat sane hanc interpretationem usitata computandi ratio, et olim et hodieque. Sic enim mos est computari annos Principum, ut, si quid illi initio tertii vel quarti anni principatus sui faciant, id fecisse eos anno tertio vel quarto sui principatus vulgo usurpetur, et in publica monumenta vel acta referatur.
When it is said that the flood began in the six hundredth year of Noah's life, it is asked whether one ought to understand that six hundredth year to have been completed, or only begun. For it can be understood in either way. And that it ought to be understood not completed but begun, there are many authors — Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan, Oleaster, and others — when in their Commentaries they interpret this passage of Moses. This interpretation is indeed helped by the customary manner of reckoning, both formerly and today. For such is the custom of reckoning the years of Princes, that, if they do anything at the beginning of the third or fourth year of their reign, it is commonly said that they did it in the third or fourth year of their reign, and is recorded in the public monuments or records.4



AT enim vero mihi quidem contra videtur sentiendum: arbitror enim sexcentesimum illum annum non tantum fuisse inchoatum, sed plane completum, exactis praeterea quadraginta septem diebus anni sexcentesimi primi. Et hanc meam interpretationem atque sententiam tribus argumentis firmare possum. Principio, si annus ille sexcentesimus tantum inchoatus erat per unum mensem et paulo plus dimidio, ergo Arca fuisset fabricata uno et dimidio mense, siquidem Noë quingentorum annorum fuisse dicitur prius quam mandatum a Deo accepit de fabricanda Arca. Sed nec est credibile tanta brevitate temporis potuisse tantum opus absolvi, et reclamant plerique doctores a quibus proditum est annos circiter centum in fabricanda Arca esse transactos. Illud praeterea sequitur, inter denuntiationem diluvii et eius adventum minus duobus mensibus intercessisse — siquidem denuntiatio diluvii facta est a Deo post quingentesimum annum Noë, ut Moses supra narravit; atqui Deus post denuntiationem diluvii usque ad eius adventum tempus centum viginti annorum ad agendam poenitentiam mortalibus indulsit.
But to me, indeed, it seems the contrary should be thought: for I judge that that six hundredth year was not only begun, but plainly completed, with forty-seven days of the six hundred and first year besides being elapsed. And this interpretation and opinion of mine I can establish by three arguments. First, if that six hundredth year had been begun only by one month and a little more than half, then the Ark would have been built in one and a half months — since Noah is said to have been five hundred years old before he received the command from God about building the Ark. But neither is it credible that so great a work could have been completed in so brief a time; and most doctors object, by whom it has been reported that about a hundred years were spent in building the Ark. This, moreover, follows: that between the announcement of the flood and its coming less than two months intervened — since the announcement of the flood was made by God after Noah's five hundredth year, as Moses narrated above; and yet God, after the announcement of the flood until its coming, granted to mortals the time of a hundred and twenty years for doing penance.5



VERUM huic rationi occurrerent isti: cum supra dictum est fuisse Noë quingentorum annorum, similiter intelligi debere de quingentesimo anno tantum inchoato, non autem expleto; quamobrem a denuntiatione diluvii et Dei mandato de Arca fabricanda usque ad ipsum diluvium centum anni praeterierunt. Sed istis adversatur B. Augustinus, affirmans Noë, cum ei praecepit Deus de fabricanda Arca, fuisse quadringentorum et octoginta annorum. Deinde, si, cum coepit diluvium, erat inchoatus tantum sexcentesimus annus Noë et non impletus, ergo ab exordio mundi usque ad diluvium non fluxissent mille sexcenti quinquaginta sex anni (tot nempe recensentur ab optimis quibusque Chronographis), sed numerari oportere secundum istos mille quinquaginta sex [1656 vs. 1655?].
But these [authors] would meet this argument: that, since it was said above that Noah was five hundred years old, it ought similarly to be understood of the five hundredth year only begun, not completed; wherefore from the announcement of the flood and God's command about building the Ark up to the flood itself a hundred years passed. But St. Augustine opposes them, affirming that Noah, when God commanded him about building the Ark, was four hundred and eighty years old. Next, if, when the flood began, only the six hundredth year of Noah was begun and not completed, then from the beginning of the world up to the flood there would not have flowed one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years (for so many are reckoned by all the best Chronographers), but, according to these [authors], it would be necessary to count one fewer.6



ILLUD denique hoc ipsum evidenter demonstrat, quod infra Capite nono scriptum est Noë post diluvium vixisse trecentos quinquaginta annos, omnes autem dies vitae Noë fuisse nongentorum et quinquaginta annorum. At enim si, ut isti aiunt, Noë cum coeptum est diluvium tantum per duos menses inchoaverat sexcentesimum annum, fieri non potuit ut, si post diluvium vixit trecentos quinquaginta annos, cum mortuus est fuerit nongentorum quinquaginta annorum, sed fuisse eum tantummodo octingentorum et quinquaginta annorum necesse est.
Finally, this very thing evidently demonstrates it: that below, in the ninth chapter, it is written that Noah lived three hundred and fifty years after the flood, and that all the days of Noah's life were nine hundred and fifty years. But if, as these [authors] say, Noah, when the flood began, had begun the six hundredth year only by two months, it could not be that, if he lived three hundred and fifty years after the flood, he was nine hundred and fifty years old when he died — but it would necessarily be that he was [fewer]. [The arithmetic of the third argument is corrupt in the OCR; Pererius's point is that the figures only reconcile if the 600th year was complete.]7



Translator’s notes
	§2. The seven days before the Flood. Margins: “Why Noah entered the ark seven days before the flood”; Gen. 5. ↩
	Ambrose's reason: the seven days mirror the seven of creation. Margins: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 13; Gen. 1; below, 2. ↩
	§3 begins (the year-reckoning question). Margin: “When the flood began to occur.” Continues on p. 290. ↩
	§3 (cont.). The ‘begun, not completed’ view. Margins: “Whether Noah had only begun, or had already completed, the 600th year”; Lyra; Tostatus; Cajetan; Oleaster. ↩
	Pererius's contrary view (year completed + 47 days), with the first argument. Margin: Gen. 6. ↩
	Second argument (and Augustine's 480-year datum). Margins: Augustine, City of God, bk. 15, ch. 24. [The second figure is garbled in the OCR; the point is the standard 1,656-year creation-to-Flood span would be reduced by one.] ↩
	Third argument, from Noah's total lifespan (Gen 9: 600 + 350 = 950). The OCR's ‘850’ appears to be a printing error. ↩
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SECOND DISPUTATION. When it is said that the flood occurred in the second month, of what year one ought to understand that second month to have been.
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. Cum dicitur factum esse diluvium mense secundo, cuius anni fuisse mensem illum secundum intelligere oporteat.



DIXIT Moses diluvium fieri coeptum esse decimo septimo die mensis secundi. Sed quaeritur cuius anni mensis ille fuerit secundus: an fuerit secundus mensis anni sexcentesimi vitae Noë, quem proxime ante nominavit Moses, an vero fuerit secundus mensis anni communis et usitati qui tunc agebatur. Duplex est Doctorum sententia. Plerique omnes putant mensem illum fuisse secundum anni qui tunc agebatur et, ut vulgo loquimur, anni tunc currentis. Anni vero, id temporis, computabatur ab exordio mundi: namque, ut Romani supputabant annos ab urbe condita, et nos Christiani ab ortu Salvatoris nostri, ita simillimum vero est homines qui fuere ante diluvium annos ab exordio mundi conditi numerare consuevisse. Ab initio autem mundi usque ad diluvium recensentur anni mille sexcenti quinquaginta sex: quapropter mensis ille quo coeptum est diluvium erat secundus mensis anni, ab orbe condito, millesimi sexcentesimi quinquagesimi sexti.
Moses said that the flood began on the seventeenth day of the second month. But it is asked, of what year that was the second month: whether it was the second month of the six hundredth year of Noah's life, which Moses just before named; or whether it was the second month of the common and customary year which was then being reckoned. There is a twofold opinion of the Doctors. Almost all think that that month was the second of the year which was then being reckoned, and, as we commonly say, of the year then current. And the year, at that time, was reckoned from the beginning of the world: for, just as the Romans counted years from the founding of the city, and we Christians from the birth of our Savior, so it is most likely that the men who lived before the flood were accustomed to count the years from the beginning of the founded world. And from the beginning of the world up to the flood are reckoned one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years: wherefore that month in which the flood began was the second month of the year 1656 from the founding of the world.1



VERUM ut de hoc inter istos convenit, ita de qualitate huius mensis variant illi sententias: quibusdam affirmantibus illum mensem fuisse verni temporis et respondentem nostro Maio; aliis vero contendentibus incidisse eum mensem in tempus Autumnale atque concurrisse cum nostro Novembri — idque argumentantibus ex eo, quod, licet diluvium Noëticum sine supernaturali omnipotentia Dei fieri non potuerit, non esse tamen negandum multas res naturales ad efficiendum aliqua ex parte diluvium a Deo esse adhibitas (qualis fuit ruptio omnium fontium abyssi magnae, reseratio cataractarum caeli, et continuatio pluviae per quadraginta dies). Similiter igitur par est credere Deum opportunissimum delegisse tempus anni efficiendo diluvio eidemque finiendo. Tempus autem idoneum inundationibus est hyemale, non autem aestivum, sicut contra, siccandae terrae et prohibendis pluviis aestivum opportunius est quam hyemale. Ergo consentaneum est diluvium incepisse ineunte hyeme, id est, circa Novembrem, durasse autem per totam hyemem; denique aestivo tempore siccatam esse terram finitumque diluvium.
But just as they agree about this [the year], so they vary in their opinions about the character of this month: some affirming that that month was of spring-time and corresponding to our May; but others contending that that month fell in the Autumnal season and coincided with our November — arguing this from the fact that, although Noah's flood could not have come about without the supernatural omnipotence of God, yet it is not to be denied that many natural things were employed by God for bringing about the flood in some part (such as the breaking-open of all the fountains of the great deep, the unbarring of the floodgates of heaven, and the continuation of rain for forty days). Similarly, therefore, it is reasonable to believe that God chose the most opportune time of the year for bringing about the flood, and for ending the same. Now the time suitable for inundations is winter, not summer; just as, on the contrary, for drying the earth and checking the rains, summer is more opportune than winter. Therefore it is fitting that the flood began at the onset of winter — that is, around November — and lasted through the whole winter; and finally that in the summer-time the earth was dried and the flood ended.2



At vero, si diluvium incepisset mense Maio, auctum fuisset et roboratum aestivo tempore, finitum autem media propemodum hyeme: omnia vero haec alienissima maximeque contraria anni tempestate essent facta. Et haec quidem est sententia fere Hebraeorum, cui subscribunt Lyranus, Tostatus et Oleaster hoc loco.
But if the flood had begun in the month of May, it would have been increased and strengthened in the summer-time, but ended in nearly the middle of winter: and all these things would have been done in a most alien and most contrary season of the year. And this indeed is nearly the opinion of the Hebrews, to which subscribe Lyra, Tostatus, and Oleaster in this place.3



ALTERA est sententia prope omnium scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum: mundum esse conditum verno tempore et circa mensem Martium; secundum autem mensem quo factum est diluvium incidisse aliqua ex parte in nostrum Maium. Confirmat autem Rupertus mensem illum secundum fuisse verni temporis, argumento columbae quae, reversa ad arcam, tulit ramusculum oleae virentibus frondibus. Sic enim scribit Rupertus: Et ne illud scrupulum moveat, quod secundum nativitatem Noë possint hic annorum vel mensium principia vel fines computari, revocetur ad memoriam quod, ante exactum annum diluvii mense plus minus integro, columba quam emisit Noë reversa est portans ramum olivae virentibus foliis in ore suo. Itaque, quocumque anni tempore nativitas Noë exstiterit, verno tempore hunc annum impletum fuisse illud quoque indicio est. Sic Rupertus.
The other opinion is of nearly all the Ecclesiastical writers: that the world was created in spring-time and around the month of March; and that the second month, in which the flood occurred, fell in part within our May. And Rupert confirms that that second month was of spring-time, by the argument of the dove which, returning to the ark, brought a little branch of olive with green leaves. For Rupert writes thus: “And lest that scruple trouble [anyone] — that the beginnings or ends of the years or months may here be reckoned according to the birth of Noah — let it be recalled to memory that, about a month more or less before the completed year of the flood, the dove which Noah sent out returned, carrying a branch of olive with green leaves in its mouth. Therefore, at whatever time of the year Noah's birth occurred, that this year was completed in spring-time is also a token of it.” So Rupert.4



CUR autem voluerit Deus verno tempore potius quam alio anni tempore fieri diluvium, duas causas eodem loci affert Rupertus. Et altera quidem causa fuit, quo nequissimi homines illi acriori cum doloris sensu in diluvio perirent, scilicet acerbissime dolentes se per id tempus ex mundo et vita tam diro mortis supplicio extrudi, quo tempore mundus ipse pulcherrimus et amoenissimus ac iucundissimus est, hominesque invitans et illiciens ad delicias et voluptates perfruendas, quarum voluptatum maxima est id temporis copia et varietas.
But why God willed the flood to occur in spring-time rather than at another time of the year, Rupert offers two causes in the same place. And the one cause was this: that those most wicked men might perish in the flood with a sharper sense of grief — namely, grieving most bitterly that they were thrust out of the world and from life by so dire a punishment of death at that time, at which the world itself is most beautiful and most pleasant and most delightful, inviting and enticing men to enjoy delights and pleasures, of which pleasures the abundance and variety is greatest at that season.5



SECUNDUM mensem, inquit Ambrosius, verni temporis fuisse non ambigitur, quando augentur nascentia, ager parturit, terrarum pariter atque animantium fetura se fundit. Tunc ergo fecit diluvium, quando dolor eorum maior foret qui in sua abundantia puniebantur; tunc ultio terribilior, tanquam dicentis Dei: Ecce, omnia secundum liberalitatis divinae providentiae gratiam dives natura generavit, omnia in usum hominum germinavit terra fecundior, segetes spectantur, tritico et hordeo campi replentur, comae arborum fructibus floribusque vestiuntur; non deest terra obsequiis suis, non bestiae desunt muneribus suis, quae solennes solvuntur in partus, ut homini nihil desit: homo solus partubus suis deest, nescit auctorem suum a quo ei omnia ministrantur, negligit conditorem. Pereant igitur cum homine omnia, propter quem nata sunt omnia. In suis divitiis consummatur homo, cum suo dolore moriatur. Sic Ambrosius.
“That the second month was of spring-time is not doubted,” says Ambrose, “when growing things are increased, the field gives birth, and the offspring of the earth and of the living creatures alike pours itself forth. Then, therefore, he made the flood, when the grief of those who were being punished in their own abundance would be greater; then the vengeance [was] more terrible, as of God saying: ‘Behold, rich nature has generated all things according to the grace of the divine liberality and providence; the more fruitful earth has sprouted all things for the use of men; the crops are beheld; the fields are filled with wheat and barley; the foliage of the trees is clothed with fruits and flowers; the earth is not wanting in its services, the beasts are not wanting in their gifts, which are duly discharged in their birthings, so that nothing may be lacking to man: man alone is wanting to his own duties, knows not his Author from whom all things are supplied to him, neglects his Creator. Let all things, therefore, perish together with the man for whose sake all things were born. In his own riches man is consumed, that he may die with his own grief.’” So Ambrose.6



ALTERA causa, cur verno tempore factum sit diluvium, eam putat fuisse Rupertus, quo apertius cognosceretur et sine ulla dubitatione crederetur diluvium illud Noëticum non ex solis naturalibus causis, sed maxime per supernaturalem Dei omnipotentiam esse factum. Huius rei illud clarissimum erat futurum indicium: aestivo tempore diluvium esse factum, hyemali autem tempore esse sublatum — utroque scilicet tempore tam creando quam abolendo diluvio maxime adver[so]…
The other cause why the flood occurred in spring-time, Rupert thinks to have been this: that it might be more openly recognized, and believed without any doubt, that that flood of Noah was made not from natural causes alone, but chiefly through the supernatural omnipotence of God. Of this the clearest proof would be that the flood was made in the summer-time, but removed in the winter-time — each season, that is, being most adver[se] both to the creating and to the abolishing of the flood…7



…maxime adverso. Unde magis, inquit Rupertus, miranda tempestas illius diluvii, quam non adiuvit ulla natura temporis, sed contra: Maio, quo mense iam Sol altius incedit et caelum naturaliter candescit, immensa erupit imbrium et aquarum vis; circa tempus autem hyemis, id est, mense Novembri, iam imminutis aquis Arca requievit, tantis tamque diutinis disiecta procellis; decimo tandem mense diluvii, qui est apud nos Februarius, primo die mensis apparuerunt cacumina montium. Haec Rupertus.
…most adverse. “Whence,” says Rupert, “the more to be wondered at [was] the tempest of that flood, which no nature of the season aided, but the contrary: in May, in which month the Sun already advances higher and the sky naturally grows white-hot, an immense force of rains and waters burst forth; but around the time of winter — that is, in the month of November — the waters now being diminished, the Ark rested, shaken by so great and so long-lasting storms; and in the tenth month of the flood at last, which with us is February, on the first day of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared.” So Rupert.8



HACTENUS ostensum est mensem quo factum est diluvium appellari a Mose secundum (ut plurimis visum est) respectu anni qui tunc agebatur, ab orbe condito millesimi sexcentesimi quinquagesimi sexti. Cum vero mensem alii dixerunt respondisse Maio, alii autem Novembri, prout diversa est Doctorum sententia de origine Mundi vel in Vere vel in Autumno conditi: quam controversiam nos primo libro nostrorum Commentariorum in Genesim, cum explanaremus opus tertii diei, diligenter et accurate tractavimus.
Thus far it has been shown that the month in which the flood occurred is called by Moses the second (as most have thought) in respect of the year which was then being reckoned, the 1656th from the founding of the world. But as to whether that month corresponded to May, as some have said, or to November, as others — according as the opinion of the Doctors differs about the origin of the World, created either in Spring or in Autumn: which controversy we have treated diligently and accurately in the first book of our Commentaries on Genesis, when we explained the work of the third day.9



Quantum autem ad praesentem quaestionem attinet, equidem supradictam interpretationem et sententiam, tam multis et magnis auctoribus probatam, damnare nec ausim nec velim. Non dissimulabo tamen mihi quidem videri probabilem admodum Caietani interpretationem, qui mensem secundum appellatum esse censet respectu anni sexcentesimi vitae Noë, ut significetur diluvium incepisse anno sexcentesimo vitae Noë, mense secundo eius anni: id est, mense secundo post exactum annum sexcentesimum Noë initium diluvii esse factum.
But as regards the present question, for my part I would neither dare nor wish to condemn the aforesaid interpretation and opinion, approved by so many and great authors. I will not, however, conceal that to me indeed the interpretation of Cajetan seems very probable, who judges that the second month was so called in respect of the six hundredth year of Noah's life — so that it is signified that the flood began in the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month of that year: that is, that the beginning of the flood occurred in the second month after the completed six hundredth year of Noah.10



PERPLACET mihi haec interpretatio, quod secundum eam plana est et facilis nullisque implicata difficultatibus verborum Mosis constructio. Nam si mensem secundum disiungas a sexcentesimo anno vitae Noë, et ad alium annum (scilicet mundi) contendas referri oportere, negare non potes Mosen obscure locutum esse — ne dicam ambigue — alio annos et alio menses referentem, ne verbo quidem eius rei varietate indicata, praesertim cum id sit contra morem et usum computandi. Cum enim dicimus aliquid esse factum anno tertio et mense secundo alicuius Principis, semper ad idem refertur annus et mensis, id est, vel ad vitam vel ad principatum illius Principis. Ut autem annus referatur ad vitam aut principatum, mensis vero ad annum communem tunc currentem, novum, insolitum et inauditum est. Nec mirandum cuiquam accidat computari tempora ab ipso Noë, cum ille novi saeculi et renascentis mundi pater fuerit.
This interpretation greatly pleases me, because according to it the construction of the words of Moses is plain and easy, and entangled in no difficulties. For if you disjoin the second month from the six hundredth year of Noah's life, and contend that it ought to be referred to another year (namely, of the world), you cannot deny that Moses spoke obscurely — not to say ambiguously — referring the years to one thing and the months to another, without even a word indicating that variation: especially since that is against the custom and usage of reckoning. For when we say that something was done in the third year and second month of some Prince, the year and month are always referred to the same thing — that is, either to the life or to the reign of that Prince. But that the year should be referred to the life or reign, while the month [is referred] to the common year then current, is new, unusual, and unheard of. Nor let it seem strange to anyone that the times are reckoned from Noah himself, since he was the father of a new age and of a reborn world.11



Translator’s notes
	§4. The first view: the ‘second month’ of the world-year (creation-to-Flood = 1,656 years). ↩
	§5. The autumn (November) view, argued from the natural means God employed. ↩
	Margins: Lyra; Tostatus; Oleaster. ↩
	§5 (cont.). The spring (May) view of the Ecclesiastical writers (Rupert's dove-argument). Margin: Rupert, Commentaries on Genesis, bk. 4, ch. 25. ↩
	§6. Rupert's first reason (the wicked grieve more, dying amid spring's abundance). Margin: “Why the flood occurred in spring-time: a twofold cause.” ↩
	Ambrose to the same effect (the spring setting heightens the judgment). Margin: Ambrose, On the Ark and Noah, ch. 14. ↩
	§7. Rupert's second reason (the unnatural timing proves the miracle). Continues on p. 293. ↩
	Conclusion of §7 (Rupert's reckoning of the flood across the seasons). ↩
	§8. Summary of the month-question (tied to the spring-vs-autumn debate about creation). ↩
	Pererius's own preference: Cajetan's reading (the ‘second month’ belongs to Noah's 600th year). Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	Pererius's reasons for preferring Cajetan; ‘TER[TIA]’ catchword begins the next disputation on p. 294. ↩
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THIRD DISPUTATION. From what things and natural causes Noah's flood was made.
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Ex quibus rebus et causis naturalibus factum sit diluvium Noëticum.



CUM Moses dixit hoc loco: Rupti sunt omnes fontes abyssi magnae, et cataractae caeli apertae sunt, et facta est pluvia super terram quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus, satis indicavit his verbis duas res naturales, aut solas aut principales, fuisse causas diluvii: alteram quidem, ruptionem fontium abyssi magnae; alteram vero, apertionem cataractarum caeli — ut altera quidem subter, vel in terra vel intra terram fuerit, altera vero supra, in ipso caelo fuerit, id est, vel in aëre, vel in astris, vel in utroque. Continuatio autem pluviae per quadraginta dies non fuit tertia causa diluvii a prioribus duabus diversa, sed fuit potius velut quidam effectus reserationis cataractarum caeli.
When Moses said in this place, “All the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and the cataracts of heaven were opened, and rain fell upon the earth forty days and forty nights,” he indicated sufficiently by these words that two natural things were either the sole or the principal causes of the flood: the one, the breaking-open of the fountains of the great deep; the other, the opening of the cataracts of heaven — so that the one was below (whether in the earth or within the earth), but the other above, in heaven itself, that is, either in the air, or in the stars, or in both. But the continuation of the rain for forty days was not a third cause of the flood distinct from the prior two, but was rather, as it were, a certain effect of the unbarring of the cataracts of heaven.1



PHILO in libro 2 de vita Mosis tres causas attingit Noëtici diluvii: unam, maris tumorem et ob id effusionem in terras; alteram, ingens fluminum omnium incrementum; tertiam, longam imbrium continuationem. Siquidem, inquit Philo, maria tumentia, fluviique aucti, torrentes simul et perennes, civitates cunctas in campestribus regionibus sitas inundaverunt et subverterunt; quae autem in editioribus locis habitabantur, continuati imbres, nec interdiu nec noctu intermissi, funditus subruerunt. Verum, ut hoc de causis effectricibus diluvii, quod Moses tanta brevitate perstrinxit, explicatius ac dilucidius expositum melius intelligatur, paulo altius repetita disputatione breviter commemorandum est quid ab Ethnicis philosophis de origine et generatione diluvii proditum sit.
Philo, in the second book On the Life of Moses, touches on three causes of Noah's flood: one, the swelling of the sea and, on that account, its overflowing onto the lands; the second, the huge increase of all the rivers; the third, the long continuation of rains. “For,” says Philo, “the swelling seas, and the increased rivers — torrents both seasonal and perennial — inundated and overturned all the cities situated in the level regions; but those that were inhabited in higher places, the continued rains, intermitted neither by day nor by night, utterly undermined.” But in order that this matter of the efficient causes of the flood — which Moses touched on with such brevity — may be better understood when set forth more explicitly and clearly, the discussion being taken up a little higher, it must be briefly recalled what was reported by the pagan philosophers about the origin and generation of a flood.2



SENECA libro tertio Naturalium quaestionum, capite 27 ac duobus sequentibus, multa disputat de causis efficientibus diluvium: Quaeritur, inquit, cum fatalis dies diluvii venerit, quemadmodum orbis terrarum undis obruatur. Utrum Oceani viribus fiat, et externum in nos pelagus exurgat; an crebri sine intermissione imbres et elisa aestate hyems pertinax immensam vim aquarum ruptis nubibus deiiciat; an flumina tellus largius fundat aperiatque fontes novos; an potius una non sit tanto malo causa, sed omnis ratio consentiat, simul imbres cadant et flumina increscant et maria sedibus suis excita percurrant, et omnia uno agmine ad exitium humani generis incumbant. Ita est: Nihil difficile est naturae, utique ubi in finem properat. Ad originem rerum parvae utitur viribus, dispensatque se incrementis fallentibus; subito ad ruinam toto impetu venit. Quicquid ex hoc statu et ordine rerum natura flexerit in exitium mortalium, satis est. Ergo cum advenerit illa necessitas temporis, multa simul fata causas movent: nec sine concussione mundi tanta mutatio erit.
Seneca, in the third book of the Natural Questions, chapter 27 and the two following, disputes much about the efficient causes of a flood: “It is asked,” he says, “when the fatal day of the flood shall come, in what manner the world is overwhelmed by the waters: whether it comes about by the strength of the Ocean, and the external sea rises up against us; or whether frequent rains without intermission, and a persistent winter with summer driven out, cast down an immense force of waters from broken clouds; or whether the earth pours forth its rivers more abundantly and opens new springs; or whether rather there is not one cause for so great an evil, but every principle conspires — at once the rains fall, and the rivers increase, and the seas, stirred from their seats, rush over, and all things press, in one column, to the destruction of the human race. So it is: Nothing is difficult for nature, especially when it hastens to its end. For the origin of things it uses small forces, and dispenses itself by imperceptible increments; suddenly it comes to ruin with its whole force. Whatever nature has turned aside from this state and order of things toward the destruction of mortals is enough. Therefore, when that necessity of time has come, many fates at once set causes in motion: nor will so great a change be without a shaking of the world.”3



Post haec autem Seneca copiose disserit de variis causis diluvii, quas in disputatione eius varie dispersas si quis colligere et ad certum aliquem numerum redigere studuerit, quinque praecipuas diluvii causas ab eo tradi comperiet. Prima causa est longinqua continuatio densissimorum imbrium. Primo enim immodici cadunt imbres, et sine ullis solibus triste nubilo caelum est, nebulaeque continuae ex humida spissaque caligine, nunquam exsiccantibus ventis. Postquam magis magisque nimbi ingruunt, et congestae saeculis tabuerunt nives, devolutus torrens altissimis montibus rapit silvas, et saxa revolutis remissa compagibus rotat; urbes, et implicitos trahit moenibus suis populos, ruinam an naufragium quaerantur incertos: adeo simul et quod opprimeret et quod mergeret venit.
After this, Seneca discourses copiously about the various causes of a flood, which, if anyone should endeavor to gather them — scattered variously in his discussion — and reduce them to some fixed number, he will find that five principal causes of a flood are handed down by him. The first cause is the long continuation of the densest rains. “For at first immoderate rains fall, and the sky is gloomy with cloud without any sunshine, and the mists are continuous from a moist and thick haze, the winds never drying it. After the storm-clouds press on more and more, and the snows heaped up for ages have melted, the torrent, rolling down from the highest mountains, sweeps away the woods, and rolls the rocks, loosened, their structures dissolved; it drags cities, and peoples entangled in their own walls, uncertain whether they seek ruin or shipwreck: so much at once came both what might crush and what might drown.”4



ALTERA causa est nimius fluminum auctus ex crebritate et densitate imbrium. Flumina enim plus nimio aucta et redundantia, relicto naturali alveo, superfluentia terras inundant et stagnant, et fit quod pulchre dixit Poëta: Exspatiata ruunt per apertos flumina campos. Tunc immensa ubique terrarum est aquae altitudo: tantum in summis montium iugis vada sunt. Illuc igitur cum liberis et coniugibus fugient homines, actis ante se gregibus, dirempto inter miseros commercio ac transitu, quoniam quicquid submissius est, id unda complevit. Editissimis quibusque adhaerebunt reliquiae generis humani, quibus ad extrema perductis hoc unum erit solatium, quod transibit in stuporem metus, nec dolor habebit locum. Quippe vim suam dolor perdit in eo qui ultra sensum mali miser est.
The second cause is the excessive increase of rivers from the frequency and density of rains. “For rivers, increased and overflowing more than enough, having left their natural channel, overflowing, inundate the lands and stagnate, and there happens what the Poet beautifully said: ‘The rivers, spread out, rush over the open fields’ (Ovid, Met. 1). Then everywhere on earth there is an immense depth of water: only on the highest ridges of the mountains are there shallows. Thither, then, will men flee with their children and wives, their flocks driven before them, all exchange and passage among the wretched being cut off, since whatever is lower the wave has filled. The remnants of the human race will cling to the highest points; and to these, brought to the extreme, this one consolation will remain — that fear will pass into stupor, and grief will have no place. For grief loses its force in him who is wretched beyond the sense of his evil.”5



TERTIA causa, supra modum tumescentis maris in terris effusio. Non enim potest torrentium aut imbrium aut fluminum iniuria fieri tam grande naufragium. Ubi instat illa pernicies, fluere assiduos imbres et non esse modum pluviis concesserim, et suppressis Aquilonibus nubes et imbres et amnes abundare. Verum cum per ista prolusum est, crescunt maria supra solitum, et fluctus ultra extremum tempestatis maximae vestigium mittunt. Deinde in miram altitudinem erigitur mare, et tuta illa hominum receptacula supergreditur. Nec id aquis arduum est, quoniam ab aequo terris fastigio ascendunt. Si quis enim excelsa perlibret, maria paria sunt. Sed quemadmodum campos intuentem, qua paulatim devexa sunt, fallunt, sic non intelligimus curvaturas maris, et videtur planum quicquid apparet; at illud aquae latus terris superius est. Ideoque ut effluat, non magna mole se tollet: dum satis est illi ut supra paria veniat leviter exurgere; nec a litore ubi inferius est, sed a medio, ubi ille cumulus est, defluet.
The third cause is the overflowing onto the lands of the sea swelling beyond measure. “For so great a shipwreck cannot come about by the injury of torrents or rains or rivers. When that destruction is at hand, I would grant that assiduous rains flow and that there is no measure to the showers, and that, the north winds being suppressed, clouds and rains and rivers abound. But when there has been a prelude by these things, the seas grow beyond the usual, and the waves send their tracks beyond the utmost mark of the greatest storm. Then the sea is raised to a wondrous height, and goes over those safe receptacles of men. Nor is this difficult for the waters, since they ascend from a level equal to the lands. For if anyone surveys the heights, the seas are level [with them]. But just as, to one beholding the plains, the places which are gradually sloping deceive him, so we do not perceive the curvatures of the sea, and whatever appears seems level; yet that surface of the water is higher than the lands. And therefore, in order to flow forth, it will not raise itself with a great mass: while it is enough for it to rise slightly so that it comes above the level [of the land]; and it will flow down not from the shore, where it is lower, but from the middle, where that heap [of water] is.”6



QUARTA causa caelestis est, et in conventu et coitione omnium siderum quae vim habent imbriferam ac diluviferam posita est. Berosus sane, qui Belum interpretatus est, certum et conflagrationi orbis et diluvio tempus assignat, utriusque ad astra causam referens: Arsura enim terrena censet, quando omnia sydera, quae nunc diversos agunt cursus, in Cancrum convenient, sic sub eodem posita vestigio ut recta linea exire per orbes eorum possit; inundationem autem futuram, cum eadem siderum turba in Capricornum convenerit: illic Solstitium, hic bruma conficitur.
The fourth cause is celestial, and is placed in the meeting and conjunction of all the stars which have a rain-bringing and flood-bringing power. “Berosus indeed, who interpreted Belus, assigns a fixed time both to the conflagration of the world and to the flood, referring the cause of each to the stars: for he judges that earthly things will burn when all the stars, which now keep diverse courses, shall meet in Cancer, so placed under the same track that a straight line could pass out through their orbits; but that a flood is to come when the same throng of stars shall meet in Capricorn — there the [summer] Solstice, here the winter solstice is brought about.”7



QUINTA causa, resolutio terrae magna ex parte in aquam. Etenim maximam causam, ad se inundandam, terra ipsa praestabit, quam diximus esse mutabilem et solvi in humorem. Incipiet ergo terra putrescere, dehinc laxata ire in humorem, et assidua tabe defluere. Tunc exilient sub montibus flumina, ipsoque impetu quatient. Solum omne aquas reddet, summi scaturient montes; et quemadmodum in morbum transeunt sana, et ulceri vicina consentiunt, ita ut quaeque proxima terris fluentibus fuerint, eluentur, stillabunt, et deinde current, et hiante pluribus locis saxo, per fretum salient, et maria inter se component. Hactenus ex Seneca. Cuius disputationem propriis fere verbis eius commemoravimus, sed, ne longiores essemus, multis quae ad rem nostram minime pertinebant consulto amputatis et circumcisis.
The fifth cause is the dissolution of the earth, in great part, into water. “For the earth itself will furnish the greatest cause for its own inundation — the earth which we have said to be mutable and to be dissolved into moisture. The earth will therefore begin to putrefy, then, loosened, to go into moisture, and to flow down with a continual decay. Then the rivers will leap out beneath the mountains, and will shake them by their very force. All the soil will give back waters, the mountain-tops will gush; and just as healthy parts pass into disease, and the parts neighboring an ulcer sympathize, so whatever things shall have been nearest to the flowing lands will be washed away, will drip, and then will run, and, the rock gaping in many places, [the waters] will leap through the strait, and will join the seas among themselves.” Thus far from Seneca: whose discussion we have recalled almost in his own words — but, lest we be too long, with many things that did not pertain to our subject deliberately pruned and cut off.8



CETERUM in hac disputatione Senecae quaedam non sunt improbanda, nonnulla vero reiicienda sunt. Namque illae quinque causae effectrices diluvii quae traduntur a Seneca nequaquam contemnendae sunt, nec eas concurrisse ad efficiendum Noëticum diluvium a ratione fideque remotum est. Sed alia tria quae dixit Seneca nullo modo probanda sunt. Primum dixit diluvium ex solis causis naturalibus effici, et quidem necessaria quadam et immutabili lege naturae, a qua certum diluvio tempus fixum sit, quod ubi venerit, necesse sit fieri diluvium. Hoc falsum est. Etenim nec ulla necessitate, sed Dei tantum voluntate, nec solius naturae potentia, nec nisi supernaturali omnipotentia Dei diluvium potest effici, ut paulo infra ostendemus.
But in this discussion of Seneca, some things are not to be disapproved, but some are to be rejected. For those five efficient causes of a flood which are handed down by Seneca are by no means to be despised, nor is it removed from reason and faith that they concurred to bring about Noah's flood. But three other things which Seneca said are in no way to be approved. First, he said that a flood is brought about from natural causes alone, and indeed by a certain necessary and immutable law of nature, by which a fixed time is set for a flood, which, when it comes, the flood must necessarily occur. This is false. For a flood can be brought about by no necessity, but only by the will of God; nor by the power of nature alone, nor except by the supernatural omnipotence of God, as we shall show a little below.9



Ait praeterea non modo futurum aliquando diluvium, sed antehac saepius esse factum, et saepius posthac futurum. Suorum enim Stoicorum disciplinam secutus, opinatur Seneca mundum saepenumero oriri et interire, longissimis tamen temporum intervallis, et interire quidem alternis vicibus vel incendio vel diluvio. Sed hoc non tantum divinae Scripturae contrarium est, neganti plus uno diluvio aut fuisse aut futurum unquam, verum etiam duorum Philosophiae Principum, Platonis et Aristotelis, doctrinae ac decretis plane adversatur. Illud denique falsum est, ab eodem Seneca eo ipso loco proditum, diluvio omnia animalia omnesque homines penitus deleri, eademque renascente mundo per solas causas naturales regenerari. Non enim fert natura ut perfecta animalia, praesertim autem homines, alia ratione quam ex causis efficientibus eiusdem speciei suique similibus parentibus naturaliter procreari queant. Quocirca si diluvio perirent omnia, non possent naturaliter iterum regenerari. Verum dimittamus Senecam.
He says, besides, not only that a flood will at some time occur, but that it has often occurred before this, and will often occur hereafter. For, following the teaching of his Stoics, Seneca thinks that the world frequently arises and perishes — yet at very long intervals of time — and perishes indeed by alternating turns, either by conflagration or by flood. But this is not only contrary to divine Scripture, which denies that there has been, or ever will be, more than one flood, but also plainly opposes the doctrine and decrees of the two Princes of Philosophy, Plato and Aristotle. Finally, that is false which is reported by the same Seneca in that very place: that by a flood all animals and all men are utterly destroyed, and, the world being reborn, are regenerated by natural causes alone. For nature does not allow that perfect animals — but especially men — can be naturally procreated in any other way than from efficient causes of the same species and from parents like themselves. Wherefore, if all things should perish in a flood, they could not be naturally regenerated again. But let us dismiss Seneca.10



OVIDIUS libro primo Metamorphoseos, etsi nominatim enarrat diluvium Deucalionis, quod non fuit generale totius orbis, sed in una tantum regione Graeciae quae appellatur Thessalia contigit, ipse tamen descripsit diluvium illud perinde ac si generalis fuisset eluvio aquarum, omnem terrarum orbem, excepto Parnasso monte, inundans et obruens. Eius vero diluvii duas principes causas apertis verbis fuisse indicat: immensam vim imbrium, et immoderata fluminum et terrestrium aquarum incrementa. His videtur adiungere tertiam causam, maris supra modum intumescentis effusionem in terras. Et has quidem causas exposuit illis versibus: Poena placet diversa: genus mortale sub undis / perdere, et ex omni nimbos demittere caelo.
Ovid, in the first book of the Metamorphoses, although he expressly narrates the flood of Deucalion — which was not general over the whole world, but happened in only one region of Greece called Thessaly — nevertheless described that flood just as if it had been a general inundation of waters, flooding and overwhelming the whole world except Mount Parnassus. And he indicates in plain words that that flood had two chief causes: the immense force of rains, and the immoderate increases of rivers and of terrestrial waters. To these he seems to add a third cause: the overflowing onto the lands of the sea swelling beyond measure. And these causes he set forth in those verses: “A different penalty pleases [him]: to destroy the mortal race beneath the waves, and to send down storm-clouds from all the sky.”11



FIT fragor, et densi funduntur ab aethere nimbi. / Nuntia Iunonis, varios induta colores, / concipit Iris aquas, alimentaque nubibus affert. / Sternuntur segetes, et deplorata colonis / vota iacent, longique perit labor irritus anni. / Nec caelo contenta suo est Iovis ira, sed illum / caeruleus frater iuvat auxiliaribus undis. / Convocat hic amnes; qui postquam tecta tyranni / intravere sui: Non est hortamine longo / nunc, ait, utendum; vires effundite vestras: / sic opus est. Aperite domos, ac mole remota / fluminibus vestris totas immittite habenas.
“There comes a crash, and the dense storm-clouds pour from the upper air. Iris, the messenger of Juno, clothed in varied colors, draws up waters and brings nourishment to the clouds. The crops are laid low, and the prayers lamented by the farmers lie [ruined], and the vain labor of a long year perishes. Nor is the wrath of Jove content with its own heaven, but his sea-blue brother [Neptune] aids him with auxiliary waves. He calls together the rivers; who, after they had entered the halls of their tyrant [Neptune]: ‘There is no need now,’ he says, ‘of long exhortation; pour forth your strength: so it must be. Open your homes, and, the barrier removed, give your rivers all the reins.’”12



Iusserat: hi redeunt, ac fontibus ora relaxant, / et defrenato volvuntur in aequora cursu. / Ipse tridente suo terram percussit, at illa / intremuit, motuque vias patefecit aquarum. / Exspatiata ruunt per apertos flumina campos, / cumque satis arbusta simul pecudesque virosque / tectaque cumque suis rapiunt penetralia sacris. / Si qua domus mansit, potuitque resistere tanto / indeiecta malo, culmen tamen altior huius / unda tegit, pressaeque latent sub gurgite turres. / Iamque mare et tellus nullum discrimen habebant: / omnia pontus erant; deerant quoque litora ponto.
“He had commanded: these return, and loosen the mouths of their springs, and roll into the seas with unbridled course. He himself [Neptune] struck the earth with his trident, and it trembled, and by its movement laid open the ways of the waters. The rivers, spread out, rush over the open fields, and sweep away — together with the crops — the orchards and flocks and men, and the houses and the inner shrines with their sacred things. If any house remained, and, not cast down, could resist so great an evil, yet a higher wave covers its roof, and the towers, overwhelmed, lie hidden under the flood. And now the sea and the land had no distinction: all was sea; the sea, too, lacked shores.”13



HAEC ab Ethnicis de causis diluvii prodita sunt. Verum nos ea de re verba Mosis expendamus.
These things were reported by the pagans concerning the causes of the flood. But let us [now] weigh the words of Moses on the matter.14



Translator’s notes
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FOURTH DISPUTATION. What that great abyss was, whose fountains Moses said were broken up to bring about the flood

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. What that great abyss was, whose fountains Moses said were broken up to bring about the flood.
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Quaenam illa fuerit abyssus magna, cuius fontes dixit Moses fuisse ruptos ad efficiendum diluvium.



ABYSSUS Graeca vox est, de qua Suidas ita scribit: Abyssus aedes fuit Proserpinae, in qua multum auri omni aevo intacti servabatur; nomen ex eo factum est, quod id aurum vulgo non cerneretur, humi absconditum. Sacrae litterae natura aqueam dicunt abyssum. S. Basilius homilia secunda in Genesim: Abyssus, inquit, significat copiosam aquam, ad cuius fundum non facile penetrari possit deorsum versus. Beatus Augustinus super Psalmum quadragesimum primum sic definit: Abyssus est profunditas quaedam impenetrabilis et incomprehensibilis, et maxime solet dici in aquarum multitudine; ubi enim altitudo, ibi profunditas est, qua penetrari usque ad fundum non potest.
“Abyss” is a Greek word, about which Suidas writes thus: “The Abyss was a temple of Proserpina, in which much gold, untouched in every age, was kept; the name was made from this, that that gold was not commonly seen, being hidden in the ground.” The sacred writings call the abyss [something] aqueous by nature. St. Basil, in the second homily on Genesis: “Abyss,” he says, “signifies a copious [body of] water, to whose bottom one cannot easily penetrate downward.” St. Augustine, on the forty-first Psalm, defines it thus: “The abyss is a certain impenetrable and incomprehensible depth, and is especially wont to be said of a multitude of waters; for where there is height, there is depth, by which it cannot be penetrated to the bottom.”1



Hebraea vox, thehom, qua utitur hoc loco Moses, proprie significat voraginem sive aquam magnae profunditatis: ut illa profunditas aquarum quae sunt sub terra videatur hic significari a Mose, unde per certos meatus terrae profluunt fontes et flumina. Tempore autem diluvii, terra multis et magnis hiatibus disrupta, tanta illinc effluxit vis aquarum, ut universam terram operuerint.
The Hebrew word “thehom,” which Moses uses in this place, properly signifies a chasm, or water of great depth: so that that depth of the waters which are beneath the earth seems here to be signified by Moses, whence, through certain channels of the earth, the springs and rivers flow forth. And in the time of the flood, the earth being broken open with many and great clefts, so great a force of waters flowed out thence that they covered the whole earth.2



SED quae sit illa aqua subterranea quam Moses nominavit abyssum, inquirendum et declarandum est. Vetus fuit opinio, eaque vulgo multumque celebrata, de multis terrae hiatibus unum esse intra terram maximum, perque universam terram traiectum et patentem: quem Homerus et Poëtae Barathrum et Tartarum appellarunt, et hic esse immensam vim et molem aquae circa ipsum centrum agitatae. Namque quia fundamentum et firmamentum quo nitatur ac firmetur ea vis aquae nullum habet, propterea huc illuc fluctuat et agitatur; qua fluctuatione, prout varias in partes incubuerit, variis quoque ex partibus terrae sursum emittit flumina. Atque hic Tartarus origo est et finis omnium aquarum terrestrium, et maris et fluminum et quarumlibet aquarum: illinc enim amnes effluunt, et rursus illuc, peractis cursibus suis, tandem refluunt.
But what that subterranean water is which Moses named the abyss must be inquired into and declared. There was an old opinion, and one widely and much celebrated, that among the many clefts of the earth there is one within the earth that is the greatest, traversing and open through the whole earth: which Homer and the Poets called the “Barathrum” and “Tartarus”; and that here there is an immense force and mass of water agitated about the very center [of the earth]. For because that force of water has no foundation and support on which to rest and be made firm, therefore it fluctuates and is agitated this way and that; and by this fluctuation, according as it has leaned toward various parts, it sends up rivers from various parts of the earth too. And this Tartarus is the origin and end of all terrestrial waters — both of the sea and of rivers and of any waters whatever: for thence the rivers flow out, and thither again, their courses completed, at last flow back.3



Non igitur mare, non Oceanus principium est aquarum, sed Tartarus, ex quo et ipsum mare et Oceanus ortum ducunt. Hanc veterum opinionem commemorat apud Platonem in Phaedone Socrates, et secundum ea nonnulli putant hinc locutum esse Mosen, ut quem illi Tartarum nominarunt, hic appellaverit abyssum. Certe ab ea opinione aut nihil aut proxime videntur abesse Vatablus et Oleaster hoc loco, et Franciscus Georgius in primo tomo Problematum, problemate 88.
Therefore neither the sea nor the Ocean is the beginning of the waters, but Tartarus, from which both the sea itself and the Ocean take their origin. This opinion of the ancients Socrates recalls, in Plato, in the Phaedo; and according to it some think that Moses spoke from this [view], so that what they named Tartarus, he called the abyss. Certainly from that opinion either nothing, or very little, do Vatablus and Oleaster seem to differ in this place, and Franciscus Georgius in the first volume of the Problems, problem 88.4



VERUM quia opinio illa falsa est, nullo modo fit credibile Mosen in tam gravi historia abuti voluisse falsa vulgi opinione ad originem aquarum diluvii. Et quidem falsam esse illam opinionem Aristoteles libro secundo Meteorologicorum argumentatur ad hunc modum: Si omnia flumina, omnesque super terram fluentes aquae originem trahunt ac profluunt ex Tartaro qui est circa centrum, ergo flumina a centro mundi ascendunt ad superficiem terrae, altitudinem scilicet trium millium et quingentorum milliarium. At contra naturam aquae est altius origine sua ascendere, nedum in tantam altitudinem suos cursus extollere.
But because that opinion is false, it is in no way credible that Moses, in so weighty a history, wished to misuse the false opinion of the common people regarding the origin of the waters of the flood. And that that opinion is false, Aristotle argues in the second book of the Meteorology in this manner: If all rivers, and all the waters flowing on the earth, draw their origin and flow forth from Tartarus, which is around the center, then the rivers ascend from the center of the world to the surface of the earth — a height, that is, of three thousand five hundred miles. But it is against the nature of water to ascend higher than its origin, much less to raise its courses to so great a height.5



Itaque secundum istam opinionem verum esset, inquit Aristoteles, vulgare illud et tritum sermone proverbium: SURSUM FLUMINA; quod proverbium in eos dicitur qui dicunt faciuntve aliquid quod, quia contra naturam rei est, fieri non potest. Huiusmodi est, Flumina sursum ascendere: nam quia contra naturam fluminum est ascendere, nec id fieri potest, et qui fieri posse opinantur, falso, ridicule et absurde opinantur. Ad diluvium autem Noëticum efficiendum, necesse fuisset aquas non solum ex centro ad superficiem terrae, sed praeterea super altissimos terrae montes quindecim cubitis attolli.
And so, according to that opinion, that common and well-worn proverb would be true, says Aristotle: “RIVERS UPWARD” — which proverb is said against those who say or do something which, because it is against the nature of the thing, cannot happen. Of this kind is “Rivers ascending upward”: for because it is against the nature of rivers to ascend, neither can it happen; and those who think it can happen, think falsely, ridiculously, and absurdly. But to bring about Noah's flood, it would have been necessary for the waters to be raised not only from the center to the surface of the earth, but moreover above the highest mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits.6



ALII putant vocabulo Abyssi Mosen significasse mare vel Oceanum, sic appellatum propter immensam eius profunditatem mortalibus impenetrabilem. Omnino negari non potest uti saepenumero divinam Scripturam, cum de mari loquitur, nomine abyssi: id quod perspicere licet ex capite decimo quinto Exodi, et Psal. 103 et 106, Proverbiorum 8, Ionae 2, Lucae 8. Verum quo modo ex mari vel Oceano profectum sit diluvium, dupliciter exponitur. Quidam arbitrantur mare longe maius et altius esse quam terram: nam licet iuxta littora humilius videatur terris, paulatim tamen intumescens, in tantam surgit altitudinem ut in medio celsissimorum terrae montium vertices vel excedat vel adaequet; Dei autem praecepto seu voluntate prohiberi ne terras inundet, sicut non obscure indicat Iob cap. 38, David Psalmo 103, Salomon Proverb. 8, Hieremias capite 5.
Others think that by the word “Abyss” Moses signified the sea, or the Ocean, so called on account of its immense depth, impenetrable to mortals. It cannot at all be denied that divine Scripture often uses the name “abyss” when it speaks of the sea: which one may perceive from the fifteenth chapter of Exodus, and Psalms 103 and 106, Proverbs 8, Jonah 2, and Luke 8. But in what way the flood proceeded from the sea or Ocean is explained in two ways. Some think that the sea is far greater and higher than the earth: for although near the shores it seems lower than the lands, yet, gradually swelling, it rises to such a height that in the middle it either exceeds or equals the peaks of the highest mountains of the earth; but that by God's command or will it is prevented from inundating the lands — as Job indicates not obscurely in chapter 38, David in Psalm 103, Solomon in Proverbs 8, [and] Jeremiah in chapter 5.7



Tempore autem diluvii, mare permissu Dei, quasi refractis carceribus quibus coërcebatur, effusum esse in terras, etiam montes quoslibet altissime supergressum. Sed hanc ego interpretationem tribus argumentis possum refellere. Primo quidem falsum est quod isti sumant, mare esse maius et altius terra. Sed quia hoc multis argumentis confutatum a nobis est in primo libro nostrorum Commentariorum in Genesim, cum enarraremus opus tertiae diei, nihil attinet in praesentia de eo dicere. DEINDE, si mare in terras effusum effecit diluvium, ipsum fuisset causa diluvii non solum principalis, sed etiam unica et sola: neque opus fuisset praeterea reserare cataractas caeli et pluere per totos quadraginta dies. Siquidem mare, cum sit multo altius altissimis quibusque montibus terrae (ut isti putant), sola effusio maris in terras efficiendo diluvio fuisset suffi[ciens]…
And in the time of the flood, the sea, by God's permission, as if the barriers by which it was confined were broken, overflowed onto the lands, even surpassing any mountains whatever to the greatest height. But this interpretation I can refute by three arguments. First, it is false, what these assume, that the sea is greater and higher than the earth. But because this has been refuted by us with many arguments in the first book of our Commentaries on Genesis, when we expounded the work of the third day, it is not pertinent to say anything about it at present. Next, if the sea overflowing onto the lands brought about the flood, it itself would have been the cause of the flood not only principal but also the one and only [cause]; nor would there have been need, besides, to unbar the cataracts of heaven and to rain for forty whole days. For since the sea — being much higher than any of the highest mountains of the earth (as these think) — the overflowing of the sea alone onto the lands would have been suffi[cient] for bringing about the flood…8



…efficiendo diluvio fuisset sufficiens. Ad hoc: Cur Moses causas diluvii effectrices commemorans nullum de mari, quod secundum istos praecipua diluvii causa fuit, verbum fecit? Dicent illi mare significatum esse a Mose vocabulo abyssi. Verum in promptu est hoc refellere. Namque isti volunt mare, immensam aquae suae molem exonerans et effundens in terra, fecisse diluvium; at Moses ait scissos esse fontes abyssi, et per illas scissuras fontium emanasse ex abysso aquam quae terras inundaverit. Denique Rupertus praecise negat ex maris inundatione et effusione in terras factum esse diluvium.
…would have been sufficient for bringing about the flood. To this [the third argument]: Why did Moses, when recalling the efficient causes of the flood, make no word about the sea — which, according to these, was the principal cause of the flood? They will say that the sea was signified by Moses by the word “abyss.” But it is easy to refute this. For these want the sea, unloading and pouring out the immense mass of its water, to have made the flood on the earth; but Moses says that the fountains of the abyss were cleft, and that through those clefts of the fountains the water flowed out from the abyss which inundated the lands. Finally, Rupert flatly denies that the flood was made from the inundation and overflowing of the sea onto the lands.9



ALII existimant eo profectum esse diluvium ex mari, quod per multos terrae meatus, nunc occultos tunc apertos, plurimum aquae ex mari redundarit in terras: quemadmodum enim aquae terrestres desinunt in mare, sic ex mari ortum ducunt, ut scriptum est in exordio Ecclesiastae. Et hoc indicare videtur B. Hieronymus in Quaestionibus in Genesim, et Rupertus libro quarto Commentariorum in Genesim, capite vigesimo.
Others think that the flood proceeded from the sea in this way: that through many channels of the earth, now hidden, then opened, a great deal of water overflowed from the sea onto the lands; for just as the terrestrial waters end in the sea, so they take their origin from the sea, as is written at the opening of Ecclesiastes. And this St. Jerome seems to indicate in the Questions on Genesis, and Rupert in the fourth book of the Commentaries on Genesis, chapter twenty.10



CAIETANUS autem, explanans verba illa Mosis de scissis fontibus abyssi et reseratis cataractis caeli, scribit utrumque non proprie sed metaphorice dictum a Mose. Metaphoricus est, inquit, sermo utrobique: describitur enim ex parte terrae eruptio aquarum, tanquam si amplissima aquarum multitudo occultata in terra detineretur, parvis meatibus fontium non permittentibus illam exire; secundum hanc enim metaphoram describuntur scissi fontes omnes amplissimae abyssi, ut sic per scissos meatus ingens copia aquarum erumperet. Et similiter ex parte caeli describuntur aquae tanquam detentae claustris fenestrarum, et apertis fenestris praecipites ruisse: quorum neutrum est verum secundum proprietatem, sed tantum secundum similitudinem.
But Cajetan, explaining those words of Moses about the cleft fountains of the abyss and the unbarred cataracts of heaven, writes that both were said by Moses not properly but metaphorically. “The speech is metaphorical in both places,” he says: “for on the part of the earth is described an eruption of waters, as if a very great multitude of waters were detained, hidden in the earth, the small channels of the springs not permitting it to go out; for according to this metaphor are described all the cleft fountains of the vastest abyss, so that thus, through the cleft channels, a huge abundance of waters might burst forth. And similarly, on the part of heaven, the waters are described as detained by the bars of windows, and, the windows being opened, to have rushed down headlong: neither of which is true according to propriety, but only according to likeness.”11



Significatur enim tam ex parte caeli quam terra concurrisse duo ad faciendum diluvium: alterum ut causam secundam, alterum ut actionem eius causae. Ex parte quidem terrae describitur abyssus magna ut causa, in qua intelligitur causa proxima generativa fluminum et fontium in terris existens. Actio autem describitur tantus effluxus, ut fuerit ad similitudinem scissorum meatuum immensae aquae. Ubi nota quod non dicitur, Ruptae sunt viae abyssi, sed, Rupti sunt fontes: ad significandum non esse scissas vias Oceani ad eluendam terram, sed esse scissos fontes aquarum dulcium, fluminum videlicet, stagnorum et huiusmodi. Sic Caietanus.
“For it is signified that, both on the part of heaven and of earth, two things concurred to make the flood: the one as second cause, the other as the action of that cause. On the part of the earth, the great abyss is described as a cause, in which is understood the proximate generative cause of rivers and springs existing in the lands. And the action is described [as] so great an outflow that it was after the likeness of cleft channels of an immense [body of] water. Where note that it is not said, ‘The ways of the abyss were broken,’ but, ‘The fountains were broken’: to signify that the ways of the Ocean were not cleft to wash away the earth, but that the fountains of fresh waters were cleft — namely, of rivers, lakes, and the like.” So Cajetan.12



EGO CREDIDERIM vocabulo Abyssi hoc loco significari subterraneas cavernas, praecipue amplissimas et profundissimas (ut sit positum hic singulare pro plurali, ut alias frequenter in sacris litteris): cavernas dico plenas aquarum vel stantium vel fluentium, quas aquas illae accipiunt aut ex mari per occultos meatus, vel ipsae generant intra se, vapores quos intra se continent plurimos, frigore suo densatos ac refrigeratos in aquam vertentes, perenni eiusmodi vaporum et aquarum commutatione: qualem esse fontium et fluminum originem sensit Aristoteles. In terra igitur, ut supra et extra, ita sub[ter]…
I would believe that by the word “Abyss” in this place are signified subterranean caverns — especially the vastest and deepest (so that here the singular is put for the plural, as frequently elsewhere in the sacred writings): caverns, I say, full of waters either standing or flowing, which waters they receive either from the sea through hidden channels, or themselves generate within themselves, turning into water the many vapors which they contain within themselves, condensed and cooled by their cold, by a perpetual interchange of vapors and waters of this kind: such as Aristotle judged the origin of springs and rivers to be. In the earth, therefore, as above and outside, so be[neath]…13



…subter et intra lacus et flumina et maria esse, intimis terrae visceribus conclusa, non est dubitandum: hoc enim a veridicis cosmographis et historicis proditum est, et manifestis compertum indiciis, praesertim autem argumento terrae motus, quo quassata terra et latissime dehiscens saepe tantam aquarum vim evomuit, ut ubi prius non fuerant novi fontes, flumina et lacus exsisterent. Haec subterranea aqua vel non exit supra terram, vel per exiguos tantum fontes et tenues meatus: tempore autem diluvii, et prioribus meatibus multum dilatatis novisque factis, et terra multifariam in vastissimos hiatus discissa, immensa vis aquarum ad obruendam terram erupit. Atque hoc esse reor quod dixit Moses, fontes abyssi magnae ruptos esse ad efficiendum diluvium.
…that beneath and within the earth there are lakes and rivers and seas, enclosed in the innermost bowels of the earth, is not to be doubted: for it has been reported by truthful cosmographers and historians, and ascertained by manifest signs — but especially by the argument of earthquakes, by which the earth, shaken and gaping most widely, has often vomited forth so great a force of waters that, where there had been none before, new springs, rivers, and lakes came into being. This subterranean water either does not come out above the earth, or [only] through small springs and slender channels; but in the time of the flood — the earlier channels being much widened, and new ones made, and the earth cleft in many places into the vastest chasms — an immense force of waters burst forth to overwhelm the earth. And this, I think, is what Moses said: that the fountains of the great deep were broken up to bring about the flood.14



Translator’s notes
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FIFTH DISPUTATION. What those cataracts of heaven were, which Moses says were opened to bring about the flood

LatineEnglish


FIFTH DISPUTATION. What those cataracts of heaven were, which Moses says were opened to bring about the flood.
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. Quae fuerint illa caeli cataractae, quas Moses ait apertas esse ad efficiendum diluvium.



SI quis huius Graecae vocis, cataracta, omnem significationem usumque, tam proprium quam metaphoricum, animo comprehendat atque perpendat, ea voce significari comperiet id quod magna vi et impetu vel aliquid aliud deorsum deiicit, vel ipsummet ruit ac praecipitatur deorsum: nam et loca edita ac praerupta, e quibus aquae magno sonitu et fragore ruunt deorsum, et ipsae aquae per ea loca ruentes ac praecipitantes, vocabulo cataractarum appellari solent. Et locis quidem id nominis saepe attribui multa sunt exempla: illud celebre de cataractis Nili, de quibus Plinius: Postremo, inquit, Nilus inclusus montibus, nec alibi torrentior, vectus aquis properantibus ad locum Aethiopum qui Catadupi vocantur, novissimo cataracte inter occursantes scopulos non fluere immenso fragore creditur, sed ruere.
If anyone comprehends and weighs in his mind all the signification and use of this Greek word “cataract,” both proper and metaphorical, he will find that by this word is signified that which, with great force and impetus, either casts something else down, or itself rushes and is hurled headlong downward: for both high and steep places, from which waters rush down with great noise and crash, and the waters themselves rushing and falling headlong through those places, are wont to be called by the word “cataracts.” And that this name is often attributed to places, there are many examples: that famous one about the cataracts of the Nile, about which Pliny [says]: “Finally, the Nile, enclosed by mountains, and nowhere more torrential, carried by its hastening waters to the place of the Ethiopians who are called Catadupi, at the last cataract, among the rocks meeting it, is believed not to flow, but to rush, with an immense crash.”1



Strabo de eodem Nilo loquens: Paulo supra Elephantinam, ait, est parvus cataractes, in quo scapharii spectaculum quoddam principibus exhibent. Cataractes est ad medium fere flumen, petrosum quoddam supercilium, in superiore parte planum, ut flumen recipere possit, desinens vero in praecipitium, ex quo aqua praecipitatur. Utrinque secus terram alveus est qui facile adnavigari potest. Hac itaque adnavigantes defluunt in cataractem, et cum scaphis in praecipitium detruduntur, ipsi et scaphae illaesi. SUIDAS: Cataractae, inquit, rupes sunt in Istro flumine, montis instar, qua latus is est, sub aqua enatae, in quas fluvius incidens maximo strepitu regurgitat; in rupibus moras easque superans, vortices et aestus et charybdes in orbem agitato fluxu efficit. Denique fluvius illis locis non multis freto Siculo dissimilis est.
Strabo, speaking of the same Nile: “A little above Elephantine,” he says, “there is a small cataract, on which the boatmen exhibit a certain spectacle to the leading men. The cataract is about the middle of the river — a certain rocky brow, level in its upper part, so that it can receive the river, but ending in a precipice, from which the water is hurled down. On either side, near the land, there is a channel which can easily be navigated. By this, then, those sailing flow down to the cataract, and with their skiffs are thrust into the precipice — themselves and the skiffs unharmed.” Suidas: “Cataracts,” he says, “are rocks in the river Ister [Danube], like a mountain, where it is broad, that have grown up under the water, into which the river, falling, surges back with the greatest roar; and, overcoming the obstacles and them [the rocks], it makes whirlpools and surges and Charybdes by its flux driven round in a circle. In short, the river in those places is not much unlike the Sicilian strait.”2



Quod autem ipsa etiam aqua, magno impetu deorsum ruens, cataractae nomen habeat, eo patet quod quidam Pamphiliae fluvius, quia se praecipitat, cataractes sit appellatus, ut scribit Mela. De quo flumine Strabo ita loquitur: Postea est is qui cataractes appellatur, amnis multus et torrentis more vehemens, ex alta petra ruens, adeo ut longissime strepitus exaudia[tur]…
And that the water itself too, rushing down with great force, has the name “cataract,” is plain from this: that a certain river of Pamphylia, because it hurls itself down, is called “Cataractes,” as Mela writes. About which river Strabo speaks thus: “Afterward there is the one which is called Cataractes, a river large and vehement after the manner of a torrent, rushing from a high rock, so that the roar is heard very far o[ff]…”3



…strepitus exaudiatur. Quin etiam portas ex funibus vel catenis pendentes, quae attolli et demitti possunt — cuiusmodi in urbium portis videmus ad subitam hostium irruptionem propulsandam accommodatas — Livius cataractas appellavit. ATQUE haec est significatio et usus apud bonos scriptores illius vocabuli cataracta.
…the roar is heard. Moreover, gates hanging from ropes or chains, which can be raised and lowered — of the kind we see fitted in the gates of cities for repelling a sudden irruption of enemies [i.e., portcullises] — Livy called “cataracts.” And this is the signification and use, among good writers, of that word “cataract.”4



Secundum hanc igitur significationem illorum verborum Mosis, Cataractae caeli apertae sunt, haec videtur esse sententia: Mediam regionem aëris, in qua ex densatis refrigeratisque nubibus generantur imbres et in terram cadunt — hanc dico mediam regionem aëris — Deum tempore diluvii quasi discidisse et aperuisse, ut non per partes, sicut alias fieri solet, nec modice ac parce, sed incredibili copia et horrifico sonitu ac fragore immensam vim aquarum in terras profunderet, unde generale totius orbis diluvium exsisteret. Ergo vocabulum caeli hoc loco non astriferum caelum, sed aëreum significat. Et vocabulum cataractarum significat vel mediam regionem aëris multis locis velut discissam ac patefactam, vel ipsas nubes quae imbres fundunt. Consentaneum enim est credere diluvii tempore fuisse mediam illam regionem aëris infinitis vaporibus densissimisque nubibus oppletam: ad significandam autem maximam aquarum effusionem, usus est Moses oratione metaphorica et hyperbolica, dicens omnem illam regionem aëris fuisse quasi apertam, ut omnem quam continebat aquam deorsum profunderet.
According to this signification, then, of those words of Moses, “The cataracts of heaven were opened,” this seems to be the meaning: that the middle region of the air — in which, from condensed and cooled clouds, rains are generated and fall to the earth (this I call the middle region of the air) — God, in the time of the flood, as it were cleft and opened, so that not by parts, as it usually happens at other times, nor moderately and sparingly, but with incredible abundance and a horrific noise and crash, it poured forth an immense force of waters onto the lands, whence a general flood of the whole world arose. Therefore the word “heaven” in this place signifies not the star-bearing heaven, but the airy [heaven]. And the word “cataracts” signifies either the middle region of the air, as it were cleft and laid open in many places, or the clouds themselves which pour out rains. For it is reasonable to believe that in the time of the flood that middle region of the air was filled with infinite vapors and the densest clouds; and to signify the greatest outpouring of waters, Moses used a metaphorical and hyperbolical manner of speech, saying that all that region of the air was, as it were, opened, so that it poured down all the water it contained.5



CETERUM scire convenit pro Graeca voce Cataracta legi hoc loco, Hebraice, ‘arubbah,’ quae vox significat fistulas vel fenestras. Quo planius autem intelligatur quid significare voluerit Moses dicens Deum aperuisse fenestras caeli, disquirendum est de quo caelo loquatur Moses, de caelo ne astrifero an de aëreo. Non enim defuerunt aliqui, tum recentiorum tum veterum, qui putaverint et scriptum prodiderint Mosen hic loqui de caelo astrifero, et de aquis quae super firmamentum sunt, quas aiunt, aperto illo caelo velut per fistulas sive fenestras in eo factas, ad efficiendum diluvium fuisse in terram profusas. Audi Eugubinum nostri saeculi scriptorem: Verisimile est diluvii tempore caelum multis locis patuisse, aquarumque vasta flumina inde maximo fragore delapsa esse. Inter aquas enim positum esse firmamentum traditur in sacris litteris, in quibus etiam supercaelestes aquae celebrantur. Cum igitur etiam supra caelum sint aquae, quae a nonnullis caelum chrystallinum vocantur, has credendum est, patefacto caelo, horribiliter erupisse, brevique totum orbem inundasse: nam his quoque aquis erat opus ad efficiendum generale diluvium. Alioqui si imbribus tantum res acta esset, non modo quadraginta dierum et noctium pluvia, sed nec quadraginta quidem annorum tanto diluvio efficiendo satis fuisset. Sic Eugubinus.
But it is fitting to know that, in place of the Greek word “Cataract,” there is read in this place, in Hebrew, “arubbah,” which word signifies pipes or windows. And in order that it may be more plainly understood what Moses wished to signify in saying that God opened the windows of heaven, it must be inquired about which heaven Moses speaks — whether the star-bearing heaven or the airy one. For there have not been lacking some, both of the more recent and of the ancient [writers], who thought, and reported in writing, that Moses here speaks of the star-bearing heaven, and of the waters which are above the firmament — which, they say, when that heaven was opened, as if through pipes or windows made in it, were poured out onto the earth to bring about the flood. Hear Eugubinus, a writer of our age: “It is probable that in the time of the flood the heaven lay open in many places, and that vast rivers of waters fell down thence with the greatest crash. For the firmament is reported, in the sacred writings, to be placed amid the waters, in which [writings] the supercelestial waters are also celebrated. Since, therefore, there are waters even above the heaven — which by some are called the crystalline heaven — these, it must be believed, when the heaven was opened, burst forth horribly, and in a short time inundated the whole world: for these waters too were needed to bring about a general flood. Otherwise, if the matter had been done by rains alone, not only the rain of forty days and nights, but not even [the rain] of forty years, would have been enough for bringing about so great a flood.” So Eugubinus.6



Cui assensus quoque Oleaster: Non aliter possum, inquit, quam ut litera habet intelligere. Supponit enim per veras et elementares aquas super firmamentum esse, ut tam[quam]…
With whom Oleaster also agreed: “I cannot understand it,” he says, “otherwise than as the letter has it. For he supposes that there are, above the firmament, true and elemental waters, so that as[…]”7



…veras et elementares aquas super firmamentum esse, ut tamquam Basilius et Chrysostomus sentiunt. Non igitur mirum si Deus fenestras in firmamento ruperit ut aquae illae descenderent; neque ego hic locum esse metaphoris puto. Quare taxandi sunt qui potius volunt sacram scripturam philosophiae legibus subdere, quam, ut magis decet, philosophiam tanquam ancillam illi deservire.
…that there are true and elemental waters above the firmament, as Basil and Chrysostom too think. It is no wonder, then, if God broke windows in the firmament so that those waters might descend; nor do I think there is room for metaphors here. Wherefore those are to be blamed who would rather subject sacred scripture to the laws of philosophy than, as is more fitting, have philosophy serve it as a handmaid.” [So Oleaster.]8



TOSTATUS quoque, qui superiore saeculo floruit, hanc ipsam opinionem attribuit cuidam doctori solenni. Nam explanans verba illa Mosis, Cataractae caeli apertae sunt: Quidam, inquit, doctor solennis dixit quod caelum stellarum et omnes inferiores orbes aperti sunt, et magna pars aquarum supercaelestium, id est, chrystallinarum, decidit in terram, unde factum sit diluvium. Sed hoc non habet saltem aliquam apparentiam, quia aquae illae crystallinae non sunt de specie aquarum elementarium, non enim sunt fluxibiles, sed velut congelatae et solidae, et idcirco non possunt suffocare vel cruciare homines, cum non habeant aliquam de qualitatibus activis et passivis quae sunt instrumenta eiusmodi actionum. Adde quod, cum illae aquae sint ex natura caelesti, nec dicantur aquae nisi propter quandam similitudinem, si illae defluxissent in terras, plurimum sane periisset de veritate substantiae caelestis. Hoc fere modo Tostatus.
Tostatus too, who flourished in the previous century, attributes this very opinion to a certain solemn doctor. For, explaining those words of Moses, “The cataracts of heaven were opened”: “A certain solemn doctor,” he says, “said that the heaven of the stars and all the lower spheres were opened, and a great part of the supercelestial waters — that is, the crystalline ones — fell down to the earth, whence the flood came about. But this does not have even any plausibility, because those crystalline waters are not of the species of elemental waters, for they are not fluid, but as it were frozen and solid, and therefore cannot suffocate or torment men, since they have none of the active and passive qualities which are the instruments of such actions. Add that, since those waters are of a celestial nature, and are not called ‘waters’ except on account of a certain likeness, if they had flowed down onto the lands, a great deal indeed would have perished of the truth of the celestial substance.” In about this manner [speaks] Tostatus.9



Ceterum longe antiquiorem fuisse illam sententiam ex eo liquet, quod eius meminit Beda, scribens quibusdam esse visum aquas supra caelum ad eum finem et usum fuisse a Deo positas, ut earum immensa copia e caelis praecipitata in terras generale totius orbis diluvium, quod aliquando Dei voluntate ac decreto erat futurum, effici posset.
But that that opinion was far more ancient is plain from this: that Bede mentions it, writing that it seemed to some that the waters above the heaven were placed by God for this end and use — that, their immense abundance being hurled down from the heavens onto the lands, a general flood of the whole world (which at some time was to come about by God's will and decree) might be brought about.10



SED eam opinionem ab omni ratione veroque remotissimam esse, duobus argumentis ostendi potest. Etenim, ut aquae illae deflueRent in terram, necesse fuisset octo caelos — id est, septem planetarum et octavum inerrantium syderum, super quod isti credunt aquas illas esse locatas — disrumpi, ut illis aquis descensus in terram pateret, et rursus eosdem omnes caelos occludi et redintegrari: quod valde alienum est incorruptibili naturae caeli. Deinde, aut tota illa aqua defluxisset in terras, quare locus caelestis quem antea implebat totus remansisset vacuus; aut pars tantum illius aquae defluxisset, reliqua igitur aqua quae remansisset frustra et supervacanea fuisset, cum nullo tempore amplius futurum sit diluvium, sicut Deus promisit. Ex his quae dicta sunt apparet, cum Moses dixit fenestras caeli esse apertas, eum non esse locutum de caelo astrifero: relinquitur igitur locutum esse eum de caelo aëreo. Sed qua ratione dictum eius accipiendum et interpretandum sit, deinceps exponamus.
But that that opinion is most remote from all reason and truth can be shown by two arguments. For, in order that those waters might flow down to the earth, it would have been necessary that the eight heavens — that is, [the seven] of the planets and the eighth of the fixed stars, above which these believe those waters to be located — be broken apart, so that a descent to the earth might lie open for those waters, and again that all those same heavens be closed and made whole: which is very alien to the incorruptible nature of the heaven. Next, either all that water would have flowed down onto the lands — wherefore the celestial place which it before filled would have remained wholly empty; or only part of that water would have flowed down — therefore the remaining water that would have stayed would have been in vain and superfluous, since at no time hereafter will there be a flood, as God promised. From the things that have been said it appears that, when Moses said that the windows of heaven were opened, he was not speaking of the star-bearing heaven: it remains, therefore, that he was speaking of the airy heaven. But in what way his saying is to be taken and interpreted, let us explain next.11



MOSEN, cum dixit apertas esse fenestras caeli, usum esse sermone metaphorico et hyperbolico minime dubitandum est: neque enim ulla sunt in caelo, vel sidereo vel aëreo, fenestrae quae aperiri et claudi possint; sed Moses ita loquens, haud dubie accommodavit orationem ad communem sensum et opinionem hominum imaginantium et existimantium in caelo, sive in superis aëris regionibus, immensam aqua[rum]…
That Moses, when he said that the windows of heaven were opened, used a metaphorical and hyperbolical manner of speech, must by no means be doubted: for there are no windows in the heaven, whether starry or airy, that can be opened and closed; but Moses, speaking thus, doubtless accommodated his speech to the common sense and opinion of men imagining and supposing that in the heaven — or in the upper regions of the air — [there is] an immense [force] of wat[ers]…12



…rum vim contineri, quam Deus quando vult et quantum vult vel emittit vel retinet, nimiaque retentione earum terras siccitate, contra vero nimia profusione diluvio vastat ac perdit. Hoc ipsum spectans Iob de Deo dixit: Qui ligat aquas in nubibus suis, ut non erumpant pariter deorsum. Si continuerit aquas, omnia siccabuntur; si emiserit eas, subvertent terram. Quo fit ut, cum magna est imbrium penuria, dicatur caelum esse clausum; rursus, cum redditur imbrium abundantia, dicatur esse apertum. Et hoc frequens est in sacris literis.
…an immense force of waters, which God, when he wills and as much as he wills, either sends forth or retains; and by the excessive retention of them he lays waste and destroys the lands with drought, but on the contrary, by an excessive outpouring, with a flood. Looking to this very thing, Job said of God: “Who binds the waters in his clouds, that they may not break out all together downward. If he holds back the waters, all things will be dried up; if he sends them forth, they will overturn the earth.” Whence it comes about that, when there is a great scarcity of rains, the heaven is said to be closed; and again, when an abundance of rains is restored, it is said to be open. And this is frequent in the sacred writings.13



QUIN etiam, cum divina scriptura significare vult Deum hominibus vel dedisse vel daturum magnam aliquorum bonorum vel malorum copiam, dicere solet Deum aperuisse vel aperturum cataractas caeli, ad significandam largissimam illorum bonorum vel malorum effusionem. Legimus, cum Eliseus praedixisset fore ut postridie modius similae uno statere veniret, et duo modii hordei statere uno, respondisse unum de ducibus regis Israël minime credentem Eliseo: Si Dominus fecerit etiam cataractas in caelo, nunquid poterit esse quod loqueris? Legimus item apud Malachiam Deum, ingentem bonorum abundantiam Iudaeis promittentem, sic esse locutum: Si non aperuero vobis cataractas caeli, et effudero vobis benedictionem usque ad abundantiam.
Nay, even when divine scripture wishes to signify that God has given, or will give, to men a great abundance of certain goods or evils, it is wont to say that God has opened, or will open, the cataracts of heaven, to signify the most lavish outpouring of those goods or evils. We read that, when Elisha had foretold that on the next day a measure of fine flour would be sold for one stater, and two measures of barley for one stater, one of the captains of the king of Israel, not believing Elisha, answered: “If the Lord should make even cataracts in heaven, could that be which thou sayest?” (4 Kings 7). We read likewise in Malachi that God, promising to the Jews a huge abundance of goods, spoke thus: “If I open not to you the cataracts of heaven, and pour out to you a blessing even unto abundance” (Mal. 3).14



Accipitur quoque interdum mala in partem vocabulum Cataracta, velut in Psal. 41: Abyssus, inquit, abyssum invocat in voce cataractarum tuarum. Id est: calamitas, qua velut abysso et voragine profundissima urgeor et absorbeor, continuo alteram abyssum calamitatum velut advocat et attrahit, et haec aliam, ita ut nullus mearum calamitatum sit finis, nullaque meorum dolorum et cruciatuum intermissio, dum tu, Domine, sic me malis et calamitatibus obruis, ut soles nonnunquam immensam vim aquarum, velut apertis caeli fenestris, horrifico sonitu ac fragore in terras praecipitare. Apparet igitur apertionem fenestrarum caeli ad pluendum tempore diluvii, per metaphoram, significare immensam vim imbrium horribili sonitu et impetu in terras ruentium.
The word “Cataract” is also sometimes taken in a bad sense, as in Psalm 41: “Deep,” he says, “calleth on deep, at the voice of thy cataracts.” That is: the calamity by which, as by a most profound deep and chasm, I am pressed and swallowed up, continually summons and draws to itself, as it were, another deep of calamities, and this another — so that there is no end of my calamities, and no intermission of my griefs and torments, while thou, O Lord, dost so overwhelm me with evils and calamities, as thou art sometimes wont to hurl down onto the lands an immense force of waters, as if by opened windows of heaven, with a horrific noise and crash. It appears, therefore, that the opening of the windows of heaven for raining in the time of the flood signifies, by metaphor, the immense force of rains rushing onto the lands with a horrible noise and impetus.15



SIMILITER intellexit hunc locum Chrysostomus: Vide, inquit, quanta orationis temperatione utitur hic divina scriptura. Omnia enim iuxta consuetudinem humanam loquitur, non quod cataractae et fenestrae sint in caelo, sed quasi diceret: Praecepit tantum Dominus, et statim aquarum natura mandato Conditoris obedivit, et, ut confluxit, totum orbem inundavit. Similia scribit Rupertus: Quod ait, Cataractae caeli apertae sunt, accipiendum est (inquit Rupertus) per hyperbolen, et sic esse dictum ad insinuandam inundationis magnitudinem, quae tanta fuit ut firmamentum (inter aquas caelestes terrestresque a Deo positum) dissipatum esse videretur secundum vulgi opinionem. Dicimus quidem cataractas caeli occultas esse vias, per quas de caelo (utique aëreo) pluvia descendit. Verum hoc dicendo vulgi magis more quam scripturae sensu loquimur. Neque enim solidum quid aut durum est caelum, ut recte possit intelligi fenestris in modum parietis intercisum, quibus apertis aquae funduntur deorsum, quae eisdem clausis continebantur sursum. Sic Rupertus.
Chrysostom understood this place similarly: “See,” he says, “with what great moderation of speech divine scripture here uses. For it speaks all things according to human custom — not that there are cataracts and windows in heaven, but as if it said: The Lord only commanded, and immediately the nature of the waters obeyed the command of the Creator, and, as it flowed together, inundated the whole world.” Rupert writes similar things: “What he says, ‘The cataracts of heaven were opened,’ is to be taken,” says Rupert, “by hyperbole, and was so said to suggest the magnitude of the inundation, which was so great that the firmament — placed by God between the celestial and terrestrial waters — seemed, according to the opinion of the common people, to be broken up. We do indeed call the ‘cataracts of heaven’ the hidden ways through which the rain descends from heaven (the airy one, of course). But in saying this we speak rather after the manner of the common people than according to the sense of scripture. For the heaven is not something solid or hard, so that it could rightly be understood to be cut through with windows in the manner of a wall, which being opened the waters are poured down, and which being closed it was contained above.” So Rupert.16



SED concludamus hanc de caeli cataractis disputationem adiecto morali huius loci intellectu et tractatu qui est apud Ambrosium: Et rupti sunt, inquit, omnes fontes abyssi, cataractae caeli apertae sunt. Vim diluvii convenienter scriptura expressit, dicens caelum et terram pariter esse commota, e quibus elementis constat huius mundi omne principium. Undique ergo, influentibus aquarum molibus, conclusum genus hominum perurgetur. Haec secundum litteram. Quod autem ad altiorem pertinet sensum: caeli symbolo mens humana significatur, terrae autem appellatione corpus et sensus. Magna igitur naufragia, quando mentis pariter et corporis sensuumque omnium turbo et procella miscentur. Diligenter dicta pensemus: plerumque fraus mentis et dolus suum exercent venenum, sed tamen sobrietas corporis et continentia obumbrant mentis improbitatem.
But let us conclude this disputation about the cataracts of heaven by adding the moral understanding and treatment of this passage which is found in Ambrose: “‘And all the fountains of the deep were broken up,’ he says, ‘the cataracts of heaven were opened.’ Scripture fittingly expressed the force of the flood, saying that heaven and earth were moved together — the elements of which the whole beginning of this world consists. On every side, therefore, by the masses of waters flowing in, the enclosed race of men is hard pressed. This according to the letter. But as regards the higher sense: by the symbol of heaven the human mind is signified; by the appellation of earth, the body and the senses. Great, therefore, are the shipwrecks, when the whirlwind and storm of the mind, and of the body, and of all the senses alike, are mingled. Let us weigh the words carefully: for the most part the fraud of the mind and its guile exercise their venom, yet the sobriety of the body and continence overshadow the wickedness of the mind.”17



Frequenter incerto fidei atque opinionis suae mens lubrica est, sed tamen caro deliciis et luxuria non vacat, ut frugalitas errorem mentis excuset: sicut multi sunt haereticorum qui praetendere volunt corporis continentiam, ut assertionis suae fidem testimonio suae carnis acquirant; et si sensu lubrici, tamen, quo minus turpes, aliquanto excusabiliores habentur. Cum autem venena mentis et contagia corporea obscoenitatis sensum omnem vigoremque confundunt, atque animus incerto lubricus motu — malitiae foedus atramento, crudelitatis furore succensus — etiam corporalibus flagitiis incitatur; avarus quoque affectus, impatiens mediocrium facultatum, luxuria, cupiditate effundendique libidine praecipitatur in facinus appetendae salutis alienae: tunc magnum est diluvium, omnibus pariter ingruentibus passionibus; tunc se insipientia, iniustitia, temeritas, improbitas, perfidia de superiori parte tanquam cataractae mentis videntur effundere. Inde erumpunt de corporis fonte terreni libido, temulentia, luxuria, postremo diversorum criminum prolapsiones, quae penitus et corporis robur et vigorem mentis effeminant. Haec Ambrosius.
“Frequently the slippery mind is uncertain in its faith and opinion, yet the flesh is not free from delights and luxury, so that frugality does not excuse the error of the mind: as there are many heretics who wish to make a show of bodily continence, in order to gain credit for their assertion by the testimony of their flesh; and although slippery in mind, yet, being somewhat less base, they are held somewhat more excusable. But when the venoms of the mind and the bodily contagions of obscenity confound all sense and vigor, and the soul, slippery with uncertain motion — foul with the ink-stain of malice, kindled with the fury of cruelty — is incited even to bodily disgraces; and the avaricious affection too, impatient of moderate means, is hurled by luxury, by greed, and by the lust of squandering into the crime of coveting another's welfare: then there is a great flood, all the passions assailing alike; then folly, injustice, rashness, wickedness, perfidy seem to pour themselves out from the upper part, as it were the cataracts of the mind. Thence burst forth, from the fountain of the body, earthly lust, drunkenness, luxury, and finally the lapses into various crimes, which utterly enfeeble both the strength of the body and the vigor of the mind.” This [says] Ambrose.18



Translator’s notes
	§21. The meaning of ‘cataract’ (waterfalls and the rushing waters). Margins: “What ‘cataract’ signifies in Greek”; Pliny, bk. 5, [ch.] 9. ↩
	Strabo and Suidas on river-cataracts (the Nile, the Danube). Margin: Strabo, Geography bk. 5. ↩
	The river ‘Cataractes’ of Pamphylia. Margins: Pomponius Mela, bk. 1, ch. 14; Strabo bk. 4; Livy bk. 7. Continues on p. 302. ↩
	Livy's use of ‘cataract’ for a portcullis. ↩
	§22. Pererius's own reading: the ‘cataracts of heaven’ = the cloud-laden middle air, opened by God; ‘heaven’ here = the air, not the starry sphere. ↩
	§23. The Hebrew ‘arubbah’ = windows; and the rival view (Eugubinus) that the ‘windows of heaven’ are the star-sphere, releasing the supercelestial/crystalline waters. Margins: “What that heaven is whose cataracts/windows were opened”; Augustinus Eugubinus, Annotations on Genesis. ↩
	Oleaster endorses the literal ‘waters above the firmament.’ Margin: Oleaster, on Gen. ch. 7. Continues on p. 303. ↩
	Oleaster's conclusion (Basil and Chrysostom for literal waters; philosophy as scripture's handmaid). Margins: Basil; Chrysostom. ↩
	§24. Tostatus reports — and rejects — the ‘crystalline supercelestial waters’ view. Margin: Tostatus. ↩
	Margin: Bede, On the Nature of Things. ↩
	§25. Pererius's two arguments against the starry-heaven reading. Margins: “That the star-bearing heaven was not opened”; Gen. 9. ↩
	§26. Moses' ‘windows of heaven’ is metaphor accommodated to common imagination. Margin: “How ‘the cataracts of heaven were opened’ is to be understood.” Continues on p. 304. ↩
	§26 (concluded): the metaphor — God opens/closes heaven by sending or withholding rain. Margin: Job 12, 26. ↩
	§27. ‘Cataracts of heaven’ as a Scriptural idiom for abundance. Margins: “The word ‘Cataract’ for an abundance of goods or evils”; 4 Kings 7; Mal. 3. ↩
	‘Cataracts’ in a bad sense (Ps. 41). Margin: “The passage of Psalm 41.” ↩
	§28. Chrysostom and Rupert: the ‘windows of heaven’ is hyperbole/accommodation. Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 25 on Genesis; Rupert, Commentaries on Genesis, bk. 4, ch. 20. ↩
	§29. The tropological reading (Ambrose): heaven = the mind, earth = body/senses. Margins: “The tropology of this passage”; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 14. ↩
	The inner ‘flood’ of the passions (Ambrose continued). ↩




SIXTH DISPUTATION. On the rain of forty days, from which the flood was chiefly made

LatineEnglish


SIXTH DISPUTATION. On the rain of forty days, from which the flood was chiefly made.
SEXTA DISPUTATIO. De pluvia quadraginta dierum, ex qua praecipue factum est diluvium.



Facta est, inquit Moses, pluvia super terram quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus. ECCE tibi cur Moses dixerit apertas fuisse cataractas caeli: nempe ut indicaret immensam vim aquarum e caelo profusam esse in terras; id quod manifeste declarat continua et densissima quadraginta dierum pluvia. Nec male hoc loco monet Caietanus, quod dictum est a Mose de pluvia quadraginta dierum idem esse intelligendum de eruptione aquarum super terras ex fontibus abyssi: pari enim tempore et ex caelo defluxit, et ex terra scaturivit et erupit a[qua]…
“And rain fell upon the earth,” says Moses, “forty days and forty nights.” Behold for you why Moses said that the cataracts of heaven were opened: namely, to indicate that an immense force of waters was poured from heaven onto the lands — which the continuous and most dense rain of forty days plainly declares. And Cajetan well notes in this place that what was said by Moses about the rain of forty days is to be understood likewise of the eruption of waters onto the lands from the fountains of the abyss: for in equal time the water both flowed down from heaven, and gushed and burst forth from the e[arth]…1



…et ex caelo defluxit, et ex terra scaturivit et erupit aqua. SED ex his verbis exsistunt quatuor dubitationes. Prima: Cur distincte nominavit Moses dies ac noctes? Satis enim fuisset dicere, quadraginta diebus. An ita locutus est, ne, si praecise dixisset quadraginta dies, aliquis fortasse putaret fuisse illos dies artificiales, et interdiu quidem pluisse, non autem noctu? Dixit igitur dies et noctes, ut significaret diem naturalem, qui viginti quatuor horis constat, et illam pluviam continenter tam die quam nocte factam esse. Verum quia et Moses alibi saepe in scriptura, et hoc ipso capite paulo infra, nomen diei praecise ponitur ad significandum diem naturalem, non sine probabilitate dici posset hanc distinctam commemorationem dierum et noctium interdum usurpari in sacris litteris ubi aliquid perquam insigne et admirabile traditur: idque fieri propter emphasim, ad maiorem scilicet tum rei quae narratur exaggerationem, tum legentium et audientium admirationem.
…both flowed down from heaven, and gushed and burst forth from the earth. But from these words four doubts arise. The first: Why did Moses distinctly name days and nights? For it would have been enough to say “forty days.” Did he speak thus lest, if he had said precisely “forty days,” someone might perhaps think that those were artificial days [daytime], and that it rained indeed by day but not by night? He said, therefore, “days and nights,” to signify the natural day, which consists of twenty-four hours, and that that rain fell continuously both by day and by night. But because both Moses elsewhere often in scripture, and in this very chapter a little below, sets down the name “day” precisely to signify the natural day, it could be said, not without probability, that this distinct mention of days and nights is sometimes employed in the sacred writings where something very notable and admirable is related: and that this is done for emphasis — namely, both for the greater heightening of the matter narrated, and for the admiration of the readers and hearers.2



Exempli causa: super humanam potestatem et fidem est aliquem mortalium nullo cibo potuque per quadraginta dies esse usum; hoc tamen cum divina Scriptura narrat de Mose, de Elia, de Domino nostro Salvatore, dicit eos ieiunasse quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus. Similiter igitur, quia permirum erat totos quadraginta dies continenter pluisse, idcirco Moses dixit pluisse quadraginta dies et quadraginta noctes.
For example: it is beyond human power and belief that any mortal should have used no food or drink for forty days; yet, when divine Scripture narrates this of Moses, of Elijah, of our Lord the Savior, it says that they fasted forty days and forty nights. Similarly, then, because it was very wonderful that it rained continuously for forty whole days, therefore Moses said that it rained forty days and forty nights.3



ALTERA dubitatio. Unde Noë perspectum et cognitum habuit transisse quadraginta illos dies et quadraginta noctes dum facta est illa pluvia? Siquidem inclusus in Arcam, nec praesentiam nec absentiam Solis videre poterat; nec, si extra Arcam illo tempore fuisset, caelo omni ex parte densissimis vaporibus obducto et quasi obcaecato, Solem videre potuisset. An id cognovit Noë, aut Moses qui hanc historiam scripsit, singulari aliqua revelatione Dei? An habuit Noë intra Arcam horologium aliquod, quod suo motu et sonitu omnes et singulas diei et noctis horas indicaret?
The second doubt. Whence did Noah have it ascertained and known that those forty days and forty nights had passed during which that rain fell? For, shut up in the Ark, he could see neither the presence nor the absence of the Sun; nor, if he had been outside the Ark at that time, could he have seen the Sun, the heaven being on every side overspread with the densest vapors and, as it were, blinded. Did Noah — or Moses, who wrote this history — know this by some singular revelation of God? Or did Noah have within the Ark some clock (horologium) which, by its motion and sound, indicated each and every hour of the day and night?4



TERTIA dubitatio. Unde tanta fuerit vaporum, e quibus generaretur pluvia quadraginta dierum, suppeditatio? An existimare convenit terrae plurimum eo tempore tenuatum et resolutum esse in vapores aqueos, et omnes vapores qui erant in aëre tunc commutatos esse in aquam? Nec hoc tantum, sed praeterea credibile sit magnam partem aëris in pluvialem aquam commutatam esse: nam cum diluvium totam terram tam alte operuerit ut altissimos montes quindecim cubitis excesserit, credendum est aërem qui prius obsidebat totum illud spatium circum terram (quod postea completum est aquis) fuisse versum in aquam.
The third doubt. Whence was there so great a supply of vapors, from which the rain of forty days might be generated? Is it fitting to think that a great deal of the earth at that time was thinned and resolved into aqueous vapors, and that all the vapors which were in the air were then changed into water? And not only this, but besides it may be credible that a great part of the air was changed into rain-water: for since the flood covered the whole earth so deeply that it surpassed the highest mountains by fifteen cubits, it must be believed that the air which before occupied all that space around the earth (which was afterward filled with waters) was turned into water.5



QUARTA dubitatio. Utra fuerit principalior causa diluvii: aqua terrestris, ne, erumpens ex fontibus abyssi vel quae effusa est ex mari, an pluvia quae per quadraginta dies e caelo defluxit? Equidem crediderim principem diluvii causam fuisse in pluvia quadraginta dierum. Neque enim a[qua]…
The fourth doubt. Which was the more principal cause of the flood: the terrestrial water — whether bursting from the fountains of the abyss, or that which was poured out from the sea — or the rain that flowed down from heaven for forty days? For my part, I would believe that the chief cause of the flood was in the rain of forty days. For neither could the wa[ter]…6



…aqua vel ex subterraneis locis exiliens, vel per terram fluens, vel ex mari aestuante terram inundans, in tantum excrescere et extumescere, et ad tantam usque altitudinem ascendere potuit, ut quindecim cubitis omnium montium vertices transcenderet: cum altitudo illa longissimo intervallo maior esset origine omnium aquarum terrestrium, et quantocunque tumore et exaggeratione maris. Excessus igitur ille diluvii super omnes montes non aliunde quam ex caelesti pluvia accidere potuit: quippe huius origo altior erat eo loco ad quem pervenit diluvium. Altitudo quippe diluvii, etsi permagna fuit, infra tamen fuit mediam regionem aëris ubi pluvia generatur.
…the water, whether leaping out from subterranean places, or flowing over the earth, or inundating the earth from the surging sea, could grow and swell so much, and ascend to so great a height, as to surpass the peaks of all the mountains by fifteen cubits: since that height was, by a very great interval, greater than the origin of all terrestrial waters, and than any swelling and heaping-up of the sea. That excess of the flood above all the mountains, therefore, could come about from nothing else than the celestial rain: for the origin of this was higher than the place to which the flood reached. For the height of the flood, although it was very great, was nevertheless below the middle region of the air, where rain is generated.7



Nec illa pluviae in quadraginta dies productio et extensio non illustre tulit argumentum divinae longanimitatis ac benignitatis, tam lenta vindictae et exitii dilatione homines illos ad poenitentiam exspectantis atque incitantis. Audi Chrysostomum: Iam, inquit, quod quadraginta diebus inductum est diluvium, et istud ipsum bonitatis maxima genus est. Volebat enim, propter magnam misericordiam, etiam aliquos ex eis castigatos generalem illam internecionem effugere, cum viderent ante oculos suos perire proximos suos et imminere sibi communem interitum. Verisimile enim est primo die diluvii bonam aliquam partem hominum periisse, et secundo die aliam, et similiter die tertio et quarto et reliquis, atque ita in quadraginta dies produxit, ut omnem defensionis praetextum illis adimeret. Nam si voluisset atque imperasset, uno momento potuisset omnia perdere diluvio: sed pro sua misericordia tanta dierum productione usus est. Sic B. Chrysostomus.
Nor did that production and extension of the rain over forty days fail to furnish a notable argument of the divine longsuffering and kindness, awaiting and inciting those men to penance by so slow a delay of vengeance and destruction. Hear Chrysostom: “Now,” he says, “that the flood was brought on over forty days — this very thing too is the greatest kind of goodness. For, on account of his great mercy, he wished that even some of them, being chastened, might escape that general destruction, when they saw their neighbors perishing before their eyes and the common ruin threatening them. For it is likely that on the first day of the flood a good part of the men perished, and on the second day another, and likewise on the third and fourth and the rest; and thus he prolonged it over forty days, that he might take from them every pretext of defense. For if he had willed and commanded, he could in one moment have destroyed all things by a flood; but in his mercy he used so great a prolongation of days.” So St. Chrysostom.8



ITAQUE, quod in sacris literis proditum est de Chananaeae regionis habitatoribus (quibus expulsis, eam regionem Deus Hebraeis dedit), idem in eos qui diluvio interierunt verissime dici potest. Sic autem in libro Sapientiae scriptum est: Non quia impotens eras in bello subiicere impios iustis, bestiis saevis, aut verbo duro simul exterminare; sed partibus iudicans dabas locum poenitentiae, non ignorans quia nequam est natio eorum, et naturalis malitia ipsorum, et quoniam non poterat mutari cogitatio illorum in perpetuum: et veniam dabas peccatis illorum. Docuisti autem populum tuum per talia opera, quoniam oportet iustum esse et humanum, et bonae spei fecisti filios tuos, quoniam iudicans das locum in peccatis poenitentiae. Si enim inimicos servorum tuorum, ut debitos morti, cum tanta attentione cruciasti, dans tempus et locum per quae possunt mutari a malitia, etc.
And so, what is reported in the sacred writings about the inhabitants of the region of Canaan (who being expelled, God gave that region to the Hebrews), the same can most truly be said of those who perished in the flood. For thus it is written in the book of Wisdom: “Not because thou wast unable to subject the impious to the just in battle, or by cruel beasts, or with a harsh word to exterminate them at once; but, judging by degrees, thou gavest place for penance, not being ignorant that their nation is wicked, and their malice natural, and that their thought could never be changed: and thou gavest pardon to their sins. And thou hast taught thy people, by such works, that the just man ought to be also humane; and thou hast made thy children of good hope, because, in judging, thou givest place in [their] sins for penance. For if thou hast tormented with such attention the enemies of thy servants, as deserving death, giving time and place by which they might be changed from their malice,” etc.9



Translator’s notes
	Margins: Gen. 7, v. 12; Cajetan. Continues on p. 306. ↩
	§30. First doubt: why ‘days and nights.’ Margins: “FOUR DOUBTS”; “Why Moses distinctly named days and nights.” ↩
	Margins: Deut. 9; 3 Kings 19; Matt. 4; “Emphatic.” ↩
	§31. Second doubt: how Noah tracked the forty days. Margin: “Second doubt: whence Noah knew the forty days had passed.” ↩
	§32. Third doubt: the source of so much vapor. Margin: “Third doubt: whence so great a supply of vapors.” ↩
	§33. Fourth doubt: which cause was chief. Margin: “Fourth doubt: which was the more efficacious cause of the flood — the terrestrial and marine water, or the celestial/rain.” Continues on p. 307. ↩
	§33 (cont.). Pererius's reasoning: only rain could raise the water above the mountains. ↩
	§34. The forty days as a mercy (Chrysostom: a slow judgment, summoning to penance). Margins: “A moral lesson”; Chrysostom, hom. 25 on Genesis. ↩
	The Canaanites (Wisdom 12) as a parallel to the men of the Flood — God's slow judgment leaves room for repentance. Margin: Wisdom 12. ↩
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SEVENTH DISPUTATION. What that means which Moses said: “In the joint (articulus) of that day Noah entered the Ark”?
SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. Quid sibi vult illud quod dixit Moses, In articulo diei illius Noë ingressum esse in Arcam?



VERBA haec Mosis non facilem habent intellectum, propter obscuram illius vocabuli (articulus) notionem: nam quid significet hoc loco articulus diei, non cuilibet notum est. Lyranus ait articulum significare rem distinctam et manifestam, et hic significare tempus diei clarum et conspicuum omnibus. Ut sensus sit: Iussu Dei Noë ingressum esse in arcam die clara, ut alii videntes eum tam fidenter ingredi intelligerent divina protectione custodiri eam ab his qui decreverant per insidias eum interimere, et sic eum ingressu in arcam prohiberi. Sed hanc interpretationem Tostatus non probat, ratus ipse vocabulo articuli significari rem quandam parvam et distinctam, et hoc loco denotari ea voce parvam temporis partem qua nox a die secernitur, et hanc esse diluculum seu auroram. Hanc igitur esse illorum verborum sententiam: Noë iussu Dei in ipsa aurora ingressum esse in arcam. Et huius interpretationis Tostatus auctores laudat duos Rabbinorum doctissimos, Abraam et Auen-Esram.
These words of Moses do not have an easy meaning, on account of the obscure notion of that word (articulus): for what “the articulus of the day” signifies in this place is not known to everyone. Lyra says that “articulus” signifies a distinct and manifest thing, and here signifies a time of day clear and conspicuous to all. So that the sense is: by God's command Noah entered the ark in clear daylight, so that others, seeing him enter so confidently, might understand that it was guarded by divine protection from those who had resolved to kill him by ambush, and so to prevent him from entering the ark. But Tostatus does not approve this interpretation, himself thinking that by the word “articulus” is signified a certain small and distinct thing, and that in this place is denoted by that word the small part of time by which night is separated from day, and that this is the daybreak or dawn. The meaning of those words, therefore, is this: that Noah, by God's command, entered the ark at the very dawn. And of this interpretation Tostatus commends as authors two most learned of the Rabbis, Abraham and Aven-Esra.1



EGO apud Latinos scriptores varias eius vocis significationes in usu esse animadverto. Proprie articulus apud Philosophos et Medicos ponitur pro iunctura sive nodo membri corporis: illud enim quo unum membrum ab alio discretum est, et cum eo nihilominus cohaerescit, articulus dicitur. Per metaphoram, in vite dicuntur articuli nodi e quibus gemma erumpit. Plinius item, in calce operis sui, articulos montium appellasse videtur colliculos et clivos molliter surgentes. Ovidius autem libro secundo de Ponto dixit supputare articulis, pro, supputare digitis. Auctor ad Herennium libro quarto articulum nominavit membrum periodi, quod a Graecis κῶλον appellatur. Et apud Grammaticos articuli dicuntur qui in declinandis nominibus, discernendi generis causa, praeponuntur, uti sunt, hic, haec, hoc. Denique ponitur saepe pro momento quodam et tempestivo opportunoque agendi aliquid tempore.
I observe that among Latin writers various significations of that word are in use. Properly, “articulus” among the Philosophers and Physicians is put for the joint or knot of a member of the body: for that by which one member is separated from another, and nevertheless coheres with it, is called an “articulus.” By metaphor, in the vine the knots from which the bud bursts forth are called “articuli.” Pliny likewise, at the end of his work, seems to have called the little hills and gently rising slopes the “articuli” of the mountains. Ovid, in the second book of the Pontic [Epistles], said “to reckon by articuli” for “to reckon by fingers.” The author of the [Rhetoric] to Herennius, in the fourth book, called the “articulus” a member of a period [a clause], which by the Greeks is called κῶλον (colon). And among the Grammarians those are called “articuli” which, in declining nouns, are prefixed for the sake of distinguishing gender — such as “hic, haec, hoc.” Finally, it is often put for a certain moment, and a timely and opportune time for doing something.2



Unde Cicero pro Quintio: Ut hominem, inquit, suis condicionibus in ipso articulo temporis astringeret. Et B. Hieronymus in epistola ad Iulianum: Filius meus, ait, frater tuus Ausonius, in ipso iam profectionis articulo atque in puncto temporis, vacuum se redire arbitratus est, etc. Ergo Latinis articulus temporis significat punctum, et quasi extremitatem temporis, vel id quod in tempore ad agendum quippiam est maxime opportunum maximeque eligendum. Noë igitur ingressus dicitur in arcam in articulo illius diei, id est, certo aliquo tempore illius diei ad ingrediendum opportunissimo maximeque idoneo.
Whence Cicero, in [the speech] for Quintius: “That he might bind the man, by his own conditions, in the very joint (articulus) of time.” And St. Jerome, in the epistle to Julian: “My son, your brother Ausonius, in the very articulus of [his] departure and in a point of time, thought it [worthwhile] to return,” etc. Therefore, for the Latins, the “articulus” of time signifies a point, and, as it were, an extremity of time, or that which, in time, is most opportune and most to be chosen for doing something. Noah, therefore, is said to have entered the ark “in the articulus of that day,” that is, at some fixed time of that day most opportune and most suitable for entering.3



SED enim pro vocabulo illo, articulus, Hebraice est hesem, a verbo hasam, quod significat roborare: ut ad verbum significetur (sicut exponit Oleaster) Noë ingressum esse in robore illius diei, id est, inter mane et vespere et prope meridiem; tunc enim lux maior et robustior est. Quanquam fatetur ipse hic non aliud significari quam eodem illo die ingressum esse Noë: sic enim verterunt Septuaginta, sic ex Hebraeo ad verbum Pagninus et alii transtulerunt. Caietanus legit iuxta Hebraicam veritatem: In proprietate istius diei; et ad hunc modum explanat: Illud pronomen, istius, demonstrat diem ante dictum, id est, pridie illius diei quo factum est diluvium, qui fuit decimus sextus dies illius mensis (nam die decimo septimo incoepit diluvium). Quod autem dicitur, In proprietate illius diei, significat quod illo solo die ingressus sit, non autem in illo et in aliis diebus: quasi eo die ipse ingressus esset, antecedentibus vero diebus familiam suam praemiserit.
But for that word “articulus,” in Hebrew it is “hesem,” from the verb “hasam,” which means “to strengthen”: so that, word for word, it is signified (as Oleaster expounds) that Noah entered “in the strength of that day,” that is, between morning and evening and near noon — for then the light is greater and stronger. Although he himself confesses that here nothing else is signified than that Noah entered on that same day: for thus the Septuagint rendered it, and thus from the Hebrew, word for word, Pagninus and others translated. Cajetan reads, according to the Hebrew verity: “In the property of that day”; and explains it in this manner: “That pronoun, ‘that,’ points to the day before mentioned — that is, the day before that day on which the flood occurred, which was the sixteenth day of that month (for on the seventeenth day the flood began). And what is said, ‘In the property of that day,’ signifies that he entered on that day alone, and not on that and on other days: as if he himself entered on that day, but on the preceding days had sent his household ahead.”4



VERUM ex narratione Mosis quaestio exsistit, quo die revera Noë sit ingressus in Arcam. Tres enim super hoc video esse opiniones. Una est Caietani, qui (ut proxime ante commemoravimus) ingressum esse eum putat decimo sexto die mensis, pridie scilicet eius diei quo coeptum fieri est diluvium. Sed haec opinio nullam ex sacris litteris vel ex aliqua probabili coniectura fidem habet, sed proprio tantum Caietani sensu et arbitrio nititur. ALTERA est opinio, ingressum esse Noë in Arcam eodem ipso die quo coepit diluvium, sicut videtur hic satis aperte significari. Nam cum dixisset Moses septimo decimo die mensis secundi coeptum esse diluvium, subiunxit: In articulo diei illius ingressus est Noë. Idem videtur sensisse Chrysostomus: Quando, inquit, coepit diluvium, tunc, secundum praeceptum Domini, intravit Noë in Arcam cum suis et cum animalibus. Eiusdem sententiae est Tostatus. Moses autem paulo supra dixit septem diebus ante principium diluvii Noë ingressum esse in Arcam: id nempe narrans per anticipationem, hoc est, prius commemorans quod posterius factum est.
But from the narrative of Moses a question arises: on what day Noah really entered the Ark. For I see three opinions about this. One is Cajetan's, who (as we just before recalled) thinks that he entered on the sixteenth day of the month, namely the day before that day on which the flood began. But this opinion has no support from the sacred writings or from any probable conjecture, but rests only on Cajetan's own opinion and judgment. The second opinion is that Noah entered the Ark on the very same day on which the flood began, as seems to be signified here clearly enough. For when Moses had said that on the seventeenth day of the second month the flood began, he subjoined: “In the articulus of that day Noah entered.” Chrysostom seems to have thought the same: “When,” he says, “the flood began, then, according to the command of the Lord, Noah entered the Ark with his family and with the animals.” Of the same opinion is Tostatus. But Moses said a little above that seven days before the beginning of the flood Noah entered the Ark — narrating this, namely, by anticipation, that is, mentioning earlier what happened later.5



TERTIA opinio est, ingressum esse Noë septem diebus ante diluvium, hoc est, decimo die illius mensis secundi. Hoc enim videtur perspicue indicare Moses, narrans in exordio septimi capitis Deum Noë dixisse: Ingredere tu et omnis domus tua in Arcam: adhuc enim et post septem dies ego pluam super terram, etc.; et paulo infra: Ingressus est, inquit, Noë in Arcam; cumque transissent septem dies, aquae diluvii inundaverunt super terram. Et haec sententia placuit B. Ambrosio, quam ille disertis verbis explicat et illustrat in libro de Noë et Arca, capite decimo tertio. Ergo, quod hic dicitur, In articulo illius diei, accipiendum est quasi dictum per recapitulationem; et referri oportet non ad diem quo incoepit diluvium, sed ad eum diem quo ingressus fuerat Noë, qui fuerat septimus ante initium diluvii, ut supra dixerat Moses. Vel, si illud, In articulo eius diei, referatur ad diem diluvii, verbum illud, Ingressus est, praeteriti temporis, interpretandum est (ut quidam censent) per ver[bum]…
The third opinion is that Noah entered seven days before the flood, that is, on the tenth day of that second month. For this Moses seems plainly to indicate, narrating at the opening of the seventh chapter that God said to Noah: “Go in thou, and all thy house, into the Ark: for yet, and after seven days, I will rain upon the earth,” etc.; and a little below: “And Noah went into the Ark; and when the seven days had passed, the waters of the flood inundated the earth.” And this opinion pleased St. Ambrose, which he explains and illustrates in clear words in the book On Noah and the Ark, chapter thirteen. Therefore, what is said here, “In the articulus of that day,” is to be taken as if said by recapitulation; and it ought to be referred not to the day on which the flood began, but to that day on which Noah had entered, which had been the seventh before the beginning of the flood, as Moses had said above. Or, if that phrase, “In the articulus of that day,” is referred to the day of the flood, that word “entered,” [being] of past tense, is to be interpreted (as some think) by the ver[b]…6



…per verbum praeteriti plusquamperfecti, Ingressus fuerat. Ut sit hic sensus: In principio eius diei quo coepit diluvium, iam ante per septem dies ingressus fuerat Noë. Mihi prima opinio nihil probabilitatis habere videtur; reliquas probabiles iudico, ita tamen ut tertiam praeferam. Cur autem Noë septem dies ante diluvium ingressus fuerit in Arcam, supra in exordio primae disputationis tres causae sunt expositae.
…by the verb of the pluperfect tense, “had entered.” So that this is the sense: At the beginning of that day on which the flood began, Noah had already entered seven days before. To me the first opinion seems to have no probability; the rest I judge probable — yet in such a way that I prefer the third. But why Noah entered the Ark seven days before the flood, three causes were set forth above in the opening of the first disputation.7



Translator’s notes
	§35. The puzzle of ‘articulus diei’: Lyra (clear daylight) vs. Tostatus (dawn). Margins: Lyra on Gen. 6–7; Tostatus on Gen. 7. ↩
	§36. The range of meanings of Latin ‘articulus.’ Margins: “Various senses of the Latin word ‘articulus’”; Pliny; Ovid; the author To Herennius. ↩
	Cicero and Jerome on ‘articulus temporis’ = a critical/opportune moment. Margins: Cicero; Jerome. ↩
	§37. The Hebrew ‘etsem’ (strength of the day) and Cajetan's reading (the day before the Flood). Margins: Oleaster; Cajetan. ↩
	§38. The three opinions on the day of entry (Cajetan: day before; Chrysostom/Tostatus: the day the flood began). Margins: Cajetan; Chrysostom, hom. 25 on Genesis; Tostatus. ↩
	§38 (cont.). The third opinion (Ambrose): seven days before; ‘articulus’ read as recapitulation. Margin: Ambrose. Continues on p. 310. ↩
	Pererius's verdict: he prefers the third opinion (entry seven days before). Margin: Vatablus. ↩




EIGHTH DISPUTATION. What that is which Moses says, “And the Lord shut him in from outside.”

LatineEnglish


EIGHTH DISPUTATION. What that is which Moses says, “And the Lord shut him in from outside.”
OCTAVA DISPUTATIO. Quid sit illud quod ait Moses, Et inclusit eum Dominus deforis.



SIGNIFICATUR his verbis ostium Arcae fuisse a Deo extrinsecus clausum: hoc enim clauso, erat Noë plane inclusus in Arcam. Sic enim ostium Arcae designatum et fabricatum fuerat, ut non ab his qui intra Arcam erant, sed extrinsecus ab aliis aperiri et claudi posset. Quod propterea factum est, ut melius clauderetur ostium, eoque bitumine extrinsecus oblito, omnibusque rimis occlusis, adversus penetrabilem tantae ac tam diuturnae aquarum eluvionis humorem munitior esset ac tutior Arca. Ac licet ostium clausum sit ministerio et opera Angelorum, dicitur tamen clausum a Deo, quia singulari quodam mandato Dei clausum est ab Angelis, et quo indicaretur praecipua quaedam et eximia, plena benevolentiae, cura quam Deus ipsius Noë protegendi et ab illo diluvii exitio servandi gerebat. Quamobrem Chaldaice, pro eo quod nos habemus, Et inclusit eum Dominus deforis, sic est ad verbum: Et protexit eum Dominus verbo suo.
By these words it is signified that the door of the Ark was closed from outside by God: for this being closed, Noah was plainly shut into the Ark. For the door of the Ark had been designed and built in such a way that it could be opened and closed not by those who were inside the Ark, but from outside by others. This was done in order that the door might be the better closed, and, it being smeared on the outside with bitumen and all the chinks closed up, the Ark might be the more fortified and safe against the penetrating moisture of so great and so long-lasting an inundation of waters. And although the door was closed by the ministry and work of the Angels, it is nevertheless said to be closed by God, because by a certain singular command of God it was closed by the Angels, and in order that there might be indicated a certain special and exceptional care, full of benevolence, which God bore for protecting Noah himself and preserving him from that destruction of the flood. Wherefore in the Chaldaic, in place of what we have, “And the Lord shut him in from outside,” it is, word for word: “And the Lord protected him by his word.”1



At vero Hebraice hoc loco est: Clausit super eum Dominus, ut vertit Pagninus; vel, ut legit Caietanus, Clausit pro eo Dominus. Nam quia intra Arcam constitutus Noë ostium eius claudere non poterat, idcirco Dominus pro eo, id est, supplens vicem eius, clausit ostium. Alii legunt: Clausit post eum. Et in his omnibus versionibus intelligi debet vocabulum ostii. Graeca hanc reddunt sententiam: Et clausit Dominus Arcam deforis eius; quanquam aliqui non legant illud, eius, sed praecise tantum, deforis, vel, ut legit Ambrosius, a foris. Clausit, inquit Ambrosius, Dominus a foris Arcam. Claudenda enim erat, et tuto sepienda munimine, ne eam vaga diluvii fluenta penetrarent. Altioris quoque sensus non incongrua interpretatio est, si corpus humanum (quod Arca illa figuratum est) septum corio dicamus a frigore aestuque defendi — quod artifex Deus ad omnium membrorum protectionem naturalibus vestivit exuviis, et quodam circumfuso induit operimento, ut neque frigore congelascat, nec aestivo calore solvatur. Sic Ambrosius.
But in Hebrew in this place it is: “The Lord closed over him,” as Pagninus translates; or, as Cajetan reads, “The Lord closed for him.” For because Noah, placed within the Ark, could not close its door, therefore the Lord, for him — that is, supplying his place — closed the door. Others read: “He closed behind him.” And in all these versions the word “door” must be understood. The Greek renders this sense: “And the Lord closed the Ark from outside of it”; although some do not read that “of it,” but precisely only “from outside,” or, as Ambrose reads, “from outside (a foris).” “The Lord closed the Ark from outside,” says Ambrose. “For it had to be closed, and safely fenced with a defense, lest the wandering streams of the flood penetrate it. And of the higher sense too there is a not unfitting interpretation, if we say that the human body (which was figured by that Ark), fenced with skin, is defended from cold and heat — [the body] which God the craftsman clothed, for the protection of all the members, with natural coverings, and clad with a certain enveloping covering, so that it neither freezes with cold nor is dissolved by summer heat.” So Ambrose.2



CHRYSOSTOMUS vero super ea ipsa verba: Animadverte, inquit, etiam hoc loco divinae Scripturae ad nostram infirmitatem accommodationem. Clausit, inquit, Dominus Arcam forinsecus, ut doceret quod securum fecerit Noë: quem ob id quoque deforis clausit, ne is, videns generalem omnium interitum, maximo dolore conficeret[ur]…
But Chrysostom, on those very words: “Notice,” he says, “in this place too the accommodation of divine Scripture to our weakness. The Lord closed the Ark from outside,” he says, “to teach that he made Noah secure: whom on that account also he shut in from outside, lest he, seeing the general destruction of all, should be consumed with the greatest grief…”3



Namque si vidisset atrocissimam illam tempestatem et humani generis perditionem brutorumque interitum atque ipsius terrae abolitionem, incredibili tristitia et dolore correptus animoque conturbatus fuisset. Bonorum enim virorum animae magnam compassionem habere solent, si quando vident puniri homines, etiamsi mali sint qui pereunt: quocirca et pro illis Deo supplicare solent, sicut Abraam pro Sodomitis, et Propheta pro sceleratis et impiis Iudaeis. Noluit itaque Deus tam horribilis spectaculi aspectu animum Noë vehementius perturbari et cruciari, et ne, ipsum tantum perspiciens diluvium, metu corriperetur. Verisimile enim est, si vidisset tantam inundationem aquarum, anxium futurum fuisse ne et ipse aquis periret. Eius igitur curam gerens misericors Deus, non permisit ipsum vel aquarum spectare saevitiam, vel hominum videre excidium, et communem orbis internecionem.
“For if he had seen that most atrocious tempest, and the destruction of the human race, and the perishing of the beasts, and the abolition of the earth itself, he would have been seized with incredible sadness and grief, and disturbed in mind. For the souls of good men are wont to have great compassion, whenever they see men punished, even if those who perish are wicked: wherefore they are wont also to supplicate God for them — as Abraham for the Sodomites, and the Prophet for the criminal and impious Jews. God therefore did not wish the mind of Noah to be more vehemently disturbed and tormented by the sight of so horrible a spectacle, and lest, beholding so great a flood, he should be seized with fear. For it is likely that, if he had seen so great an inundation of waters, he would have been anxious lest he too should perish by the waters. The merciful God, therefore, bearing care for him, did not permit him either to behold the savagery of the waters, or to see the destruction of men, and the common slaughter of the world.”4



DEINDE, secum reputans Chrysostomus quantis incommodis, molestiis et aerumnis toto eo anno quo fuit in Arca obsessus et conflictatus sit Noë, excellentem eius viri fidem cum incredibili patientia et constantia coniunctam vehementer admiratur. Neque humanis viribus, sed divinae gratiae attribuit, qua ille adiutus tot et tanta mala superavit: nam nisi illa confirmasset eius mentem, et quae valde difficilia erant fecisset levia, quomodo ille vivere tamdiu inclusus tanquam in carcere et custodia, et adversus tantos fluctuum impetus obsistere potuisset? Nam qui in navi sunt et velis utuntur, et gubernatorem ad clavum sedentem vident, et sua arte ventorum viribus obnitentem, si quando fluctuum vident insaniam, saluti suae timentes propemodum exanimantur metu. Quid igitur de Noë dicemus, qui velut detrusus in carcerem huc illuc iactabatur, neque caelum neque terram videre poterat, neque aliquid quod afferret consolationem?
Next, Chrysostom, considering with himself by how great inconveniences, troubles, and hardships, throughout that whole year in which he was in the Ark, Noah was beset and afflicted, vehemently admires the excellent faith of that man, joined with incredible patience and constancy. And he attributes it not to human powers, but to divine grace, by which, aided, he overcame so many and so great evils: for unless it had strengthened his mind, and made light the things that were very difficult, how could he have lived so long, shut up as in a prison and confinement, and withstood so great onsets of the waves? For those who are in a ship and use sails, and see the helmsman sitting at the tiller and by his skill struggling against the force of the winds, if ever they see the madness of the waves, fearing for their safety, are almost lifeless with dread. What, then, shall we say of Noah, who, as if thrust into a prison, was tossed this way and that, and could see neither heaven nor earth, nor anything that might bring consolation?5



Quod si vel ferrea vel adamantina illis hominibus fuissent corpora, vix tamdiu potuissent durare: quippe qui neque aëre fruebantur neque vento (qui non minus quam aër ad refocillanda corpora nostra factus est), neque oculos pascere poterant aut caeli aut terrae spectaculo aliquo. Quomodo non excaecati sunt oculi eorum in illo tam tetro carcere? Quomodo conversationem cum feris earumque foetorem ferre poterant? Quomodo ipsa bruta non perierunt, quae neque aërem trahere neque loco sese commovere poterant? Constat enim hanc esse et hominum et animalium naturam, ut, quamvis aperto et libero aëre fruatur multisque commodis abundet, si perpetuo tamen sit in uno eodemque loco, diu sine vitio aliquo et corruptione non queat permanere. Quod si nos, post tot annorum millia, audientes Scripturam narrantem illius diluvii atrocitatem, metu et stupore corripimur et quodammodo contremiscimus: Quid credere par est fuisse passurum Noë, si oculis suis vidisset profundissimam illam abys[sum]…
But even if those men had had bodies of iron or adamant, they could scarcely have endured so long: inasmuch as they enjoyed neither air nor wind (which no less than air was made for the refreshing of our bodies), nor could they feed their eyes with any spectacle either of heaven or of earth. How were their eyes not blinded in that so foul a prison? How could they bear the company of the wild beasts and their stench? How did the very beasts not perish, which could neither draw air nor move themselves from their place? For it is established that this is the nature both of men and of animals: that, although one may enjoy open and free air and abound in many comforts, yet if he be perpetually in one and the same place, he cannot long remain without some harm and corruption. But if we, after so many thousands of years, hearing Scripture narrate the atrocity of that flood, are seized with fear and amazement and in a manner tremble: what is it fitting to believe Noah would have suffered, if with his own eyes he had seen that most profound aby[ss]…6



…abyssum eructantem aquas undequaque, et veluti reseratis caelis immensam aquarum vim per quadraginta dies continenter in terram praecipitantium?
…the abyss belching forth waters on every side, and, as if the heavens were unbarred, an immense force of waters falling headlong continuously onto the earth for forty days?7



ILLUD quoque magna admiratione dignum est, quemadmodum Noë tam diu cum saevissimis feris innoxie potuerit versari. Nimirum dominatum animalium, quem perdiderat Adam propter peccatum, recuperavit Noë, iterumque animalia hominem agnovere dominum suum, eique subiecta et obedientia fuerunt. Et sicut Daniel a Leonibus circumdatus, quasi stipatus esset ab hominibus, intrepide vivebat (virtute prophetae naturalem ferarum frenante saevitiam), ita Noë non solum innocue, sed etiam cum auctoritate et imperio, ut volebat, tractabat animalia. Ergo tam diuturnus ille carcer non gravis fuit Noë, sed ita amoenus et iucundus ut nobis prata et horti esse solent. Praeceptum enim Domini, quae per se odiosissima erant, reddebat iucunda. Talis enim iustorum mos est, ut, quando aliquid propter Deum perferunt, non res ipsas quae fiunt spectent, sed causam secum expendentes facile omnia tolerent.
This too is worthy of great admiration: how Noah could for so long dwell harmlessly with the most savage wild beasts. Doubtless the dominion over the animals which Adam had lost on account of sin, Noah recovered, and again the animals recognized man as their lord, and were subject and obedient to him. And just as Daniel, surrounded by Lions, lived fearlessly as though he were surrounded by men — the virtue of the prophet bridling the natural savagery of the beasts — so Noah handled the animals not only harmlessly, but even with authority and command, as he wished. Therefore that so long-lasting prison was not grievous to Noah, but as pleasant and delightful as meadows and gardens are wont to be to us. For the command of the Lord rendered pleasant the things which in themselves were most hateful. For such is the custom of the just: that, when they endure something for God's sake, they do not regard the things themselves that happen, but, weighing the cause with themselves, easily bear all things.8



Translator’s notes
	§39. The door shut from outside (by God, through angels) for protection. (OCR mis-numbers this §37.) ↩
	The textual variants (Pagninus, Cajetan, Greek, Ambrose) and Ambrose's allegory (the ark = the skin-clad body). Margins: Pagninus; Cajetan; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 15. ↩
	§40. Chrysostom: God shut Noah in to spare him the sight of the destruction. Margin: Chrysostom, hom. 25 on Genesis. Continues on p. 311. ↩
	Chrysostom continued (the compassion of the just; Abraham for Sodom). Margin: Gen. 18. ↩
	§41. Chrysostom on Noah's endurance, aided by grace. Margin: Chrysostom, ibid. ↩
	Chrysostom on the hardships of the year in the Ark. Continues on p. 312. ↩
	Conclusion of the Chrysostom passage (§41). ↩
	§42. Noah's recovered dominion over the animals (compared to Daniel among the lions). Margins: Gen. 9; Dan. 6, 14. ↩




NINTH DISPUTATION. On the magnitude of the flood: whether, when Moses said that in the time of the flood all the mountains which are under the whole heaven were covered …

LatineEnglish


NONA DISPUTATIO. De magnitudine diluvii: utrum, cum dixit Moses tempore diluvii omnes montes qui sub universo caelo sunt fuisse aquis opertos, intelligendum id sit de caelo sidereo an de aëreo, et de cunctis montibus, nullo prorsus excepto.
NINTH DISPUTATION. On the magnitude of the flood: whether, when Moses said that in the time of the flood all the mountains which are under the whole heaven were covered with waters, this is to be understood of the starry heaven or of the airy [heaven], and of all the mountains, with absolutely none excepted.



NON potuit expressius declarari magnitudo diluvii Noëtici, quam est a Mose declarata illis verbis: Et aquae praevaluerunt nimis super terra; opertique sunt omnes montes excelsi sub universo caelo. Quindecim cubitis altior fuit aqua super montes quos operuerat. Non sine causa, inquit Chrysostomus, haec de magnitudine et altitudine illius diluvii narrat divina Scriptura, sed ut discamus non solum homines et reptilia submersa esse diluvio, sed et volucres caeli et quaecunque in montibus degunt animalia: ut quod Deus multo ante facturum se interminatus fuerat, id fecisse eum postea nec quicquam praetermisisse intelligeretur. Ob hanc igitur causam describit tantam diluvii super omnes montes terrae altitudinem, quo scilicet nullum animal evasisse sciatur, sed omnia cum homine (propter quem facta erant) deleta esse.
The magnitude of Noah's flood could not be more expressly declared than it has been declared by Moses in those words: “And the waters prevailed beyond measure upon the earth; and all the high mountains under the whole heaven were covered. The water was fifteen cubits higher than the mountains which it had covered.” “Not without cause,” says Chrysostom, “does divine Scripture narrate these things about the magnitude and height of that flood, but that we may learn that not only men and reptiles were submerged by the flood, but also the birds of the air, and whatever animals live in the mountains: so that it might be understood that what God had long before threatened that he would do, this he did afterward, and omitted nothing.” For this cause, therefore, it describes so great a height of the flood above all the mountains of the earth, namely so that it may be known that no animal escaped, but that all, together with man (for whose sake they had been made), were destroyed.1



VERUM illa verba Mosis, quibus ait Omnes montes qui sub universo caelo sunt opertos esse diluvio, nonnullas habent dubitationes. Et primo quidem loco in dubium vocari potest, cum dixit Moses omnes montes qui sub caelo sunt fuisse sub aquis, de quo caelo loquatur, utrum de syder[eo] an de aër[eo]…
But those words of Moses, in which he says that all the mountains which are under the whole heaven were covered by the flood, have some doubts. And in the first place it can be called into doubt — when Moses said that all the mountains which are under heaven were under the waters — of which heaven he speaks, whether of the star[ry] or of the air[y]…2



…de quo caelo loquatur, utrum de sidereo an de aëreo. Caietanus arbitratur locutum esse Mosen non de sidereo sed de aëreo caelo, vel potius de ea parte aëris quam Philosophi mediam regionem aëris appellant, ubi generantur imbres. Loquendo enim de caelo sidereo, vane atque inepte diceretur, omnes montes qui sub caelo sunt: quis enim de hoc posset ambigere? Neque enim mons aliquis esse potest qui non sit sub caelo astrifero, quin etiam intra lunae orbis ambitum contineatur. De caelo autem aëreo non ita est: sunt enim aliqui montes altiores media regione aëris, quos fuisse diluvii aquis opertos non est necesse fateri. Certe a multis creditur montem Paradisi terrestris intactum fuisse diluvio.
…of which heaven he speaks, whether of the starry or of the airy. Cajetan thinks that Moses spoke not of the starry but of the airy heaven, or rather of that part of the air which the Philosophers call the middle region of the air, where rains are generated. For, speaking of the starry heaven, it would be said vainly and ineptly, “all the mountains which are under heaven”: for who could be in doubt about this? For there can be no mountain that is not under the star-bearing heaven, nay, that is not even contained within the compass of the moon's orb. But concerning the airy heaven it is not so: for there are some mountains higher than the middle region of the air, which it is not necessary to confess were covered by the waters of the flood. Certainly it is believed by many that the mountain of the earthly Paradise was untouched by the flood.3



Nec propterea tamen vel homines vel animalia in illis montibus servari potuerunt a diluvio: homines enim illius temporis nec ante crediderunt venturum esse diluvium, et ubi venit, brevi cessaturum speraverunt. Postea vero, perdurante diluvio, cum effugium eius petendo montes quaerere voluerunt, aquis supra modum auctis oppressi et suffocati sunt. Idemque de animalibus existimare consentaneum est, quae initio diluvii in latebras se abdiderunt, in quibus, maiorem in modum augescentibus aquis, obruta interierunt.
Nor, however, on that account could either men or animals be preserved from the flood on those mountains: for the men of that time neither believed beforehand that the flood would come, and when it came, hoped that it would soon cease. But afterward, the flood continuing, when they wished to seek an escape from it by making for the mountains, they were overwhelmed and suffocated by the waters, increased beyond measure. And it is reasonable to think the same of the animals, which at the beginning of the flood hid themselves in lurking-places, in which, the waters increasing in great measure, they were overwhelmed and perished.



VERUM praestat ut hanc sententiam Caietani ex verbis eius hic adscriptis clarissime lector perspiciat. Apparet, inquit, quod Moses non loquitur de omnibus montibus excelsis simpliciter et absolute, sed de illis tantum qui sunt sub caelo, hoc est, sub regione aëris in qua generantur pluviae et reliqua huiusmodi. Constat enim appellatione caelorum in sacra Scriptura intelligi quandoque aërem, iuxta illud: Volucres caeli. Constat etiam quod Moses non vane adiunxit de montibus illud, qui sunt sub universo caelo. Sciebat enim nullos esse montes qui non sint sub corporibus caelestibus: sed hoc adiecit ad differentiam montium qui sunt non tantum supra aliquam partem caeli, sed supra totum caelum, hoc est, supra totum caelum aëreum tegens nos nubibus. Quo fit ut non adversetur sacra Scriptura exceptio cacuminum montium supereminentium universo caelo in quo generantur pluviae et alia huiusmodi. Attestatur quoque huic sensui communis exceptio montis in quo est paradisus terrestris, ubi Henoch erat tempore diluvii, adhuc ibidem vivens.
But it is better that the reader most clearly perceive this opinion of Cajetan from his words here appended. “It appears,” he says, “that Moses does not speak of all the high mountains simply and absolutely, but only of those which are under heaven — that is, under the region of the air in which rains and the rest of this kind are generated. For it is established that by the appellation ‘heavens’ in sacred Scripture the air is sometimes understood, according to that [phrase]: ‘The birds of heaven.’ It is established also that Moses not vainly added, concerning the mountains, that [phrase] ‘which are under the whole heaven.’ For he knew that there are no mountains which are not under the celestial bodies; but he added this for the distinction of mountains which are not only above some part of the heaven, but above the whole heaven — that is, above the whole airy heaven that covers us with clouds. Whence it comes about that the exception of the peaks of mountains rising above the whole heaven (in which rains and other such things are generated) does not contradict sacred Scripture. To this sense the common exception of the mountain in which is the earthly Paradise also bears witness — where Enoch was at the time of the flood, still living there.”4



Nec propterea salvati sunt homines aliqui in cacuminibus talium montium: quoniam, ut Dominus dixit in Evangelio, homines illius temporis non credebant diluvium futurum; et, ingruentibus repente tam ingentibus aquis subter et supra, ruentibusque ex montibus immensis aquis in praeceps, impediebatur accessus ad tantam illorum montium celsitudinem. Et eo magis, quod illi, non credentes diluvium, exspectabant multos dies serenitatem, infra quos dies tanta exuberantia aquarum multiplicata est ut impossibilis fuerit accessus ad cacumina illorum montium; et multo minus potuerunt adire cacumina illa animalia, quoniam commune est eis secundum praesentium dispositionem moveri. Ac per hoc, in principio tantae pluviae credibile est quaesisse ea latebras protegentes; postea vero, continuatis maximis pluviis, prohibita esse ab egressu. Sic Caietanus. SED in Caietani verbis quaedam sunt nec vera nec similia veris. Verun[tamen]…
“Nor on that account were any men saved on the peaks of such mountains: because, as the Lord said in the Gospel, the men of that time did not believe the flood would come; and, so vast waters suddenly assailing both below and above, and immense waters rushing headlong from the mountains, access to so great a height of those mountains was hindered. And the more so, because they, not believing in the flood, awaited fair weather for many days, within which days so great an exuberance of waters was multiplied that access to the peaks of those mountains was impossible; and much less could the animals reach those peaks, since it is common to them to move according to the disposition of present circumstances. And through this, at the beginning of so great a rain it is credible that they sought sheltering hiding-places; but afterward, the greatest rains continuing, they were prevented from going out.” So Cajetan. But in Cajetan's words there are some things neither true nor like the truth. Never[theless]…5



Veruntamen aliorum falsitas ex sequentium quaestionum explicatione notescet: nunc satis fuerit illud unum refellere, quod est quasi fundamentum ceterorum. Ait Caietanus illud, Sub universo caelo, interpretandum esse de caelo aëreo, id est, de media regione aëris. Hoc nempe nullam habet verisimilitudinem. Scio non solum in sacris litteris, verum etiam apud Latinos scriptores et in sermone vulgari, caelum saepe dici pro aëre: verum pro aëre simpliciter et indefinite sumpto, non autem definite ac signate pro media regione aëris; praesertim cum dicitur, Omnia quae sub caelo sunt. Quis enim de caelo aëreo, et non potius de sydereo, intelligat quod Dominus dixit apud Iob: Omnia quae sub caelo sunt, mea sunt; et quod dixit Lucas, in die Pentecostes fuisse Hierosolymis homines ex omni natione quae sub caelo est; et quod dixit Paulus fuisse iam illo tempore praedicatum Evangelium in universa creatura quae sub caelo est? Idem enim est dicere, Omnia quae sub caelo sunt, atque dicere, Omnia quae intra caeli ambitum continentur: hoc autem quis de ambitu caeli aërei seu mediae regionis aëris, et non potius de ambitu caeli syderei, interpretetur? Nam quod dicit Caietanus de quibusdam montibus mediam regionem aëris excedentibus, deinceps examinandum est.
Nevertheless, the falsity of the others will become known from the explanation of the following questions: now it will be enough to refute that one point which is, as it were, the foundation of the rest. Cajetan says that the phrase “under the whole heaven” must be interpreted of the airy heaven — that is, of the middle region of the air. This indeed has no probability. I know that not only in the sacred writings, but also among Latin writers and in common speech, “heaven” is often said for “air”: but for “air” taken simply and indefinitely, not definitely and specifically for the middle region of the air; especially when it is said, “All things that are under heaven.” For who would understand of the airy heaven, and not rather of the starry, what the Lord said in Job: “All things that are under heaven are mine”; and what Luke said, that on the day of Pentecost there were at Jerusalem men of every nation that is under heaven; and what Paul said, that the Gospel had already at that time been preached in every creature that is under heaven (Col. 1)? For it is the same to say, “All things that are under heaven,” as to say, “All things that are contained within the compass of heaven”: and who would interpret this of the compass of the airy heaven, or middle region of the air, and not rather of the compass of the starry heaven? But what Cajetan says about certain mountains exceeding the middle region of the air must be examined next.6



UTRUM IGITUR montes aliqui sive loca aliqua in omni terrarum orbe fuerint quae diluvii aquis non sint operta, inquirendum est. Non defuerunt qui dicerent nonnullos montes — quorum scilicet altitudo excedit locum generationis imbrium sive mediam regionem aëris (quales esse Olympum, Athon et Atlantem a multis proditum est) — non fuisse opertos diluvio. Idque sic illi argumentabantur: Diluvium praecipue factum est propter pluvias; non igitur potuisse diluvium increscere et ascendere supra locum ubi generantur pluviae: quem locum cum illorum montium vertices transcendant, eos montes non fuisse diluvio tactos necesse est. Tradunt autem veteres in tantum verticem suum extolli Olympum, ut summa eius caelum accolae vocent: in cacumine eius reliquias sacrificiorum nec dissari ventis nec dilui pluviis, sed, volvente altero anno, ut relictae fuerunt, ita plane reperiri.
Whether, then, there were any mountains or any places in the whole world which were not covered by the waters of the flood, must be inquired into. There have not been wanting those who said that some mountains — whose height, that is, exceeds the place of the generation of rains, or the middle region of the air (such as Olympus, Athos, and Atlas, as is reported by many, are) — were not covered by the flood. And they argued thus: the flood came about chiefly on account of the rains; the flood, therefore, could not increase and ascend above the place where the rains are generated; and since the peaks of those mountains rise above that place, those mountains must necessarily not have been touched by the flood. The ancients relate that Olympus raises its peak so high that the inhabitants call its summit “heaven”; [and] that on its top the remains of sacrifices are neither scattered by the winds nor washed away by rains, but, with the next year coming round, are found exactly as they were left.7



SIMILIA traduntur de Atho monte Macedoniae, cuius celsitudinis illud praeterea est argumentum, quod e Macedonia, Solstitii tempore, umbram iaciat usque in forum Myrini, quod est oppidum in Lemno, distans nempe sex et octoginta millibus passuum. Iam vero Atlantem ferunt ultra nubila caput efferre, et usque in viciniam Lunaris circuli attolli. Plutarchus certe in Paulo Aemilio scribit Xenagoram, vi ac ratione atque instrumentis Mathematicis summam Olympi montis altitudinem ad perpendiculum esse mensum, et decem stadiorum reperisse, hoc est, mille ducentorum et quinquaginta passuum. Addit inibi Plutarchus multos existimare nec ullius montis altitudinem nec ullius maris profunditatem decem stadiis maiorem esse. At enim Plinius affirmate scribit altitudinem montis Casii, qui est in Syria Antiochena, per directum esse quatuor mille pas[suum]…
Similar things are related of Mount Athos in Macedonia, of whose loftiness this also is a proof: that from Macedonia, at the time of the Solstice, it casts a shadow as far as the forum of Myrina, which is a town in Lemnos, distant indeed eighty-six thousand paces. And they say that Atlas raises its head beyond the clouds, and is lifted up to the very neighborhood of the lunar circle. Plutarch certainly, in [the life of] Paulus Aemilius, writes that Xenagoras measured the highest height of Mount Olympus by plumb-line — by force and reason and mathematical instruments — and found it to be ten stadia, that is, one thousand two hundred and fifty paces. Plutarch adds there that many think that neither the height of any mountain nor the depth of any sea is greater than ten stadia. But Pliny writes affirmatively that the height of Mount Casius, which is in Antiochene Syria, is, in a straight line, four thousand pa[ces]…8



…montis Casii, qui est in Syria Antiochena, per directum esse quatuor mille passuum. HANC istorum argumentationem et obiectionem, qua volunt efficere Noëticum diluvium non fuisse omnino generale, et commemorat B. Augustinus et obiter diluit. Sic enim scribit libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei, capite vigesimo septimo: Opinantur quidam tam magnum fieri non potuisse diluvium, ut altissimos montes quindecim cubitis aqua crescendo transcenderet, propter Olympi verticem montis, supra quem perhibentur nubes non posse conscendere, ut non ibi sit aer iste crassior ubi venti, nebulae imbresque gignuntur: nec attendunt omnium elementorum crassissimam terram ibi esse potuisse. An forte negent esse hanc terram verticem montis? Cur igitur usque ad illa caeli spatia terris exaltari licuisse, et aquis exaltari non licuisse contendunt? cum isti mensores et pensores elementorum aquas terris perhibeant superiores atque leviores. Quid itaque rationis afferunt, quare terra gravior et inferior locum caeli tranquillioris invaserit per volumina tot annorum, et aqua levior ac superior non permissa sit hoc facere saltem ad tempus exiguum? Sic Augustinus.
…of Mount Casius, which is in Antiochene Syria, is, in a straight line, four thousand paces. This argumentation and objection of theirs, by which they wish to make out that Noah's flood was not entirely general, St. Augustine both records and refutes in passing. For he writes thus in book 15 of The City of God, chapter 27: “Some think that so great a flood could not have come about that the water, by growing, transcended the highest mountains by fifteen cubits — on account of the peak of Mount Olympus, above which clouds are said not to be able to climb, [so] that this thicker air is not there, where winds, mists, and rains are produced: and they do not consider that the densest of all the elements, the earth, could be there. Or do they perhaps deny that this peak of the mountain is earth? Why, then, do they contend that it was permitted for lands to be raised up to those spaces of heaven, but not permitted for waters to be raised up? — when these measurers and weighers of the elements declare that waters are higher and lighter than lands. What reason, therefore, do they bring, why the earth, heavier and lower, has invaded the place of the calmer heaven through the rolling of so many years, and the water, lighter and higher, was not permitted to do this even for a short time?” So Augustine.9



ERGO B. Augustini adversus istos ratio et argumentatio hanc vim habet: Si terra quae est in vertice montis Olympi potuit extolli supra locum ubi generantur et unde cadunt imbres, cur non similiter supra eum locum evehi potuit aqua diluvii, quae sua natura levior est quam terra, et supra eam collocari debet? Sed illi responderent propriam esse causam quare id non potuerit evenire in aqua diluvii: quippe quod praecipue factum et auctum sit ex imbribus; quamobrem nullo modo potuisse ipsum supra locum aëris ubi generantur imbres attolli.
Therefore the reasoning and argument of St. Augustine against them has this force: If the earth which is on the peak of Mount Olympus could be raised above the place where rains are generated and whence they fall, why could not the water of the flood likewise be carried above that place — water which is by its nature lighter than earth, and ought to be placed above it? But they would answer that there is a special cause why this could not happen in the water of the flood: namely, because it was chiefly made and increased from rains; wherefore it could in no way be raised above the place of the air where rains are generated.10



PROMPTA igitur, meo iudicio, atque firma refellendi istos ratio est, negare verum esse quod de illis montibus traditum est: sed primum ex fabulosis Poëtarum figmentis id profectum esse; tum, ut alia multa, temere vulgo creditum, cui ea quae mirabiliora videntur faciliora creditu sunt. Ludovicus Vives, civis meus, explanans eum locum B. Augustini quem proxime posui, fabulosum esse quod de celsitudine montis Olympi traditum est, firmat testimonio Philadelphii, qui se eum montem ascendisse dixit, ut rem tantam exploraret, et falsum esse comperisse. Deinde, quae de istiusmodi montibus scribunt veteres, minime cohaerent inter se, sed sunt plane contraria. Aiunt enim vertices illorum montium celsiores esse media regione aëris, ergo supremam illi regionem aëris attingunt: at eam regionem quinquaginta milliaribus a terris distare Mathematicorum demonstrationibus constat; nullius porro montis altitudo per directum quatuor milliaria excedit.
There is, therefore, in my judgment, a ready and firm reason for refuting them: to deny that what is reported about those mountains is true; but [to say] that, first, it proceeded from the fabulous fictions of the Poets; then, like many other things, was rashly believed by the common people, to whom the things that seem more wonderful are easier to believe. Ludovicus Vives, my fellow-citizen, explaining that passage of St. Augustine which I just set down, confirms that what is reported about the loftiness of Mount Olympus is fabulous, by the testimony of Philadelphius, who said that he had ascended that mountain to explore so great a matter, and had found it to be false. Next, the things which the ancients write about mountains of this kind by no means cohere among themselves, but are plainly contradictory. For they say that the peaks of those mountains are higher than the middle region of the air — therefore they reach the highest region of the air; but that that region is distant from the earth by fifty miles is established by the demonstrations of the Mathematicians; whereas the height of no mountain exceeds, straight up, four miles.11



DICUNT praeterea supremam montis Athos incolere homines, saluberrimam et longissimam vitam degentes. In summo, inquit Solinus, (montis Atho) oppidum Acroton fuit, in quo dimidio longior quam in aliis terris incolentium aetas prorogabatur. Et hoc verum esse alio argumento patet. Narrat…
They say, besides, that men inhabit the summit of Mount Athos, leading a most healthful and very long life. “On the summit [of Mount Athos],” says Solinus, “there was a town Acroton, in which the age of the inhabitants was prolonged half as long again as in other lands.” And that this is true is plain from another argument. [Aelian] relates…12



Narrat Aelianus Platonem, medicis consulentibus ut, relicto insalubri Academiae loco, valetudinis causa in Lyceum transmigraret, recusasse, dicentem: Ego ne ad superiora quidem Atho loca, quae saluberrima sunt, transmigrarem, ut diutius viverem. Erat igitur in fastigio montis Atho aer saluberrimus. At vero, si mons ille attigisset mediam regionem aëris, vel etiam supremam, fuisset non solum insalubris, sed etiam inhabitabilis homini: siquidem media regio valde frigida, humida et nebulosa est; suprema vero, propter viciniam elementi ignis et propter caeli vertiginem, est admodum calens et sicca atque volubilis: quamobrem ne brevi quidem tempore illic vivere homines, ne dum salubriter et diu vivere potuissent. Illud quoque affirmant, apicem Atlantis semper niveo opertum esse: est igitur vertex Atlantis infra locum ubi generantur et unde cadunt nives; hanc autem esse mediam regionem aëris (qui locus etiam natalis est imbrium) ex primo libro Meteorologicorum manifestum est.
Aelian relates that Plato, when the physicians advised him to migrate, for the sake of health, from the unhealthful place of the Academy to the Lyceum, refused, saying: “I would not migrate even to the higher places of Athos, which are most healthful, in order to live longer.” There was therefore on the height of Mount Athos a most healthful air. But if that mountain had reached the middle region of the air, or even the highest, it would have been not only unhealthful, but even uninhabitable for man: since the middle region is very cold, moist, and foggy; but the highest, on account of the nearness of the element of fire and on account of the whirling of the heaven, is exceedingly hot and dry and ever-turning: wherefore men could not have lived there even for a short time, much less lived healthfully and long. They also affirm that the peak of Atlas is always covered with snow: therefore the summit of Atlas is below the place where snows are generated and whence they fall; and that this is the middle region of the air (which place is also the birthplace of rains) is manifest from the first book of the Meteorology.13



QUID plura? Cum divina scriptura, adhibito duplici signo universalitatis, dicat omnes montes qui sunt sub universo caelo opertos esse aquis diluvii, quis ausit excipere aliquos montes? Generales enim divinae Scripturae sententias non licet restringere, nec diminuere earum veritatem adhibitis exceptionibus, nisi illae ipsae exceptiones ex aliis eiusdem Scripturae locis colligi possint, aut nisi eas adhibere necessaria et evidens ratio cogat. Alioquin omnium generalium sententiarum divinae Scripturae veritas dubia et incerta redderetur, cum pro cuiuslibet arbitrio variae illae exceptionibus essent obnoxiae. Ecce tibi: si ex illa generali sententia de montibus diluvio opertis excipere velis aliquos montes, similiter alius exciperet insulas, dicens, cum Scriptura inquit universam terram esse inundatam, id tantum de continente terra esse intelligendum; et alius diceret nec de universa terra continente accipiendum esse, sed de ea tantum quae ante diluvium habitabatur ab hominibus: et sic efficeretur diluvium illud Noëticum non fuisse generale totius orbis terrae.
What more? Since divine scripture, with a double sign of universality applied, says that all the mountains which are under the whole heaven were covered by the waters of the flood, who would dare to except any mountains? For the general statements of divine Scripture may not be restricted, nor their truth diminished by applying exceptions, unless those very exceptions can be gathered from other places of the same Scripture, or unless a necessary and evident reason compels [us] to apply them. Otherwise, the truth of all the general statements of divine Scripture would be rendered doubtful and uncertain, since they would be subject to various exceptions at anyone's pleasure. Behold: if from that general statement about the mountains covered by the flood you wished to except some mountains, similarly another would except the islands, saying that, when Scripture says the whole earth was inundated, that is to be understood only of the continental land; and another would say that it is not to be taken even of the whole continental land, but only of that which before the flood was inhabited by men: and so it would be made out that that flood of Noah was not general over the whole world.14
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TENTH DISPUTATION. Whether the flood reached the middle region of the air

LatineEnglish


TENTH DISPUTATION. Whether the flood reached the middle region of the air.
DECIMA DISPUTATIO. An diluvium pervenerit ad mediam regionem aëris.



VERUM hoc loco exsistit quaestio: Si diluvium transcendit quindecim cubitis altissimos terrae montes, ergo usque ad mediam regionem aëris elatum est. Videmus enim non raro circum vertices sublimium montium cogi nubes et imbres generari, quasi eo loco sit media regio aëris, quae est naturalis locus generationis imbrium. Quod si diluvium mediam regionem aëris implevit, non potuit illas aquas habere ex imbribus, quippe cum locum generationis imbrium superaret. Unde igitur aquas habuit, quibus in tantum excre[vit]…
But here a question arises: If the flood transcended the highest mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits, then it was raised up to the middle region of the air. For we see not rarely that, around the peaks of lofty mountains, clouds are gathered and rains are generated — as though in that place is the middle region of the air, which is the natural place of the generation of rains. But if the flood filled the middle region of the air, it could not have had those waters from rains, since it surpassed the place of the generation of rains. Whence, then, did it have the waters by which it grew so [much]…1



…quibus in tantum excrevit? RESPONDERI potest dupliciter. Primum, negando diluvium pervenisse ad mediam regionem aëris, quae longius distat a terra quam ascendit diluvium. Generatio autem pluviae circa vertices montium fit per accidens, quando scilicet nubes, multis et crassis vaporibus conferte, reperto ibi multo frigore, densantur ac resolvuntur in pluviam; aut a ventis illuc compulsae et compressae, similiter vertuntur in aquam. Deinde responderi potest, diluvium attigisse mediam quidem regionem aëris, sed quantum tamen pertinet ad eius tantum regionis infimam et terris proximam partem. Altera vero eius regionis pars superior supra diluvium fuit, siquidem ea tam ample patet ut finis eius longissime distet a terris: tertiam enim regionem aëris Mathematici quinquaginta milliaribus faciunt a terris distare. Ergo ex aquis generatis in superiori mediae regionis parte potuit accedere diluvio, usque ad infimam mediae regionis aëris partem, incrementum.
…by which it grew so much? It can be answered in two ways. First, by denying that the flood reached the middle region of the air, which is farther distant from the earth than the flood ascended. And the generation of rain around the peaks of mountains happens accidentally — namely, when the clouds, [gathered] densely with many and thick vapors, much cold being found there, are condensed and resolved into rain; or, driven and compressed thither by the winds, are similarly turned into water. Next, it can be answered that the flood did indeed reach the middle region of the air, but only as far as pertains to the lowest part of that region, nearest to the lands. But the other, higher part of that region was above the flood, since it extends so widely that its end is very far distant from the lands: for the Mathematicians make the third region of the air to be distant fifty miles from the lands. Therefore, from the waters generated in the higher part of the middle region, an increase could come to the flood, up to the lowest part of the middle region of the air.2



VERUM ex occasione huius loci quem tractamus, explanandus obiter est locus ille qui est apud B. Petrum de caelis qui diluvio perierunt; habet enim non parvam cum hoc loco Mosis cognationem. Beatus Petrus capite ultimo posterioris Epistolae significat caelos periisse diluvio, et rursum eos post diluvium refectos incendio reservari in diem iudicii. Sed quaeritur de quibus caelis loquatur? Omnino de caelis sidereis non est locutus B. Petrus: tum quod diluvium non nisi ad quindecim cubitos super terrae montes in sublime elatum est, unde usque ad astra immensa propemodum distantia est; tum etiam, quia licet diluvium usque ad caelum pervenisset, cum tamen incorruptibile sit caelum, nihil ex eo detrimenti potuisset capere. Relinquitur itaque B. Petrum locutum esse de caelis aëreis: nec de toto aëre, quippe cum supra eum locum quo diluvium ascendit amplissima sit regio aëris, diluvii aquis prorsus intacta.
But on the occasion of this passage which we are treating, that passage which is in St. Peter about the heavens which perished by the flood must be explained in passing; for it has no small kinship with this passage of Moses. St. Peter, in the last chapter of his second Epistle, signifies that the heavens perished by the flood, and again that they, restored after the flood, are reserved for fire unto the day of judgment. But it is asked, of which heavens he speaks? St. Peter certainly did not speak of the starry heavens: both because the flood was raised on high only to fifteen cubits above the mountains of the earth, whence to the stars there is an almost immense distance; and also because, although the flood had reached up to heaven, yet, since heaven is incorruptible, it could have taken no detriment from it. It remains, therefore, that St. Peter spoke of the airy heavens — and not of the whole air, since above that place to which the flood ascended there is a very wide region of air, wholly untouched by the waters of the flood.3



Ergo sententia B. Petri de infima et terris proxima aëris parte interpretanda est. Nam cum diluvium usque eo super omnem terram sublatum sit, ut quindecim cubitis editissimos montes exuperaret, necesse fuit aërem qui totum illud spatium circum terram a diluvio oppletum prorsus obsidebat, aut corruptum esse et mutatum in aquam ad incrementum diluvii profecisse, aut cedentem aquis sursum sese recepisse, caelis ei locum concedentibus. Sed extremum hoc absurdum et incredibile est. Situs enim, dispositio et motus orbium caelestium naturaliter plane immutabilis est, nec ratio ulla erat cur tempore diluvii mutaretur. Quocirca illud verius dictu est, totum illum aërem in aquam esse conversum. Nec non et illud simillimum vero est, quantum aëris spatium obtinuit diluvium, tantum quoque in consummatione saeculi occupaturum incendium.
Therefore the statement of St. Peter must be interpreted of the lowest part of the air, nearest to the lands. For since the flood was raised over the whole earth so far that it surpassed the highest mountains by fifteen cubits, it was necessary that the air which entirely occupied all that space around the earth, filled by the flood, either was corrupted and changed into water, contributing to the increase of the flood; or, yielding to the waters, withdrew itself upward, the heavens yielding place to it. But this latter is absurd and incredible. For the situation, disposition, and motion of the celestial spheres is by nature entirely unchangeable, and there was no reason why it should be changed at the time of the flood. Wherefore it is truer to say that all that air was converted into water. And this too is most likely: that as great a space of air as the flood occupied, so great also the conflagration will occupy at the consummation of the world.4



SED lubet hanc sententiam nostram firmare atque adornare auctoritate et verbis B. Augustini. Sic autem ille scribit libro tertio de Genesi ad litteram, capite secundo: Caelos aëreos quodam periisse diluvio, in quadam earum quae canonice appellantur Epistola legimus. Neque enim humida illa natura, quae ita excreverat ut cubitis quindecim altissimorum montium transcenderet vertices, potuit ad sidera pervenire: sed quia huius aëris humidioris, in quo aves volitant, tota vel prope tota spatia compleverat, perisse qui fuerant caelos in illa Epistola scribitur: quod nescio quemadmodum possit intelligi, nisi in aquarum naturam pinguioris huius aëris qualitate conver[sa]…
But I am pleased to confirm and adorn this opinion of ours by the authority and words of St. Augustine. Thus he writes in the third book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter two: “That the airy heavens perished, in a manner, by the flood, we read in a certain one of those [Epistles] which are called canonical. For that moist nature, which had so grown that it transcended the peaks of the highest mountains by fifteen cubits, could not have reached the stars: but because it had filled the whole, or nearly the whole, spaces of this moister air in which the birds fly, the heavens which had been are written, in that Epistle, to have perished: which I do not know how it can be understood, except [with] the quality of this thicker air convert[ed] into the nature of waters…”5



…nisi in aquarum naturam pinguioris huius aëris qualitate conversa. Alioqui non perissent tunc isti caeli, sed sublimius erecti essent, cum locum eorum aqua occupasset. Itaque facilius eos, secundum illius Epistolae auctoritatem, credimus periisse, et alios (sicut ibi scribitur) repositos — extenuatis videlicet exhalationibus — quam sic erectos ut eis caeli superioris natura loco suo cederet. Est enim huic aëri ita similis aqua, ut eius exhalationibus pinguescere probetur, ut et spiritum procellae faciat, id est, ventum et nubila contrahat, et possit volatus avium sustinere.
“…except [with] the quality of this thicker air converted into the nature of waters. Otherwise these heavens would not then have perished, but would have been raised higher, when the water occupied their place. And so we more easily believe, according to the authority of that Epistle, that they perished, and that others (as is there written) were put in their place — the exhalations, namely, being rarefied — than that they were so raised up that the nature of the higher heaven yielded its place to them. For water is so similar to this air, that it is proved to grow thick by its exhalations, so that it both makes the breath of a storm — that is, draws together wind and clouds — and can sustain the flight of birds.”6



Quapropter, etiamsi verum dixit quidam saecularium poëtarum: «—nubes excedit Olympus,» et, «Pacem summa tenent,» — quia perhibetur in Olympi vertice aër esse tam tenuis ut neque nubibus obumbretur, neque turbetur ventis, neque volatus avium possit sustinere, neque eos qui forte ascenderint homines crassioris aurae spiritu alere, sicut in isto aëre consueverunt — et tamen et ipse aër est, unde aquis vicina qualitate diffunditur, et propterea ipse quoque in humidam naturam conversus diluvii tempore creditur. Neque enim arbitrandum est aliquid de spatiis siderei caeli usurpasse, cum omnes etiam altissimos montes aqua transcenderit. Sic Augustinus. Verum autem Paradisum terrestrem inundaverit, vastaverit ac destruxerit diluvium, in priori tomo Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim duobus locis disputatum a nobis est, tum lib. 3 quaestione quinta, tum maxime libro septimo quaestione ultima: ubi et hunc locum Geneseos de quo nunc disputamus enucleate ac diligenter tractavimus.
“Wherefore, even if a certain one of the secular poets spoke truly: ‘Olympus rises above the clouds,’ and, ‘The heights hold peace’ — because it is reported that on the peak of Olympus the air is so thin that it is neither overshadowed by clouds, nor disturbed by winds, nor can sustain the flight of birds, nor nourish with the breath of [its] thicker air those men who perchance have ascended, as they are accustomed to be nourished in this [lower] air — and yet it too is air, whence by a quality akin to waters it is diffused, and on that account it too is believed to have been converted into a moist nature at the time of the flood. For it is not to be thought that the water usurped anything of the spaces of the starry heaven, since it transcended even all the highest mountains.” So Augustine. But whether the flood inundated, laid waste, and destroyed the earthly Paradise, has been disputed by us in the former volume of our Commentaries on Genesis in two places — both in book 3, question five, and especially in book 7, the last question: where we also treated clearly and diligently this passage of Genesis about which we now dispute.7



Translator’s notes
	§51. The puzzle: did the Flood reach the rain-region, and if so, where did its water come from? Continues on p. 317. ↩
	Two answers: either the Flood did not reach the middle air, or it reached only its lowest part. ↩
	§52. The Petrine ‘heavens that perished by water’ (2 Pet. 3) = the lower airy heaven, not the starry. Margins: “The passage of St. Peter, 2nd Epistle, last chapter”; “Which heavens perished in the flood according to St. Peter.” ↩
	Pererius: that lower air ‘perished’ by being converted into water — and the final conflagration will occupy the same space. ↩
	§53. Augustine (Gen. ad litt. bk. 3) on the same. Margin: Augustine. Continues on p. 318. ↩
	Augustine continued (2 Pet., last ch.). Margin: 2 Pet., last [chapter]. ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (with Lucan's verses on Olympus) and the cross-reference on Paradise. Margin: Lucan, bk. 2. ↩




ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. How long the flood lasted, holding the earth

LatineEnglish


ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. How long the flood lasted, holding the earth.
UNDECIMA DISPUTATIO. Quanto tempore duraverit diluvium terram obtinens.



MOSES extremis verbis septimi capitis ita scribit: Obtinueruntque aquae terram centum quinquaginta diebus. Incertum est tempus hoc centum quinquaginta dierum unde numerari debeat et unde initium capiat: utrum ab initio diluvii, id est, a die decima septima mensis secundi, quo die diluvium fieri coeptum est; an vero a fine quadragenariae pluviae, postquam scilicet aqua tam alte operuit terram ut etiam altissimos montes quindecim cubitis superaret: ita ut tempus quo diluvium mansit in eo statu, tam alte obtegens universam terram, fue[rit]…
Moses, in the last words of the seventh chapter, writes thus: “And the waters held the earth a hundred and fifty days.” It is uncertain whence this time of a hundred and fifty days ought to be counted and whence it takes its beginning: whether from the beginning of the flood — that is, from the seventeenth day of the second month, on which day the flood began to occur; or from the end of the forty-day rain, after, namely, the water had covered the earth so deeply that it surpassed even the highest mountains by fifteen cubits: so that the time during which the flood remained in that state, so deeply covering the whole earth, wa[s]…1



…fuerit centum quinquaginta dierum. S. Augustinus attigit hanc quaestionem, sed eius solutionem in medio reliquit, quasi arbitrio lectoris eam permittens. Sic enim ait in libro Quaestionum super Genesim: Quod scriptum est, Exaltata est aqua super terram centum quinquaginta dies, quaeritur utrum usque ad hunc diem creverit, an per tot dies in altitudine qua creverat manserit: quoniam alii interpretes planius videntur hoc dicere, nam Aquila dixit, Obtinuit; Symmachus, praevaluerunt aquae. Sic Augustinus.
…was a hundred and fifty days. St. Augustine touched on this question, but left its solution undecided, as if leaving it to the reader's judgment. For he says thus in the book of Questions on Genesis: “As to what is written, ‘The water was raised above the earth a hundred and fifty days,’ it is asked whether it grew up to this day, or whether for so many days it remained at the height to which it had grown: since other interpreters seem to say this more plainly, for Aquila said, ‘It held’; Symmachus, ‘the waters prevailed.’” So Augustine.2



HISTORIA Scholastica et Lyranus computant hos centum quinquaginta dies ab initio diluvii. Idemque videtur innuere S. Ambrosius libro de Noe et Arca, capite decimo septimo. Idque eo fit credibile, quod paulo infra Moses dicit aquas diluvii post centum quinquaginta dies coepisse diminui et decrescere. Videtur autem tempus diminutionis aquarum ex eo tempore spectari debere, quo tempore aquae coeperunt crescere et inundare terram, non autem ex eo tempore quo diluvium, finito iam incremento suo, mansit in eodem statu. Huius etiam sententiae fuit Hugo in Annotationibus in Genesim.
The Scholastic History and Lyra count these hundred and fifty days from the beginning of the flood. And St. Ambrose seems to suggest the same, in the book On Noah and the Ark, chapter seventeen. And this is made credible by the fact that a little below Moses says that the waters of the flood, after a hundred and fifty days, began to diminish and decrease. And the time of the diminution of the waters seems [right] to be reckoned from that time at which the waters began to grow and inundate the earth, and not from that time at which the flood, its increase being now finished, remained in the same state. Of this opinion too was Hugh in the Annotations on Genesis.3



Ex adverso autem, initium horum centum quinquaginta dierum ducunt multi auctores a fine quadragenariae pluviae, et putant a Mose denotari totum illud tempus quo diluvium mansit in sua maxima altitudine super terras, quindecim cubitis sublimius celsissimis terrae montibus. Et haec quidem sententia est Iosephi 1 lib. Antiquitatum, et Chrysostomi, qui explanans haec ipsa verba Mosis de centum quinquaginta diebus quibus duravit diluvium: Tot, inquit, diebus mansit sublimis illa aquarum altitudo. Eiusdem sententiae probatores et sectatores sunt Tostatus et Caietanus, et ex Hebraeis Rabbi Salomon hoc loco. Cui opinioni valde suffragatur verbum illud: Obtinuerunt aquae super terram; vel ut est Hebraice ad verbum, Roboraverunt se super terram; aut, ut habet Graeca translatio, exaltata est aqua super terram. Neque enim primo aut secundo die, quo coepit fieri diluvium, verum fuisset dicere iam tunc aquam obtinuisse terram, vel exaltatam esse super terram.
But on the contrary, many authors draw the beginning of these hundred and fifty days from the end of the forty-day rain, and think that by Moses is denoted all that time during which the flood remained at its greatest height over the lands, fifteen cubits higher than the loftiest mountains of the earth. And this opinion is that of Josephus in the first book of the Antiquities, and of Chrysostom, who, explaining these very words of Moses about the hundred and fifty days during which the flood lasted: “For so many days,” he says, “that lofty height of the waters remained.” Approvers and followers of the same opinion are Tostatus and Cajetan, and, among the Hebrews, Rabbi Solomon in this place. To which opinion that word strongly lends support: “The waters held [obtained] upon the earth”; or, as it is in Hebrew word for word, “They strengthened themselves upon the earth”; or, as the Greek translation has, “the water was raised up above the earth.” For it would not have been true to say, on the first or second day on which the flood began to occur, that the water then already held the earth, or was raised up above the earth.4



ITAQUE secundum hanc opinionem existimare oportet incrementum diluvii fuisse per quadraginta dies, quibus duravit pluvia et eruptio fontium abyssi: qua finita, diluvium ad summum incrementum perductum est, ut quindecim cubitis excederet altissimos terrae montes. In hac autem tanta altitudine permansit centum quinquaginta dies, qui complectuntur tempus medium inter finem incrementi et initium decrementi aquarum. EGO UTRAMQUE opinionem probabilem censeo. Diiudicatio autem quaestionis propositae in eo potissimum est, et ex eo maxime pendet, ut statuatur quid significent illa verba Mosis: Obtinuerunt aquae terram. Si enim illud, terram, intelligatur universe, id est, tam campestrem quam montanam, procul dubio verior erit secunda opinio; et necesse erit distinguere hos centum quinquaginta dies ab illis quadra[ginta]…
And so, according to this opinion, one must think that the increase of the flood was during the forty days in which the rain and the eruption of the fountains of the abyss lasted: which being finished, the flood was brought to its highest increase, so that it exceeded the highest mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits. And it remained at this great height a hundred and fifty days, which comprise the middle time between the end of the increase and the beginning of the decrease of the waters. I judge both opinions probable. But the decision of the proposed question consists chiefly, and depends most, on establishing what those words of Moses signify: “The waters held the earth.” For if that word “the earth” is understood universally — that is, both the plain and the mountainous — without doubt the second opinion will be the truer; and it will be necessary to distinguish these hundred and fifty days from those for[ty]…5



…ab illis quadraginta diebus pluviae, per quos dies aquae coeperunt paulatim crescere, primum inundando terram campestrem, deinde montanam. Sin autem illud, Obtinuerunt terram, intelligatur confuse ac indeterminate, de quacumque terra quomodocumque ab aquis inundata, probabilior erit prior sententia: nam ex quo coepit pluere et abyssus evomere aquas suas super terram, vere dici potuit aquam obtinuisse aliquo modo terram. Mihi quidem secunda illa sententia, quia facilior est intellectu et verbis Mosis congruentior videtur, verisimilior quoque esset, nisi ei valde officeret quod menses, partim septimo capite partim octavo memoratos a Mose, secundum hanc opinionem varie et ambigue accipi et computari necesse est, aliquos ab initio anni, alios a principio diluvii; cum eos tamen Moses, sine ulla distinctione ponens, eodem omnes modo accipi debere non obscure significaverit. Verum hac de re infra disputabitur libro 13, Disputatione tertia.
…from those forty days of rain, during which days the waters began gradually to grow, first inundating the plain land, then the mountainous. But if that phrase, “They held the earth,” is understood confusedly and indeterminately, of any land in any way inundated by the waters, the former opinion will be more probable: for from the time that it began to rain and the abyss to vomit forth its waters over the earth, it could truly be said that the water in some way held the earth. To me, indeed, that second opinion, because it is easier to understand and seems more congruent with the words of Moses, would also be more likely — were it not greatly hindered by this: that the months mentioned by Moses (partly in the seventh chapter, partly in the eighth) must, according to this opinion, be taken and computed variously and ambiguously — some from the beginning of the year, others from the beginning of the flood; whereas Moses, setting them down without any distinction, signified not obscurely that they all ought to be taken in the same way. But this matter will be disputed below, in book 13, the third Disputation.6



SED de diuturnitate illius diluvii cogitantem magna subit admiratio, cur Deus per centum quinquaginta dies diluvium in tanta super omnes terras altitudine immutabiliter manere voluerit, cum, ad delendum universum genus hominum et animalium quod diluvio perdere Deus decreverat, brevius uno die diluvium satis esse potuisset. Verum credo equidem ita factum esse, quo et immanitas scelerum humani generis, et magnitudo divinae offensae iraeque ac vindictae, vel ex hoc ipso manifestior et illustrior exsisteret; nec non et quo magis Deus ipsius Noë patientiam atque constantiam fideique ac fiduciae virtutem tentaret probaretque, atque omni posteritati commendaret.
But, considering the long duration of that flood, great wonder comes upon one: why God willed the flood to remain unchangeably at so great a height over all the lands for a hundred and fifty days, when, for destroying the whole race of men and animals which God had decreed to destroy by the flood, a flood shorter by a single day could have been enough. But I believe indeed that it was so done, that both the monstrousness of the crimes of the human race, and the magnitude of the divine offense and anger and vengeance, might from this very thing become more manifest and illustrious; and also that God might the more test and prove the patience and constancy of Noah himself, and the virtue of his faith and trust, and commend it to all posterity.7



Translator’s notes
	§55. The question: from when are the 150 days counted? Continues on p. 319. ↩
	Augustine leaves the question open (citing Aquila and Symmachus). Margin: Augustine, Questions on Genesis, q. 12. ↩
	§56. First view: the 150 days run from the start of the flood (Hist. Schol., Lyra, Ambrose, Hugh). Margins: Scholastic History on Genesis, ch. 34; Lyra; Ambrose; Gen. 8, v. 3. ↩
	§57. Second view: the 150 days = the time the Flood stood at its peak (Josephus, Chrysostom, Tostatus, Cajetan, Rabbi Solomon). Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 25; Tostatus; Cajetan; Rabbi Solomon. ↩
	§58. Pererius judges both probable; the decision turns on how ‘held the earth’ is read. Margin: “The author's judgment.” Continues on p. 320. ↩
	Pererius's reservation about the second view (the inconsistent reckoning of the months); deferred to Book 13. ↩
	§59. Why God kept the Flood at its height so long: to display the gravity of sin and to prove Noah's faith. Margin: “Why God willed the flood to remain so long over the earth.” ↩




TWELFTH DISPUTATION. Whether Noah's flood proceeded from natural causes alone, or whether, to bring it about, the supernatural power of God was also needed
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TWELFTH DISPUTATION. Whether Noah's flood proceeded from natural causes alone, or whether, to bring it about, the supernatural power of God was also needed.
DUODECIMA DISPUTATIO. Utrum Noëticum diluvium ex solis causis naturalibus profectum sit, an vero ad id efficiendum etiam supernaturali potentia Dei opus fuerit.



STOICI generale totius orbis terrae, tam incendium quam diluvium, ex solis causis naturalibus fieri, et iam saepe adhuc esse factum, et in posterum saepe factum iri arbitrantur. Quinque autem causas effectrices diluvii a Seneca expositas supra commemoravimus, cum tertiam disputationem tractaremus. Laudat praeterea Berosum Seneca, huius ipsius sententiae auctorem, a quo proditum sit ex certa quadam stellarum inter se comparatione atque compositione generale mundi tam diluvium quam incendium proficisci. Berosus certe Annianus id non obscure indicat, affirmans Noë ex inspectione et observatione astrorum praesensisse venturum diluvium, et, quo id effugeret, navem sibi ad similitudinem Arcae fabricasse, octavo et septuagesimo anno ante diluvium fabricam eius Arcae aggressum.
The Stoics think that a general [destruction] of the whole world — both conflagration and flood — comes about from natural causes alone, and has already often been done up to now, and will often be done in the future. And we recalled above the five efficient causes of a flood set forth by Seneca, when we treated the third disputation. Seneca, moreover, commends Berosus as the author of this very opinion, by whom it was reported that, from a certain comparison and arrangement of the stars among themselves, a general flood as well as conflagration of the world proceeds. Berosus Annianus certainly indicates this not obscurely, affirming that Noah, by the inspection and observation of the stars, foresaw that the flood would come, and, in order to escape it, built for himself a ship after the likeness of the Ark — having undertaken the building of that Ark in the seventy-eighth year before the flood.1



NEC displicuit haec opinio etiam scriptoribus Christianis. Henricus quidam Mechliniensis, Magni Alberti discipulus, in commentariis quos edidit in magnas Albumazaris coniunctiones, non dubitavit dicere sibi ex Astronomicis supputationibus compertum esse ante Noëticum diluvium fuisse coniunctionem quandam astrorum, quae vim habuit generalem aquarum eluvionem efficiendi: fuit autem haec coniunctio Iovis et Saturni in fine Cancri, e regione Argolicae navis, per quam etiam Noë Arca figurabatur atque significabatur.
Nor did this opinion displease even Christian writers. A certain Henry of Mechlin, a disciple of Albertus Magnus, in the commentaries which he published on the great conjunctions of Albumasar, did not hesitate to say that it had been ascertained by him, from Astronomical computations, that before Noah's flood there was a certain conjunction of the stars which had the power of bringing about a general inundation of waters: and this conjunction was of Jupiter and Saturn at the end of Cancer, opposite the Argolic ship [Argo Navis], by which the Ark of Noah too was figured and signified.2



PETRUS Aliacus constans huius sententiae propugnator et defensor fuit, siquidem is, in Quaestionibus suis in Genesim disputans super illa sententia Mosis, Cataractae caeli apertae sunt, asseveranter dixit: Licet Noë venturum diluvium divina revelatione cognoverit, idem tamen potuisse ei ex regulis Astronomicis innotescere. Praecesserunt enim diluvium certae quaedam caeli constellationes, quae non modo generalem illum cataclysmum praesignarunt, sed etiam effecerunt: non quidem ut primae causae, sed ut secundae, id est, tanquam ministrae et famulae Dei, ad eius obsequium suas omnes (quas ab eo acceperant) vires et facultates imbriferas atque diluviferas, ad inundandum et obruendum orbem terrae, conferentes.
Pierre d'Ailly was a constant champion and defender of this opinion, since he, in his Questions on Genesis, disputing upon that statement of Moses, “The cataracts of heaven were opened,” said assertively: “Although Noah knew by divine revelation that the flood would come, the same could nevertheless have become known to him from the rules of Astronomy. For certain constellations of heaven preceded the flood, which not only presignified that general cataclysm, but also effected it — not indeed as first causes, but as second [causes], that is, as ministers and handmaids of God, contributing for his service all their rain-bringing and flood-bringing powers and faculties (which they had received from him), for inundating and overwhelming the world.”3



Et has quidem Constellationes putat ille appellari a Mose Cataractas caeli, et per earum apertionem significari tempus illud quo Deus omnes inundatrices vires atque influentias eiusmodi constellationibus virtute contentas et conclusas, velut reseratis claustris, ad totius terrae alluvionem emisit. Idem porro Aliacus, in volumine De sectis et legibus, et in libro de Concordia Theologiae et Astrologiae, hoc ipsum confirmat exemplo Iridis: quam sicut Deus ad hominum securitatem signum esse voluit generalis diluvii nunquam deinde futuri, ita credere par est Deum per prognostica astrorum signa praemonstrasse diluvium futurum, ut multo ante homines ad scelerum suorum agnitionem et detestationem, agendamque (ut oportebat) poenitentiam commoverentur.
And he thinks that these Constellations are called by Moses the “cataracts of heaven,” and that by their opening is signified that time at which God sent forth all the inundating powers and influences — contained and enclosed by virtue in such constellations, as if the bars were unbarred — for the flooding of the whole earth. The same d'Ailly, moreover, in the volume On Sects and Laws, and in the book On the Concord of Theology and Astrology, confirms this very thing by the example of the Rainbow: which, just as God willed to be a sign, for the security of men, of a general flood never thereafter to come, so it is fitting to believe that God, through the prognostic signs of the stars, foreshowed the coming flood, so that long before, men might be moved to the acknowledgment and detestation of their crimes, and to doing penance, as was fitting.4



NEC desunt qui eam sententiam assignent etiam Gulielmo Parisiensi Episcopo, sane magni ingenii nec vulgaris doctrinae viro: propterea quod is, in Prima Parte Operis de Universo, ubi disputat de Firmamento et de aquis quae sunt super firmamentum, tractans illam sententiam Mosis de apertis caeli cataractis, ait Mosen vocasse cataractas caeli eas caeli partes quae sunt generatrices pluviarum et inundationum aquarum: qualia sunt signa aquatica, ut Cancer, Pisces, Pleiades, Hyades et Orion; inter Planetas autem, Mars, Venus et Luna. Cataractas igitur caeli apertas esse intelligimus, quia caelestes illae virtutes ad operationem pluviarum et inundationum iussu Dei relaxatae et quasi reseratae sunt.
Nor are there lacking those who assign that opinion also to William of Paris, a bishop, a man indeed of great genius and no common learning: because he, in the First Part of the Work On the Universe, where he disputes about the Firmament and the waters which are above the firmament, treating that statement of Moses about the opened cataracts of heaven, says that Moses called “cataracts of heaven” those parts of heaven which are generative of rains and inundations of waters — such as the watery signs, like Cancer, Pisces, the Pleiades, the Hyades, and Orion; and, among the Planets, Mars, Venus, and the Moon. We understand, therefore, that the cataracts of heaven were opened, because those celestial powers were, for the operation of rains and inundations, by God's command relaxed and, as it were, unbarred.5



VERUM enim vero, falsam esse eam opinionem, et sacra scriptura non obscure indicat, et philosophica doctrina ratioque aperte demonstrat. Etenim Mosaica narratio diluvii, quae tribus huius libri capitibus sexto, septimo et octavo continetur, perspicue ostendit praeter ordinem cursumque naturae, praeterque seriem atque textum naturalium causarum, singulari quadam voluntate et mandato Dei, in hominum eius temporis vindictam, diluvium esse fac[tum]…
But in very truth, that opinion is false, both as sacred scripture indicates not obscurely, and as philosophical doctrine and reason openly demonstrate. For the Mosaic narrative of the flood, which is contained in three chapters of this book — the sixth, seventh, and eighth — plainly shows that, beyond the order and course of nature, and beyond the series and texture of natural causes, by a certain singular will and command of God, for the vengeance upon the men of that time, the flood was ma[de]…6



…singulari quadam voluntate et mandato Dei, in hominum eius temporis vindictam, diluvium esse factum. Non quod nullae res naturales ad effectionem diluvii convenerint, sed quod earum rerum conventus generando diluvio per se sufficiens non fuerit; et quia modus, quo res illae ad creandum diluvium adhibitae sunt a Deo, non fuit naturalis et usitatus. Quapropter solum Deum sacra scriptura auctorem et effectorem diluvii nominat. Hoc nempe declarant illa verba Dei: Ecce ego adducam aquas diluvii super terram, ut interficiam omnem carnem in qua spiritus vitae est subter caelum, et universa quae in terra sunt consumentur. Et rursus: Adhuc et post dies septem, ego pluam super terram quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus, et delebo omnem substantiam quam feci de superficie terrae. Hoc item declaravit Moses, cum, exponens modum quo factum est diluvium, dixit ruptos esse fontes abyssi magnae et apertas esse cataractas caeli: illa enim ruptio fontium et apertio cataractarum denotat violentum quiddam atque insolitum, praeterque ordinem ac vim naturae, et quod ex principio aliquo externo, potentiori quam natura sit, profectum fuerit.
…by a certain singular will and command of God, for the vengeance upon the men of that time, the flood was made. Not that no natural things concurred for the effecting of the flood, but that the concurrence of those things was not of itself sufficient for generating the flood; and because the manner in which those things were employed by God for creating the flood was not natural and customary. Wherefore sacred scripture names God alone the author and effecter of the flood. This indeed those words of God declare: “Behold, I will bring the waters of the flood upon the earth, to destroy all flesh in which is the breath of life under heaven, and all things that are on the earth shall be consumed.” And again: “Yet, and after seven days, I will rain upon the earth forty days and forty nights, and I will blot out every substance that I have made, from the face of the earth.” This likewise Moses declared when, expounding the manner in which the flood was made, he said that the fountains of the great deep were broken up and the cataracts of heaven were opened: for that breaking of the fountains and opening of the cataracts denotes something violent and unusual, beyond the order and force of nature, and which proceeded from some external principle more powerful than nature is.7



IAM vero si cessatio et finis diluvii non fuit naturalis, ergo similiter principium et generationem diluvii non fuisse naturalem existimare convenit. Sed non fuisse naturalem cessationem et finem diluvii, nemini dubitare licet qui verba Mosis paulo attentius legerit: sic enim scribit: Adduxit spiritum Dominus super terram, et imminutae sunt aquae. Et clausi sunt fontes abyssi et cataractae caeli, et prohibitae sunt pluviae de caelo. Quis non videt quod dicitur de occlusione abyssi et cataractarum caeli, et de prohibitione pluviae, id evidenter arguere cessationem diluvii non ex causis naturalibus, sed ex voluntate Dei (per ministerium Angelorum supra vires ac praeter ordinem naturalem causarum operantis) esse profectam? Neque hoc non demonstrat spiritus ille seu ventus missus a Deo ad tollendum diluvium. Neque enim ventus ille siccissimus atque calidissimus in tanta super terram omnem aquarum altitudine generari ex causis naturalibus potuisset; nec, si generatus esset, vim tamen naturalem ad tantam aquarum molem tam brevi tempore siccandam et consumendam habuisset.
Now if the cessation and end of the flood was not natural, then it is fitting likewise to think that the beginning and generation of the flood was not natural. But that the cessation and end of the flood was not natural, no one may doubt who reads the words of Moses a little more attentively: for he writes thus: “The Lord brought a wind [spirit] upon the earth, and the waters were diminished. And the fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven were closed, and the rains from heaven were restrained.” Who does not see that what is said about the closing of the abyss and the cataracts of heaven, and about the restraining of the rain, evidently proves that the cessation of the flood proceeded not from natural causes, but from the will of God (operating through the ministry of the Angels, above the powers and beyond the natural order of causes)? Nor does that spirit or wind sent by God to remove the flood not demonstrate this. For that wind, most dry and most hot, could not have been generated, in so great a height of waters over all the earth, from natural causes; nor, if it had been generated, would it have had natural force to dry up and consume so great a mass of waters in so short a time.8



Ergo qui convenienter doctrinae sacrarum litterarum sentire ac loqui vult, is negare omnino debet Noëticum diluvium ex solis causis naturalibus, et secundum usitatum naturae ordinem atque cursum, esse factum. Mirus quoque hac de re Patrum omnium ac Theologorum est consensus concorsque sententia. NEC tantum illi sententiae divina scriptura contradicit, sed repugnat etiam Philosophia. Duo enim principes Philosophorum, Plato et Aristoteles, ei plane adversantur. Cum enim Plato fecerit in Timaeo incorruptibilem mundum, et mundi ordinem prorsus invariabilem (non quidem natura sua, sed voluntate Dei, quae omni tamen necessitate naturae fortior et immutabilior est), huic sententiae eius necessario consequens est generale vel incendium vel diluvium, quod universo terrarum orbi afferat interitum, esse non po[sse]…
Therefore he who wishes to think and speak in accordance with the doctrine of the sacred writings must utterly deny that Noah's flood was made from natural causes alone and according to the customary order and course of nature. And there is in this matter a wondrous consensus and concordant opinion of all the Fathers and Theologians. Nor does divine scripture alone contradict that opinion, but Philosophy also opposes it. For the two princes of the Philosophers, Plato and Aristotle, plainly oppose it. For since Plato, in the Timaeus, made the world incorruptible, and the order of the world entirely invariable (not indeed by its own nature, but by the will of God, which, however, is stronger and more immutable than any necessity of nature), it is necessarily consequent to this opinion of his that a general conflagration or flood, which would bring destruction to the whole world, cannot b[e]…9



…esse non posse. Idem quoque, atque ob eandem causam, sensisse Aristotelem manifestum est. Quin etiam perspicuis ille verbis extremo libro primo Meteorologicorum affirmat particularia diluvia quae huic vel illi regioni contingant (quale fuit Deucalionis in Thessalia, et Ogygis in Attica) posse effici; at vero generale diluvium, omnem terrarum orbem usquequaque inundans et obruens, nullo modo posse.
…cannot be. And it is manifest that Aristotle thought the same, and for the same reason. Nay, he affirms in plain words, at the end of the first book of the Meteorology, that particular floods, which befall this or that region (such as was the flood of Deucalion in Thessaly, and of Ogyges in Attica), can be brought about; but a general flood, inundating and overwhelming the whole world on every side, can in no way [be].10



VERUM AGE, quo magis hoc lectori probetur ac persuadeatur, nonnullis argumentis confirmemus. Ac primo quidem licet ad hunc modum argumentari: Moses narrat Deum, flagitiis hominum illius temporis vehementer offensum, misisse diluvium ad eorum hominum vindictam; at si diluvium ex solis causis naturalibus et secundum naturae ordinem factum esset, necessario evenisset sive homines illius temporis boni sive mali fuissent: quod enim naturaliter fit, id necessario fit, et sine discretione bonorum atque malorum evenit. Sterilitas enim terrae, aut pestilentia, quae ex causis omnino naturalibus accidunt, bonis aeque contingunt atque malis.
But come, that this may be the more proved and persuaded to the reader, let us confirm it with several arguments. And first, indeed, one may argue in this manner: Moses narrates that God, vehemently offended by the crimes of the men of that time, sent the flood for the vengeance upon those men; but if the flood had been made from natural causes alone and according to the order of nature, it would necessarily have happened whether the men of that time had been good or bad: for what happens naturally happens necessarily, and comes about without discrimination of the good and the bad. For the barrenness of the earth, or a pestilence, which happen from entirely natural causes, befall the good equally as the bad.11



Verum responderi posset Deum ex omni aeternitate novisse eo tempore quo fuit diluvium nequissimos fore homines et extremis dignos suppliciis, simulque decrevisse punire eos homines per diluvium: quamobrem in condendo mundo ita disposuisse siderum motus, et sic ordinasse constellationes caeli, ut eo tempore quo illi homines futuri erant, vigeret ac regnaret in caelo effectrix diluvii constellatio. Nihil igitur prohibet diluvium factum esse voluntate Dei, et nihilominus tamen per solas causas naturales esse factum. Sed enim non solet divina scriptura, quae per solas causas naturales fiunt (uti est naturalis sterilitas vel abundantia, copia vel penuria imbrium, morbus vel sanitas et alia huiusmodi), miraculi loco habere, et velut testimonia divinae iustitiae ac vindictae commemorare, et tanquam ea quae supra vim et praeter modum atque ordinem naturae facta fuerit solum earum rerum auctorem et effectorem Deum agnoscere ac nominare: quemadmodum, ubicumque de diluvio loquitur, facere solet.
But it could be answered that God from all eternity knew that at that time when the flood was, the men would be most wicked and worthy of the extremest punishments, and at the same time had decreed to punish those men by a flood; wherefore, in founding the world, he so disposed the motions of the stars, and so arranged the constellations of heaven, that at that time when those men would exist, the flood-producing constellation should flourish and reign in heaven. Nothing, therefore, prevents the flood from having been made by the will of God, and nevertheless from having been made through natural causes alone. But divine scripture is not wont to hold those things which come about through natural causes alone (such as natural barrenness or abundance, plenty or scarcity of rains, sickness or health, and other things of this kind) in the place of a miracle, and to recall them as if testimonies of divine justice and vengeance, and to acknowledge and name God alone as the author and effecter of those things, as if of things done above the force and beyond the measure and order of nature: as it is wont to do wherever it speaks of the flood.12



DEINDE, aliqua caeli constellatio fecit Noëticum diluvium: cum verisimile sit eam ipsam constellationem iterum futuram, aut etiam fortasse iam fuisse intra hoc tempus quatuor millium annorum quod post diluvium Noëticum ad hodiernam usque diem effluxit, hinc sequeretur generale diluvium totius orbis aut iam bis vel etiam saepius esse factum, aut certe aliquando futurum: quod tamen est contra promissionem Dei, qui promisit Noë nunquam deinceps venturum generale diluvium. VERUM huic rationi dupliciter occurri posset: primum, negando eandem omnino caeli constellationem quae semel fuit iterum futuram. Censent…
Next [the second argument]: [grant that] some constellation of heaven made Noah's flood — since it is likely that that same constellation will come again, or even perhaps has already been within this time of four thousand years which has elapsed after Noah's flood up to the present day, hence it would follow that a general flood of the whole world either has already been made twice, or even more often, or certainly will at some time be: which, however, is against the promise of God, who promised Noah that a general flood would never thereafter come. But this argument could be met in two ways: first, by denying that the very same constellation of heaven which once was will come again. They think…13



Censent enim Astronomorum doctissimi motus caelorum et siderum esse prorsus incommensurabiles, ita ut omnia sidera ad eandem inter se comparationem et compositionem quam semel habuerunt nullo tempore iterum reverti possint. Sed esto, possit iterum eadem constellatio redire: respondebitur tamen constellationem illam effectricem Noëtici diluvii non fuisse redituram ante finem mundi. Quoniam igitur Deus sciebat ante interiturum esse mundum, aut certe in alium statum commutatum iri, quam iterum rediret illa constellatio diluvifera: propterea asseveranter et vere dixit nunquam in omne posterum tempus futurum esse diluvium.
For the most learned of the Astronomers think that the motions of the heavens and of the stars are utterly incommensurable, so that all the stars can at no time return again to the same comparison and arrangement among themselves which they once had. But be it so, that the same constellation can return again: it will nevertheless be answered that that constellation, the producer of Noah's flood, would not return before the end of the world. Since, therefore, God knew that the world would perish, or certainly be changed into another state, before that flood-bringing constellation should return again: therefore he said assertively and truly that there would never, in all future time, be a flood.14



ILLUD quoque facit ad huius rei confirmationem, mundum optime secundum omnes partes suas a Deo fuisse constitutum, et, ut maxime opus erat ad mundi firmitatem ac stabilitatem et ad ornatum eius atque decorem, ita fuisse compositum et ordinatum. Nam licet multae eius partes privatim inter se discordent ac pugnent, ad publicum tamen et commune bonum mundi tuendum et conservandum, praesertim autem ad eius incolumitatem diuturnitatemque continendam, admirabili consensu omnes inter se conspirant atque concordant. At enim, si aliqua pars caeli sive constellatio vim haberet gignendi diluvium universam terram perdens, omneque genus animalium e medio tollens, convinceretur profecto Mundum non fuisse bene constitutum et ordinatum, cum una pars mundi vim haberet pulchritudinem, plenitudinem et perfectionem ipsius mundi dissipandi ac penitus delendi.
This too serves for the confirmation of this matter: that the world was most excellently constituted by God in all its parts, and was composed and ordered just as was especially needful for the firmness and stability of the world, and for its adornment and beauty. For although many of its parts privately disagree and fight among themselves, yet for guarding and preserving the public and common good of the world — but especially for maintaining its safety and long duration — all conspire and agree among themselves with admirable consent. But if some part of heaven or constellation had the power of producing a flood destroying the whole earth and removing every kind of animal, it would surely be proved that the World was not well constituted and ordered, since one part of the world would have the power of dissipating and utterly destroying the beauty, fullness, and perfection of the world itself.15



VERUM haec ratio, secundum doctrinam Platonis et Aristotelis (qui hunc mundi statum, qui in perpetuo caelorum motu et rerum sublunarium ortu et interitu versatur, sempiternum faciunt), validissima est; non similiter tamen secundum fidem nostram et doctrinam sacrarum literarum, e quibus didicimus mundum hunc aliquando interiturum, aut certe commutatum iri in alium statum, in quo caelum a motu vacabit, nec aget in hunc mundum inferiorem per motum et lumen. Quemadmodum igitur humanum corpus optime constitutum esse dicitur a natura, quod omnes partes eius, licet inter se admodum diversae (quaedam vero etiam contrariae), omnes tamen ad eius salutem temperatae et accommodatae sint: hinc tamen non licet concludere corpus humanum fore immortale; namque illa temperies partium non in perpetuum firma est, sed ad certum quoddam tempus, post quod tempus solvitur illa temperies, et una pars praevalens aliasque corrumpens interitum affert homini.
But this argument, according to the doctrine of Plato and Aristotle (who make this state of the world — which is engaged in the perpetual motion of the heavens and the generation and destruction of sublunary things — everlasting), is most valid; yet not similarly so according to our faith and the doctrine of the sacred writings, from which we have learned that this world will at some time perish, or certainly be changed into another state, in which the heaven will rest from motion and will not act upon this lower world by motion and light. Just as, therefore, the human body is said to be most excellently constituted by nature, because all its parts — though very diverse among themselves (and some even contrary) — are nevertheless all tempered and adapted to its health: yet from this it is not permitted to conclude that the human body will be immortal; for that tempering of the parts is not firm in perpetuity, but for a certain fixed time, after which time that tempering is dissolved, and one part, prevailing and corrupting the others, brings death to the man.16



Similiter Deus, qui mundum fecerat aliquando interiturum, ita partes eius disposuit ut vim haberent conservandi mundi integritatem usque ad aliquod tempus, quo exacto, aliae partes corrumperent alias: uti eveniet in consummatione saeculi. In diluvio autem Noëtico, etsi destructus est orbis terrae, Deus tamen in Arca servavit seminarium hominum et animalium, et post unum annum diluvium sustulit, terram[que]…
Similarly God, who had made the world destined at some time to perish, so disposed its parts that they should have the power of conserving the integrity of the world up to some time, which being elapsed, other parts would corrupt others: as will happen at the consummation of the age. But in Noah's flood, although the world was destroyed, God nevertheless preserved in the Ark a seedbed of men and animals, and after one year removed the flood, and the earth…17



…terramque in priorem statum restituit.
…and restored the earth to its former state.18



CETERUM illa mihi firmior ceteris videtur ratio, et ad hoc persuadendum valentior. Aiunt isti habere vim astra efficiendi generale diluvium. Sed quaerendum ex istis esse, quemadmodum ipsi putent ex astris generale diluvium effici, utrum privative an positive (sic enim in scholis loquimur). Dicent fortasse fieri privative, hoc est, fieri ob privationem luminis et caloris eorum siderum quibus tribuitur efficientia diluvii, propter longinquum aliquorum astrorum digressum; quemadmodum propter Solis a nobis discessum exsistit hyems, et imbrium crebritas atque abundantia. Verum si ea ratione fieret diluvium, fieret quidem in iis locis terrae a quibus astra illa procul discessissent: ea vero terrae loca ad quae sidera illa proxime accessissent, quaeque directo illis astris subiecta essent, non modo diluvium non sentirent, verum etiam calore et siccitate maiorem in modum afficerentur. Namque ut solis digressus a nobis in regione nostra hyemem efficit et crebros imbres excitat, ita eiusdem solis ad alias gentes appulsus et accessus calidam et siccam in illis regionibus facit aestatem. Non igitur fieri potest ut hac ratione generale diluvium ex astris exsistat. Nimirum, cum multae sint regiones inter duos Tropicos, praesertim autem sub Aequinoctiali, quae perpetuo solis ardore vehementer arescant et ardescant, has necesse est et steriles esse vaporum, et inopes imbrium, et magnarum inundationum expertes.
But that argument seems to me firmer than the rest, and more potent for persuading this. These [astrologers] say that the stars have the power of producing a general flood. But it must be asked of them how they themselves think a general flood is produced by the stars — whether privatively or positively (for so we speak in the schools). Perhaps they will say it happens privatively — that is, that it happens through the privation of the light and heat of those stars to which the efficiency of the flood is attributed, on account of the distant departure of certain stars; just as, on account of the Sun's departure from us, winter arises, and the frequency and abundance of rains. But if the flood happened by that reasoning, it would happen indeed in those places of the earth from which those stars had departed far; but those places of the earth to which those stars had come nearest, and which were directly subject to those stars, would not only not feel a flood, but would even be affected to a greater degree by heat and dryness. For just as the sun's departure from us produces winter in our region and stirs up frequent rains, so the approach and arrival of the same sun to other peoples makes a hot and dry summer in those regions. It cannot, therefore, come about that by this reasoning a general flood should arise from the stars. For since there are many regions between the two Tropics, but especially under the Equator, which dry up and burn vehemently from the perpetual heat of the sun, these must necessarily be both barren of vapors, and destitute of rains, and free from great inundations.19



SIN autem dicant isti diluvium fieri ex astris non privative sed positive, hoc est, astra mittere in terras singularem quandam virtutem caelestem (hanc virtutem vulgato iam pridem vocabulo appellamus influentiam), quae virtus et influentia, quae una sive multiplex fuerit, naturaliter potens et efficax sit creandi generale diluvium: hoc etiam simili ratione falsum esse convinci potest. Astra enim singulares istas virtutes et influentias non indifferenter in omnia terrae loca mittunt, sed in eas tantum partes terrae quas respiciunt et quas sibi habent subiectas: quae autem extra has sunt, maxime vero quae illis directo sunt oppositae, caelestes illas influentias et effectus nequaquam accipiunt. Scilicet hanc causam reddunt Astronomi cur astrorum singulares quidam et notabiles effectus in omnibus terrae partibus aut nullo modo aut non aeque recipiantur. Aiunt enim, quae loca terrae sunt extra respectum illorum siderum, ad ea loca defluxum eorum siderum minime pertinere. Cum igitur nulla sit constellatio quae omnem terram usquequaque respicere queat, nullius constellationis effectus ad universam terram pertinere poterit: quapropter generale diluvium universam terram inundans ex astris aliisve naturalibus [causis effici non] po[terit]…
But if these [astrologers] say that the flood is produced from the stars not privatively but positively — that is, that the stars send into the lands a certain singular celestial power (this power we call by a now widely used word, “influence”), which power and influence, whether it be one or manifold, is naturally potent and effective for creating a general flood: this too can be proved false by a like reasoning. For the stars do not send those singular powers and influences indifferently into all places of the earth, but only into those parts of the earth which they look upon and which they have subject to themselves: but those which are outside these — and especially those which are directly opposite to them — by no means receive those celestial influences and effects. For the Astronomers give this cause why certain singular and notable effects of the stars are received in all parts of the earth either in no way or not equally. For they say that, [as for] the places of the earth which are outside the aspect of those stars, the influx of those stars in no way pertains to those places. Since, therefore, there is no constellation that can look upon the whole earth on every side, the effect of no constellation can pertain to the whole earth: wherefore a general flood inundating the whole earth [could] not [be produced] from the stars or other natural [causes]…20



DICET fortasse quispiam posse accidere ex ea parte terrae quam aspra [astra] respiciunt, et in quam agunt, tantam extrahere vaporum copiam ut ea sufficiens sit generando diluvio, quod primo quidem eam partem operiat, deinde ad alias omnes terrae partes operiendas redundet. Sed hoc nullo modo probabile est. Ex nulla enim parte terrae tanta vaporum abundantia elici potest, unde generari queat diluvium non modo inundans omnem terram, verum etiam in tantam excrescens altitudinem ut altissimos omnium montium quindecim cubitis excederet, quale fuit Noëticum diluvium. Ad tantam enim aquarum molem generandam, non tantum unius aut aliquot partium, verum omnium etiam partium terrae vapores satis non fuissent: sed praeterea (sicut accidit in diluvio Noëtico) necesse esset magnam partem aëris in aquam converti. Maneat igitur ex solis causis naturalibus, sive caelestibus sive sublunaribus sive utrisque simul, Noëticum diluvium nec factum, nec fieri potuisse.
§73. Perhaps someone will say that it could happen that the stars draw out, from that part of the earth which they look upon and on which they act, so great an abundance of vapors as to be sufficient for generating a flood — which would first cover that part, then overflow to cover all the other parts of the earth. But this is in no way probable. For from no part of the earth can so great an abundance of vapors be drawn out, whence could be generated a flood not only inundating the whole earth, but also growing to so great a height that it exceeded the highest of all mountains by fifteen cubits — such as Noah's flood was. For to generate so great a mass of waters, the vapors not only of one or of several parts, but even of all the parts of the earth, would not have been enough: but besides (as happened in Noah's flood) it would be necessary for a great part of the air to be converted into water. Let it stand, therefore, that Noah's flood neither was nor could have been made from natural causes alone, whether celestial, or sublunary, or both together.21
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THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether among the pagans there was any knowledge and record of this flood of Noah

LatineEnglish


THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether among the pagans there was any knowledge and record of this flood of Noah.
DECIMA TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Utrum apud Ethnicos aliqua fuerit huius Noëtici diluvii notitia et commemoratio.



BEATUS Augustinus libro 18 de Civitate Dei, cap. 8, significat hoc diluvium Noëticum Gentium historiam tam Graecam quam Latinam ignorasse; et Varronem excitat testem, a quo proditum sit in monumentis litterarum ac veteris memoriae nihil Ogygis diluvio (quod multis saeculis post Noëticum accidit) reperiri vetustius. Verba B. Augustini haec sunt: Inter scriptores historiae non convenit quando fuerit ipse Ogygius, cuius temporibus etiam diluvium magnum factum est: non illud maximum, in quo nulli homines evaserunt nisi qui in Arca esse potuerunt, quod Gentium neque Graeca neque Latina novit historia; sed tamen maius quam postea tempore Deucalionis fuit. Et Varro quidem ab Ogygis diluvio exorsus est [partem] libri, cuius mentionem superius feci, et nihil, ex quo perveniat ad res Romanas, proponit antiquius quam Ogygis diluvium. Sic Augustinus.
St. Augustine, in book 18 of The City of God, chapter 8, signifies that the history of the Gentiles, both Greek and Latin, was ignorant of this flood of Noah; and he calls Varro as a witness, by whom it was reported that in the monuments of literature and of ancient memory nothing is found older than the flood of Ogyges (which happened many ages after Noah's). The words of St. Augustine are these: “Among the writers of history it is not agreed when that Ogygius lived, in whose times also a great flood occurred: not that greatest one, in which no men escaped except those who could be in the Ark — which neither the Greek nor the Latin history of the Gentiles knows; but yet [a flood] greater than [the one] which was afterward in the time of Deucalion. And Varro indeed began [a part] of the book of which I made mention above from the flood of Ogyges, and proposes nothing older — from which he proceeds to Roman affairs — than the flood of Ogyges.” So Augustine.1



At enim vero apud multos scriptorum Ethnicorum Noëtici diluvii memoriam inveniri adeo multis veterum scriptorum testimoniis firmatum est, ut negari sine contumacia non possit. Audi Iosephum primo libro Antiquitatum ita scribentem: Huius diluvii et Arcae meminerunt omnes Barbaricae historiae scriptores, et in his Berosus Chaldaeus. Narrans enim de hoc diluvio, sic fere scribit: Fertur et navigii huius pars in Armenia apud montem Cordicorum superesse, et quosdam bitumen inde abrasum secum deportare, quo vice amuleti homines eius loci uti solent. Meminit horum Hieronymus qui Antiquitates Phoenicum scripsit, et Mnaseas et alii plures. Quin etiam Nicolaus Damascenus libro nonagesimo sexto de his rebus narrat in haec verba: Est super regionem Miniarum magnus mons in Armenia nomine Baris, in quo multos profugos diluvii tempore servatos ferunt, et quendam arca vectum in montis huius vertice haesisse, ac reliquias lignorum eius longo tempore durasse. Qui fortasse is fuit de quo etiam legislator Iudaeorum Moses scribit. Sic Nicolaus. Et hactenus quidem ex Iosepho.
But that the memory of Noah's flood is found among many of the pagan writers is so firmly established by the testimonies of many ancient writers that it cannot be denied without obstinacy. Hear Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, writing thus: “Of this flood and the Ark all the writers of barbarian history make mention, and among these Berosus the Chaldean. For, narrating about this flood, he writes roughly thus: It is reported that a part of this vessel survives in Armenia, at the mountain of the Cordicaeans [Gordyaeans], and that some scrape off the bitumen from it and carry it away with them, which the men of that place are accustomed to use in place of an amulet. Of these things Hieronymus, who wrote the Antiquities of the Phoenicians, makes mention, and Mnaseas and several others. Nay, Nicolaus of Damascus too, in the ninety-sixth book, narrates about these matters in these words: There is above the region of the Minyans a great mountain in Armenia by the name of Baris, on which they say that many fugitives were saved at the time of the flood; and that a certain one, carried in an ark, came to rest on the top of this mountain, and that the remains of its timbers lasted a long time. This perhaps was he of whom the lawgiver of the Jews, Moses, also writes.” So Nicolaus. And thus far from Josephus.2



EUSEBIUS vero libro nono de Praeparatione Evangelica, cum sub initium quarti capitis commemorasset eadem verba Iosephi quae nos proxime ante posuimus, ipse subiungit haec: Ego, inquit, ab Abydeno historico nonnulla tibi transcribam: Sisithrus, inquit, principatum deinde accepit, cui Saturnus magnam vim aquarum futuram significavit. Quare servare se cupiens, ad Armeniam navigio confugiebat; sed aquae ipsum in via oppresserunt. Tertio autem die, postquam aquae cessarunt, aves emisit, ut per eas sciret sicubi terra exstaret: quae, cum omnia pelagi facie tegerentur, ad Sisithrum (nullibi enim consistere poterant) reversae sunt. Post aliquot dies similiter factum fuit. Tertio emissae, reversae ad eum fuerunt limo pedes refertae; et tunc dii ab hominibus Sisithrum rapuerunt. Navis autem adhuc invenitur in Armenia, cuius ligna remedium hominibus adversus multos morbos mirabiliter afferunt. Hactenus ex Abydeno, ipso referente Eusebio.
Eusebius, in the ninth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, when, at the beginning of the fourth chapter, he had recalled the same words of Josephus which we just set down, himself subjoins these: “I will,” he says, “transcribe for you some things from Abydenus the historian: Sisithrus,” he says, “next received the principate, to whom Saturn signified that a great force of waters was to come. Wherefore, desiring to save himself, he fled by ship to Armenia; but the waters overtook him on the way. But on the third day, after the waters had ceased, he sent out birds, that by them he might know whether anywhere land stood forth: which, since all things were covered with the face of the sea, returned to Sisithrus (for they could nowhere alight). After some days the same was done. Sent out a third time, they returned to him with their feet full of mud; and then the gods snatched Sisithrus away from among men. And the ship is still found in Armenia, whose timbers wonderfully bring a remedy to men against many diseases.” Thus far from Abydenus, as Eusebius reports him.3



CYRILLUS quoque, primo libro contra Iulianum, ad idem probandum testimonium profert Alexandri Polyhistoris. Nec ipse Plato obscuram eius diluvii significationem dedit, cum in Timaeo sacerdotem quendam Aegyptium inducit, ex sacris Aegyptiorum libris referentem Soloni ante particularia diluvia Graecis nota et celebrata fuisse antiquitus maximam quandam aquarum inundationem terraeque vastationem: haec autem non videtur alia quam Noëticum diluvium esse potuisse. Huc etiam pertinet quod Pomponius Mela, Plinius et Solinus prodiderunt: Ioppen, urbem Iudaeae maritimam, praedicari omnium terrae urbium vetustissimam, credique fuisse ante diluvium. Id quod non potest referri ad diluvium Ogygis aut Deucalionis: haec enim diluvia, Graeciae terminis circumscripta, terram Syriae aut Iudaeae non attigerunt; nec mirum esset fuisse Ioppen ante illa diluvia, quibus plurimae urbes antiquiores celebrantur.
Cyril too, in the first book Against Julian, for proving the same brings forward the testimony of Alexander Polyhistor. Nor did Plato himself give an obscure indication of that flood, when in the Timaeus he introduces a certain Egyptian priest, relating to Solon, from the sacred books of the Egyptians, that before the particular floods known and celebrated by the Greeks there had been, in antiquity, a certain greatest inundation of waters and devastation of the earth: and this does not seem to have been able to be any other than Noah's flood. To this also pertains what Pomponius Mela, Pliny, and Solinus reported: that Joppa, a maritime city of Judaea, is proclaimed the oldest of all the cities of the earth, and is believed to have existed before the flood. Which cannot be referred to the flood of Ogyges or of Deucalion: for these floods, circumscribed by the boundaries of Greece, did not touch the land of Syria or Judaea; nor would it be wonderful that Joppa existed before those floods, [since] very many cities are celebrated as older [than they].4



AD extremum, Plutarchus in libro de Solertia animalium tradit proditum esse ab iis qui de diluvio Deucalionis scripserunt columbam emissam ex arca a Deucalione, cum regressa esset, tempestatis; cum iterum avolans non revertisset, serenitatis fuisse indicem: quod sane ex Mosaica historia Noëtici diluvii sumptum est. Ex qua etiam hausta sunt quae cecinit Ovidius de diluvio Deucalionis: universa enim descriptio eius diluvii non tam Deucalioneo diluvio quam Noëtico conveniens est; ut, paucis detractis, videatur Poëta aliquis Iudaeus vel Christianus historiam Mosis de Noëtico diluvio versibus explicare voluisse. Ex his apparet non posse negari diluvium Noëticum fuisse notum Ethnicis, vel sacrarum litterarum lectione, vel auditione et fama, vel Chaldaeorum et Aegyptiorum relatione monumentisve, apud quas gentes diutina quondam fuit Hebraeorum habitatio. Ergo, dicet aliquis, sanctus Augustinus, qui contra sensit, lapsus est historiae et antiquitatis aut inscitia aut oblivione? Minime vero. Namque Augusti[nus]…
Finally, Plutarch, in the book On the Cleverness of Animals, relates that it was reported by those who wrote about the flood of Deucalion that a dove sent out of the ark by Deucalion, when it had returned, was a sign of storm; but when, flying out again, it had not returned, was a sign of fair weather: which indeed was taken from the Mosaic history of Noah's flood. From which also were drawn the things which Ovid sang about the flood of Deucalion: for the whole description of that flood fits not so much the Deucalionic flood as the Noachic; so that, a few things being removed, some Jewish or Christian Poet would seem to have wished to set forth in verse the history of Moses about Noah's flood. From these things it appears that it cannot be denied that Noah's flood was known to the pagans — whether by the reading of the sacred writings, or by hearing and report, or by the relation or monuments of the Chaldeans and Egyptians, among which nations there was once a long dwelling of the Hebrews. Therefore, someone will say, did St. Augustine, who thought the contrary, err through ignorance or forgetfulness of history and antiquity? By no means. For Augusti[ne]…5



…Augustinus non praecise dixit nullis historicis notum fuisse diluvium Noë, sed tantum dixit fuisse ignoratum a Graecis et Romanis historiis, nihil de Barbaricis historiis locutus: quod sane verum est. Nam a quibus supra diximus proditum esse de Noëtico diluvio, eos fuisse Barbaros, aut certe Barbaricarum historiarum et rerum scriptores, licet animadvertere.
…Augustine did not say precisely that the flood of Noah was known to no historians, but only said that it was unknown to the Greek and Roman histories, saying nothing about the barbarian histories: which is indeed true. For [as for] those by whom we said above it was reported about Noah's flood, one may observe that they were barbarians, or certainly writers of barbarian histories and affairs.6



Translator’s notes
	§74. Augustine: the Greek and Latin histories did not know Noah's flood (Varro begins from Ogyges'). Margins: Augustine; Varro. ↩
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FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the flood of Ogyges and of Deucalion.
DECIMA QUARTA DISPUTATIO. De diluvio Ogygis et Deucalionis.



DUO fuere diluvia, et utrumque in Graecia, alterum Ogygis in regione Attica, alterum Deucalionis in Thessalia, a Graecis et Romanis scriptoribus commemorata et celebrata. Quapropter non erit alienum hoc loco de utriusque diluvii tempore breviter dicere, quo intelligatur quanto illa diluvia recentiora et posteriora fuerint Noëtico diluvio. Diluvium Ogygis, quod evenit tempore Ogygis regnantis in Attica regione, et regnantibus apud Argivos Inacho atque Phoroneo, sic inundavit vastavitque universam regionem Atticam, ut eam reddiderit per ducentos annos incultam atque inhabitatam. Fuisse autem hoc diluvium viginti et mille annis ante primam Olympiadem Eusebius libro decimo de Praeparatione Evangelica, capite ultimo, tradit, auctoritate Iulii Africani id ipsum libro tertio Annalium confirmantis testimonio Hellanici et Philochori, qui Atheniensium Annales conscripserunt, Castoris item et Thalli, qui Syriacam historiam diligenter tractarunt, nec non et Diodori Siculi, qui orbis historiam in Bibliothecas contu[lit]…
There were two floods, and both in Greece — the one, of Ogyges, in the Attic region; the other, of Deucalion, in Thessaly — recorded and celebrated by Greek and Roman writers. Wherefore it will not be irrelevant in this place to speak briefly about the time of each flood, so that it may be understood how much more recent and later than Noah's flood those floods were. The flood of Ogyges, which happened in the time of Ogyges reigning in the Attic region, and while Inachus and Phoroneus reigned among the Argives, so inundated and devastated the whole Attic region that it rendered it untilled and uninhabited for two hundred years. And that this flood was a thousand and twenty years before the first Olympiad, Eusebius relates in the tenth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, last chapter, on the authority of Julius Africanus, who confirms this same thing in the third book of the Annals, by the testimony of Hellanicus and Philochorus (who wrote the Annals of the Athenians), and likewise of Castor and Thallus (who diligently treated Syrian history), and also of Diodorus Siculus (who collected the history of the world into [his] Library)…1



Nec diversae sententiae fuisse putandus est Orosius, affirmans Ogygis diluvium quadraginta et mille annis fuisse ante Romam conditam: siquidem Roma condita est quatuor et viginti annis post primam Olympiadem. Orosii verba haec sunt: Ante annos urbis conditae mille quadraginta, in Achaia saevum diluvium, vastatione plurima totius fere provinciae, fuit. Quod quia Ogygi, qui tunc Eleusine conditor et rex erat, temporibus effusum est, nomen loco ac tempori dedit. Haec Orosius.
Nor is Orosius to be thought of a different opinion, affirming that the flood of Ogyges was a thousand and forty years before Rome was founded: since Rome was founded twenty-four years after the first Olympiad. The words of Orosius are these: “A thousand and forty years before the founding of the city, there was in Achaia a savage flood, with very great devastation of almost the whole province. Which, because it was poured out in the times of Ogyges, who was then the founder and king of Eleusis, gave its name to the place and the time.” This [says] Orosius.2



SED quando fuit, secundum sacram Chronologiam, prima Olympias? Fuit nempe in anno octavo regni Achaz regis Iuda, hoc est, ducentis octoginta tribus annis post inceptam templi Salomonis aedificationem, ut patet ex Chronologia regum Iuda, quae describitur libro tertio et quarto Regum. Fuit item prima Olympias septingentis sexaginta tribus annis post egressum Hebraeorum ex Aegypto: nam ab eo egressu usque ad aedificationem templi Salomonis numerantur, in tertio libro Regum capite sexto, anni octoginta et quadringenti. Ex his efficitur diluvium Ogygis praecessisse egressum Hebraeorum ex Aegypto annis ducentis sexaginta tribus, et incidisse in annum aetatis Iacob patriarchae circiter nonagesimum: fuisse autem post Noëticum diluvium annis ferme quingentis quadraginta. Verum de huiusmodi supputationibus annorum consulat lector quae plenius et diligentius a nobis disputata sunt libro undecimo nostrorum Commentariorum in Danielem, quaestione secunda.
But when was the first Olympiad, according to sacred Chronology? It was, namely, in the eighth year of the reign of Ahaz king of Judah — that is, two hundred and eighty-three years after the beginning of the building of Solomon's temple, as is plain from the Chronology of the kings of Judah, which is described in the third and fourth books of Kings. The first Olympiad was likewise seven hundred and sixty-three years after the departure of the Hebrews from Egypt: for from that departure up to the building of Solomon's temple are counted, in the third book of Kings, chapter six, four hundred and eighty years. From these it follows that the flood of Ogyges preceded the departure of the Hebrews from Egypt by two hundred and sixty-three years, and fell about the ninetieth year of the age of the patriarch Jacob; and that it was after Noah's flood by nearly five hundred and forty years. But about computations of years of this kind, let the reader consult the things which have been more fully and diligently disputed by us in the eleventh book of our Commentaries on Daniel, in the second question.3



Si igitur vera sunt quae diximus de Ogygis diluvio, ridendus profecto est Ioannes Annius, qui non est veritus dicere quem Ethnici scriptores nominant Ogygem, fuisse eum ipsum quem sacrae litterae appellant Noë: idemque fuisse Ogygianum diluvium atque Noëticum, cum tamen (ut dudum ostendimus) Ogygis diluvium plus quingentis annis fuerit post Noëticum. Non est quoque probanda opinio quorundam veterum scriptorum, quos memorant et sequuntur Iustinus martyr in Sermone exhortatorio ad Gentes, Clemens Alexandrinus primo libro Stromatum, et Eusebius libro decimo cap. ultimo de Praeparatione Evangelica; a quibus proditum est, quo tempore contigit diluvium Ogygis, eo tempore Mosen eduxisse populum Hebraeum ex Aegypto. At enim ex supradictis palam est egressum Hebraeorum ex Aegypto plus ducentis annis posteriorem fuisse diluvio Ogygis. Quin ipsemet Eusebius in Chronicis duobus saeculis Ogygem facit Mose antiquiorem.
If, therefore, the things we have said about the flood of Ogyges are true, then John Annius is certainly to be laughed at, who did not fear to say that he whom the pagan writers name Ogyges was the very one whom the sacred writings call Noah, and that the Ogygian flood and the Noachic were the same — whereas (as we showed a little while ago) the flood of Ogyges was more than five hundred years after Noah's. Nor is the opinion to be approved of certain ancient writers, whom Justin Martyr (in the Hortatory Discourse to the Gentiles), Clement of Alexandria (in the first book of the Stromata), and Eusebius (in the tenth book, last chapter, of the Preparation for the Gospel) mention and follow; by whom it was reported that at the time when the flood of Ogyges happened, at that time Moses led the Hebrew people out of Egypt. But from the things said above it is plain that the departure of the Hebrews from Egypt was more than two hundred years later than the flood of Ogyges. Nay, Eusebius himself, in the Chronicle, makes Ogyges two centuries older than Moses.4



SEQUITUR UT dicamus de diluvio Deucalionis, ab Ethnicorum poëtis et historicis iuxta celebrato. Ac multa quidem de Deucalionis genere, moribus factisque, multa etiam de causis, magnitudine, duratione effectuque diluvii quod ex eo nomen invenit dici hoc loco possent: sed ea, ut instituto nostro aliena, et magna ex parte vel fabulosa vel incerta, consulto praetermittimus. Nec ad praesens aliud quam de tempore Deucalionei diluvii explicare instituimus, ut, quanto tempore vel Ogygiano diluvio vel Noëtico recentius fuerit, manifestum lectori faciamus. De rege Atticae sub quo factum est diluvium Deucalionis varie traditur. Eusebius in libro de Praeparatione Evangelica, capite ultimo, tantum ait Cecropem antecessisse quadringentis fere annis Troianum bellum, et medio illo tempore inter Cecropem et bellum Troianum contigisse diluvium Deucalionis et incendium Phaëtontis. At idem in Chronicis, regnante Cecrope, signat diluvium Deucalionis. Varro, ut refert S. Augustinus libro decimo octavo de Civitate Dei capite 10, annotavit diluvium Deucalionis sub rege Cranao, qui Cecropi proxime successit. Iustinus autem historicus libro secundo, et Orosius libro primo capite nono, diluvium Deucalionis accidisse scribunt regnante Amphictyone, qui tertius a Cecrope fuit. Sic enim eo loco quem ante posui ait Orosius: Anno octingentesimo decimo ante Romam conditam Amphictyon Athenis tertius a Cecrope regnavit; cuius temporibus aquarum illuvies maiorem partem populorum Thessaliae absumpsit, paucis per refugia montium liberatis, maxime in monte Parnasso, in cuius circuitu tunc Deucalion regno potiebatur…
It follows that we should speak of the flood of Deucalion, equally celebrated by the poets and historians of the pagans. And many things indeed about the lineage, character, and deeds of Deucalion, and many also about the causes, magnitude, duration, and effect of the flood which received its name from him, could be said in this place: but these, as foreign to our purpose, and for the most part either fabulous or uncertain, we deliberately pass over. Nor do we undertake, for the present, to explain anything other than the time of the Deucalionic flood, so that we may make manifest to the reader how much more recent it was than either the Ogygian flood or the Noachic. About the king of Attica under whom the flood of Deucalion occurred, it is variously handed down. Eusebius, in the book of the Preparation for the Gospel, last chapter, only says that Cecrops preceded the Trojan War by about four hundred years, and that in that middle time, between Cecrops and the Trojan War, the flood of Deucalion and the conflagration of Phaethon occurred. But the same [Eusebius], in the Chronicle, marks the flood of Deucalion as in the reign of Cecrops. Varro, as St. Augustine reports in book 18 of The City of God, chapter 10, noted the flood of Deucalion as under king Cranaus, who succeeded Cecrops next. But Justin the historian, in the second book, and Orosius, in the first book, chapter nine, write that the flood of Deucalion happened in the reign of Amphictyon, who was the third from Cecrops. For thus, in that place which I set down before, Orosius says: “In the eight hundred and tenth year before Rome was founded, Amphictyon reigned at Athens, the third from Cecrops; in whose times a flood of waters consumed the greater part of the peoples of Thessaly, a few being saved by the refuges of the mountains, especially on Mount Parnassus, in whose circuit Deucalion then held the kingdom…”5



…qui, ad se feras [feros] confugientes susceptos, per gemina Parnassi iuga fovit aluitque: a quo propterea genus humanum reparatum ferunt. Ea quoque tempestate subactam Indiam Liber pater sanguine madefecit, caedibus opplevit, libidinibus polluit, gentem utique nulli unquam hominum obnoxiam, vernacula tantum quiete contentam. Sic Orosius.
“…who, having received [the people] fleeing to him, cherished and nourished them on the twin ridges of Parnassus: by whom, on that account, they say the human race was restored. At that same time, father Liber [Bacchus], having subdued India, drenched it with blood, filled it with slaughter, polluted it with lusts — a nation never subject to any men, content only with its native repose.” So Orosius.6



NEC inter auctores convenit de tempore huius diluvii. Solinus quidem cap. 18 sexcentis annis hoc diluvium facit posterius Ogygis diluvio. Meminisse hoc loco par est, inquit Solinus, post primum diluvium Ogygi temporibus notatum (cum novem et amplius mensibus diem continua nox inumbrasset), Delon ante omnes terras radiis Solis illuminatam, sortitamque ex eo nomen, quod prima reddita foret visibus. Inter Ogygium sane et Deucalionem medium aevum sexcentis annis datur. Ita Solinus. Sed eum historiae et Chronologiae ignoratione aut oblivione lapsum esse vel eo patet argumento, quod isti opinioni consequens est Deucalionis diluvium vicinum fuisse temporibus belli Troiani: at multis saeculis bellum Troianum fuisse post Deucalionis diluvium constat inter probatos veteris memoriae scriptores.
Nor do the authors agree about the time of this flood. Solinus indeed, in chapter 18, makes this flood six hundred years later than the flood of Ogyges. “It is fitting to recall in this place,” says Solinus, “that after the first flood, noted in the times of Ogyges — when for nine and more months a continuous night had darkened the day — Delos was illuminated before all lands by the rays of the Sun, and obtained its name from this, that it was first restored to sight [Delos = ‘clear/visible’]. Between Ogyges and Deucalion a middle span of six hundred years is given.” So Solinus. But that he erred through ignorance or forgetfulness of history and Chronology is plain even from this argument: that it is consequent to that opinion that the flood of Deucalion was near to the times of the Trojan War; but that the Trojan War was many ages after the flood of Deucalion is agreed among the approved writers of ancient memory.7



E CONTRARIO autem Clemens Alexandrinus, in primo libro Stromatum, Deucalionis diluvium centum triginta quatuor annis signat post Ogygianum. Verum non recte: sic enim haud paucis annis fuisset ante Cecropem, quod nulli placet. Nos igitur, ut probabiliorem, sequamur sententiam Eusebii in Chronicis et Orosii in primo libro, qui Deucalionis diluvium posterius faciunt Ogygiano ducentis triginta annis, hoc est, circa annum aetatis Mosis quinquagesimum (licet Eusebius inibi signet septuagesimum, haud scio an vera usus annorum supputatione): a qua tamen proxime abest Cyrillus, primo libro contra Iulianum, ad sexagesimum septimum annum Mosis referens diluvium Deucalionis. Hinc liquet hoc Deucaloneum diluvium septingentis fere et septuaginta annis fuisse post Noëticum.
But on the contrary, Clement of Alexandria, in the first book of the Stromata, marks the flood of Deucalion as one hundred and thirty-four years after the Ogygian. But not rightly: for thus it would have been not a few years before Cecrops, which pleases no one. Let us therefore follow, as the more probable, the opinion of Eusebius in the Chronicle and of Orosius in the first book, who make the flood of Deucalion later than the Ogygian by two hundred and thirty years — that is, about the fiftieth year of the age of Moses (although Eusebius there marks the seventieth, I do not know whether using a true computation of years): from which, however, Cyril is very near, in the first book Against Julian, referring the flood of Deucalion to the sixty-seventh year of Moses. Hence it is clear that this Deucalionic flood was nearly seven hundred and seventy years after the Noachic.8



Nec est hic omittendum quod prudenter observavit Orosius, tres eodem saeculo valde insignes ac memorabiles calamitates accidisse: Decem plagas Aegypti, diluvium Deucalionis, et incendium Phaëtontis. Namque plagas Aegypti signat Orosius octingentis quinque annis ante Romam conditam, Deucalionis autem diluvium octingentis decem annis. De incendio autem Phaëtontis ita scribit capite decimo: His etiam temporibus adeo ingens et gravis aestus incanduit, ut Sol per devia transvectus universum orbem non calore affecisse, sed igne torruisse dicatur: impressumque fervorem et Aethiops plus solito, et insolitum Scytha non tulerit. Ex quo etiam quidam, dum non concedunt Deo ineffabilem potentiam suam, inanes ratiunculas conquirentes, ridiculam Phaëtontis fabulam texuerunt. Haec Orosius; cum quo etiam in Chronicis consentit Eusebius.
Nor is it to be omitted here what Orosius prudently observed: that three very notable and memorable calamities happened in the same century — the Ten Plagues of Egypt, the flood of Deucalion, and the conflagration of Phaethon. For Orosius marks the plagues of Egypt as eight hundred and five years before Rome was founded, but the flood of Deucalion as eight hundred and ten years [before]. And about the conflagration of Phaethon he writes thus in the tenth chapter: “In these times too so vast and grievous a heat blazed up, that the Sun, carried through devious ways, is said not to have affected the whole world with heat, but to have scorched it with fire: and both the Ethiopian endured the impressed heat more than usual, and the Scythian [endured] the unaccustomed [heat]. From which also certain men, while they do not concede to God his ineffable power, seeking out empty little reasonings, wove the ridiculous fable of Phaethon.” This [says] Orosius; with whom Eusebius too, in the Chronicle, agrees.9
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THE THIRTEENTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, ON THE DIMINUTION AND CESSATION OF THE FLOOD

LatineEnglish


THE THIRTEENTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, ON THE DIMINUTION AND CESSATION OF THE FLOOD.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER DECIMUS TERTIUS, DE IMMINUTIONE ET CESSATIONE DILUVII.



Translator’s notes
	Title page of Liber XIII. Section numbering restarts at §1. ↩




The eighth chapter of the book of Genesis

LatineEnglish


The eighth chapter of the book of Genesis.
Caput octavum libri Geneseos.



“And God remembered Noah, and all the living creatures, and all the cattle that were with him in the Ark, and brought a wind upon the earth, and the waters were …

LatineEnglish


Recordatus autem Deus Noë, cunctorumque animantium et omnium iumentorum quae erant cum eo in Arca, adduxit spiritum super terram, et imminutae sunt aquae. Et clausi sunt fontes abyssi et cataractae caeli, et prohibitae sunt pluviae de caelo. Reversaeque sunt aquae de terra euntes et redeuntes, et coeperunt minui post centum quinquaginta dies. Requievitque Arca mense septimo, vicesimo septimo die mensis, super montes Armeniae. At vero aquae ibant et decrescebant usque ad decimum mensem: decimo enim mense, prima die mensis, apparuerunt cacumina montium. Cumque transissent quadraginta dies, aperiens Noë fenestram arcae quam fecerat, dimisit corvum, qui egrediebatur et non revertebatur, donec siccarentur aquae super terram. Emisit quoque columbam post eum, ut videret si iam cessassent aquae.
“And God remembered Noah, and all the living creatures, and all the cattle that were with him in the Ark, and brought a wind upon the earth, and the waters were diminished. And the fountains of the deep and the floodgates of heaven were closed, and the rains from heaven were restrained. And the waters returned from off the earth, going and returning; and they began to be abated after a hundred and fifty days. And the Ark rested in the seventh month, the twenty-seventh day of the month, upon the mountains of Armenia. And the waters were going and decreasing until the tenth month: for in the tenth month, the first day of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared. And when forty days had passed, Noah, opening the window of the Ark which he had made, sent forth a raven, which went out and did not return until the waters were dried up upon the earth. He sent forth also a dove after him, to see if the waters had now ceased.”1



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 8:1–7 (the verse numbers are marked in the margin). Continues on p. 332. ↩




“And when she found not where her foot might rest, she returned to him into the ark: for the waters were upon the whole earth. And he put forth his hand, and caught her …

LatineEnglish


Quae cum non invenisset ubi requiesceret pes eius, reversa est ad eum in arcam: aquae enim erant super universam terram. Extenditque manum suam, et apprehensam intulit in Arcam. Expectatis autem ultra septem diebus aliis, rursum dimisit columbam ex Arca. At illa venit ad eum ad vesperam, portans ramum olivae virentibus foliis in ore suo. Intellexit ergo Noë quod cessassent aquae super terram. Expectavitque nihilominus septem alios dies, et emisit columbam, quae non est reversa ultra ad eum. Igitur sexcentesimo primo anno, primo mense, prima die mensis, imminutae sunt aquae super terram; et aperiens Noë tectum arcae, aspexit, viditque quod siccata esset superficies terrae. Mense secundo, septimo et vicesimo die mensis, arefacta est terra.
“And when she found not where her foot might rest, she returned to him into the ark: for the waters were upon the whole earth. And he put forth his hand, and caught her, and brought her into the Ark. And having waited yet seven other days, he again sent forth the dove out of the Ark. And she came to him in the evening, carrying a bough of olive with green leaves in her mouth. Noah therefore understood that the waters had ceased upon the earth. And he waited yet seven other days, and he sent forth the dove, which returned not any more unto him. Therefore in the six hundred and first year, the first month, the first day of the month, the waters were lessened upon the earth; and Noah, opening the covering of the Ark, looked, and saw that the surface of the earth was dried. In the second month, the seven and twentieth day of the month, the earth was dried.”1



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 8:8–14. ↩




“And God spoke to Noah, saying: Go out of the ark, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of thy sons with thee. All living things that are with thee of all flesh — …

LatineEnglish


Locutus est autem Deus ad Noë, dicens: Egredere de arca, tu et uxor tua, filii tui et uxores filiorum tuorum tecum. Cuncta animantia quae sunt apud te ex omni carne, tam in volatilibus quam in bestiis et universis reptilibus quae reptant super terram, educ tecum, et ingredimini super terram: crescite et multiplicamini super eam. Egressus est ergo Noë, et filii eius, uxor illius et uxores filiorum eius cum eo. Sed et omnia animantia, iumenta et reptilia quae reptant super terram, secundum genus suum, egressa sunt de arca. Aedificavit autem Noë altare Domino, et tollens de cunctis pecoribus et volucribus mundis, obtulit holocausta super altare. Odoratusque est Dominus odorem suavitatis, et ait ad eum: Nequaquam ultra maledicam terrae propter homines: sensus enim et cogitatio humani cordis in malum prona sunt ab adolescentia sua; non igitur ultra percutiam omnem animam viventem sicut feci. Cunctis diebus terrae, sementis et messis, frigus et aestus, aestas et hyems, nox et dies non requiescent.
“And God spoke to Noah, saying: Go out of the ark, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of thy sons with thee. All living things that are with thee of all flesh — as well in fowls as in beasts, and all creeping things that creep upon the earth — bring out with thee, and go ye upon the earth: increase and multiply upon it. So Noah went out, and his sons, his wife and the wives of his sons with him. And all living things, and cattle, and creeping things that creep upon the earth, according to their kinds, went out of the ark. And Noah built an altar unto the Lord, and taking of all cattle and fowls that were clean, offered holocausts upon the altar. And the Lord smelled a sweet savor, and said to him: I will no more curse the earth for the sake of men; for the imagination and thought of man's heart are prone to evil from his youth; therefore I will no more destroy every living soul as I have done. All the days of the earth, seedtime and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, night and day, shall not cease.”1



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 8:15–22 (conclusion of the chapter). ↩




PREFACE

LatineEnglish


PREFACE.
PRAEFATIO.



SEPTEM res hoc capite octavo praecipue narrantur a Mose: primo, quando coepta est fieri diminutio aquarum diluvii, et quibus ex causis facta sit; secundo, quo in loco, decrescentibus aquis, resederit arca Noë; tertio, quando primum apparuerint cacumina montium; quarto, qua ratione diminutionem et cessationem diluvii exploraverit et cognoverit Noë; quinto, quando finitum omnino sit diluvium et arefacta terra, egressusque arca Noë cum suis et animalibus; sexto, Noë, statim ut arca egressus est, sacrificium Deo de cunctis animalibus mundis obtulisse; septimo denique, Deum, insigni pietate ac religione ipsius Noë vehementer placatum ac delectatum, promisisse nunquam se in posterum generali diluvio perditurum orbem terrae.
Seven things are chiefly narrated by Moses in this eighth chapter: first, when the diminution of the waters of the flood began, and from what causes it came about; second, in what place, the waters decreasing, the ark of Noah settled; third, when the tops of the mountains first appeared; fourth, by what means Noah explored and knew the diminution and cessation of the flood; fifth, when the flood was wholly finished and the earth dried, and Noah went out of the ark with his family and the animals; sixth, that Noah, as soon as he went out of the ark, offered a sacrifice to God from all the clean animals; seventh, finally, that God, vehemently appeased and delighted by the notable piety and devotion of Noah himself, promised that he would never thereafter destroy the world by a general flood.1



Recordatus est Deus Noë, cunctorumque animantium et omnium iumentorum quae erant cum eo in arca… NEC oblivio nec recordatio proprie cadunt in Deum: quippe cui omnia quae fuerunt, sunt, eruntque, ex omni aeternitate praesentia sunt; et, ut eius substantia, sic et scientia plane immutabilis est, cum apud eum nulla sit transmutatio, nec vicissitudinis obumbratio. Figurate igitur oblivisci et recordari Deus dicitur: scilicet ad similitudinem hominum, qui, quos non curant et in periculis deserunt nec iuvant cum possint, oblivisci eorum dicuntur; contra vero recordari, cum eis auxilium praebent, et malis quibus detinentur eripere nituntur.
“God remembered Noah, and all the living creatures and all the cattle that were with him in the ark.” Neither forgetfulness nor remembrance properly falls upon God: since to him all things that have been, are, and will be, are present from all eternity; and, as his substance, so also his knowledge is plainly immutable, since with him there is no transmutation, nor shadow of vicissitude. Figuratively, therefore, God is said to forget and to remember: namely, after the likeness of men, who are said to forget those whom they neglect and desert in dangers and do not help when they can; but on the contrary to remember [them], when they give them help, and strive to snatch them from the evils by which they are held.2



Videbatur igitur Deus quodammodo oblitus Noë, quem in Arcam illam velut in carcerem detrusum tot menses in illa horribili abysso diluvii dereliquerat: at cum incepit diluvium tollere, arcamque sistere, terram arefacere, et Noë ex arca educere, recordari eius videbatur. Audi Theodoretum: Loquitur, inquit, divina Scriptura prout hominibus expedit, et pro captu auditorum varias habet loquendi formas. Quemad[modum]…
God seemed, therefore, in a manner to have forgotten Noah, whom — thrust into that Ark as into a prison — he had left for so many months in that horrible abyss of the flood: but when he began to remove the flood, and to bring the ark to rest, and to dry the earth, and to lead Noah out of the ark, he seemed to remember him. Hear Theodoret: “Divine Scripture speaks,” he says, “as is expedient for men, and according to the capacity of the hearers has various forms of speaking. Just as…”3



…modum ergo paenitentia in Deo est administrationis diversitas: Paenitet enim me, ait, quod constituerim Saul regem, pro eo quod est, Decrevi alium in eius locum substituere. Et rursus, Paenitet me fecisse hominem, pro eo quod est, Statui hominibus inferre exitium. Sic quod hic dicitur, Recordatus est Dominus Noë, non pristinam oblivionem designat, sed maximam ipsius erga Noë humanitatem denotat, quod summo erga eum amore iusserit immensam illam copiam aquarum quam citissime exhauriri. Sic Theodoretus.
“…[Just] as, then, repentance in God is a diversity of administration — for ‘It repenteth me,’ he says, ‘that I made Saul king,’ stands for ‘I have decided to substitute another in his place’; and again, ‘It repenteth me that I made man,’ stands for ‘I have determined to bring destruction upon men’ — so what is here said, ‘The Lord remembered Noah,’ does not designate a former forgetfulness, but denotes his very great kindness toward Noah: that, out of supreme love toward him, he commanded that immense abundance of waters to be drained off as quickly as possible.” So Theodoret.4



DICITUR porro Deus in sacris litteris et oblivisci et recordari, tam in bonum quam in malum, tam de personis quam de aliis rebus. Dicitur oblivisci Deus bonorum hominum, cum eos ad tempus in laboribus et periculis derelinquit, non statim eos liberans cum possit. Dicitur etiam oblivisci malorum hominum, cum eis diuturnam impunitatem aut etiam prosperitatem concedit. Contra vero dicitur recordari bonorum, cum aliquandiu afflictos liberat ac recreat, eorumque mala in maiora bona convertit. Dicitur item recordari malorum, cum dissimulatam aliquandiu eorum improbitatem meritis plectit suppliciis. Nec modo in personis, sed etiam in rebus, ut in virtutibus et vitiis, haec loquendi ratio usurpari solet. Dicitur enim Deus oblivisci alicuius virtutum et benefactorum, cum ea non statim et manifeste remunerat nec honorat, quin imo sinit male evenire bonis apud homines propter bona eorum facta. Dicitur etiam oblivisci peccatorum, cum ea non punit, sed potius finit flagitia ad tempus bene ac prospere succedere peccatoribus. Ex adverso item recordari Deus dicitur tam virtutum quam vitiorum, cum utrumque debitis vel praemiis vel suppliciis etiam in hoc mundo afficit. Hinc est illud quod vidua dixit Eliae: Ingressus es ad me, vir Dei, ut rememorarentur iniquitates meae? Mortuus enim fuerat ei unicus filius. Et in Psalmo 108 scriptum est: In memoriam redeat iniquitas patrum eius in conspectu Domini.
Moreover, God is said in the sacred writings both to forget and to remember, both for good and for evil, both concerning persons and concerning other things. God is said to forget good men, when he leaves them for a time in labors and dangers, not freeing them at once though he could. He is said also to forget evil men, when he grants them long impunity or even prosperity. But on the contrary he is said to remember the good, when, after they have been afflicted for a while, he frees and refreshes them, and turns their evils into greater goods. He is said likewise to remember the evil, when he punishes with deserved penalties the wickedness he had for a while overlooked. And not only in persons, but also in things — as in virtues and vices — this manner of speaking is wont to be used. For God is said to forget someone's virtues and good deeds, when he does not at once and manifestly reward or honor them; nay, even allows things to turn out ill for the good among men on account of their good deeds. He is said also to forget sins, when he does not punish them, but rather allows the crimes to succeed well and prosperously for the sinners for a time. On the contrary, God is said to remember both virtues and vices, when he affects each, even in this world, with their due rewards or punishments. Hence is that which the widow said to Elijah: “Hast thou come to me, O man of God, that my iniquities should be remembered?” — for her only son had died. And in Psalm 108 it is written: “May the iniquity of his fathers come into remembrance in the sight of the Lord.”5



QUOD autem Deus non solum Noë, verum etiam animalium quae cum ipso erant in arca recordatus esse dicitur, indicat: sicut animalia propter hominum peccata simul cum hominibus perierant, similiter ea propter hominem una cum viro iusto esse a Deo servata. Quo maiorem, inquit Theodoretus, immensae bonitatis suae significationem praeberet Deus, recordari voluit non solum Noë, sed etiam omnium animalium: nostra enim causa etiam illis consulere dignatus est. Quod et magnus ille David clamat, dicens: Qui producit fenum iumentis et herbam servituti hominum; et iterum: Homines et iumenta salvabis, Domine. Propter nos enim nostra curat.
But that God is said to have remembered not only Noah, but also the animals which were with him in the ark, indicates this: that, just as the animals had perished together with men on account of men's sins, so they were preserved by God, for man's sake, together with the just man. “In order that God might give a greater token of his immense goodness,” says Theodoret, “he willed to remember not only Noah, but also all the animals: for, for our sake, he deigned to provide for them also.” Which that great David too cries out, saying: “Who bringeth forth grass for the cattle, and herb for the service of men” (Ps. 103); and again: “Men and beasts thou wilt save, O Lord” (Ps. 35). For, for our sake, he cares for the things that are ours.6



VERUM dicet aliquis: Quomodo Deus recordari dicitur animalium, cum B. Paulus dixerit non esse Deo curam de bobus? Par autem ratio est aliorum animalium. Sed in promptu est responsio. Quantum enim ad naturalem et generalem providentiam curamque quam Deus gerit omnium rerum quas ipse condidit, procul dubio curae Deo [sunt et boves]…
But someone will say: How is God said to remember the animals, when St. Paul said that God has no care for oxen? — and the reasoning is the same for other animals. But the answer is at hand. For as regards the natural and general providence and care which God bears for all the things which he himself founded, without doubt [both oxen and all animals] are a care to God…7



…curae Deo sunt et boves, cunctaque animalia. Nam si aliter, quomodo dixisset David: Omnia a te expectant ut des illis escam in tempore? Et rursus: Aperis tu manum tuam, et imples omne animal benedictione? Quomodo Salvator noster dixisset in Evangelio: Respicite volatilia caeli, quoniam non serunt neque metunt neque congregant in horrea, et Pater vester caelestis pascit illa? Et iterum: Nonne duo passeres asse veneunt, et unus ex illis non cadet super terram sine Patre vestro? Vel ut refert Lucas: Unus ex illis non est in oblivione coram Deo? Non dicitur autem Deus habere curam boum vel animalium quantum ad praecipuam et singularem quandam providentiam et curam, qualem nempe Deus habet hominum, quos non tantum movet et regit per naturales causas aut per instinctus naturales, sed praecipue per leges (ut vocant) positivas, praecipiendo quid facere quidve fugere debeant; neque hoc tantum, sed praeterea varie docendo et commonendo exhortandoque, et tum ad bona propositis praemiis incitando, tum a malis comminatione suppliciorum deterrendo. Hoc dico genus curae et providentiae, quod per legem (ut dixi) declaratur, non exercet Deus erga animalia, quod eiusmodi providentiae sola rationalis natura capax sit.
…both oxen and all animals are a care to God. For if otherwise, how would David have said: “All things expect of thee that thou give them food in due season?” And again: “Thou openest thy hand, and fillest every animal with blessing?” How would our Savior have said in the Gospel: “Behold the birds of the air, for they neither sow nor reap nor gather into barns, and your heavenly Father feeds them?” And again: “Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing, and not one of them shall fall upon the ground without your Father?” — or, as Luke reports, “Not one of them is in forgetfulness before God?” But God is not said to have care of oxen or animals as regards a certain special and singular providence and care — such, namely, as God has of men, whom he not only moves and rules through natural causes or natural instincts, but especially through “positive” laws (as they call them), commanding what they ought to do or to shun; and not only this, but besides, by variously teaching and admonishing and exhorting, and both inciting to good by proposed rewards, and deterring from evils by the threat of punishments. This kind of care and providence, which is declared through law (as I said), God does not exercise toward animals, because only rational nature is capable of providence of this sort.8



Ac licet in lege Mosaica quaedam praecepta fuerint de animalibus (velut de sublevandis iumentis in foveam lapsis, et de aliis eiusmodi), ea tamen non propter ipsa animalia, verum propter homines praecepta sunt. Vel quia, cum animalia sint aliquid hominum qui ea possident, si quid bene aut male animalibus evenit, id etiam ad eorum hominum utilitatem aut detrimentum pertinet; vel ut ex eo quod praecipitur de animalibus, cognoscatur id ipsum multo magis erga homines servari oportere. Exempli causa, praeceperat lex Mosis non esse boui trituranti os alligandum, non quidem propter bovem, sed propter hominem. Nam si inhumanum est boui hominis causa laboranti os alligare, quanto inhumanius atque iniquius censeri debet homini tua causa operanti ac laboranti dignam mercedem non retribuere? Verum pergamus ad alia.
And although in the Mosaic law there were certain precepts about animals (such as about lifting up beasts of burden fallen into a pit, and other things of this kind), these were nevertheless commanded not for the sake of the animals themselves, but for the sake of men. Either because, since the animals are something of the men who own them, if anything good or bad happens to the animals, that too pertains to the profit or detriment of those men; or so that, from what is commanded about animals, it may be recognized that the same ought much more to be observed toward men. For example, the law of Moses had commanded that the mouth of the ox treading out [the grain] should not be muzzled — not indeed for the ox's sake, but for man's. For if it is inhuman to muzzle the mouth of an ox laboring for a man's sake, how much more inhuman and unjust ought it to be judged not to render a worthy wage to a man working and laboring for your sake? But let us pass on to other matters.9



Adduxit Dominus spiritum super terram, et imminutae sunt aquae. Et clausi sunt fontes abyssi et cataractae caeli, et prohibitae sunt pluviae de caelo. Reversaeque sunt aquae de terra euntes et redeuntes, et coeperunt minui post centum quinquaginta dies. INDICAT Moses his verbis et quomodo et quando diminui coeperint aquae diluvii. Duas autem causas diminutionis diluvii tangit: unam (ut vocant) positivam — haec est spiritus vehemens maximaque pollens vi siccandi et [consumendi] aquas; altera causa est negativa, id est, occlu[sio]…
“The Lord brought a wind upon the earth, and the waters were diminished. And the fountains of the deep and the floodgates of heaven were closed, and the rains from heaven were restrained. And the waters returned from off the earth, going and returning; and they began to be abated after a hundred and fifty days.” Moses indicates by these words both how and when the waters of the flood began to diminish. And he touches on two causes of the diminution of the flood: one (as they call it) positive — this is a vehement wind, prevailing with the greatest force of drying and consuming the waters; the other cause is negative — that is, the clos[ing]…10



…occlusio fontium abyssi et cataractarum caeli, itemque prohibitio pluviae. Nam si ex fontium abyssi et cataractarum caeli apertione diluvium exstitit, ex earum ipsarum rerum occlusione cessatio diluvii proficisci debuit. His enim causis, ait Ambrosius, minuitur diluvium quibus crevit. Erupti erant fontes aquarum, apertae fuerant cataractae caeli, ut undique influentibus aquis terra inundaretur: debuerunt claudi ea ex quibus diluvii origo manavit, ut eius inciperet esse defectus. Sic Ambrosius.
…the closing of the fountains of the deep and of the cataracts of heaven, and likewise the restraining of the rain. For if the flood arose from the opening of the fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven, the cessation of the flood ought to proceed from the closing of those same things. “For by those causes,” says Ambrose, “the flood is diminished by which it grew. The fountains of waters had burst forth, the cataracts of heaven had been opened, that the earth might be inundated by waters flowing in from every side: those things had to be closed from which the origin of the flood flowed, that its failing might begin.” So Ambrose.11



QUOMODO autem per istas causas tam brevi immensa illa aquarum moles diminui potuerit, putat Chrysostomus ratione humana esse incomprehensibile. Qua ratione, inquit, poterit hoc unquam comprehendere? Aqua tanta quomodo desiit? Omnia abyssus erant. Quomodo igitur tantus aquarum impetus subito minor factus est? Quis hoc humana ratione invenire poterit unquam? Quid igitur est? Dei praeceptum est quod facit omnia. Ne igitur nos curiosius exploremus, Quomodo; sed tantum credamus quod iussit, et exaltata est abyssus; et praecepit, et iterum suum continuit impetum, et ad proprium concessit locum, quem solus ipse Dominus scit qui condidit. Haec Chrysostomus.
But how, by those causes, that immense mass of waters could be diminished in so short a time, Chrysostom thinks incomprehensible to human reason. “By what reason,” he says, “could one ever comprehend this? How did so great a water cease? All things were the abyss. How, then, was so great an onset of waters suddenly made less? Who could ever find this out by human reason? What, then, is it? It is the command of God which does all things. Let us, therefore, not search too curiously How; but only believe that he commanded, and the abyss was raised up; and he commanded, and again it restrained its onset, and withdrew to its own place, which the Lord alone knows who founded it.” This [says] Chrysostom.12



PRO eo quod nos legimus, Adduxit spiritum super terram, Hebraice ad verbum est: Transire fecit spiritum super terram: quod magnam emphasim habet et incredibilem vim illius spiritus demonstrat. Nam illud, Super terram, intelligi vult Caietanus de terra usquequaque et altissime cooperta aquis; et illud, transire, significat spiritum illum seu ventum per totam profunditatem aquarum penetrasse ac permeasse. Quis porro fuerit hic spiritus, quemadmodum generatus, quantamque et qualem vim habuerit, mox disputabitur in Disputatione quae super hoc caput octavum infra tractabitur. Pro illo, Imminutae sunt aquae, Graece est, Cessavit aqua. Hebraeum verbum hoc loco, sachah, Cessare, quiescere et remitti significat. Pro illo, Clausi sunt fontes abyssi, Hieronymus legit, Revelati sunt: sic enim scribit: Et quievit aqua, et revelati sunt fontes abyssi. Pro revelatis fontibus clausos et obturatos omnes interpretes transtulerunt. Chrysostomus quoque videtur legisse revelatos esse fontes.
In place of what we read, “He brought a wind upon the earth,” the Hebrew word for word is: “He made a wind to pass over the earth” — which has great emphasis, and demonstrates the incredible force of that wind. For that phrase, “over the earth,” Cajetan wishes to be understood of the earth everywhere and most deeply covered with waters; and that word, “to pass over,” signifies that that spirit or wind penetrated and passed through the whole depth of the waters. But who this spirit was, how it was generated, and how great and of what kind its force was, will soon be disputed in the Disputation which will be treated below on this eighth chapter. In place of “The waters were diminished,” the Greek is, “The water ceased.” The Hebrew word here, sachah, signifies to cease, to rest, and to be slackened. In place of “The fountains of the deep were closed,” Jerome reads, “were revealed”: for he writes thus: “And the water rested, and the fountains of the deep were revealed.” For “revealed fountains” all the [other] interpreters translated “closed” and “stopped up.” Chrysostom too seems to have read that the fountains were revealed.13



SED quomodo revelatio seu reclusio fontium ad minuendum et tollendum diluvium conduxerit, et non potius ad conservandum et augendum (nam et supra, quo diluvium fieret, legimus ruptos fuisse abyssi fontes), haud equidem intelligo. Nisi propterea revelati dicantur, ut resorberent aquas quas evomuerant super terram — innuente id Chrysostomo, qui interpretans illud, Revelatis fontibus, ait placuisse Deo ut iterum in sua regione manerent aquae, neque ultra redundarent, sed paulatim desinerent. An vero, quod hic dicitur de occlusione fontium abyssi et cataractarum caeli, et de prohibitione pluviae, intelligendum sit esse factum post illos centum quinquaginta dies diluvii (ut hic significatur), an potius ante illos dies, videlicet statim post quadraginta illos dies pluviae, et hic a Mose memoratum sit per recapitulationem, satis dubium et controversum est. Verum hoc infra disputabitur in quadam disputatione super hoc caput.
But how the revealing or re-opening of the fountains contributed to diminishing and removing the flood, and not rather to conserving and increasing it (for above, too, in order that the flood might occur, we read that the fountains of the deep were broken up), I do not indeed understand — unless they are said to be “revealed” for this reason, that they might resorb the waters which they had vomited out over the earth; Chrysostom hinting at this, who, interpreting that phrase, “the fountains being revealed,” says it pleased God that the waters should again remain in their own region, and no longer overflow, but gradually cease. But whether what is here said about the closing of the fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven, and about the restraining of the rain, is to be understood to have been done after those hundred and fifty days of the flood (as is here signified), or rather before those days — namely immediately after those forty days of rain, and is here mentioned by Moses by recapitulation — is sufficiently doubtful and controverted. But this will be disputed below in a certain disputation on this chapter.14



SEQUITUR: Reversae sunt aquae de terra euntes et redeuntes. Id est: Coeperunt aquae deserere terram, et non stare in tanta altitudine super terram. Illud, Euntes et redeuntes: vel Hebraismus est, significans idem quod paulatim et magis magisque decrescentes; vel significat, propter vehementem illius venti flatum, coepisse coagitari et fluctuare aquas, cum antea immobiles stetissent. Tanta enim fuerat (inquit Caietanus) aquarum diluvii copia et altitudo, ut privaverit aquas officio fluxus et refluxus: primusque effectus clausorum fontium et cataractarum caeli et illius venti a Deo missi fuerit reversio aquarum ad fluendum et refluendum super terram. Vel dicitur aquae reversae ad sua loca nativa, unde praeter naturam exierant ad inundandam terram — hoc est, vel in abyssum, vel in Oceanum, vel in proprios alveos fluminum, lacuum et paludum. Nota, inquit Hieronymus, secundum Ecclesiasten, quod omnes aquae atque torrentes per occultas venas ad matricem abyssum revertantur. Pro illo, Euntes et revertentes, Septuaginta habent: Cedebat aqua vadens de terra. Illud denique, Coeperunt minui post centum quinquaginta dies, denotat tempus quo diminutio aquarum diluvii primum fieri coepta est. Unde autem istorum centum quinquaginta dierum sumendum sit initium — utrum a principio diluvii, an post quadraginta dies pluviae — in controversia est: quam nos supra explicavimus, cum tractaremus quandam hac ipsa de re disputationem super cap. 7.
There follows: “And the waters returned from off the earth, going and returning.” That is: the waters began to leave the earth, and not to stand at so great a height over the earth. That phrase, “going and returning”: either it is a Hebraism, signifying the same as “gradually and more and more decreasing”; or it signifies that, on account of the vehement blast of that wind, the waters began to be agitated and to fluctuate, when before they had stood motionless. For so great (says Cajetan) had been the abundance and height of the waters of the flood, that it had deprived the waters of the function of ebb and flow: and the first effect of the closed fountains and cataracts of heaven, and of that wind sent by God, was the return of the waters to flowing and ebbing over the earth. Or the waters are said to have returned to their native places, whence they had gone out, beyond nature, to inundate the earth — that is, either into the abyss, or into the Ocean, or into the proper channels of rivers, lakes, and marshes. “Note,” says Jerome, “according to Ecclesiastes, that all waters and torrents return through hidden veins to the mother-abyss.” In place of “going and returning,” the Septuagint has: “The water was withdrawing, going from the earth.” Finally, that phrase, “They began to be abated after a hundred and fifty days,” denotes the time at which the diminution of the waters of the flood first began. But whence the beginning of those hundred and fifty days is to be taken — whether from the beginning of the flood, or after the forty days of rain — is in controversy: which we explained above, when we treated a certain disputation on this very matter on chapter 7.15
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FIRST DISPUTATION. What that spirit was which the Lord brought upon the earth to dry the waters of the flood

LatineEnglish


FIRST DISPUTATION. What that spirit was which the Lord brought upon the earth to dry the waters of the flood.
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. Quis fuerit ille spiritus quem adduxit Dominus super terram ad siccandas diluvii aquas.



QUID hoc loco proprie significetur vocabulo spiritus, triplex interpretatio est. Quidam arbitrantur ea voce significari spiritum sanctum. Aut enim, inquiunt, significatur ventus aut spiritus sanctus (utrumque enim eo nomine exprimi solet in sacris litteris), neque huic loco nisi alterutrum convenire potest: sed non significatur ventus, siquidem incredibile est ullius venti naturalem vim tanti diluvii exsiccandi esse potuisse; ergo significatur Spiritus sanctus, qui sane cessationi diluvii commode attribuitur. Sicut enim effectio diluvii opus fuit divinae irae ac iustitiae scelerum ultricis et vindicis, ita diluvii cessatio et remotio opus fuit divinae clementiae et misericordiae. Solent autem opera clementiae et misericordiae divinae Spiritui sancto attribui, vel, ut loquimur in scholis, appropriari. Duos autem in primis graves ac nobiles huius sententiae auctores habeo…
What is properly signified in this place by the word “spirit,” there is a threefold interpretation. Some think that by that word is signified the Holy Spirit. For either, they say, a wind or the Holy Spirit is signified (for each is wont to be expressed by that name in the sacred writings), and to this place only one or the other can fit: but a wind is not signified, since it is incredible that the natural force of any wind could have dried up so great a flood; therefore the Holy Spirit is signified — who indeed is fitly attributed to the cessation of the flood. For just as the effecting of the flood was a work of the divine anger and justice, avenging and punishing crimes, so the cessation and removal of the flood was a work of the divine clemency and mercy. And the works of divine clemency and mercy are wont to be attributed to the Holy Spirit, or, as we say in the schools, “appropriated” [to him]. And I have, in the first place, two weighty and noble authors of this opinion…1



…habeo, Ambrosium et Theodoretum. Ambrosius quidem, tractans ea ipsa verba Mosis super quibus nunc disputatur, Et induxit Dominus spiritum super terram, et cessavit aqua, ad hunc modum scribit: Non puto hoc ita dictum, ut spiritus nomine ventum accipiamus: neque enim ventus poterat siccare diluvium. Alioquin, cum mare ventis exagitetur quotidie, exinaniretur profecto. Nam quomodo non evacuaretur mare ventorum vi, cui cessisset toto diffusum orbe diluvium, usque ad Herculis (ut aiunt) columnas, et mare magnum tectis montium excelsorum verticibus exaestuans? Spiritus igitur divini virtute invisibili diluvium illud repressum esse dubium non est, caelestique operatione, non flatu. Unde scriptum est: Emitte Spiritum tuum, et creabuntur, et renovabis faciem terrae. Est ergo Spiritus cuius operationi cedunt universa: in quo caeli ipsius virtus sit, sicut scriptum est: Verbo Domini caeli firmati sunt, et Spiritu oris eius omnis virtus eorum. Qui Spiritus est creator universorum, sicut Iob dixit: Spiritus divinus qui fecit me. Haec Ambrosius.
…namely, Ambrose and Theodoret. Ambrose, treating those very words of Moses about which we now dispute, “And the Lord brought a wind upon the earth, and the water ceased,” writes in this manner: “I do not think this was so said that we should take by the name ‘wind’ a [mere] wind: for neither could a wind dry up the flood. Otherwise, since the sea is daily agitated by the winds, it would surely be emptied. For how would the sea not be emptied by the force of the winds — the sea to which the flood, diffused over the whole world up to the columns of Hercules (as they say), had yielded, and the great sea surging over the covered peaks of the high mountains? There is no doubt, therefore, that that flood was repressed by the invisible power of the divine Spirit, and by a celestial operation, not by a [mere] blast. Whence it is written: ‘Send forth thy Spirit, and they shall be created, and thou shalt renew the face of the earth.’ There is, therefore, a Spirit to whose operation all things yield: in whom is the power of heaven itself, as it is written: ‘By the word of the Lord the heavens were established, and by the Spirit of his mouth all their power.’ Which Spirit is the creator of all things, as Job said: ‘The divine Spirit that made me.’” This [says] Ambrose.2



Theodoretus vero (uti citatur in Catena in Genesim) in eandem sententiam breviter ita scribit: Non solent, inquit, aquae ventis imminui, sed potius fluctuare atque turbari. Iam enim hoc pacto amplissimi maris sinus essent exhausti. Spiritum ergo divinum innuit Moses, quo sane omnia fiunt, et agitata quiescunt. Sic Theodoretus.
But Theodoret (as he is cited in the Catena on Genesis) writes briefly to the same effect thus: “Waters,” he says, “are not wont to be diminished by winds, but rather to fluctuate and be disturbed. For in that way the bays of the vast sea would [long since] have been exhausted. Moses therefore hints at the divine Spirit, by which indeed all things are done, and agitated things rest.” So Theodoret.3



ALTERA interpretatio est, hic significari spiritus vocabulo ipsum Solem, qui ardentissimus cum est, incredibilem vim habet siccandi et consumendi humorem. Credibile enim est diluvium aestivo tempore (ut supra dictum est libro duodecimo) finitum esse. Adiungerent alii, tanquam adiutrices Solis ad id efficiendum, constellationes aliquas caelestes exsiccandi humoris efficacissimas. Omnino, Rupertus hunc locum Mosis strictim interpretans: Quem, inquit, Moses Spiritum appellat, iuxta litteram aut calidum ventum, aut etiam ipsum Solem qui hactenus sub densis nubibus latuerat, intelligimus. Dixit enim de illo Ecclesiastes: Lustrans universa per circuitum pergit Spiritus, et in circulos suos revertitur. Sic Rupertus. Quae verba Salomonis etiam B. Hieronymus in commentario eius loci de Sole interpretatur, affirmans eum nominatum esse spiritum, aut quia spiritu ipse vivifico animetur ac vigeat (ut Philosophis et Poëtis placet), aut quia vitalem rebus vim et motum inspiret atque infundat.
The second interpretation is that here, by the word “spirit,” the Sun itself is signified, which, when it is most burning, has an incredible force of drying up and consuming moisture. For it is credible that the flood was finished in the summer-time (as was said above in the twelfth book). Others would add, as helpers of the Sun for accomplishing this, certain celestial constellations most effective at drying up moisture. Rupert, interpreting this passage of Moses briefly, [says]: “What Moses calls ‘Spirit,’ we understand, according to the letter, either a hot wind, or even the Sun itself, which hitherto had lain hidden under the dense clouds. For Ecclesiastes said of it: ‘Surveying all things round about, the Spirit goeth, and returneth in its circuits.’” So Rupert. Which words of Solomon St. Jerome too, in the commentary on that passage, interprets of the Sun — affirming that it is named “spirit,” either because it is itself animated and flourishes by a life-giving spirit (as is the view of the Philosophers and Poets), or because it breathes and infuses a vital force and motion into things.4



CERTE Aristoteli (ut legere apud eum licet in libro secundo Meteorologicorum) visum est immensam aquae copiam, quae ex innumeris fluminibus in mare influentibus accedit mari, nec tamen ipsum plenius et redundantius facit, virtute Solis exsiccari et consumi. Quod his concinnis versibus etiam Lucretius expressit libro sexto: Praeterea magnam Sol partem detrahit aestu; / quippe videmus enim vestes humore madentes / exsiccare suis radiis ardentibus Solem. / At pelage multa et late substrata videmus: / proinde licet quamvis ex uno quoque loco Sol / humoris parvam delibet ab aequore partem, / largiter in tanto spatio tamen auferet undis.
Certainly to Aristotle (as one may read in him in the second book of the Meteorology) it seemed that the immense abundance of water, which accrues to the sea from innumerable rivers flowing into it — and yet does not make it fuller or more overflowing — is dried up and consumed by the force of the Sun. Which Lucretius too expressed in these neat verses, in the sixth book: “Besides, the Sun draws off a great part by [its] heat: for we see indeed the Sun dry, with its burning rays, garments wet with moisture. But we see many seas, spread out far and wide: therefore, although the Sun may take but a small part of moisture from the surface of any one place, yet over so great a space it will withal carry off [much] from the waves.”5



Sic Lucretius. In cuius quarto versu eorum quos memoravimus, posui pelage, non autem (ut vulgo legitur) pelago, secutus emendationem Lambini, qui optimo iudicio usus sic restituit et legendum edidit. Est enim pelage accusativus, a Graeco πελάγη.
So Lucretius. In the fourth verse of those which we have cited, I have put “pelage,” not (as is commonly read) “pelago,” following the emendation of Lambinus, who, using the best judgment, thus restored it and published it as the [correct] reading. For “pelage” is an accusative, from the Greek πελάγη (pelagē, “seas”).6



TERTIA est interpretatio, quae simplicior et planior magisque huic loco Mosis apta et accommodata videtur, vocabulo spiritus significari ventum quem Deus miserit ad siccandas et consumendas diluvii aquas. Similiter enim in libro Exodi, capite decimo quarto, legimus cum, percussu virgae Mosis, aquae maris rubri divisae utraque ex parte instar muri stetissent, locumque medium Hebraeis ad transeundum concessissent, ad fundum eius loci maris siccandum (quo scilicet inoffensis siccisque vestigiis transmitterent Hebraei) missum esse ventum vehementem atque urentem. Cum extendisset Moses manum suam super mare (inquit scriptura), abstulit illud Dominus, flante vento vehementi et urente tota nocte, et vertit in siccum, divisaque est aqua, et ingressi sunt filii Israël per medium sicci maris: erat enim aqua quasi murus a dextra eorum et laeva.
The third interpretation, which seems simpler and plainer, and more apt and suited to this passage of Moses, is that by the word “spirit” is signified a wind which God sent to dry and consume the waters of the flood. For similarly, in the book of Exodus, chapter fourteen, we read that, when by the striking of Moses' rod the waters of the Red Sea, divided, had stood on either side like a wall, and had given a middle place to the Hebrews for crossing, then, for drying the bottom of that place of the sea (so that the Hebrews might pass over with unhindered and dry footsteps), a vehement and burning wind was sent. “When Moses had stretched forth his hand over the sea” (says Scripture), “the Lord took it away, a vehement and burning wind blowing all the night, and turned it into dry ground; and the water was divided, and the children of Israel went in through the midst of the dried sea: for the water was as a wall on their right hand and on their left.”7



CERTE, esse quosdam ventos incredibili efficacia siccandi humoris praeditos, manifestis experimentis notissimum est. Aquilo, dissipans pluvias, appellatur a Salomone. Et vero, cum is perquam vehemens et pertinax est, serenat caelum, imbres et imbriferas nubes profligat; terram quamvis humidam aut etiam caenosam celerrime siccat, et ipsam aquam vehementer conglaciat, et in duritiam lapidis gelat, tribuens ei vim herbas aliaque terrae virentia non siccandi modo, verum etiam urendi, ut in libro Ecclesiastici capite 43 scriptum est. Lucretius, cur mare tot tantisque fluminibus in ipsum decurrentibus nunquam redundet, causam refert tum ad alia, tum etiam ad ventos qui totam illam aquam in mare infusam velut everrentes absumant. Sic enim ait: Tum porro venti magnam quoque tollere partem / humoris possunt, verrentes aequora Ponti: / una nocte vias quoniam persaepe videmus / siccari, mollisque luti concrescere crustas.
Certainly, that there are certain winds endowed with an incredible efficacy of drying moisture is most well known by manifest experiments. The North Wind (Aquilo) is called by Solomon “the scatterer of rains.” And indeed, when it is very vehement and persistent, it clears the sky, drives away rains and rain-bearing clouds; it most rapidly dries the earth, however moist or even muddy; and it strongly freezes the very water, and congeals it into the hardness of stone, giving it the force of not only drying but even burning herbs and other green things of the earth, as is written in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 43. Lucretius, [as to] why the sea, with so many and so great rivers running down into it, never overflows, refers the cause partly to other things, and partly also to the winds, which, as it were sweeping, consume all that water poured into the sea. For thus he says: “Then, moreover, the winds too can carry off a great part of the moisture, sweeping the surfaces of the Sea: since very often we see the roads dried in a single night, and the crusts of soft mud harden.”8



VERUM roget me fortasse quispiam num ventus ille naturalis fuerit, an praeter ordinem et supra vim naturae aliquid habuerit. Equidem sine dubitatione dixerim generationem illius venti non fuisse naturalem. Cum enim diluvium totam undique terram aquis obrutam, etiam quindecim cubitis super altissimos montes, tot menses obtinuerit, unde quaeso naturaliter extrahi e terra, et in sublime supra diluvii altitudinem extolli, potuit exhalatio calida et sicca, quae generando illi vento calidissimo et siccissimo materia esset idonea? Non igitur generatio illius venti naturalis fuit, sed per omnipotentiam Dei supra vim et potestatem naturae facta. Et ad hoc indicandum, signate dixit Moses adduxisse Dominum ventum super terram, vel ut habent Hebraea, transire fecisse ventum super terram.
But perhaps someone will ask me whether that wind was natural, or had something beyond the order and above the force of nature. For my part, I would say without hesitation that the generation of that wind was not natural. For since the flood held the whole earth, on every side overwhelmed with waters — even fifteen cubits above the highest mountains — for so many months, whence, I ask, could a hot and dry exhalation be naturally drawn out of the earth, and raised on high above the height of the flood, which would be suitable matter for generating that most hot and most dry wind? The generation of that wind, therefore, was not natural, but made by the omnipotence of God above the force and power of nature. And to indicate this, Moses said pointedly that the Lord brought a wind over the earth — or, as the Hebrew has it, made a wind to pass over the earth.9



NUM autem virtus illius venti, qua siccavit aquas diluvii, fuerit naturalis (id est, talis qualem natura ferre et ventis tribuere possit), non sine causa dubitari potest. Sed ne longum faciam, ego sic sentio: Si ventus ille vim habuit siccandi et consumendi totam illam diluvii aquarum molem, reor equidem vim illam non fuisse naturalem: non videtur enim tanta illa vis proficisci posse ex ullis causis naturalibus; sed credendum est, sicut Deus ventum illum praeter ordinem naturae creavit, ita dedisse ei longe maiores vires quam natura tribuere potuisset: ut ventus ille miraculi loco haberi debeat, tam propter generationem eius quam propter vim et efficacitatem.
But whether the power of that wind, by which it dried the waters of the flood, was natural (that is, such as nature could produce and assign to winds), can not without cause be doubted. But, not to be long, I think thus: If that wind had the force of drying and consuming that whole mass of the waters of the flood, I judge indeed that that force was not natural: for so great a force does not seem able to proceed from any natural causes; but it must be believed that, just as God created that wind beyond the order of nature, so he gave it far greater powers than nature could have given: so that that wind ought to be held in the place of a miracle, both on account of its generation and on account of its force and efficacy.10



SIN autem ventus ille non tam missus est ad siccandas et consumendas diluvii aquas (licet ad id etiam ille non parum contulerit) quam ut penitus siccaret terram, quae etiam aquis nudata remanserat valde humida et caenosa, talisque ut nisi siccaretur, nec homines nec animalia per eam inoffense commodeque possent ingredi: si ad hoc, inquam, praecipue ventus ille missus est, non ibo inficias virtutem eius naturalem esse potuisse. Neque enim effectus ille, id est, siccatio terrae, talis aut tantus fuit, ut quantamlibet vim cuiusvis venti naturalem excederet.
But if that wind was sent not so much to dry and consume the waters of the flood (although to that too it contributed not a little) as to dry thoroughly the earth — which, even when stripped of the waters, had remained very moist and muddy, and such that, unless it were dried, neither men nor animals could walk over it without hindrance and conveniently: if, I say, that wind was sent chiefly for this, I will not deny that its force could have been natural. For that effect — that is, the drying of the earth — was neither such nor so great as to exceed any natural force whatever of any wind.11
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SECOND DISPUTATION. When the closing of the fountains of the deep was made

LatineEnglish


SECOND DISPUTATION. When the closing of the fountains of the deep was made.
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. Quando facta sit occlusio fontium abyssi.



ILLUD porro in hac Mosis narratione difficultatem habet, utrum quod Moses dixit de clausis fontibus abyssi et cataractis caeli, et de prohibitione pluviae, intelligere oporteat id esse factum post centum quinquaginta dies quibus stetit diluvium, an vero statim post quadraginta illos dies pluviae supra capite septimo memoratos a Mose. Vidit hanc difficultatem B. Augustinus: namque eandem quaestionem ponit ipse in Quaestionibus in Genesim, quaestione duodecima; quam licet ibi aperte non solvat, apparet tamen utram in partem propensior ipse fuerit. Sic enim ait: Quod scriptum est exaltatam esse aquam, legi opinor debet, imminutam esse aquam, vel cessasse aquam post centum quinquaginta dies, et adductum esse spiritum super terram, et desiisse aquam, et conclusos fontes abyssi et cataractas caeli, et detentam pluviam de caelo. Quaeritur utrum post centum quinquaginta dies haec facta sint, an per recapitulationem omnia commemorata sint quae post quadraginta dies pluviae fieri coeperunt: ut hoc solum ad centum quinquaginta dies pertineat, quod usque ad ipsos aqua exaltata est — aut de fontibus abyssi cessante iam pluvia, aut quia mansit in altitudine sua dum per illum spiritum siccaretur; cetera vero quae dicta sunt, non post centum quinquaginta dies omnia facta sint, sed commemorata sint omnia quae ex fine quadra[ginta dierum]…
Furthermore, this in the narrative of Moses has a difficulty: whether what Moses said about the closed fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven, and about the restraining of the rain, ought to be understood to have been done after the hundred and fifty days during which the flood stood, or rather immediately after those forty days of rain mentioned by Moses above in the seventh chapter. St. Augustine saw this difficulty: for he poses the same question in the Questions on Genesis, question twelve; which, although he does not openly solve it there, it nevertheless appears to which side he himself was more inclined. For he says thus: “What is written, that the water was raised up, ought, I think, to be read, that the water was diminished, or that the water ceased after a hundred and fifty days, and that a wind was brought upon the earth, and the water failed, and the fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven were closed, and the rain from heaven was held back. It is asked whether these things were done after the hundred and fifty days, or whether all the things which began to be done after the forty days of rain are recalled by recapitulation: so that this alone pertains to the hundred and fifty days, that up to them the water was raised up — either from the fountains of the deep, the rain now ceasing, or because it remained at its height while it was being dried by that wind; but the other things that were said were not all done after the hundred and fifty days, but all the things are recalled which from the end of the for[ty days]…”1



…quadraginta dierum fieri coeperunt. Sic Augustinus. Apparet igitur Augustinum propendisse in eam sententiam, ut illa facta sint post quadraginta dies pluviae, et posterius narrata sint a Mose per recapitulationem. Atque haec ipsa est Tostati sententia.
“…the forty days began to be done.” So Augustine. It appears, therefore, that Augustine inclined to that opinion: that those things were done after the forty days of rain, and were narrated later by Moses by recapitulation. And this is the very opinion of Tostatus.2



OLEASTER omni asseveratione dicit nec eruptionem fontium abyssi, nec pluviam de caelo, cessasse nisi post centum quinquaginta dies. Verum pro Tostato et contra Oleastrum multa faciunt. Primo, supra capite septimo dixit Moses factam esse pluviam quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus: at si pluvia durasset centum quinquaginta diebus, hoc utique dixisset Moses, cum hoc tum ad declarandam veritatem historiae, tum ad indicandam diluvii magnitudinem magis accommodatum esset. Deinde, Moses eodem loco dixit diluvium esse factum quadraginta diebus, significans auctum et incrementum aquarum usque ad summum: si autem semper aquae diluvii per centum quinquaginta dies crevissent, verius dictu fuisset diluvium esse factum centum quinquaginta diebus, non tantum quadraginta diebus. Nam quod respondet Oleaster, illos quadraginta dies pluviae et diluvii tantum intelligi debere de diluvio priusquam sublevari posset Arca super terram, non autem quod per illos dies totum diluvii incrementum consummatum sit: quis non videt simile figmento esse, magisque dictum ne nihil diceretur quam quo aliquid vel in speciem probabile diceretur? Ad haec, postquam aquae diluvii operuerunt terram usque ad vertices montium, quomodo ex fontibus abyssi (hoc est, ex profundissimis terrae cavernis) poterat erumpere aqua, et supra vertices montium exsilire, ut reliquum diluvii incrementum (videlicet usque ad quindecim cubitos super vertices montium) adderet?
Oleaster says with all asseveration that neither the eruption of the fountains of the deep nor the rain from heaven ceased except after the hundred and fifty days. But many things tell for Tostatus and against Oleaster. First, above, in the seventh chapter, Moses said that the rain occurred for forty days and forty nights: but if the rain had lasted a hundred and fifty days, Moses would surely have said this, since it would have been more suited both to declaring the truth of the history and to indicating the magnitude of the flood. Next, Moses in the same place said that the flood occurred for forty days, signifying the growth and increase of the waters up to the highest [point]: but if the waters of the flood had always grown through the hundred and fifty days, it would have been truer to say that the flood occurred for a hundred and fifty days, not only for forty. For as to what Oleaster answers — that those forty days of rain and flood are to be understood only of the flood before the Ark could be lifted up over the earth, and not that during those days the whole increase of the flood was completed — who does not see that it is like a fiction, and said rather lest nothing be said, than in order that something even seemingly probable be said? Besides, after the waters of the flood had covered the earth up to the peaks of the mountains, how could water burst forth from the fountains of the deep (that is, from the deepest caverns of the earth), and leap up above the peaks of the mountains, so as to add the remaining increase of the flood (namely, up to fifteen cubits above the peaks of the mountains)?3



POSTREMO, si per totos illos centum quinquaginta dies perpetuo creverunt aquae, cum statim post illos dies Moses dicat diminutas esse aquas, sequeretur quo die aquae ad summum incrementum pervenerunt, eo ipso die continuo diminui ac deficere coepisse, nec aliquandiu in suo robore sive incremento mansisse: quod videtur contrarium divinae scripturae, quae sub finem septimi capitis dixit aquas obtinuisse terram (sive praevaluisse super terram, sive roboratas esse super terram — est enim varia eius loci lectio) centum quinquaginta diebus. Et hoc dixit scriptura, cum iam paulo ante dixisset aquas quindecim cubitis altissimos terrae montes excessisse.
Lastly, if through all those hundred and fifty days the waters grew continuously, then, since Moses says that immediately after those days the waters were diminished, it would follow that on the day on which the waters reached their highest increase, on that very day they continuously began to diminish and fail, and did not remain for any time at their strength or increase: which seems contrary to divine scripture, which, toward the end of the seventh chapter, said that the waters held the earth (or prevailed over the earth, or were strengthened over the earth — for the reading of that passage varies) for a hundred and fifty days. And scripture said this, when it had a little before said that the waters exceeded the highest mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits.4



Translator’s notes
	§18. The difficulty (when were the fountains closed?), and Augustine's leaning (Quaest. in Gen. q. 12). Margin: Augustine. Continues on p. 341. ↩
	Augustine (and Tostatus) lean toward the recapitulation reading. Margin: Tostatus on Gen. ch. 8. ↩
	§19. Pererius's arguments for Tostatus against Oleaster. Margins: Oleaster, ibid.; “The opinion of Oleaster is refuted.” ↩
	§20. A final argument: the 150 days denote the flood's standing at its peak, not its continued growth. ↩




THIRD DISPUTATION. In what month and on what day of the month the decrease of the flood began

LatineEnglish


THIRD DISPUTATION. In what month and on what day of the month the decrease of the flood began.
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Quo mense et quoto die mensis coeperit fieri decrementum diluvii.



QUO autem mense, et quoto die mensis, diminutio aquarum diluvii coepta sit fieri, varie dicendum est, secundum varias sententias auctorum de illis centum quinquaginta diebus post quos ait Moses diminutas esse aquas diluvii. Namque Hugo Sancti Victoris in Annotationibus suis in Genesim (Hugonem autem secuti sunt Historia Scholastica et Lyranus, ut supra in libro duodecimo diximus) auspicatur istos centum quinquaginta dies ab ingressu Noë in Arcam, sive ab initio diluvii: et hac ratione, cum centum quinquaginta dies impleant quinque menses Solares (singulis mensibus assignando triginta dies), necesse est dicere diluvium coepisse diminui exactis quinque mensibus ab eius initio, et primo die sexti mensis. Quod si loquamur de mensibus non respectu diluvii inchoati sed respectu anni tunc currentis, vel anni sexcentesimi vitae Noë, dicendum est diluvium coepisse decrescere septimo anni illius mense et die decimo octavo eius mensis. Patet hoc: siquidem diluvium coeptum est die decima septima mensis secundi illius anni, id est, quadraginta septem diebus ab initio anni; quibus si addas centum quinquaginta dies diluvii usque ad eius decrementum, id est, quinque menses integros, verum esse quod dixi maxime facile intelliges.
But in what month, and on what day of the month, the diminution of the waters of the flood began, must be said variously, according to the various opinions of the authors about those hundred and fifty days, after which Moses says the waters of the flood were diminished. For Hugh of St. Victor, in his Annotations on Genesis (and Hugh was followed by the Scholastic History and Lyra, as we said above in the twelfth book), begins those hundred and fifty days from Noah's entry into the Ark, or from the beginning of the flood: and by this reasoning, since a hundred and fifty days fill five Solar months (assigning thirty days to each month), it is necessary to say that the flood began to diminish when five months from its beginning were completed, and on the first day of the sixth month. But if we speak of the months not with respect to the flood's beginning but with respect to the year then current, or the six hundredth year of Noah's life, it must be said that the flood began to decrease in the seventh month of that year, and on the eighteenth day of that month. This is plain: since the flood began on the seventeenth day of the second month of that year — that is, forty-seven days from the beginning of the year — to which, if you add the hundred and fifty days of the flood up to its decrease (that is, five whole months), you will most easily understand that what I said is true.1



AT vero secundum alteram sententiam eorum qui istos centum quinquaginta dies exordiuntur non ab initio diluvii, sed a fine quadragenariae pluviae (iam scilicet quadraginta diebus ab initio diluvii transactis — et haec est sententia Iosephi primo libro Antiquitatum, et B. Chrysostomi, Tostati quoque atque Caietani, ut supra diximus): secundum hanc, dico, sententiam multo secus dicendum est. Quippe si quaeratur quoto mense ab initio diluvii coeperint aquae eius diminui? Respondebimus coepisse diminui mense septimo et die undecimo eius mensis: id quod perspicue intelligitur, si ab initio diluvii computentur primo quadraginta dies pluviae, et post hos alii centum quinquaginta dies quibus stetit diluvium; ex utraque enim summa exsistunt centum nonaginta dies, qui efficiunt sex menses Solares integros, et praeterea decem dies septimi mensis. SIN autem quaeratur quoto mense respectu eius anni tunc currentis, vel respectu anni sexcentesimi vitae Noë, deficere coeperit diluvium: respondendum est coepisse deficere die vigesima septima mensis octavi. Nec dubium hoc esse potest, siquidem cum incepit diluvium, iam illius anni praeterierant primus mensis et sexdecim [dies]…
But according to the other opinion — of those who begin those hundred and fifty days not from the beginning of the flood, but from the end of the forty-day rain (forty days from the beginning of the flood having now elapsed — and this is the opinion of Josephus in the first book of the Antiquities, and of St. Chrysostom, and also of Tostatus and Cajetan, as we said above): according to this opinion, I say, it must be said far otherwise. For if it be asked in what month from the beginning of the flood its waters began to diminish, we shall answer that they began to diminish in the seventh month, and on the eleventh day of that month: which is clearly understood, if from the beginning of the flood there be computed first the forty days of rain, and after these the other hundred and fifty days during which the flood stood; for from both sums there arise a hundred and ninety days, which make six whole Solar months, and besides ten days of the seventh month. But if it be asked in what month — with respect to the year then current, or with respect to the six hundredth year of Noah's life — the flood began to fail: it must be answered that it began to fail on the twenty-seventh day of the eighth month. Nor can there be any doubt of this, since when the flood began, the first month of that year and sixteen [days]…2



…dies secundi mensis: coeptum enim est diluvium die decima septima mensis secundi. Deinde, usque ad decrementum diluvii, transierunt centum nonaginta dies, id est, quadraginta pluviae et centum quinquaginta status diluvii: centum autem nonaginta dies continent sex menses et insuper decem dies. Hinc necessario efficitur quod diximus, coepisse diminui aquas diluvii die vigesima septima mensis octavi illius anni.
…days of the second month had already passed: for the flood began on the seventeenth day of the second month. Then, up to the decrease of the flood, a hundred and ninety days passed — that is, forty of rain and a hundred and fifty of the flood's standing: and a hundred and ninety days contain six months and, besides, ten days. Hence it necessarily follows, as we said, that the waters of the flood began to diminish on the twenty-seventh day of the eighth month of that year.3



VERUM nescio equidem cur Iosephus, loco paulo superius memorato, scriptum reliquerit coepisse aquas sidere, id est, diminui ac deficere, mense septimo, vigesimo septimo die eius mensis. Nam cum ipse ab initio diluvii usque ad eius decrementum recenseat centum nonaginta dies, nullo modo sententia eius cohaerere potest. Nam si loquatur de mense respectu diluvii, dicere debuit coepisse deficere diluvium die undecimo mensis septimi; sin autem de mense respectu anni, dicendum ei fuit diminutionem diluvii fieri coepisse die vigesima septima mensis octavi. Itaque eius sententia nullum habet exitum. Aut igitur locus hic apud Iosephum mendosus est, ut pro mense octavo mendose scriptum sit mense septimo; vel ibi Iosephus per incuriam et incogitantiam lapsus est. Nam quod Moses dixit de Arca, ipsam quievisse super montes Armeniae mense septimo, die vigesimo septimo mensis, hoc ipse Iosephus applicuit ad id quod proxime antecesserat de initio decrementi diluvii post centum quinquaginta dies.
But I do not, for my part, know why Josephus, in the place mentioned a little above, left it written that the waters began “to settle” — that is, to diminish and fail — in the seventh month, on the twenty-seventh day of that month. For since he himself reckons a hundred and ninety days from the beginning of the flood up to its decrease, his statement can in no way cohere. For if he speaks of the month with respect to the flood, he ought to have said that the flood began to fail on the eleventh day of the seventh month; but if of the month with respect to the year, he should have said that the diminution of the flood began on the twenty-seventh day of the eighth month. And so his statement has no way out. Either, therefore, this passage in Josephus is corrupt — so that for “the eighth month” was erroneously written “the seventh month” — or there Josephus slipped through carelessness and inadvertence. For what Moses said about the Ark — that it rested upon the mountains of Armenia in the seventh month, on the twenty-seventh day of the month — this Josephus himself applied to that which had just preceded, about the beginning of the decrease of the flood after the hundred and fifty days.4



Translator’s notes
	§21. First reckoning (the 150 days from the flood's start, per Hugh/Hist. Schol./Lyra): decrease begins in the 6th month from the start, or the 7th month of the year, day 18. Margin: Hugh of St. Victor. ↩
	§22. Second reckoning (the 150 days from the rain's end, per Josephus/Chrysostom/Tostatus/Cajetan): decrease begins in the 7th month (day 11) from the start, or the 8th month of the year, day 27. Continues on p. 343. ↩
	Completes §22. ↩
	§23. A criticism of Josephus's inconsistent date (probably a textual corruption or a slip). Margin: “A remark on Josephus.” ↩
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A BRIEF MORAL DIGRESSION. On the words of the eighth chapter thus far explained.
BREVIS DIGRESSIO MORALIS. Super verba octavi capitis hactenus explicata.



AD moralem tractatum pertinent nonnulla quae supra diximus, cum explanaremus prima illa verba Capitis octavi: Recordatus Dominus Noë, cunctorumque animantium, cetera. Verum praeter illa, libet nunc quaedam moralia documenta ex iisdem verbis sumpta carptim exponere. Ac primo quidem, exemplo Noë discendum nobis est quemadmodum Deus vitam iustorum hominum ex rebus secundis et adversis admirabili quadam maximeque salutari alternatione et vicissitudine misceat ac temperet, ut illos ea ratione (nec sibi fidentes, Deique protectione ac praesidio confisos) inter spem et metum (quae cautissima et tutissima est Deo serviendi ratio) perpetuo ingredi faciat. Itaque experiendo potius quam legendo verum esse illi cognoscunt quod scriptum est: Dominus mortificat et vivificat, deducit ad inferos et reducit; et quod legitur apud Tobiam: Hoc pro certo habet omnis qui te colit, quod vita eius, si in probatione fuerit, coronabitur; si autem in tribulatione fuerit, liberabitur; et si in correptione fuerit, ad misericordiam tuam venire licebit. Non enim delectaris in perditionibus nostris, quia post tempestatem tranquillum facis…
To the moral treatment belong some things which we said above, when we explained those first words of the eighth chapter: “The Lord remembered Noah, and all the living creatures,” etc. But besides those, it is now pleasing to set forth in passing certain moral lessons drawn from the same words. And first indeed, by the example of Noah we must learn how God mingles and tempers the life of just men out of prosperous and adverse things, by a certain wonderful and most salutary alternation and vicissitude, so that in this way he makes them — not trusting in themselves, but relying on God's protection and defense — to walk perpetually between hope and fear (which is the most cautious and safest manner of serving God). And so, by experiencing rather than by reading, they come to know that it is true which is written: “The Lord kills and makes alive, leads down to hell and brings back” (1 Sam. 2); and what is read in Tobit: “This every one holds for certain who worships thee, that his life, if it be in probation, shall be crowned; but if it be in tribulation, it shall be delivered; and if it be in correction, it shall be allowed to come to thy mercy. For thou art not delighted in our destruction: because after a storm thou makest a calm…”1



…facis, et post lacrimationem et fletum exultationem infundis. Sit nomen tuum, Deus Israël, benedictum in saecula.
…thou makest, and after weeping and tears thou pourest in joy. Blessed be thy name, O God of Israel, for ever.”2



ILLUD quoque observandum est, Deum non ante dici hoc loco recordatum esse ipsius Noë quam perissent peccatores diluvio: id quod non vacat mysterio. Tunc enim vere Deus memor nostri est nobisque benefacit, cum vetus Adam cum vitiis suis in nobis per diluvium contritionis et poenitentiae velut submersus interiit. Illorum porro hominum qui periere diluvio, dupliciter utilis fuit interitus paucis illis qui per Arcam servati sunt: tum quod, omnibus improbis e medio sublatis, neminem habuere post diluvium qui posset obsistere quo minus illi recte viverent — vel eos insectando atque infestando, vel exemplo suae improbitatis ad flagitia incitando; tum quod recordatio interitus illorum, instar freni simul et calcaris, esse illis debuit, quo scilicet et retraherentur ab impietate et iniquitate, et ad percolendam adversus Deum pietatem iustitiamque erga homines impellerentur, et illorum mores factaque imitari perhorrescerent, quorum tam atrocem exitum et interitum recordarentur.
This too must be observed: that God is not said in this place to have remembered Noah himself before the sinners had perished in the flood — which is not without mystery. For then is God truly mindful of us and does us good, when the old Adam, with his vices, has perished in us, as it were submerged by the flood of contrition and penance. Moreover, the destruction of those men who perished in the flood was in two ways useful to those few who were saved by the Ark: both because, all the wicked being removed from their midst, they had after the flood no one who could hinder them from living rightly — either by persecuting and harassing them, or by inciting them to crimes by the example of his own wickedness; and because the memory of their destruction had to be to them, as it were, both a bridle and a spur, by which they might both be drawn back from impiety and iniquity, and be impelled to cultivate piety toward God and justice toward men, and might shudder to imitate the morals and deeds of those whose so atrocious end and destruction they recalled.3



QUOD autem Deus non solum Noë recordatus esse dicitur, sed etiam animalium, non tantum indicat eximium erga hominem Dei amorem curamque, cuius causa diluvii exitio animalia servare voluit (verum enim est illud vetus apud Hispanos proverbium: Quien ama Beltran, ama su can — id est: Qui amat Beltramum, est id nomen proprium hominis, amat quoque eius canem); verum praeterea ostendit incredibilem Dei bonitatem, quae non modo pertinet ad homines, sed in animalia quoque effunditur. Quamobrem saepe Deum laudat scriptura a liberalitate et beneficentia quam exercet erga animalia: et apud Salomonem vir iustus laudatur, quod non solum misericors sit erga homines, sed etiam erga animalia. Novit iustus, inquit Salomon, iumentorum suorum animas; viscera autem impiorum crudelia. Ubi animadvertere oportet Salomonem pulchra usum esse antithesi: siquidem viscera Hebraice nomen habent a miseratione, appellantur enim rechamim, id est, miserationes; ut execrandi videantur illi quorum viscera (quae, ut nomen eorum fert, propensissima esse deberent ad miserandum) sint erga homines inhumana atque crudelia. B. Franciscum saepenumero erga animalia misericordem ac benignum fuisse, non secus atque erga homines, legimus in eius historia.
But that God is said to have remembered not only Noah, but also the animals, not only indicates God's exceptional love and care for man, for whose sake he willed to save the animals from the destruction of the flood (for true is that old proverb among the Spaniards: “Quien ama Beltran, ama su can” — that is, “He who loves Bertram (it is a man's proper name) loves also his dog”); but it shows besides the incredible goodness of God, which pertains not only to men, but is poured out upon animals also. Wherefore Scripture often praises God for the liberality and beneficence which he exercises toward animals: and in Solomon the just man is praised because he is merciful not only toward men, but also toward animals. “The just man,” says Solomon, “knows the souls of his beasts; but the bowels of the impious are cruel” (Prov. 12). Where one must note that Solomon used a beautiful antithesis: since “bowels” in Hebrew take their name from compassion — for they are called rechamim, that is, “compassions” — so that those seem execrable whose bowels (which, as their name implies, ought to be most inclined to compassion) are inhuman and cruel toward men. That St. Francis was often merciful and kind toward animals, no otherwise than toward men, we read in his history.4



NEC tantum in Christianis hominibus haec humanitas et misericordia erga animalia commendabilis ac praedicabilis fuit, verum etiam apud Ethnicos. Audi quid Aelianus de Xenocrate scribat, ut eius humanitatem et misericordiam laudibus in caelum efferat: Xenocrates, inquit, Platonis familiaris, adeo misericors et humanus erat, ut saepe brutorum miseratione commoveretur. Cum in huius aliquando subdio considentis sinum passer, quem accipiter infectabatur, devolasset, eum libentissime admisit, servavitque tantisper dum is qui infectabatur abisset; ubi vero ipsum timore omni liberasset, statim aperto sinu eum dimisit, dicens se supplicem non prodidisse.
Nor only among Christian men was this humanity and mercy toward animals commendable and praiseworthy, but also among the pagans. Hear what Aelian writes of Xenocrates, to extol his humanity and mercy to the skies with praises: “Xenocrates,” he says, “the intimate of Plato, was so merciful and humane that he was often moved by compassion for brute beasts. When once, as he sat in the open air, a sparrow which a hawk was pursuing flew down into his bosom, he most gladly received it, and kept it for as long as he who pursued it had gone away; but when he had freed it from all fear, he immediately, opening his bosom, let it go, saying that he had not betrayed a suppliant.”5



NEC est non dignum animadversione, Deum, etsi possit ipse per se omnia quae fieri velit perficere, quaecumque tamen per creaturas commode fieri possunt, ad ea perficienda earum ministerio uti solere. Poterat Deus sola voluntate sua, puncto temporis, omnem terrarum orbem aquis obruere: ad id tamen efficiendum rupit fontes abyssi, aperuit cataractas caeli, pluviamque per quadraginta dies e caelo effudit. Cumque libuit diluvium tollere, poterat solo nutu aquas omnes ad sua loca revocare, terramque subito penitus exsiccare: attamen et flatu venti, et occlusione fontium abyssi et cataractarum caeli, uti voluit. Nimirum Deum uti rerum a se creatarum opera ad id efficiendum quod illae possunt efficere, eximiam Dei bonitatem ac beneficentiam demonstrat, simul et rerum ipsarum dignitatem commendat et ornat.
Nor is it unworthy of notice, that God, although he himself can accomplish by himself all things which he wills to be done, is nevertheless wont, for accomplishing whatever can conveniently be done through creatures, to use their ministry. God could, by his will alone, in a point of time, have overwhelmed the whole world with waters: yet to accomplish this he broke the fountains of the deep, opened the cataracts of heaven, and poured out rain from heaven for forty days. And when it pleased him to remove the flood, he could, by his nod alone, have recalled all the waters to their places, and suddenly dried the earth thoroughly: yet he willed to use both the blast of the wind, and the closing of the fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven. For that God uses the work of the things created by him for accomplishing what they can accomplish, demonstrates the exceptional goodness and beneficence of God, and at the same time commends and adorns the dignity of the things themselves.6



Hoc sequi per imitationem reges ac principes oporteret, ut qui multos regendi et tractandi imperii sui adiutores et ministros habent, si eos nacti sunt fideles prudentesque ac diligentes, ipsos munia sibi iniuncta libere exequi sinant; et quibus partem aliquam potestatis suae tribuerunt, eis muneris sui integram et expeditam administrationem permittant. Hoc nempe maiorem Principum maiestatem et prudentiam declarat; gratiusque accidit eorum ministris, qui, ea libertate sibi concessa, alacriores et attentiores ad munus suum obeundum existunt: idemque ad rectam et stabilem quietamque et suavem gubernandi rationem apprime conducit.
Kings and princes ought to follow this by imitation: that they, who have many helpers and ministers for governing and managing their dominion, if they have obtained them faithful and prudent and diligent, should allow them freely to execute the duties enjoined on them; and to those to whom they have granted some part of their power, should permit the whole and unimpeded administration of their office. This indeed declares the greater majesty and prudence of Princes; and it is more pleasing to their ministers, who, by that liberty granted to them, become more eager and attentive to discharging their office: and the same conduces especially to a right and stable and peaceful and pleasant manner of governing.7



Non est hoc loco praetermittendum omnes creaturas promptissime Creatori suo deservire, sive ad ultionem improborum, sive ad bonorum conservationem, liberationem et consolationem. Ecce tibi: cum placuit Deo, propter peccata hominum, universum terrarum orbem diluvio perdere, continuo omnes aquae subterraneae ac terrestres caelestesque, quasi coniuratae ad internecionem hominum, ad inundandum et obruendum orbem, omnes suas vires contulerunt. Contra vero, ad misericordiam flexo iam Deo, et ad consolationem Noë reparationemque mundi converso, confestim vires suas a destruendo mundo cohibuerunt: praesto fuit ventus exsiccans et consumens aquas; abyssus aquas quas emiserat revocavit atque resorbuit et apud se continuit; Oceanus, qui terras amplissime altissimeque inundaverat, intra priores sedis suae terminos rediit: denique quae prius Deo ad efficiendum diluvium inservierant, eadem ad eius remotionem et abolitionem iubenti Deo deserviunt. Praeclare igitur scriptum illud est in libro Sapientiae: Creatura enim tibi factori deserviens, exardescit in tormentum adversus iniustos, et lenior fit ad benefaciendum pro his qui in te confidunt.
It must not be passed over in this place that all creatures most promptly serve their Creator, whether for the vengeance upon the wicked, or for the preservation, liberation, and consolation of the good. Behold: when it pleased God, on account of the sins of men, to destroy the whole world by a flood, immediately all the waters — subterranean and terrestrial and celestial — as if conspired for the slaughter of men, contributed all their forces for inundating and overwhelming the world. But on the contrary, when God was now turned to mercy, and converted to the consolation of Noah and the restoration of the world, immediately they restrained their forces from destroying the world: a wind was at hand, drying and consuming the waters; the abyss recalled and resorbed the waters which it had sent out, and held them within itself; the Ocean, which had inundated the lands most widely and deeply, returned within the former bounds of its seat: in short, the very things which before had served God for bringing about the flood, the same serve God, who commands, for its removal and abolition. Excellently, therefore, is that written in the book of Wisdom: “For the creature serving thee, its maker, is kindled to torment against the unjust, and becomes milder for doing good for those who trust in thee.”8



RUPERTUS locum hunc nostrum Mosis per allegoriam pulchre applicat ad Christum Salvatorem; sic enim scribit: Recordatus est Deus Pater Christi filii sui, postquam intraverunt aquae usque ad animam eius, postquam tribulationes mortis pertransierunt animam suam, cum teneretur in sepulchro conclusus, Et adduxit Spiritum super terram. Spiritum, inquam, id est, reducem vitam adduxit super terram ex animi [exanimi] corporis: suscitavit enim illum a mortuis. Sed et supra omnem terram, per unius resurrectionem, adduxit Deus Spiritum: dedit enim ex tunc hominibus Spiritum sanctum in remissionem peccatorum, qui ita nebulas cordium dissipat, tentationumque fluctus exsiccat, quemadmodum Spiritus ille quem Deus super terram adduxit, humidum frigidumque aërem calefaciendo, aquas imminuit, et usque ad siccum paulatim eliminavit. Sic Rupertus.
Rupert beautifully applies this passage of Moses, by allegory, to Christ the Savior; for he writes thus: “God the Father remembered Christ his Son, after the waters had entered even to his soul, after the tribulations of death had passed through his soul, when he was held shut up in the sepulchre, ‘And he brought a Spirit upon the earth.’ A Spirit, I say — that is, he brought returning life upon the earth out of [his] lifeless body: for he raised him from the dead. But also over all the earth, through the resurrection of one, God brought a Spirit: for from that time he gave men the Holy Spirit unto the remission of sins — who so dissipates the clouds of hearts and dries up the waves of temptations, just as that Spirit which God brought over the earth, by warming the moist and cold air, diminished the waters, and gradually drove them out, even to dryness.” So Rupert.9



Requievitque arca mense septimo, vigesimo septimo die mensis, super montes Armeniae. PRO vocabulo illo, Armenia, legitur Hebraice Ararath, quam vocem Septuaginta Interpretes non sunt interpretati, sed eam ipsam, ut legitur Hebraice, posuerunt in sua translatione. Vocem autem Ararath omnes interpretantur Armeniam: fuisse autem locum ubi resedit Arca in Armenia vel ei proximum, non leve argumentum est Armenos id vetusta traditione persuasum et certum habuisse. Quapropter locum illum egressionis Noë ex Arca illi Armenica voce appellarunt Aprobaterion, id est, Egressorium. Quis autem mons Armeniae fuerit is super quem resedit Arca, varie traditur.
“And the ark rested in the seventh month, the twenty-seventh day of the month, upon the mountains of Armenia.” In place of that word, “Armenia,” there is read in Hebrew “Ararat,” which word the Septuagint Interpreters did not translate, but set it down, as it is read in Hebrew, in their translation. And the word “Ararat” all interpret as “Armenia”: and that the place where the Ark settled was in Armenia, or near to it, is no slight argument [that] the Armenians held it persuaded and certain by ancient tradition. Wherefore that place of Noah's egress from the Ark they called by that Armenian word “Aprobaterion,” that is, “place of egress.” But which mountain of Armenia it was upon which the Ark settled is variously handed down.10



BEROSUS Chaldaeus apud Iosephum primo libro Antiquitatum appellat montem Cordyaeorum, in quo etiam suo tempore supererat pars illius Arcae, unde bitumen abradebatur in remedium morborum. Apud eundem Iosephum Nicolaus Damascenus eum montem nominat Barin. Cur autem eum montem B. Ambrosius appellaverit montem Quadrati, equidem nulla coniectura vel suspicione possum attingere. Sunt qui putent Mosen per Ararath intellexisse Araxen [amnem], et aquis et scriptorum praedicatione nobilem, qui magna undarum mole ex monte Tauro effusus, et per Armeniae campos spatiatus, in mare Hyrcanum aquas exonerat. Est igitur haec sententia verborum Mosis: Arcam resedisse in Tauri montis vertice, ubi Araxi fluvio affinis est.
Berosus the Chaldean, in Josephus, first book of the Antiquities, calls it the mountain of the Cordyaeans, on which, even in his time, there remained a part of that Ark, whence bitumen was scraped off as a remedy for diseases. In the same Josephus, Nicolaus of Damascus names that mountain “Baris.” But why St. Ambrose called that mountain the “mountain of the Square (Quadratus),” I can in no way reach by conjecture or suspicion. There are those who think that Moses by “Ararat” understood the Araxes [river], noble both for its waters and for the celebration of writers — which, poured out with a great mass of waves from Mount Taurus, and spreading through the plains of Armenia, discharges its waters into the Hyrcanian sea. This, then, is the meaning of the words of Moses: that the Ark settled on the peak of Mount Taurus, where it is adjacent to the river Araxes.11



DIRIMIT quoque Taurus mons Armeniam minorem a Cilicia: ut credibile sit Arcam in ea Tauri parte quievisse qua Ciliciae incubat. Idque verisimile facit Tarsus, ante omnes Ciliciae urbes nobilis, olim appellata Tersus a verbo τερσαίνω, quod significat arefacio. Fertur enim post diluvium (ut scribit Stephanus de Urbibus) loca Ciliciae primo apparuisse aquis exsiccata; et idcirco Tarsum urbem vocatam a tali exsiccatione, quasi in argumentum exsiccatae primum ibi terrae Tarsus postea sit condita. Neque vero existimare necesse est, quia resedit Arca super illum montem Armeniae, eum fuisse omnium orbis montium altissimum (fieri enim potuit ut multi aliis locis essent altiores), sed satis est in iis locis per quae loca tum ferebatur Arca, eum montem fuisse altis[simum]…
Mount Taurus also separates Lesser Armenia from Cilicia: so that it is credible that the Ark rested on that part of Taurus which lies over Cilicia. And this is made probable by Tarsus, noble before all the cities of Cilicia, formerly called “Tersus,” from the verb τερσαίνω, which means “I dry.” For it is reported, after the flood (as Stephanus On Cities writes), that the places of Cilicia first appeared dried of waters; and therefore the city was called “Tarsus” from such drying — as if, in token of the land first dried there, Tarsus was afterward founded. Nor is it necessary to think that, because the Ark settled upon that mountain of Armenia, it was the highest of all the mountains of the world (for it could be that many in other places were higher), but it is enough that, in those places through which the Ark was then borne, that mountain was the high[est]…12



…altiores: sed satis est in iis locis per quae loca tum ferebatur Arca, eum montem fuisse altissimum. EX hoc item loco licet intelligere basim sive fundum illius Arcae non fuisse angustum, et ad modum carinae navis acuminatum: si enim talis fuisset, non potuisset Arca super montem residere; sed necesse est fuisse latum et planum. Ex quo manifestum fit Arcam non supernatasse aquis, sed magnam partem inferiorem demersam aquis habuisse. Significat enim Moses hoc loco, multis diebus priusquam montium cacumina extra aquas extarent et apparerent, Arcam requievisse super montes Armeniae.
…[that many in other places were] higher: but it is enough that, in those places through which the Ark was then borne, that mountain was the highest. From this passage too one may understand that the base or bottom of that Ark was not narrow, and pointed in the manner of a ship's keel: for if it had been such, the Ark could not have settled upon a mountain; but it must have been broad and flat. From which it is manifest that the Ark did not float upon the waters [keel-deep], but had a great lower part submerged in the waters. For Moses signifies in this place that, many days before the tops of the mountains stood out and appeared above the waters, the Ark rested upon the mountains of Armenia.13



Translator’s notes
	§24. The Moral Digression begins: God tempers the just life between hope and fear (1 Sam. 2; Tobit 3). Margins: “First lesson”; 1 Sam. 2; Tobit 3. Continues on p. 344. ↩
	Completes §24 (the Tobit quotation). ↩
	§25. Second lesson: the wicked's destruction profited the saved (no corrupters left; a bridle and spur to virtue). Margins: “The destruction of evil men twofold-useful to the good.” ↩
	§26. Why God ‘remembered’ the animals: a token of his goodness, and a model of mercy (Prov. 12; St. Francis). Margins: “Second lesson”; “The passage of Proverbs, ch. 12.” ↩
	§27. Even a pagan (Xenocrates) showed mercy to animals — Aelian's sparrow story. Margins: Aelian, Varia Historia, bk. 13; “The humanity of Xenocrates toward animals.” ↩
	§28. Third lesson: God works through creatures, honoring their dignity. Margin: “Third lesson.” ↩
	§29. The political application: princes should let trusted ministers govern freely. ↩
	§30. Fourth lesson: all creatures obey God — for vengeance or for mercy (Wisd. 16). Margins: “Fourth lesson”; Wisd. 16. ↩
	§31. The allegory (Rupert): ‘God remembered Noah’ and ‘brought a Spirit’ = the Father raising Christ and giving the Holy Spirit. Margins: Rupert, on Genesis bk. 4, ch. 22; “Allegory of Christ the Lord.” ↩
	§32. Gen. 8:4: ‘Ararat’ = Armenia (the Armenians' tradition; ‘Aprobaterion’). Margin: Gen. 8, v. 4. ↩
	§33. Which mountain: Berosus (Cordyaeans), Nicolaus (Baris), Ambrose (‘Square’); or Ararat = the river Araxes (Mt. Taurus). Margins: Berosus the Chaldean, in Josephus; Nicolaus of Damascus, in the same; Ambrose, On Noah's Ark. ↩
	§34. Mt. Taurus near Cilicia (and the etymology of Tarsus as ‘drying’). Margin: Stephanus [of Byzantium]. Continues on p. 347. ↩
	§35. The Ark's flat bottom (it could rest on a mountain, so it was not keeled and rode partly submerged). ↩




FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whence that seventh month is to be counted, in which month Moses said the Ark rested upon the mountains of Armenia

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whence that seventh month is to be counted, in which month Moses said the Ark rested upon the mountains of Armenia.
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Unde computandus sit mensis ille septimus, quo mense dixit Moses Arcam requievisse super montes Armeniae.



HIC quaeritur utrum dicatur mensis ille septimus ab initio anni sexcentesimi, an ab initio diluvii et ex quo Noë ingressus est in Arcam. Duae sunt sententiae auctorum: una est eorum qui illos centum quinquaginta dies (quibus aquae obtinuerunt terram, et post quos aquae diluvii coeperunt imminui, ut supra dixit Moses) auspicantur post quadraginta illos dies pluviae, ita ut ab initio diluvii usque ad id temporis quo coeperunt aquae diminui numerent centum nonaginta dies: et huius sententiae supra libro duodecimo diximus esse Iosephum, B. Chrysostomum, Tostatum et Caietanum. Secundum hos igitur non potest intelligi mensem quo requievit Arca fuisse septimum ab initio anni sexcentesimi. Nam (ut eisdem visum est) cum ab initio diluvii usque ad initium diminutionis aquarum transierint centum nonaginta dies, et iam ab initio anni transierant quadraginta sex dies usque ad principium diluvii (siquidem die decimo septimo mensis secundi incoepit diluvium), ergo ab initio anni usque ad principium diminutionis aquarum transivissent ducenti triginta sex dies, hoc est, fere octo menses. Si igitur Arca requievisset super montes vigesima septima die mensis septimi ab initio anni, sequeretur Arcam triginta diebus requievisse super montes priusquam aquae coepissent diminui: quod est per se absurdum, et narrationi Mosis manifeste contrarium. Necesse igitur est istos auctores septimum mensem quo requievit Arca computare non ab initio anni sexcentesimi, sed ab initio diluvii.
Here it is asked whether that seventh month is said [to be counted] from the beginning of the six hundredth year, or from the beginning of the flood and from when Noah entered the Ark. There are two opinions of the authors: one is of those who begin those hundred and fifty days (during which the waters held the earth, and after which the waters of the flood began to diminish, as Moses said above) after those forty days of rain, so that from the beginning of the flood up to that time at which the waters began to diminish they count a hundred and ninety days: and of this opinion we said above, in the twelfth book, were Josephus, St. Chrysostom, Tostatus, and Cajetan. According to these, therefore, it cannot be understood that the month in which the Ark rested was the seventh from the beginning of the six hundredth year. For (as they hold) since from the beginning of the flood up to the beginning of the diminution of the waters a hundred and ninety days passed, and from the beginning of the year forty-six days had already passed up to the beginning of the flood (since on the seventeenth day of the second month the flood began), therefore from the beginning of the year up to the beginning of the diminution of the waters two hundred and thirty-six days would have passed — that is, nearly eight months. If, therefore, the Ark had rested upon the mountains on the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month from the beginning of the year, it would follow that the Ark rested upon the mountains thirty days before the waters began to diminish: which is in itself absurd, and manifestly contrary to the narrative of Moses. It is necessary, therefore, that these authors count the seventh month in which the Ark rested not from the beginning of the six hundredth year, but from the beginning of the flood.1



SED quemadmodum eam computationem ipsi declarent, deinceps videndum est.
But how they explain that computation must next be seen.2



Caietanus quidem hoc loco sic eam computationem explicat: Si supputaveris, inquit, a die qua coepit diluvium usque ad diem decimum septimum mensis septimi quo requievit Arca (sic enim legit Caietanus, Scripturam Hebraicam secutus, cum nostra lectio Latina habeat diem vigesimum septimum, de qua varietate et discrepantia lectionis quaestione proxime sequenti disputabitur) — si, inquam, supputaveris a die quo coepit diluvium usque ad diem decimum septimum mensis septimi quo requievit arca, numerabis unum et nonaginta centumque dies, qui conficiunt menses sex et dies decem et septem, deputando secundum Hebraeos cuilibet mensi viginti novem dies: itaque quod decimus septimus dies mensis septimi fuit centesimus nonagesimus primus dies a principio diluvii. Et hinc patet quod numerus ille centum quinquaginta dierum aestimari debet post quadraginta dies pluviae. Haec Caietanus.
Cajetan in this place thus explains that computation: “If you reckon,” he says, “from the day on which the flood began up to the seventeenth day of the seventh month on which the Ark rested” (for thus Cajetan reads, following the Hebrew Scripture, whereas our Latin reading has the twenty-seventh day — about which variety and discrepancy of reading it will be disputed in the next following question) — “if, I say, you reckon from the day on which the flood began up to the seventeenth day of the seventh month on which the ark rested, you will count a hundred and ninety-one days, which make six months and seventeen days, reckoning, according to the Hebrews, twenty-nine days to each month: and so the seventeenth day of the seventh month was the hundred and ninety-first day from the beginning of the flood. And hence it is plain that that number of a hundred and fifty days ought to be reckoned after the forty days of rain.” This [says] Cajetan.3



SED in Caietani computatione duo sunt minime probanda. Primum enim, contra sententiam omnium, et contra Hebraeorum atque omnium gentium consuetudinem, cuilibet mensi Lunari (tales autem erant menses Hebraeorum) non assignat nisi viginti novem dies; cum manifestum sit unumquemlibet mensem Lunarem continere viginti novem dies et insuper dimidium diem. Quamobrem Hebraei, alternis, unum mensem faciebant viginti novem dierum, alterum vero triginta. Hinc fit ut sex menses Lunares una cum decem et septem diebus efficiant dies centum nonaginta quatuor, non autem centum nonaginta et unum, sicut existimavit Caietanus. Deinde, secundum computationem Caietani, sequeretur ut eo ipso die quo coeperunt diminui aquae, etiam Arca resederit super montes: quod est improbabile; praesertim cum, ex quo resedit Arca donec apparuerunt cacumina montium, praeterierint (secundum ipsum Caietanum) septuaginta dies. Quo licet intelligere illa diminutio aquarum diluvii quam lente ac paulatim facta sit.
But in Cajetan's computation two things are by no means to be approved. For first, against the opinion of all, and against the custom of the Hebrews and of all nations, he assigns to each Lunar month (and such were the months of the Hebrews) only twenty-nine days; whereas it is manifest that each Lunar month contains twenty-nine days and, besides, half a day. Wherefore the Hebrews, alternately, made one month of twenty-nine days, but the other of thirty. Hence it comes about that six Lunar months together with seventeen days make a hundred and ninety-four days, not a hundred and ninety-one, as Cajetan thought. Next, according to Cajetan's computation, it would follow that on the very day on which the waters began to diminish, the Ark also settled upon the mountains: which is improbable; especially since, from when the Ark settled until the tops of the mountains appeared, seventy days passed (according to Cajetan himself). Whereby one may understand how slowly and gradually that diminution of the waters of the flood was made.4



TOSTATUS autem eandem computationem sic explanat: Si quis, inquit, ab initio diluvii numeret septem menses Lunares, inveniet septem et ducentos dies: cum autem ab initio diluvii quoad coeperunt imminui aquae praeterierint centum nonaginta dies (ut supra ostendimus), supererunt decem et septem dies, quibus dicemus Arcam, post initium decrementi aquarum, fluitasse huc illuc priusquam resideret super montes Armeniae. Verum in hac sua Computatione lapsus est Tostatus, numerans septem menses integros ab initio diluvii quousque resedit Arca, cum illi non fuerint integri, sed defuerint tres dies ad complementum septimi mensis; siquidem Arca resedit vigesimo septimo die mensis septimi, quocirca tres dies ad eius septimi mensis consummationem deerant. Non igitur a principio diminutionis aquarum usque ad diem qua resedit Arca excurrerunt decem et septem dies, ut vult Tostatus, sed quatuordecim tantum.
But Tostatus explains the same computation thus: “If anyone counts seven Lunar months from the beginning of the flood, he will find two hundred and seven days: and since from the beginning of the flood until the waters began to diminish a hundred and ninety days passed (as we showed above), there will remain seventeen days, during which we shall say that the Ark, after the beginning of the decrease of the waters, floated this way and that before it settled upon the mountains of Armenia.” But in this computation of his Tostatus erred, counting seven whole months from the beginning of the flood up to when the Ark settled — whereas they were not whole, but three days were lacking for the completion of the seventh month; since the Ark settled on the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month, wherefore three days were lacking for the completion of that seventh month. Therefore, from the beginning of the diminution of the waters up to the day on which the Ark settled, there did not run seventeen days, as Tostatus wishes, but only fourteen.5



ALTERA sententia est eorum auctorum qui illos centum quinquaginta dies numerant ab initio diluvii. Hanc autem sententiam tribuimus supra historiae scholasticae et Lyrano. Isti septimum mensem quietis Arcae numerant ab initio anni, non autem diluvii. Et huic sententiae consequens est inter eum diem quo coeperunt imminui aquae diluvii, et eum diem quo resedit Arca, interfluxisse octo dies, quibus diebus eatenus imminutae sunt aquae (quae altissimos montes quindecim cubitis supergressae fuerant) ut Arca, basi vel fundo suo verticem unius montium Armeniae contingens, super eum reseder[it]…
The other opinion is of those authors who count those hundred and fifty days from the beginning of the flood. And this opinion we attributed above to the Scholastic History and to Lyra. These count the seventh month of the Ark's rest from the beginning of the year, not of the flood. And it is consequent to this opinion that between the day on which the waters of the flood began to diminish and the day on which the Ark settled, eight days intervened — during which days the waters (which had surpassed the highest mountains by fifteen cubits) were so far diminished that the Ark, touching with its base or bottom the peak of one of the mountains of Armenia, settled upon it…6



…super eum resederit. Huius autem computationis ratio facile iniri et subduci ad hunc modum potest. Ab initio anni sexcentesimi usque ad initium diluvii (quod factum est decimo septimo die mensis secundi) praeterierunt quadraginta sex dies; et hos consecuti sunt centum quinquaginta dies quibus duravit incrementum diluvii. Ex utroque autem hoc numero exsistit summa centum nonaginta sex dierum. Restant igitur octo dies usque ad quatuor et ducentos, qui quidem efficiunt sex menses Lunares et insuper viginti septem dies — quo die vigesimo septimo mensis septimi dicitur requievisse Arca.
…settled upon it. And the reasoning of this computation can easily be entered upon and worked out in this way. From the beginning of the six hundredth year up to the beginning of the flood (which happened on the seventeenth day of the second month) forty-six days passed; and these were followed by the hundred and fifty days during which the increase of the flood lasted. From both this number there arises a sum of a hundred and ninety-six days. There remain, therefore, eight days up to two hundred and four, which indeed make six Lunar months and, besides, twenty-seven days — on which twenty-seventh day of the seventh month the Ark is said to have rested.7



HANC opinionem illud facit mihi quidem valde probabilem, quod eodem modo secundum eam computantur omnes menses qui in hac narratione numerantur a Mose, scilicet ab initio anni: at secundum priorem sententiam necesse est eos varie computari, quosdam quidem a principio anni, alios vero ab initio diluvii. Namque sectatores eius opinionis mensem secundum (quo factum est diluvium), et mensem decimum (quo apparuerunt cacumina montium), et mensem primum sexcentesimi primi anni (quo dicitur Noë tectum Arcae aperuisse), et mensem secundum eius anni (quo Arcam egressus est Noë): hos, inquam, menses omnes illi computant ab initio anni; solum autem mensem septimum (quo requievit Arca super montes) volunt illi esse computandum non ab initio anni, ut ceteros, sed ab initio diluvii. Quis autem inducat in animum credere Mosen in hac sua tam brevi narratione varie et ambigue posuisse menses, nulla eius varietatis facta significatione? Secunda igitur sententia, computans illum septimum mensem quo requievit Arca ab initio anni, primae videtur praeferenda.
This opinion is made, to me indeed, very probable by this: that, according to it, all the months which are counted in this narrative by Moses are computed in the same way — namely, from the beginning of the year; but according to the former opinion it is necessary that they be computed variously, some from the beginning of the year, others from the beginning of the flood. For the followers of that opinion compute all from the beginning of the year — the second month (in which the flood occurred), and the tenth month (in which the tops of the mountains appeared), and the first month of the six hundred and first year (in which Noah is said to have opened the covering of the Ark), and the second month of that year (in which Noah went out of the Ark): these months, I say, they all compute from the beginning of the year; but only the seventh month (in which the Ark rested upon the mountains) they wish to be computed not from the beginning of the year, like the others, but from the beginning of the flood. But who would induce himself to believe that Moses, in this so brief narrative of his, set down the months variously and ambiguously, with no indication made of that variation? The second opinion, therefore, which computes that seventh month in which the Ark rested from the beginning of the year, seems to be preferred to the first.8



Translator’s notes
	§36. The question; the first school (Josephus etc.) must count the seventh month from the flood's start, not the year's. ↩
	§37 begins. Continues on p. 348. ↩
	§37. Cajetan's computation (191 days to the Ark's rest, reckoning 29-day months). Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	§38. Two faults in Cajetan's reckoning (the 29-day months; and the Ark resting the very day the waters began to fall). Margin: “Cajetan is refuted.” ↩
	§39. Tostatus's reckoning and its slip (seven months not whole; 14 days, not 17). Margin: “Tostatus is refuted.” ↩
	§40. The second school (Hist. Schol., Lyra): the 150 days from the flood's start; the seventh month from the year's. Continues on p. 349. ↩
	The arithmetic of the second view (the 27th of the 7th month = day 204 of the year). ↩
	§41. Pererius prefers the second view (all the months reckoned uniformly from the year's start). ↩




FIFTH DISPUTATION. On the discrepancy of the Latin reading from the Hebrew, which is in this place concerning the day on which the Ark is said to have rested on the …

LatineEnglish


FIFTH DISPUTATION. On the discrepancy of the Latin reading from the Hebrew, which is in this place concerning the day on which the Ark is said to have rested on the Armenian mountains.
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. De discrepantia lectionis Latinae ab Hebraica, quae est hoc loco super diem quo Arca dicitur requievisse in montibus Armeniis.



ET Latina translatio, et Graeca Septuaginta Interpretum, habent hoc loco Arcam requievisse vigesimo septimo die mensis septimi: Scriptura vero Hebraica et Paraphrasis Chaldaica habent eam requievisse die decimo septimo eiusdem mensis; nec apparet quemadmodum hae duae lectiones invicem conciliari queant. Cum igitur utraque lectio non videatur vera esse posse, quaeritur utra iudicanda sit mendosa et falsa, et utra praeferri debeat. Equidem nefas duxerim mendosam esse dicere Latinam translationem, quam omnes ad unum Latini codices et nunc habent semperque habuerunt, nulla cum sit mendi suspicio: praesertim cum Graeci omnes Septuaginta Interpretum libri eandem lectionem habeant habuerintque semper, omnesque Patres, tam Graeci quam Latini, eam ipsam lectionem hoc loco secuti sint.
Both the Latin translation and the Greek of the Septuagint Interpreters have in this place that the Ark rested on the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month: but the Hebrew Scripture and the Chaldaic Paraphrase have that it rested on the seventeenth day of the same month; nor does it appear how these two readings can be reconciled with each other. Since, therefore, neither reading seems able to be true [together], it is asked which is to be judged faulty and false, and which ought to be preferred. For my part, I would consider it impious to say that the Latin translation is faulty — which all the Latin codices, to a man, both now have and always have had, there being no suspicion of error: especially since all the Greek books of the Septuagint Interpreters have, and always have had, the same reading, and all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, followed that very reading in this place.1



NEC propterea tamen ausim pronuntiare falsam esse, atque omnino damnare lectionem Hebraicam, cum qua etiam consentit paraphrasis Chaldaica: quippe eam lectionem omnes Hebraei libri constanter habent. Difficile autem creditu est omnes Hebraeos libros ab Hebraeis esse corruptos: non enim casu aliquo corrupti sunt, siquidem casus nec omnibus libris nec omni aevo accidisset; nec consulto voluisse Iudaeos corrumpere omnes suos libros credibile est, cum nulla esset ratio cur potissimum hunc Mosis locum depravare vellent. Similiter enim et simili in re argumentatur B. Augustinus libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei, capite decimo tertio, ubi, quod ipse scripsit de auctoritate Hebraeorum codicum, me quidem certe vehementer deterret ne communem omnium Hebraeorum librorum inveteratamque lectionem repudiare audeam. Sic enim ille scribit: Recte fieri nullo modo dubitaverim, ut cum diversum aliquid in utrisque codicibus invenitur (loquitur ibi Augustinus de Graecis et Hebraeis codicibus, idemque de Latinis existimandum videtur), quandoquidem ad fidem rerum gestarum utrumque esse non potest verum, ei linguae potius credatur, unde est in aliam per interpretes facta translatio. Sic Augustinus.
Nor, however, would I on that account dare to pronounce false, and utterly condemn, the Hebrew reading — with which the Chaldaic paraphrase also agrees: for that reading all the Hebrew books constantly have. And it is difficult to believe that all the Hebrew books were corrupted by the Hebrews: for they were not corrupted by any chance, since chance would not have befallen all the books nor in every age; nor is it credible that the Jews deliberately wished to corrupt all their books, since there was no reason why they should especially wish to deprave this passage of Moses. For St. Augustine argues similarly, and in a similar matter, in the fifteenth book of The City of God, chapter thirteen — where what he himself wrote about the authority of the Hebrew codices certainly strongly deters me from daring to repudiate the common and inveterate reading of all the Hebrew books. For he writes thus: “I should in no way doubt that it is rightly done, that when something different is found in both [sets of] codices (Augustine speaks there of the Greek and Hebrew codices, and the same seems to be thought of the Latin), since, for the credit of the things done, both cannot be true, that language should rather be believed from which the translation into another was made by the interpreters.” So Augustine.2



ERGO alii, maiore quam nos sumus ingenio et iudicio uberioreque sacrarum litterarum doctrina praediti, ad viam aliquam et rationem eas duas lectiones inter se conciliandi atque concordandi reperiendam incumbant. Dummodo illud ratum et fixum sit: si Hebraea lectio contradicat omnino Latinae, nec utraque simul cohaerere queat, standum esse potius Latinae quam Hebraeae, quippe cum illa Tridentini Concilii auctoritate tantopere commendata et communita sit. Nos tamen utramque lectionem hic ponemus, et quemadmodum numerus illorum dierum qui est in utraque lectione varie computari et vere constare queat, breviter ac dilucide ostendemus.
Let others, therefore — endowed with greater genius and judgment than we are, and with richer learning in the sacred writings — apply themselves to finding some way and method of reconciling and harmonizing those two readings with each other. Provided that this be settled and fixed: that if the Hebrew reading altogether contradicts the Latin, and both cannot cohere together, one must stand by the Latin rather than the Hebrew — since it has been so greatly commended and fortified by the authority of the Council of Trent. We, however, will here set down both readings, and will briefly and clearly show how the number of those days which is in each reading can be variously computed and truly hold good.3



SECUNDUM lectionem igitur Hebraicam, quae habet Arcam resedisse decimo septimo die mensis septimi, quadruplex computatio fieri potest. Sed illud ante ponatur, sex menses Lunares insuperque dies decem et septem continere centum nonaginta quatuor dies. Prima Computatio est: Si septimus mensis quo requievit Arca numeretur ab initio diluvii, et quadraginta dies pluviae separentur ab aliis centum quinquaginta diebus (de quibus supra dictum est), tunc reliqui erunt quatuor dies ab initio diminutionis aquarum usque ad diem quo resedit Arca.
According to the Hebrew reading, then, which has that the Ark settled on the seventeenth day of the seventh month, a fourfold computation can be made. But let this be set down beforehand: that six Lunar months, plus seventeen days, contain a hundred and ninety-four days. The first Computation is: If the seventh month in which the Ark rested is counted from the beginning of the flood, and the forty days of rain are separated from the other hundred and fifty days (about which it was said above), then there will remain four days from the beginning of the diminution of the waters up to the day on which the Ark settled.4



Secunda Computatio: Si mensem septimum auspicemur ab initio diluvii, dies tamen illos quadraginta pluviae includamus in illos centum quinquaginta dies, relinquentur quadraginta quatuor dies ab initio decrementi aquarum usque ad quietem Arcae. Atque hae duae Computationes satis sunt probabiles; secunda tamen multis videtur probabilior, propter causam a nobis paulo supra expositam.
The second Computation: If we begin the seventh month from the beginning of the flood, but include those forty days of rain in those hundred and fifty days, there will remain forty-four days from the beginning of the decrease of the waters up to the rest of the Ark. And these two Computations are sufficiently probable; the second, however, seems to many more probable, on account of the reason set forth by us a little above.5



TERTIA Computatio: Si numeretur septimus ille mensis non ab initio diluvii, sed ab initio anni, et quadraginta dies pluviae separentur ab aliis centum quinquaginta diebus, sic efficientur ab initio anni usque ad finem illorum centum quinquaginta dierum (post quos coepit diminui diluvium) ducenti et triginta sex dies, hoc est, octo menses. Hinc autem sequeretur Arcam duobus et quadraginta diebus ante diminutionem diluvii super montes resedisse; siquidem ab initio anni usque ad decimum septimum diem mensis septimi quo requievit Arca, numerantur centum nonaginta quatuor dies. Sed hoc et absurdum est, et divinae scripturae contrarium. Quarta Computatio: Si septimus mensis recenseatur ab initio anni, et illi quadraginta dies pluviae includantur in alios centum quinquaginta, ab initio anni usque ad principium decrementi aquarum centum nonaginta sex dies exstitissent, quapropter duobus ante diminutionem aquarum diebus Arca resedisset: quod licet minus absurdum sit quam quod paulo ante ex tertia Computatione concludebatur, absurdum tamen est, et narrationi Mosis contrarium. Et hactenus quidem de lectione Hebraica.
The third Computation: If that seventh month is counted not from the beginning of the flood, but from the beginning of the year, and the forty days of rain are separated from the other hundred and fifty days, thus there will be made, from the beginning of the year up to the end of those hundred and fifty days (after which the flood began to diminish), two hundred and thirty-six days, that is, eight months. But hence it would follow that the Ark settled upon the mountains forty-two days before the diminution of the flood; since from the beginning of the year up to the seventeenth day of the seventh month, on which the Ark rested, a hundred and ninety-four days are counted. But this is both absurd and contrary to divine scripture. The fourth Computation: If the seventh month is reckoned from the beginning of the year, and those forty days of rain are included in the other hundred and fifty, from the beginning of the year up to the beginning of the decrease of the waters there would have been a hundred and ninety-six days; wherefore the Ark would have settled two days before the diminution of the waters: which, although less absurd than what was a little before concluded from the third Computation, is nevertheless absurd, and contrary to the narrative of Moses. And thus far concerning the Hebrew reading.6



LATINA porro et Graeca lectio, quae habet Arcam requievisse vigesimo septimo die mensis septimi, similiter quatuor et ipsa Computationum est capax. Sed ponamus (id quod certum est) ab initio anni usque ad vigesimum septimum diem mensis septimi, secundum rationem mensium Lunarium, numerari dies quatuor et ducentos. Prima igitur Computatio sit, supputando mensem septimum quo requievit Arca ab initio diluvii, et separando quadraginta dies pluviae ab aliis centum quinquaginta: restant dies quatuordecim, quibus post initium decrementi aquarum Arca fluctuabat, donec tandem super montibus subsisteret. Secunda Computatio: Numerando mensem septimum ab initio diluvii, nec tamen separando quadraginta dies pluviae ab aliis centum quinquaginta, reliqui fiunt quinquaginta quatuor dies, inter principium diminutionis aquarum et quietem Arcae interiecti. Utraque Computatio haec probabilis est; sed propter causam supradictam probabilior videtur secunda quam prima.
Moreover, the Latin and Greek reading, which has that the Ark rested on the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month, is likewise capable of four Computations. But let us suppose — what is certain — that from the beginning of the year up to the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month, according to the reckoning of Lunar months, two hundred and four days are counted. The first Computation, then, is, reckoning the seventh month in which the Ark rested from the beginning of the flood, and separating the forty days of rain from the other hundred and fifty: there remain fourteen days, during which, after the beginning of the decrease of the waters, the Ark floated, until at last it came to rest upon the mountains. The second Computation: counting the seventh month from the beginning of the flood, but not separating the forty days of rain from the other hundred and fifty, the remaining days are fifty-four, set between the beginning of the diminution of the waters and the rest of the Ark. Each of these Computations is probable; but on account of the aforesaid reason the second seems more probable than the first.7



Tertia Computatio: Incipiendo mensem septimum ab initio anni, et separando quadraginta illos dies ab aliis centum quinquaginta, efficitur Arcam duobus et triginta diebus priusquam diminuerentur aquae resedisse. Quarta computatio: Incipiendo similiter septimum mensem ab initio anni, non tamen separando quadraginta dies pluviae ab aliis centum quinquaginta, relinquentur octo dies, quibus post initium diminutionis aquarum Arca fluctuavit, tandemque requievit. Harum autem duarum Computationum, ut tertia est omnino reiicienda, sic quarta et ultima (multorum sententia) ceteris probabilior habenda est. Verum de his satis.
The third Computation: beginning the seventh month from the beginning of the year, and separating those forty days from the other hundred and fifty, it comes about that the Ark settled thirty-two days before the waters were diminished. The fourth computation: beginning likewise the seventh month from the beginning of the year, but not separating the forty days of rain from the other hundred and fifty, there will remain eight days, during which, after the beginning of the diminution of the waters, the Ark floated, and at last rested. And of these two Computations, as the third is altogether to be rejected, so the fourth and last (in the opinion of many) is to be held more probable than the rest. But enough of these things.8



Translator’s notes
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SIXTH DISPUTATION. On those words: “And in the tenth month, on the first day of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared.”

LatineEnglish


SIXTH DISPUTATION. On those words: “And in the tenth month, on the first day of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared.”
SEXTA DISPUTATIO. Super illa verba: Decimo autem mense, prima die mensis, apparuerunt cacumina montium.



AIT Moses aquas diluvii decrevisse usque ad decimum mensem: non quod tunc fuerit omnino finitum aquarum decrementum (siquidem paulo infra dixit Moses sexcentesimo primo anno, primo mense, prima die mensis imminutas fuisse aquas super terram); sed cum ante decimum mensem (licet aquae multis diebus decrevissent) nihilominus tamen universam terram etiam super omnes montes operirent, tunc primum, id est, ineunte decimo mense, in tantum diminutae sunt aquae ut exstare et apparere inciperent et cacumina montium.
Moses says that the waters of the flood decreased up to the tenth month: not that the decrease of the waters was then entirely finished (since a little below Moses said that in the six hundred and first year, in the first month, on the first day of the month, the waters were lessened upon the earth); but [the meaning is that], whereas before the tenth month (although the waters had decreased for many days) they nevertheless still covered the whole earth, even above all the mountains, then first — that is, at the beginning of the tenth month — the waters were so far diminished that the tops of the mountains too began to stand out and appear.1



CAIETANUS decimum hunc mensem computat ab initio diluvii, censetque ab ea die qua requievit Arca (id est, a decima septima die mensis septimi) usque ad primam diem decimi mensis quo primum apparuerunt cacumina montium, praeterisse septuaginta dies: videlicet tam alte Diluvium operuerat montes, ut, postquam coepit decrescere, septuaginta dies decrementi eius transierint priusquam altissimorum montium vertices aquis nudati apparerent. Audi Caietanum: Ibant, inquit, aquae, et decrescebant usque ad decimum mensem, procul dubio ab initio diluvii. Septuaginta igitur dies praeterisse describuntur a quiete Arcae super montes usque ad mensem decimum. Fluxerunt namque duodecim dies septimi mensis et quinquaginta octo dies integrantes octavum et nonum mensem: die autem immediate sequenti supradictos septuaginta dies apparuisse dicitur cacumina, vel (quod significat vox Hebraea) capita montium. Igitur quando Arca quievit super montes, adhuc capita montium tam alte cooperta erant aquis, ut septuaginta dierum spatio opus fuerit ut ea detegerentur aquis, et tota Arca libera esset ab aquis, quae per dies illos septuaginta secundum non parvam partem cingebatur aquis sensim deficientibus. Neque obstat quod Hebraice dicitur visa fuisse capita montium: non enim significatur fuisse actu visa ab aliquo, sed fuisse aquis detecta et nudata, quamobrem facta sunt aspectabilia conspicua, qualia prius non erant, aquis tecta. Hactenus ex Caietano.
Cajetan computes this tenth month from the beginning of the flood, and judges that from the day on which the Ark rested (that is, from the seventeenth day of the seventh month) up to the first day of the tenth month, on which the tops of the mountains first appeared, seventy days passed: namely, the Flood had covered the mountains so deeply that, after it began to decrease, seventy days of its decrease passed before the peaks of the highest mountains, stripped of waters, appeared. Hear Cajetan: “‘The waters,’ he says, ‘were going and decreasing up to the tenth month’ — without doubt from the beginning of the flood. Seventy days, therefore, are described as having passed from the rest of the Ark upon the mountains up to the tenth month. For there flowed twelve days of the seventh month and fifty-eight days making up the eighth and ninth month: and on the day immediately following the aforesaid seventy days, the tops — or (what the Hebrew word signifies) the heads — of the mountains are said to have appeared. Therefore, when the Ark rested upon the mountains, the heads of the mountains were still so deeply covered with waters, that a space of seventy days was needed for them to be uncovered from the waters, and the whole Ark to be free of the waters — [the Ark] which, during those seventy days, was for no small part girt with the waters gradually failing. Nor does it stand in the way that in Hebrew it is said that the heads of the mountains ‘were seen.’ For it is not signified that they were actually seen by anyone, but that they were uncovered and stripped of waters — wherefore they became visible and conspicuous, such as they were not before, [being] covered with waters.” Thus far from Cajetan.2



VERUM non esse probabilem Caietani sententiam, licet ad hunc modum argumentari: Si mensis hic decimus computatur ab initio diluvii, cum ante principium diluvii praeterissent unus mensis et sexdecim dies anni sexcentesimi, ergo cacumina montium apparuissent decimo octavo die undecimi mensis anni sexcentesimi, et reliqui essent ad complendum eum annum unus mensis integer et insuper duodecim dies, id est, dies duo et quadraginta. At vero Moses, post apparitionem montium usque ad initium anni sexcentesimi primi, recenset primo quadraginta dies, deinde bis septem dies (qui iuncti illis faciunt quinquaginta quatuor), post quos auspicatur annum sexcentesimum primum, dicens primo die anni sexcentesimi primi Noë aperuisse tectum Arcae: atqui secundum superiorem supputationem Caietani, fuisset id factum non primo die, sed decimo tertio die anni sexcentesimi [primi]. Praeterea, Noë non fuisset egressus Arca anno sexcentesimo primo, mense secundo, die vigesima septima (ut narrat Moses), sed mense tertio et die duodecimo, quod ex supra dictis facile erit lectori colligere.
But that Cajetan's opinion is not probable, one may argue in this way: If this tenth month is computed from the beginning of the flood, since before the beginning of the flood one month and sixteen days of the six hundredth year had passed, then the tops of the mountains would have appeared on the eighteenth day of the eleventh month of the six hundredth year, and there would remain, to complete that year, one whole month and besides twelve days — that is, forty-two days. But Moses, after the appearance of the mountains up to the beginning of the six hundred and first year, reckons first forty days, then twice seven days (which joined to them make fifty-four), after which he begins the six hundred and first year, saying that on the first day of the six hundred and first year Noah opened the covering of the Ark: but according to Cajetan's foregoing computation, this would have been done not on the first day, but on the thirteenth day of the six hundred and first year. Besides, Noah would not have gone out of the Ark in the six hundred and first year, in the second month, on the twenty-seventh day (as Moses narrates), but in the third month and on the twelfth day — which from the things said above it will be easy for the reader to gather.3



Ad haec, sequeretur Noë fuisse in Arca non tantum uno anno integro Solari (ut plerique omnes censent), sed ultra unum annum Solarem mansisse in Arca duos menses et dies decem. Non igitur decimus ille mensis computandus est ab initio diluvii, sed ab initio anni sexcentesimi: quemadmodum etiam de septimo mense quo requievit Arca paulo supra dictum est. Quocirca inter diem vigesimam septimam mensis septimi quo requievit Arca, et inter diem primum mensis decimi quo apparuerunt cacumina montium, interfluxerunt tres et sexaginta dies.
Besides, it would follow that Noah was in the Ark not only one whole Solar year (as almost all think), but, beyond one Solar year, remained in the Ark two months and ten days. Therefore that tenth month is not to be computed from the beginning of the flood, but from the beginning of the six hundredth year: just as was also said a little above about the seventh month in which the Ark rested. Wherefore, between the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month on which the Ark rested, and the first day of the tenth month on which the tops of the mountains appeared, sixty-three days intervened.4



CETERUM super eadem verba Mosis, quibus dicitur primo die mensis decimi primum apparuisse cacumina montium, ardua exsistit hoc loco quaestio. Moses enim ait prima die decimi mensis apparuisse cacumina montium: exinde numerat quadraginta dies, post quos dies Noë, aperiens fenestram, emisit corvum et columbam; post hos autem recenset bis septem dies, per quos columbam bis emisit. Et hi quidem omnes dies conficiunt numerum dierum quinquaginta quatuor. Post haec subdit Moses anno sexcentesimo primo, mense primo et prima die mensis, arefactam esse terram: atqui a primo die decimi mensis anni sexcentesimi usque ad primum diem primi mensis anni sexcentesimi primi praeterierunt tres menses Lunares, hoc est, non quinquaginta quatuor dies (ut indicat Moses), sed octoginta octo. Non igitur sibi constat in Chronologia Mosis narratio; quin imo se ipsam plane destruit.
But on the same words of Moses, by which it is said that on the first day of the tenth month the tops of the mountains first appeared, an arduous question arises in this place. For Moses says that on the first day of the tenth month the tops of the mountains appeared: thence he counts forty days, after which days Noah, opening the window, sent out the raven and the dove; and after these he reckons twice seven days, during which he sent out the dove twice. And all these days indeed make up the number of fifty-four days. After this Moses subjoins that in the six hundred and first year, in the first month and on the first day of the month, the earth was dried: but from the first day of the tenth month of the six hundredth year up to the first day of the first month of the six hundred and first year, three Lunar months passed — that is, not fifty-four days (as Moses indicates), but eighty-eight. The narrative of Moses, therefore, does not agree with itself in chronology; nay rather, it plainly destroys itself.5



CAIETANUS, qui (ut supra diximus) illos quadraginta dies pluviae separat ab aliis centum quinquaginta quibus diluvium stetit, et septimum atque decimum mensem nominatos a Mose auspicatur ab initio diluvii, nunc ait: cum Moses scripsit anno sexcentesimo primo, mense primo et die primo arefactam esse terram, significasse tunc completum fuisse…
Cajetan, who (as we said above) separates those forty days of rain from the other hundred and fifty during which the flood stood, and begins the seventh and tenth months named by Moses from the beginning of the flood, now says: that when Moses wrote that in the six hundred and first year, in the first month and on the first day, the earth was dried, he signified that there was then completed…6



…fuisse integrum annum sexcentesimum Noë. Huius enim anni dies omnes dinumeravit Moses per partes: nam primo commemoravit quadraginta sex dies, cum dixit ingressum fuisse Noë in Arcam anno sexcentesimo, mense secundo, die decimo septimo; deinde recensuit quadraginta dies pluviae; post hos autem commemoravit alios centum quinquaginta dies usque ad diminutionem aquarum; ad haec septuaginta alios, videlicet a decima septima die mensis septimi usque ad primum diem mensis decimi; praeter hos vero nominavit quadraginta dies, et insuper alios bis septem dies: ex praedictis autem omnibus diebus conficitur summa dierum trecentorum sexaginta, assignando cuilibet mensi Lunari viginti novem dies.
…that the six hundredth year of Noah was then completed entire. For all the days of this year Moses numbered by parts: for first he mentioned forty-six days, when he said that Noah entered the Ark in the six hundredth year, in the second month, on the seventeenth day; then he reckoned forty days of rain; and after these he mentioned another hundred and fifty days, up to the diminution of the waters; to these another seventy, namely from the seventeenth day of the seventh month up to the first day of the tenth month; and besides these he named forty days, and moreover another twice-seven days: and from all the aforesaid days there is made up a sum of three hundred and sixty days, assigning to each Lunar month twenty-nine days.7



ANNUS porro apud veteres constabat trecentis sexaginta diebus, iuxta numerum graduum signorum in Zodiaco, unicuique gradui diem unum assignando: talisque fuit annus solaris apud Graecos et Romanos, et (ut creditur) etiam apud Aegyptios, eundemque fuisse tempore Mosis et Noë licet colligere ex hac Chronologia diluvii. Verum quia Sol non ante trecentos sexaginta quinque dies superque quadrantem conficit spatium suum, ut annus congrueret cum motu Solis, cuique mensium anni tribuebantur triginta dies, et sexto quoque anno adiungebant mensem intercalarem, ut supplerent illos quinque dies qui singulis mensibus superabant. Hanc tamen rationem anni et intercalationis correxit Iulius Caesar, et ita ut nunc est descripsit atque constituit. In illum autem diluvii annum non incidit mensis intercalaris: quocirca non habuit annus ille nisi trecentos sexaginta dies. Et Caietani quidem opinio ita se habet.
Now the year, among the ancients, consisted of three hundred and sixty days, according to the number of the degrees of the signs in the Zodiac, assigning one day to each degree: and such was the solar year among the Greeks and Romans, and (as is believed) also among the Egyptians; and that it was the same in the time of Moses and Noah may be gathered from this Chronology of the flood. But because the Sun does not complete its course before three hundred and sixty-five days and a quarter, in order that the year might agree with the motion of the Sun, thirty days were assigned to each of the months of the year, and every sixth year they added an intercalary month, to supply those five days which were in excess for the individual months. But this reckoning of the year and of intercalation Julius Caesar corrected, and described and established it as it now is. But into that year of the flood no intercalary month fell: wherefore that year had only three hundred and sixty days. And such, then, is Cajetan's opinion.8



VERUM in hac opinione et interpretatione Caietani multa sunt minime probanda. Principio, separat Caietanus quadraginta dies pluviae ab aliis centum quinquaginta: sed eos non debere separari supra ostendimus esse probabilius. Tum septimum et decimum mensem computat ab initio diluvii: verum hoc quoque minus probabile esse paulo supra dictum est. Assignat praeterea cuilibet mensi Lunari tantum viginti novem dies: cum assignare oporteat viginti novem et insuper dimidium diem; quin imo, secundum ipsum Caietanum (cuilibet mensi Lunari viginti novem dies tantummodo assignantem), necesse esset annum ex duodecim mensibus Lunaribus compositum trecentis duntaxat et quadraginta octo diebus constare, quem tamen ille facit trecentorum sexaginta dierum.
But in this opinion and interpretation of Cajetan many things are by no means to be approved. First, Cajetan separates the forty days of rain from the other hundred and fifty: but that they ought not to be separated, we showed above is more probable. Then he computes the seventh and tenth months from the beginning of the flood: but that this too is less probable was said a little above. He assigns, besides, to each Lunar month only twenty-nine days: whereas one ought to assign twenty-nine and, besides, half a day; nay rather, according to Cajetan himself (assigning only twenty-nine days to each Lunar month), it would be necessary that a year composed of twelve Lunar months should consist of only three hundred and forty-eight days — which, however, he makes to be of three hundred and sixty days.9



AD haec, quod Caietanus dixit apud veteres Romanos, Graecos et Aegyptios fuisse annum trecentorum sexaginta dierum, et sexto quoque anno mensem unum intercalari solitum, eamque rationem anni fuisse in usu tempore Noë, et in historia diluvii hoc loco a Mose connumerari: nonnihil habet veri, sed plus tamen falsi. Etenim Censorinus in libro de Die natali Romanorum, de ratione anni apud varias gentes scribens: Minime, inquit, videtur errare qui ad Lunae cursum menses civiles accommodarunt, ut in Graecia plerique, apud quos alterni menses ad triginta dies facti sunt. Maiores quoque Romani idem sunt aemulati, cum annum dierum trecentorum sexaginta haberent. Apud Macrobium vero sic [habetur]…
Besides, what Cajetan said — that among the ancient Romans, Greeks, and Egyptians the year was of three hundred and sixty days, and that every sixth year one month was wont to be intercalated, and that this reckoning of the year was in use in the time of Noah, and is reckoned up by Moses in this place in the history of the flood — has somewhat of truth, but more of falsity. For Censorinus, in the book On the Birthday [of the Romans], writing about the reckoning of the year among various nations: “He by no means seems to err,” he says, “who accommodated the civil months to the course of the Moon — as most in Greece, among whom alternate months were made of thirty days. The Romans of old too imitated the same, when they had a year of three hundred and sixty days.” But in Macrobius it is thus [stated]…10



…Aegyptii tricenum dierum omnes habent menses, trecentorum sexaginta tantum dierum annum habent; hinc, explicitis duodecim suis mensibus (id est, trecentis sexaginta diebus exactis), inter Augustum et Septembrem (velut Aegyptiace dicitur, inter Mezori et Thoth, scilicet novissimum anni mensem primumque sequentis anni) reliquos quinque dies solaris circuitus anno inferunt; quarto insuper quoque anno diem eodem loco intercalarem, qui ex quadrantibus confit, annectunt. Haec apud Macrobium.
…“The Egyptians have all their months of thirty days, [and] have a year of only three hundred and sixty days; hence, their twelve months being unfolded (that is, three hundred and sixty days being completed), between August and September (or, as it is said in the Egyptian manner, between Mesori and Thoth, namely the last month of the year and the first of the following) they insert into the year the remaining five days of the solar circuit; and every fourth year, besides, they attach in the same place an intercalary day, which is made up from the quarters.” Thus in Macrobius.11



MACROBIO consona scribunt Herodotus, Diodorus et Strabo. Omnium hominum (inquit Herodotus) primos Aegyptios constat annum comperisse, distinguentes eum in duodecim temporum menses: idque comperisse ex astris, eo scientius (ut mihi videtur) hoc agentes quam Graeci, quod Graeci tertio quoque anno intercalarem mensem inducunt temporis gratia; Aegyptii vero, tricenis diebus singulos menses taxantes, adiiciunt huic numero quotannis quinos dies: unde eis ratio circuli temporum constat eodem revertentis.
Consonant with Macrobius write Herodotus, Diodorus, and Strabo. “Of all men,” says Herodotus, “it is agreed that the Egyptians first discovered the year, distinguishing it into twelve months of seasons: and that they discovered this from the stars, doing this (as it seems to me) more skillfully than the Greeks, because the Greeks every third year introduce an intercalary month for the sake of the seasons; but the Egyptians, reckoning each month at thirty days, add to this number five days every year: whence their reckoning of the cycle of the seasons holds, returning to the same point.”12



IDEM observatum a Thebaeis tradit Diodorus Siculus, in hunc modum scribens: Thebaei se antiquissimos hominum profitentur, primumque philosophiam et Astronomiam a se repertas, seque regionis situ ad cognoscendos Orientium et Occidentium motus astrorum esse adiutos; menses insuper et annos a se institutos esse. Dies autem non secundum Lunam, sed secundum Solem illi metiebantur, triginta dierum mensem facientes. Quinque vero dies et quadrantem diei, duodecim mensibus adiungentes, anni cursum perficiunt; intercalares menses non interponunt, neque dies subducunt, sicut et Graecorum quidam. Hactenus ex Diodoro.
Diodorus Siculus relates that the same was observed by the Thebans, writing in this manner: “The Thebans profess themselves the most ancient of men, and that philosophy and Astronomy were first discovered by them, and that they were aided by the situation of their region for knowing the risings and settings of the motions of the stars; and that months and years were instituted by them. And they measured the days not according to the Moon, but according to the Sun, making a month of thirty days. And adding five days and a quarter of a day to the twelve months, they complete the course of the year; they do not interpose intercalary months, nor subtract days, as do some of the Greeks too.” Thus far from Diodorus.13



EX his apparet apud veteres Aegyptios annum fuisse trecentorum sexaginta quinque dierum: quanquam extremi quinque dies non ut partes ab illis numerarentur, sed ut adiectitii censerentur. Non igitur verum est quod dixit Caietanus, annum tempore Noë fuisse trecentorum sexaginta dierum, talem scilicet qualis erat apud veteres Aegyptios. Quid quod Hebraei utebantur annis Lunaribus, quolibet scilicet anno trecentorum quinquaginta quatuor dierum, sed eos tamen ad rationem motus solis revocabant et accommodabant, fere tertio quoque anno mensem unum intercalantes.
From these things it appears that among the ancient Egyptians the year was of three hundred and sixty-five days: although the last five days were not counted by them as parts [of the months], but were reckoned as added. It is not true, therefore, what Cajetan said — that the year in the time of Noah was of three hundred and sixty days, such, namely, as it was among the ancient Egyptians. What of this: that the Hebrews used Lunar years (each year, namely, of three hundred and fifty-four days), but nevertheless brought them back and accommodated them to the reckoning of the sun's motion, intercalating one month about every third year?14



AD Quaestionem igitur et difficultatem supra positam aliter responderi oportet. Mihi quidem verisimile admodum sit Mosen in hac historia diluvii non omnes menses dies eius anni quo diluvium factum est dinumerasse, sed multos praetereundo tacitos, enumerasse tantum eos quibus aliquid evenit vel a Noë factum est, quod insigne esset et commemorabile, atque ad hanc historiam diluvii illustrandam conferret. Nominavit ille decimum septimum diem secundi mensis: quia eo die fieri coeptum est diluvium. Recensuit quadraginta dies pluviae: unde incrementum diluvii accidit. Commemoravit centum quinquaginta dies: quod per eos diluvium stetit, et post eos coeperunt diminui aquae diluvii. Nominavit vigesimam septimam diem septimi mensis: quia tunc primum Arca resedit super montes. Mentionem fecit primi diei decimi mensis: quod eo die primum apparuerunt cacumina montium. Post haec supputavit quadraginta dies: quod illis transactis Noë, aperiens fenestram Arcae, dimisit corvum et columbam ad explorandum utrum diluvium cessasset. Adiecit deinde quatuordecim dies, in quibus columba primo revertens ad Arcam ramum oleae virentibus frondibus ore tulit; iterum autem emissa, nec regressa tamen, siccatae iam ab aquis terrae indicium fecit. Quoniam autem aliis diebus et mensibus nihil horum simile (id est, nihil memorabile) acciderat, propterea Moses putavit ea tempora non esse percensenda.
To the question, therefore, and difficulty set above, it must be answered otherwise. To me, indeed, it seems very probable that Moses, in this history of the flood, did not number all the months [and] days of that year in which the flood occurred, but, passing over many in silence, enumerated only those on which something happened, or was done by Noah, which was notable and memorable, and contributed to illustrating this history of the flood. He named the seventeenth day of the second month: because on that day the flood began. He reckoned the forty days of rain: whence the increase of the flood came about. He mentioned the hundred and fifty days: because during them the flood stood, and after them the waters of the flood began to diminish. He named the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month: because then first the Ark settled upon the mountains. He made mention of the first day of the tenth month: because on that day the tops of the mountains first appeared. After this he reckoned forty days: because, those being passed, Noah, opening the window of the Ark, sent out the raven and the dove to explore whether the flood had ceased. He then added fourteen days, in which the dove, returning the first time to the Ark, brought in its mouth a branch of olive with green leaves; but, sent out again and yet not returning, gave a sign that the earth was now dried of the waters. But because on other days and months nothing similar to these (that is, nothing memorable) had happened, therefore Moses thought that those times were not to be reckoned up.15



Translator’s notes
	§47. Gen. 8:5: the mountain-tops appearing in the tenth month. ↩
	§ (Cajetan). Cajetan: the tenth month reckoned from the flood's start (70 days from the Ark's rest to the peaks' appearing). Margin: Cajetan on Gen. ch. 8. ↩
	§48. Refutation of Cajetan: counting the tenth month from the flood throws off the later dates of Gen. 8. Margin: “Cajetan is refuted.” ↩
	Pererius: count the tenth month from the year's start; 63 days from the Ark's rest to the peaks' appearing. ↩
	§49. The hard chronological problem: 40 + 14 days = 54, but the interval is actually ~88 days. ↩
	§50. Cajetan's attempt to resolve the chronological problem. Margin: “Cajetan's opinion.” Continues on p. 354. ↩
	§50 (cont.). Cajetan's tally of the year's days = 360 (on 29-day months). ↩
	§51. Cajetan's premise: a 360-day ancient (Zodiacal) year, no intercalary month in the flood-year. Margin: “What sort the year was among the ancients, according to Cajetan.” ↩
	§52. Faults in Cajetan's reckoning (separating the 40 days; 29-day months that don't even add to 360). ↩
	§53. Against Cajetan's calendar history (Censorinus on lunar/Greek/Roman years). Margins: Censorinus; Macrobius. Continues on p. 355. ↩
	Macrobius on the Egyptian 360-day year + 5 added days. Margin: Macrobius. ↩
	§54. Herodotus on the Egyptian year. Margin: Herodotus, bk. 2. ↩
	§55. Diodorus on the Theban (Egyptian) solar year. Margin: Diodorus Siculus, bk. 2. ↩
	§56. The Egyptian year was really 365 days; the Hebrews used a lunar (354-day) year with intercalation. ↩
	§57. Pererius's own answer: Moses lists only the days on which something memorable happened, passing over the rest. Margin: “The author's judgment and opinion on the proposed question.” ↩




SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How great a part of the Ark was submerged in the waters, when the waters were at their highest increase — that is, when they exceeded the highest …

LatineEnglish


SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How great a part of the Ark was submerged in the waters, when the waters were at their highest increase — that is, when they exceeded the highest mountains by fifteen cubits.
SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. Quanta pars Arcae demersa fuerit aquis, cum aquae in summo erant incremento, id est, cum altissimos montes quindecim cubitis excedebant.



HANC quaestionem a nullo memini Patrum attingi. Primum qui eam videtur attigisse, reperi Hugonem Sancti Victoris: postea vero satis curiose et subtiliter eam exagitarunt ex Hebraeis Rabbi Salomon, de nostris autem Lyranus, Paulus Burgensis, Tostatus, Carthusianus, aliique. Nobis eam quaestionem nec omnino intactam praeteriri, nec nisi strictim et quasi obiter tractari oportere visum est. QUID ergo de posita quaestione tradit Hugo? Is libro primo de Arca morali, capite tertio, cum divisisset Arcam in quinque mansiones — infimam, quae appellatur Stercoraria, et huic proxima, quae nominatur Cibaria — significat eas duas mansiones fuisse aquis demersas; primam vero aquis superstantem facit tertiam Arcae mansionem, in qua fera et indomita animalia collocat. Infimae porro mansioni quatuor cubitos altitudinis, alteri vero quae super hac proxima erat quinque cubitos assignat. Ex quo intelligitur Hugonem sensisse, ex triginta cubitis altitudinis totius Arcae, novem inferiores fuisse aquis demersos: ita ut Arca novem cubitis intra aquam esset, uno autem et viginti cubitis extra et supra aquas. Sic ex Hugone.
This question I do not remember being touched by any of the Fathers. The first who seems to have touched it, I find to be Hugh of St. Victor: but afterward, among the Hebrews, Rabbi Solomon, and of ours, Lyra, Paul of Burgos, Tostatus, the Carthusian, and others, agitated it rather curiously and subtly. To us it has seemed that this question ought neither to be passed over altogether untouched, nor to be treated except briefly and, as it were, in passing. What, then, does Hugh hand down about the question proposed? He, in the first book On the Moral Ark, chapter three, when he had divided the Ark into five dwellings — the lowest, which is called the Dung-deck (Stercoraria), and the one next to this, which is named the Food-deck (Cibaria) — signifies that those two dwellings were submerged in the waters; but he makes the third dwelling of the Ark (in which he places the wild and untamed animals) to be standing above the waters. To the lowest dwelling he assigns four cubits of height, but to the other which was next above this, five cubits. From which it is understood that Hugh thought that, of the thirty cubits of the whole Ark's height, the nine lower ones were submerged in the waters: so that the Ark was nine cubits within the water, but twenty-one cubits outside and above the waters. So [much] from Hugh.1



VERUM diversa est Lyrani sententia. Siquidem is, in octavum caput Geneseos, super illa verba: Prima die mensis decimi apparuerunt cacumina montium, de supra dicta quaestione disputans, primo sumit et ponit quaedam, iudicio ipsius certa sibique (ut putat ipse) ab omnibus concedenda. Et primo quidem ait Arcam non intrasse quindecim cubitis aquas diluvii, cum erant aquae in summo incremento: cum enim aquae non excederent montes plus quindecim cubitis, si totidem cubitis Arca intrasset aquas, utique fundo suo contigisset montes; non igitur mota fuisset, sed in illis semper resedis[set]…
But different is Lyra's opinion. For he, on the eighth chapter of Genesis, upon those words, “On the first day of the tenth month the tops of the mountains appeared,” disputing about the aforesaid question, first assumes and lays down certain things, by his own judgment certain, and (as he thinks) to be conceded by all. And first he says that the Ark did not enter fifteen cubits into the waters of the flood, when the waters were at their highest increase: for since the waters did not exceed the mountains by more than fifteen cubits, if the Ark had entered the waters by as many cubits, it would surely have touched the mountains with its bottom; it would not, therefore, have been moved, but would always have rested upon them…2



…sed in illis semper resedisset. DEINDE affirmat tantum praecise Arcam demersam fuisse aquis, quantum aqua excedebat montes, quando Arca primo requievit super montes. Tertio loco sumit decrementum aquarum (ex quo primum illae coeperunt decrescere usque ad id temporis quo apparuerunt cacumina montium) esse factum septuaginta diebus: tot enim dies intercessisse eo patet, quod aquae coeperunt diminui post centum quinquaginta dies ab initio diluvii (ut supra dictum est), id est, vigesimo die mensis septimi; hinc autem usque ad primum diem mensis decimi numerantur dies septuaginta. QUARTO loco sumit diminutionem aquarum quotidie factam esse aequaliter, ita ut per singulos dies tantundem aquae decreverit. Et hoc sit verisimile, quia causae decrementi aquarum eodem modo et aequaliter per omnes eos dies se se habuerunt: causas dico, et ventum a Deo missum, et occlusionem fontium abyssi et cataractarum caeli, atque prohibitionem pluviae.
…but would always have rested upon them. Next he affirms that the Ark was submerged in the waters precisely as much as the water exceeded the mountains, when the Ark first rested upon the mountains. In the third place he assumes that the decrease of the waters (from when they first began to decrease up to that time at which the tops of the mountains appeared) was made in seventy days: for that so many days intervened is plain from this, that the waters began to diminish after a hundred and fifty days from the beginning of the flood (as was said above), that is, on the twentieth day of the seventh month; and from this up to the first day of the tenth month seventy days are counted. In the fourth place he assumes that the diminution of the waters was made equally each day, so that on each day the same amount of water decreased. And this is probable, because the causes of the decrease of the waters held themselves in the same way and equally through all those days: I mean the causes — both the wind sent by God, and the closing of the fountains of the deep and the cataracts of heaven, and the restraining of the rain.3



Ex his concluditur: si per septuaginta dies diminutae sunt aquae quindecim cubitis, si illos septuaginta dies distribuas per quindecim cubitos, fore ut cuilibet cubito decrementi obveniant dies quatuor et dimidium diei superque sexta pars diei, ut aquae uno fere cubito decreverint singulis quatuor diebus. Quoniam autem a vigesimo die septimi mensis quo coeperunt diminui aquae (ut dictum est) usque ad vigesimam septimam diem eiusdem mensis quo Arca requievit super montes, fluxerunt octo dies, efficitur ex supra dicta computatione per octo illos dies decrevisse aquas duobus fere cubitis. Si igitur tunc Arca, fundo suo contingens montes, requievit, necesse est eam fuisse intra aquas paulo plus tredecim cubitis. Tanta igitur fuit demersio Arcae in aquas diluvii, cum illae summum habuerunt incrementum et cum per illas ferebatur Arca.
From these it is concluded: if in seventy days the waters were diminished by fifteen cubits, if you distribute those seventy days over the fifteen cubits, it will come about that to each cubit of the decrease there fall four days and a half of a day, and besides a sixth part of a day — so that the waters decreased about one cubit every four days. And since from the twentieth day of the seventh month, on which the waters began to diminish (as was said), up to the twenty-seventh day of the same month, on which the Ark rested upon the mountains, eight days passed, it comes about, from the aforesaid computation, that during those eight days the waters decreased by about two cubits. If, therefore, the Ark then rested, touching the mountains with its bottom, it must have been within the waters a little more than thirteen cubits. So great, then, was the submersion of the Ark in the waters of the flood, when they had their highest increase and when the Ark was borne by them.4



HAEC fere Lyranus, cuius supputatio procedit secundum lectionem Latinam et Graecam, quae habet Arcam requievisse super montes vigesimo septimo die septimi mensis. Quomodo autem respondendum sit quaestioni propositae secundum lectionem Hebraicam (quae habet requievisse Arcam decimo septimo die mensis septimi), et quid praeterea dicendum sit secundum eos qui centum quinquaginta dies (post quos incoepit decrementum aquarum) separant a quadraginta diebus pluviae, et septimum mensem quo requievit Arca computant ab initio diluvii, non autem ab initio anni: videre licet apud Lyranum et Tostatum; nam mihi, utilia consectanti, rebus istis magis curiosis quam utilibus tractandis immorari nec libet nec licet.
Thus, roughly, Lyra — whose computation proceeds according to the Latin and Greek reading, which has that the Ark rested upon the mountains on the twenty-seventh day of the seventh month. But how the proposed question is to be answered according to the Hebrew reading (which has that the Ark rested on the seventeenth day of the seventh month), and what besides is to be said according to those who separate the hundred and fifty days (after which the decrease of the waters began) from the forty days of rain, and compute the seventh month in which the Ark rested from the beginning of the flood, and not from the beginning of the year: one may see in Lyra and Tostatus; for to me, pursuing useful things, it is neither pleasing nor permitted to linger in treating these matters, which are more curious than useful.5



AC supradicta quidem Lyrani ratiocinatio et argumentatio, ut quae rebus maxime dubiis et incertis nitatur, nec vera est, nec verisimilis: ponit enim tria Lyranus quae sunt obscurae veritatis, aut etiam manifestae falsitatis. Etenim primo sumit, quacumque mota est Arca, semper esse motam super montes altissimos totius orbis, id est, per aquam quae quindecim tantum cubitis excederet terram: at id nec verum est, nec simile vero. Credibile enim admodum sit Arcam motam esse et super loca pla[na]…
And the aforesaid reasoning and argument of Lyra, as resting on most doubtful and uncertain things, is neither true nor probable: for Lyra lays down three things which are of obscure truth, or even of manifest falsity. For first he assumes that, wherever the Ark was moved, it was always moved over the highest mountains of the whole world — that is, through water which exceeded the earth by only fifteen cubits: but this is neither true nor like the truth. For it is very credible that the Ark was moved both over le[vel] places…6



…et super valles et colles et montes, tam excelsos quam humiles: quocirca aquae per quas ferebatur Arca, nonnumquam quindecim tantum cubitis, plerumque tamen pluribus, id est, viginti, quinquaginta, centum, et eo amplius, terram excedebant. Hoc posito, rationem Lyrani labascere et corruere necesse est.
…and over valleys and hills and mountains, both high and low: wherefore the waters through which the Ark was borne sometimes exceeded the earth by only fifteen cubits, but mostly by more — that is, by twenty, fifty, a hundred, and more. This being laid down, Lyra's reasoning must necessarily totter and collapse.7



DEINDE ponit Lyranus montem Armeniae super quem requievit Arca fuisse altissimum totius orbis, saltem negative, ut altiorem habuerit nullum. Sed enim Geographi montes Armeniae celsissimos omnium minime faciunt: nam etsi mons Taurus longitudine et amplitudine aliisque nonnullis rebus ceteros montes antecellat, altitudine tamen non paucis habetur inferior. Quid quod non constat Arcam resedisse super celsissimo eius montis iugo? Fortasse enim in aliqua eius parte humiliori resedit.
Next, Lyra lays down that the mountain of Armenia on which the Ark rested was the highest of the whole world — at least negatively, [in the sense] that it had none higher. But the Geographers by no means make the mountains of Armenia the highest of all: for although Mount Taurus surpasses the other mountains in length and breadth and some other respects, yet in height it is held inferior to not a few. What of this: that it is not certain that the Ark settled upon the highest ridge of that mountain? For perhaps it settled on some lower part of it.8



ILLUD praeterea non modo incertum est, verum etiam opinionem Lyrani demolitur et funditus evertit. Ait ille decrementum aquarum quotidie factum esse aequaliter. Hoc incertum est; quin etiam verisimilius est decrementum aquarum inaequaliter esse factum. Quanto enim plus aquae erat ab initio, tanto plus in ea fuit resistentiae adversus causam siccantem et consumentem: magis vero ac magis procedente aquarum decremento, pariter etiam magis magisque debilitabatur resistentia aquae, et vis causae siccantis valentior et efficacior erat.
Besides, this is not only uncertain, but even demolishes and utterly overturns Lyra's opinion. He says that the decrease of the waters was made equally each day. This is uncertain; nay, it is more probable that the decrease of the waters was made unequally. For the more water there was at the beginning, the more resistance there was in it against the drying and consuming cause: but as the decrease of the waters proceeded more and more, equally also the resistance of the water was more and more weakened, and the force of the drying cause was the stronger and more effective.9



DEINDE, si quarto quoque die (secundum Lyranum) decrescebat uno cubito aqua, ergo non decrescebat aequaliter quantum ad quantitatem aquae: siquidem extremus ac supremus cubitus aquae (id est, decimus quintus altitudinis super montes) plus aquae continebat quam decimus quartus, et hic quam decimus tertius, et sic deinceps usque ad ultimum; et hoc quidem Physiologiae et Mathematicae doctrinae peritus facile intelliget et credet. Aquae enim diluvii totam terram operiebant in orbem ac circumdabant: circulus autem corporis globosi, quo remotior a centro est, eo amplior et maior est; tanto autem minor, quanto propinquior. Quapropter supremus cubitus aquarum diluvii, in orbem sumptus, multo plus aquae continebat quam decimus quartus et deinceps alii. Ergo ratio Lyrani se ipsam destruit, contrarium efficiens et concludens eius quod intendit Lyranus. Nam si uno cubito per quatriduum decrescebant aquae, cum illi cubiti (prout superiores erant aut inferiores) plus minusve continerent aquae, necesse est in dies singulos inaequabile fuisse decrementum aquarum, et quotidie minorem factam esse diminutionem. Sed pergamus ad alia.
Next, if every fourth day (according to Lyra) the water decreased by one cubit, then it did not decrease equally as regards the quantity of water: since the outermost and highest cubit of water (that is, the fifteenth of the height above the mountains) contained more water than the fourteenth, and this than the thirteenth, and so on down to the last; and this, indeed, one skilled in the doctrine of Physiology and Mathematics will easily understand and believe. For the waters of the flood covered and surrounded the whole earth in a sphere: and the circumference of a spherical body, the farther it is from the center, the wider and greater it is; but the smaller, the nearer [to the center]. Wherefore the highest cubit of the waters of the flood, taken in a sphere, contained much more water than the fourteenth and the others following. Therefore Lyra's reasoning destroys itself, effecting and concluding the contrary of what Lyra intends. For if the waters decreased by one cubit every four days, since those cubits (according as they were higher or lower) contained more or less water, it is necessary that the decrease of the waters was unequal on each day, and that the diminution was made smaller daily. But let us pass on to other matters.10



Cumque transissent quadraginta dies, aperiens fenestram Noë Arcae quam fecerat, etc. QUADRAGINTA dies quos hic memorat Moses computandi sunt a primo die decimi mensis quo apparuerunt cacumina montium, et finiuntur undecimo die mensis undecimi. Ergo quod hic dicitur de apertione fenestrae et emissione corvi, factum est duodecimo die mensis undecimi: licet Caietanus, nescio quam lectionem Hebraicam hoc loco secutus, incertum esse dicat quanto tempore post illos quadraginta dies Noë fecerit quod hic memoratur.
“And when forty days had passed, Noah, opening the window of the Ark which he had made,” etc. The forty days which Moses here mentions are to be computed from the first day of the tenth month, on which the tops of the mountains appeared, and they end on the eleventh day of the eleventh month. Therefore what is here said about the opening of the window and the sending-out of the raven was done on the twelfth day of the eleventh month: although Cajetan, following I know not what Hebrew reading in this place, says that it is uncertain how long after those forty days Noah did what is here mentioned.11



VOCABULUM fenestra, Graece θυρίδα habent libri vetustiores Graeci, licet in aliis (ut apud Chrysostomum hom. 27 in Genesim) Graece sit θύραν, id est, ostium vel ianua. Sanctus Hieronymus, cum haberet ipse ostium, monuit Hebraice legi fenestram. B. Ambrosius capite 17 libri De Noë et Arca primo legit ostium, deinde habet fenestram. Caietanus putat hic primum mentionem fieri fenestrae Arcae, quam supra omiserat Moses cap. 6 in descriptione Arcae: nam pro eo quod ibi Latina translatio habet, Fenestram in arca facies, Caietanus legerat eo loco lucernam in arca facies; siquidem Hebraea vox quae inibi est, Sohar, proprie significat lucem (et quidem magnam, uti est meridiana), et inde transfertur ad significandum id quod praebet lucem, sive fundendo eam ex se (ut facit lucerna) sive eam transmittendo (ut fenestra).
The word “window” — the older Greek books have, in Greek, θυρίδα (a window); although in others (as in Chrysostom, hom. 27 on Genesis) the Greek is θύραν, that is, a door or gate. St. Jerome, although he himself had “door,” advised that in Hebrew “window” is read. St. Ambrose, in chapter 17 of the book On Noah and the Ark, first reads “door,” then has “window.” Cajetan thinks that here, for the first time, mention is made of the window of the Ark, which Moses had above omitted in chapter 6, in the description of the Ark: for in place of what the Latin translation there has, “Thou shalt make a window in the ark,” Cajetan had read in that place, “Thou shalt make a lamp (lucerna) in the ark”; since the Hebrew word which is there, “Sohar,” properly signifies light (and indeed a great one, such as is the noonday), and thence is transferred to signify that which provides light, whether by pouring it out from itself (as a lamp does) or by transmitting it (as a window).12



SED hoc loco non est illa vox Sohar, sed est vocabulum chalon, non significans proprie quamcumque fenestram, sed (ut putat Oleaster) rimulam potius aut fissuram seu foramen: id quod ille declarat ex aliquot scripturae locis. Et sane hoc videtur indicare quod sequitur, quam fecerat: quasi de novo fecerit fissuram vel rimam per quam prospiceret an diluvium cessasset. Nam portam inferiorem quam Dominus clauserat non ausus esset Noë aperire, ne aquae intrarent in Arcam; fenestra vero Arcae erat in parte superiori, per quam videre non poterat nisi caelum versus, nisi forte ad eam conscenderet. Sic Oleaster. Quamvis mox subdat etiam de fenestra posse intelligi. Et melius sane: nam frangere tabulam aut partem aliquam Arcae non ausus esset Noë, veritus ne tanta illa vis aquarum, aperta sibi via, in Arcam magno impetu irrumperet.
But in this place there is not that word “Sohar,” but the word “chalon,” not properly signifying any window whatever, but (as Oleaster thinks) rather a little chink or fissure or aperture: which he declares from several passages of scripture. And indeed this seems to be indicated by what follows, “which he had made”: as if he made anew a fissure or chink through which he might look out whether the flood had ceased. For the lower door which the Lord had closed, Noah would not have dared to open, lest the waters should enter the Ark; but the window of the Ark was in the upper part, through which he could not see except toward the sky, unless perhaps he climbed up to it. So Oleaster. Although he soon adds that it can be understood also of a window. And better indeed: for to break a board or some part of the Ark, Noah would not have dared, fearing lest that so great force of waters, a way being opened for it, should burst into the Ark with great impetus.13



SED cur per illam fenestram non ipsemet Noë suis oculis prospexit utrum cessasset diluvium, sed ad id explorandum dimisit corvum et columbam? Chrysostomus significat timore illius horrendi diluvii non esse ausum Noë per fenestram aspicere. Namque ea ipsa verba super quibus disputamus explanans: Ecce, inquit, iustus ille nondum per se audet videre, sed corvum mittit, et per illum discere vult an bona aliqua rerum mutatio sit exspectanda. Tostatus vero causam refert ad situm fenestrae et ad eius parvitatem. Erat enim fenestra in suprema parte Arcae, et perexigua, ita ut per eam caput et corpus efferre non posset; praesertim vero propter curvitatem et crassitudinem laterum Arcae: quo fiebat ut superiora (id est, caelum et astra) suspicere posset, inferiora vero (id est, aquam et terram) despicere non posset. Vel quamvis per fenestram Noë potuisset supra subtusque prospicere, non tamen longinqua et remota loca, de quibus (utrum aquis siccata essent) per illas aves explorare voluit.
But why did Noah not himself look out through that window with his own eyes whether the flood had ceased, but, to explore this, sent out the raven and the dove? Chrysostom signifies that, from fear of that horrible flood, Noah did not dare to look out through the window. For, explaining those very words about which we dispute: “Behold,” he says, “that just man does not yet dare to see for himself, but sends the raven, and through it wishes to learn whether any good change of things is to be expected.” But Tostatus refers the cause to the situation of the window and to its smallness. For the window was in the uppermost part of the Ark, and very small, so that he could not put out his head and body through it; but especially on account of the curvature and thickness of the sides of the Ark: whereby it came about that he could look up at the things above (that is, the sky and the stars), but could not look down at the things below (that is, the water and the earth). Or, although Noah could look out above and below through the window, yet not the far and remote places, about which — whether they were dried of the waters — he wished to explore by means of those birds.14



Translator’s notes
	§58. The submersion question; Hugh of St. Victor: the Ark sat 9 cubits deep, 21 above water. Margins: Rabbi Solomon; Paul of Burgos; Gen. 6. ↩
	§59. Lyra's premises begin (the Ark drew less than 15 cubits). Margin: Lyra. Continues on p. 357. ↩
	§60–61. Lyra's third and fourth premises (a 70-day decrease, falling equally each day). ↩
	§62. Lyra's conclusion: the Ark drew ~13 cubits at the flood's peak. Margin: “The Ark was submerged nearly thirteen cubits in the waters (according to Lyra).” ↩
	Pererius declines to pursue the alternative reckonings as ‘more curious than useful.’ Margin: Tostatus. ↩
	§63. Pererius begins refuting Lyra (the Ark did not always float only 15 cubits above land). Margin: “Lyra is refuted.” Continues on p. 358. ↩
	The Ark floated over varied terrain, so the water's depth above land varied (not always 15 cubits). ↩
	§64. Second refutation: the Armenian mountain was not the world's highest, nor necessarily its summit. ↩
	§65. Third refutation: the decrease was not equal each day (the drying force grew as the water lessened). ↩
	§66. A geometrical refutation: the outer (higher) spherical cubits hold more water, so equal cubit-drops mean unequal daily decreases. ↩
	§67. Gen. 8:6: dating the opening of the window. Margins: Gen. 8, v. 6; Cajetan on Gen. ch. 8. ↩
	§68. ‘Window’ vs. ‘door’ vs. ‘lamp’ (Sohar): the textual/lexical variants. Margins: Chrysostom; Jerome, On the Hebrew Traditions in Genesis; Ambrose; Cajetan. Continues on p. 360. ↩
	§68 (cont.). The Hebrew ‘chalon’ (Oleaster: a chink rather than a window). ↩
	§69. Why Noah used birds, not his own eyes (Chrysostom: fear; Tostatus: the small high window). Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 26 on Genesis; Tostatus. ↩




EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the raven. Upon those words of Moses: “He sent out the raven, which went out and did not return, until the waters were dried up upon the earth.”

LatineEnglish


EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the raven. Upon those words of Moses: “He sent out the raven, which went out and did not return, until the waters were dried up upon the earth.”
OCTAVA DISPUTATIO. De corvo. Super illa verba Mosis: Dimisit corvum, qui egrediebatur et non revertebatur, donec siccarentur aquae super terram.



ILLUD, donec siccarentur aquae, significat nunquam fuisse reversum in Arcam ante finem diluvii: non autem significat post siccatas aquas et finitum diluvium rediisse ad Arcam. Est enim phrasis Scripturae familiaris, ut ibi: Sede a dextris meis, donec ponam inimicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum; et alibi, Et non cognovit eam donec peperit filium suum primogenitum. Sed cur non est reversus corvus? Aiunt plerique, inventis cadaveribus fluitantibus, immoratum esse illis comedendis, quippe eiusmodi pastum mirifice gaudentem. Audi Chrysostomum: Quare non rediit corvus? Fortasse, cum sit avis immunda, incidens in cadavera hominum et brutorum, illis (tanquam invento congruo sibi cibo) insedit: quod ipsum non parvum bonae spei argumentum fuit Noë. Si enim non hoc fuisset, neque corvus pastum et consolationem aliquam invenisset, utique reversus esset. Similia scribit Augustinus in disputationibus in Genesim.
That phrase, “until the waters were dried up,” signifies that it never returned into the Ark before the end of the flood: but it does not signify that, after the waters were dried and the flood ended, it returned to the Ark. For it is a familiar idiom of Scripture, as there: “Sit at my right hand, until I make thy enemies thy footstool”; and elsewhere, “And he knew her not until she brought forth her firstborn son.” But why did the raven not return? Most say that, finding floating corpses, it lingered in eating them — as a bird that wonderfully rejoices in such feeding. Hear Chrysostom: “Why did the raven not return? Perhaps, since it is an unclean bird, falling upon the corpses of men and beasts, it settled upon them as upon food congenial to it found: which itself was no small argument of good hope for Noah. For if this had not been, and the raven had found no food and consolation, it would surely have returned.” Augustine writes similar things in the Questions on Genesis.1



VERUM hoc, licet multitudo et auctoritas afferentium valde probabile faciat, revera tamen difficultate non caret. Nam ex quo tempore homines et animantes perierant diluvio, usque ad id temporis quo missus est corvus, iam transierant plures decem mensibus: non igitur eorum cadavera tamdiu in aquis conservari potuerunt, sed iam pridem dissoluta fuerant et a piscibus devorata. Cur igitur non est reversus corvus? Videlicet, aut in iugo alicuius montis remansit (iam enim quadraginta diebus ante vertices montium apparuerant); aut perosus Arcam, ad eam redire noluit; aut volitando fatigatus, in aquis periit.
But this, although the multitude and authority of those who assert it makes it very probable, nevertheless in truth is not without difficulty. For from the time when men and living creatures had perished in the flood, up to the time when the raven was sent, more than ten months had already passed: their corpses, therefore, could not have been preserved in the waters so long, but had long since been dissolved and devoured by fishes. Why, then, did the raven not return? Namely, either it remained on the ridge of some mountain (for forty days before, the tops of the mountains had appeared); or, hating the Ark, it would not return to it; or, wearied by flying, it perished in the waters.2



SED hic ardua exsistit quaestio, diu multumque inter Doctores controversa. Etenim lectio Latina et Graeca concorditer habet corvum non rediisse ad Arcam; Hebraea vero et Chaldaica lectio habet corvum exiisse et rediisse. Cum igitur utrumque verum esse non possit (id est, corvum rediisse et non rediisse), alterutram lectionem corruptam esse, et idcirco reiiciendam, fateri necesse est. Hic triumphant qui corruptos esse libros Hebraeos a Iudaeis conten[dunt]…
But here arises a hard question, long and much controverted among the Doctors. For the Latin and Greek reading agrees in having that the raven did not return to the Ark; but the Hebrew and Chaldaic reading has that the raven went out and returned. Since, therefore, both cannot be true (that is, that the raven returned and did not return), it must be confessed that one or the other reading is corrupt, and therefore to be rejected. Here those triumph who conten[d] that the Hebrew books were corrupted by the Jews…3



…contendunt. Lectio enim quae habet corvum non esse reversum, cum omnium Latinorum et Graecorum codicum et auctoritate Patrum omnium qui sic legerunt comprobata sit, procul dubio habenda est pro vera: ergo lectio Hebraica quae huic contraria est, ut mendosa et falsa, reiicienda est. Sane Hieronymus ipse, qui prae ceteris magni facit libros Hebraeos, in Dialogo contra Luciferianos et in epistola ad Oceanum citat hunc locum cum negatione, similiter ut est Latine et Graece.
…contend [that the Hebrew books were corrupted]. For the reading which has that the raven did not return, since it is approved by all the Latin and Greek codices and by the authority of all the Fathers who so read, is without doubt to be held as true: therefore the Hebrew reading, which is contrary to this, is to be rejected as faulty and false. Indeed Jerome himself, who beyond others makes much of the Hebrew books, in the Dialogue against the Luciferians and in the epistle to Oceanus, cites this passage with the negation, just as it is in Latin and Greek.4



AT ego istis minime assentior. Incredibile enim videtur beato Augustino et S. Hieronymo Iudaeos per orbem dispersos aut voluisse aut potuisse libros omnes suos corrumpere, et dum nobis invident auctoritatem Scripturae, eripuisse sibi veritatem: praesertim cum nulla ratio afferri possit cur id voluerint facere hoc loco. Dices, invidia et odio Christianorum. At quid quaeso iuvabat Hebraeos adversus Christianos, ut legeretur hoc loco corvum rediisse ad Arcam potius quam non rediisse?
But I by no means assent to these. For it seems incredible to St. Augustine and St. Jerome that the Jews, dispersed throughout the world, either wished or were able to corrupt all their books, and, while they envy us the authority of Scripture, snatched the truth from themselves: especially since no reason can be brought why they should have wished to do this in this place. You will say, from envy and hatred of Christians. But what, I ask, did it profit the Hebrews against the Christians, that it should be read in this place that the raven returned to the Ark rather than did not return?5



NEQUE verum est quod isti dicunt, lectionem Hebraicam esse plane contrariam Latinae et Graecae. Sic enim ad verbum habet lectio Hebraica: Exiit egrediens et rediens, seu, egrediendo et revertendo: et significatur corvum paululum recessisse ab Arca, et identidem volando et revolando extra eam mansisse, vel in tecto vel lateribus eius. Ergo corvus reversus est ad Arcam extrinsecus, ut est Hebraice; idemque non est reversus, scilicet intrinsecus, in Arcam intrando: et hoc significant Latina et Graeca lectio. QUAMQUAM Hebraei (quos sequuntur Lyranus et Tostatus) alia ratione interpretantur corvum rediisse et non rediisse: rediisse quidem, quoniam revera, paululum ab Arca recedens, iterum ad eam rediit; non rediisse vero, quia non rediit ob illam legationem propter quam eum miserat Noë (videlicet ut, petens longinqua loca, aliquod inde cessationis diluvii signum et indicium ipsi afferret): quia igitur hoc non praestitit, perinde sane fuit (quantum ad ipsius Noë consilium ac desiderium) ac si numquam rediisset.
Nor is it true, what these say, that the Hebrew reading is plainly contrary to the Latin and Greek. For thus, word for word, the Hebrew reading has: “It went out, going forth and returning,” or, “by going forth and returning”: and it is signified that the raven withdrew a little from the Ark, and repeatedly, by flying out and flying back, remained outside it — either on its roof or its sides. Therefore the raven returned to the Ark on the outside, as it is in Hebrew; and the same did not return — namely, on the inside, by entering into the Ark: and this the Latin and Greek reading signify. Although the Hebrews (whom Lyra and Tostatus follow) interpret the raven's returning and not returning by another reasoning: returning indeed, because in truth, withdrawing a little from the Ark, it returned to it again; but not returning, because it did not return as regards the errand for which Noah had sent it (namely, that, seeking far places, it might bring him from there some sign and token of the flood's cessation): because, therefore, it did not perform this, it was, as regards Noah's own purpose and desire, just as if it had never returned.6



VERUM dicet aliquis: si corvus circum Arcam volitans extra ipsam mansit usque ad finem diluvii, unde tot dies cibum habuit? An ex proximis montibus qui iam pridem aquis nudati fuerant? An potius Noë per fenestram ei cibum praebuit? Illud quoque potest quaeri: Si corvus non est reversus, cur ex eo non agnovit Noë iam cessasse diluvium, sicut postea ex eo quod non est reversa columba iudicavit finitum esse diluvium? Sed responderi potest dupliciter: vel Noë dubitasse ne aliquo casu mortuus esset corvus, aut ne in aliquo iugo montium remansisset (ipse enim scire avebat num humiliora loca et plana terrae aquis essent siccata); vel (secundum lectionem Hebraeam) cum cerneret Noë corvum non longe ab Arca recedere, ex eo potius existimavit omnia esse adhuc aquis plena.
But someone will say: if the raven, flying around the Ark, remained outside it until the end of the flood, whence did it have food for so many days? Either from the nearby mountains, which had long since been stripped of waters? Or rather did Noah provide it food through the window? This too can be asked: If the raven did not return, why did Noah not recognize from it that the flood had now ceased — as afterward, from the fact that the dove did not return, he judged that the flood was ended? But it can be answered in two ways: either Noah doubted lest by some chance the raven had died, or lest it had remained on some ridge of the mountains (for he was eager to know whether the lower and level places of the earth were dried of waters); or (according to the Hebrew reading) when Noah saw that the raven did not withdraw far from the Ark, from this he rather thought that all things were still full of waters.7



Translator’s notes
	§70. ‘Until’ as a Scriptural idiom; why the raven did not return (Chrysostom: it fed on corpses). Margins: Matt. 1; Ps. 109; “Why the raven did not return”; Chrysostom, hom. 26; Augustine, Questions on Genesis, q. 13. ↩
	§71. Pererius's difficulty: the corpses would have rotted by then; alternative reasons the raven stayed away. ↩
	§72. The raven textual problem: Latin/Greek ‘did not return’ vs. Hebrew/Chaldaic ‘went out and returned.’ Margin: “The diversity of the Greek/Latin and Hebrew reading on the history of the raven is examined.” Continues on p. 361. ↩
	The corruption-charge stated (and Jerome's own reading ‘did not return’). Margin: Jerome. ↩
	§73. Pererius rejects the corruption-charge (the Jews had no motive to alter this passage). Margins: Augustine, City of God, bk. 15, ch. 13; Jerome, Preface to bk. 16 of the Commentary on Isaiah. ↩
	§74. Pererius's reconciliation: it returned (outside the Ark) but did not return (inside) — the readings agree. Margins: Tostatus; Lyra. ↩
	§75. Loose ends: the raven's food, and why its non-return gave Noah no clear sign. ↩




NINTH DISPUTATION. On the Dove sent out after the raven: Upon those words: “He sent forth also a dove after him, to see if the waters had now ceased upon the face of the …

LatineEnglish


NINTH DISPUTATION. On the Dove sent out after the raven: Upon those words: “He sent forth also a dove after him, to see if the waters had now ceased upon the face of the earth. And when she found not where her foot might rest, she returned to him into the Ark.”
NONA DISPUTATIO. De Columba post corvum emissa: Super illa verba: Emisit quoque columbam post eum, ut videret si iam cessassent aquae super faciem terrae. Quae cum non invenisset ubi requiesceret pes eius, reversa est ad eum in Arcam.



CUR potius Noë, ad explorandam diluvii cessationem, corvum et columbam quam alias aves emiserit, difficile est etiam divinando causam aliquam probabilem afferre. Aiunt multi aves istas longinque volare, diuque perseverare in volatu, et ex his quae offendunt aliquid rostro et ore referre. Plutarchus, in libro de solertia Animalium, narrat in his quae de diluvio Deucalionis prodita sunt etiam illud contineri, columbam a Deucalione emissam esse, quae primum regressa, manentis diluvii, iterum autem missa nec regressa, cessantis indicium fecerit: quod affert Plutarchus ad declarandam naturalem columbae solertiam. Illud, Emisit columbam post eum: illud, inquam, post eum, quod Latinus interpres dixit secutus Septuaginta Interpretes, refertur utique ad corvum; Hebraice tamen secus est, sic nimirum, emisit a se, et refertur potius ad ipsum Noë. Et sensus est: Columbam emisit a se: nam cum columba esset in Arca apud Noë, mittens eam extra Arcam, dicitur a se dimisisse.
Why Noah, to explore the cessation of the flood, sent out the raven and the dove rather than other birds, it is difficult, even by divining, to bring forward any probable cause. Many say that those birds fly far, and persevere long in flight, and bring back something in their beak and mouth from the things they meet with. Plutarch, in the book On the Cleverness of Animals, narrates that, among the things reported about the flood of Deucalion, this too is contained: that a dove was sent out by Deucalion, which, returning the first time, [gave a sign] of the flood's remaining, but, sent out again and not returning, gave a sign of its ceasing: which Plutarch brings forward to declare the natural cleverness of the dove. That phrase, “He sent out the dove after him”: that, I say, “after him,” which the Latin interpreter said, following the Septuagint Interpreters, refers, of course, to the raven; but in Hebrew it is otherwise — namely thus, “he sent out from himself” — and refers rather to Noah himself. And the sense is: “He sent out the dove from himself”: for since the dove was in the Ark with Noah, sending it out of the Ark, he is said to have sent it away from himself.1



VERUM illud affert dubitationem, quomodo columba non invenerit locum ubi pedem poneret, cum iam quadraginta diebus ante cacumina montium aquis nudata apparuissent. Haec quaestio, inquit Augustinus, videtur per recapitulationem posse dissolvi, ut ea posterius narrata intelligantur quae prius facta sunt; aut potius aquae nondum siccatae fuerant. Quibus verbis Augustinus duplicem aperit solutionem propositae dubitationis: et posterior quidem, de aquis nondum tunc siccatis (ut infra declarabitur), approbanda est; prior autem, quod hoc de columba ante montium apparitionem factum fuerit (licet posterius per recapitulationem memoratum sit a Mose), non satis videtur cum Mosis narratione consentire: quippe qui aperte dixit Noë, post quadraginta dies quam apparuerant cacumina montium, aperuisse fenestram et emisisse corvum atque columbam. Quare nullus hic locus videtur esse recapitulationi, cum rectam seriem rerum gestarum et ordinem temporum ipsa prae se ferat Mosis narratio.
But this raises a doubt: how the dove did not find a place where it might set its foot, when forty days before the tops of the mountains, stripped of the waters, had appeared. “This question,” says Augustine, “seems able to be resolved by recapitulation, so that the things narrated later may be understood [to be] those which were done earlier; or rather, the waters had not yet been dried.” By which words Augustine opens a twofold solution of the proposed doubt: and the latter indeed — about the waters not yet then dried (as will be declared below) — is to be approved; but the former — that this about the dove was done before the appearance of the mountains (although mentioned later by Moses by recapitulation) — does not seem sufficiently to agree with Moses' narrative: since he plainly said that Noah, forty days after the tops of the mountains had appeared, opened the window and sent out the raven and the dove. Wherefore there seems to be no place here for recapitulation, since Moses' narrative itself presents a right sequence of the things done and order of the times.2



CAIETANUS, cum eandem quaestionem posuisset, sic eam solvit: Solutio est, inquit, quod campestris terra erat operta aquis, ut clare subiungit litera; montana autem occupata erant ab Arca; et propterea columba non invenit ubi requiesceret pes eius. Invenisset quidem, si ad longinquos montes volasset: sed hoc non congruit columbae, eo quod volatus eius non videtur multum longus, nisi impulsus ab incommodis loci et aëris et huiusmodi. Haec igitur est solutio Caietani: sed parum firma et probabilis. Unde enim novit ille monti super quem resedit Arca non fuisse vicinos alios montes aquis detectos? Quin imo contrarium videtur credibilius, cum mons Armeniae super quem resedit Arca credatur fuisse Taurus aut alius ei cohaerens: Taurus autem longissime et latissime patet.
Cajetan, when he had posed the same question, solved it thus: “The solution is,” he says, “that the level land was covered with waters, as the text clearly subjoins; but the mountainous [land] was occupied by the Ark; and therefore the dove did not find where its foot might rest. It would have found [it], if it had flown to the distant mountains: but this does not suit the dove, because its flight does not seem very long, unless driven by the inconveniences of place and air and the like.” This, then, is Cajetan's solution: but little firm and probable. For whence did he know that, to the mountain on which the Ark settled, there were no neighboring other mountains uncovered by the waters? Nay rather, the contrary seems more credible, since the mountain of Armenia on which the Ark settled is believed to have been Taurus or another adjoining it: and Taurus extends very far and very wide.3



ILLA igitur quam supra indicavit Augustinus, et quam perspicue tradit Chrysostomus, praeferenda est solutio: licet vertices montium detecti essent et super aquas extarent, remansisse nihilominus tamen eos valde humidos, quin etiam limosos et lutulentos: quamobrem columbam (animal scilicet delicatum et munditiae amans) refugisse vestigia inibi ponere; aut si posuit (nam Iosephus scribit ea lutulentis pedibus rediisse ad Noë), continuo abscessisse.
That solution, therefore, which Augustine above indicated, and which Chrysostom clearly hands down, is to be preferred: that, although the tops of the mountains were uncovered and stood out above the waters, they nevertheless remained very moist, nay even slimy and muddy; wherefore the dove (a delicate animal, and a lover of cleanness) shrank from setting its feet there; or, if it did set them (for Josephus writes that it returned to Noah with muddy feet), immediately departed.4



SEQUITUR autem narratio Mosis de eadem columba: Expectatis autem ultra septem diebus aliis, rursum dimisit columbam ex Arca. At illa venit ad eum ad vesperam, portans ramum olivae virentibus foliis in ore suo. Quia Moses ait expectasse Noë septem alios dies priusquam iterum mitteret columbam, ex eo significari putant Lyranus et Tostatus, transactis septem diebus post illos quadraginta, esse primum emissam columbam: alioqui non diceretur expectatos fuisse alios septem dies. Quocirca secundum istos, ter septem dies numerantur a Mose post illos quadraginta. Etenim primi septem dies significantur, post quos primum missa est columba; secundi autem et tertii septem dies expresse hoc loco nominantur a Mose.
There follows the narration of Moses about the same dove: “And having waited yet seven other days, he again sent forth the dove out of the Ark. And she came to him in the evening, carrying a branch of olive with green leaves in her mouth.” Because Moses says that Noah waited seven other days before he sent the dove again, from this Lyra and Tostatus think it is signified that, seven days after those forty having passed, the dove was first sent out: otherwise it would not be said that other seven days were waited. Wherefore, according to these, three [sets of] seven days are counted by Moses after those forty. For the first seven days are signified, after which the dove was first sent; but the second and third seven days are expressly named in this place by Moses.5



VERUM haec ratio non cogit nos istis assentiri. Siquidem dicuntur septem dies alii — non quidem alii a septem diebus qui praecesserint eos, sed alii ab illis quadraginta diebus qui transierant ex quo apparuerant cacumina montium. Certe Rupertus in hunc locum Mosis scribens tantum numerat bis septem dies. Secundum quam opinionem, dies quo columba tulit folia oleae virentia fuit decimus septimus mensis undecimi; at secundum Lyranum et Tostatum fuit dies vigesimus quartus. Quod autem columba rediit ad vesperam, significat eam toto die extra Arcam fuisse: cum enim reperisset arbores virentes, habuit et ubi requiesceret, et quo pasceretur, et per totum diem commoraretur. Rediit autem ad Arcam, fugiens obscuritatem et frigus nocturnum, et quia domesticum animal est et familiare homini.
But this reasoning does not compel us to assent to these. For they are called “seven other days” — not, indeed, other than the seven days which preceded them, but other than those forty days which had passed since the tops of the mountains had appeared. Certainly Rupert, writing on this passage of Moses, counts only twice-seven days. According to which opinion, the day on which the dove brought the green olive leaves was the seventeenth of the eleventh month; but according to Lyra and Tostatus it was the twenty-fourth day. And that the dove returned in the evening signifies that it was outside the Ark all day: for since it had found green trees, it had both where to rest, and whereon to feed, and to tarry all day. But it returned to the Ark, fleeing the darkness and the nightly cold, and because it is a domestic animal and familiar to man.6



PRO illo, Portans ramum olivae virentibus foliis, Graeci libri habent κάρφος, id est, festucam. Sanctus Ambrosius legit ramum, Augustinus surculum. Hebraice est: Ecce folium olivae raptum erat in ore eius. Vox (haleh)…
In place of “Carrying a branch of olive with green leaves,” the Greek books have κάρφος (karphos), that is, a [dry] twig. St. Ambrose reads “branch,” Augustine “shoot (surculus).” In Hebrew it is: “Behold, a leaf of olive, plucked, was in its mouth.” The word (haleh)…7



…(haleh) proprie significat folium, quod denotat ascendere: unde haleh dicitur folium, quia vento ascendit in altum; et licet magis convenire videatur imbecillitati rostri columbae folium ex arbore decerpere quam ramum, potuit tamen esse ramus ille perquam parvus et tener, pauculis constans foliis.
…(haleh) properly signifies a leaf, which denotes “to ascend”: whence haleh is called a leaf, because it ascends on high by the wind; and although it may seem more fitting to the weakness of the dove's beak to pluck a leaf from a tree than a branch, yet that branch could have been very small and tender, consisting of a few leaves.8



SED quomodo tunc arbor oleae folia virentia habere potuit, cum totum fere annum aquis demersa fuerit? Neque enim aut septem illis diebus quibus arbores extra aquam esse coeperant germinare aut frondescere potuerunt, neque id fecisse sub aquis credibile est. B. Ambrosius in dubio relinquit utrum illud folium virens oleae natum fuisset ante diluvium, an in ipso diluvio exortum, ita scribens: Sed utrum illud folium ante diluvium fuerit exortum, an tempore diluvii, constituendum est tibi. Si ante diluvium: vir iustus gavisus est fructum de veteri semine aliquem reservatum, et inde collegit misericordiae insigne divinae, quod iam diluvium removisset, quae fructum demonstraret cui non potuissent nocere diluvia. Si diluvii tempore natum est folium, advertit utique iustus nova semina misericordia fructificasse caelestis, ut radices arborum viverent, et quasi resumpta anima fetus germinarent vetustos, atque in assuetos partus redirent, quorum indicium praemissa folia demonstrarent. Haec ibi.
But how could the olive tree then have green leaves, when it was submerged in the waters almost the whole year? For neither in those seven days in which the trees had begun to be out of the water could they germinate or put forth leaves, nor is it credible that they did so under the waters. St. Ambrose leaves it in doubt whether that green olive leaf had grown before the flood, or arose in the flood itself, writing thus: “But whether that leaf had grown before the flood, or at the time of the flood, must be determined by you. If before the flood: the just man rejoiced that some fruit from the old seed had been reserved, and from there gathered a notable sign of divine mercy, that the flood had now withdrawn — which would show the fruit to which the floods could not have done harm. If the leaf was born at the time of the flood, the just man assuredly observed that new seeds had borne fruit by heavenly mercy, so that the roots of the trees lived, and as if with soul resumed germinated their old offspring, and returned to their accustomed births, of which the leaves sent forth showed the sign.” Thus there.9



IS proxime tamen sequenti capite pronior videtur Ambrosius ad credendum post diluvium germinasse oleam per Dei omnipotentiam. Sic enim scribit sub finem eius capitis: Nec te autem moveat quod diximus supra, folium in ramo repertum post diluvium potuisse generari: etsi sub aqua plerumque herba soleat germinare, tamen ut scrupulus omnis tollatur, quid magnum si Deo iubente uno die quo imminuta fuerit aqua, statim germinavit et terra, cum idem sit fructuum reparator et conditor, atque operis sui usum non fuerit oblitus? Denique habes et in Genesi quod iusserit ut terra herbam pabuli germinaret, et lignum fructiferum cum fructu suo: et statim eiecit terra herbam pabuli habentem semen secundum genus suum, et lignum fructiferum: et ille dies unus fuerit quo haec Deus iussit aut fecit. ergo beneficii sui Deus non immemor, memor autem nostrae iniquitatis, opus suum eiusdem qua coepit temporis quantitate reparavit. Hucusque Ambrosius.
Yet in the next chapter Ambrose seems more inclined to believe that the olive germinated after the flood by God's omnipotence. For he writes thus toward the end of that chapter: “Nor let it move you that we said above, that the leaf found on a branch could have been generated after the flood: although under water grass is wont mostly to germinate, yet, that every scruple may be removed, what great matter is it if, at God's command, on the one day on which the water was diminished, the earth at once germinated — since He is the same repairer and creator of fruits, and was not forgetful of the use of His work? In short, you have also in Genesis that He commanded the earth to germinate the herb of fodder, and the fruit-bearing tree with its fruit: and at once the earth put forth the herb of fodder, having seed according to its kind, and the fruit-bearing tree: and that was one day, on which God commanded or made these things. Therefore God, not unmindful of His benefit, but mindful of our iniquity, repaired His work in the same quantity of time in which He began it.” Thus far Ambrose.10



SED illud sit mihi verisimilius, illam oleam ante diluvium habuisse folia virentia, eaque sub aquis toto anno conservasse. est enim olea, ut tradit Plinius, ex genere earum arborum quae nunquam frondibus spoliantur, sed earum virorem perpetuo conservant. Firmare hoc possum auctoritate B. Chrysostomi, qui haec ipsa verba Mosis tractans ad hunc modum scribit: Non temere dixit Moses columbam rediisse ad vesperam: sed ut discamus eam tota die fuisse pastam invento sibi congruo cibo, ad vesperam eam rediisse ferentem ore siccum folium olivae. Animal enim est mite et nostra familiaritate gaudens: et idcirco rediit, et sicco olivae folio multa solatii iusto attulit. Sed ubi invenit folium olivae? Totum hoc factum est dispensatione divina, et quod columba invenerit et quod ore tulerit ad Noë: quamquam haec arbor semper virens est. Unde verisimile est quod cum aquae redierint, arbor haec adhuc habuerit foliorum comam. Hoc modo Chrysostomus.
But this seems to me more probable: that that olive had green leaves before the flood, and preserved them under the waters all year. For the olive, as Pliny relates, is of the kind of trees that are never stripped of their leaves, but preserve their greenness perpetually. I can confirm this by the authority of St. Chrysostom, who, treating these very words of Moses, writes in this manner: “Not without reason did Moses say that the dove returned in the evening: but that we may learn that it had fed all day, having found food suitable for it, [and] toward evening returned bearing in its mouth a dry olive leaf. For it is a gentle animal and rejoices in our familiarity: and therefore it returned, and with the dry olive leaf brought much consolation to the just man. But where did it find the olive leaf? This whole thing was done by divine dispensation, both that the dove found it and that it carried it in its mouth to Noah: although this tree is ever green. Whence it is probable that, when the waters had withdrawn, this tree still had its crown of leaves.” Thus Chrysostom.11



QUIDAM nostri saeculi scriptor annalium ex hoc loco argumentatur tempore Noë initium anni fuisse, Sole signum Leonis peragrante, id est, circa mensem Iulium: eoque tempore mundum fuisse a Deo creatum. Verum ampliorem huius opinionis expositionem simul et refutationem si nosse avet Lector, quaerat eam in priori tomo nostrorum Commentariorum in Genesim, libro primo, in explanatione Operis tertii Diei, et in Disputatione de Tempore quo creatus est mundus.
A certain writer of annals of our age argues from this passage that in the time of Noah the beginning of the year was when the Sun was passing through the sign of Leo — that is, about the month of July — and that at that time the world was created by God. But if the Reader desires to know a fuller exposition of this opinion together with its refutation, let him seek it in the first volume of our Commentaries on Genesis, in the first book, in the explanation of the Work of the Third Day, and in the Disputation On the Time at which the world was created.12



Translator’s notes
	§76. Why a dove (Plutarch's Deucalion-dove); ‘after him’ (the raven) vs. Hebrew ‘from himself’ (Noah). Margin: Plutarch. ↩
	§77. The puzzle: the dove found no foothold though the peaks had appeared 40 days earlier; Augustine's two solutions (recapitulation, or waters not yet dried). Margin: Augustine, Questions on Genesis, q. 14. ↩
	§78. Cajetan's solution (only Ararat was clear; the dove won't fly far) — Pererius finds it weak. Margin: Cajetan on Gen. ch. 8. ↩
	§79. The preferred solution: the peaks were bare but muddy, so the fastidious dove would not perch. Margins: Augustine, in the place cited; Chrysostom, hom. 26; Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1. ↩
	§80. Gen. 8:10–11; Lyra & Tostatus count three sets of seven days. Margins: Gen. 8, vv. 10–11; Lyra; Tostatus. ↩
	§81. Pererius (with Rupert) counts only two sets of seven days; the dove's evening return. Margin: Rupert, Commentaries on Genesis, bk. 4, ch. 25; Ambrose, On the Ark and Noah, ch. 17. ↩
	The textual variants on the olive ‘branch’/‘twig’/‘leaf.’ Margins: Augustine, City of God 16.12 / Against Faustus ch. 20. Continues on p. 364. ↩
	§81 (cont.). The Hebrew word for the olive ‘leaf/branch.’ Running head misprints “LIB. XII” for Lib. XIII. ↩
	§82. How the olive had green leaves after a year underwater; Ambrose's two options. Margins: “How the olive could be preserved so long underwater with green leaves, or put forth leaves in so short a time”; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 19. ↩
	§83. Ambrose's second view: the olive sprouted after the flood by omnipotence (as on the third day of creation). Margin: ch. 20. ↩
	§84. Pererius's view: the evergreen olive (Pliny) kept its leaves underwater (Chrysostom). Margins: Pliny, bk. 16, ch. 20; Chrysostom, hom. 26 on Genesis. ↩
	Gerard Mercator's claim (the year/creation began in July, the Sun in Leo), referred to Pererius's first volume. Margin: Gerard Mercator, in the Introduction to his Annals. ↩




“Therefore in the six hundred and first year, in the first month, on the first day of the month, the waters were diminished upon the earth: And Noah, opening the …

LatineEnglish


“Therefore in the six hundred and first year, in the first month, on the first day of the month, the waters were diminished upon the earth: And Noah, opening the covering of the Ark, looked out, and saw that the surface of the earth was dried.”1
Igitur sexcentesimo primo anno, primo mense, prima die mensis imminutae sunt aquae super terram: Et aperiens Noë tectum Arcae aspexit, viditque quod siccata esset superficies terrae.



HINC apparet fenestram per quam Noë corvum et columbam emisit talem fuisse (aut propter situm aut propter parvitatem) ut per eam Noë non potuerit cernere num terra siccata esset: alioqui non fuisset opus ad id cernendum aperiri tectum. Neque vero intelligendum est totum Arcae tectum, quod trecentis cubitis longum erat, fuisse apertum, sive (ut significat proprie verbum Hebraeum) fuisse remotum vel ablatum: namque id nimis operosum et laboriosum fuisset, minimeque necessarium. Ergo tecti vocabulo intelligere convenit partem aliquam tecti, id est, tabulam quampiam; denique tantum quantum esset satis ad id cernendum explorandumque quod intendebat Noë.
Hence it appears that the window through which Noah sent out the raven and the dove was such — either by its situation or by its smallness — that through it Noah could not discern whether the earth was dried: otherwise it would not have been necessary, in order to discern this, to open the covering. Nor indeed is it to be understood that the whole covering of the Ark, which was three hundred cubits long, was opened — or (as the Hebrew word properly signifies) was removed or taken away: for that would have been too laborious and toilsome, and least of all necessary. Therefore by the word “covering” it is fitting to understand some part of the covering — that is, some board; in short, as much as was sufficient for discerning and exploring what Noah intended.2



VERUM habet difficultatem quod hoc loco dixit Moses primo die primi mensis anni sexcentesimi primi exsiccatam fuisse terram: etenim proxime post, idem Moses subiunxit arefactam fuisse terram die vigesima septima mensis secundi. Hanc difficultatem Caietanus parvo negotio expedit, ratus idem utrobique tempus significari: quod quidem varie relatum variam haberet computationem. Etenim dies arefactionis seu exsiccationis terrae fuit primus primi mensis respectu anni sexcentesimi primi vitae Noë: idem fuit dies vigesimus septimus mensis secundi respectu anni usitati et (ut vocant) currentis. Itaque Moses secundum Caietanum tripliciter tempus diluvii computavit: primo respective ad initium diluvii (sic nominavit supra septimum decimum diem mensis); deinde respective ad annos Noë (sic dixit, Primo die primi mensis anni sexcentesimi primi exsiccatam esse superficiem terrae); denique respective ad annum tunc currentem (sic dixit, die vigesima septima mensis secundi arefactam esse terram). Sic Caietanus.
But there is a difficulty in that Moses said in this place that on the first day of the first month of the six hundred and first year the earth was dried up: for immediately afterward the same Moses added that the earth was made dry on the twenty-seventh day of the second month. This difficulty Cajetan dispatches with little trouble, judging that the same time is signified in both places — which, being variously related, would have a various computation. For the day of the drying or drying-up of the earth was the first of the first month with respect to the six hundred and first year of Noah's life: the same was the twenty-seventh day of the second month with respect to the customary and (as they call it) current year. And so Moses, according to Cajetan, computed the time of the flood in three ways: first relatively to the beginning of the flood (thus above he named the seventeenth day of the month); then relatively to the years of Noah (thus he said, On the first day of the first month of the six hundred and first year the surface of the earth was dried); finally relatively to the year then current (thus he said, on the twenty-seventh day of the second month the earth was made dry). So Cajetan.3



AT enim vero mihi non sit verisimile Mosen in tam brevi narratione tanta uti voluisse computationis varietate et ambiguitate, quae scilicet narrationem ipsam vehementer obscuraret et lectoris intelligentiam confunderet multisque occasionem daret erroris. Quocirca mihi magis probatur quod sentit Tostatus: primo die primi mensis exsiccatam fuisse terram exterius tantum et superficie tenus, hoc est, nudatam esse aquis; eam tamen adhuc fuisse interius plenam humoris, totamque mollem et limosam atque lutulentam: paulatim vero per illos quinquaginta sex dies qui consecuti sunt ea siccabatur, donec perfecte siccata et solidata est, ita ut homines et animalia per eam commode ingredi possent. Et hoc est quod totos illos quinquaginta sex dies expectavit Noë priusquam egrederetur Arcam.
But in truth it does not seem probable to me that Moses, in so brief a narrative, would have wished to use such a variety and ambiguity of computation, which would greatly obscure the narrative itself, and confound the reader's understanding, and give occasion of error to many. Wherefore I more approve what Tostatus thinks: that on the first day of the first month the earth was dried on the outside only and at the surface — that is, was stripped of the waters; but that it was still within full of moisture, and wholly soft and slimy and muddy: but gradually, through those fifty-six days which followed, it was dried, until it was perfectly dried and made solid, so that men and animals could conveniently go over it. And this is why Noah waited all those fifty-six days before he went out of the Ark.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen. 8:13. Margin: Gen. 8, v. 13. ↩
	§85. ‘Opening the covering’ means opening only a board, not the whole 300-cubit roof — confirming the window was too small/high to see through. ↩
	§86. The apparent contradiction of two drying-dates; Cajetan harmonizes by a threefold reckoning. Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	§87. Pererius prefers Tostatus: the surface was bare on day 1, but the ground stayed muddy and took 56 more days to dry fully — hence Noah's wait. Margin: Tostatus. ↩




TENTH DISPUTATION. How long the flood lasted, and how long Noah remained in the Ark: Upon those words: “In the second month, on the twenty-seventh day of the month, the …

LatineEnglish


TENTH DISPUTATION. How long the flood lasted, and how long Noah remained in the Ark: Upon those words: “In the second month, on the twenty-seventh day of the month, the earth was made dry.”1
DECIMA DISPUTATIO. Quanto tempore duraverit diluvium, et quamdiu Noë manserit in Arca: Super illis verbis: Mense secundo et vigesimo die mensis arefacta est terra.



SATIS perspicue docet his verbis Moses fuisse diluvium omnino finitum et Noë egressum esse Arca anno sexcentesimo primo, mense secundo, die vigesima septima. Cum igitur supra capite 7 indicaverit Moses quando inceperit diluvium (anno videlicet sexcentesimo, die decima septima), nunc autem ostendat quando penitus desierit: consentaneum est hoc loco disputare quamdiu duraverit diluvium et quamdiu Noë manserit in Arca.
Moses sufficiently clearly teaches by these words that the flood was wholly ended and Noah went out of the Ark in the six hundred and first year, in the second month, on the twenty-seventh day. Since, therefore, above in chapter 7 Moses indicated when the flood began (namely in the six hundredth year, on the seventeenth day), but now shows when it wholly ceased: it is fitting in this place to dispute how long the flood lasted and how long Noah remained in the Ark.2



XENOPHON Annianus, cuius liber fertur inscriptus de Aequivocis, quinque facit inundationes aquarum: Primam, generalem totius orbis sub prisco Ogyge, eamque fuisse novimestrem. Censet enim Annius in eius libri Commentario priscum illum Ogygem fuisse eundem quem sacrae litterae appellant Noë, idemque fuisse Ogygianum illud diluvium atque Noëticum; quod putat ipse fuisse novimestre sicut fuit Ogygianum, ut praeter istum Xenophontem confirmat Solinus capite decimo septimo. Alteram inundationem facit Niliacam et menstruam sub Aegyptiis Hercule ac Prometheo: Tertiam, sub Ogyge Attico in Achaia, bimestrem: Quartam, sub Deucalione in Thessalia, trimestrem: Quintam, Pharonicam sub Proteo Aegyptio in raptu Helenae. Sic Xenophon Annianus.
Xenophon Annianus, whose book is entitled On Equivocals (De Aequivocis), makes five inundations of waters: the First, general over the whole world under the ancient Ogyges, and that it was of nine months. For Annius judges, in his Commentary on that book, that that ancient Ogyges was the same whom the sacred letters call Noah, and that that Ogygian flood was the same as the Noachic; which he himself thinks was of nine months, as the Ogygian was — as, besides this Xenophon, Solinus confirms in chapter seventeen. The second inundation he makes the Nilotic, and of one month, under the Egyptians Hercules and Prometheus; the third, under Ogyges of Attica in Achaia, of two months; the fourth, under Deucalion in Thessaly, of three months; the fifth, the Pharonic, under Proteus the Egyptian, at the rape of Helen. So Xenophon Annianus.3



ISTUM librum Xenophontis commentitium esse vel hoc argumento existimari debet. Iste Xenophon facit duos Ogyges et duo Ogygiana diluvia: at unum tantummodo Ogygem unumque Ogygis diluvium novere veteres, tam Graeci quam La[tini]…
That that book of Xenophon is a fabrication ought to be judged even from this argument. This Xenophon makes two Ogygeses and two Ogygian floods: but the ancients, both Greeks and La[tins], knew only one Ogyges and one flood of Ogyges…4



…tam Graeci quam Latini. Deinde Annius vult diluvium illud sub prisco Ogyge fuisse Noëticum: sed aperte beatus Augustinus negat diluvium Noëticum Graecis aut Romanis historiis fuisse notum. Praeterea Iulius Africanus, ut est apud Eusebium Caesariensem, multorum scriptorum auctoritate firmat Ogygis diluvium mille viginti annis praegressum esse primam Olympiadem: at Noëticum diluvium plus mille quingentis annis praecessit Olympiades.
…both Greeks and Latins. Next, Annius wishes that flood under the ancient Ogyges to have been the Noachic: but Augustine plainly denies that the Noachic flood was known to Greek or Roman histories. Besides, Julius Africanus, as is found in Eusebius of Caesarea, confirms by the authority of many writers that the flood of Ogyges preceded the first Olympiad by a thousand and twenty years: but the Noachic flood preceded the Olympiads by more than a thousand five hundred years.5



SED illud quod ad praesentem rem facit — Noëticum diluvium fuisse novimestre — evidenter falsum est, undecumque initium et finem diluvii numerare libeat. Si enim diluvium aestimetur ab initio eius usque ad id temporis quo coepit diminui, tantum duravit centum quinquaginta dies, id est, quinque menses Solares, vel secundum aliam computationem centum nonaginta dies, id est, sex menses et dies decem. Sin autem aestimetur diluvium usque ad quietem Arcae super montes, secundum unam computationem duravit centum quinquaginta octo dies, id est, quinque menses et octo dies; secundum aliam computationem, sex menses et dies viginti septem. Si vero aestimetur diluvium usque ad apparitionem cacuminum montium, duravit menses septem dies tredecim; si quo usque terra fuit detecta aquis, menses decem et dies tredecim; si denique usque ad perfectam exsiccationem terrae et egressum Noë ex Arca, duravit unum annum Solarem integrum. Ex his apparet quod Annius dixit Noëticum diluvium fuisse novimestre nullam habere verisimilitudinem, quin etiam narrationi Mosis esse contrarium.
But that which makes for the present matter — that the Noachic flood was of nine months — is evidently false, from wherever one pleases to count the beginning and end of the flood. For if the flood be reckoned from its beginning up to the time at which it began to diminish, it lasted only a hundred and fifty days, that is, five solar months; or according to another computation a hundred and ninety days, that is, six months and ten days. But if the flood be reckoned up to the resting of the Ark upon the mountains, according to one computation it lasted a hundred and fifty-eight days, that is, five months and eight days; according to another computation, six months and twenty-seven days. But if the flood be reckoned up to the appearance of the tops of the mountains, it lasted seven months [and] thirteen days; if up to where the earth was uncovered of the waters, ten months and thirteen days; if finally up to the perfect drying of the earth and Noah's going out of the Ark, it lasted one whole solar year. From these it appears that what Annius said — that the Noachic flood was of nine months — has no probability; nay, it is even contrary to Moses' narrative.6



CAIETANUS arbitratur diluvium, ex quo tempore coepit usque ad id temporis quo plane defiit (terra penitus exsiccata egressoque ex Arca Noë), durasse decem menses Lunares et viginti quinque dies, id est, dies trecentos et quatuordecim, quos ex narratione Mosis ad hunc modum colligit: Primo quadraginta dies pluviae; tum centum quinquaginta post quos fieri coepit decrementum diluvii; deinde septuaginta dies usque ad apparitionem cacuminum montium; ad haec quadraginta dies post quos aperuit Noë fenestram et dimisit corvum; postremo bis septem dies post quos emisit columbam. Ex his omnibus efficitur summa trecentorum quatuordecim dierum, e quibus putat Caietanus existere decem menses Lunares et insuper viginti quinque dies, tribuendo cuilibet mensi Lunari viginti novem dies.
Cajetan judges that the flood, from the time it began up to the time at which it wholly ceased (the earth being utterly dried and Noah having gone out of the Ark), lasted ten Lunar months and twenty-five days — that is, three hundred and fourteen days — which he gathers from Moses' narrative in this manner: First, forty days of rain; then a hundred and fifty after which the decrease of the flood began; then seventy days up to the appearance of the tops of the mountains; to these forty days after which Noah opened the window and sent out the raven; lastly twice-seven days after which he sent out the dove. From all these is made up the sum of three hundred and fourteen days, from which Cajetan thinks there result ten Lunar months and besides twenty-five days, assigning to each Lunar month twenty-nine days.7



CETERUM Caietanus in hac sua ratiocinatione seu computatione quaedam sumit dubia, alia falsa. Dubia sunt: quadraginta dies pluviae diversos fuisse ab aliis centum quinquaginta; et septimum mensem quo requievit Arca computari debere ab initio diluvii, non autem ab initio anni: namque contrariam sententiam videri probabiliorem supra ostensum est. Falsa sunt: mensem deci[mum]…
But Cajetan, in this his reasoning or computation, assumes some things doubtful, others false. The doubtful are: that the forty days of rain were distinct from the other hundred and fifty; and that the seventh month in which the Ark rested ought to be computed from the beginning of the flood, not from the beginning of the year: for that the contrary opinion seems more probable was shown above. The false are: that the ten[th] month…8



…mensem decimum quo apparuerunt cacumina montium computandum esse ab initio diluvii; et post quadraginta dies quam apparuerunt cacumina, usque ad sexcentesimum primum annum interfluxisse quatuordecim duntaxat dies. Illa quoque falsa sunt: apud veteres Aegyptios annum non fuisse nisi trecentorum sexaginta dierum; et quod cuilibet mensi Lunari dies tantum viginti novem assignari debeant. Illud denique nullo modo probabile et credibile est, Mosen in hac brevi narratione diluvii computationem mensium quos nominat tripliciter variasse, nec tamen ullam eius variationis dedisse significationem: primo computando menses ab initio diluvii; tum ab initio annorum vitae Noë; praeterea ab initio anni usitati et tunc currentis. Nos multa quae in hac refutatione Caietani et in illa Xenophontis Anniani posuimus nec probavimus, ea superioribus in disputationibus diligenter disputavimus et explicavimus: quapropter ea nunc tantum indicasse satis esse duximus.
…that the tenth month in which the tops of the mountains appeared is to be computed from the beginning of the flood; and that after the forty days from when the tops of the mountains appeared, up to the six hundred and first year, only fourteen days flowed in between. Those things also are false: that among the ancient Egyptians the year was only of three hundred and sixty days; and that to each Lunar month only twenty-nine days ought to be assigned. Finally, this is in no way probable or credible: that Moses, in this brief narrative of the flood, varied the computation of the months which he names in three ways, and yet gave no indication of that variation — first computing the months from the beginning of the flood, then from the beginning of the years of Noah's life, besides from the beginning of the customary and then-current year. Many things which we have laid down in this refutation of Cajetan and in that of Xenophon Annianus, but have not proved, we have diligently disputed and explained in earlier disputations: wherefore we have judged it sufficient now only to have indicated them.9



VERA igitur sententia est: ex quo diluvium coepit quo usque omnino defiit (hoc est usque ad perfectam exsiccationem terrae et egressum Noë ex Arca) transisse unum annum Lunarem et praeterea undecim dies, hoc est unum integrum annum Solarem: namque Lunaris annus constat diebus trecentis quinquaginta quatuor, Solaris vero annus trecentis sexaginta quinque. Apud Hebraeos autem in usu fuisse annos Lunares, quia confessione omnium liquet, non eget probatione. Cum igitur diluvium inceperit anno sexcentesimo vitae Noë, mense secundo, die decimo septimo, ut dixit supra Moses capite septimo; perfecte autem desierit anno sexcentesimo primo, mense secundo, die vigesimo septimo, ut idem Moses narrat capite octavo: hinc planum est transisse unum annum Lunarem et insuper decem vel undecim dies, qui est annus Solaris. Tamdiu igitur duravit diluvium, et tamdiu Noë mansit in Arca. Nisi forte cuipiam placuerit eorum opinio quam supra indicavimus, Noë ingressum esse in Arcam septem diebus priusquam diluvium inciperet: secundum hanc enim opinionem dicere necesse est Noë mansisse in Arca dies septem super annum integrum Solarem. Quod si Moses anno Solari usus esset, mansisse Noë in Arca uno integro Solari anno superque dies decem fateri necesse esset.
The true opinion, therefore, is this: that from when the flood began up to when it wholly ceased (that is, up to the perfect drying of the earth and Noah's going out of the Ark) there passed one Lunar year and besides eleven days — that is, one whole Solar year: for the Lunar year consists of three hundred and fifty-four days, but the Solar year of three hundred and sixty-five. And that among the Hebrews Lunar years were in use, since it is clear by the confession of all, needs no proof. Since, therefore, the flood began in the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month, on the seventeenth day, as Moses said above in chapter seven; and wholly ceased in the six hundred and first year, in the second month, on the twenty-seventh day, as the same Moses relates in chapter eight: from this it is plain that there passed one Lunar year and besides ten or eleven days, which is a Solar year. So long, therefore, the flood lasted, and so long Noah remained in the Ark. Unless perhaps someone prefers the opinion which we indicated above — that Noah entered the Ark seven days before the flood began: for according to this opinion it must be said that Noah remained in the Ark seven days over a whole Solar year. But if Moses had used the Solar year, it would have to be confessed that Noah remained in the Ark one whole Solar year and over it ten days.10



Translator’s notes
	Margin: Gen. 8, v. 14. ↩
	§88. The terminus of the question: from the flood's start (17th) to its end (27th of the 2nd month, year 601). ↩
	§88 (cont.). The five floods of the (spurious, Annius-forged) “Xenophon”: Annius equates Ogyges with Noah and makes the flood nine months. Margins: Xenophon Annianus; Giovanni Annius (Nanni of Viterbo); Solinus. ↩
	§89. The book is a forgery (it invents two Ogygeses). Continues on p. 298. ↩
	§89 (cont.). Against equating the floods: Augustine (the Noachic flood unknown to the pagans) and Julius Africanus via Eusebius (the chronologies differ by centuries). Margins: Augustine, City of God, bk. 17(/18), ch. 8; Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel, bk. 10, last ch. ↩
	§89 (cont.). By every reckoning the flood was not nine months — refuting Annius/“Xenophon.” ↩
	§90. Cajetan's tally: the flood lasted 314 days (≈10 lunar months + 25 days). Margin: Cajetan on Gen. ch. 8. ↩
	§91. Pererius begins refuting Cajetan's tally (doubtful and false premises). Margin: “Cajetan is refuted.” Continues on p. 299. ↩
	§91 (cont.). The remaining false premises, including the threefold-reckoning Pererius rejected at §86–87. ↩
	§92. Pererius's conclusion: the flood (and Noah's stay) lasted one lunar year + 11 days = one full solar year. ↩




ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. On Noah's going out of the Ark: Upon those words: “And God spoke to Noah, saying, Go out of the Ark, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of …

LatineEnglish


ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. On Noah's going out of the Ark: Upon those words: “And God spoke to Noah, saying, Go out of the Ark, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of thy sons with thee, and all living things that are with thee,” etc.1
UNDECIMA DISPUTATIO. De Egressu Noë ex Arca: Super illis verbis: Locutus est autem Deus ad Noë, dicens, Egredere de Arca tu et uxor tua, filii tui et uxores filiorum tuorum tecum, et cuncta animantia quae sunt apud te, etc.



QUID opus erat novo Dei mandato ad egrediendum? Iam finitum erat diluvium, terraque penitus exsiccata: nullum supererat periculum: nihil denique erat quod ad manendum diutius in Arca invitaret vel ab egrediendo tardaret: praesertim cum mansio hominum et animalium in Arca propter diluvii periculum necessaria fuerit; quo transacto, nulla ratio erat cur ulterius in ea manere deberet aut vellet Noë. Cur igitur non statim sua sponte egressus est? Verum hic mirifice lucet excellens et perfecta Noë obedientia: quippe qui Arcam, nisi iubente Deo, nec ingredi nec egredi voluerit. Recedente aqua, inquit Ambrosius, et siccata terra, exire potuit Noë de Arca. Sed iustus nihil sibi arrogat, sed totum se divino committit imperio. Et maxime qui caelesti fuerat ingressus oraculo, caeleste debuit ut egrederetur expectare responsum. Verecunda enim iustitia est, quia inverecunda iniquitas, quae usurpat indebita nec reveretur auctorem. Sic Ambrosius.
What need was there of a new command of God to go out? The flood was now ended, and the earth utterly dried: no danger remained: there was, in short, nothing to invite to remaining longer in the Ark, or to delay from going out: especially since the dwelling of men and animals in the Ark had been necessary on account of the danger of the flood; this being past, there was no reason why Noah ought or should wish to remain in it any longer. Why, then, did he not go out at once of his own accord? But here the excellent and perfect obedience of Noah shines wonderfully: since he would neither enter nor leave the Ark except at God's command. “When the water withdrew,” says Ambrose, “and the earth was dried, Noah could go out of the Ark. But the just man arrogates nothing to himself, but commits himself wholly to the divine command. And especially he who had entered by a heavenly oracle ought, in order to go out, to await a heavenly response. For modest is righteousness, just as immodest is iniquity, which usurps what is not due and does not reverence its author.” So Ambrose.2



INGRESSUS autem ipsius Noë in Arcam et egressus significat universum humanae vitae humanarumque actionum decursum: siquidem etiam phrasi Hebraica introitus et exitus alicuius hominis significat conversationem et actiones eius. Unde David: Dominus custodiat introitum tuum et exitum tuum: et de Davide scriptum est, Omnis Israel et Iuda diligebat David: ipse enim ingrediebatur et egrediebatur ante eos. Et de Salvatore nostro dixit Petrus: In omni tempore, inquit, quo intravit et exivit inter nos Dominus Iesus, incipiens a baptismate Ioannis usque in diem qua assumptus est a nobis. Discamus igitur exemplo Noë actiones nostras et ordiri et terminare convenienter Dei voluntati ac praeceptis: quemadmodum Ecclesia ipsa optat et postulat a Deo dicens: Actiones nostras quaesumus Domine aspirando praeveni et adiuvando prosequere, ut cuncta nostra oratio et operatio a te semper incipiat, et per te coepta finiatur.
And Noah's entering into the Ark and going out signifies the whole course of human life and of human actions: since even in the Hebrew idiom the entrance and exit of any man signifies his conduct and actions. Whence David: “May the Lord keep thy going in and thy going out”: and of David it is written, “All Israel and Judah loved David: for he went in and went out before them.” And of our Savior, Peter said: “In all the time,” he says, “in which the Lord Jesus went in and went out among us, beginning from the baptism of John until the day in which he was taken up from us.” Let us, therefore, by the example of Noah, learn both to begin and to end our actions agreeably to the will and precepts of God: even as the Church herself wishes and asks of God, saying: “Prevent our actions, we beseech thee, O Lord, by thy inspiration, and further them by thy help: that all our prayer and work may always begin from thee, and being begun, may be ended through thee.”3



SED cur supra praecipiens Deus de ingressu in Arcam iussit ingredi in Arcam viros separatim et separatim uxores? Et hoc quidem modo ingressos esse in Arcam paulo post narravit Moses, dicens intrasse in Arcam Noë et filios eius, uxorem illius et uxores filiorum eius: nunc au[tem]…
But why above, commanding about the entrance into the Ark, did God order the men to enter the Ark separately and the women separately? And that they entered the Ark in this way, Moses narrated a little after, saying that there entered into the Ark Noah and his sons, his wife and the wives of his sons: but no[w]…4



…nunc autem praecipiens de egressu, nominat cum sua quemque virum uxore, dicens: Egredere tu et uxor tua, filii tui et uxores filiorum tuorum tecum; quamvis mox narrans Moses egressum eorum ex Arca separatim nominet viros et uxores dicens: Egressus est Noë et filii eius, uxor illius et uxores filiorum eius cum eo. Verum in prompto est causam huius rei nec improbabilem reddere: separatim memorantur ingressi in Arcam viri et uxores, quo significaretur in Arca abstinendum illis fuisse ab usu coniugii: tempus enim diluvii maeroris et poenitentiae, non voluptatis et laetitiae tempus fuit. Quoniam autem egressi ex Arca confestim vacare debebant generationi propter humani generis multiplicationem, sicut Deus illis dixit, Crescite et multiplicamini: ad hoc significandum, cum praeciperet de egressu, coniuncte nominavit virum cum uxore. Egressi tamen sunt separatim viri ab uxoribus, quo perspicue intelligeretur ab ingressu in Arcam usque ad egressum perseverasse eos in continentia.
…but now, commanding about the going out, He names each man with his own wife, saying: “Go out, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of thy sons with thee”; although Moses, soon narrating their going out of the Ark, names the men and women separately, saying: “Noah went out, and his sons, his wife and the wives of his sons with him.” But it is easy to render a not improbable cause of this matter: the men and women are mentioned as entering the Ark separately, so that it might be signified that in the Ark they had to abstain from the use of marriage — for the time of the flood was a time of mourning and penance, not of pleasure and joy. But because, having gone out of the Ark, they had at once to be free for generation, on account of the multiplication of the human race (as God said to them, “Increase and multiply”), to signify this, when He commanded about the going out, He named the man jointly with the wife. Yet they went out separately, the men from the women, whereby it might be clearly understood that from their entrance into the Ark until their going out they had persevered in continence.5



SED audiat lector quid hac de re eleganter scribat Ambrosius: Nunc quaeramus, inquit, qua ratione, quamdiu ingrediebantur in Arcam, hic ordo fuit ingredientium, ut primo ipse ingrederetur et filii eius, inde uxor et uxores filiorum eius: quando autem exierunt, commutatum sit. Nam scriptum est: Exivit ipse et uxor eius, et filii et uxores filiorum eius. Et litera quidem significat in ingressu abstinentiam generationis, in egressu generationis usum. Tunc enim pater cum filiis prius introivit et filii cum parente, et postea uxor et filiorum eius uxores: id est, non commiscetur sexus in introitu, commiscetur in egressu. Aperte igitur velut ordine ipso ingressionis vocem quandam iustus emittit, tempus illud non esse concubitus neque deliciarum, quo omnibus immineret interitus. Unde in Evangelio Dominus ait, reprehendens quod temporibus Noë manducarent et biberent, uxores ducerent et filias nuptum traderent, et ideo propter intemperantiam clarum supervenisse diluvium. Maeroris igitur tempus illud, non laetitiae erat. Et inde iustus consortio non delectabatur uxoris, nec filii iusti petebant copulam coniugalem. Quam enim indecorum ut quo tempore viventes morerentur, tunc perituri generarentur? Postea autem recte ad seminarium ceterorum repetitur usus et cura coniugii, cum diluvium recessit. Itaque non viri cum viris, sed feminae cum viris exeunt, ut virilis in se interdicta permixtio, permissa autem virilis et femineae legitima sorte coniugii copula videretur. Haec Ambrosius.
But let the reader hear what Ambrose elegantly writes on this matter: “Now let us inquire,” he says, “for what reason, while they were entering the Ark, this was the order of those entering — that first he himself entered and his sons, then his wife and the wives of his sons; but when they went out, it was changed. For it is written: He went out, and his wife, and his sons and the wives of his sons. And the text indeed signifies in the entrance abstinence from generation, in the going out the use of generation. For then the father with the sons first went in, and the sons with the parent, and afterward the wife and his sons' wives: that is, the sexes are not mingled in the entrance, but are mingled in the going out. Plainly, therefore, by the very order of entering, the just man as it were utters a certain voice: that that was not a time of intercourse or of delights, when destruction was threatening all. Whence in the Gospel the Lord says, reproaching that in the times of Noah they ate and drank, took wives and gave daughters in marriage, and therefore on account of intemperance the famous flood came upon them. It was, therefore, a time of mourning, not of joy. And hence the just man took no delight in the company of his wife, nor did the just sons seek the conjugal union. For how unseemly it would be that, at the time when the living were dying, those about to perish should then be begotten? But afterward, rightly, the use and care of marriage is resumed for the propagation of the rest, when the flood withdrew. And so not men with men, but women with men go out, so that the manly intermingling might appear forbidden in itself, but the union of man and woman permitted by the lawful lot of marriage.” Thus Ambrose.6



SED enim quaerat aliquis cur Deus nominatim iusserit ex Arca educi animalia. An id non sua sponte fecisset Noë, etiamsi Deus non iussisset? Idcirco enim inclusa fuerant in Arcam animalia, ut per eam ex diluvii exitio servata, finito diluvio rursus in terris suam quaeque speciem propagarent. Huius rei causam affert Rupertus petitam ex mystologia: ait Arcam Noë adumbrasse antiquam Patriarcharum et Prophetarum Ecclesiam, quam Dominus noster et priusquam homo fieret condidit, et in ea factus homo vivere et mori voluit. In illam Arcam ingredi iubentur animalia tam munda quam immunda: similiter in illam Patrum Ecclesiam quicumque sive ex mundis Iudaeis sive ex immundis Gentibus aggregaban[tur]…
But someone may ask why God by name ordered the animals to be brought out of the Ark. Would not Noah have done this of his own accord, even if God had not commanded it? For the animals had been enclosed in the Ark for this purpose: that, saved by it from the destruction of the flood, when the flood was ended they might each again propagate their species on the earth. Rupert brings forward a cause of this matter, drawn from mystical interpretation: he says that Noah's Ark prefigured the ancient Church of the Patriarchs and Prophets, which our Lord founded even before He became man, and in which, made man, He willed to live and to die. Into that Ark the animals, both clean and unclean, are ordered to enter: similarly into that Church of the Fathers, whoever were gathered, whether from the clean Jews or from the unclean Gentiles…7



…aggregabantur, ad Christum ingredi iubentur, id est, in illorum spem atque expectationem inseri. Veruntamen ex Arca iubentur exire: quia in illius Ecclesia corporalibus caeremoniis non sinuntur permanere, videlicet ut corporaliter circumcidantur, ut sabbatizent, ut agnum paschalem immolent, denique ut secundum illas carnales ceremonias Iudaizent. Sic ex Ruperto.
…were gathered, they are ordered to enter to Christ — that is, to be grafted into the hope and expectation of them. Nevertheless they are ordered to go out of the Ark: because in that Church they are not allowed to remain in bodily ceremonies — namely, to be circumcised bodily, to keep the Sabbath, to immolate the paschal lamb, in short, to Judaize according to those carnal ceremonies. So from Rupert.8



SED historica ratio est: sicut Deus ante diluvium iusserat ut Noë animalia induceret in Arcam, sic idem iubet post diluvium ut ea ex Arca educat; tam enim introductio quam eductio animalium non sine miraculo divinae providentiae per Noë facta est, cunctis animalibus prompte obedientibus Noë tam ad ingressum quam ad egressum.
But the historical reason is this: just as God before the flood had commanded Noah to bring the animals into the Ark, so the same God commands after the flood that he bring them out of the Ark; for both the bringing-in and the bringing-out of the animals was done by Noah not without a miracle of divine providence, all the animals promptly obeying Noah both at the entrance and at the going out.9



Translator’s notes
	Margin: Gen. 8, vv. 15, 16, 17. ↩
	§93. Why a fresh command to leave? Noah's perfect obedience — he neither entered nor left except at God's word (Ambrose). Margin: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 21. ↩
	§94. Moral application: ‘going in and out’ = the whole of one's conduct; begin and end all actions in God's will (with the Collect ‘Actiones nostras’). Margins: Ps. 120(121); 1 Kings (1 Sam.) 18; Acts 1. ↩
	§95. Why the men and women entered separately but are paired at the exit. Margin: Gen. 6. Continues on p. 301. ↩
	§95 (cont.). The pairing at the command to leave signals resumed marriage; the actual separate exit shows they kept continence throughout. Margin: Gen. 9. ↩
	§95 (cont.). Ambrose at length on the entry/exit order as marital abstinence then resumption. Margins: Ambrose (in the place just cited); Luke 17. ↩
	§96. Why God named the bringing-out of the animals; Rupert's allegory (the Ark = the Church of the Patriarchs). Margin: “Why God by name ordered the animals to be brought out of the Ark.” Continues on p. 302. ↩
	§96 (cont.). Rupert's allegory concluded: the going-out = leaving behind the carnal ceremonies of the Law. ↩
	§97. The literal reason: the gathering and release of the animals alike required a miracle of providence. Margin: Gen. 6. ↩




TWELFTH DISPUTATION. On the Altar and the sacrifice which Noah made to God, and the divine approbation of his sacrifice: Upon those words: “And Noah built an altar to …

LatineEnglish


TWELFTH DISPUTATION. On the Altar and the sacrifice which Noah made to God, and the divine approbation of his sacrifice: Upon those words: “And Noah built an altar to the Lord, and taking of all the clean cattle and birds, offered holocausts upon the altar. And the Lord smelled a sweet savor.”1
DUODECIMA DISPUTATIO. De Altari et sacrificio quod Noë fecit Deo, et divina eius sacrificii approbatione: Super illis verbis: Aedificavit autem Noë altare Domino, tollens de cunctis pecoribus et volucribus mundis, obtulit holocausta super altare. Odoratusque est Dominus odorem suavitatis.



ECCE tibi clarissimum grati et pii erga Deum animi specimen. Statim ut egressus Arca est Noë, ante omnia studet exsequi quod ad cultum Dei pertinet: memorque quanto Dei beneficio affectus esset, diluvii clade alioqui inevitabili liberatus, quam primum religionis et cultus divini officia atque opera amplectitur. Interea vero quae ad exteriorem Dei cultum spectant, primas tenet sacrificium: hoc quippe uni solique Deo competit. Inter sacrificia vero principatum habet holocaustum, quamobrem Noë aedificato altari de mundis animalibus holocausta Deo obtulit. Et hoc ut faceret Noë dignum utique et iustum erat: qui enim Arcam facere iusserat homini in qua salvaretur homo, inquit Rupertus, dignum profecto erat ut illi altare faceret homo in quo salvator hominis adoraretur ab homine. Hoc non tantum scripta, sed naturalis lex aequum esse docuit: hoc ratio naturalis dictat, ut de suis donis in primis honoretur ipse qui dedit.
Behold for thee a most clear specimen of a grateful and pious mind toward God. As soon as Noah went out of the Ark, before all else he is eager to perform what pertains to the worship of God: and mindful of how great a benefit of God he had received, being freed from the otherwise inevitable disaster of the flood, he embraces as soon as possible the duties and works of religion and divine worship. Now among those things which pertain to the exterior worship of God, sacrifice holds the first place, for this belongs to God alone. And among sacrifices the holocaust holds the chief place, wherefore Noah, having built an altar, offered holocausts to God of the clean animals. And that Noah should do this was assuredly worthy and just: for He who had commanded man to make an Ark in which man should be saved, says Rupert, it was surely fitting that man should make Him an altar on which the savior of man should be adored by man. This not only Scripture, but the natural law taught to be just: this natural reason dictates — that of one's own gifts He who gave them should in the first place be honored.2



NOTANDUM est primum hoc loco mentionem fieri altaris excitati ad cultum Dei: an autem fuerint antea usus altarium necne, incertum est. Id vero genus divini cultus cognovit Noë maiorum suo[rum]…
It is to be noted that here for the first time mention is made of an altar raised to the worship of God: but whether there had been uses of altars before or not, is uncertain. This kind of divine worship Noah knew by the tradition of his ances[tors]…3



…maiorum suorum traditione vel per expressam Dei revelationem, aut tacito Dei instinctu. Illud quoque dubium est quale fuerit illud altare, utrum ex terra an ex lapidibus impolitis: his enim tantum duobus modis altaria fieri debere a Iudaeis in Exodo praeceptum est. Hebraice pro voce illa altare est mizbeach, a radice Zabach, quod est mactare, quia victimae mactatae super altare offerebantur.
…by the tradition of his ancestors, or by an express revelation of God, or by a silent instinct of God. This too is doubtful: of what sort that altar was — whether of earth or of unpolished stones, for in these two ways only were altars commanded to be made by the Jews in Exodus. In Hebrew, for that word “altar,” it is mizbeach, from the root Zabach, which is “to slay,” because the slain victims were offered upon the altar.4



SEQUITUR: De cunctis pecoribus et volucribus mundis obtulit holocausta. An tempore Noë fuerit distinctio mundorum et immundorum animalium, vel quantum ad cibum vel quantum ad usum sacrificiorum vel quantum ad utrumque, et quatenus fuerit, num circa ea omnia animalia de quibus lege Mosis praeceptum est: nihil ad praesens dicturi sumus, quod ea de re supra libro undecimo quantum opus fuit disputatum a nobis est. Vocabulum holocausti Graecum est, significans totum incensum seu crematum, ad differentiam victimae pacificae et hostiae pro peccato, quae non ex toto incendebantur, ut scriptum est in Levitico. Graeca hoc loco habent, Et obtulit in holocaustum, qua voce saepe usi sunt Patres.
There follows: “Of all the clean cattle and birds he offered holocausts.” Whether in the time of Noah there was a distinction of clean and unclean animals — whether as to food, or as to the use of sacrifices, or as to both, and to what extent it existed, [and] whether it concerned all those animals about which a precept is given in the law of Moses: we shall say nothing at present, because on that matter we have disputed above in the eleventh book as much as was needful. The word “holocaust” is Greek, signifying wholly burnt or cremated, in distinction from the peace-victim and the sin-offering, which were not burnt wholly, as is written in Leviticus. The Greek here has, “And he offered for a holocaust,” which expression the Fathers often used.5



PONIT hic quaestionem Ambrosius cur Noë non iussus nec monitus a Deo altare aedificaverit et obtulerit holocausta, cum alia quae fecisse eum legimus non nisi monitu et iussu Dei fecisse eum constet? Respondet Ambrosius: Non debuit utique Dominus quasi avarus mercedem gratiae postulare: et iustus eam intellexit veram actionem gratiarum esse quae non iuberetur sed deferretur: itaque nec dilationem passus est. Etenim grati animi virtus passionem dubitationis excludit: qui autem debitum gratiae ut a se exigatur expectat, ingratus est. Nec vacat quod aedificasse dicitur altare non Domino sed Deo, ne coacta videretur illa fuisse gratiarum actio quasi Domino, sed virtus iusti morigera et grata quasi Deo. Ideo quod imperiale est sequestravit, quod beneficii nominavit. Exemplo autem Noë qui munda tantum animalia Deo obtulit, discamus ea tantum Deo quae incontaminata sunt offerri debere, scilicet in quibus affectus eluceat offerentis.
Ambrose here poses the question why Noah, not commanded nor admonished by God, built an altar and offered holocausts, when it is established that the other things which we read he did, he did only by the admonition and command of God. Ambrose answers: “The Lord ought not, like a miser, to demand the recompense of thanks: and the just man understood that to be a true act of thanksgiving which was not commanded but freely offered: and so he suffered no delay. For the virtue of a grateful mind excludes the suffering of doubt: but he who waits for the debt of thanks to be exacted from him is ungrateful. Nor is it without meaning that he is said to have built an altar not to the Lord (Dominus) but to God (Deus), lest that thanksgiving should seem to have been compelled as if to a Master, but [rather] the virtue of the just man, compliant and grateful as if to God. Therefore what is imperial [of a master] he set aside; what is of grace, he named.” And by the example of Noah, who offered only clean animals to God, let us learn that only those things which are undefiled ought to be offered to God — namely, in which the affection of the offerer shines forth.6



BEATUS Chrysostomus disputat hoc loco cur sibi Deus a sanctis illis Patriarchis corporalia sacrificia fieri passus sit, cum Deus spiritus sit et ab his qui eum vere ac digne adorant non corporalibus victimis sed spiritualibus hostiis adorandus sit? Immola Deo, inquit David, hostiam laudis; et rursus: Sacrificate sacrificium iustitiae; et item: holocaustis non delectaberis: Sacrificium Deo spiritus contribulatus: cor contritum et humiliatum Deus non despicies. Duas eius rei causas B. Chrysostomus affert: alteram, quo illis sacrificiis iusti suam erga Deum grati animi virtutem pietatemque declararent; alteram, ne vulgus fidelium ad idololatriam delaberetur, cernens alias gentes exquisitis et magnificis sacrificiis atque oblationibus deos suos colere ac venerari. Propter hanc igitur causam sacrificia illa etiam a sanctis viris usurpabantur, non quod per se quicquam prodessent aut ullam animae utilitatem affer[rent]…
St. Chrysostom disputes in this place why God allowed corporeal sacrifices to be made to Him by those holy Patriarchs, when God is a spirit and is to be adored by those who adore Him truly and worthily not with corporeal victims but with spiritual offerings? “Sacrifice to God,” says David, “a sacrifice of praise”; and again: “Sacrifice the sacrifice of righteousness”; and likewise: “In holocausts thou wilt not delight: a sacrifice to God is a troubled spirit: a contrite and humbled heart, O God, thou wilt not despise.” St. Chrysostom brings forward two causes of this matter: the one, that by those sacrifices the just might declare their virtue of a grateful mind and their piety toward God; the other, lest the common crowd of the faithful should slip into idolatry, seeing other nations worship and venerate their gods with exquisite and magnificent sacrifices and offerings. For this cause, therefore, those sacrifices were practiced even by holy men — not that they profited anything of themselves or brought any utility to the soul…7



…aut ullam animae utilitatem afferrent. Similiter, inquit Chrysostomus, legem circumcisionis indixit Deus posteris Abrahae, non quod circumciso aliquid proficeret ad salutem animae, nihil enim ad iustitiam illa conducebat, sed in testimonium iustitiae Abrahae, et quo per notam circumcisionis eius posteri a ceteris gentibus separarentur. Sic fere Chrysostomus.
…or brought any utility to the soul. “Similarly,” says Chrysostom, “God enjoined the law of circumcision on the posterity of Abraham — not that anything profited the circumcised toward the salvation of the soul, for it conduced nothing to righteousness, but in testimony of the righteousness of Abraham, and that by the mark of circumcision his posterity might be separated from the other nations.” So, roughly, Chrysostom.8



SIGNIFICAT igitur hoc loco Chrysostomus circumcisionis nullum fuisse spiritualem fructum et effectum, sed eam fuisse nudum signum corporale omni vacuum fructu spirituali. Nec id Chrysostomus hoc tantum loco dixit, sed idem postea repetit homilia vigesima nona et quadragesima in Genesim. Quin etiam similia Chrysostomo de Circumcisione leguntur apud alios Patres in primis graves ac nobiles, cum tamen communis sit Theologorum sententia ab Augustino usque recepta, Circumcisionem ante Christi adventum valuisse ad remissionem peccati originalis in infantibus, et in adultis etiam aliorum peccatorum. Sed quemadmodum argumenta quibus communis sententia vehementer oppugnatur repelli debeant, et verba Patrum ne communi sententiae videantur contraria exponi possint, tractabitur (Deo favente) infra, cum ventum erit ad caput decimum septimum libri Geneseos, ubi a Mose origo et institutio atque necessitas Circumcisionis describitur. Verum divinam Noëtici sacrificii approbationem deinceps videamus.
Chrysostom signifies, therefore, in this place that circumcision had no spiritual fruit and effect, but that it was a bare bodily sign empty of all spiritual fruit. Nor did Chrysostom say this in this place only, but he repeats the same afterward in the twenty-ninth and fortieth homily on Genesis. Nay, things similar to Chrysostom about Circumcision are read in other Fathers, grave and noble in the first rank — although the common opinion of the Theologians, received ever since Augustine, is that Circumcision before the coming of Christ availed for the remission of original sin in infants, and in adults also of other sins. But how the arguments by which the common opinion is vehemently assailed ought to be repelled, and how the words of the Fathers may be expounded so as not to seem contrary to the common opinion, will be treated (God willing) below, when we come to the seventeenth chapter of the book of Genesis, where by Moses the origin and institution and necessity of Circumcision is described. But let us now see the divine approbation of Noah's sacrifice.9



Translator’s notes
	Margin: Gen. 8, v. 20. ↩
	§98. Noah's first act on leaving: a thank-offering. Sacrifice is the chief external worship; the holocaust the chief sacrifice (Rupert; natural law). ↩
	§99. The first altar mentioned in Scripture. Margin: “The first altar of all raised to the worship of God is read to have been this of Noah.” Continues on p. 303. ↩
	§99 (cont.). How Noah learned of altars; what the altar was made of; the Hebrew ‘mizbeach’ from ‘to slay.’ Margin: Exodus 20. ↩
	§100. The clean animals (referred back to Lib. XI); the word ‘holocaust’ (wholly burnt) vs. peace- and sin-offerings. Margins: Leviticus [11]; Deut. 14; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark. ↩
	§101. Why Noah sacrificed unbidden (Ambrose: true thanks is freely given; ‘to God’ not ‘to the Lord’). Margin: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 22. ↩
	§102. Why God accepted bodily sacrifices though He is spirit (Chrysostom's two reasons: to express gratitude, and to forestall idolatry). Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 27 on Genesis; John 4; Ps. 49(50); Ps. 4; Ps. 50(51). Continues on p. 304. ↩
	§102 (cont.). Chrysostom's parallel: circumcision too was a mere outward mark, profiting nothing for salvation. Margins: Chrysostom; Gen. 17. ↩
	§103. The Fathers vs. the common theological view on circumcision's efficacy; Pererius defers the full treatment to Gen. 17. Margin: “Of circumcision [its use].” ↩
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THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the divine approbation of Noah's Sacrifice: Upon those words: “The Lord smelled a sweet savor.”1
DECIMA TERTIA DISPUTATIO. De divina approbatione Sacrificii Noë: Super illis verbis: Odoratus est Dominus odorem suavitatis.



QUAM gratum et acceptum Deo fuerit sacrificium Noë luculente declaravit Moses illis verbis: Odoratus est Dominus odorem suavitatis. Siquidem dupliciter solet sacra scriptura declarare sacrificium aliquod gratum fuisse Deo: primum, dicendo Deum respexisse ad illud sacrificium, quemadmodum de sacrificio Abel scriptum est, Respexit Dominus ad Abel et ad munera eius; tum etiam, dicendo Deum odoratum esse illud sacrificium in odorem suavitatis, id est, tanquam odorem suavissimum. Quemadmodum enim nos plurimum delectamur suavissimis odoribus, sic Deus sacrificiis piorum hominum. Paraphrasis Chaldaica sic habet: Suscepit Dominus in beneplacito suo oblationem eius.
How pleasing and acceptable to God Noah's sacrifice was, Moses clearly declared by those words: “The Lord smelled a sweet savor.” For sacred scripture is wont to declare in two ways that some sacrifice was pleasing to God: first, by saying that God looked upon that sacrifice — as it is written of Abel's sacrifice, “The Lord looked upon Abel and upon his gifts”; then also, by saying that God smelled that sacrifice as a sweet savor — that is, as a most pleasant odor. For just as we are greatly delighted by most pleasant odors, so [is] God by the sacrifices of pious men. The Chaldaic paraphrase has thus: “The Lord received his offering in his good pleasure.”2



SED pro illo, Odorem suavitatis, Hebraice ad verbum est, Odorem quietis: est enim hic vocabulum (Noach) significans non suave olere sed [quietem]…
But in place of “a sweet savor,” in Hebrew it is, word for word, “a savor of rest”: for here is the word (Noach) signifying not to smell sweetly, but [rest]…3



…sed quiescere. Dicebatur enim fumus adipum seu odor qui cum fumo ascendebat, odor quietis, quod faceret Deum quietum ab indignatione et placatum offerenti. Significatur igitur indignationem divinam, per quam diluvio destructus fuerat orbis terrarum, sacrificio Noë fuisse mitigatam, placatam, et (ut ita loquar) quietatam.
…but rest. For the smoke of the fats, or the odor which ascended with the smoke, was called the “odor of rest,” because it made God quiet from indignation and appeased toward the offerer. It is signified, therefore, that the divine indignation, by which the world had been destroyed by the flood, was by Noah's sacrifice mitigated, appeased, and (so to speak) quieted.4



AD differentiam, inquit Caietanus, odorum sensibilium, dicitur odor quietis, tanquam quietem sine fastidio pariens. Nullus est enim odor sensibilis qui diu perseverans non afficiat fastidio: quamobrem nullus odor sensibilis est odor quietis in ipso. Ad excludendum igitur eiusmodi fastidium, dicitur saepe in scriptura odor quietis: quia vere nunquam Deus fastidit devotionem offerentium. Non enim sacrificia propter animalia oblata, sed propter affectum devotae mentis offerentium placent Deo, tanquam odor suavitatis. Non enim incorpoream Dei substantiam corporeus odor per se potest delectare: quin etiam licet corporea esset et eiusmodi odoribus afficeretur, non esset tamen odor caesarum vel incensarum carnium talis ut vere dici posset odor suavitatis. Divina igitur approbatio et oblectatio ad devotionem utique offerentium referenda est.
“In distinction,” says Cajetan, “from sensible odors, it is called an odor of rest, as producing rest without weariness.” For there is no sensible odor which, long persisting, does not affect with weariness: wherefore no sensible odor is an odor of rest in itself. To exclude, therefore, such weariness, it is often called in scripture an odor of rest: because God truly never wearies of the devotion of those who offer. For sacrifices please God not on account of the animals offered, but on account of the affection of the devout mind of the offerers, as an odor of sweetness. For a corporeal odor cannot of itself delight the incorporeal substance of God: nay even, although it were corporeal and were affected by such odors, yet the odor of slain or burnt flesh would not be such that it could truly be called an odor of sweetness. The divine approbation and delight, therefore, is to be referred entirely to the devotion of the offerers.5



AUDI Tertullianum: Legimus Deum ad oblationes Abel advertisse et holocausta Noë odoratum esse libenter. Verum quae iucunditas sive viscerum vervecinorum, sive nidoris ardentium victimarum esse potest? Animus igitur simplex et Deum metuens offerentium ea quae a Deo habebant, et pabuli et suavis olentiae gratia apud Deum deputabatur. Sic Tertullianus. Non igitur munerum magnitudinem aut praestantiam, sed offerentium pietatem ac religionem aestimat Deus.
Hear Tertullian: “We read that God attended to the offerings of Abel and smelled the holocausts of Noah willingly. But what pleasantness can there be either of the entrails of wethers, or of the reek of burning victims? The simple mind, therefore, of the offerers, fearing God — [offering] those things which they had from God — was reckoned with God for the sake both of the food and of the sweet smell.” So Tertullian. God therefore esteems not the greatness or excellence of the gifts, but the piety and religion of the offerers.6



APUD magnos etiam principes, dona quae illis offeruntur non tam ex rerum pretio quam ex donantium studio commendantur. Praeclarum illud est quod de Artoxerse Persarum rege scripsit Plutarchus. Nihil erat, inquit, tam parvum ei donatum quod non perhumaniter acciperet. Paupere quodam malum punicum eximiae magnitudinis ei offerente: Per Solem, inquit, si huic crederetur, hic ex parva civitatem magnam faceret. Alium, dum idem rex iter faceret, aliis alia regi offerentibus, cum nihil ad manum suppeteret, ad flumen currentem et utraque manu haustam aquam regi deferentem, vehementer gavisus Artoxerses aurea phiala et mille daricis donavit.
Among great princes too, the gifts which are offered to them are commended not so much from the price of the things as from the zeal of the givers. Famous is that which Plutarch wrote about Artaxerxes king of the Persians. “Nothing,” he says, “was given him so small that he did not receive it most graciously. When a certain poor man offered him a pomegranate of extraordinary size: ‘By the Sun,’ he said, ‘if this man were trusted, he would make a great city out of a small one.’ Another — while the same king was making a journey, others offering the king various things — when nothing was at hand, ran to the river and brought the king water drawn in both hands; and Artaxerxes, greatly delighted, gave him a golden bowl and a thousand darics.”7



SED non est id praetermittendum quod a Platone de sacrificiis quae Deo offeruntur scriptum est. Non est, inquit Plato, talis Dei natura ut ducatur muneribus, quemadmodum improbus fenerator: etenim grave esset si Deus ad donaria et sacrificia hominum respiceret potius quam ad animum. Nihil enim prohibet eum qui multa in Deum peccaverit, sive rei privatus sit sive Respublica, sumptuosissima dona et magnifica sacrificia Deo frequenter offerre. Deus autem, utpote a muneribus incorruptus, spernit haec omnia, ut ipse Deus eiusque propheta praedixit. Sic Plato.
But this is not to be omitted, which Plato wrote about the sacrifices that are offered to God. “Not such,” says Plato, “is the nature of God that He should be led by gifts, like a wicked usurer: for it would be grievous if God looked rather to the offerings and sacrifices of men than to the mind. For nothing prevents him who has sinned much against God — whether he be a private man or a State — from frequently offering most costly gifts and magnificent sacrifices to God. But God, as being incorruptible by gifts, spurns all these, as God Himself and His prophet foretold.” So Plato.8



LEGIMUS etiam apud Ethnicos scriptores Gentilium deos induci tanquam suaviter odorantes sacrificia, eorumque nidore gau[dentes]…
We read also among the pagan writers that the gods of the Gentiles are introduced as smelling the sacrifices sweetly, and rejoicing in their reek…9



…dentes. Unde Plato in Alcibiade secundo refert ex Homero Troianos, cum suburbanum aedificium molirentur, dicasse diis pretiosa sacrificia, boum nidorem vero ex campo suavem ad caelum usque ventis esse sublatum. Lucianus in Timone Iovem inducit sic loquentem: Obliti sumus eius viri qui tot taurorum et caprarum adipes nobis posuit in aris, ut etiam nunc eorum nidorem in naribus habeam. Haec ibi Lucianus. Sic nimirum daemones qui pro diis colebantur a Gentibus, simulantes se delectari sacrificiis (id quod proditum de vero Deo noverant), eos ludificabantur, et variis superstitionum erroribus eorum animos imbuebant atque corrumpebant.
…rejoicing. Whence Plato in the second Alcibiades relates from Homer that the Trojans, when they were building a suburban edifice, dedicated precious sacrifices to the gods, and that the sweet reek of the oxen was carried up from the field to heaven by the winds. Lucian in the Timon introduces Jupiter speaking thus: “We have forgotten that man who set for us on the altars the fats of so many bulls and goats, so that even now I have their reek in my nostrils.” Thus there Lucian. So, no doubt, the demons who were worshipped instead of gods by the Gentiles, pretending that they were delighted by the sacrifices (which they knew had been revealed about the true God), mocked them, and imbued and corrupted their minds with various errors of superstitions.10



Translator’s notes
	Margin: Gen. 8, v. 21. ↩
	§104. The two scriptural ways of marking an acceptable sacrifice (God ‘looked upon’ / ‘smelled’ it); the Chaldee paraphrase. Margin: Gen. 4. ↩
	§105. The Hebrew has ‘savor of rest’ (Noach), a play on Noah's name. Continues on p. 305. ↩
	§105 (cont.). The Hebrew ‘odor of rest’ = God appeased — a play on Noah's name. ↩
	§106. Cajetan on ‘odor of rest’; God values the offerer's devotion, not the victims. Margin: Cajetan on Gen. ch. 8. ↩
	§107. Tertullian: God prized the offerers' simple, God-fearing mind, not the flesh. Margin: Tertullian, Against [Marcion], bk. 2. ↩
	§108. The Artaxerxes anecdotes: princes prize the giver's zeal over the gift. Margins: Plutarch, Apophthegms (at the beginning); Artaxerxes. ↩
	§109. Plato: God is no ‘usurer’ swayed by costly gifts. Margin: Plato (On Prayer / περὶ εὐχῆς). ↩
	§110. The pagans imagined their gods literally enjoying the reek of sacrifice. Continues on p. 306. ↩
	§110 (cont.). Homer (via Plato) and Lucian's Jupiter as examples; the demons aped the true God's acceptance to deceive the heathen. Margins: Plato; Lucian. ↩
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FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the Promise of God Given to Noah. Upon those words: “Neither will I any more curse the earth for the sake of men: for the sense and thought of the human heart are prone to evil from its youth,” etc.1
DECIMA QUARTA DISPUTATIO. De Promissione Dei Data Noë. Super illa verba: Neque ultra maledicam terrae propter homines: sensus enim et cogitatio humani cordis in malum prona sunt ab adolescentia sua, etc.



VEHEMENTER placatus Deus ac mirifice delectatus sacrificio Noë, pollicitus est ei atque omni eius posteritati nunquam fore deinceps propter hominum peccata generale totius orbis terrarum excidium; eaque re securum fecit Noë. Quid enim profuisset quod ei Deus dixerat, Crescite et multiplicamini, si iterum omne genus hominum et animalium diluvio periturum esset? Ut igitur eo pavore et angore animi liberaret Noë, hoc ei promissum dedit: Nequaquam, inquit, ultra maledicam terrae propter homines. Nam etsi vindicaverat in hominum genus, inquit Ambrosius, tamen cognoverat quia vindicta legis ad timorem proficit et cognitionem doctrinae, magis quam ad naturae commutationem, quae corrigi in aliquibus potest, in omnibus mutari non potest. Vindicavit ergo Dominus, quo timeremus: pepercit, ut reservaremur. Et vindicavit semel ad exemplum timoris: pepercit in reliquum, ne dominaretur semper amaritudo peccati. Simulque si quis peccata cupiat saepius vindicare, asper magis quam censorius habetur. Quocirca pietatem suam circa universitatem hominum voluit declarare: et tamen quia securitatem et negligentiam mentibus humanis afferre non debuit, in paucos vindicat, plures reservat. Haec Ambrosius.
God, vehemently appeased and wonderfully delighted by Noah's sacrifice, promised to him and to all his posterity that there would never thereafter be a general destruction of the whole world on account of men's sins; and by this thing He made Noah secure. For what would it have profited that God had said to him, “Increase and multiply,” if again the whole race of men and animals were to perish by a flood? In order, therefore, to free Noah from that fear and anguish of mind, He gave him this promise: “I will,” He says, “no more curse the earth for the sake of men.” “For although He had taken vengeance on the human race,” says Ambrose, “yet He had known that the vengeance of the law profits toward fear and the knowledge of doctrine, more than toward a change of nature, which in some can be corrected, but in all cannot be changed. The Lord, therefore, took vengeance, that we might fear; He spared, that we might be reserved. And He took vengeance once, for an example of fear; He spared for the rest, lest the bitterness of sin should always rule. And at the same time, if one desires to avenge sins too often, he is held to be harsh rather than censorious. Wherefore He willed to declare His mercy toward the whole of mankind: and yet, because He ought not to bring security and negligence to human minds, He takes vengeance on a few, [and] reserves the many.” Thus Ambrose.2



PRO illo: Et ait ad eum, Hebraice est, Dixit ad cor suum, vel in corde suo; Chaldaice est, Dixit per verbum suum; Graece est, Dixit Deus recogitans. Hisce autem modis loquendi insinuatur deliberata voluntas ratumque Dei decretum. Pro illo: propter homines, Chaldaice est, propter peccata hominum; Graece, propter opera hominum. Quod nos legimus: Nequaquam ultra maledicam terrae, Hebraice et Graece est: Non addam adhuc maledicere terrae.
In place of “And he said to him,” the Hebrew is “He said to his heart,” or “in his heart”; the Chaldaic is “He said by his word”; the Greek is “God said, considering [again].” And by these manners of speaking is intimated a deliberate will and a fixed decree of God. In place of “for the sake of men,” the Chaldaic is “on account of the sins of men”; the Greek, “on account of the works of men.” What we read, “I will no more curse the earth,” is in Hebrew and Greek, “I will not add to curse the earth any more.”3



SED quid est, maledicere terrae? Benedictio Dei significat abundantiam bonorum: contra vero maledictio, copiam malorum quae iuste infliguntur a Deo. Deus autem tempore diluvii multis et magnis malis terram deformaverat et vastaverat: primo quantum ad situm eius, antea enim supereminebat aquis, tempore autem diluvii tota erat aquis obruta; tum quantum ad varietatem partium eius, nulla enim apparebat distinctio montium, vallium, camporum, fluminum, lacuum, fontium; deinde quantum ad fertilitatem, siquidem diluvio sterilior ac deterior facta est terra; praeterea quantum ad decorem et ornatum qui ei accidit ex plantis et aedificiis; postremo quantum ad plenitudinem, vacuata enim fuerat terra hominibus et animalibus. Vere igitur dictum est Deum per diluvium maledixisse terrae.
But what is it “to curse the earth”? The blessing of God signifies an abundance of goods; but on the contrary, a curse, an abundance of evils which are justly inflicted by God. Now God, at the time of the flood, had disfigured and laid waste the earth with many and great evils: first as to its situation, for before it stood above the waters, but at the time of the flood it was wholly overwhelmed by the waters; then as to the variety of its parts, for no distinction appeared of mountains, valleys, plains, rivers, lakes, springs; next as to fertility, since by the flood the earth was made more barren and worse; besides as to the beauty and adornment which came to it from plants and buildings; lastly as to fullness, for the earth had been emptied of men and animals. Truly, therefore, it is said that God by the flood cursed the earth.4



SED quomodo verum est Deum nunquam amplius similiter maledicturum terrae? An non item maledicet ei ante diem iudicii, cum omnia sic incendio tunc consumenda sint ut fuerat ante consumpta diluvio? Verum Dominus in his etiam verbis suis differentiam insinuavit. Nam in diluvio destruxit omnia propter homines: in consummatione autem saeculi dissolventur item omnia, sed non propter peccata hominum, sed propter renovationem et commutationem mundi in meliorem statum. Signate igitur dictum est: Non maledicam terrae propter homines, neque ultra percutiam omnem animam viventem sicut feci.
But how is it true that God will never again similarly curse the earth? Will He not likewise curse it before the day of judgment, when all things are then to be consumed by fire, as before they had been consumed by the flood? But the Lord in these very words of His intimated a difference. For in the flood He destroyed all things on account of men; but in the consummation of the world all things will likewise be dissolved, yet not on account of the sins of men, but on account of the renovation and change of the world into a better state. Significantly, therefore, it was said: “I will not curse the earth for the sake of men, nor will I any more strike every living soul as I have done.”5



SEQUITUR: Sensus enim et cogitatio humani cordis in malum prona sunt ab adolescentia sua. Illa particula 'enim' causalis est: redditur igitur causa his verbis cur Deus nolit deinceps universae terrae maledicere. Sed quae est ista causa? Rupertus existimat his verbis significari Deum in posterum parciturum terrae et animantibus, quia peccatum et culpa in eas res minime cadit; sed omne peccatum, ob idque meritum vindictae, in solos homines competit, quippe qui non tantum frequenter et graviter peccant, verum etiam propensissimi sunt ab adolescentia sua ad peccandum. Itaque hac promissione Deus immunem quidem fecit terram a generali excidio; non fecit tamen securos homines nec liberos a generali vindicta.
There follows: “For the sense and thought of the human heart are prone to evil from its youth.” That particle “for” is causal: there is therefore rendered by these words the cause why God is unwilling henceforth to curse the whole earth. But what is that cause? Rupert thinks that by these words is signified that God will in future spare the earth and the living creatures, because sin and fault by no means fall upon those things; but all sin — and therefore the desert of vengeance — pertains to men alone, since they not only sin frequently and grievously, but are even most inclined from their youth to sinning. And so by this promise God indeed made the earth immune from general destruction; yet He did not make men secure nor free from general vengeance.6



VERUM mihi non placet haec interpretatio Ruperti. Haec enim Dei promissio praecipue ad homines pertinet: quantum enim bonum est servari terram cum animantibus, si universum genus hominum pereat? Nimis igitur ieiuna fuisset Dei promissio, et ipsi Noë parum laeta et iucunda. Praestat igitur causam quae his verbis redditur aliis duobus modis interpretari. Significatur enim, Si quoties maxima pars hominum vitiis et sceleribus addicta est, toties ea diluvii supplicio vindicanda et punienda esset, fore profecto ut saepissime atque omnibus fere saeculis diluvium mitti oporteret: siquidem propter na[turalem]…
But this interpretation of Rupert does not please me. For this promise of God pertains chiefly to men: for how great a good is it to preserve the earth with the living creatures, if the whole race of men perish? Too meager, therefore, would have been God's promise, and to Noah himself too little glad and pleasant. It is better, therefore, to interpret the cause which is rendered by these words in two other ways. For it is signified: If, as often as the greatest part of men is given over to vices and crimes, so often it had to be avenged and punished by the penalty of a flood, it would certainly come about that very often, and in almost every age, a flood would have to be sent — since on account of the na[tural]…7



…naturalem ac vehementem humani animi ad vitia proclivitatem, humanum genus maxima parte ac frequentissime vitia consectatur. Nisi forte putamus Davidis tempore pauciora minorave fuisse hominum flagitia quo tempore dixit ille: Corrupti sunt et abominabiles facti sunt in studiis suis: non est qui faciat bonum, non est usque ad unum. Dominus de caelo prospexit super filios hominum, ut videat si est intelligens aut requirens Deum. Omnes declinaverunt, simul inutiles facti sunt, etc.
…natural and vehement proclivity of the human mind to vices, the human race for the greatest part and most frequently pursues vices. Unless perhaps we think that in David's time the crimes of men were fewer or less, at which time he said: “They are corrupt, and are become abominable in their pursuits: there is none that doeth good, no not one. The Lord looked down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if there were any that understand, or seek God. All have gone aside, they are become unprofitable together,” etc.8



POTEST etiam aliter causa illa explicari, ut significetur hominem propter naturalem pronitatem ad peccandum dignum esse quodammodo miseratione, nec semper quantum supplicii meretur tanto esse in hac vita plectendum. Instigatur enim ad peccandum homo nonnunquam ignorantia, interdum vehementi passione aliqua et perturbatione, saepissime suasu ac impulsu daemonis, semper autem naturali ad malum propensione. Nam ex mera malitia peccare rarum est, nec nisi paucorum, qui crebritate gravitateque scelerum et assiduitate peccandi humanum ingenium quasi exuentes, diabolicae malitiae aemuli sunt. Peccare enim ex mera libertate, nulla re interius inclinante ad peccandum nulloque extrinsecus malum suggerente, diabolicum potius quam humanum est. Quo fit ut peccatum diaboli inemendabile atque irremissibile fuerit, non autem hominis. Cum ergo dicitur: Nequaquam ultra maledicam terrae propter hominem, et subiungitur: Sensus enim et cogitatio humani cordis in malum prona sunt ab adolescentia sua, ratio redditur mitigandae poenae sumpta ex pronitate hominis ad malum: quasi clementiam mereatur id mali ad quod nobis vehemens propensio atque incitatio naturaliter indita atque innata est.
That cause can also be explained otherwise, so that it may be signified that man, on account of his natural proneness to sinning, is in some way worthy of compassion, and ought not always to be punished in this life as much as he deserves of punishment. For man is incited to sinning sometimes by ignorance, sometimes by some vehement passion and perturbation, very often by the persuasion and impulse of the demon, but always by a natural propensity to evil. For to sin from mere malice is rare, and [belongs] only to a few, who — by the frequency and gravity of their crimes and the assiduity of sinning, as it were putting off human nature — are imitators of diabolical malice. For to sin from mere liberty, with nothing inwardly inclining to sin and nothing externally suggesting evil, is diabolical rather than human. Whence it comes about that the sin of the devil was incorrigible and irremissible, but not that of man. When, therefore, it is said, “I will no more curse the earth for the sake of man,” and it is added, “For the sense and thought of the human heart are prone to evil from its youth,” a reason is rendered for the mitigation of the penalty, taken from man's proneness to evil: as if that evil should merit clemency, to which a vehement propensity and incitement is naturally implanted and innate in us.9



CAUSAM vero cur statim ab ineunte aetate homines ferantur ad flagitia, illam esse constat: quod homo constitutus est duabus ex partibus non tantum diversis, verum etiam adversis et inter se pugnantibus, appetitu videlicet sensitivo et voluntate rationali. Ille ad bonum secundum sensum utile et delectabile; haec autem per se tendit ad bonum secundum rectam rationem honestum, utile et delectabile. Paucissimi vero sunt qui totis viribus contendant ad bonum rationabile: sed prona est multitudo ad bonum sensibile. Cum enim appetitus sensitivus statim hominem occupet et possideat, nullo per multos aetatis annos aut certe tenuissimo atque infirmissimo rationis usu, hinc fit ut cum postea appetitus sensitivus in certamen cum ratione descendit, fere praevaleat atque vincat, et ad se se maiores partes animae saepe detorqueat.
But the cause why men are carried to crimes immediately from the beginning of their age is, it is agreed, this: that man is constituted of two parts, not only diverse but even adverse and fighting with each other — namely, the sensitive appetite and the rational will. The former [tends] to the good that is useful and delightful according to sense; but the latter of itself tends to the good that is honorable, useful, and delightful according to right reason. But very few are those who strive with all their strength toward the rational good; but the multitude is prone to the sensible good. For since the sensitive appetite immediately occupies and possesses man — with no use of reason for many years of age, or at least a very slight and very weak [use] — hence it comes about that when afterward the sensitive appetite descends into contest with reason, it generally prevails and conquers, and often draws the greater parts of the soul to itself.10



SED quid est illud: Sensus et cogitatio? Vocabulo sensus significatur appetitus sensitivus: vox autem cogitationis significat ipsa rationis consilia, machinationes et artes quas ad malum ipsum confert. Nam cum ratio appetitum reprimere ac regere deberet, eius delinita et capta blanditiis atque illecebris obedit cui deberet imperare, et sensuum ministerio utitur ad potiundas voluptates a quibus eos ipsa cohibere deberet. Est igitur tanquam naturale homini peccare, id est, prove[niens]…
But what is that: “sense and thought”? By the word “sense” is signified the sensitive appetite; but the word “thought” signifies the very counsels of reason — the contrivances and arts which it brings to evil itself. For whereas reason ought to repress and govern the appetite, charmed and captured by its blandishments and enticements, it obeys him whom it ought to command, and uses the ministry of the senses to obtain the pleasures from which it ought itself to restrain them. It is, therefore, as it were natural for man to sin — that is, pro[ceeding]…11



…proveniens ex propensione naturae hominis, non ut a Deo ea condita fuerat, scilicet integra et recta, sed ut peccato Adami vitiata et depravata in omnes eius posteros transfusa et propagata fuit.
…proceeding from the propensity of the nature of man — not as it had been created by God, namely whole and right, but as, vitiated and depraved by the sin of Adam, it was transfused and propagated into all his posterity.12



PRO hoc: Sensus et cogitatio hominis, Hebraice est: figmentum humani cordis malum est: sed eadem reddit sententiam: nam quod fingitur et formatur in corde humano est ipsa cogitatio et appetitio. Quidam tamen Hebraeorum interpretantur ipsum fomitem et concupiscentiam. Graeca lectio sic expressit hanc sententiam: Quia permanet mens hominis diligenter super mala a iuventute sua: quibus verbis significatur studiosa et accurata et constans vitiorum consectatio.
In place of this, “the sense and thought of man,” the Hebrew is: “the figment [imagination] of the human heart is evil”: but it renders the same meaning, for what is fashioned and formed in the human heart is the very thought and desire. Some of the Hebrews, however, interpret it as the “fomes” [tinder of sin] and concupiscence itself. The Greek reading expressed this sentence thus: “Because the mind of man remains diligently upon evils from his youth”: by which words is signified an eager and careful and constant pursuit of vices.13



ILLUD: ab adolescentia sua, putat Rupertus significare primam hominis aetatem quae ratione et libero arbitrio uti incipit: nam quae hanc antecedit aetas, ut nullius affectrix et capax peccati, tam naturali quam scripta lege libera est: consequens autem aetas iam boni malique legitimum habet iudicium. Unde quidam sapientum saeculi vitam hominis Y Graecae litterae similem dixerunt, quae ab uno ductu incipiens finditur in binium. Si enim homo in infantia vel pueritia simplicem graditur viam, boni ac mali non perpendens distantiam: ubi autem adolescentiae metas attigerit, utriusque discretionem duce ratione percipit. Unde si dextram elegerit, praemium consequitur virtutis; si autem sinistram, poenas malorum incurrit. Quocirca poetarum maximus dixit: Hac iter Elysium nobis: at laeva malorum / Exercet poenas, et ad impia Tartara mittit.
The phrase “from its youth,” Rupert thinks, signifies the first age of man which begins to use reason and free will: for the age which precedes this, as desiring and capable of no sin, is free both from the natural and from the written law; but the subsequent age now has a lawful judgment of good and evil. Whence certain of the wise men of the world said that the life of man is similar to the Greek letter Y, which, beginning from one stroke, is split into two. For if a man in infancy or boyhood walks a simple road, not weighing the difference of good and evil: but when he has reached the bounds of adolescence, he perceives the discernment of both with reason as guide. Whence, if he chooses the right [branch], he obtains the reward of virtue; but if the left, he incurs the penalties of evils. Wherefore the greatest of poets said: “This way is our road to Elysium; but the left plies the punishments of the wicked, and sends [them] to impious Tartarus.”14



VERUM Tostatus vocabulum adolescentiae proprie sumit, ut est tertia quaedam aetas hominis consequens infantiam et pueritiam. In adolescentia enim naturalis ad malum pronitas vehementer et notabiliter erumpit in flagitia; quae quidem flagitia in infantia, ut rationis experte, nulla sunt. (Loquimur enim hic de peccatis actualibus: nam peccatum originale ex ipso matris utero et in ipsa generatione hominis ei adhaerescit.) In pueritia vero, tum propter inexperientiam, tum propter aetatis infirmitatem, et pauca et levia sunt peccata, nisi in nonnullis in quibus malitia supplet aetatem.
But Tostatus takes the word “adolescence” properly, as it is a certain third age of man following infancy and boyhood. For in adolescence the natural proneness to evil vehemently and notably breaks out into crimes; which crimes in infancy, as devoid of reason, are none. (For we speak here of actual sins: for original sin clings to him from his mother's womb itself and in the very generation of man.) But in boyhood — both on account of inexperience and on account of the weakness of age — the sins are both few and light, except in some in whom malice supplies the [lack of] age.15



BEATUS Ambrosius sequens lectionem Graecam legit, a iuventute, et sic exponit: et a iuventute addidit; ex illa enim aetate crescit malitia, licet alibi legerimus quod non sit sine peccato nec unius diei infans: sed et infantia sine peccato non est propter corporis infirmitatem, diligentia autem et studium peccandi incipit a iuventute: ut puer quasi infirmus peccet, iuvenis tanquam improbus, qui studiose cupiat peccata committere et in criminibus glorietur. Apud plerosque enim innocentia pro ignavia, et culpa pro laude habetur. Ita se luxuria et deliciis et adulteriorum affectibus iuvenes iactare consueverunt. Crescit ergo cum aetatibus culpa. Sic Ambrosius.
St. Ambrose, following the Greek reading, reads “from youth,” and expounds thus: “And ‘from youth’ he added; for from that age malice grows, although we may read elsewhere that not even an infant of one day is without sin: but infancy too is not without sin, on account of the weakness of the body; yet the diligence and zeal of sinning begins from youth — so that the boy sins as it were weakly, the young man as it were wickedly, who eagerly desires to commit sins and glories in crimes. For with most people innocence is held for cowardice, and fault for praise. Thus the young are wont to boast of luxury and delights and the passions of adulteries. Therefore fault grows with the ages.” So Ambrose.16



ILLIS porro extremis verbis capitis octavi: Cunctis diebus terrae, sementis et messis, frigus et aestus, aestas et hyems, nox et dies non requiescent, expressa est promissio Dei ac decretum immutabile pollicen[tis]…
By those last words of the eighth chapter: “All the days of the earth, seedtime and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, night and day shall not cease,” is expressed God's promise and immutable decree, promis[ing]…17



…et constituentis perpetuas fore deinde vicissitudines temporum, tam anniversarias, ut hyemis et aestatis, quam quotidianas, ut diei et noctis: necnon et vicissitudines primarum qualitatum, ut frigoris et caloris: itemque humanarum actionum quae ad sustentandam vitam pertinent, velut sementis et messis. Harum enim rerum omnium tempestiva alternatio et vicissitudo facit ad decorem et ornatum universi: confert et pulchritudinem et fecunditatem terrae: denique ad hominum et animalium incolumitatem et salutem apprime utilis est atque adeo necessaria.
…and establishing that there would thereafter be perpetual vicissitudes of times — both yearly, as of winter and summer, and daily, as of day and night; and also vicissitudes of the primary qualities, as of cold and heat; and likewise of human actions which pertain to sustaining life, such as seedtime and harvest. For the timely alternation and vicissitude of all these things makes for the comeliness and adornment of the universe; it confers both beauty and fecundity on the earth; finally it is exceedingly useful and even necessary for the safety and welfare of men and animals.18



AUDI B. Ambrosium qui haec ipsa verba explanans: Secundum litteram, inquit, significatur his verbis permansura, manentibus secundum institutionem Domini et statum suum, incorrupta temporibus animalia. Nam cum corrumpuntur tempora, corrumpuntur etiam illa quae suis quaeque temporibus generantur. Ergo tempora sunt quae aut corrumpunt aut conservant, prout ipsa sui habuerint qualitatem. Ideoque annus ex contrariis ducitur, Vere, Autumno, Aestate, Hyeme: sicut harmonia cantilenae permixtis gravibus et acutis videtur consistere. Sic ergo et mundus iste ex contrariis continetur, Aëre et Terra, Igne et Aqua. Nostra quoque corpora frigore et calore, humore et siccitate quendam naturae ordinem servant. Nam si naturalis ordo ac mensura confunditur, tunc necesse est sequatur interitus. Ergo certum ordinem temporum Dominus, remota confusione diluvii, ad perseverantiam mundi promittit futurum. Sic Ambrosius.
Hear St. Ambrose, who, explaining these very words: “According to the letter,” he says, “is signified by these words that the animals will endure — uncorrupted by the times, remaining according to the institution of the Lord and their own state. For when the times are corrupted, those things also are corrupted which are each generated in their own times. Therefore the times are what either corrupt or preserve, according as they themselves have their quality. And therefore the year is composed of contraries — Spring, Autumn, Summer, Winter — just as the harmony of a song seems to consist of grave and acute [notes] mingled. So therefore this world too is held together from contraries — Air and Earth, Fire and Water. Our bodies too keep a certain order of nature by cold and heat, moisture and dryness. For if the natural order and measure is confounded, then destruction must necessarily follow. Therefore the Lord, the confusion of the flood being removed, promises that a fixed order of times will be, for the perseverance of the world.” So Ambrose.19



MAGNUM ergo fuit Dei promissum, cum dixit Cunctis diebus terrae vicissitudinem temporum et opportunitatem ferendi et metendi aliaque agendi perpetuo mansuram: quasi diceret: Talis annus qualis hic fuit diluvii non erit ultra, qui careat vicissitudine temporum, qui totus procellosis expendatur pluviis, nulloque modificetur beneficio caloris aut temperamento hyemis, quo nusquam iaciatur sementis nec ulla colligatur messis: sed erunt tempestivae et commodae naturae vices, nunc aestu, nunc frigore vicissim terras aut sata coquente. Nunquam ita ut factum est diluvio deformabitur naturae vultus, aut situs mundi confundetur.
Great, therefore, was God's promise, when He said that all the days of the earth the vicissitude of times and the opportunity of sowing and reaping and doing other things would perpetually remain: as if He said — Such a year as this of the flood was will be no more, one that lacks the vicissitude of times, that is wholly spent in stormy rains, and is modified by no benefit of heat or tempering of winter, in which nowhere seed is sown nor any harvest gathered; but there will be timely and convenient changes of nature, now with heat, now with cold by turns ripening the lands or the crops. Never, as was done by the flood, will the face of nature be disfigured, or the situation of the world confounded.20



ILLUD: Cunctis diebus terrae, non significat 'Quamdiu terra durabit': siquidem tales vicissitudines temporum non erunt post diem iudicii: erit tamen terra, sicut scriptum est initio libri Ecclesiastae: Terra in aeternum stat. Neque enim mundus destruendus est secundum substantiam, sed manentibus partibus eius principalibus, uti sunt elementa et orbes caelestes, in meliorem statum commutandus. Ergo illud: Cunctis diebus terrae, significat 'Donec in terra erit generatio et corruptio'; vel, 'Donec erunt in terris homines et animalia, ad quorum utilitatem illa temporum varietas instituta est.' Non igitur hinc colligi potest praesentem mundi statum fore sempiternum.
The phrase “all the days of the earth” does not signify “as long as the earth will last”: since such vicissitudes of times will not be after the day of judgment; yet the earth will be, as is written at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiastes: “The earth standeth for ever.” For the world is not to be destroyed according to substance, but, its principal parts remaining (such as the elements and the heavenly spheres), to be changed into a better state. Therefore the phrase “all the days of the earth” signifies “as long as on the earth there will be generation and corruption”; or, “as long as there will be on the earth men and animals, for whose use that variety of times was instituted.” It cannot, therefore, be gathered hence that the present state of the world will be everlasting.21



MEMORANTUR autem tantum aestas et hyems: quia hae sunt praecipuae partes anni, extremae atque inter se oppositae: nam Ver et Autumnus tanquam earum sunt appendices. Nominantur etiam tantum…
But only summer and winter are mentioned: because these are the chief parts of the year, the extremes and opposed to each other; for Spring and Autumn are as it were their appendages. Only … too are named…22



…tantum frigus et aestus, tacitis humore et siccitate: quod illae sint primarum qualitatum primariae, sensu effectuque notabiliores, et ad generationem mixtorum eorumque operationes praecipuae. Sementis porro et messis facta mentio est: quod inter actiones humanas quae ad tuendam vitam pertinent, haec primas teneat, quasi maxime generalis et utilis; sed sub eius commemoratione reliquarum actionum et officiorum opportunitas intelligenda est.
…only cold and heat [are named], moisture and dryness being passed over in silence: because those [cold and heat] are the primary of the primary qualities, more notable in sensation and effect, and chief for the generation of mixed bodies and their operations. Moreover mention is made of seedtime and harvest: because among human actions which pertain to protecting life, this holds the first place, as being most general and useful; but under its mention the opportunity of the remaining actions and duties is to be understood.23



NESCIO cur Septuaginta Interpretes illud, Omnibus diebus terrae, iunxerint cum antecedentibus, id est, cum illo: Non ultra percutiam omnem carnem viventem: cum Hebraica lectio quam secutus est Latinus interpres plane iungat cum sequentibus, id est, cum illo: Sementis et messis, et non requiescent. Nec video cur pro vocabulo hyemis, quod habet scriptura Hebraica, voluerint illi vertere Ver: aut cur illud, diem et noctem, non numeraverint inter ea quorum vicissitudo perpetuanda erat, uti est in Hebraica et Latina lectione, sed ita verterint: Semen ac messis, frigus et aestus, aestas et ver, die ac nocte non requiescent.
I do not know why the Seventy Interpreters joined that phrase, “all the days of the earth,” with the preceding — that is, with that, “I will no more strike every living flesh” — whereas the Hebrew reading which the Latin interpreter followed plainly joins it with the following, that is, with that, “Seedtime and harvest… shall not cease.” Nor do I see why, in place of the word “winter,” which the Hebrew scripture has, they wished to translate “Spring”; or why they did not number that, “day and night,” among those things whose vicissitude was to be perpetuated, as it is in the Hebrew and Latin reading, but translated thus: “Seed and harvest, cold and heat, summer and spring, by day and night shall not cease.”24



CUM igitur praedicta vicissitudo temporum immutabilem rationem motus orbium caelestium ac siderum necessario consequatur, et ex ea ipsa pendeat rerum sublunarium, maxime vero animantium, incolumitas et salus; apparet sane fabulosum esse, vanitatisque atque inscitiae plenum quod dixit Ovidius libro primo Metamorphoseos, hanc temporum inaequalitatem non fuisse aureo Saturni saeculo, sed perpetuum id temporis floruisse Ver: postea vero degenerante iam saeculo, alternam hanc per vices successionem inductam esse orbi. Sic enim ait: Iuppiter antiqui contraxit tempora Veris, / Perque hyemes aestusque et inaequales Autumnos, / Et breve Ver, spatiis exegit quatuor annum: / Tunc primum siccis aër fervoribus ustus / Canduit, et ventis glacies astricta pependit.
Since, therefore, the aforesaid vicissitude of times necessarily follows the immutable reckoning of the motion of the celestial spheres and stars, and on it itself depends the safety and welfare of sublunary things — but especially of living creatures — it appears indeed to be fabulous, and full of vanity and ignorance, what Ovid said in the first book of the Metamorphoses: that this inequality of times was not in the golden age of Saturn, but that for that time perpetual Spring flourished; but afterward, the age now degenerating, this alternate succession by turns was introduced to the world. For thus he says: “Jupiter contracted the times of the ancient Spring, and through winters and summers and unequal autumns and a brief Spring, drove [completed] the year in four spaces: then first the air, scorched with dry heats, glowed white, and ice hung frozen by the winds.”25
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BENEDICT PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FOURTEEN. On the ninth chapter of the book of Genesis. On the eating of flesh granted to men; on the precept of not …

LatineEnglish


BENEDICT PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FOURTEEN. On the ninth chapter of the book of Genesis. On the eating of flesh granted to men; on the precept of not eating blood; on the penalty of homicide; on the drunkenness of Noah; on the partly cursing, partly blessing of Noah's sons.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORVM IN GENESIM LIBER DECIMVSQVARTVS. In caput nonum libri Geneseos. De carnium esu hominibus concesso: De praecepto non comedendi sanguinis: De Poena homicidii: De ebrietate Noë: De filiorum Noë partim maledictione, partim benedictione.



Translator’s notes
	Title page of Liber XIV (on Genesis 9). ↩




The ninth chapter of Genesis

LatineEnglish


Caput nonum Genesis. Benedixit Deus Noë et filiis eius, dixit ad eos, Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram. Et timor 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 omne quod movetur et vivit erit vobis in cibum: quasi olera virentia tradidi vobis omnia. Excepto quod carnem cum sanguine non comedetis. Sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram de manu cunctarum bestiarum, et de manu hominis, de manu viri, et de manu fratris requiram animam hominis. Quicumque effuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis illius: ad imaginem quippe Dei factus [est homo.]
The ninth chapter of Genesis. {And God blessed Noah and his sons, [and] said to them: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. And 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 everything that moves and lives shall be food for you: even as the green herbs have I delivered them all to you. Save that flesh with the blood you shall not eat. For I will require the blood of your lives at the hand of all beasts, and at the hand of man, at the hand of every man, and of his brother, will I require the life of man. Whosoever shall shed man's blood, his blood shall be shed: for to the image of God was man made.}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:1–6 (the chapter's text begins). Margins: vv. 1–6. ↩




…was man made

LatineEnglish


…factus est homo. Vos autem crescite et multiplicamini, et ingredimini super terram et implete eam. Haec quoque dixit Deus ad Noë et ad filios eius cum eo: Ecce ego statuam pactum meum vobiscum, et cum semine vestro post vos: et ad omnem animam viventem quae est vobiscum, tam in volucribus quam in iumentis et pecudibus terrae cunctisque quae egressa sunt de arca, et universis bestiis terrae. Statuam pactum meum vobiscum, et nequaquam ultra interficietur omnis caro aquis diluvii, neque erit deinceps diluvium dissipans terram. Dixitque Deus: Hoc est signum foederis quod do inter me et vos, et ad omnem animam viventem quae est vobiscum in generationes sempiternas. Arcum meum ponam in nubibus, et erit signum foederis inter me et inter terram. Cumque obduxero nubibus caelum, apparebit arcus meus in nubibus: et recordabor foederis mei vobiscum et cum omni anima vivente quae carnem vegetat: et non erunt ultra aquae diluvii ad delendam universam carnem. Eritque arcus meus in nubibus, et videbo illum, et recordabor foederis sempiterni quod pactum est inter Deum et omnem animam viventem universae carnis quae est super terram. Dixitque Deus ad Noë: Hoc erit signum foederis quod constitui inter me et omnem carnem super terra.
…was man made. {But increase you and multiply, and go upon the earth, and fill it. Thus also said God to Noah, and to his sons with him: Behold I will establish my covenant with you, and with your seed after you: and with every living soul that is with you, as well in all the birds as in the cattle and beasts of the earth, that are come forth out of the ark, and in all the beasts of the earth. I will establish my covenant with you, and all flesh shall be no more destroyed with the waters of a flood, neither shall there be from henceforth a flood to waste the earth. And God said: This is the sign of the covenant which I give between me and you, and to every living soul that is with you, for perpetual generations. I will set my bow in the clouds, and it shall be the sign of a covenant between me and between the earth. And when I shall cover the sky with clouds, my bow shall appear in the clouds: and I will remember my covenant with you, and with every living soul that beareth flesh: and there shall no more be waters of a flood to destroy all flesh. And the bow shall be in the clouds, and I shall see it, and shall remember the everlasting covenant that was made between God and every living soul of all flesh which is upon the earth. And God said to Noah: This shall be the sign of the covenant which I have established between me and all flesh upon the earth.}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:7–17 (the covenant and the rainbow). Margins: vv. 7–17. ↩




And the sons of Noah who came out of the Ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth: and Ham is the father of Canaan. These three are the sons of Noah: and from these was all …

LatineEnglish


Erant ergo filii Noë qui egressi sunt de Arca, Sem, Cham et Iaphet: porro Cham ipse est pater Chanaan. Tres isti filii sunt Noë, et ab his disseminatum est omne genus hominum super universam terram. Caepit Noë vir agricola exercere terram, et plantavit vineam: Bibensque vinum inebriatus est, et nudatus iacuit in tabernaculo suo. Quod cum vidisset Cham pater Chanaan, verenda scilicet patris sui esse nudata, nunciavit duobus fratribus suis foras. At vero Sem et Iaphet pallium imposuerunt humeris suis, et incedentes retrorsum, operuerunt verenda patris sui, fa[ciesque eorum aversae erant]…
{And the sons of Noah who came out of the Ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth: and Ham is the father of Canaan. These three are the sons of Noah: and from these was all mankind spread over the whole earth. And Noah, a husbandman, began to till the ground, and planted a vineyard. And drinking of the wine was made drunk, and was uncovered in his tent. Which when Ham the father of Canaan had seen, to wit, that his father's nakedness was uncovered, he told it to his two brethren without. But Shem and Japheth put a cloak upon their shoulders, and going backward, covered the nakedness of their father — and their f[aces were turned away]…}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:18–23 (Noah's sons; his vineyard, drunkenness, and Ham's sin). Margins: vv. 18–23. Continues on p. 314. ↩




…and their faces were turned away, and they saw not their father's nakedness

LatineEnglish


…ciesque eorum aversae erant, et verenda patris non viderunt. Evigilans autem Noë ex vino, cum didicisset quae fecerat ei filius suus minor, ait: Maledictus Chanaan, servus servorum erit fratribus suis. Dixitque: Benedictus Dominus Deus Sem, sit Chanaan servus eius. Dilatet Deus Iaphet, et habitet in tabernaculis Sem, sitque Chanaan servus eius. Vixit autem Noë post diluvium trecentis quinquaginta annis. Et impleti sunt dies eius nongentorum quinquaginta annorum, et mortuus est.
…and their faces were turned away, and they saw not their father's nakedness. {And Noah awaking from the wine, when he had learned what his younger son had done to him, he said: Cursed be Canaan, a servant of servants shall he be unto his brethren. And he said: Blessed be the Lord God of Shem, be Canaan his servant. May God enlarge Japheth, and may he dwell in the tents of Shem, and Canaan be his servant. And Noah lived after the flood three hundred and fifty years. And all his days were nine hundred and fifty years: and he died.}1



PRAEFATIO. QUAE post diluvium contigerunt usque ad ortum Abrahae, diligenter narrat Moses tribus proxime sequentibus huius libri capitibus, nono et decimo maiorique parte undecimi. Nec tamen ille persequitur omnia, id enim et nimis longum et minime necessarium erat; sed insigniora tantum, vel ad primae illius post diluvium aetatis notitiam, vel ad eruditionem posteritatis. Ea vero quae in hoc capite nono a Mose sunt prodita, si in capita quaedam colligantur, haec ferme sunt: Primo Deus benedixit Noë et filiis eius, magnam tribuens fecunditatem generationis ad celerem numerosamque generis humani multiplicationem. Secundo permisit eis eorumque posteris esum carnium, quod ante diluvium non fecerat. Tertio interdixit omnem esum sanguinis. Quarto severissimis verbis insectatus est homicidas, poena talionis adversus eos constituta. Quinto promissionem suam Deus nunquam in posterum futuri diluvii firmavit conspicuo omnibus signo arcus caelestis, ut eius aspectus mortalium animos non venturi unquam diluvii securos faceret. Sexto Noë, in subsidium humanae infirmitatis et in remedium atque solatium tot malorum quibus mortalium vita post diluvium tentari et infestari coepta est, cum…
PREFACE. The things which happened after the flood up to the birth of Abraham, Moses diligently narrates in the three next following chapters of this book — the ninth and tenth and the greater part of the eleventh. Yet he does not pursue everything, for that would have been both too long and least of all necessary; but only the more notable things, either for knowledge of that first age after the flood, or for the instruction of posterity. But the things which in this ninth chapter are set forth by Moses, if they be gathered into certain heads, are roughly these: First, God blessed Noah and his sons, granting a great fecundity of generation for the swift and numerous multiplication of the human race. Second, He permitted them and their posterity the eating of flesh, which He had not done before the flood. Third, He forbade all eating of blood. Fourth, with most severe words He assailed murderers, the penalty of retaliation (talion) being established against them. Fifth, God confirmed His promise of no flood ever to come thereafter by a sign conspicuous to all — the heavenly bow [rainbow] — so that the sight of it might make the minds of mortals secure of a flood never to come. Sixth, Noah — as a help to human infirmity and as a remedy and solace for so many evils by which the life of mortals after the flood began to be tried and harassed — when…2



…vitibus a se consitis uvisque procreatis vinum confecisset ac bibisset, imprudens ac nolens in temulentiam incidit et nudus iacuit. Septimo, pudendam Noë nuditatem filius eius Cham nec erubuit aspicere, et non sine irrisione atque contumelia patris evulgavit: at vero Sem et Iaphet, memorabili et pudoris et pietatis exemplo aspectum nudi patris aversati, retrogrado ad eum accessu, iniecto pallio, nuditatem eius operuerunt. Octavo, de hoc certior factus Noë, ubi somno et temulentia solutus est, maledixit Cham in filio eius Chanaan, posteros eius servitio posterorum Sem et Iaphet mancipatum iri praedicens: contra vero benedixit Sem et Iaphet, posteritatis eorum felicitatem praenuncians. Nono, definitur universum tempus vitae Noë nongentis quinquaginta annis: quorum ante diluvium sexcentos vixit, post diluvium autem trecentos quinquaginta.
…when, the vines planted by himself and the grapes produced [from them] having been made into wine, he had drunk it, he fell unawares and unwilling into drunkenness and lay naked. Seventh, his son Ham was not ashamed to look upon the shameful nakedness of Noah, and divulged it not without mockery and insult to his father: but Shem and Japheth, by a memorable example both of modesty and of piety, having turned away from the sight of their naked father, with backward approach to him, threw a cloak [over him] and covered his nakedness. Eighth, Noah, being made aware of this when he was loosed from sleep and drunkenness, cursed Ham in his son Canaan, foretelling that his posterity would be made subject to the service of the posterity of Shem and Japheth: but on the contrary he blessed Shem and Japheth, foretelling the felicity of their posterity. Ninth, the whole time of Noah's life is fixed at nine hundred and fifty years: of which he lived six hundred before the flood, but three hundred and fifty after the flood.3



Ex quo apparet Noë multos annos nato Abrahae supervixisse. Nam secundum Hebraicam et Latinam chronologiam, quae a diluvio ad natalem annum Abrahae numerat annos ducentos nonaginta duos, post ortum Abrahae vixit Noë octo et quinquaginta annos: at vero secundum chronologiam Graecam, quae adiecta generatione Cainan tempus interiectum inter diluvium et ortum Abrahae extendit in annos trecentos viginti duos (de qua re infra decimo sexto libro accurate disputaturi sumus), vixit Noë post natum Abraham octo tantum et viginti annos. Si igitur Plinius, ut rem miratus est rarissimi exempli, Augustum Caesarem neptis suae vidisse nepotem Iunium Sillanum anno quo excessit genitum: quanto magis demiratus esset Noë multos annos supervixisse nato Abrahae, qui post decem generationes ex ipso generatus fuerat? Eorum igitur quae capite nono huius libri narrantur, praecipua haec sunt capita quae nobis hoc libro non solum dilucidis Commentariis explanare, sed ubicumque fuerit opus, eruditis quoque disputationibus illustrare propositum est.
From which it appears that Noah survived for many years after Abraham was born. For according to the Hebrew and Latin chronology, which counts two hundred and ninety-two years from the flood to the year of Abraham's birth, Noah lived after the birth of Abraham fifty-eight years: but according to the Greek chronology, which — the generation of Cainan being added — extends the time intervening between the flood and the birth of Abraham to three hundred and twenty-two years (about which matter we shall dispute accurately below in the sixteenth book), Noah lived after Abraham's birth only twenty-eight years. If, therefore, Pliny marveled at it as a thing of the rarest example — that Augustus Caesar saw the grandson of his granddaughter, Junius Silanus, begotten in the year in which he died — how much more would he have marveled that Noah survived many years after the birth of Abraham, who had been begotten from him after ten generations? These, then, are the chief heads of the things narrated in the ninth chapter of this book, which we have proposed in this book not only to explain with clear Commentaries, but, wherever there shall be need, to illustrate also with learned disputations.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:24–29 (the curse of Canaan, the blessing of Shem and Japheth, Noah's death). Margins: vv. 24–29. ↩
	Preface to Liber XIV: a six-point outline of Genesis 9 (blessing; flesh permitted; blood forbidden; homicide punished; the rainbow covenant; Noah's vine, cut off mid-sentence). Continues on p. 315. ↩
	Praefatio (cont.). Points 6–9 of the Gen 9 outline (Noah's wine/drunkenness; Ham's sin; the curse and blessings; Noah's 950 years). Margin: Gen. 9. ↩
	Praefatio (concl.). Noah outlived Abraham's birth by 58 yrs (Hebrew/Latin) or 28 (Greek, with Cainan); the Pliny/Augustus parallel. Margin: “How long Noah survived after Abraham was born.” ↩




And God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. And let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth, etc

LatineEnglish


{And God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. And let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth,} etc.1
Benedixit Deus Noë et filiis eius, et dixit ad eos, Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram. Et terror vester ac tremor sit super cuncta animalia terrae, etc.



LICET animadvertere similia nascentis Mundi et rursus post Diluvium quasi renascentis primordia, et Dei beneficia homini tributa. Etenim in exordio Mundi homini recens creato tria Deus bona, eaque magna et praeclara, impertivit: primum, fecunditatem naturae ad celerem ac multiplicem humani generis propagationem, cum benedicens illi dixit, Crescite et multiplicamini; alterum, excellentiam principatus et imperii in animalia, Dominamini, inquit, piscibus maris et volatilibus caeli et universis animantibus quae moventur super terram; tertium, copiam cibi ad tuendam sustinendamque vitam, Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam et universa ligna, ut sint vobis in escam et cunctis animantibus terrae. Eadem haec tria bona et beneficia, mundo per diluvium purificato ac renovato, in illis octo hominibus qui cladem diluvii evaserant Deus etiam renovare voluit. Bonum quidem fecunditatis tribuit eis cum benedicens Noë ac filiis eius (ut in exordio huius capitis scriptum est) dixit, Crescite et multiplicamini; ius imperandi animalibus, cum subdidit, Et terror vester ac tremor sit super cuncta animalia; denique cibum non modo necessarium, sed etiam commodum et optimum ad alendum hominem, cum adiunxit, Omne quod movetur et vivit erit vobis in cibum. Similibus igitur beneficiis Deus affecit hominem et cum primo eum condidit et cum ex diluvii exitio servavit.
One may observe the similar beginnings of the world at its birth and again, after the Flood, of the world as it were reborn, and the benefits bestowed by God on man. For at the beginning of the world God imparted to man newly created three goods — and those great and excellent: first, fecundity of nature for the swift and manifold propagation of the human race, when blessing him He said, “Increase and multiply”; second, excellence of rule and dominion over the animals, “Have dominion,” He says, “over the fishes of the sea and the birds of the air and all the living things that move upon the earth”; third, abundance of food for protecting and sustaining life, “Behold I have given you every herb and all the trees, that they may be for food to you and to all the animals of the earth.” These same three goods and benefits, the world being purified and renewed by the flood, God willed to renew also in those eight men who had escaped the disaster of the flood. The good of fecundity He granted them when, blessing Noah and his sons (as is written at the beginning of this chapter), He said, “Increase and multiply”; the right of commanding the animals, when He added, “And let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals”; finally food, not only necessary but also convenient and best for nourishing man, when He subjoined, “Everything that moves and lives shall be food for you.” With like benefits, therefore, God endowed man both when He first created him and when He saved him from the destruction of the flood.2



SED enim quamvis ea bona genere similia fuerint in utroque mundi aevo atque hominis statu, specie tamen et gradibus excellentiae ac perfectionis fuerunt dissimillima. In statu enim innocentiae talis fuisset humana fecunditas, ut non modo numerosa generaretur proles, sed etiam animo pariter atque corpore puerili perfecta, citraque omnem parentum laborem ac molestiam. Imperium autem hominis in animalia fuisset plane quietum ac pacificum, nullo animalium renisu, nullaque hominis difficultate. Victus porro ex iis quae terra sponte naturae generasset, non tantum fuisset alendo homini sufficiens, verum multo saluberrimus ac iucundissimus, omnemque carnium vel indigentiam vel desiderium adimens homini. At enim vero post diluvium haec bona, variis malis aerumnisque permixta, valde diminuta et corrupta sunt. Fuit sane post diluvium fecunda hominis natura: sed ea fecunditas vix dici potest quantis cum laboribus, vitiis et calamitatibus sit coniuncta. Animalium vix ulli pro arbitrio nostro et sine labore imperamus; praestantiora vero et nobiliora non nisi per artem ac vim perque dolos ac terrores nobis subiicimus. Cibus autem homini quo amplior datus est post diluvium quam antea, eo cla[rius]…
But although those goods were similar in kind in both ages of the world and states of man, yet in species and in degrees of excellence and perfection they were most dissimilar. For in the state of innocence human fecundity would have been such that not only would numerous offspring be generated, but [offspring] perfect alike in mind and in body [though] childlike, and without any labor or trouble of the parents. And man's dominion over the animals would have been altogether quiet and peaceful, with no resistance of the animals and no difficulty for man. Food, moreover, from those things which the earth would have generated of nature's own accord, would not only have been sufficient for nourishing man, but much most healthful and most pleasant, and would have removed from man all need of, or desire for, flesh. But after the flood these goods, mixed with various evils and hardships, were greatly diminished and corrupted. Fecund indeed was man's nature after the flood: but with how great labors, vices, and calamities that fecundity is joined can scarcely be told. Scarcely any of the animals do we command at our pleasure and without labor; the more excellent and nobler we subdue only by art and force and by tricks and terrors. And the more abundant the food given to man after the flood than before, the more cle[arly]…3



…eo clarius indicat maiorem hominis indigentiam ex maiori fragilitate valetudinis et infirmitate corporis quae post diluvium ei contigit profectam.
…the more clearly it indicates man's greater need, proceeding from the greater frailty of health and weakness of body which befell him after the flood.4



QUOD autem narrat Moses hoc capite bis Deum benedixisse Noë et filiis eius et dixisse, Crescite et multiplicamini, valuit ad certiorem promissae fecunditatis fidem faciendam, et ut nullo modo dubitarent fore ut tanta illorum paucitas in amplissimam posteritatis multitudinem brevissimo tempore multiplicanda esset; quod sane, uti promiserat Deus, ita plane contigit. Namque eo tempore quod inter diluvium et ortum Abrahae intercessit, hoc est intra trecentos annos, tam numerose propagatum est humanum genus ut (auctore Ctesia) narret Diodorus libro tertio Ninum, monarchiae Assyriorum conditorem (cuius imperii quadragesimo tertio anno natum Abraham facit Eusebius), habuisse in exercitu peditum decies septies centena simul et armilia, equitum vero ducenta millia, currus autem falcatos paulo minus decem millibus et sexcentis: eodemque tempore Zoroastrem Bactrianorum regem, cum Nino praeliaturum, quadringentorum millium hominum comparasse exercitum. Ecce, in duorum tantum regum exercitu erant hominum amplius vicies centena millia superque trecenta millia.
And that Moses narrates in this chapter that God twice blessed Noah and his sons and said, “Increase and multiply,” served to make more certain the assurance of the promised fecundity, and that they might in no way doubt that so great a fewness of them would, in the briefest time, be multiplied into a most ample multitude of posterity; which indeed, just as God had promised, so plainly came to pass. For in the time which intervened between the flood and the birth of Abraham — that is, within three hundred years — the human race was propagated so numerously that (on the authority of Ctesias) Diodorus relates, in his third book, that Ninus, founder of the monarchy of the Assyrians (in the forty-third year of whose reign Eusebius makes Abraham to have been born), had in his army seventeen hundred thousand foot, two hundred thousand horse, and scythed chariots a little less than ten thousand six hundred; and that at the same time Zoroaster, king of the Bactrians, about to do battle with Ninus, raised an army of four hundred thousand men. Behold: in the army of only two kings there were more than two million three hundred thousand men.5



ILLUD: Terror vester ac tremor sit super cuncta animalia terrae (vel ut est Hebraice, Terror ac tremor vester erit super omnia animalia), facit Noë et filios eius securos, dempto metu quem concipere potuissent ne sibi propter paucitatem exitium vel ingens aliquod detrimentum ex tam multis ac tam saevis animalibus accideret. Tantum abest, inquit Deus, ut timorem ac terrorem incutere vobis debeant animalia, ut vos potius illis formidabiles ac terribiles futuri sitis; quod non tantum in illos paucos homines dictum est, sed in omnes eorum posteros: omnia enim animalia tenentur ac metuunt hominem, etiam umbram, etiam vestigia eius formidant, ut de piscibus probat Basilius et Plinius de Elephantis: nec fere animal ullum quamlibet saevum ac truculentum invadit hominem, nisi vel lacessitum, vel fame compulsum, vel metu sui aut alia quapiam perturbatione occupatum. Sunt multa, et maiora, et robustiora, et velociora, et naturalibus armis unguium, dentium et cornuum validius armata quam homo: adversus tamen omnia praevalet ille duabus rebus, ingenio et manu; his enim fabricatur omnis generis arma et instrumenta, quibus animantes omnes facile vincit, suoque servitio uti libitum fuerit subiicit.
That phrase, “Let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth” (or as it is in Hebrew, “The fear and dread of you shall be upon all the animals”), makes Noah and his sons secure, the fear being removed which they might have conceived — lest, on account of their fewness, destruction or some great harm should befall them from animals so many and so savage. So far is it, says God, from the animals' having to strike fear and dread into you, that you rather shall be formidable and terrible to them; which is said not only of those few men, but of all their posterity: for all animals are held in check and fear man — they dread even his shadow, even his footprints, as Basil proves of fishes and Pliny of elephants — and scarcely any animal, however savage and truculent, attacks man unless either provoked, or driven by hunger, or seized by fear of itself or by some other perturbation. There are many [animals] greater, stronger, swifter, and more strongly armed with the natural weapons of claws, teeth, and horns than man: yet against them all he prevails by two things, intelligence and the hand; for by these he fashions weapons and instruments of every kind, with which he easily conquers all living things and subjects them, to use at his pleasure, to his service.6



BEATUS Gregorius ex eo quod Noë et filiis eius dixit Deus, Terror vester ac tremor sit super cuncta animalia, argumentatur eum qui praeest aliis nequaquam se timeri a subditis suis velle debere. Sic enim scribit libro 21 Moralium cap. 11, super illa verba Iob cap. 31, Si contempsi iudicium subire cum servo meo: Omnes homines natura aequales genuit; sed variante meritorum ordine alios aliis distinctio occulta postpo[nit]…
St. Gregory, from the fact that God said to Noah and his sons, “Let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals,” argues that he who is set over others ought by no means to wish to be feared by his subjects. For he writes thus in book 21 of the Morals, chapter 11, upon those words of Job chapter 31, “If I have despised to abide judgment with my servant”: “Nature begot all men equal; but, the order of merits varying, a hidden distinction sets some after [other]s…7



…postponit. Ipsa autem diversitas quae accessit ex vitio, recte est divinis iudiciis ordinata, ut quia omnis homo iter vitae aeque non graditur, alter ab altero regatur. Sancti autem viri cum praesunt, non in se potestatem ordinis, sed aequalitatem conditionis attendunt: nec praeesse gaudent hominibus, sed prodesse. Signate enim dixit Deus Noë et filiis eius, Terror ac tremor vester sit super omnia animalia terrae: non dixit, super homines qui futuri sunt, sed super animalia: homo quippe animantibus, non autem hominibus, natura praelatus est: et idcirco dicitur ei ut ab animalibus, non autem ab hominibus, timeatur. Contra naturam enim superbire est, ab aequalibus velle timeri: quanquam a non subditis etiam viri Sancti timeri cupiunt; sed tunc, cum ab eis Deum minime timeri deprehendunt, ut humana saltem formidine peccare metuant qui divina iudicia non formidant. In eo enim quod metum sibi a perverse viventibus exigunt, quasi non hominibus sed brutis animantibus dominantur. Cum vero deest vitium quod corrigatur, non de excellentia potestatis, sed de aequalitatis conditione gaudent: et non solum ab eis metui, sed etiam plusquam necesse est honorari refugiunt. Neque enim leve se perpeti damnum humilitatis credunt, si ab eis pro merito fortasse ordinis pluris aestimantur. Haec B. Gregorius.
…sets some after others. But that very diversity which came in from vice is rightly ordered by the divine judgments, so that, since not every man walks the road of life equally, one may be ruled by another. But holy men, when they are set over [others], regard not the power of rank in themselves, but the equality of condition: and they rejoice not to be over men, but to profit them. For significantly God said to Noah and his sons, ‘Let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth’: He did not say, ‘upon the men who shall be,’ but ‘upon the animals’: for man is by nature set above the living creatures, but not above men; and therefore it is said to him that he be feared by the animals, but not by men. For it is against nature to be proud — to wish to be feared by equals: although holy men do desire to be feared even by those not subject to them; but then [only], when they perceive that God is by no means feared by them, so that those who do not dread the divine judgments may at least fear to sin through human dread. For in that they exact fear for themselves from those who live perversely, they rule as it were not men but brute animals. But when the vice that should be corrected is absent, they rejoice not in the excellence of power but in the condition of equality: and they shun not only to be feared by them, but even to be honored more than is necessary. For they do not deem it a slight harm of humility that they suffer, if perhaps they are esteemed by them at a higher [rate] on account of the merit of rank.” Thus St. Gregory.8



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:1–2 (lemma). Margin: vv. 1, 2. ↩
	§1. The three creation-goods (fecundity, dominion, food) renewed after the flood. Margin: “Three goods bestowed on man newly created” / Gen. 1. ↩
	§2. But the renewed goods are far inferior to the original (no painless birth, no easy dominion, no perfect plant-food). Continues on p. 317. ↩
	§2 (cont.). The richer post-flood diet itself betrays man's greater bodily weakness. ↩
	§3 (printed §4). The double blessing assured the fecundity — proven by the huge armies of Ninus & Zoroaster (Ctesias via Diodorus bk. 3). Margins: Diodorus from Ctesias; Eusebius in the Chronicle; “A notable example and the swiftest proof of the multiplication of men after the flood.” ↩
	§4 (printed §5). The dread of man over the beasts (Hebrew variant); even the strongest yield to man's wit and hand. Margins: Basil; Pliny, bk. 8, ch. 4. ↩
	§5 (printed §6). Gregory: rulers should not wish to be feared by their subjects. Margins: “A saying of St. Gregory, very much to be observed by superiors”; Gregory, Morals, bk. 21, ch. 11; Job 31. Continues on p. 318. ↩
	§5 (cont.). Gregory: man is set over beasts, not men; holy rulers seek to profit, not to be feared by equals. ↩




Everything that moves and lives shall be food for you: even as the green herbs have I delivered them all to you

LatineEnglish


{Everything that moves and lives shall be food for you: even as the green herbs have I delivered them all to you.}1
Omne quod movetur et vivit erit vobis in cibum: quasi olera virentia tradidi vobis omnia.



HINC apparet ante diluvium esum carnium vel non fuisse licitum, vel non fuisse in more atque usu, saltem apud probos et pios viros, et quos Moses supra Dei filios appellavit. Ethnicorum sapientes hanc carnium abstinentiam in primaeva Mundi aetate, quam nominarunt illi seculum aureum, etiam subodorati sunt, vel scriptorum Mosis lectione, vel fama et traditione antiqua, Chaldaeorum praesertim atque Aegyptiorum, quibus instituta Iudaeorum propter diutinam cum illis conversationem non fuere ignota.
Hence it appears that before the flood the eating of flesh either was not lawful, or was not in custom and use — at least among the upright and pious men, and those whom Moses above called the sons of God. The wise men of the heathen even got an inkling of this abstinence from flesh in the primeval age of the world, which they named the golden age — whether from reading the writings of Moses, or from ancient report and tradition, especially of the Chaldaeans and Egyptians, to whom the institutions of the Jews, because of their long association with them, were not unknown.2



Continentiam igitur illius primaevae aetatis ab esu carnium expressit Ovidius illis versibus: At vetus illa aetas non polluit ora cruore. / Tunc et aves tutae movere per aëra pennas, / Et lepus impavidus mediis erravit in agris, / Nec sua credulitas piscem suspenderat hamo, / Cuncta sine insidiis, nullamque timentia fraudem, / Plenaque pacis erant. Verum quod abstinentiam illius aetatis ab esu carnium laudat Ovidius, recte quidem fecit: sed quod idem postea introductum esum carnium quasi magnum scelus exsecratur, dicens, Heu quantum scelus est in viscere viscera condi? / Congestoque avidum pinguescere corpore corpus, / Alteriusque animantem animantis vivere leto? poetico excessu veritatis lapsus est: nec enim damnari potest quod pro[magno]…
The abstinence of that primeval age from the eating of flesh Ovid expressed in those verses: “But that old age did not pollute its mouths with gore. Then the birds in safety moved their wings through the air, and the hare wandered fearless in the midst of the fields, nor had its own credulity hung the fish on the hook; all things were without snares, fearing no fraud, and were full of peace.” But whereas Ovid praises the abstinence of that age from the eating of flesh, he did rightly; yet in that he afterward execrates the introduced eating of flesh as a great crime, saying, “Alas, how great a crime it is for entrails to be buried in entrails, and for a greedy body to grow fat by a heaped-up body, and for one living creature to live by the death of another living creature!” — he lapsed from the truth by a poetic excess: for that cannot be condemned which for [a great]…3



…pro magno beneficio Deus homini concessit, et quod fragilitati et infirmitati hominis sustinendae confirmandaeque prope necessarium est.
…God granted to man as a great benefit, and which is well-nigh necessary for sustaining and strengthening the frailty and weakness of man.4



VERUM excutiamus causas propter quas Deus non ante diluvium sed post indulgere voluit homini esum carnium. Equidem tres eius rei causas afferre possum. Nimirum voluit Deus atrocitate vindictae, qua omne genus hominum et animalium (paucis exceptis) per diluvii cladem extinxit, illustri aliqua significatione benignitatis et indulgentiae suae erga hominem mitigare ac lenire: quocirca tanta divini supplicii severitate tremefactum, metuque consternatum hominem suavissimus Dominus statim post diluvium erexit ac recreavit trium concessu ingentium bonorum, numerosae fecunditatis, largioris cibi, et securitatis nunquam in posterum futuri diluvii. Alteram causam fuisse reor indigentiam hominis post diluvium, uberiori validioreque cibo indigentis.
But let us sift out the causes for which God willed to indulge man the eating of flesh not before the flood but after. Indeed I can bring forward three causes of this matter. Namely, God willed by some illustrious token of His kindness and indulgence toward man to mitigate and soften the atrocity of the vengeance by which He extinguished (a few excepted) the whole race of men and animals through the disaster of the flood: wherefore man, made to tremble by so great a severity of divine punishment and dismayed with fear, the most gentle Lord immediately after the flood raised up and revived by the grant of three immense goods — numerous fecundity, more abundant food, and security against any flood ever to come thereafter. The second cause I judge to have been man's need after the flood, needing richer and stronger food.5



Haec autem indigentia tribus ex rebus accidit: nam caelestium astrorum aspectus et defluxus minus fuit humanae vitae propitius ac beneficus quam fuerat ante diluvium; et ipsa tellus, salsis Oceani aquis per unum annum tota perfusa et obruta, multo sterilior ac deterior facta est: quocirca earum rerum quas ex se generabat proventu non, ut antea, sufficiens alendo homini subministrare potuit alimentum; fragilior denique fuit post diluvium valetudo hominum, pluribusque incommodis ac morbis obnoxia: quamobrem ad eam sustinendam firmandamque pluribus et validioribus adminiculis et quasi fulturis opus fuit; id quod satis indicat vita hominum in tantum contracta et recisa post diluvium.
And this need arose from three things: for the aspect and influence of the celestial stars was less propitious and beneficial to human life than it had been before the flood; and the earth itself, drenched and overwhelmed for a whole year by the salt waters of the Ocean, was made much more barren and worse: wherefore by the yield of those things which it generated of itself it could not, as before, supply sufficient nourishment for feeding man; finally, men's health was frailer after the flood, and liable to more discomforts and diseases: wherefore, for sustaining and strengthening it, there was need of more and stronger supports and, as it were, props — which the life of men, so greatly contracted and cut short after the flood, sufficiently indicates.6



TERTIAM causam tradit quaestione in Genesim 55 Theodoretus, ita scribens: Post diluvium magis pretiosum Deus homini cibum contulit, iubens occidere et comedere ex omni genere animalium, videlicet affectum repellens affectu, et leviori curans graviorem. Praevidens enim Deus in tantam homines lapsuros dementiam ut animalia pro diis veneraturi essent, permisit illorum esum, quo impietatem eorum cohiberet. Summa enim est insania adorare quod comeditur. Propterea quoque animalium quaedam haberi voluit immunda, alia munda, ut immunda eo ipso quod immunda sunt adorare perhorrescerent: munda vero, quod et ad esum hominis et ad sacrificia mactarentur, pro diis colere erubescerent.
A third cause Theodoret hands down, in question 55 on Genesis, writing thus: “After the flood God conferred on man a more precious food, commanding [him] to kill and eat of every kind of animal — that is, repelling one affection by another affection, and curing the graver by the lighter. For God, foreseeing that men would fall into so great a madness as to venerate animals for gods, permitted the eating of them, whereby He might restrain their impiety. For it is the height of insanity to adore what is eaten. For this reason too He willed that some animals be held unclean, others clean, so that they might shudder to adore the unclean by the very fact that they are unclean; but the clean, because they were slain both for man's food and for sacrifices, they would blush to worship for gods.”7



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:3 (lemma). Margin: v. 3. ↩
	§6 (printed §7). The pagans' ‘golden age’ echoes the pre-flood abstinence from flesh. Margin: Gen. 6. ↩
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FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether the eating of flesh was lawful for man before the flood

LatineEnglish


FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether the eating of flesh was lawful for man before the flood.
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. Utrum licitus homini fuerit ante diluvium esus carnium.



CETERUM ex hoc loco Scripturae, quo narratur primo concessisse homini Deum esum carnium post diluvium, celebris quaestio exsistit, utrum vesci carnibus ante diluvium fuerit homini aut licitum, aut certe in more et in u[su]…
But from this place of Scripture, in which it is narrated that God first granted to man the eating of flesh after the flood, a celebrated question arises: whether eating flesh before the flood was for man either lawful, or at least in custom and u[se]…1



…in usu. Tres sunt hac de re auctorum sententiae. Prima est Lyrani, Tostati ferreque verba primi capitis in Genesim, et Carthusiani in Commentariis super extrema vbi Deus suis cibum assignavit homini ex omnibus herbis et oleribus terrae arborumque fructibus. Affirmant isti esum carnium nec fuisse in usu ante diluvium, nec fuisse licitum. Ad hoc probandum satis argumenti esse putant quod primo Deus post diluvium concessit Noë et filiis eius esum carnium, quasi ante id temporis inusitatus atque illicitus fuisset. Omne, inquit, quod movetur et vivit erit vobis in cibum, quasi olera virentia dedi vobis omnia: quorum Dei verborum haec est sententia: Quemadmodum in exordio mundi tradidi vobis in cibum omnia quae terra nascuntur, ita nunc, quia pleniore valentioreque cibatu indigetis, victui vestro destino et assigno omnia animalia.
…in use. There are on this matter three opinions of authors. The first is that of Lyra, of Tostatus (almost in the words of the first chapter on Genesis), and of the Carthusian in his Commentaries on the [verse] where God assigned food to man from all the herbs and vegetables of the earth and the fruits of the trees. These affirm that the eating of flesh neither was in use before the flood, nor was lawful. To prove this they think there is argument enough in this: that God first granted to Noah and his sons the eating of flesh after the flood, as if before that time it had been unwonted and unlawful. “Everything,” He says, “that moves and lives shall be food for you, even as the green herbs have I given you all”: of which words of God this is the sense: Just as at the beginning of the world I delivered to you for food all the things that are born of the earth, so now, because you need fuller and stronger feeding, I destine and assign to your sustenance all the animals.2



MERITO sane id fecit Deus: siquidem post diluvium terra deterior facta est, ob idque alimentum ex herbis et arboribus alendi hominis inefficax futurum erat: ipsum quoque temperamentum humani corporis multo infirmius et fragilius effectum est; id quod vel ex eo apparet, quod ante diluvium vixere homines ultra nongentesimum annum: post diluvium autem qui primus omnium generatus est Arphaxad paulo amplius quadringentos annos vixit, et trecentis illis annis qui a diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae decurrerunt, plus septingentis annis vita hominis diminuta est: nullus enim post id temporis longaevior fuit quam Isaac, qui octogesimum tamen et centesimum annum minime excessit. Si igitur post diluvium primo concessus est homini carnium esus, ex eo liquet antea licitum et usitatum non fuisse: nam si fuisset, quid opus erat novo tunc mandato id sancire, et quasi novum quoddam et singulare beneficium homini concedere?
And rightly indeed did God do this: since after the flood the earth was made worse, and on that account the food from herbs and trees for nourishing man would have been ineffective; the temperament too of the human body was made much weaker and frailer — which appears even from this, that before the flood men lived beyond the nine-hundredth year, but after the flood Arphaxad, who was the first of all generated, lived a little more than four hundred years, and in those three hundred years which ran from the flood to the birth of Abraham man's life was diminished by more than seven hundred years: for no one after that time was longer-lived than Isaac, who nevertheless by no means exceeded the one hundred and eightieth year. If, therefore, the eating of flesh was first granted to man after the flood, from this it is clear that before it was not lawful and customary: for if it had been, what need was there then to sanction it by a new command, and to grant it to man as a kind of new and singular benefit?3



CAUSA porro cur ante diluvium non sit a Deo concessus homini esus carnium, non fuit paucitas animalium cuiusque speciei: non enim putandum est, ut in specie humana duos tantum homines creavit Deus, ita quoque in qualibet animalium specie bina esse a Deo procreata (licet scriptum id reliquerit Iustinus martyr in Responsione ad quaestionem 49 Orthodoxorum, et Theodoretus in libro Quaestionum in Genesim, quaestione 17 et 39). Quin credibilius est cuiusque animalium speciei plurima in exordio mundi esse generata. Non igitur propter animalium paucitatem negatus est homini usus carnium: nam, ut dixi, ea causa vera non est; et ut vera esset, nonnihil ea fortasse valuisset in exordio mundi, non autem toto eo tempore quod fuit usque ad diluvium, per annos scilicet mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex, quo tempore numerosissime multiplicata esse cuiusque speciei animalia nequaquam dubitandum est. Adice quod si ea ratio vim haberet ullam, simili utique ratione concluderetur non debuisse Deum statim post diluvium edendi carnes homini potestatem facere, cum id temporis similiter ut in mundi exortu magna [esset]…
Moreover, the cause why before the flood the eating of flesh was not granted by God to man was not the fewness of animals of each species: for it is not to be thought that, as in the human species God created only two men, so also in each species of animals two were procreated by God (although Justin Martyr left this written, in his Response to question 49 of the Orthodox, and Theodoret in the book of Questions on Genesis, questions 17 and 39). Nay, it is more credible that very many of each animal species were generated at the beginning of the world. Not, therefore, on account of the fewness of animals was the use of flesh denied to man: for, as I have said, that cause is not true; and even were it true, it would perhaps have had some force at the beginning of the world, but not throughout all that time which was up to the flood — namely, through one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years — during which time it is by no means to be doubted that the animals of each species were multiplied most numerously. Add that, if that reasoning had any force, by like reasoning it would be concluded that God ought not to have made for man the power of eating flesh immediately after the flood, since at that time, similarly as at the world's beginning, there was great [fewness]…4



…esset cuiusque speciei animalium paucitas.
…fewness of animals of each species.5



VERA igitur et germana eius rei causa fuit quod victus ex terra nascentibus in prima illa aetate quae praecessit diluvium, propter excellentem recentis terrae bonitatem et vigorem, optimus esset homini: terra namque alimentum homini nutriendo non sufficiens modo, sed abunde suppetens, maximeque solidum ac iucundum et salubre praebebat, idque magna facilitate, sine gravi scilicet labore hominis et cura. Itaque inter esum plantarum et temperamentum hominis naturalis erat eo tempore convenientia, propter excellentem eorum nutriendi vim firmissimamque corporis humani constitutionem: qualis nempe convenientia non erat inter carnes animalium et corpus hominis; namque eo tempore animalium carnes plenius et pinguius ac solidius alimentum dedissent homini quam eius temperamento conveniebat. Vel fortasse praeviderat Deus, si homines vescerentur carnibus, fore eos longioris vitae quam ipse eam praefinire volebat et quam spirituali eorum utilitati conducere sciebat: vel etiam quod eo alimento facti essent multo robustiores, confidentiores, ferociores, et ad quodlibet patrandum scelus audaciores et proiectiores; tales scilicet quales sub finem eius aetatis fuisse gigantes, capite sexto Geneseos narrat Moses.
The true and genuine cause of this matter, therefore, was that food from the things born of the earth, in that first age which preceded the flood, was best for man on account of the excellent goodness and vigor of the fresh earth: for the earth furnished nourishment for feeding man not only sufficient, but abundantly supplied, and most solid and pleasant and healthful — and that with great ease, namely without grave labor and care on man's part. And so there was at that time a natural agreement between the eating of plants and man's temperament, on account of the excellent nourishing power of [the plants] and the most firm constitution of the human body: such an agreement, namely, as did not exist between the flesh of animals and man's body; for at that time the flesh of animals would have given man a fuller and fatter and more solid nourishment than was suited to his temperament. Or perhaps God had foreseen that, if men fed on flesh, they would be of longer life than He willed to fix it, and than He knew to conduce to their spiritual utility; or even because by that food they would have been made much more robust, more confident, more ferocious, and bolder and more reckless for committing any crime whatever — such, namely, as the giants were toward the end of that age, as Moses narrates in the sixth chapter of Genesis.6



ALTERA est opinio huic plane contraria: esum carnium fuisse hominibus licitum et usitatum ante diluvium. Hanc sententiam quidam assignant B. Iustino: is enim memorat hanc quaestionem sibi oblatam ab Orthodoxis, quae in aliarum quaestionum numero est 119: Si nec arborum fructibus nec animalium carnibus vescebantur qui fuerunt ante diluvium (ut nonnulli Patrum dixerunt), qui fit ut Abel ex adipibus ovium quas pascebat, itemque Cain ex fructibus terrae quam colebat, libaverit? Nec vero dubium est quin uterque, cibo suo praeferens Deum, tali sacrificio sit usus. Nam si inutilia sibi offerebant Deo, nonne tali libatione illudebant Deum? quippe cum munus offerrent ridiculum, quod scilicet offerenti nihil detraheret. Qui fit igitur ut Caini sacrificium reiectum fuerit, Abelis vero approbatum? Ad hanc quaestionem ita respondet Iustinus: B. Paulus, Patrum Pater et religionis magister, ait: Quis vitem conserit, quin de fructu eius comedat? quis gregem pascit, quin de lacte eius edat? nimirum nullus. Non igitur Abel gregem pascens gregis lacte non vescebatur: neque Cain terram colens fructus eius non comedebat. Praeterea si inutiles erant Cain fructus terrae, qua de causa deterioribus honorabat Deum, melioribus seipsum ante Deum honorans? Quod si anteposuit Abel utilitati suae Deum, non dubium est quin solitus sit utilitatem ex labore suo percipere. Haec Iustinus. DEMIROR equidem fuisse nonnullos Patrum (ut refert Iustinus) qui negaverint homines ante diluvium vesci solitos fructibus arborum, cum eum cibum assignaverit Deus primis hominibus statim ut eos creavit. Verum ex supradictis Iustini verbis non potest colligi eum sensisse esum carnium fuisse hominibus ante diluvium licitum et [usitatum]…
The second opinion is plainly contrary to this: that the eating of flesh was lawful and customary for men before the flood. This opinion some assign to St. Justin: for he records this question put to him by the Orthodox, which among the other questions is number 119: If those who lived before the flood ate neither the fruits of trees nor the flesh of animals (as some of the Fathers said), how is it that Abel offered of the fat of the sheep which he pastured, and likewise Cain of the fruits of the earth which he tilled? And there is no doubt that each, preferring God to his own food, used such a sacrifice. For if they offered to God things useless to themselves, did they not mock God by such an oblation? — since they would be offering a ridiculous gift, namely one that took nothing from the offerer. How is it, then, that Cain's sacrifice was rejected, but Abel's approved? To this question Justin answers thus: St. Paul, the Father of Fathers and master of religion, says: “Who plants a vine, and does not eat of its fruit? who feeds a flock, and does not eat of its milk?” — surely no one. Not, therefore, did Abel, feeding the flock, not feed on the flock's milk; nor did Cain, tilling the earth, not eat its fruits. Besides, if the fruits of the earth were useless to Cain, for what cause did he honor God with the worse, honoring himself before God with the better? But if Abel preferred God to his own advantage, there is no doubt that he was wont to take advantage from his own labor. Thus Justin. I marvel indeed that there were some of the Fathers (as Justin reports) who denied that men before the flood were wont to eat the fruits of trees, since God assigned that food to the first men as soon as He created them. But from the aforesaid words of Justin it cannot be gathered that he thought the eating of flesh was for men before the flood lawful and [customary]…7



…usitatum: tantum enim ille loquitur de esu lactis, quo vult Abel esse usum, quod nemo abnuit.
…customary: for he speaks only of the eating of milk, which he wishes Abel to have used — which no one denies.8



AT enim Caietanus, super quartum caput libri Geneseos explanans illa verba, Fuit Abel pastor ovium, Cain autem agricola, aperte hanc sententiam approbat, hunc admodum scribens: Coniectura est adeo fuisse tum multiplicatos homines ut opus esset grege ovium; nulla enim scriptura testatur homines ante diluvium, postquam eiecti sunt de Paradiso, solis terrae fructibus vixisse. Berosus namque refert homines ante diluvium etiam humanas carnes comedisse. Et pastorale officium Abelis testatur gregem ovium humanis usibus servisse, non solum praebendo lanas et agnos, sed lac et caseum. Nec obstat divinam scripturam differre indulgentiam vescendi carnibus post diluvium; quoniam non indulgentia, sed necessitatis explicatio fuit illa. Ante peccatum enim explicata est materia necessaria humani cibi in vegetabilibus; post peccatum autem in animalibus. Unde ibi dicitur animalia data esse homini post diluvium, sicut ante data fuerant ei olera virentia. Cum quibus stat quod medio tempore, scilicet post peccatum et ante diluvium, homines naturali iure usi fuerint vescendi carnibus animalium, et ob id Abel fuit pastor ovium. Et confirmatur, quia nisi agni tunc fuissent hominibus ad esum, nulla fuisset laus Abel ex eo quod primogenitos pingues elegisset ad divinum sacrificium; perinde enim fuisset Abeli pingues atque macilentos sacrificare, si non propter usum carnium, sed propter solum pellium usum gregem pascebat.
But Cajetan, explaining on the fourth chapter of the book of Genesis those words, “Abel was a shepherd of sheep, but Cain a husbandman,” openly approves this opinion, writing in this manner: “It is a conjecture that men were then so multiplied that there was need of a flock of sheep; for no scripture testifies that men before the flood, after they were cast out of Paradise, lived on the fruits of the earth alone. For Berosus relates that men before the flood even ate human flesh. And Abel's pastoral office testifies that the flock of sheep served human uses, not only by providing wools and lambs, but milk and cheese. Nor does it stand in the way that divine scripture defers the indulgence of eating flesh until after the flood; for that was not an indulgence, but an explication of necessity. For before sin the necessary matter of human food was set forth in vegetables; but after sin, in animals. Whence there it is said that animals were given to man after the flood, just as before the green herbs had been given to him. With which it stands that in the middle time — namely, after sin and before the flood — men used by natural right the eating of the flesh of animals, and on that account Abel was a shepherd of sheep. And it is confirmed, because, unless lambs had then been for food to men, there would have been no praise to Abel from his having chosen the fat firstlings for the divine sacrifice; for it would have been all the same to Abel to sacrifice fat or lean ones, if he pastured the flock not for the use of the flesh, but for the use of the skins alone.”9



Sic eo loco Caietanus, idemque ab eo repetitur et confirmatur in exordio noni capitis, ubi et illud addit, post diluvium promulgasse Deum esum carnium, non quantum ad usum quasi prius non fuisset in usu, sed quantum ad necessitatem, quia post diluvium coepit esus carnium esse homini necessarius; et quia tunc primum necessitas vescendi carnibus promulgabatur, propterea tunc etiam declaratus est naturalis modus vescendi carnibus, non cum sanguine, id est, non vescendi crudis carnibus. Sic ex Caietano. Placuit haec opinio etiam Francisco de Victoria, ut apparet ex Relectione eius de Temperantia.
So Cajetan in that place, and the same is repeated and confirmed by him at the beginning of the ninth chapter, where he also adds this: that after the flood God promulgated the eating of flesh — not as to use, as if before it had not been in use, but as to necessity, because after the flood the eating of flesh began to be necessary for man; and because then for the first time the necessity of eating flesh was promulgated, therefore then too the natural manner of eating flesh was declared — not with the blood, that is, not eating raw flesh. So [much] from Cajetan. This opinion pleased also Francisco de Vitoria, as appears from his Relection On Temperance.10



HUIC sententiae Dominicus de Soto, libro quinto de Iustitia et Iure, quaestione prima articulo primo, suum quoque adiecit calculum: arbitratur enim statim post peccatum Adami vitiatamque naturam hominis, esum carnis fuisse naturaliter convenientem cibum homini, ob idque fuisse licitum atque usitatum. Hoc ille argumentatur ad hunc modum: si esus carnium non erat in usu apud homines, id accidisse necesse est aut quia erat prohibitus, aut quia esus carnium id temporis non erat utilis homini, aut quia vis carnium nutricandi hominem non fuit eo tempore cognita, aut quia propter abundantiam et praestantiam alimenti quod plantae suppeditabant homini, esus carnium supervacuus esset minimeque necessarius: sed nihil horum valet ad fidem astruendam ei opinioni. Namque nulla lege prohibitum legimus esum carnium: non quidem naturali, ut patet; nec positiva, talis enim nusquam reperitur in sacris litteris; nec probabilis causa esse potuit cur eo tempore cibus ex carnibus non esset conveniens et u[tilis]…
To this opinion Dominic de Soto, in the fifth book On Justice and Law, question one, article one, added his vote also: for he judges that immediately after Adam's sin and the vitiated nature of man, the eating of flesh was a naturally suitable food for man, and on that account was lawful and customary. He argues this in this manner: if the eating of flesh was not in use among men, that must have happened either because it was forbidden, or because the eating of flesh at that time was not useful to man, or because the power of flesh to nourish man was not at that time known, or because, on account of the abundance and excellence of the food that plants supplied to man, the eating of flesh was superfluous and by no means necessary: but none of these avails to establish belief in that opinion. For we read of flesh-eating forbidden by no law: not by the natural [law], as is plain; nor by a positive [law], for no such [law] is anywhere found in the sacred letters; nor could there be a probable cause why at that time food from flesh should not be suitable and u[seful]…11



…et utilis homini, cum Philosophorum et Medicorum concessu, et (quod caput est) experientiae documento, meliorem esse constet ad alendum et roborandum hominem cibum ex carnibus quam ex plantis. Illud porro minime sit credibile, toto eo tempore quod praecessit diluvium (id est, per annos mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex) vim carnium ad alendum hominem accommodatissimam nec speculando fuisse homini cognitam, nec experiendo compertam. Quod autem id temporis plantae sufficiens homini praeberent alimentum nec opus esset carnibus, id non probat non fuisse eis usos homines. Quam multis enim nunc vescimur non tanquam necessariis, sed quia melius delicatius et iucundius alimentum habeant! Neque enim homines contenti sunt necessariis vel ad vitam vel ad vestitum, sed alia multa curiose cupideque consectantur, si meliora et suaviora esse putent. His accedit omnia animalia esse facta propter usum hominis: sunt autem multa quae praeter esum nescias qui possint esse usui hominibus, ut pisces, perdices et complures avium.
…and useful to man, since by the concession of the Philosophers and Physicians, and (what is the chief thing) by the evidence of experience, it is established that food from flesh is better for nourishing and strengthening man than food from plants. Moreover, this is by no means credible: that throughout all that time which preceded the flood (that is, through one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years) the power of flesh, most fitted for nourishing man, was neither known to man by reasoning nor discovered by experience. And that at that time plants furnished sufficient food to man, and there was no need of flesh, does not prove that men did not use it. For with how many things do we now feed, not as necessary, but because they have better, more delicate, and more pleasant nourishment! For men are not content with what is necessary either for life or for clothing, but eagerly and curiously pursue many other things, if they think them better and sweeter. To this is added that all animals were made for the use of man: and there are many which, apart from eating, you would not know how they could be of use to men — such as fishes, partridges, and very many birds.12



TERTIA sententia est, esum carnium fuisse quidem licitum homini ante diluvium, non fuisse tamen in usu apud probos praesertim et pios viros ex laudata illa stirpe Seth generatos, quosque Moses filios Dei appellavit. In hac sententia fuisse videtur Chrysostomus, scribens in vigesima septima homilia in Genesim post diluvium homines edendi carnes initium fecisse. Theodoretus item, quaestione 55 in Genesim, cum posuisset hanc quaestionem (Cur Deus post diluvium de carnibus edendis legem tulerit?) ad eam sic ipse respondet: Mox ubi creavit hominem Deus, dedit ei terrae fructus: post diluvium autem pretiosiorem cibum ei concessit, iubens Noë occidere et comedere animalia cuiusque generis; et cetera quae sequuntur, et a nobis paulo superius commemorata sunt, cum causas exponeremus cur Deus non ante sed post diluvium esum carnium indulserit homini.
The third opinion is that the eating of flesh was indeed lawful for man before the flood, yet was not in use, especially among the upright and pious men generated from that praised stock of Seth, whom Moses called the sons of God. In this opinion Chrysostom seems to have been, writing in the twenty-seventh homily on Genesis that men made the beginning of eating flesh after the flood. Theodoret likewise, in question 55 on Genesis, when he had posed this question (Why did God after the flood enact a law about eating flesh?), answers it thus himself: “As soon as God created man, He gave him the fruits of the earth; but after the flood He granted him a more precious food, commanding Noah to kill and eat animals of every kind”; and the rest which follows, and which were recalled by us a little above, when we set forth the causes why God indulged man the eating of flesh not before but after the flood.13



ETIAM B. Thomas in hanc sententiam videtur fuisse propensior, ut significat in Commentariis suis in Epistolam ad Romanos super illa verba capitis 14, Qui autem infirmus est, olus manducet, affirmans usum carnium coepisse post diluvium: sed explicatius idipsum tradit in Prima Secundae, quaestione 102 articulo 6 in responsione ad secundum: Esus, inquit, plantarum aliorumque terrae nascentium fuit apud homines etiam ante diluvium; at esus animalium videtur post diluvium esse introductus. Dicitur enim Genesis 9, Quasi olera virentia dedi vobis omnem carnem. Et hoc ideo, quia esus terrae nascentium magis pertinet ad quandam simplicitatem vitae; esus vero carnium ad delicias et curiositatem vivendi. Etenim sponte herbam terra germinat, et cum modico studio quae generantur ex terra etiam in magna copia parari possunt: animalia vero necesse est magno cum studio nutrire et ad esum comparare. Quocirca volens Deus populum suum reducere ad simplicitatem, multa Hebraeis in genere animalium prohibuit, non autem in genere plantarum. Hactenus ex B. Thoma.
St. Thomas too seems to have been more inclined to this opinion, as he signifies in his Commentaries on the Epistle to the Romans, upon those words of chapter 14, “But he that is weak, let him eat herbs,” affirming that the use of flesh began after the flood: but he hands down the same thing more explicitly in the First of the Second [part], question 102, article 6, in the answer to the second [objection]: “The eating,” he says, “of plants and other things born of the earth was among men even before the flood; but the eating of animals seems to have been introduced after the flood. For it is said in Genesis 9, ‘Even as the green herbs have I given you all flesh.’ And this is so because the eating of things born of the earth pertains more to a certain simplicity of life; but the eating of flesh, to the delights and curiosity of living. For the earth germinates the herb of its own accord, and with little effort the things that are generated from the earth can be prepared even in great abundance; but animals must be nourished with great effort and made ready for eating. Wherefore God, willing to lead back His people to simplicity, forbade the Hebrews many things in the kind of animals, but not in the kind of plants.” Thus far from St. Thomas.14



MIHI quoque prae ceteris haec placet opinio: etenim cum ante [diluvium]…
To me also, beyond the rest, this opinion is pleasing: for since before [the flood]…15



…diluvium, propter excellentem terrae bonitatem praestantemque vim alimenti quod fructus terrae suppeditabant homini, simul et propter firmissimum robustissimumque humani corporis temperamentum, victus ex plantis alendo homini satis superque sufficiens esset, saluberrimus item ac iucundissimus, necnon et simplicissimus nulloque labore parabilis, denique similis victui quem Deus homini assignaverat ante peccatum; simillimum vero sit libentissime eo tantum cibo viros bonos Deique cultores uti voluisse.
…the flood, on account of the excellent goodness of the earth and the excellent power of the nourishment which the fruits of the earth supplied to man, and at the same time on account of the most firm and most robust temperament of the human body, the food from plants was for nourishing man sufficient and more than sufficient, likewise most healthful and most pleasant, and also most simple and obtainable with no labor, and finally similar to the food which God had assigned to man before sin; it is most likely that good men and worshippers of God most willingly wished to use that food alone.16



VERUM dicet aliquis, si primum concessus est homini victus ex carnibus animalium post diluvium, quomodo is ante id temporis licitus erat? Respondendum est Deum, indulgendo esum carnium post diluvium, non fecisse eum ex illicito licitum, sed significasse tunc incepisse indigentiam eius propter fragilitatem vitae et infirmitatem valetudinis humanae, et propter malignitatem terrae et invalidam ad bene alendum hominem vim eorum quae terra nascuntur; quamobrem concessu carnium Deus bonos et pios viros quasi religione quadam solvit, ne (ut ante diluvium) herbis et fructibus arborum, ut sufficienti alimento contenti, ab esu carnium quasi supervacuo refugerent. Voluit praeterea Deus post diluvium potestatem edendi carnes expressius tradere, ut ei adiungeret exceptionem edendi carnes cum sanguine, quod cibi genus invisum et abominatum homini esse volebat, et futuris saeculis lata lege Hebraeis erat interdicturus.
But someone will say: if the food from the flesh of animals was first granted to man after the flood, how was it lawful before that time? It must be answered that God, by indulging the eating of flesh after the flood, did not make it from unlawful lawful, but signified that the need of it then began — on account of the frailty of life and the weakness of human health, and on account of the malignity of the earth and the feeble power, for nourishing man well, of the things that are born of the earth; wherefore by the grant of flesh God released good and pious men, as it were, from a certain scruple, lest (as before the flood) — content with herbs and the fruits of trees as sufficient food — they should shrink from the eating of flesh as something superfluous. God willed besides, after the flood, to hand down the power of eating flesh more expressly, so that He might join to it the exception of eating flesh with the blood — which kind of food He willed to be hateful and abominable to man, and was about, in future ages, by a law enacted, to forbid to the Hebrews.17



SED quia de esu carnium disputavimus, nolo ignorare Lectorem fuisse nonnullos qui sunt opinati plantas melioris et utilioris homini esse alimenti quam carnes animalium; quod si esset, haud magnum profecto fuisset beneficium esus carnium Dei concessu indultus homini. Pythagoreos, quo magis abstinentiam animalium commendarent, ita sensisse ferunt. Sed istam opinationem esse falsam pervincit ratio, experientia et exempla. Ratio docet unumquodque rebus maxime similibus ali; siquidem alimentum in id quod alitur commutari debet: inter similia vero facilior est transmutatio; concoctione etiam alimenti id agitur ut tandem efficiatur alimentum ei quod ali debet quam simillimum. Carnes autem animalium similiores sunt humani corporis quam natura plantarum, quemadmodum animalia similiora sunt hominibus quam plantae. Deinde optimum est alimentum quod temperate calidum et humidum est, quale scilicet est humanum corpus: ad hanc autem temperationem calidi et humidi qua constat corpus humanum propius accedit caro animalium quam plantarum natura; constat enim fere plantas vel calore vel frigore, vel humore vel siccitate insigniter ac praeter modum excellere.
But since we have disputed about the eating of flesh, I do not want the Reader to be ignorant that there were some who opined that plants are a better and more useful nourishment for man than the flesh of animals; which, if it were so, the eating of flesh granted to man by God's concession would assuredly have been no great benefit. The Pythagoreans, the more to commend abstinence from animals, are said to have thought thus. But that that opinion is false, reason, experience, and examples prove conclusively. Reason teaches that each thing is nourished by things most similar to it, since the nourishment must be changed into that which is nourished, and among similar things the transmutation is easier; by the concoction of the nourishment too this is brought about, that at last the nourishment is made as similar as possible to that which is to be nourished. But the flesh of animals is more similar to the human body than the nature of plants — just as animals are more similar to men than plants. Next, the best nourishment is that which is temperately hot and moist, such, namely, as the human body is: but to this temperament of hot and moist, of which the human body consists, the flesh of animals approaches more nearly than the nature of plants; for it is established that plants generally excel notably and beyond measure either in heat or in cold, or in moisture or in dryness.18



AD haec, ut pervulgatum, ita verum est illud quod sermone omnium iactatur, Quod sapit, nutrit; carnes autem animalium melioris esse saporis et ad edendum suaviores quis neget? sicut nec illud negari potest…
Besides, as it is commonly spread abroad, so it is true — that which is bandied about in everyone's speech: “What tastes good, nourishes”; and that the flesh of animals is of better savor and sweeter to eat, who would deny? just as neither can that be denied…19



…potest, ex carnibus plenius ac solidius salubriusque capi alimentum quam ex plantis, vel exemplo aegrotorum, quibus frequenter ut conceduntur carnes, ita fructus et olera vetantur. Et illud Philosophi censent haberi debere secundum naturam, quod omnes vel plerique expetunt et sectantur: talis est carnium esus, quo pauci non utuntur, iique vel propter inopiam, vel morbum, vel ex vitae instituto. Nec illud non palam est, eos qui bonis carnibus vescuntur valentiores, pinguiores, speciosiores, et ad omnia vitae munia habiliores esse quam qui solis plantis utuntur. His accedit quod abstinentia carnium consulto suscipitur ad macerandum et afflictandum corpus et carnis vires debilitandas: nec in ieiuniis Ecclesiasticis, quae ad agendam poenitentiam et affligendam carnem instituta sunt, interdicitur usus herbarum aut fructuum, cum plane vetetur usus carnium. Haec ideo disputavimus, ut istam opinionem, quemadmodum a doctrina sacrae Scripturae discrepantem, ita rationi et experientiae contrariam esse ostenderemus.
…that from flesh a fuller and more solid and more healthful nourishment is taken than from plants — as by the example of the sick, to whom, just as flesh is often allowed, so fruits and vegetables are forbidden. And the Philosophers judge that to be held according to nature which all or most seek and pursue: such is the eating of flesh, which few do not use, and they either on account of poverty, or disease, or from a rule of life. Nor is it not plain that those who feed on good flesh are stronger, plumper, more handsome, and fitter for all the duties of life than those who use plants alone. To this is added that abstinence from flesh is deliberately undertaken for macerating and afflicting the body and weakening the strength of the flesh: nor in the Ecclesiastical fasts, which are instituted for doing penance and afflicting the flesh, is the use of herbs or fruits forbidden, while the use of flesh is plainly prohibited. We have disputed these things for this reason: to show that that opinion, as it disagrees from the doctrine of sacred Scripture, so is contrary to reason and experience.20



VELIM etiam illud hoc loco animadverti, quod dictum est a Deo Noë et filiis eius de carnibus edendis non fuisse praeceptum quo necessitas eis imponeretur edendi carnes, sed fuisse indulgentiam Dei paterno affectu consulentis infirmitati hominis: et propter malignitatem terrae atque imbecilliorem ad nutricandum hominem plantarum virtutem, benefice largientis homini cibum quem ei post diluvium meliorem, iucundiorem et salubriorem esse noverat. Non igitur contra Dei voluntatem et sententiam faciunt qui carnibus abstinent: vel quo vivant castius, vel quo intentiori animo et ardentiori studio ad divinarum precationum et meditationum exercitationem incumbant; vel quo pro peccatis suis digne satisfaciant Deo; vel denique ut susceptam religiosae vitae rationem et disciplinam, votoque ab ipsis quasi obsignatam firmatamque, sancte colant et usque ad extremum spiritum conservent. Neque vero, quia hic dicitur Deus omnes terrae marisque animantes in cibum tradidisse homini, existimare convenit licitum esse homini et honestum silvas omnes saltusque pererrare, subire montes, peragrare campos, lacus et flumina scrutari, etiam longinqua, nec sine periculo vitae penetrabilia maria pernavigare — non ut consulatur valetudini, nec ut honestae serviatur voluptati, sed ad ostentationem luxus et prodigiosam ventris atque gulae saturitatem. Sic profecto res est: cibus ex animalibus affatim nutriendo homini sufficiens, idemque iucundus ac salubris, haud tanto pretio et periculo comparandus est; non est is operosus neque sumptuosus, sed modico et impendio et labore parabilis.
I would also have this observed in this place: that what was said by God to Noah and his sons about eating flesh was not a precept whereby a necessity was imposed on them of eating flesh, but was an indulgence of God, with paternal affection consulting man's weakness; and, on account of the malignity of the earth and the feebler power of plants for nourishing man, bountifully bestowing on man a food which He knew to be, after the flood, better, more pleasant, and more healthful for him. Not, therefore, do those act against God's will and judgment who abstain from flesh — whether to live more chastely, or to apply themselves with more intent mind and more ardent zeal to the exercise of divine prayers and meditations; or to satisfy God worthily for their sins; or finally to keep holily the rule and discipline of the religious life they have undertaken, as it were sealed and confirmed by their vow, and to preserve it to the last breath. Nor indeed, because God is here said to have delivered all the living creatures of land and sea to man for food, is it fitting to think it lawful and honorable for man to roam through all the woods and glades, to climb mountains, to traverse plains, to search lakes and rivers — even far-off ones — and to sail across the penetrable seas not without peril of life: not to consult health, nor to serve honorable pleasure, but for the display of luxury and the prodigious satiety of the belly and gullet. So indeed the matter is: food from animals, abundantly sufficient for nourishing man, and likewise pleasant and healthful, is not to be procured at so great a price and peril; it is not laborious nor costly, but obtainable with modest expense and labor.21
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Save that flesh with the blood you shall not eat. For I will require the blood of your lives at the hand of all beasts, and at the hand of man, at the hand of every man …

LatineEnglish


Excepto quod carnem cum sanguine non comedetis. Sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram de manu cunctarum bestiarum, et de manu hominis, de manu viri, et de manu fratris eius requiram animam hominis. Quicumque effuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis illius: ad imaginem quippe Dei factus est homo.
{Save that flesh with the blood you shall not eat. For I will require the blood of your lives at the hand of all beasts, and at the hand of man, at the hand of every man, and of his brother, will I require the life of man. Whosoever shall shed man's blood, his blood shall be shed: for to the image of God was man made.}1



QUEMADMODUM in mundi exordio Deus potestatem Adamo fecit edendi fructus omnium arborum praeter arborem scientiae boni et mali: ita post diluvium concessit Noë esum carnium quorumlibet animalium, excepto sanguinis esu. Utrobique autem facta est prohibitio unius alicuius rei quae per se non erat mala, videlicet ad salutarem homini continentiae, humilitatis et obedientiae probationem. Excepto, inquit, quod carnem cum sanguine non comedetis. Quasi dicat: ita vobis esum omnium animalium permitto, ut eorum tamen sanguinem a vobis nolim comedi, sive intra ipsa animalia, sive extra et separatim. Quid autem sit carnem cum sanguine comedere, paulo infra dicetur enucleatius in disputatione quae super hoc tractanda est.
Just as at the beginning of the world God gave Adam the power of eating the fruits of all the trees except the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, so after the flood He granted Noah the eating of the flesh of any animals whatever, except the eating of blood. And in both cases there was made a prohibition of some one thing which of itself was not evil — namely, for a trial, salutary to man, of continence, humility, and obedience. “Save,” He says, “that flesh with the blood you shall not eat.” As if to say: I so permit you the eating of all animals, that nevertheless I will not have their blood eaten by you, whether within the animals themselves, or outside and separately. But what it is to eat flesh with the blood will be said a little below, more distinctly, in the disputation which is to be treated on this matter.2



STATIM igitur post diluvium animadvertere licet duo Dei praecepta homini data, et utrumque negativum: unum quidem de non edendo sanguine, alterum de non fundendo sanguine humano, sive de vitando homicidio, cum dixit: Sanguinem animarum vestrarum requiram de manu bestiarum et hominum: quicunque enim effuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis illius. Sed prius quidem praeceptum positivum est et temporarium, aliquando videlicet abrogandum, nec apud omnes gentes vim habens; posterius autem praeceptum pars est legis naturalis, omnes ubique terrarum et quocunque tempore homines obligans, neque unquam abolendum. Nugantur more suo Hebraei, ut videre licet apud Rabinum Salomon in secundum caput Hieremiae, et in Seder Olam (quod est Chronicon Hebraeorum) capite quinto: Deum septem praecepta post diluvium dedisse hominibus, quae illi appellant praecepta filiorum Noë et praecepta naturae, quibus adstringi censent etiam Gentiles, hoc ordine digesta: Non colere idola; Benedicere Deum; Cavere ab incestu propinquorum omnique nefando concubitu; Non fundere sanguinem humanum; Non rapere aliena; Non tollere membrum de animali viventi.
Immediately after the flood, therefore, one may observe two precepts of God given to man, both negative: one indeed about not eating blood, the other about not shedding human blood, or about avoiding homicide, when He said: “I will require the blood of your lives at the hand of beasts and of men: for whosoever shall shed human blood, his blood shall be shed.” But the former precept is positive and temporary — to be abrogated at some time, and not having force among all nations; but the latter precept is part of the natural law, binding all men everywhere on earth and at whatever time, and never to be abolished. The Hebrews trifle in their manner, as may be seen in Rabbi Solomon on the second chapter of Jeremiah, and in the Seder Olam (which is the Chronicle of the Hebrews) chapter five: that God gave seven precepts to men after the flood, which they call the precepts of the sons of Noah and the precepts of nature, by which they judge even the Gentiles to be bound, arranged in this order: Not to worship idols; To bless God; To beware of incest with kindred and every nefarious intercourse; Not to shed human blood; Not to seize others' goods; Not to take a limb from a living animal.3



VERUM pro eo quod habet Latina versio, Carnem cum sanguine non comedetis, in Hebraeo est: Carnem in anima sua, in sanguine suo, non comedetis. Frequens est in sacris litteris, secundum proprietatem linguae Hebraicae, usus figurae quam nominant Appositionem; apponi[tur]…
But in place of what the Latin version has, “Flesh with the blood you shall not eat,” in the Hebrew it is: “Flesh in its soul [life], in its blood, you shall not eat.” Frequent in the sacred letters, according to the property of the Hebrew tongue, is the use of the figure which they call Apposition; for [a word] is set bes[ide]…4



…apponitur enim vox ad prioris vocis expositionem, ut hic illud, in sanguine suo, appositum est ad explicandum id quod dictum fuerat, in anima sua. Ut sit sensus: Non comedetis carnem cum sanguine qui est anima animalis, vel in quo est anima eius, sicut scriptum est in Levitico capite decimo septimo, Anima omnis carnis in sanguine est.
…for a word is set beside [another] for the explanation of the prior word, as here that phrase, “in its blood,” is set beside to explain what had been said, “in its soul.” So that the sense is: You shall not eat flesh with the blood which is the soul of the animal, or in which is its soul, as is written in Leviticus chapter seventeen, “The soul of all flesh is in the blood.”5



VOCABULUM porro Animae varie sumitur in sacris litteris, sed quatuor potissimum observare licet varias eius significationes: primam, pro ipso homine, ut ibi, Anima quae peccaverit, ipsa morietur; et cum ait scriptura septuaginta animas egressas de femore Iacob intrasse in Aegyptum: secundam, pro anima rationali, ut cum dixit Dominus, Nolite timere eos qui occidunt corpus, animam autem non possunt occidere: tertiam, pro inferiore parte animae, id est, pro anima sentiente et facultatibus eius, ut cum iubemur diligere Deum ex toto corde, anima, et omnibus viribus nostris, et cum tria haec enumerantur in homine, corpus, anima et spiritus. Affinis huic est vocabuli animae usus pro voluntate, desiderio, libidine seu cupiditate, ut cum dicitur, Ne tradas eum in animam inimicorum eius, id est, in voluntatem eorum, ne permittas eum potestati inimicorum suorum, ut quaecumque adversus eum facere vellent pro sua libidine exequi et perficere possint. Postrema huius vocis significatio est pro vita. Hinc est illud, Animam suam ponit pro ovibus suis, id est, vitam; et phrasis illa Hebraica, Anima mea in manibus meis semper, id est, in extremo semper versor vitae discrimine, semperque impendentem mihi mortem video. Et hac significatione sumitur hic cum dicitur, Carnem in anima sua non comedetis. Id est, Non comedetis carnem viventem, sicut ferae quae viventium tam hominum quam animalium carnes comedunt: vel, Non comedetis sanguinem quo animalium vita maxime continetur. Septuaginta Interpretes verterunt, Non comedetis carnes in sanguine animae: quae lectio ad sententiam supra expositam revocari debet; dicitur enim sanguis animae pro eo quod est sanguis qui est anima animalis, vel quo maxime sustinetur et conservatur anima.
The word “soul” [anima] moreover is taken variously in the sacred letters, but four chief various significations of it may be observed: first, for man himself, as there, “The soul that has sinned, the same shall die,” and when Scripture says that seventy souls went out from the thigh of Jacob and entered Egypt: second, for the rational soul, as when the Lord said, “Fear not those who kill the body, but cannot kill the soul”: third, for the lower part of the soul — that is, for the sentient soul and its faculties — as when we are commanded to love God with all our heart, soul, and all our strength, and when these three are enumerated in man: body, soul, and spirit. Akin to this is the use of the word “soul” for the will, desire, lust, or cupidity, as when it is said, “Deliver him not into the soul of his enemies,” that is, into their will, do not permit him to the power of his enemies, that whatever they wished to do against him they might carry out and accomplish according to their lust. The last signification of this word is for life. Hence is that, “He lays down his soul for his sheep,” that is, his life; and that Hebrew phrase, “My soul is always in my hands,” that is, I am always in the extreme peril of life, and always see death hanging over me. And in this signification it is taken here when it is said, “Flesh in its soul you shall not eat.” That is, You shall not eat living flesh, as the wild beasts do, which eat the flesh of living things both men and animals: or, You shall not eat blood, by which the life of animals is chiefly contained. The Seventy Interpreters translated, “You shall not eat flesh in the blood of the soul”: which reading must be referred to the sense expounded above; for blood is called “of the soul” because it is the blood which is the soul of the animal, or by which the soul is chiefly sustained and preserved.6



SEQUITUR: Sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram de manu cunctarum bestiarum, etc. Quae sit connexio huius sententiae cum superiore, et quid faciat ad non edendum sanguinem animalium quod non debere fundi sanguinem hominis, et adversus id poenam statui capitalem, non facilem habet explicatum: verum de hoc infra dicetur. Dicit, Sanguinem animarum vestrarum, vel sumendo animam pro vita, vel quia per sanguinem praecipue anima conservatur in corpore et in eo viget, siquidem sanguis secundum Philosophos est sedes ac vehiculum animae ac principale instrumentum: ex eo quippe, pro varia ipsius temperie, spiritus naturales, vitales et animales existunt. Sed fortasse simplicior et planior fuerit interpretatio, vocabulum animae esse hic positum pro ipso homine, ut sit sensus, Sanguinem animarum vestrarum, id est, sanguinem vestrum. Illud autem, requirere sanguinem de manu alicuius, Hebraismus est, significans idem quod extremo [supplicio]…
There follows: “For I will require the blood of your lives at the hand of all beasts,” etc. What the connection of this sentence is with the preceding, and what it makes toward not eating the blood of animals — that man's blood ought not to be shed, and that against it a capital penalty is established — is not easy to explain: but this will be said below. He says, “the blood of your souls,” either taking “soul” for life, or because through the blood the soul is chiefly preserved in the body and is vigorous in it — since the blood, according to the Philosophers, is the seat and vehicle of the soul and its principal instrument: for from it, according to its varying temper, the natural, vital, and animal spirits arise. But perhaps a simpler and plainer interpretation would be that the word “soul” is here put for man himself, so that the sense is, “the blood of your souls,” that is, your blood. And that phrase, “to require blood at the hand of someone,” is a Hebraism, signifying the same as [to afflict with] the extreme [punishment]…7



…extremo supplicio afficere et poena capitali plectere eum qui fuderit sanguinem hominis et homicidium fecerit.
…to afflict with the extreme punishment and to strike with the capital penalty him who has shed the blood of a man and committed homicide.8



SED quomodo requirit Deus sanguinem hominis de manu bestiarum? num bestias vocat in iudicium, et discussa earum causa pronunciat sententiam mortique addicit? Varie hoc exponitur. Rupertus vocabulo bestiarum intelligit malignos spiritus qui de morte spirituali animarum aeternum iudicium sunt accepturi. Verum, ut taceam daemones pro suis peccatis quae ante creationem hominis admiserunt praecipue damnatos esse, ea certe interpretatio non modo non est litteralis, verum in genere ipso mystico perquam dura est minimeque probabilis. Alii per bestias interpretantur homines qui more ferarum truces atque crudeles sitiunt humanum sanguinem. Sed neque hoc placet. Moses enim hoc loco distinguit bestias ab hominibus, dicens sanguinem hominis requisitum iri de manu bestiarum et de manu hominum: ex quo apparet vocabulum bestiae hic proprie esse positum.
But how does God require the blood of man at the hand of beasts? Does He call the beasts into judgment, and, their cause being examined, pronounce sentence and condemn [them] to death? This is variously explained. Rupert by the word “beasts” understands the malignant spirits who shall receive eternal judgment for the spiritual death of souls. But — to say nothing of the fact that the demons are chiefly damned for their own sins which they committed before the creation of man — that interpretation is certainly not only not literal, but even in the mystical kind itself is exceedingly harsh and least of all probable. Others by “beasts” interpret men who, after the manner of wild animals, fierce and cruel, thirst for human blood. But neither does this please. For Moses in this place distinguishes beasts from men, saying that the blood of man will be required at the hand of beasts and at the hand of men: from which it appears that the word “beast” is here properly put.9



CAIETANUS significari putat, cum bestia occidit hominem, eam occisionem esse naturaliter iniustam: quoniam homo non est naturale alimentum ullius bestiae, cum alimentum sit imperfectius eo quod alitur, cum ad ipsum ordinetur. Est igitur sensus: Non ex ordine naturali a me statuto provenit quod bestiae occidant homines ad comedendum eos, praeter naturam enim est hoc, nec decretum a me sed permissum, utpote naturaliter malum, et idcirco significatur ut a Deo requirendum. Sic ille. Cuius expositionem valde Metaphysicam esse, nec sententiae verborum Mosis congruentem, per se animadvertet lector. Quidam referunt ad Martyricidas: Tyranni enim Martyres exponebant feris, ut earum unguibus ac dentibus discerperentur ac dilaniarentur. At enim quamvis ipsi non occiderent Martyres sed bestiae, culpa tamen et poena caedis Martyrum ipsorum erat Tyrannorum, non bestiarum: quocirca sanguis Martyrum non erat requirendus de manu bestiarum, sed de manu tyrannorum.
Cajetan thinks it is signified that, when a beast kills a man, that killing is naturally unjust: because man is not the natural food of any beast, since the food is more imperfect than that which is nourished, being ordered to it. So the sense is: It does not come about from the natural order established by me that beasts kill men to eat them; for this is against nature, nor decreed by me but permitted, as being naturally evil, and therefore it is signified as to be required by God. So he. His exposition the reader will perceive of himself to be very Metaphysical, and not congruent with the meaning of the words of Moses. Some refer it to the slayers of Martyrs: for the Tyrants exposed the Martyrs to wild beasts, that they might be torn apart and mangled by their claws and teeth. But although they themselves did not kill the Martyrs, but the beasts, yet the guilt and penalty of the slaughter of the Martyrs was the Tyrants', not the beasts': wherefore the blood of the Martyrs was not to be required at the hand of the beasts, but at the hand of the tyrants.10



ILLA igitur verior est interpretatio, propterea dixisse Deum de manu bestiarum esse hominis sanguinem a se requirendum, quod laturus esset legem qua praecipiendum erat ut animal quod occideret hominem etiam ipsum occideretur. Sic enim legitur Exodi vigesimo primo: Si bos cornu percusserit virum aut mulierem, et mortui fuerint, lapidibus obruetur. Sicut alio loco, si quis coisset cum iumento, utrumque iussit occidi. ILLUD autem, de manu hominis, de manu viri, et de manu fratris eius requiram animam hominis, magnam habet emphasim et exaggerationem: significat enim capitaliter punitum iri eum qui fuderit sanguinem hominis, quicunque ille sit, id est, sive vir potestatem habens eaque abutens, sive frater, id est, cognatus vel affinis, sive homo, id est, quilibet alius extraneus. Nemo igitur impune fundet sanguinem humanum. Apud Hebraeos frequens est virum dicere pro quolibet seu quocunque, et fratrem pro eo quem nominamus proximum. Itaque sensus erit: De manu cuiuslibet proximi requiram sanguinem quem ille fuderit. Loquens autem de homicidio, meminit potissimum viri fratris, inquit Caietanus, quia frequentius homicidia patrantur inter invicem communicantes. Persae enim non occiduntur ab Hispanis, nec e converso.
That interpretation, therefore, is truer: that God said the blood of man was to be required by Him at the hand of beasts because He was about to give a law by which it was to be commanded that an animal which killed a man should itself also be killed. For thus it is read in Exodus twenty-one: “If an ox gore a man or a woman, and they die, it shall be stoned.” Just as in another place, if anyone had lain with a beast, He commanded both to be killed. And that phrase, “at the hand of man, at the hand of every man, and at the hand of his brother will I require the life of man,” has great emphasis and exaggeration: for it signifies that he who has shed the blood of a man will be capitally punished, whoever he be — that is, whether a man having power and abusing it, or a brother, that is, a kinsman or relative, or a man, that is, any other stranger. No one, therefore, shall shed human blood with impunity. Among the Hebrews it is frequent to say “man” for anyone whatever, and “brother” for him whom we call our neighbor. So the sense will be: At the hand of any neighbor whatever will I require the blood which he has shed. But speaking of homicide, He mentions especially “man” [and] “brother,” says Cajetan, because homicides are more frequently committed among those who associate with one another. For Persians are not killed by Spaniards, nor vice versa.11



ILLA vero sententia, Quicunque effuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis illius, percelebris est ac vice proverbii vulgo iactata: cui vim habet eandem illud Domini dictum, Omnes qui acceperint gladium, gladio peribunt. Et quod est in Apocalypsi, Qui in gladio occiderit, oportet eum in gladio occidi. Quoniam igitur plerique corporis magis quam animi, et huius vitae quam futurae malis et suppliciis commoventur, ac vehementius a male agendo deterrentur; idcirco Dominus poenam capitalem statuit adversus homicidas, quam poenam confirmavit in lege quam tulit Hebraeis. Sic enim legitur Exodi 21: Si quis volens ac per industriam occiderit proximum suum, ab altari meo avelles eum, ut moriatur. Videlicet noluit Deus ei locum veniae aut clementiae perfugium esse ullum, qui tam atrox interficiendi hominis scelus et animo concepisset et manu patrasset. Atque hoc Dei praeceptum sanctissime Rex Salomon servavit: quippe Ioab, duorum militiae principum Abner et Amasae caedis reum, cum ad tabernaculum Dei confugisset et cornu altaris apprehendisset, inde tamen Salomonis iussu abstractus est et occisus. Atque haec de homicidii poena lex perdurat etiam apud Christianos, hodieque viget apud plerasque gentes.
But that sentence, “Whosoever shall shed human blood, his blood shall be shed,” is very famous and bandied about by the people in the manner of a proverb: to which that saying of the Lord has the same force, “All who shall take the sword, shall perish by the sword.” And that which is in the Apocalypse, “He that shall kill by the sword, must be killed by the sword.” Since, therefore, most people are moved more by the evils and punishments of the body than of the mind, and of this life than of the future, and are more vehemently deterred from doing evil; therefore the Lord established the capital penalty against murderers, which penalty He confirmed in the law He gave to the Hebrews. For thus it is read in Exodus 21: “If anyone willingly and of set purpose kill his neighbor, thou shalt take him away from my altar, that he may die.” Namely, God willed there to be for him no place of pardon or refuge of clemency, who had both conceived in mind and perpetrated by hand so atrocious a crime of killing a man. And this precept of God King Solomon most religiously observed: for Joab, guilty of the slaughter of the two princes of the army, Abner and Amasa, although he had fled to the tabernacle of God and seized the horn of the altar, was nevertheless thence by Solomon's command dragged away and killed. And this law about the penalty of homicide endures even among Christians, and today is in force among most nations.12



ERGO cum Dominus dixerit, Qui fuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis eius, poenam homicidii aeterna lege sancivit, potestatemque saecularem instituit, eique gladium in manum tradidit, praecepitque ut homicidas puniret. Quare dupliciter Deus praemunivit nos adversus eos qui vitae hominum insidiantur sitiuntque humanum sanguinem: tum quod se vindicem atque ultorem fore contestatus est; tum quod humanae potestati iniurias hominum vindicandas damnaque compensanda demandavit. Quocirca Paulus Christianos iubet saeculares potestates revereri, honorare ac metuere: Qui resistit, inquit, potestati, Dei ordinationi resistit, et ipse sibi damnationem acquirit. Principes enim non sunt timori boni operis sed mali: Si autem malum feceris, time, non enim sine causa gladium portat: Dei enim minister est, vindex in iram ei qui malum agit.
Therefore when the Lord said, “Who shall shed human blood, his blood shall be shed,” He sanctioned the penalty of homicide by an eternal law, and instituted the secular power, and delivered the sword into its hand, and commanded that it punish murderers. Wherefore in two ways God has fortified us against those who lie in wait for the lives of men and thirst for human blood: both because He has testified that He will be the avenger and vindicator; and because He committed to human power the injuries of men to be avenged and the damages to be compensated. Wherefore Paul commands Christians to revere, honor, and fear the secular powers: “He that resists,” he says, “the power, resists the ordinance of God, and acquires damnation to himself. For princes are not a terror to the good work, but to the evil: but if thou do evil, fear, for he beareth not the sword without cause: for he is the minister of God, an avenger to wrath against him that doth evil.”13



SED quomodo verum illud est, Quicunque effuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis illius, cum multi homicidae supplicium mortis effugerint, nec unius tantum hominis sed multorum etiam hominum caedem impune tulerint? Sed facilis est responsio. Non loquitur Dominus de ipso facto et eventu, verum de homicidarum merito ac debito illis supplicio, quod eis secundum leges tam divinas quam humanas constitutum et paratum est. Nam qui occidit hominem, hoc ipso meretur supplicium mortis, eique in poenam sceleris iure divi[no]…
But how is that true, “Whosoever shall shed human blood, his blood shall be shed,” since many murderers have escaped the punishment of death, and have committed the slaughter not of one man only but even of many men with impunity? But the answer is easy. The Lord does not speak of the fact and event itself, but of the desert of murderers and of the punishment due to them, which is established and prepared for them according to laws both divine and human. For he who kills a man, by this very thing deserves the punishment of death, and to him, for the penalty of his crime, by divi[ne law]…14



…no et humano mors infligenda est: ut sit sensus, ei qui hominem occiderit et lex mea et omnium ferme gentium leges poenam mortis irrogabunt.
…and human [law] death is to be inflicted: so that the sense is, on him who has killed a man both my law and the laws of almost all nations will impose the penalty of death.15



CETERUM pro eo quod habet Latina lectio, Quicunque effuderit humanum sanguinem, fundetur sanguis illius, sic est Hebraice, si verbum de verbo reddas: Qui fuderit sanguinem hominis in homine, fundetur sanguis eius. Quid autem sit fundere sanguinem hominis in homine, varias interpretationes habet. Tostatus illud in homine interpretatur intra hominem: fundere autem sanguinem hominis intra hominem ait esse occidere hominem non effundendo foras sanguinem eius, quod fit per suffocationem seu strangulationem aut venenum. Sed enim inepta nimis locutio est, nec in usu apud Hebraeos, ut qui suffocatur vel perimitur veneno dicatur sanguis eius intra ipsum fundi: quomodo enim sanguis intra ipsum hominem funditur? Proinde Oleaster dupliciter exponit: primo, qui foedaverit hominem sanguine suo, occidendo ipsum, etc. Fundere igitur sanguinem hominis in homine est hominem cuius sanguis funditur proprii sanguinis effusione foedare. Sed alteram expositionem ipse magis probat, ut illud, in homine, iungatur cum eo quod sequitur, fundetur sanguis eius: et illud, in homine, more Hebraico dictum sit pro per hominem. Statuit enim lex divina ut propinqui eius qui occisus esset ius haberent occidendi homicidas.
But in place of what the Latin reading has, “Whosoever shall shed human blood, his blood shall be shed,” it is thus in Hebrew, if you render word for word: “Who shall shed the blood of man in man, his blood shall be shed.” But what it is to shed the blood of man “in man” has various interpretations. Tostatus interprets that “in man” as “within the man”: and to shed the blood of a man within the man, he says, is to kill a man without pouring out his blood outside — which is done by suffocation, or strangulation, or poison. But it is too inept an expression, and not in use among the Hebrews, that one who is suffocated or killed by poison should be said to have his blood shed within himself: for how is blood shed within the man himself? Accordingly Oleaster expounds it in two ways: first, “who shall defile a man with his blood, by killing him,” etc. So to shed the blood of a man “in man” is to defile the man whose blood is shed by the pouring out of his own blood. But he himself more approves the other exposition: that the phrase “in man” be joined with what follows, “his blood shall be shed”; and that “in man” be said, in the Hebrew manner, for “by man.” For the divine law established that the kinsmen of him who was killed should have the right of killing the murderers.16



PARAPHRASIS Chaldaica illud in homine refert ad testes et iudices, per quos homicidae crimen convincendum et puniendum est. Ita enim expressit hunc locum: Qui effuderit sanguinem hominis, per testes, iuxta sententiam iudicum, sanguis eius fundatur: quibus verbis declaratur non licere cuiquam privato homini impetum facere in homicidam et ex eo poenam exigere, sed id esse munus publici magistratus, qui nec ipse ad damnandum et puniendum homicidam praeceps esse debet, nisi antea per idoneos testes reus coarguatur, totaque causa diligenter excussa et explorata, sententia pronuncietur.
The Chaldaic Paraphrase refers that “in man” to the witnesses and judges, by whom the crime of the murderer is to be convicted and punished. For thus it expressed this place: “Who shall shed the blood of man, by witnesses, according to the sentence of the judges, let his blood be shed”: by which words it is declared that it is not lawful for any private man to make an attack upon a murderer and exact a penalty from him, but that this is the office of the public magistrate, who himself too ought not to be hasty to condemn and punish a murderer, unless first the accused be convicted by suitable witnesses, and the whole cause diligently examined and explored, [and] sentence pronounced.17



CAIETANUS pro in homine legit, in hominem, hanc ex Hebraeo germanam (ut putat ipse) lectionem secutus: effundens sanguinem hominis in hominem, sanguis eius effundetur. Dixit, in hominem, ait Caietanus, tum ad excludendum animalia irrationalia ab hac poenali lege (quam exclusionem oportebat fieri, quia communiter praemiserat se requisiturum hominis sanguinem de manu bestiae et hominis: excluduntur autem animalia ab hac lege poenali, quia non occidunt hominem in hominem, id est, in hominis iniuriam atque contumeliam); tum etiam ad excludendam occisionem hominum a iustis iudicibus factam: tales enim non occidunt hominem in hominem, id est, ut eum iniuria et contumelia afficiant, sed in vindictam criminum et boni publici conservationem. Intelligere autem oportet his Dei verbis poenam talionis esse decretam homicidae secundum meritum: decer[nitur]…
Cajetan, in place of “in man,” reads “against man,” following this (as he thinks) genuine reading from the Hebrew: “pouring out the blood of man against man, his blood shall be poured out.” He said “against man,” says Cajetan, both to exclude irrational animals from this penal law (which exclusion needed to be made, because in common he had premised that he would require the blood of man at the hand of beast and of man; but the animals are excluded from this penal law, because they do not kill a man “against man,” that is, for the injury and insult of a man); and also to exclude the killing of men done by just judges: for such do not kill a man “against man,” that is, to afflict him with injury and insult, but for the avenging of crimes and the preservation of the public good. And one must understand that by these words of God the penalty of talion is decreed for the murderer according to his desert: for it is decr[eed]…18



…decernitur enim homicidam mereri supplicium mortis, ipsi a Deo et a iudicibus Dei vices gerentibus inferendum.
…for it is decreed that the murderer deserves the punishment of death, to be inflicted on him by God and by the judges acting in God's stead.19



Ex supradictis omnibus Dei verbis adversus homicidas, prout sunt in Hebraica Scriptura, demonstrant Hebraei omne genus caedis humanae his verbis esse vetitum. Primo, cum dicitur, Fundens sanguinem hominis, per homines sanguis eius fundatur: hoc, inquiunt, de eo intelligitur qui hominem occidit per seipsum, non per alium ad id subornatum. Illud, Verumtamen sanguinem animarum vestrarum requiram, aiunt dici de eo qui sibi ipsi mortem consciverit. Illud porro, De manu omnis animantis requiram sanguinem hominis, intelligi debet de eo qui proximum suum bestiae dilaniandum obiicit. Denique illud, De manu hominis, de manu viri fratris sui requiram animam hominis, intelligendum est de eo qui conducit alios homines ad occidendum hominem.
From all the aforesaid words of God against murderers, as they are in the Hebrew Scripture, the Hebrews demonstrate that every kind of human slaughter is forbidden by these words. First, when it is said, “Shedding the blood of man, by men shall his blood be shed”: this, they say, is understood of him who kills a man by himself, not by another suborned for it. That phrase, “But yet the blood of your souls I will require,” they say is said of him who has brought death upon himself [suicide]. That phrase, moreover, “At the hand of every living thing I will require the blood of man,” must be understood of him who exposes his neighbor to a beast to be torn apart. Finally that phrase, “At the hand of man, at the hand of his brother man, will I require the life of man,” must be understood of him who hires other men to kill a man.20



RESTAT ultima pars huius sententiae: Ad imaginem quippe Dei factus est homo. Valentissima his verbis continetur ratio (nisi quis plane desipiat) ad coercendum hominem deterrendumque ab homicidio; quod eo scilicet, omnium Dei aspectabilium operum magnificentissimum et honoratissimum atque illustrem expressamque ipsius Dei gerens imaginem, destruatur. Nonne publicam regis celebri posito loco statuam deturbans et confringens, novissimo dignus supplicio censeretur? Ecquod igitur supplicium par esse potest eorum sceleri, qui non mutum et inanime, sed vivens atque intelligens Dei simulacrum dissipare ac perdere non veretur? Audi Chrysostomum: Ingens, inquit, his verbis terror astructus est: quasi diceretur, si te non revocat a caede hominis quod eiusdem tibi naturae est, si adeo totus animo sceleratus et impius es ut fraternum foedus violare pro nihilo habeas omnemque compassionem et sensum humanitatis exueris, cogita tamen quod ille ad imaginem Dei factus est, et quantis eum Deus dignatus sit praerogativis, et quod omnis creaturae dominatu atque imperio donatus sit: et haec cogitatio a tam immani consilio proposito te cohibebit.
There remains the last part of this sentence: “For to the image of God was man made.” A most powerful reason is contained in these words (unless one be plainly senseless) for restraining man and deterring him from homicide: namely, because thereby the most magnificent and most honored and illustrious of all the visible works of God, bearing the express image of God Himself, is destroyed. Would not one who casts down and breaks a public statue of the king, set up in a frequented place, be deemed worthy of the utmost punishment? What punishment, then, can be equal to the crime of those who fear not to scatter and destroy not a mute and inanimate, but a living and intelligent image of God? Hear Chrysostom: “A huge terror,” he says, “is built up by these words: as if it were said, if it does not call you back from the slaughter of a man that he is of the same nature as you, if you are so wholly wicked and impious in mind that you count it as nothing to violate the fraternal bond and have put off all compassion and feeling of humanity, yet consider that he was made to the image of God, and with how great prerogatives God has dignified him, and that he has been endowed with dominion and command over every creature: and this thought will restrain you from so monstrous a purpose proposed.”21



Nec absimile est illud Ambrosii: Demonstrat his verbis Deus, inquit Ambrosius, domesticam et familiarem sibi hominis esse naturam, eaque causa inultum non fore apud se quod in domesticum suum videat crudeliter et impie esse commissum. Causa ergo vindictae addita facit ut, primum, excludamus philosophorum quorundam opiniones qui negant Deum habere curam hominum vel remunerandorum vel puniendorum; deinde, scientes praerogativam nostrae ultionis apud Deum manere, neque in alios committamus quod divino iudicio vindicandum sit, neque mortem ipsi vehementius pertimescamus, cum sciamus necati hominis innocentis apud Deum non esse contemptum, quin etiam ultionem fore certissimam. Sic Ambrosius.
Nor unlike is that of Ambrose: “God demonstrates by these words,” says Ambrose, “that the nature of man is domestic and familiar to Him, and for that cause that what He sees cruelly and impiously committed against His own household member will not go unavenged with Him. The cause of vengeance added serves, first, that we may exclude the opinions of certain philosophers who deny that God has care of men, either to be rewarded or punished; next, that, knowing the prerogative of our avenging to remain with God, we should neither commit against others what is to be avenged by divine judgment, nor ourselves dread death too vehemently, since we know that the killing of an innocent man is not held in contempt with God, but rather that vengeance will be most certain.” So Ambrose.22



QUONIAM autem hic significatur qui occidit hominem propterea extremo supplicio esse plectendum, quod interficiat eum qui ad imaginem Dei factus est, ex hoc argumentatur Oleaster totum hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei, id est, tam secundum corpus quam animam: alioqui occidens hominem, si imago Dei tantum esset [in anima]…
But since here it is signified that he who kills a man is therefore to be struck with the extreme punishment because he kills him who was made to the image of God, from this Oleaster argues that the whole man was made to the image of God — that is, both according to body and soul: otherwise, one killing a man, if the image of God were only [in the soul]…23



…in anima, non destrueret imaginem Dei, cum non occidat animam. Si igitur homo tam secundum animam quam corpus factus est ad imaginem Dei, cum Deus per se incorporeus sit, existimare convenit Deum, cum creavit hominem, assumpsisse naturam humanam, et ita vere dici hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei. Verum hanc opinionem ut perabsurdam refutavimus libro quarto horum Commentariorum in Genesim, cum explanaremus illa verba, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Sed quia Oleaster eam opinionem hic repetit, volui memoriam eius renovare lectori, ut intelligeret quantopere figmentum illud placuerit Oleastro.
…in the soul, he would not destroy the image of God, since he does not kill the soul. If, therefore, man was made to the image of God both according to soul and body, since God is of Himself incorporeal, it would be fitting to think that God, when He created man, assumed human nature, and thus that man is truly said to have been made to the image of God. But this opinion, as utterly absurd, we refuted in the fourth book of these Commentaries on Genesis, when we explained those words, “Let us make man to our image and likeness.” But because Oleaster repeats that opinion here, I wished to renew the memory of it for the reader, that he might understand how greatly that figment pleased Oleaster.24
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SECOND DISPUTATION. On the eating of blood forbidden to men.
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. De sanguinis esu hominibus interdicto.



TRES quaestiones in hac disputatione tractandae sunt: quarum prima est, Quid sit comedere carnem cum sanguine; altera, Cur tantopere Deus interdixerit homini esum sanguinis; tertia, Qualis sit illa ratio sive causa quam reddit Deus cur abstinendum sit esu sanguinis, quod quicunque fuderit sanguinem hominis, sanguis quoque eius fundendus sit: quam enim habet connexionem abstinentia a caede hominum cum abstinentia ab esu sanguinis animalium? PRIMAE quaestionis difficultas in varia expositione consistit eius quod est comedere carnem cum sanguine. Eugubinus putat esse figuratam locutionem, eaque prohiberi effusionem sanguinis humani atque homicidium: comedere igitur carnem cum sanguine est hominem viventem, cuius vita sanguine potissimum sustinetur, occidere, et fuso eius sanguine vita privare. Huic expositioni fidem faciunt quae consequuntur verba, quae quidem omnia ad effusionem humani sanguinis et ad homicidium pertinent: nisi enim hoc esset comedere carnem cum sanguine, qualis obsecro esset ea ratio quam reddit Deus cur nolit comedi carnes cum sanguine? Quia, inquit, ego requiram sanguinem vestrum de manu bestiarum atque hominum: quae ratio, si illud Comedere carnem cum sanguine proprie sumatur, inconveniens et inepta est; sin autem accipiatur figurate pro homicidio, congruentissima est atque potentissima. Est autem frequens metaphora in Sacris litteris, comedere carnes alicuius vel bibere sanguinem, pro eo quod est mortem eius expetere et moliri: quam metaphoram secutus Homerus bellum appellavit σαρκόφαγον, quod eo multi absumantur et pereant. His adde quod sanguinis esus ad immunditiam hominis nihil facit: alioqui etiam nos Christiani eo abstineremus: non igitur putandum est de eo prohibendo usque eo [solicitum fuisse Deum]…
Three questions are to be treated in this disputation: of which the first is, What it is to eat flesh with blood; the second, Why God so greatly forbade man the eating of blood; the third, Of what sort is that reason or cause which God renders why one must abstain from eating blood — namely, that whosoever has shed the blood of a man, his blood also is to be shed: for what connection has abstinence from the slaughter of men with abstinence from eating the blood of animals? The difficulty of the first question consists in the various exposition of that phrase, “to eat flesh with blood.” Eugubinus thinks it is a figurative expression, and that by it is forbidden the effusion of human blood and homicide: to eat flesh with blood, therefore, is to kill a living man, whose life is chiefly sustained by blood, and, his blood being shed, to deprive him of life. To this exposition the words which follow give credence, all of which pertain to the effusion of human blood and to homicide: for unless this were to eat flesh with blood, what, I beseech, would be that reason which God renders why He does not wish flesh to be eaten with blood? “Because,” He says, “I will require your blood at the hand of beasts and of men”: which reason, if that “to eat flesh with blood” be taken properly, is unsuitable and inept; but if it be taken figuratively for homicide, it is most congruent and most powerful. And there is a frequent metaphor in the Sacred letters, “to eat the flesh of someone” or “to drink [his] blood,” for the thing which is to seek and contrive his death: which metaphor Homer followed [when] he called war σαρκόφαγον [flesh-eating], because by it many are consumed and perish. To these add that the eating of blood makes nothing toward the uncleanness of man — otherwise we Christians too would abstain from it: not, therefore, is it to be thought that God was so solicitous about forbidding it…1



…solicitum fuisse Deum, ut hoc primo post diluvium praecepto obligare hominem voluerit: sed illud potius ei curae in primis fuit, absterrere homines ab homicidio, ne paucitas illa hominum etiam per homicidium minueretur, neve tunc accideret quod sub mundi primordio contigerat, cum fratrem suum Abel occidit Cain. Atque haec est sententia Eugubini, paulo fusius a nobis exposita et confirmata.
…that He should wish to bind man by this first precept after the flood: but rather it was His care in the first place to deter men from homicide, lest that fewness of men should be diminished also through homicide, and lest there should then happen what had befallen at the beginning of the world, when Cain killed his brother Abel. And this is the opinion of Eugubinus, expounded and confirmed by us a little more fully.2



VERUNTAMEN duo vehementer refragantur Eugubino. Antecedentia enim verba omnino excludunt hanc interpretationem. Etenim Deus dixerat se homini permittere esum quorumlibet animalium: mox subiungit, Excepto quod carnem cum sanguine non comedetis: qualis obsecro est exceptio haec, aut quomodo pertinet ad id de quo agitur, si comedere carnem cum sanguine non intelligitur de vera carne et sanguine animalium, sed per metaphoram de homicidio? Certe non aliud hic interdictum est quam quod postea vetitum est per legem Mosis: sed lex prohibendo esum carnis cum sanguine loquebatur de vera carne et sanguine animalium, non autem de homicidio. Illud praeterea vehementer convincit falsitatis hanc expositionem, quod hic modus loquendi, comedere carnem cum sanguine, nusquam in scriptura ponitur pro eo quod est occidere hominem: at vero pro eo quod est comedere carnem et sanguinem animalium, frequentissime usurpatur, uti licet videre in Levitico, Deuteronomio, et primo libro Regum.
Nevertheless two things vehemently oppose Eugubinus. For the preceding words altogether exclude this interpretation. For God had said that He permitted man the eating of any animals whatever: He at once subjoins, “Save that flesh with the blood you shall not eat”: what, I beseech, is this exception, or how does it pertain to the matter at hand, if to eat flesh with blood is understood not of the real flesh and blood of animals, but by metaphor of homicide? Surely nothing else is here forbidden than what was afterward forbidden by the law of Moses: but the law, in forbidding the eating of flesh with blood, spoke of the real flesh and blood of animals, not of homicide. Besides, this vehemently convicts this exposition of falsity: that this manner of speaking, “to eat flesh with blood,” is nowhere in scripture put for that which is to kill a man; but for that which is to eat the flesh and blood of animals, it is most frequently used, as may be seen in Leviticus, Deuteronomy, and the first book of Kings.3



USURPAT quidem nonnunquam scriptura eam phrasim, comedere carnem alicuius, pro eo quod est mortem eius expetere vel etiam ei machinari, videlicet ad exaggerandum odium adversus aliquem, cuius ulciscendi vesana cupiditate luberet devorare carnes et bibere sanguinem. Sic locutus est David Psalmo 26: Dum appropiant super me nocentes ut edant carnes meas. Sic etiam Iob, ut scriptum est capite 31: Dixerunt, inquit, viri tabernaculi mei, Quis det de carnibus eius ut saturemur? quod, etiam si quidam interpretati sunt de summa benevolentia et amore servorum erga Iob, vere tamen contrariam habet sententiam. Significat enim quia Iob dure et aspere tractabat servos, ut eos in officio temperantiae, iustitiae, fidei atque obedientiae contineret, ob id ipsum adeo fuisse illis exosum ut carnes eius devorare cuperent.
Scripture indeed sometimes uses that phrase, “to eat the flesh of someone,” for that which is to seek his death or even to contrive [it] against him — namely, to exaggerate hatred against someone, by the mad desire of avenging whom one would gladly devour his flesh and drink his blood. So David spoke in Psalm 26: “While the harmful draw near against me to eat my flesh.” So also Job, as is written in chapter 31: “The men of my tabernacle said,” he says, “Who will give us of his flesh that we may be filled?” — which, although some have interpreted of the supreme benevolence and love of the servants toward Job, yet in truth has the contrary meaning. For it signifies that, because Job treated his servants harshly and sharply, in order to keep them in the duty of temperance, justice, faith, and obedience, for that very reason he was so hateful to them that they desired to devour his flesh.4



QUOCIRCA B. Gregorius libro 22 Moralium ea ipsa verba explanans, ait ea quidem posse per mysterium de Salvatore nostro intelligi, cuius corporis cibo et sanguinis potu fideles esurientes animas saturare cupiunt (ad hoc etiam significandum, in Officio quod de Sacramento Corporis Domini celebratur, verba haec Iob pulchre accommodata sunt): secundum tamen sensum historiae significari potius, sanctissimum virum Iob, eo quod virtutum omnium officia coleret ac severissime custodiret, multos sibi inimicos suaeque mortis cupidissimos comparasse. Sed redeo ad id quod orsus eram dicere, unde ad expositionem huius loci Iob paululum digressus sum. Reperitur quidem in scriptura comedere carnes alicuius pro eo quod est capite aliquem oppugnare vitaque privare: at comedere carnem cum sanguine, nusquam in sacris literis ad id significandum positum invenietur. Reiecta igitur expositione Eugubini, pergamus ad alias.
Wherefore St. Gregory, in the 22nd book of the Morals, explaining those very words, says that they can indeed be understood by mystery of our Savior, with the food of whose body and the drink of whose blood the faithful, hungering, desire to sate their souls (to signify which also, in the Office which is celebrated of the Sacrament of the Lord's Body, these words of Job are beautifully accommodated): yet according to the sense of history it is rather signified that the most holy man Job, because he cultivated and most strictly kept the duties of all the virtues, procured for himself many enemies most desirous of his death. But I return to what I had begun to say, whence I digressed a little to the exposition of this place of Job. It is indeed found in scripture “to eat the flesh of someone” for that which is to assail someone in his life and deprive him of life: but “to eat flesh with blood” will nowhere in the sacred letters be found put to signify that. The exposition of Eugubinus, therefore, being rejected, let us pass on to others.5



BEATUS Chrysostomus comedere carnem cum sanguine interpretatur comedere animal suffocatum, continens intra se sanguinem suum: cuiusmodi animalis esus per legem quoque Mosis interdictus est. Sed ut hoc in parte verum sit, non tamen ex toto divini mandati sententiam implet. Latius enim patet comedere carnem cum sanguine quam comedere suffocatum. Quocirca in iis quae Apostoli conversis ex Gentilismo custodienda praescripserunt, distincte ac separatim interdixerunt esum suffocati et sanguinis.
St. Chrysostom interprets “to eat flesh with blood” as to eat an animal suffocated [strangled], containing within itself its blood: which kind of eating of an animal is forbidden also by the law of Moses. But although this is in part true, yet it does not wholly fulfill the meaning of the divine command. For “to eat flesh with blood” extends more widely than “to eat the suffocated.” Wherefore in those things which the Apostles prescribed to be observed by those converted from Gentilism, they distinctly and separately forbade the eating of the suffocated [strangled] and of blood.6



CAIETANUS hunc locum ex Hebraeo sic legens, Tantum carnem in anima eius, in sanguine eius non comedetis, arbitratur his verbis a Deo definiri naturalem modum comedendi carnes, et significari non esse comedendam carnem vivam animalium habentium sanguinem; talem enim modum vescendi carnibus ferinum esse, non humanum. Hanc esse autem eorum verborum sententiam, si perpendantur ipsa verba, manifestum sit: namque caro in anima eius seu anima eius non est aliud quam caro viva; similiter quod per appositionem adiungitur, Sanguine eius, significat carnem vivam sanguine praeditam, et hoc ad differentiam multorum animalium quae consuevimus etiam viva comedere, quod sint exanguia et parvula, ut sunt conchilia et alia horum similia. Deus igitur permittendo esum carnium homini docuit eum vescendi carnibus naturalem modum servandum ipsi longe diversum esse ab eo quo ferae multique pisces vescuntur carnibus. Atque hic est Caietani sensus.
Cajetan, reading this place from the Hebrew thus, “Only flesh in its soul, in its blood, you shall not eat,” judges that by these words the natural manner of eating flesh is defined by God, and that it is signified that the living flesh of animals having blood is not to be eaten; for such a manner of feeding on flesh is bestial, not human. And that this is the meaning of those words, if the words themselves be weighed, is manifest: for “flesh in its soul,” or “its soul,” is nothing other than living flesh; similarly what is added by apposition, “in its blood,” signifies living flesh endowed with blood — and this in distinction from the many animals which we are accustomed to eat even alive, because they are bloodless and tiny, such as shellfish and others like these. God, therefore, in permitting man the eating of flesh, taught him that the natural manner of eating flesh to be observed by him is far different from that by which wild beasts and many fishes eat flesh. And this is Cajetan's sense.7



EQUIDEM non abnuo esum carnis vivae etiam his verbis prohiberi: verum non assentior Caietano huiusmodi esum carnis vel tantum vel praecipue hic significatum esse. Cum enim ab eo esu natura hominis vehementer abhorreat (nisi quis forte ferini sit ingenii et stomachi, atque Homerici illius Polyphemi similis, qui inter monstra humanae naturae censeri debet), supervacuum fuisset expressam istius rei prohibitionem mandare homini, non minus certe quam ei anthropophagiam interdicere.
I indeed do not deny that the eating of living flesh is also forbidden by these words: but I do not assent to Cajetan that this kind of eating of flesh is either only or chiefly signified here. For since the nature of man vehemently abhors that eating (unless one perhaps be of a bestial disposition and stomach, and similar to that Homeric Polyphemus, who ought to be reckoned among the monsters of human nature), it would have been superfluous to enjoin on man an express prohibition of that thing, no less certainly than to forbid him cannibalism.8



LYRANUS, Tostatus, et Carthusianus quatuor modis aiunt posse comedi carnem cum sanguine: vel abscindendo membrum aliquod vivum ex animali; vel comedendo suffocatum animal, vel captum venatu seu aucupio; vel denique separatim comedendo sanguinem: et his modis omnibus prohiberi esum sanguinis. Vera est horum sententia: sed ad duo membra commodius revocari posset. Dupliciter enim potest comedi sanguis: vel intra ipsum animal, comedendo sanguinem simul cum carnibus animalis, sive animal illud fuerit vivum sive quocumque modo mortuum: vel comedendo sanguinem extra ipsum animal, id est, separatim ac per se, vel ad modum potus liquidum…
Lyra, Tostatus, and the Carthusian say that flesh can be eaten with blood in four ways: either by cutting off some living limb from an animal; or by eating a suffocated [strangled] animal, or one taken by hunting or fowling; or finally by eating blood separately: and that in all these ways the eating of blood is forbidden. Their opinion is true: but it could more conveniently be reduced to two members. For blood can be eaten in two ways: either within the animal itself, by eating the blood together with the flesh of the animal — whether that animal was alive or in whatever way dead: or by eating the blood outside the animal itself, that is, separately and by itself, or as a liquid in the manner of drink…9



…liquidum sorbendo, vel modo cibi concretum mixtumque cum aliis rebus, uti nunc editur in farciminibus comedendo: uterque autem hic modus edendi sanguinis supradictis Domini verbis interdictus est. Verum de prima quaestione hactenus.
…as a liquid by sipping, or in the manner of food, congealed and mixed with other things, as it is now eaten in sausages: but both these modes of eating blood are forbidden by the aforesaid words of the Lord. But concerning the first question, thus far.10



ALTERA quaestio est: Cur Deus tam severe hominem vesci sanguine vetuerit. Tribus temporibus, id est, ante legem Mosis, et in lege Mosis, et tempore etiam legis Evangelicae sub initium nascentis Ecclesiae, vetitum esse sanguinis esum legitur in sacris litteris. Causas igitur tam generalis ac toties repetitae prohibitionis lubet exquirere. Principio, multo ante legem Mosis, immo vero statim post diluvium, ut narrat hoc loco Moses, iussit Deus homines ab esu sanguinis abstinere. Sed cur? Nempe quo scilicet vehementius deterreret hominem ab homicidio, quod cum per se detestandum est, tum vero id temporis in tanta hominum paucitate exitiale fuisset humano generi. Quasi significasset Dominus: Si nolo vos concupiscere esum sanguinis animalium, quanto minus sitire humanum sanguinem, et rabidam famem vindictae atrociter fundendo sanguinem hominis explere? Hanc causam attigit Chrysostomus; et praeterea illam, quod a sapientibus mundi proditum sit brutorum sanguinem esse gravem et terrestrem, multarumque aegritudinum causam si comedatur. Idem quoque pertinet ad munditiam et decentiam humani victus: foedum enim visu ac prope horrendum est videre vescentem carnibus sanguine perfusis ac distillantibus, osque ac labia comedentium cruentantibus.
The second question is: Why God so severely forbade man to eat blood. At three times — before the law of Moses, in the law of Moses, and also in the time of the Evangelical law at the beginning of the nascent Church — the eating of blood is read to have been forbidden in the sacred letters. Let us, therefore, inquire into the causes of so general and so often repeated a prohibition. First, long before the law of Moses — nay, immediately after the flood, as Moses narrates here — God commanded men to abstain from eating blood. But why? Namely, that He might the more vehemently deter man from homicide, which, as it is in itself detestable, so at that time, in so great a fewness of men, would have been deadly to the human race. As if the Lord had signified: If I do not wish you to desire the eating of the blood of animals, how much less to thirst for human blood, and to satisfy the rabid hunger of vengeance by atrociously shedding the blood of man? This cause Chrysostom touched on; and besides that, that it has been handed down by the wise men of the world that the blood of brutes is heavy and earthy, and the cause of many diseases if it is eaten. The same also pertains to the cleanliness and decency of human diet: for it is foul to see, and almost horrible, to behold one feeding on flesh drenched and dripping with blood, and bloodying the mouth and lips of those eating.11



SED illa mihi potior videtur ratio: ut, talium rerum observantia longo tempore ante legem praecultis et quasi praeparatis hominum animis, imponendum ipsis iugum legis nec aegre subirent nec gravate ferrent. Multa enim antiquitus fuere in usu apud viros bonos et religiosos Dei cultores, quae postea per legem Mosis sancita et servanda Hebraeis praescripta sunt: exempli causa, abstinentia ab esu sanguinis; distinctio mundorum atque immundorum animalium; votorum nuncupatio; oblatio decimarum; suscitatio seminis fratris demortui sine liberis; adulterii poena capitalis; atque alia quaedam horum similia: quorum cultui et observantiae diu ante suetis hominibus, minus postea lex Mosis eadem praecipiens onerosa fuit. De tempore igitur quod praecessit legem Mosis, ita dictum sit.
But this reason seems to me preferable: that, the minds of men being long before the law fore-cultivated and as it were prepared by the observance of such things, they might neither submit to the yoke of the law to be imposed on them with difficulty, nor bear it grudgingly. For many things were anciently in use among good and religious worshippers of God, which afterward through the law of Moses were sanctioned and prescribed to be observed by the Hebrews: for example, abstinence from eating blood; the distinction of clean and unclean animals; the making of vows; the offering of tithes; the raising up of seed for a brother who died without children; the capital penalty for adultery; and certain other things similar to these: to the cultivation and observance of which, men being long before accustomed, the law of Moses, commanding the same things, was afterward less burdensome. So much, then, be said about the time which preceded the law of Moses.12



PROXIME sequitur ut doceamus cur tam severe lex Mosis esu sanguinis interdixerit Hebraeis. Prohibitio haec legis Mosaicae multis locis legitur, sed nusquam expressius ac distinctius quam in capite 17 Levitici, ubi sic est: Homo quilibet de domo Israel, et de advenis qui peregrinantur inter vos, si comederit sanguinem, obfirmabo faciem meam contra animam illius, et disperdam eam de populo suo, quia anima carnis in sanguine est, et ego dedi illum vobis ut super altare meum expietis pro animabus vestris, et sanguis pro animae piaculo sit. Si quis igitur venatione vel aucupio ceperit feram vel avem quibus vesci licitum est, fundat sanguinem eius et operiat illum terra. Haec sunt verba legis de [non edendo sanguine]…
Next it follows that we teach why the law of Moses so severely forbade the Hebrews the eating of blood. This prohibition of the Mosaic law is read in many places, but nowhere more expressly and distinctly than in chapter 17 of Leviticus, where it is thus: “Any man whatever of the house of Israel, and of the strangers who sojourn among you, if he eat blood, I will set my face against his soul, and will destroy him from among his people, because the life of the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it to you that upon my altar you may make atonement for your souls, and the blood may be for an expiation of the soul. If anyone, therefore, by hunting or fowling take a wild beast or a bird which it is lawful to eat, let him pour out its blood and cover it with earth.” These are the words of the law about [not eating blood]…13



…non edendo sanguine, sive per se, sive simul cum carne animalis.
…not eating blood, whether by itself, or together with the flesh of the animal.14



HIS autem verbis significantur duae causae propter quas noluit Deus Hebraeos vesci sanguine: prior causa tangitur illis verbis, quia anima eius in sanguine est, id est, vita animalis praecipue consistit in sanguine: quod manifestum fit tripliciter. Namque, ut definit Aristoteles, vita consistit in calido et humido: talis autem maxime est sanguis; nec vita constare potest sine alimento, ultimum vero alimentum sanguis est; denique spiritus vitalis, qui (ut nomine ipso prae se fert) vitam animalis continet, non est aliud quam sanguis ipse, sed tenuior tamen et purior ac fervidior. Verum dicet aliquis, quam vim habet ista ratio: vita animalis maxime consistit in sanguine, ergo non est edendus sanguis animalis? Hanc nempe: quia sanguis est vita animalis, perinde est comedere sanguinem atque vitam ipsam animalis, vel ipsum animal vivum comedere: at hoc inhumanum est et ferinum, et quod omnes aversari ac perhorrescere debeant.
And by these words two causes are signified for which God did not wish the Hebrews to eat blood: the first cause is touched on in those words, “because its life is in the blood” — that is, the life of the animal chiefly consists in the blood: which is made manifest in three ways. For, as Aristotle defines, life consists in the hot and the moist: and such most of all is blood; nor can life subsist without nourishment, and the last nourishment is blood; finally, the vital spirit, which (as by its very name it shows) contains the life of the animal, is nothing other than the blood itself, but thinner, purer, and more fervid. But someone will say, what force has that reason: the life of the animal chiefly consists in the blood, therefore the blood of the animal is not to be eaten? This, namely: because the blood is the life of the animal, to eat the blood is the same as to eat the very life of the animal, or to eat the living animal itself: but this is inhuman and bestial, and what all ought to shun and shudder at.15



POSTERIOR ratio significatur illis verbis: Et ego dedi illum vobis, ut super altare meum expietis pro animabus vestris. Iussit enim Deus pro expiatione criminum sanguinem animalium quae immolabantur poni super altari, vel ad basem eius fundi: namque, quia sanguis quodammodo est anima animalium, satis convenienter immolabatur pro expiatione animarum hominum: vel quia, propter admissa crimina, debuisset sanguis et vita hominum profundi et perdi, clemens Dominus simul et iustus pro vita et anima hominis iussit vitam et sanguinem animalium sibi offerri. Unde Chrysostomus, considerans Deum esum carnium concessisse homini, sanguinis autem denegasse: carnem, inquit, animalium indulsit homini, quod id pertineret ad eius utilitatem: sanguinem autem sibi reservavit in sacrificiis immolandum.
The latter reason is signified in those words: “And I have given it to you, that upon my altar you may make atonement for your souls.” For God commanded that, for the expiation of crimes, the blood of the animals which were sacrificed be placed upon the altar, or poured at its base: for, because the blood is in a way the soul of the animals, it was fittingly enough sacrificed for the expiation of the souls of men; or because, on account of the crimes committed, the blood and life of men ought to have been poured out and destroyed, the clement and at the same time just Lord, for the life and soul of man, commanded the life and blood of animals to be offered to Him. Whence Chrysostom, considering that God granted to man the eating of flesh but denied [him] that of blood: “the flesh of animals,” he says, “He indulged to man, because that pertained to his utility: but the blood He reserved to Himself, to be sacrificed in the offerings.”16



PRAETER duas autem supradictas rationes adiungit tres alias B. Thomas: primam, fugiendae Idololatriae causa, ad quam satis proni erant Hebraei (etenim idolorum cultores libabant de sanguine victimarum): alteram, in odium et detestationem homicidii, ut tanto magis horrerent effusionem humani sanguinis, quibus esus sanguinis animalium tam severe interdictus esset (quocirca Genesis 9, cum dictum esset, Carnem cum sanguine non comedetis, subiungitur, Sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram): tertiam, ad reverentiam divini numinis: nam quia sanguis est vita animalis, offertur soli Deo, ut significetur ipsum auctorem esse vitae nostrae, et quae ad vitae nostrae conservationem pertinent ei potius quam vel nobis vel parentibus nostris vel aliis quibuslibet causis accepta ferri oportere.
But besides the two aforesaid reasons, St. Thomas adds three others: the first, for the sake of fleeing Idolatry, to which the Hebrews were prone enough (for the worshippers of idols poured libations of the blood of the victims): the second, in hatred and detestation of homicide, that they might so much the more shudder at the effusion of human blood, to whom the eating of the blood of animals was so severely forbidden (wherefore in Genesis 9, when it had been said, “Flesh with the blood you shall not eat,” there is subjoined, “For I will require the blood of your souls”): the third, for reverence of the divine majesty: for because the blood is the life of the animal, it is offered to God alone, that it may be signified that He is the author of our life, and that the things which pertain to the preservation of our life ought to be ascribed to Him rather than to ourselves or our parents or any other causes whatever.17



RESTAT exquirendum quod tertio loco positum est, cur prohibitio esus sanguinis etiam tempore legis Evangelicae, in primo Ecclesiae Concilio et Apostolorum decreto, non tantum apud Iudaeos firmata sit, verum etiam omnibus ex Gentilismo ad Christum conversis indicta. Decreti verba prodidit memoriae Lucas ita scribens: Visum est Spiritui sancto et nobis nihil ultra imponere vobis oneris quam haec neces[saria]…
It remains to inquire into what was set in the third place: why the prohibition of eating blood, even in the time of the Evangelical law — in the first Council of the Church and the decree of the Apostles — was confirmed not only among the Jews, but also enjoined on all converted from Gentilism to Christ. The words of the decree Luke handed down to memory, writing thus: “It has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay upon you no further burden than these neces[sary things]…18



…saria: Ut abstineatis vos ab immolatis simulachrorum, et sanguine et suffocato, et fornicatione: a quibus custodientes vos bene agetis. Valete. Quaeritur igitur cur prohibitionem edendi sanguinis et apud Iudaeos renovare Apostoli voluerint et Gentibus imponere; praesertim cum praeceptorum legis Mosaicae caeremonialium virtus evanuerit post mortem Domini nostri; observantia vero, post Evangelii promulgationem, etiam detestabilis et Christianis exitiosa fuerit, B. Paulo magna asseveratione et apostolica auctoritate contestante: Ecce ego Paulus dico vobis, quoniam si circumcidamini, Christus vobis nihil proderit. Quod Paulus de Circumcisione dixit, idem in ceteras omnes legales caeremonias dici potest. Varias nodi huius exolvendi rationes breviter exponam.
…sary things: That you abstain from things sacrificed to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication: from which keeping yourselves, you shall do well. Farewell.” It is asked, therefore, why the Apostles wished both to renew among the Jews and to impose on the Gentiles the prohibition of eating blood — especially since the force of the ceremonial precepts of the Mosaic law had vanished after the death of our Lord, and their observance, after the promulgation of the Gospel, was even detestable and ruinous to Christians, as St. Paul testifies with great asseveration and apostolic authority: “Behold, I Paul say to you, that if you be circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing.” What Paul said of Circumcision, the same can be said of all the other legal ceremonies. I shall briefly set forth various ways of loosing this knot.19



ORIGENES hanc reddit rationem cur Apostoli Christianis interdixerint esu sanguinis et suffocatorum: Suffocata, inquit, sunt animalia mortua non expresso ex illis sanguine, qua utique daemonum esse aiunt cibum, cuius nidore illi pascantur. Haec idcirco vetantur in cibum assumi, ne nos daemonum cibis nutriamur, et nobiscum maligni spiritus coalantur, si pariter cum illis vescamur suffocatis. Verum non sit credibile Apostolos tam absurdis Gentilium figmentis atque erroribus ad condendum illud decretum esse ductos.
Origen renders this reason why the Apostles forbade Christians the eating of blood and of strangled things: “Strangled,” he says, “are animals dead without the blood pressed out of them, which they say is indeed the food of demons, on whose reek they feed. These, therefore, are forbidden to be taken as food, lest we be nourished by the food of demons, and the malignant spirits grow together with us, if we equally feed with them on strangled things.” But it is not credible that the Apostles were led to enact that decree by such absurd figments and errors of the Gentiles.20



B. THOMAS duas narrat opiniones quorundam minime probabilem illius decreti Apostolorum interpretationem afferentium. Quidam verba illius decreti dixerunt non esse accipienda proprie secundum literalem sensum, sed figurate secundum spiritualem intellectum: ut in sanguine vetito intelligendum sit vetitum esse homicidium; in suffocato, violentiam et rapinam; in iis quae simulachris immolata sunt, ipsam Idololatriam; fornicationem autem proprie esse prohibitam, quia per se mala erat. Atque hanc illi decreti Apostolici expositionem deprompserunt ex quibusdam glossis quae verba illius decreti mystice exposuerunt. Sed illud arguit improbabilitatem huius expositionis, tum quod absurdum est putare Apostolos in illo tam necessario et optato decreto ad pacificandas Ecclesias voluisse verbis non secundum propriam eorum atque usitatam significationem acceptis, sed figurate ac mystice sumptis: tum etiam quod, cum apud Gentiles homicidium et rapina haberentur ut mala et illicita, et secundum leges eorum prohiberentur et gravissime punirentur, supervacuum fuisset quasi novum et singulare quoddam praeceptum de his dare Gentilibus ad Christum conversis. Alii putarunt illa tunc fuisse prohibita Christianis non propter observantiam legis Mosaicae, sed gulae coercendae et comprimendae voluptatis causa. Verum cum sint alia ciborum genera multo quam illa et ad esum delicatiora magis et iucundiora gustatui, nulla ratio potest afferri cur non haec potius vetita fuerint quam illa.
St. Thomas relates two opinions of certain men bringing forward a by no means probable interpretation of that decree of the Apostles. Some said the words of that decree are not to be taken properly according to the literal sense, but figuratively according to the spiritual understanding: so that by the forbidden “blood” is to be understood that homicide is forbidden; by “strangled,” violence and rapine; by “things sacrificed to idols,” idolatry itself; but that fornication was properly forbidden, because it was evil in itself. And this exposition of the Apostolic decree they drew from certain glosses which expounded the words of that decree mystically. But this argues the improbability of this exposition: both because it is absurd to think that the Apostles, in that so necessary and longed-for decree for pacifying the Churches, wished the words to be taken not according to their proper and usual signification, but figuratively and mystically; and also because, since among the Gentiles homicide and rapine were held as evil and unlawful, and were forbidden by their laws and most gravely punished, it would have been superfluous to give to the Gentiles converted to Christ a kind of new and singular precept about these. Others thought those things were then forbidden to Christians not for the observance of the Mosaic law, but for the sake of curbing gluttony and repressing pleasure. But since there are other kinds of foods much more delicate to eat than those, and more pleasant to the taste, no reason can be brought why these were not rather forbidden than those.21



VERA igitur causa cur in exordio Ecclesiae Christianis interdictum sit esu sanguinis aliorumque quae in eo decreto continentur, ea est quam exposuit B. Augustinus contra Faustum disputans: In Actibus, inquit, Apostolorum praeceptum est ab Apostolis ut abstinerent Gentes a fornicatione, ab immolatis et sanguine; quod ideo factum est, quia eligere voluerunt Apostoli pro tempore rem facilem neque observantibus onerosam, in qua cum Israelitis etiam Gentes — propter angularem lapidem duos parietes in se concordantem — aliquid communiter observarent: simul et admonerent in ipsa Arca Noë, quando Deus primum hoc iussit, Ecclesiam omnium gentium fuisse praefiguratam, cuius facti prophetia iam Gentibus ad fidem accedentibus incipiebat impleri.
The true cause, therefore, why at the beginning of the Church the eating of blood and of the other things contained in that decree was forbidden to Christians is that which St. Augustine expounded, disputing against Faustus: “In the Acts of the Apostles it was commanded by the Apostles that the Gentiles should abstain from fornication, from things sacrificed [to idols], and from blood; which was done because the Apostles wished to choose, for the time, a thing easy and not burdensome to the observers, in which the Gentiles also, together with the Israelites — on account of the corner-stone making the two walls agree in itself — might observe something in common: and at the same time that they might admonish that in the very Ark of Noah, when God first commanded this, the Church of all nations had been prefigured, the prophecy of which fact was now beginning to be fulfilled as the Gentiles came to the faith.22



Transacto autem illo tempore quo duo illi parietes — unus ex Circumcisione, alter ex Praeputio — quamvis in angulari lapide concordarent, tamen suis quibusdam proprietatibus distinctius eminebant: et ubi Ecclesia Gentium talis effecta est ut in ea nullus Israelita carnalis appareat, quis iam hoc Christianus observat, ut turdos vel minutiores aviculas non attingat, nisi quorum sanguis effusus est? aut leporem non edat, si manu a cervice percussus, nullo vulnere cruento occisus est? Si qui forte pauci adhuc tangere ista formidant, a ceteris irridentur. Ita omnium animos erudivit illa sententia veritatis: Non quod intrat in os vestrum vos coinquinat, sed quod exit; nullam cibi naturam quam societas admittit humana, sed quae iniquitas committit peccata condemnans. Sic Augustinus.
But that time being passed, in which those two walls — one of the Circumcision, the other of the Uncircumcision — although they agreed in the corner-stone, yet were more distinctly prominent by certain properties of their own: and when the Church of the Gentiles was made such that in it no carnal Israelite appears, what Christian now observes this, that he does not touch thrushes or smaller little birds unless their blood has been poured out? or does not eat a hare if, struck on the neck by the hand, it is killed with no bloody wound? If perhaps a few still dread to touch these, they are laughed at by the rest. So that sentence of truth has instructed the minds of all: ‘Not what enters into your mouth defiles you, but what comes out’; condemning no nature of food which human society admits, but the sins which iniquity commits.” So Augustine.23



LICET autem tempore B. Augustini istarum rerum abstinentia iam defuisset, ut ipse significat, apud plerosque Latinos et in Ecclesiis Occidentalibus; multi tamen, praesertim ex Graecis et apud Orientales Ecclesias, tenaciores fuerunt huius observantiae, vel propter inveteratam eius consuetudinem, vel propter Apostolicae auctoritatis et sententiae reverentiam. Ergo abstinentia illarum rerum decreta est tunc ab Apostolis, non propter observantiam legis Mosaicae, sed quo facilius Iudaeorum et Gentilium simul habitantium animi conglutinati in unum populum coalescerent, his rebus sublatis quae vehementius eos dissociare atque alienare possent. Iudaei vero propter antiquissimam consuetudinem esum sanguinis et suffocatorum incredibiliter aversabantur et exhorrescebant: esus autem eorum quae simulacris immolata erant magnum eis scandalum afferebat, suspicantibus id esse argumentum reditus Gentilium ad idololatriam. Cessante autem tali causa, cessavit etiam effectus; manifesta enim omnibus est doctrinae Evangelicae et Apostolicae veritas, qua persuasum est quod intrat per os non inquinare hominem, nihilque reiiciendum quod cum gratiarum actione percipitur. Fornicatio autem ideo vetita est, quia plerique Gentilium existimabant simplicem fornicationem non esse per se malam neque illicitam.
But although in St. Augustine's time the abstinence from those things had now ceased, as he himself signifies, among most Latins and in the Western Churches; many, however, especially of the Greeks and among the Eastern Churches, were more tenacious of this observance, whether on account of its inveterate custom, or on account of reverence for the Apostolic authority and judgment. Therefore the abstinence from those things was then decreed by the Apostles not for the observance of the Mosaic law, but that the minds of the Jews and Gentiles dwelling together might more easily be glued together and coalesce into one people, those things being removed which could more vehemently dissociate and alienate them. For the Jews, on account of their most ancient custom, incredibly abhorred and shuddered at the eating of blood and of strangled things; and the eating of those things which had been sacrificed to idols brought them great scandal, suspecting it to be an argument of the Gentiles' return to idolatry. But that cause ceasing, the effect also ceased; for the truth of the Evangelical and Apostolic doctrine is manifest to all, by which it is persuaded that what enters by the mouth does not defile man, and that nothing is to be rejected which is received with thanksgiving. But fornication was forbidden because most of the Gentiles thought that simple fornication was not in itself evil nor unlawful.24



TERTIA quaestio super illis verbis Dei tractanda est: Sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram, etc. Nam cum Deus praecepisset ne caro ederetur cum sanguine, rationem huius praecepti reddens subiungit illa verba, sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram. Quaeritur igitur qualis sit ea ratio, quamve consequentiam vel connexionem habeat cum illo praecepto. Quid enim facit ad non edendum sanguinem animalis, non debere fundi sanguinem hominis, et qui fuderit, supremo eum supplicio esse feriendum? Equidem non dissimulabo perdifficilem esse huius loci explicatum; nam quae in eius loci tractatu adferunt interpretes, eiusmodi sunt ut nec omnem penitus ex animo demant scrupulum, nec in his legentium mens acquiescat. Ponam breviter quae aliis, quaeque mihi videntur probabiliora, melioris sententiae iudicium lectori permittens. Si comedere carnem cum sanguine significaret fundere sanguinem humanum et occidere hominem, ut visum est Eugubino, haud dubie aptissima et validissima esset ratio quae hic redditur: plurimum enim valeret ad restinguendam cupiditatem faciendi homicidii, declarasse quantopere Deus caedem hominis detestetur, quantoque supplicio eam vindicaturus sit. Sed quando supra hanc expositionem Eugubini optima ratione reiecimus, quaerenda est alia interpretatio.
The third question is to be treated upon those words of God: “For I will require the blood of your souls,” etc. For when God had commanded that flesh be not eaten with blood, rendering the reason of this precept He subjoins those words, “for I will require the blood of your souls.” It is asked, therefore, of what sort that reason is, and what consequence or connection it has with that precept. For what does it make toward not eating the blood of an animal, that the blood of man ought not to be shed, and that he who has shed it is to be struck with the utmost punishment? I will not, indeed, dissemble that the explanation of this place is very difficult; for the things which the interpreters bring forward in the treatment of this place are such that they neither wholly take away every scruple from the mind, nor does the mind of readers rest in them. I will briefly set down what seems more probable to others, and what to me, leaving the judgment of the better opinion to the reader. If “to eat flesh with blood” signified to shed human blood and to kill a man, as it seemed to Eugubinus, the reason here rendered would doubtless be most apt and most powerful: for it would avail very much to extinguish the desire of committing homicide, to have declared how greatly God detests the slaughter of man, and with how great a punishment He will avenge it. But since above we rejected this exposition of Eugubinus with the best reason, another interpretation must be sought.25



PAULUS Burgensis hoc loco effugium propositae difficultatis reperit diversitatem lectionis Hebraicae, quae pro illa coniunctione causali (enim vel etenim) habet (veruntamen). Sic enim ipse legit hunc locum ex Hebraeo: Veruntamen sanguinem animarum vestrarum requiram, etc. Quod bene cohaeret cum antecedentibus verbis; sensus enim est: Licet permiserim vobis caedem animalium in cibum vestrum, non tamen permitto vobis caedem hominum, quocunque animo seu modo ea fiat; quin si quis fuderit sanguinem hominis, talionis poena plectetur.
Paul of Burgos in this place finds an escape from the proposed difficulty in the diversity of the Hebrew reading, which for that causal conjunction (“for” or “indeed”) has (“but yet”). For thus he himself reads this place from the Hebrew: “But yet the blood of your souls I will require,” etc. Which coheres well with the preceding words; for the sense is: Although I have permitted you the slaughter of animals for your food, yet I do not permit you the slaughter of men, with whatever mind or in whatever manner it be done; nay, if anyone shed the blood of a man, he shall be punished with the penalty of talion.26



MATTHIAS Thoringius, Lyrani propugnator, quique Replicas defensivas (ut ipse vocat) Postillarum Lyrani scripsit adversus Burgensem, negat supradictis verbis Dei rationem exponi cur non debeat caro comedi cum sanguine, sed potius obiectioni cuidam tacitae responderi. Dixerat Deus, omne quod vivit et movetur super terram erit vobis in cibum: poterat obiici, ergo caro humana in cibum sumi potest, homo quippe de numero eorum est quae vivunt et moventur super terram: hanc obiectionem illis verbis repellit Dominus. Oportet autem intelligere in his verbis Domini, si non expresse, attamen involute contineri hunc Syllogismum: Non licet comedere carnem animalis nisi prius occisi animalis sanguis effundatur; sed non licet effundere sanguinem hominis aut hominem occidere, homicida enim quicunque fuerit simili mortis poena punietur; ergo non licet humanam carnem in cibum assumere. Huius Syllogismi Maior expressa ponitur hoc loco: Minor quoque exprimitur simul cum eius probatione, poena scilicet adversus homicidam constituta. Sola igitur conclusio est quae hic expressa non ponitur; subintelligenda tamen est.
Matthias Thoringus, the champion of Lyra, who wrote “defensive Replies” (as he calls them) of Lyra's Postills against [Paul of] Burgos, denies that by the aforesaid words of God a reason is set forth why flesh ought not to be eaten with blood, but rather that a certain tacit objection is answered. God had said, “Everything that lives and moves upon the earth shall be food for you”: it could be objected, therefore human flesh can be taken for food, since man is of the number of those that live and move upon the earth: this objection the Lord repels by those words. And one must understand that in these words of the Lord, if not expressly, yet implicitly, this Syllogism is contained: It is not lawful to eat the flesh of an animal unless first the blood of the killed animal be poured out; but it is not lawful to pour out the blood of a man or to kill a man, for a murderer, whoever he be, will be punished with a like penalty of death; therefore it is not lawful to take human flesh for food. The Major of this Syllogism is here expressly set down; the Minor too is expressed, together with its proof — namely the penalty established against the murderer. The conclusion alone, therefore, is what is not here expressly set down; yet it must be understood.27



NEQUE huius expositionis valde dissimilis est interpretatio Caietani, qui locum hunc ita legit ex Hebraeo: Et solum sanguinem vestrum ad animas vestras requiram. Quibus verbis, inquit, non redditur ratio illius exceptionis, Excepto quod carnem cum sanguine non comedetis; sed adiungitur altera exceptio, ne in cibum assumant carnes humanas. Quasi diceret: Etsi dedi vobis in cibum omnia animalia, exceptam tamen esse volo a materia alimenti carnem hominis; iniustum enim est ut homo sit alimentum sive animalis sive etiam alterius hominis. Et hoc significatur dicendo: Solum sanguinem vestrum, qui est ad animas vestras, id est, ad vitas vestras (supple, servandas), requiram tanquam iniuste ablatum. Ex eo enim quod sanguinis humani officium est conservare hominis vitam non solum vegetativam et sensitivam, sed etiam rationalem, contra rationem et ordinem naturae est ut is fiat alimentum cuiusquam sive animalis sive hominis. Etenim alimentum suapte natura est imperfectius eo quod alitur, utpote quod ordinatur ad id quod alitur tanquam medium ad finem; constat autem in universum perfectiorem esse finem iis quae ad finem ordinantur: quo fit ut homo suapte natura nullius esse debeat alimentum, quippe cum quibuscunque animantibus praestantior sit; aliis vero hominibus par sit perfectione naturalis dignitatis. Haec Caietanus.
Nor very dissimilar to this exposition is the interpretation of Cajetan, who reads this place from the Hebrew thus: “And only your blood, to [the protection of] your souls, will I require.” By which words, he says, the reason of that exception (“Save that flesh with the blood you shall not eat”) is not rendered; but another exception is added, that they should not take human flesh for food. As if He said: Although I have given you all animals for food, yet I will have the flesh of man to be excepted from the matter of nourishment; for it is unjust that man be the nourishment either of an animal or even of another man. And this is signified by saying: “Only your blood, which is to [the protection of] your souls” — that is, to your lives (supply, to be preserved) — “I will require” as unjustly taken away. For from the fact that the office of human blood is to preserve man's life — not only the vegetative and sensitive, but also the rational — it is against reason and the order of nature that he should become the nourishment of anyone, whether animal or man. For nourishment is by its own nature more imperfect than that which is nourished, as being ordered to it as a means to an end; but it is established in general that the end is more perfect than the things ordered to the end: whence it comes about that man by his own nature ought to be the nourishment of none, since he is more excellent than any living creatures whatever, and to other men is equal in the perfection of natural dignity. Thus Cajetan.28



CARTHUSIANUS ait illa verba, Sanguinem enim vestrum requiram, non continere causam proprie dictam supra positae exceptionis, sed quasi motivum et signum; ita ut Deus, in maiorem homicidii detestationem et prohibitionem, vetuerit animalia atrocius suffocari aut edi quam ratio dictat: vel quod tam severa prohibitio homicidii et tam atrox eius ultio signum sit Deum nolle animalia crudelius strangulari aut comedi quam ad debitum hominis usum necesse est. Namque in Deuteronomio etiam vetat Deus hedum coqui in lacte matris suae, et avem capi una cum pullis suis; quae licet spiritualem habeant intellectum, habent nihilominus tamen secundum literam probabilem rationem, quo scilicet etiam circa animalia crudelitatem vitarent Hebraei; quin etiam officia quaedam pietatis exercerent, ut ex eo intelligerent quanto magis id erga homines facto opus esset. Sapienter igitur Salomon: Novit, inquit, iustus iumentorum suorum animas; viscera autem impiorum crudelia. Sunt denique qui illud enim convertant ex Hebraeo in adverbia, sane sive profecto, in hunc sensum: Videte ne, dum permitto vobis caedem animalium ad esum et impero sanguinis eorum effusionem, putetis similiter quoque permitti vobis effusionem sanguinis humani et caedes hominum: profecto sanguinem animarum vestrarum requiram, etc. Haec ab aliis prodita sunt.
The Carthusian says that those words, “For I will require your blood,” do not contain a cause properly so called of the above-placed exception, but as it were a motive and sign; so that God, for the greater detestation and prohibition of homicide, forbade animals to be strangled or eaten more atrociously than reason dictates: or that so severe a prohibition of homicide and so atrocious an avenging of it is a sign that God does not wish animals to be more cruelly strangled or eaten than is necessary for the due use of man. For in Deuteronomy too God forbids a kid to be boiled in its mother's milk, and a bird to be taken together with its young; which, although they have a spiritual understanding, nevertheless have also according to the letter a probable reason — namely, that the Hebrews might avoid cruelty even toward animals; nay, that they might exercise certain duties of piety, that from it they might understand how much more this was needful to be done toward men. Wisely, therefore, Solomon: “The just man,” he says, “knows the souls [lives] of his beasts; but the bowels of the wicked are cruel.” There are, finally, those who turn that “for” from the Hebrew into the adverbs “surely” or “indeed,” in this sense: See lest, while I permit you the slaughter of animals for food and command the effusion of their blood, you think that likewise the effusion of human blood and the slaughter of men is permitted you: indeed, the blood of your souls I will require, etc. These things have been handed down by others.29



BREVE est quod equidem praeter ista habeo dicere. Mihi videtur, quo melius sibi constet lectionis Latinae sententia, aliquid esse hoc loco cogitatione supplendum interiectum inter illud, Carnem cum sanguine non comedetis, et hoc, sanguinem enim animarum vestrarum requiram: ita ut hoc veram contineat rationem non illius praecepti de non edendo sanguine, sed eius quod dixi esse subintelligendum; quod tale quiddam esse potest: Nolo autem vos sanguinem humanum fundere et hominem interficere, aut cibi, aut vindictae, aut voluptatis, aut cuiuscunque rei causa. Sanguinem enim vestrum requiram de manu, etc. Enimvero solet nonnunquam sacra Scriptura ponere aliquid continens rationem et causam alicuius, quod tamen expressum non est, sed debet subintelligi. Quod si neque hoc, neque superiora lectoris animum explent, vel melius aliquid suo ipse ingenio excudat, vel petat ex aliis, si quis forte (quem ego non viderim) probabilius quippiam adinvenit.
Brief is what I, for my part, have to say besides these. It seems to me, that the sense of the Latin reading may better hold together, that something is here to be supplied by thought, interposed between that, “Flesh with the blood you shall not eat,” and this, “for the blood of your souls I will require”: so that this contains the true reason not of that precept about not eating blood, but of that which I said is to be understood; which can be something like this: But I do not wish you to shed human blood and kill a man, whether for the sake of food, or of vengeance, or of pleasure, or of any thing whatever. For your blood I will require at the hand, etc. For indeed sacred Scripture is sometimes wont to set down something containing the reason and cause of something which nevertheless is not expressed, but must be understood. But if neither this nor the foregoing satisfy the reader's mind, let him either hammer out something better by his own genius, or seek it from others, if perchance someone (whom I have not seen) has found something more probable.30
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	§67. Cajetan (similar to Thoringus): the words add a second exception — no eating human flesh, since man (the more perfect) is the nourishment of nothing. Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	§68. The Carthusian: the words are a ‘motive,’ not a cause — God dislikes needless cruelty even to animals (Deut: kid in milk, bird with young; Prov 12). Plus the ‘for’→‘indeed’ adverb reading. Margins: Denis the Carthusian; Deut. 22; Prov. 12. ↩
	§69. Pererius's own: supply an unstated clause (‘nor do I wish you to kill a man…’) of which ‘for your blood I will require’ is the true reason. Margin: “The author's opinion.” ↩




And God said, I will set my bow in the clouds, and it shall be the sign of a covenant between me and the earth: And when I shall cover the sky with clouds, my bow shall …

LatineEnglish


Dixitque Deus, Arcum meum ponam in nubibus, et erit signum foederis inter me et inter terram: Cumque obduxero nubibus caelum, apparebit arcus meus in nubibus, et recordabor foederis mei vobiscum et cum omni anima vivente quae carnem vegetat: et non erunt ultra aquae diluvii ad delendam universam carnem.
{And God said, I will set my bow in the clouds, and it shall be the sign of a covenant between me and the earth: And when I shall cover the sky with clouds, my bow shall appear in the clouds, and I will remember my covenant with you, and with every living soul that beareth flesh: and there shall no more be waters of a flood to destroy all flesh.}1



IAM ante Deus Noë et filiis eius, statim ut arca sunt egressi, omnem ademerat metum futuri amplius diluvii, pollicitus nunquam se in posterum (uti fecerat antea) dissipaturum ac perditurum terram generali diluvio. Verum quia videbat eorum animos praeteritae calamitatis horrore confusos atque consternatos non posse timorem penitus abiicere, et quoties cernerent densissimis nubibus obduci caelum et frequentiores solito maioresque de caelo imbres ruere, in metu fore ne simile aliquod eius quod iam experti fuerant orbis exitium accideret: voluit benignus et clemens Dominus, se ad infirmitatem hominis demittens et accommodans, semel atque iterum idem eis promittere, et insuper firmare promissionem suam signo arcus caelestis, cunctis mortalibus conspicuo et usque ad mundi occasum mansuro: scilicet ut quoties homines illum aspicerent, divini promissi memores — etiamsi caeli facies diluvifera videretur totiusque orbis excidium minari — illi tamen, omni dubitatione metuque posito, nunquam ad finem usque mundi venturum diluvium esse persuasissimum et certissimum haberent.
Already before, God, to Noah and his sons, as soon as they had gone out of the ark, had taken away all fear of any future flood, having promised that He would never thereafter (as He had done before) dissipate and destroy the earth by a general flood. But because He saw that their minds, confused and dismayed by the horror of the past calamity, could not wholly cast off fear — and that, as often as they should see the sky covered with thickest clouds and more frequent and greater rains than usual rushing from the sky, they would be in fear lest some destruction of the world similar to that which they had now experienced should happen — the kind and clement Lord willed, lowering and accommodating Himself to man's weakness, to promise them the same once and again, and moreover to confirm His promise by the sign of the heavenly bow, conspicuous to all mortals and to remain until the end of the world: namely, that as often as men looked upon it, mindful of the divine promise — even if the face of the sky seemed flood-bearing and to threaten the destruction of the whole world — they might nevertheless, all doubt and fear laid aside, hold it most persuaded and most certain that a flood would never come, even to the end of the world.2



SED expendamus Dei verba, Arcum meum ponam in nubibus. Arcum caelestem appellat Deus suum, quod praecipua quadam ratione opus eius dici debeat, videlicet propter eximiam pulchritudinem ipsius, quippe qui (ut summus Poëta dixit) Mille trahens varios adverso Sole colores / insigni decorat curvamine caelum. Quamobrem Auctor libri Ecclesiastici, arcus caelestis decorem et admirabilem speciem describens: Vide, inquit, arcum, et benedic eum qui fecit illum: valde speciosus est in splendore suo. Gyravit caelum in circuitu gloriae suae: manus excelsi aperuerunt illum. Sed miror equidem cur hic Auctor inter alia caelestis arcus insignia non et hoc posuerit, quod a Deo constitutus fuerit symbolum misericordiae suae erga homines signumque nunquam in posterum futuri diluvii. Etiam poetae deorum, maxime vero Iovis, nuncium fecerunt Iridem, ut apud Homerum, Hesiodum in Theogonia et Virgilium multis locis videre licet.
But let us weigh God's words, “I will set my bow in the clouds.” God calls the heavenly bow His own, because by a certain special reason it ought to be called His work — namely, on account of its extraordinary beauty, since (as the supreme Poet said) “Drawing a thousand varied colors from the opposing Sun, it adorns the sky with a notable curve.” Wherefore the Author of the book Ecclesiasticus, describing the beauty and admirable appearance of the heavenly bow: “Look,” he says, “upon the rainbow, and bless him that made it: it is very beautiful in its brightness. It encompasses the heaven about with the circle of its glory: the hands of the most High have opened it.” But I marvel, indeed, why this Author, among the other distinctions of the heavenly bow, did not set down this also — that it was established by God as a symbol of His mercy toward men and a sign of a flood never to be in the future. The poets too made Iris the messenger of the gods, especially of Jupiter, as may be seen in Homer, Hesiod in the Theogony, and Virgil in many places.3



PRO illo verbo futuri temporis, ponam, Hebraice est verbum praeteriti temporis (posui); apud Septuaginta autem est praesentis temporis (pono); sed apud Hebraeos usitatum est praeterita pro futuris, aut contra, aut etiam haec pro praesentibus usurpari. Nam quod quidam aiunt difficile esse intellectu quomodo Deus dixerit post diluvium, Ponam arcum meum in nubibus, quasi ante diluvium nunquam arcus apparuisset in nubibus — eam vero difficultatem non accidere lectioni Hebraicae quae habet verbum praeteriti temporis (posui) — hoc, inquam, quod isti aiunt, leve est ac pro nihilo ducendum. Licet enim Iris fuerit ante diluvium, non tamen signum divini foederis: itaque post diluvium Iris quae fuerat ab exordio mundi adhibita et constituta est a Deo ut signum non futuri diluvii. Illud vero, Ponam in nubibus, habet emphasim: non enim tantum significat aptissimum esse illud signum ad id significandum cuius significandi causa adhibetur (quod sit conspicuum omnibus ubique terrarum et mansurum usque in finem mundi), verum ob eam potissimum causam, quod unde timeri poterat diluvium, scilicet ex nubibus, inde omnis diluvii metus depellatur apparente in nubibus Iride.
In place of that verb of future time, “I will set,” in Hebrew it is a verb of past time (“I have set”); but in the Septuagint it is of present time (“I set”); but among the Hebrews it is usual for past tenses to be used for future, or the contrary, or even these for present. For as to what some say — that it is difficult to understand how God said after the flood, “I will set my bow in the clouds,” as if before the flood the bow had never appeared in the clouds, but that that difficulty does not befall the Hebrew reading which has the past-tense verb (“I have set”) — this, I say, which those men say, is slight and to be reckoned as nothing. For although Iris existed before the flood, yet not as a sign of the divine covenant; and so after the flood Iris, which had been from the beginning of the world, was applied and constituted by God as a sign of no future flood. But that phrase, “I will set in the clouds,” has emphasis: for it signifies not only that that sign is most fit for signifying that for which it is employed (since it is conspicuous to all everywhere and will remain until the end of the world), but for this cause especially — that from where the flood could be feared, namely from the clouds, thence all fear of the flood is driven away by the appearance of Iris in the clouds.4



SEQUITUR: Et erit signum foederis inter me et inter terram. Solet Deus promissa sua variis signis externis confirmare, quo scilicet eorum fidem ac spem altius in hominum animis defigat. Et interdum quidem utitur signis naturalibus, uti est hoc signum Iridis: aliquando signis supernaturalibus, ut Gedeoni promissionem victoriae firmavit signo velleris ac roris, et regi Ezechiae signo retrogradientis Solis: nonnunquam signis voluntariis et ab ipso institutis, quale fuit signum Circumcisionis datum Abrahae. Rursus eorum signorum quibus Deus firmare solet promissa sua, quaedam durant in perpetuum, ut Iris; aut in tempus longissimum, ut Circumcisio; aut in brevissimum, ut illud Gedeonis et Ezechiae.
There follows: “And it shall be a sign of a covenant between me and the earth.” God is wont to confirm His promises by various external signs, namely that He may fix their faith and hope more deeply in the minds of men. And sometimes He uses natural signs, as is this sign of Iris: sometimes supernatural signs, as He confirmed to Gideon the promise of victory by the sign of the fleece and the dew, and to King Hezekiah by the sign of the retrograding Sun: sometimes by voluntary signs instituted by Himself, such as was the sign of Circumcision given to Abraham. Again, of those signs by which God is wont to confirm His promises, some last forever, as Iris; or for a very long time, as Circumcision; or for a very short time, as that of Gideon and Hezekiah.5



VERUM dubitabit fortasse quispiam, cum Iris sit res quaedam naturalis, quomodo signum esse potest nunquam futuri generalis diluvii? Siquidem generale diluvium secundum naturam impossibile est, huius autem naturalis impossibilitatis diluvii Iris nullo modo signum est: at vero secundum Dei potentiam possibile quidem est diluvium, est tamen omnino voluntarium, respectu autem naturae penitus supranaturale: quare nullo modo videtur Iris conveniens esse signum non futuri diluvii. Sed hoc solvitur. Non est Iris naturale signum non futuri diluvii, nec id significandi per se vim habet; sed tantum ex Dei voluntate, qui ad id significandum prae ceteris Iridem assumpsit, cum aliam quamlibet rem ad idem potuisset adhibere: sicut ad significandam divisionem agrorum statui solet vel ingens aliquod saxum vel truncus arboris, ex conventione et voluntate eorum qui agros possident.
But someone will perhaps doubt: since Iris is a certain natural thing, how can it be a sign of a general flood never to come? Since a general flood is according to nature impossible, but of this natural impossibility of a flood Iris is in no way a sign; but according to God's power a flood is indeed possible, yet it is altogether voluntary, and with respect to nature wholly supernatural: wherefore in no way does Iris seem to be a suitable sign of a flood not to come. But this is solved. Iris is not a natural sign of a flood not to come, nor has it of itself the force of signifying that; but only from the will of God, who, to signify that, took Iris before other things, although He could have employed any other thing whatever for the same: just as, to signify the division of fields, some huge rock or the trunk of a tree is wont to be set up, by the agreement and will of those who possess the fields.6



ET recordabor foederis mei vobiscum. Non egebat Deus signo Iridis cuius aspectu renovaretur in eo memoria promissorum suorum: nulla quippe Deo accidere potest oblivio, cui omnia sunt praesentia, quaeque iam fuerunt quaeque unquam futura sunt. Quid igitur est, recordabor? Hoc nempe: Quoties in caelo videbitis Iridem, recognoscetis promissa mea vobis data, neque eorum memorem haud dubie praestaturum quod promisi. Affinis huius est interpretatio Chrysostomi, qui illud, recordabor, pro eo dictum interpretatur quod est, recordari vos faciam; ut semper certi semperque securi sitis nullo tempore deinceps futurum diluvium. Vel recordabor, id est, re ipsa et factis declarabo me promissorum meorum esse memorem, eaque praestabo. Vel dixit recordabor ad similitudinem hominum: saepenumero enim scriptura de Deo loquitur more humano, non quidem convenienter eius naturae ac maiestati, sed ad hominum tamen humilitatem et infirmitatem intelligendi accommodate. Solent autem homines signis quibusdam externis excitari et in memoriam reduci eorum quae facere constituerunt. Deus igitur dicitur recordari non quantum ad propriam vim recordationis quae in hominibus fere subsequitur oblivionem, aut certe non praesentem et (ut vocant) actualem rerum considerationem: sed quantum ad effectum recordationis, qui est implere id quod quis promiserat aut facere instituerat. Vel denique dixit recordabor pro eo quod est, nunquam obliviscar; nam etsi recordatio proprie dicta minime cadit in Deum, verissime tamen de Deo negatur oblivio.
“And I will remember my covenant with you.” God did not need the sign of Iris, by the sight of which the memory of His promises might be renewed in Him: for no forgetfulness can befall God, to whom all things are present — both what already have been and what ever shall be. What, then, is “I will remember”? This, namely: As often as you see Iris in the sky, you will recognize my promises given to you, and that I — mindful of them, without doubt — will perform what I promised. Akin to this is the interpretation of Chrysostom, who interprets that “I will remember” as said for that which is, “I will make you remember”; that you may be always certain and always secure that at no time thereafter will there be a flood. Or “I will remember,” that is, I will by the very deed and by facts declare that I am mindful of my promises, and will perform them. Or He said “I will remember” after the likeness of men: for very often Scripture speaks of God in the human manner — not indeed agreeably to His nature and majesty, but accommodated to the lowliness and weakness of men's understanding. Now men are wont to be stirred by certain external signs and brought to the memory of those things which they have determined to do. God, therefore, is said to remember, not as to the proper force of remembering, which in men generally follows forgetfulness, or at least not a present and (as they call it) actual consideration of things: but as to the effect of remembering, which is to fulfill what one had promised or determined to do. Or finally He said “I will remember” for that which is, “I will never forget”; for although remembering properly so called by no means falls upon God, yet most truly forgetfulness is denied of God.7



VERUM hoc loco lectorem velim duo animadvertere: unum est, Christianis hominibus arcum caelestem, cum in caelo apparet, non tantum more philosophico ut pulcherrimum maximeque admirandum naturae opus esse contemplandum, sed praecipue ut signum divini foederis de non futuro amplius diluvio. Cuius foederis recordatio duas res animis nostris repraesentabit, Iustitiam et Misericordiam Dei: Iustitiam quidem, quod propter scelera hominum generali diluvio universum prope orbem Deus quondam perdiderit. Ex quo castus quidam sanctusque Dei timor in animis nostris exsistet, ut super omnia caveamus sceleribus nostris Deum offendere et ad iram atque vindictam provocare. Et quia diluvii exemplo perspicuum est Deum esse omnipotentem, et in manu eius esse omnem hunc mundum vel puncto temporis disperdere atque in nihilum redigere, ipsum verum et solum Deum omniumque rerum summum dominum perpetuo colamus ac veneremur. Misericordia vero Dei in eo valde eluxit, quod misertus hominum promisit et statuit nunquam deinceps missurum se diluvium — non quod post diluvium non essent futuri homines aut aeque aut etiam magis improbi quam fuerant ii qui diluvio perierunt, sed quia miserationes eius super omnia opera eius. Tot enim tantaque fuerunt post diluvium hominum peccata, ut plusquam millies diluvii supplicio dignissima fuerint. [Itaque]…
But in this place I would have the reader observe two things: one is, that for Christian men the heavenly bow, when it appears in the sky, is to be contemplated not only in the philosophical manner as a most beautiful and most admirable work of nature, but chiefly as a sign of the divine covenant about no flood ever more to come. The remembrance of which covenant will present two things to our minds: the Justice and the Mercy of God. The Justice indeed, in that, on account of the crimes of men, God once destroyed nearly the whole world by a general flood. From which a certain chaste and holy fear of God will arise in our minds, that above all we beware of offending God by our crimes and provoking Him to wrath and vengeance. And because by the example of the flood it is clear that God is omnipotent, and that it is in His hand to destroy this whole world even in a point of time and reduce it to nothing, let us perpetually worship and venerate Him, the true and only God and supreme Lord of all things. But the Mercy of God shone forth greatly in this, that, having pitied men, He promised and decreed that He would never thereafter send a flood — not because after the flood there would not be men either equally or even more wicked than those who perished in the flood, but because His mercies are above all His works. For so many and so great were the sins of men after the flood that they were more than a thousand times most worthy of the punishment of a flood. [And so]…8



…Itaque misericordiae Domini (ut dixit Hieremias) quod non sumus consumpti.
…And so it is of the mercies of the Lord (as Jeremiah said) that we are not consumed.9



ALTERUM a lectore observandum est, quantum fuerit discrimen iustitiae et misericordiae Dei. Etenim iustitiae vis et rigor vindictae brevissimi temporis fuit, unicum enim fuit diluvium et unius tantum anni: at misericordiae divinae beneficium de non futuro diluvio perpetuum fuit, omne mundi aevum complectens. Itaque verissime Isaias Deum facit ita loquentem: In momento indignationis abscondi faciem meam parumper a te, et in misericordia sempiterna misertus sum tui. Sicut in diebus Noë istud mihi est, cui iuravi ne inducerem aquas diluvii supra terram: sic iuravi ut non irascar tibi et non increpem te. Montes commovebuntur et colles contremiscent: misericordia autem mea non recedet a te, et foedus pacis meae non movebitur. In quibus verbis advertere convenit illud Dei promissum datum Noë de non venturo diluvio appellari eo loco iusiurandum Dei, quod in libro Geneseos nominatur foedus et pactum Dei, ut vocabulo tam iurisiurandi quam foederis significetur immutabilis certitudo ac firmitas divini promissi.
The other thing to be observed by the reader is, how great was the difference between the justice and the mercy of God. For the force of justice and the rigor of vengeance was of the briefest time, for there was a single flood and of only one year: but the benefit of the divine mercy concerning no future flood was perpetual, embracing the whole age of the world. And so most truly Isaiah makes God speak thus: “In a moment of indignation I hid my face a little from thee, and in everlasting mercy have I had mercy on thee. As in the days of Noah this is to me, to whom I swore that I would not bring the waters of a flood upon the earth: so have I sworn that I will not be angry with thee and will not rebuke thee. The mountains shall be moved and the hills shall tremble: but my mercy shall not depart from thee, and the covenant of my peace shall not be moved.” In which words it is fitting to notice that that promise of God given to Noah about no flood to come is in that place called the oath of God, which in the book of Genesis is named the covenant and pact of God — so that by the word both of oath and of covenant may be signified the immutable certainty and firmness of the divine promise.10



AT enim vero duo quae hic promisit Deus Noë recte debet intelligi: promisit enim non futurum diluvium — non quidem diluvium particulare huius vel illius civitatis aut etiam provinciae (nam talia diluvia post illud promissum Dei non semel evenerunt, ut fuit diluvium Ogygis et Deucalionis), sed generale diluvium inundans et obruens universam terram. Deinde promisit Deus se nunquam deinceps omnem terram et quae in ea sunt dissipaturum ac perditurum. Sed hoc intelligendum est per diluvium: nam per ignem sub finem mundi universam terram disperdet. Loquitur igitur Deus de diluvio et de diluvio generali, quod nullo tempore post illam promissionem Dei timendum fuit hominibus.
But in truth two things which God here promised to Noah ought to be rightly understood: for He promised that a flood would not come — not indeed a particular flood of this or that city or even province (for such floods after that promise of God happened not once, as was the flood of Ogyges and of Deucalion), but a general flood inundating and overwhelming the whole earth. Next, God promised that He would never thereafter dissipate and destroy the whole earth and the things that are in it. But this must be understood of a flood: for by fire at the end of the world He will destroy the whole earth. God therefore speaks of a flood, and of a general flood, which at no time after that promise of God was to be feared by men.11



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:13–15 (lemma). Margin: vv. 13, 14, 15. ↩
	§70. Why the rainbow-sign was given: to steady the survivors' fear whenever storm-clouds gathered. ↩
	§71. ‘My bow’ — its beauty (Virgil; Ecclesiasticus 43); the poets made Iris the gods' messenger. Margins: Virgil, Aeneid bk. 4; Ecclus. 43. ↩
	§72. The tense (Hebrew ‘I have set’) is no problem — the rainbow existed before the flood but only now became a covenant-sign; ‘in the clouds’ has force (fear is dispelled at its source). ↩
	§73. God confirms His promises by signs — natural (the rainbow), supernatural (Gideon's fleece, Hezekiah's sun), or instituted (circumcision); some lasting, some brief. Margins: “The variety of signs by which God confirms His promises”; Judg. 6; 4 Kings (2 Kgs) 20; Gen. 17. ↩
	§74. Objection: a natural thing can't signify a supernatural promise. Answer: the rainbow signifies it only by God's institution (like a boundary-stone marking a field by agreement). ↩
	§75. ‘I will remember’ — said of the changeless God by accommodation: not literal recall (after forgetting), but the effect of remembering — fulfilling the promise. Margins: “How God is said to remember”; Chrysostom, hom. 27 on Genesis. ↩
	§76. First lesson: Christians should view the rainbow as the covenant-sign — recalling God's Justice (the flood) and Mercy (the promise). Margin: “That the Christian contemplation of the rainbow surpasses the philosophical.” Continues on p. 344. ↩
	§76 (cont.). Jer.: by God's mercy we are not consumed. Margin: Lamentations 3. ↩
	§77. Second lesson: justice lasted one year, mercy lasts the world's whole age (Isaiah 54 — the ‘oath’/‘covenant’ marks its immutable firmness). Margin: Isaiah 54. ↩
	§78. Two clarifications: the promise covers only a universal flood (not local ones like Ogyges'/Deucalion's), and only flood (not the final fire). ↩




THIRD DISPUTATION. On the heavenly bow which God established as a sign of a flood never to come; containing Eight questions
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THIRD DISPUTATION. On the heavenly bow which God established as a sign of a flood never to come; containing Eight questions.
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. De Arcu caelesti quem statuit Deus signum nunquam futuri diluvii; continens Octo quaestiones.



NONNULLA sunt in hac disputatione utilia simul et iucunda cognitu. Sed quia nonnihil etiam difficultatis habent, non inaccuratam desiderant tractationem. Sit igitur prima quaestio: quid vocabulo Arcus hoc loco significetur, utrum arcus caelestis quem appellamus Iridem, an aliud quiddam eo vocabulo intelligi debeat. Beatus Ambrosius omnino negat arcum sive Iridem caelestem eo vocabulo denotari. Certe figurata oratione et similitudine arcus quo sagittas iaculamur, significari virtutem…
There are some things in this disputation both useful and pleasant to know. But because they have also some difficulty, they require a not careless treatment. Let the first question, therefore, be: what is signified by the word “Bow” in this place — whether the heavenly bow which we call Iris, or whether something else ought to be understood by that word. St. Ambrose altogether denies that the bow or heavenly Iris is denoted by that word. Certainly by figurative speech and the likeness of the bow with which we shoot arrows, the power is signified…1



…tutem quandam Dei invisibilem quae severitatem divinae iustitiae rigoremque vindictae adversus hominum scelera remittit et relaxat, ad similitudinem arcus; ita ut per calamitates et res adversas quibus Deus exercet homines, terrere magis eos velit quam ferire: quemadmodum contentus arcus sed carens sagittis, speciem fortasse habeat terrendi, vim tamen vulnerandi non habet.
…a certain invisible power of God which remits and relaxes the severity of divine justice and the rigor of vengeance against the crimes of men, after the likeness of a bow; so that through the calamities and adversities by which God exercises men, He wishes rather to frighten them than to strike — just as a bow drawn but lacking arrows may perhaps have the appearance of frightening, yet has not the power of wounding.2



VERUM praestat ut Ambrosii sententiam ex propriis eius verbis lector agnoscat. Consideremus, inquit, diligenter quis sit arcus ille quem Deus in nube posuit ut signum foederis sui cum hominibus. Non enim, sicut plerique arbitrantur, arcum istum dicit quo aiunt homines pluviarum signa declarari, in quo colores diversi tanquam radiorum Solis nunc rutilantium, nunc lumine lucentium clariore figurantur: unde et pluvia futura significatur, eo quod inconstantia quaedam serenitatis versicolore specie demonstratur. Arcum hunc Iridem quidam appellant. Sed absit ut hunc arcum Dei dicamus. Iris enim per diem videri solet, per noctem non apparet, ac ne per diem quidem videtur si obductus aër tetris nubibus fuerit, ni forte cum graviores nubes se coeperint relaxare. Ergo videamus ne, quia arcus quo sagittae iaciuntur nunc tenditur nunc resolvitur, quandam extensionem ac remissionem videatur scriptura significare, per quam non penitus per nimiam intensionem universa rumpantur: sed fit quaedam mensura, et quoddam divinae virtutis examen. Est ergo virtus invisibilis Dei specie istius arcus moderans omnia, ut neque confundi nimia solutione, neque dirumpi nimia contentione patiatur. Quam ideo in nubibus dicit poni, quia tunc maxime opus est divina auxilio prudentia, quando agmina nubium in procellas tempestatesque coguntur. Quocirca non dixit, Ponam in nubibus sagittam, sed, ponam arcum. Arcus enim instrumentum est iaculandae sagittae, neque arcus ipse vulnerat sed sagitta. Ergo posuit in nubibus arcum non sagittam, id est, quod haberet terroris indicium, vulneris effectum non haberet. Sic Ambrosius.
But it is better that the reader recognize Ambrose's opinion from his own words: “Let us consider diligently what that bow is which God set in the cloud as a sign of His covenant with men. For he does not, as most think, speak of that bow by which men say the signs of rains are declared, in which diverse colors are figured as of the Sun's rays, now glowing red, now shining with a clearer light, whence future rain too is signified, because a certain inconstancy of fair weather is shown by the parti-colored appearance. This bow some call Iris. But far be it that we should call this bow God's. For Iris is wont to be seen by day, by night does not appear, and not even by day is it seen if the air is overcast with foul clouds, unless perhaps when the heavier clouds begin to relax. Therefore let us see whether, because the bow with which arrows are shot is now bent, now slackened, Scripture seems to signify a certain extension and relaxation, by which all things are not utterly broken by too great a tension, but there is a certain measure and a certain test of divine power. There is, therefore, an invisible power of God under the appearance of that bow, moderating all things, so that it suffers them neither to be confounded by too great a loosening, nor burst by too great a straining. Which He therefore says is set in the clouds, because then there is most need of prudence by divine help, when the ranks of clouds are forced into storms and tempests. Wherefore He did not say, I will set in the clouds an arrow, but, I will set a bow. For the bow is the instrument for shooting the arrow, nor does the bow itself wound, but the arrow. Therefore He set in the clouds a bow, not an arrow — that is, what would have the token of terror, but not the effect of a wound.” So Ambrose.3



SED tanti Doctoris auctoritas facere non debet ut nos hanc eius sententiam minime probabilem, minimeque cum verbis scripturae consentientem, refellere vereamur. Neque enim unius Ambrosii auctoritas pluris esse debet quam omnium aliorum — omnes dico Patres tam Graecos quam Latinos, omnesque interpretes tam Christianos quam Hebraeos — apud quos extra controversiam est hoc loco per Arcum non aliud significari quam arcum caelestem et Iridem: quam interpretationem omnino requirit vel potius exigit sententia verborum Scripturae. Quis enim est arcus qui in nubibus apparet et cernitur ab hominibus, nisi Iris? Ter autem hoc loco Scriptura ait arcum illum esse in nubibus: primum, cum inquit, Arcum meum ponam in nubibus, et erit signum foederis inter me et terram; deinde mox subiungens, Cum obduxero nubibus caelum, apparebit arcus meus in nubibus; postremo, cum ait, Erit arcus meus in nubibus et videbo illum, et recordabor foederis sempiterni. Quis obsecro est toties repetitus iste arcus in nubibus caeli apparens, nisi Iris? Adiice quod oratio haec Mosis plane historica est: narratio enim est eius quod dixit fecitque Deus. Secundum leges igitur [historiae]…
But the authority of so great a Doctor ought not to make us fear to refute this opinion of his — by no means probable, and by no means consonant with the words of scripture. For the authority of one Ambrose ought not to be of more weight than that of all the others — I mean all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, and all the interpreters, both Christian and Hebrew — among whom it is beyond controversy that in this place by “Bow” nothing else is signified than the heavenly bow and Iris: which interpretation the meaning of the words of Scripture altogether requires, or rather demands. For what is the bow which appears in the clouds and is discerned by men, except Iris? And three times in this place Scripture says that bow is in the clouds: first, when it says, “I will set my bow in the clouds, and it shall be a sign of a covenant between me and the earth”; then, soon adding, “When I shall cover the sky with clouds, my bow shall appear in the clouds”; lastly, when it says, “My bow shall be in the clouds, and I shall see it, and I shall remember the everlasting covenant.” What, I beseech, is that bow so often repeated, appearing in the clouds of the sky, except Iris? Add that this discourse of Moses is plainly historical: for it is a narration of what God said and did. According, therefore, to the laws [of history]…4



…historiae, verba non figurate et parabolice, sed proprie ac secundum usitatam et vulgatam eorum significationem accipi debent: quare arcus in nubibus caeli apparens non alius intelligi potest quam qui vulgo intelligitur, id est, Iris. Quid multa? Arcum Deus illum statuit ut signum foederis sui conspicuum hominibus: at virtus illa Dei quam hic vocabulo arcus significari putat Ambrosius invisibilis est, ut ipse etiam dicit, paucisque cognita; non igitur idoneum fuisset signum apud homines divinae promissionis non futuri amplius diluvii.
…of history, the words are to be taken not figuratively and parabolically, but properly and according to their usual and common signification: wherefore the bow appearing in the clouds of the sky can be understood as no other than that which is commonly understood, that is, Iris. In short: God established that bow as a sign of His covenant conspicuous to men; but that power of God which Ambrose thinks is here signified by the word “bow” is invisible (as he himself also says) and known to few; it would not, therefore, have been a fit sign among men of the divine promise of no flood ever more to come.5



ALTERA quaestio exsistit, quemadmodum Iris signum esse possit nunquam futuri diluvii, siquidem Iris fuerat saepenumero ante diluvium Noëticum: neque tunc signum fuit non futuri diluvii, alioqui fallax signum fuisset, contrario scilicet eventu: similiter igitur nec post illud diluvium signum esse potuit non futuri alterius diluvii. Respondent quidam nec pluvias nec Iridem fuisse ante diluvium, sed primum esse coepisse post diluvium. Hoc significasse videtur Glossa Interlinearis in Caput secundum Geneseos, super illa verba: Non enim pluerat Dominus Deus super terram. Id certe Alcuinum sensisse refert hoc loco Carthusianus. Nec iuxta eam opinionem non etiam fuisse videtur Chrysostomus, Iridem appellans miraculum. At cur miraculum? non aliam certe ob causam, quam quod, cum ante diluvium nunquam apparuisset, coeperit apparere post diluvium, Deo eam statuente signum non futuri diluvii? Verba Chrysostomi sic habent: Etiamsi immensa vis imbrium violentaeque fiant tempestates, et si aquarum immensa exsistat inundatio, nullus tamen nobis diluvii metus accidat, ad miraculum (hoc est, Iridem signum divini promissi) respicientibus.
The second question arises: how Iris can be a sign of a flood never to come, since Iris had often existed before the Noachic flood, and was not then a sign of no future flood — otherwise it would have been a false sign, namely with a contrary outcome: similarly, therefore, neither after that flood could it be a sign of no other flood to come. Some answer that neither rains nor Iris existed before the flood, but first began after the flood. This the Interlinear Gloss seems to signify on the second chapter of Genesis, upon those words, “For the Lord God had not rained upon the earth.” That Alcuin certainly thought this, the Carthusian reports in this place. Nor does Chrysostom seem to be against that opinion, calling Iris a miracle. But why a miracle? for no other cause, certainly, than that, since before the flood it had never appeared, it began to appear after the flood, God establishing it as a sign of no future flood? Chrysostom's words are thus: “Even if an immense force of showers and violent tempests should arise, and if an immense inundation of waters should occur, yet let no fear of a flood befall us, looking to the miracle (that is, Iris, the sign of the divine promise).”6



VERUM qui huius sententiae fuerint auctores, non laboro; ea certe nullam fidem habet. Etenim contra naturalem cursum et ordinem naturae est, toto eo tempore quod praecessit diluvium (videlicet per annos mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex) nullam fuisse pluviam, nec unquam apparuisse Iridem: cum post diluvium nullo anno, et quidem saepius, non apparuerit. Naturale namque est Soli ex aquis et terra vapores extrahere et in mediam aëris regionem extollere; naturale est vapores illuc sublatos, et suo et loci frigore, in nubes cogi ac densari; naturale est ex densatis nubibus imbres gigni et in terras delabi; denique naturale est in nubibus modice densis atque humidis, et adversi Solis fulgore percussis, Iridem generari: hunc igitur naturalem et perpetuum naturae processum atque ordinem toto eo tempore quod praecessit diluvium non fuisse, incredibile est. Quorsum enim Deus hunc naturae ordinem toto eo tempore impedivisset? quorsum tam magno ac diuturno miraculo naturalem Iridis ac pluviae generationem prohibuisset?
But who were the authors of this opinion, I do not trouble myself; it certainly has no credibility. For it is against the natural course and order of nature that, in all that time which preceded the flood (namely through one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years), there was no rain, nor did Iris ever appear — since after the flood there was no year (and indeed often [within a year]) that it did not appear. For it is natural for the Sun to draw vapors from the waters and the earth and to raise them into the middle region of the air; it is natural that the vapors raised thither be forced and condensed into clouds by their own cold and that of the place; it is natural that from condensed clouds showers be generated and fall to the earth; finally, it is natural that in clouds moderately dense and moist, and struck by the brightness of the opposing Sun, Iris be generated: that this natural and perpetual process and order of nature did not exist in all that time which preceded the flood, is incredible. For to what end would God have impeded this order of nature throughout all that time? to what end would He have prohibited the natural generation of Iris and rain by so great and long-lasting a miracle?7



DEINDE, si tanto tempore nulli fuissent imbres, omnia profecto in terris nimia siccitate inaruissent atque interiissent. An saepe non vidimus hoc nostro saeculo, et in superiorum temporum monumentis legimus, ubi duorum aut trium annorum fuit penuria imbrium, ibi homines et animalia (ne quid de stirpibus dicam) tum fame tum morbis magnam partem interiisse? Aiunt isti vice imbrium id temporis fuisse fontes et flumina quae statis temporibus supereffluentia, ad similitudinem Nili, terras irrigabant ac fecundabant. Sed quaerendum ex istis esset an talis exundatio aquarum naturalis fuerit, sicut est in Nilo: si fuit naturalis, cur igitur nunc non fit? praeter Nilum enim et unum aut alterum fluvium — id est (secundum aliquos) vel Euphratem vel Gangem — in aliis eiusmodi inundatio non cernitur. Si non fuit naturalis, certe nulla ratio reddi potest cur Deus, omissa naturali via refrigerandi terras per imbres, tanto miraculo exundantium terrestrium aquarum tamdiu uti voluerit.
Next, if for so long a time there had been no rains, all things on earth would assuredly have withered and perished from too great drought. Have we not often seen in our own age, and read in the records of former times, that where there was a scarcity of rains for two or three years, there men and animals (to say nothing of plants) perished in great part both from famine and from diseases? These men say that in place of rains there were at that time springs and rivers which, overflowing at fixed times, after the likeness of the Nile, irrigated and fertilized the lands. But it would have to be asked of these men whether such an overflowing of waters was natural, as it is in the Nile: if it was natural, why then does it not now happen? for besides the Nile and one or another river — that is (according to some) either the Euphrates or the Ganges — no such inundation is seen in others. If it was not natural, certainly no reason can be given why God, omitting the natural way of cooling the lands by rains, should have wished for so long to use so great a miracle of overflowing terrestrial waters.8



Nos igitur ad propositam quaestionem brevissime respondeamus, Iridem non esse signum naturale non venturi diluvii, sed tantum ex Dei voluntate, qui post diluvium Noëticum, cum promissi sui de non futuro diluvio signum aliquod dare vellet hominibus possetque quodlibet aliud adhibere, prae ceteris tamen ad id delegit Iridem. Ergo Iris non ex natura, sed ex Dei voluntate ac decreto, vim habet significandi nunquam futurum diluvium. Verum hac de re proprie ac plene in ea quae proxime hanc sequitur quaestione disputandum est.
We, therefore, briefly answer the proposed question: that Iris is not a natural sign of a flood not to come, but only by God's will — who, after the Noachic flood, when He wished to give men some sign of His promise about no future flood, and could have employed any other thing whatever, nevertheless chose Iris before others for that. Therefore Iris has the force of signifying that a flood will never come, not from nature, but from God's will and decree. But about this matter we must dispute properly and fully in the question which next follows this.9



TERTIA quaestio: an Iris sit naturale signum diluvii? Respondeo, Iridem naturale signum diluvii nec esse nec esse posse. Atque id quidem tali argumentatione concludi potest. Si Iris est naturale signum diluvii, aut esset signum futuri diluvii, aut non futuri, aut futuri et non futuri, aut neque futuri neque non futuri. Non potest esse signum naturale futuri diluvii: tum quia generale diluvium non potest fieri ex causis naturalibus, sed tantum per Dei omnipotentiam (quare Iris non potest esse naturale signum eius); tum etiam quia Deus promisit nunquam deinceps futurum diluvium, eiusque promissi sui Iridem voluit esse signum: quomodo igitur eadem Iris esse potest secundum naturam suam signum futuri diluvii, et secundum institutionem Dei signum etiam non futuri?
Third question: is Iris a natural sign of a flood? I answer that Iris neither is nor can be a natural sign of a flood. And this indeed can be concluded by such argumentation. If Iris is a natural sign of a flood, it would be either a sign of a future flood, or of no future flood, or of a future and not-future, or of neither future nor not-future. It cannot be a natural sign of a future flood: both because a general flood cannot come about from natural causes, but only by God's omnipotence (wherefore Iris cannot be a natural sign of it); and also because God promised that there would never thereafter be a flood, and willed Iris to be the sign of His promise — how, therefore, can the same Iris be, according to its nature, a sign of a future flood, and according to God's institution a sign also of no future flood?10



NEQUE Iris est naturale signum non futuri diluvii: tum quod, cum ea saepissime fuerit ante Noëticum diluvium, nihilominus tamen diluvium evenit; tum etiam quod, si secundum suam naturam signum esset non futuri diluvii, supervacuum et incongruum fuisset eam a Deo constitui tanquam novum quoddam signum non futuri diluvii. His accedit diluvium generale non esse effectum naturalem sed supernaturalem; et fieri aut non fieri diluvium omnino pendet ex Dei voluntate; non igitur eius rei naturale signum Iris esse potest. Dicere autem Iridem esse signum diluvii et futuri et non futuri, non modo falsum, sed impossibile et absurdum est: idem enim manens idem, ut docent Philosophi, non potest aut facere aut significare contraria. Restat igitur ut Iris nec futuri diluvii neque non futuri diluvii sit naturale signum, id est, non sit naturale signum Diluvii: atque hoc demonstrare propositum nobis ab initio fuerat.
Nor is Iris a natural sign of no future flood: both because, though it existed very often before the Noachic flood, nevertheless the flood came; and also because, if according to its nature it were a sign of no future flood, it would have been superfluous and incongruous for it to be established by God as a kind of new sign of no future flood. To this is added that a general flood is not a natural effect but a supernatural one, and whether a flood comes about or not depends entirely on God's will; not, therefore, can Iris be a natural sign of that thing. And to say that Iris is a sign of a flood both future and not-future is not only false, but impossible and absurd: for the same thing remaining the same, as the Philosophers teach, cannot either do or signify contraries. It remains, therefore, that Iris is a natural sign neither of a future flood nor of no future flood — that is, that it is not a natural sign of a Flood: and this it had been our purpose from the beginning to demonstrate.11



QUARTA quaestio: ut Iris non sit simpliciter naturale signum non futuri diluvii, quaeri tamen potest utrum aliquo modo sit naturale signum, habens scilicet naturalem quandam convenientiam cum eo ad quod significandum constituta est a Deo. Esse aliquo modo naturale signum non futuri diluvii sentit B. Thomas, Quodlibet 2 Art. 30, idemque opinatur Caietanus hoc loco. Id autem sic illi probant: causa generans Iridem excludit necessario causam generatricem diluvii; ergo Iris signum est non futuri diluvii: cum enim Iris apparet in aëre, non est aër ita affectus et praeparatus ut esse oportet ad generationem diluvii; siquidem ad efficiendum diluvium necesse est caelum usquequaque densissimis nubibus esse obductum et immensa vaporum copia confertum: tunc autem nullo modo Iris generari potest, quippe cum eius capax non sit nisi nubes modice densa et humida et (ut vocant) roscida. Cum igitur apparente Iride affectio aut dispositio aëris contraria sit futuro diluvio, recte sequitur apparitionem Iridis esse signum non futuri diluvii.
Fourth question: although Iris is not simply a natural sign of no future flood, it can nevertheless be asked whether it is in some way a natural sign — having, namely, a certain natural agreement with that for the signifying of which it was established by God. That it is in some way a natural sign of no future flood St. Thomas thinks (Quodlibet 2, Art. 30), and the same Cajetan opines in this place. And they prove it thus: the cause generating Iris necessarily excludes the cause generating a flood; therefore Iris is a sign of no future flood: for when Iris appears in the air, the air is not so affected and prepared as it must be for the generation of a flood; since to produce a flood it is necessary that the sky be everywhere overcast with thickest clouds and crammed with an immense abundance of vapors: but then Iris can in no way be generated, since nothing is capable of it except a cloud moderately dense and moist and (as they call it) dewy. Since, therefore, when Iris appears the disposition of the air is contrary to a future flood, it rightly follows that the appearance of Iris is a sign of no future flood.12



Non est tamen Iris signum nunquam futuri diluvii, sed non futuri de propinquo et cito: nam vanescente Iride, et causa quae eam generat atque continet dissoluta, potest in aëre congregari materia unde fiat diluvium; sed quia ea materia non potest brevi tempore congregari, idcirco licet Iris non sit signum nunquam futuri diluvii, est tamen signum non futuri de propinquo. Quanquam, inquit Caietanus, ex promissione Dei revelata nobis in Sacris litteris certum est nullo saeculo futurum: promisit enim Deus Noë in omni generatione apparituram Iridem futuramque signum non futuri diluvii: ergo si Iris apparens signum est non futuri tunc diluvii, apparebit autem secundum promissionem Dei in omni generatione, ergo in nulla generatione usque ad finem mundi erit diluvium, et Iris — non una quidem nec semel apparens, sed omni saeculo — futurum signum est nunquam futuri diluvii. Addunt praeterea isti, cum diluvium generale non possit fieri naturaliter sed per supernaturalem Dei potentiam, promittere Deum non esse futurum diluvium non aliud esse quam promittere se deinceps gubernaturum mundum secundum naturalem cursum eius atque ordinem, secundum quem diluvium non potest effici, nec usurum se extraordinaria sua potentia ad efficiendum diluvium. Atque haec est istorum auctorum sententia, quam sequi videtur Paulus Burgensis hoc loco.
Iris, however, is not a sign of a flood never to come, but of one not to come near at hand and soon: for, Iris vanishing and the cause which generates and contains it being dissolved, the matter whence a flood may come can be gathered in the air; but because that matter cannot be gathered in a short time, therefore, although Iris is not a sign of a flood never to come, it is nevertheless a sign of one not to come soon. Although, says Cajetan, from God's promise revealed to us in the Sacred letters it is certain that there will be none in any age: for God promised Noah that Iris would appear in every generation and would be a sign of no flood to come: therefore if Iris appearing is a sign of no flood then to come, but it will appear, according to God's promise, in every generation, therefore in no generation up to the end of the world will there be a flood, and Iris — appearing not once nor a single time, but in every age — is a sign of a flood never to come. These men add besides that, since a general flood cannot come about naturally but by the supernatural power of God, for God to promise that a flood will not come is nothing other than to promise that He will thereafter govern the world according to its natural course and order, according to which a flood cannot be produced, and that He will not use His extraordinary power to produce a flood. And this is the opinion of those authors, which Paul of Burgos seems to follow in this place.13



VERUM ea opinio posset his argumentis confutari. Argumentantur isti Iridem naturale signum esse non cito venturi diluvii, quod causa generans Iridem omnino excludat causam generatricem diluvii, hoc est, maximam vaporum in aëre copiam et immensam vim pluviarum. Haec argumentatio valida esset, si magna copia vaporum in aëre maximaque vis imbrium necessaria esset causa generandi diluvii, ut sine tali causa generale diluvium nullo modo esse posset: at id verum non est. Etenim diluvium non est opus naturae, sed omnipotentiae Dei, qui potest et per pluvias et sine pluviis diluvium efficere. Quanquam enim ad efficiendum Noëticum diluvium concurrit immensa vis pluviarum per quadraginta dies, sine ea tamen potuisset Deus facere diluvium, aquas marinas aliasque terrestres in tantum multiplicando et exaggerando ut omnem terram, etiam celsissimos eius montes, operirent. Nonne in exordio mundi ita creavit aquam, nullis vel pluviis vel nubibus antecedentibus, ut ea universam terram altissime obrueret? Ergo si Deus potest generale diluvium facere sine praeparatione vaporum in aëre et sine concursu imbrium, apparitio Iridis non potest esse naturale signum non futuri cito diluvii.
But that opinion could be confuted by these arguments. These men argue that Iris is a natural sign of a flood not to come soon, because the cause generating Iris altogether excludes the cause generating a flood — that is, the greatest abundance of vapors in the air and an immense force of rains. This argument would be valid if a great abundance of vapors in the air and the greatest force of showers were a necessary cause for generating a flood, so that without such a cause a general flood could in no way exist: but that is not true. For a flood is not the work of nature, but of God's omnipotence, who can produce a flood both by rains and without rains. For although for producing the Noachic flood an immense force of rains for forty days concurred, yet without it God could have made a flood, by so multiplying and heaping up the waters of the sea and other terrestrial waters that they would cover the whole earth, even its highest mountains. Did He not at the beginning of the world so create water, with no rains or clouds preceding, that it overwhelmed the whole earth most deeply? Therefore, if God can make a general flood without the preparation of vapors in the air and without the concurrence of showers, the appearance of Iris cannot be a natural sign of no flood to come soon.14



SED esto, immensa vis vaporum in aëre et imbrium sit necessario requisita ad generandum diluvium: non tamen ex hoc concluditur quod isti volunt obtinere. Namque omnem istam materiam necessariam generando diluvio potest Deus subito, vel certe quam brevissimo tempore, congregare et in aëre comparare ad generationem diluvii: quamvis igitur hodie (exempli causa) appareat Iris, et idcirco non sit in aëre materia qua opus est ad generationem diluvii, potest ea tamen vel post unam horam per omnipotentiam Dei in aëre poni; quod si fieret (ut fieri potest) Iris apparens hodie non esset naturale signum non futuri cito, vel etiam non futuri hodie diluvii.
But suppose an immense force of vapors in the air and of showers be necessarily required to generate a flood: yet from this is not concluded what these men wish to obtain. For all that matter necessary for generating a flood God can suddenly — or at least in the briefest time — gather and prepare in the air for the generation of a flood: although, therefore, today (for example) Iris should appear, and therefore there be not in the air the matter needed for the generation of a flood, yet it can, even after one hour, by God's omnipotence be set in the air; and if this were to happen (as it can happen), Iris appearing today would not be a natural sign of a flood not to come soon, or even not to come today.15



IAM vero illud Caietani dictum non fugit reprehensionem. Ait, quia Deus promisit omni futura generatione apparituram Iridem quae excludit materiam generationis diluvii, inde sequi Iridem fore signum naturale nullo saeculo venturi diluvii. Equidem non satis assequor haec ratio Caietani quam vim habeat. Vocabulum Generationis in scriptura significat spatium multorum annorum: vel enim significat idem quod saeculum, id est, spatium centum annorum, ut hoc libro Geneseos capite 15; vel aetatem cuiusque hominis totumque eius vitae tempus, quod definivit David septuaginta vel octoginta annis, auctor vero libri Ecclesiastici centum annis; vel significat spatium decem annorum, qua significatione usus videtur Baruch capite sexto; vel denique, ut multis visum est sacrarum literarum explanatoribus, nonnunquam significat aetatem hominis idoneam maturamque generandae proli, quae plurimum minor non est quindecim annis. Quocunque igitur modo sumatur vocabulum Generationis, semper eo denotatur spatium multorum annorum.
Now indeed that saying of Cajetan does not escape reprehension. He says that, because God promised that in every future generation Iris would appear, which excludes the matter of the generation of a flood, thence it follows that Iris will be a natural sign of a flood coming in no age. I, for my part, do not sufficiently grasp what force this reasoning of Cajetan has. The word “Generation” in scripture signifies a space of many years: for either it signifies the same as “age” [saeculum], that is, a space of a hundred years, as in this book of Genesis, chapter 15; or the age of each man and the whole time of his life, which David defined as seventy or eighty years, but the author of the book of Ecclesiasticus as a hundred; or it signifies a space of ten years, in which signification Baruch in the sixth chapter seems to have used it; or finally, as it has seemed to many expositors of the sacred letters, it sometimes signifies the age of man fit and mature for begetting offspring, which is for the most part not less than fifteen years. In whatever way, therefore, the word “Generation” is taken, there is always denoted by it a space of many years.16



Hoc posito, Caietani ratio plane iacet: nihil enim prohibet, cum generatio significet spatium multorum annorum, eadem generatione et apparere Iridem et fieri diluvium. Exempli causa, contineat generatio decem vel plures annos, et primo anno huius generationis appareat Iris; quid quaeso vetat, postquam defierit apparitio Iridis, post duos aut tres annos paulatim cogi materiam vaporum in aëre unde generatur diluvium? Non igitur, quia Iris apparitura est in omni generatione, idcirco naturale signum est non futurum in ea generatione diluvium. Et quis obsecro credat ea generatione vel saeculo quo Noëticum diluvium factum est, nunquam apparuisse Iridem? Sed pergamus ad alia.
This being laid down, Cajetan's reasoning plainly falls: for nothing prevents, since “generation” signifies a space of many years, that in the same generation Iris both appear and a flood come about. For example, let a generation contain ten or more years, and in the first year of this generation let Iris appear; what, I ask, forbids that, after the appearance of Iris has ceased, after two or three years the matter of vapors be gradually gathered in the air whence a flood is generated? Not, therefore, because Iris is to appear in every generation, is it on that account a natural sign that there will be no flood in that generation. And who, I beseech, would believe that in that generation or age in which the Noachic flood happened, Iris never appeared? But let us pass on to other matters.17



QUINTA quaestio: an Iris signum sit non futuri diluvii omnino voluntarium, et (ut vocant) ad placitum? Esse omnino signum ad placitum — scilicet quod ex sola Dei voluntate atque institutione significandi vim habeat — sensit Lyranus, et in Postilla huius loci scriptum reliquit: cuius sententiae confirmatio confutatio est superiorum. Si enim Iris est signum divini pacti de non futuro diluvio, ut scriptura testatur, nec est signum aut simpliciter aut aliquo modo naturale, ut supra ostensum est, relinquitur signum esse tantummodo voluntarium et ad placitum. Licet igitur Iris fuerit ante Noëticum diluvium, non fuit tamen tunc signum, sed post, quia Dei promissum et pactum de non futuro diluvio (cuius signum ipse voluit esse Iridem) non ante Noëticum diluvium, sed post, factum est. Nec videri cuiquam debet incongruum Iridem, quae res est naturalis et ab exordio usque mundi fuerat, signum fieri rei novae ac voluntariae, quale est promissum ac pactum Dei: id enim frequenter usu venit in rebus humanis. Exempli causa, saxum quod aliquo loco diu iacuit immobile statuitur ab hominibus tanquam signum divisionis agrorum et possessionum.
Fifth question: is Iris a sign of no future flood altogether voluntary and (as they call it) at will [ad placitum]? That it is altogether a sign at will — namely, which has the force of signifying from God's will and institution alone — Lyra thought, and left written in his Postill on this place: the confirmation of which opinion is the refutation of the foregoing. For if Iris is a sign of the divine pact about no future flood, as scripture testifies, and is not a sign either simply or in any way natural, as was shown above, it remains that it is a sign only voluntary and at will. Although, therefore, Iris existed before the Noachic flood, it was not then a sign, but afterward, because God's promise and pact about no future flood (of which He willed Iris to be the sign) was made not before the Noachic flood but after. Nor ought it to seem incongruous to anyone that Iris — which is a natural thing and had existed from the very beginning of the world — should be made a sign of a new and voluntary thing, such as is the promise and pact of God: for this frequently comes about in human affairs. For example, a rock which has long lain immovable in some place is established by men as a sign of the division of fields and possessions.18



SENTENTIAE Lyrani subscribit Tostatus, insuper addens: cum duplex sit diluvium, unum particulare alicuius loci vel provinciae, alterum generale totius orbis, Iridem in aëre apparentem naturale signum esse non venturi cito diluvii particularis in eo loco: affectio enim aëris qua constat Iris excludit affectionem eiusdem necessariam generando diluvio particulari, materia vero generando particulari diluvio sufficiens non potest brevi tempore cogi et comparari. Verum hoc intelligi debet de naturali generatione diluvii particularis: supernaturalis enim, quae per Dei omnipotentiam fit, longitudinem temporis minime requirit. Generale autem diluvium, cum sit effectus supernaturalis divinae omnipotentiae, eius nullo modo Iridem esse signum naturale sed ad placitum, Tostatus assentitur Lyrano, eius ratione persuasus. Haec igitur ab aliis prodita sunt in hac disputatione.
To the opinion of Lyra subscribes Tostatus, adding besides that — since a flood is twofold, one particular of some place or province, the other general of the whole world — Iris appearing in the air is a natural sign of no particular flood coming soon in that place: for the disposition of the air of which Iris consists excludes the disposition of the same necessary for generating a particular flood, and matter sufficient for generating a particular flood cannot be gathered and prepared in a short time. But this must be understood of the natural generation of a particular flood: for the supernatural one, which comes about by God's omnipotence, by no means requires length of time. But of a general flood, since it is a supernatural effect of the divine omnipotence, that Iris is in no way a natural sign of it but [a sign] at will, Tostatus assents to Lyra, persuaded by his reasoning. These things, then, have been handed down by others in this disputation.19



QUOD si nostram quoque nosse avet lector sententiam, brevi sic habeat. Videri nobis Iridem simpliciter quidem non esse signum naturale, quodammodo autem et (ut aiunt) secundum quid et esse et dici debere. Non esse simpliciter signum naturale, praeter superiora argumenta, patet hac etiam ratione. Iris per se ac primo non est a Deo constituta ut sit signum diluvii non venturi, sed ut sit signum foederis inter Deum et hominem: nusquam enim scriptura appellavit Iridem signum non venturi diluvii, semper autem appellat signum divini foederis ac pacti. Sed quia illud Dei pactum fuit de non venturo iterum [diluvio]…
But if the reader desires to know our opinion also, let him have it briefly thus. It seems to us that Iris simply is not a natural sign, but in a certain way and (as they say) in a certain respect [secundum quid] both is and ought to be called [one]. That it is not simply a natural sign, besides the foregoing arguments, is plain also by this reason. Iris of itself and primarily was not established by God to be a sign of a flood not to come, but to be a sign of the covenant between God and man: for nowhere has scripture called Iris a sign of a flood not to come, but always calls it a sign of the divine covenant and pact. But because that pact of God was about no [flood] to come again…20



…iterum diluvio, idcirco Iris consequenter, et (ut dicunt) secundario signum est diluvii non venturi. Est igitur signum et foederis divini et non futuri diluvii: sed horum utrunque voluntarium est et ex beneplacito Dei omnino pendens: de foedere enim et pacto non potest esse dubium; de diluvio autem supra ostensum est: nam cum generale diluvium opus naturae esse nequeat sed solius Dei omnipotentiae, ipsum fieri vel non fieri in sola Dei voluntate positum est.
…flood, therefore Iris consequently, and (as they say) secondarily, is a sign of a flood not to come. It is, therefore, a sign both of the divine covenant and of no future flood: but each of these is voluntary and altogether dependent on God's good pleasure: for about the covenant and pact there can be no doubt; and about the flood it was shown above: for since a general flood cannot be the work of nature but of God's omnipotence alone, its happening or not happening is placed in God's will alone.21



QUOD autem Iris aliquo modo sit etiam naturale signum diluvii, ex paucis quae subiiciam manifestum erit. Fere signa quibus Deus usus est, vel ad significandum aliquid vel ad memoriam alicuius rei excitandam, naturalem quandam convenientiam et similitudinem habent cum his rebus quibus significandis et repraesentandis destinata sunt: exempli causa, Circumcisionem Deus dedit Abrahae et posteris eius ut signum esset promissionis suae de infinita multiplicatione seminis eius et possessione terrae Chanaan; habet autem Circumcisio naturalem congruentiam cum promisso Dei: multiplicatio enim seminis fieri debebat per carnalem generationem, cui generationi efficiendae deservit maxime ea pars nostri corporis in qua Deus Circumcisionem fieri praecepit. Idem possum dicere de Sacramentis novae legis: nempe aqua Baptismalis, etsi secundum suam naturam non habet vim abluendi peccata, habet tamen vim abluendi corpora, refrigerandi atque fecundandi, quibus rebus repraesentat spiritualem Baptismi effectum quem ipsa quoque producit, Dei verbo consecrata. Ad hunc igitur modum Iris etiam naturalem habet convenientiam cum eo quod ex institutione Dei significat: est namque secundum naturam suam aliis rebus omnibus habilior et accommodata magis ad praesignandum id propter quod instituta est; alioqui non eam prae ceteris ad id delegisset Deus.
And that Iris in some way is also a natural sign of a flood will be manifest from a few things which I subjoin. Generally the signs which God has used, whether to signify something or to excite the memory of some thing, have a certain natural agreement and similitude with the things for the signifying and representing of which they are destined: for example, God gave Circumcision to Abraham and his posterity that it might be a sign of His promise about the infinite multiplication of his seed and the possession of the land of Canaan; and Circumcision has a natural congruity with God's promise, for the multiplication of the seed had to come about by carnal generation, for the effecting of which generation that part of our body in which God commanded Circumcision to be done especially serves. I can say the same of the Sacraments of the new law: namely, baptismal water, although according to its nature it has not the power of washing away sins, yet has the power of washing bodies, of cooling and fertilizing, by which things it represents the spiritual effect of Baptism which it itself also produces, consecrated by God's word. In this manner, therefore, Iris too has a natural agreement with that which by God's institution it signifies: for it is according to its nature more fit than all other things and more accommodated to presignifying that for which it was instituted; otherwise God would not have chosen it before others for that.22



SED quae est ista naturalis congruentia et habilitas Iridis? Sane magna et multiplex. Primum, quod ob eius insignem magnitudinem, ob eximiam pulchritudinem, et ob celsitudinem loci quo apparet, omnibus conspicua est maximeque notabilis, ob idque signum potens et efficax protinus excitandi in hominum animis divini foederis et promissi memoriam, eamque subinde renovandi et perpetuo custodiendi. Deinde, quia in nubibus generatur et apparet, et quia ex nubibus et pluviis Noëticum diluvium magna ex parte provenit, providentissime Deus voluit Iridem quae in nubibus est signum homini esse non venturi diluvii, ut inde metus discuteretur unde generatio diluvii timeri poterat. Ad haec, Iris fere signum esse solet aut futurae serenitatis, aut non magnae nec diuturnae pluviae: quamobrem, quod attinet ad causas naturales, certum signum est, ubi apparet, ibi diluvium naturaliter et cito fieri non posse. Dixi (naturaliter) quod secundum Dei omnipotentiam, cuius opus est generale diluvium, et sine ulla praeparatione concursuque naturalium causarum, et subito diluvium potest effici.
But what is that natural congruity and aptitude of Iris? Indeed great and manifold. First, that on account of its remarkable magnitude, its extraordinary beauty, and the loftiness of the place where it appears, it is conspicuous to all and most notable, and on that account a sign powerful and effective to excite immediately in men's minds the memory of the divine covenant and promise, and thereafter to renew and perpetually keep it. Next, because it is generated and appears in the clouds, and because the Noachic flood arose in great part from clouds and rains, most providently God willed that Iris, which is in the clouds, be a sign to man of no flood to come, that thence fear might be dispelled whence the generation of a flood could be feared. Besides, Iris is generally wont to be a sign either of future fair weather, or of no great nor long-lasting rain: wherefore, as regards natural causes, it is a sure sign that, where it appears, there a flood cannot naturally and soon come about. I said (naturally) because, according to God's omnipotence, whose work a general flood is, a flood can be produced even without any preparation and concurrence of natural causes, and suddenly.23



QUAESTIO Sexta: si Iris non est signum naturale diluvii aut nunquam aut non cito futuri, quarum igitur rerum naturaliter naturale signum est? Est ne serenitatis an pluviae, ventorum an tranquillitatis caeli? Plinius eam nullius rei certum vult esse signum, ita scribens: Arcus vocamus extra miraculum frequentes et extra ostentum: nam ne pluvios quidem aut serenos dies cum fide portendunt. Idem tamen alio loco scribit Iridem, cum duplex apparet, pluviarum esse nuntiam: Arcus, inquit, cum sunt duplices, pluviam nuntiant; a pluviis serenitatem non perinde certam.
Sixth question: if Iris is a natural sign of a flood neither ever nor soon to come, of what things, then, is it naturally a natural sign? Is it of fair weather or of rain, of winds or of the tranquility of the sky? Pliny holds it to be a sure sign of nothing, writing thus: “We call rainbows frequent beyond marvel and beyond portent: for they do not even foretell rainy or fair days reliably.” Yet the same in another place writes that Iris, when it appears double, is a herald of rains: “Rainbows,” he says, “when they are double, announce rain: fair weather after rains not equally certainly.”24



AT enim Seneca docet, prout varia in caeli regione Iris apparuerit, ita res varias portendere. Arcus, inquit, non easdem, undecunque apparuerit, minas affert: a meridie ortus magnam vim aquarum vehet; vinci enim non poterunt vehementissimo Sole, tantum est illis virium. Si circa Occasum refulsit, tonabit et leviter impluet: si ab Ortu circa surrexerit, serena portendit. Frequentius tamen est post pluvias apparere arcum, ex quo consecuturae indicia serenitatis non vana possunt colligi, scilicet ex tempestatum vicissitudine. Sed cur post pluvias frequentius apparent? quia tunc nubes plus habent lucis et idoneae magis sunt ad Solis lucem concipiendam, crassitudine aquarum exonerata.
But Seneca teaches that, according as Iris has appeared in a varied region of the sky, so it portends various things. “The rainbow,” he says, “does not bring the same threats, from wherever it appears: risen from the south, it will bring a great force of waters, for they cannot be overcome by the most vehement Sun, so much strength have they. If it has shone near the West, it will thunder and lightly rain; if it has risen near the East, it portends fair weather.” Yet more frequently the rainbow appears after rains, from which not vain indications of the fair weather to follow can be gathered, namely from the vicissitude of weathers. But why do they appear more frequently after rains? because then the clouds have more light and are more fit for receiving the Sun's light, being unburdened of the thickness of the waters.25



LEGI apud quosdam minime spernendos auctores, pro vero narrari a nautis et agricolis, tanquam rem diligenter ab ipsis observatam, matutinam Iridem pluvias, vespertinam portendere serenitatem. Cuius rei illa fortasse causa est, quod matutinus arcus, nocturni humoris plenior, quasi vas sit futurae pluviae propter vapores crassiores; vespertinus autem, tanquam magnam partem humore per diem exoneratus, fereniorem promittat sequentis diei tempestatem.
I have read in certain by no means contemptible authors that it is related as true by sailors and farmers, as a thing diligently observed by them, that a morning rainbow portends rains, an evening one fair weather. Of which thing perhaps this is the cause: that a morning bow, fuller of nocturnal moisture, is as it were a vessel of future rain on account of the thicker vapors; but an evening one, as having unburdened a great part of its moisture during the day, promises a fairer weather for the following day.26



MIRAS porro virtutes miraque Iridis effecta auctores cum primis graves memoriae ac literis prodiderunt. Aetate Aristotelis vulgo ferebatur Iride plantis incubante odoratiores reddi eas: quod an verum sit, et quando aut quomodo verum sit, disputat ipse in Problematibus. Plinius certe scribit aspalathum contactu Iridis suaviolentiorem reddi: Est, inquit, Aspalathus spina candida, magnitudine arboris modica, flore rosae, radice unguentis expetita. Tradunt in quocunque frutice curvetur arcus caelestis, eandem quae sit aspalatho suavitatem odoris exsistere, sed in aspalatho inenarrabilem quandam. Idem alio loco: Terra, inquit, cum a siccitate continua immaduit imbre in quam arcus caelestis deiecerit capita sua, tunc emittit illum suum halitum divinum ex Sole conceptum, cui comparari suavitas nulla possit. Aristoteles praeterea tradit ad generationem mellis aërei (hoc recentiores appellant manna, veteres autem mel roris nominarunt) multum conferre Iridem. Verum de his satis. Et quanquam huiusmodi tractatio philosophiae magis videtur propria quam divinae scripturae, quia tamen facit tum ad nonnullam loci huius illustrationem, tum ad eruditionem eorum qui student sacris literis, eam velut in transcursu attigisse non alienum fuerit.
Moreover, authors of the first gravity have handed down to memory and to letters the marvelous powers and marvelous effects of Iris. In Aristotle's age it was commonly reported that, Iris brooding upon plants, they were made more fragrant: whether this is true, and when or in what way it is true, he himself disputes in the Problems. Pliny certainly writes that aspalathus is made sweeter-smelling by the touch of Iris: “Aspalathus,” he says, “is a white thorn, of moderate tree-size, with a rose-colored flower, its root sought for unguents. They relate that on whatever shrub the heavenly bow is bent, the same sweetness of odor as is in aspalathus exists, but in aspalathus a certain indescribable one.” The same in another place: “The earth,” he says, “when from continuous drought it has been moistened by a shower upon which the heavenly bow has cast its ends, then sends forth that its divine breath conceived from the Sun, to which no sweetness can be compared.” Aristotle besides relates that Iris contributes much to the generation of aerial honey (this the moderns call manna, but the ancients named honey of dew). But enough of these. And although treatment of this kind seems more proper to philosophy than to divine scripture, yet because it makes both for some illustration of this place and for the erudition of those who study the sacred letters, it will not be amiss to have touched on it, as it were, in passing.27



QUAESTIO Septima: an verum sit quod a nonnullis viris sanctis fertur esse proditum, per quadraginta annos ante generalem mundi conflagrationem et diem Iudicii nunquam apparituram esse in caelo Iridem. Auctor historiae Scholasticae commemorat eam opinionem his verbis: Tradunt sancti quod quadraginta annis ante Iudicium non videbitur arcus caelestis: id quod etiam naturaliter ostendet desiccationem aeris iam esse inceptam. Sic ille. Sed qui fuerint illi viri sancti eius sententiae auctores, nondum potui vel coniectura vel suspicione aliqua consequi. Sane apud nullum sanctorum Patrum quorum habemus scripta talis opinio vel ulla eius mentio reperitur. Sed quorum illa fuerit sententia, non moror: falsam esse sine dubitatione dixerim. Principio, fundamentum et firmamentum istius opinionis videtur illud fuisse, generalem orbis deflagrationem non posse fieri nisi praecedente summa aëris siccitate et immensa siccarum exhalationum copia: tantum vero materiae siccae quantum opus est ad generationem illius incendii, non nisi longissimo tempore, nec minore (ut visum ipsis est) quadraginta annis comparari posse.
Seventh question: whether it is true, what is reported by some holy men to have been handed down, that for forty years before the general conflagration of the world and the day of Judgment Iris will never appear in the sky. The Author of the Scholastic History records that opinion in these words: “The saints relate that forty years before the Judgment the heavenly bow will not be seen: which will also naturally show that the desiccation of the air has now begun.” So he. But who were those holy men, the authors of that opinion, I have not yet been able to ascertain by conjecture or by any suspicion. Indeed among none of the holy Fathers whose writings we have is such an opinion, or any mention of it, found. But whose opinion it was, I do not delay over: I would say without doubt that it is false. First, the foundation and support of that opinion seems to have been this: that the general conflagration of the world cannot come about except with the highest dryness of the air preceding and an immense abundance of dry exhalations; but that so much dry matter as is needed for the generation of that fire could be procured only in a very long time, and not less (as it seemed to them) than forty years.28



SED in ista ratione sumitur ut certum quod non modo est incertum, verum etiam aperte falsum, incendium illud mundi effici debere per causas naturales, cum futurum sit supernaturale opus divinae omnipotentiae, similiter ut supra dictum est de diluvio. Deinde, par videtur ratio generalis diluvii et generalis incendii: sed praeparatio materiae ad generationem diluvii brevissimo tempore praegressa est ipsum diluvium, ut ex superiori narratione Mosis in capite septimo manifestum est; ergo ista praeparatio materiae siccae ad generationem incendii per quadraginta annos non erit necessaria, quin videtur plane commentitia.
But in that reasoning it is assumed as certain what is not only uncertain, but even openly false: that that fire of the world must be produced by natural causes, since it will be a supernatural work of the divine omnipotence, similarly as was said above about the flood. Next, the reasoning of the general flood and the general fire seems equal: but the preparation of the matter for the generation of the flood preceded the flood itself by a very short time, as is manifest from the foregoing narration of Moses in the seventh chapter; therefore that preparation of dry matter for the generation of the fire through forty years will not be necessary; nay, it seems plainly fabricated.29



Ad haec, si per quadraginta annos non appareret Iris, toto igitur eo tempore nec venti essent nec pluviae humectantes, refrigerantes et fecundantes terram: quocirca multis annis ante finem illorum quadraginta annorum, omnia — stirpes dico, animalia et homines — nimia siccitate perirent; aut si non penitus perirent, certe propter maximam famem, saevissimos morbos et alia incommoda quae tanta illa siccitas ferret, omnes ubique terrarum homines in summo essent merore ac dolore, gravissimisque calamitatibus conflictarentur: at multo secus eo tempore futurum ipsemet Dominus nos docuit, cuius apud Matthaeum illa sunt verba, ad eius quod diximus confirmationem pertinentia: Sicut in diebus Noë, ita erit adventus Filii hominis: sicut enim erant in diebus ante diluvium comedentes et bibentes, nubentes et nuptui tradentes, usque ad eam diem qua intravit Noë in arcam, et non cognoverunt donec venit diluvium et tulit omnes; ita erit adventus Filii hominis. Et Paulus in prioris Epistolae ad Thessalonicenses capite quinto: Dies, inquit, Domini sicut fur in nocte ita veniet. Cum enim dixerint, Pax et securitas, tunc repentinus eis superveniet interitus. Liquet igitur ex verbis Domini et Pauli eo tempore quod proxime anteibit Iudicium et finem [Mundi]…
Besides, if for forty years Iris did not appear, then in all that time there would be neither winds nor rains moistening, cooling, and fertilizing the earth: wherefore many years before the end of those forty years all things — plants, I mean, animals, and men — would perish from too great drought; or if they did not utterly perish, certainly on account of the greatest famine, the most savage diseases, and other discomforts which so great a drought would bring, all men everywhere on earth would be in the utmost grief and sorrow and would be afflicted with the gravest calamities: but that it would be far otherwise at that time the Lord Himself taught us, whose are those words in Matthew, pertaining to the confirmation of what we have said: “As in the days of Noah, so shall be the coming of the Son of man: for as they were in the days before the flood, eating and drinking, marrying and giving in marriage, until the day in which Noah entered into the ark, and they knew not till the flood came and took them all away; so also shall be the coming of the Son of man.” And Paul, in the first Epistle to the Thessalonians, chapter five: “The day of the Lord,” he says, “shall so come as a thief in the night. For when they shall say, Peace and security, then shall sudden destruction come upon them.” It is clear, therefore, from the words of the Lord and of Paul, that at the time which shall immediately precede the Judgment and the end [of the World]…30



…Mundi, futuros homines in summis gaudiis, voluptatibus ac deliciis, et in maxima pace et securitate. Hic autem tam laetus et iucundus vitae status nullo modo esse posset, si tanta et tam diuturna esset aëris siccitas: ea quippe multorum ac magnorum incommodorum et calamitatum causa esset.
…the World, men will be in the highest joys, pleasures, and delights, and in the greatest peace and security. But this so glad and pleasant state of life could in no way be, if there were so great and so long-lasting a dryness of the air: for that would be the cause of many and great discomforts and calamities.31



QUAESTIO octava: an haec historia Iridis memorandum aliquem habeat sensum atque intellectum mysticum? Habet sane et varium et a Patribus varie ac luculenter tractatum. B. Gregorius homilia octava in Ezechielem: In arcu caelesti, ait, color partim aquae partim ignis simul ostenditur: rubicundus enim est et caeruleus, ut utriusque iudicii testis sit, unius videlicet faciendi et alterius iam facti nec amplius faciendi. Siquidem mundus in finem igni iudicii cremabitur, qui diluvii aqua olim deletus est. Declarat quoque caelestis arcus baptismum Christi, qui fit per aquam et ignem, id est, Spiritum sanctum instar ignis intima cordium purificantem et vitia consumentem, secundum illud Domini: Nisi quis renatus fuerit ex aqua et Spiritu sancto, etc. Qui arcus in nube apparet, qua Salvatoris nostri caro signatur: siquidem virtus eius in dominica incarnatione et in effusione praedicationis ostenditur, ut ad veniam corda credentium Domino parcente revocentur. Sic Gregorius.
Eighth question: whether this history of Iris has any memorable mystical sense and understanding? It has indeed one both various and variously and clearly treated by the Fathers. St. Gregory, in the eighth homily on Ezekiel: “In the heavenly bow,” he says, “the color partly of water, partly of fire, is shown together: for it is reddish and blue, that it may be a witness of each judgment — namely, of the one to be made, and of the other already made and no more to be made. For the world at its end shall be burned by the fire of judgment, which was once destroyed by the water of the flood. The heavenly bow also declares the baptism of Christ, which is done by water and fire — that is, the Holy Spirit, like fire, purifying the inmost parts of hearts and consuming vices, according to that of the Lord: Unless one be born again of water and the Holy Spirit, etc. The bow which appears in the cloud, by which the flesh of our Savior is signified — since His power is shown in the Lord's incarnation and in the pouring out of preaching, that the hearts of believers may be recalled to pardon, the Lord sparing.” So Gregory.32



IOANNES in Apocalypsi vidit thronum Dei circumdatum Iride. Iris Dei misericordiam significat; thronus, Ecclesia eius est. Thronum igitur circumdari Iride est Ecclesiam perpetua Dei misericordia protegi ac defendi. Triplex est autem haec misericordia Dei: prima, quod non finit eam tentari supra virtutem, sed facit etiam cum tentatione proventum, ut possit sustinere; et sicut B. Petrum, ita eam finit aliquandiu fluctibus rerum adversarum iactari ac pene mergi, nunquam tamen submergi. Secunda, omni tempore suscitat in ea bonos aliquos rectores, doctores, reformatores ac defensores. Tertia, nunquam finit in ea deficere sincerum Dei verbum rectamque scripturarum intelligentiam, nec legitimum Sacramentorum usum, nec purum Dei cultum. Atque haec triplex misericordia Dei erga Ecclesiam significatur triplici colore Iridis.
John in the Apocalypse saw the throne of God surrounded by Iris. Iris signifies God's mercy; the throne is His Church. For the throne to be surrounded by Iris, therefore, is for the Church to be protected and defended by the perpetual mercy of God. And this mercy of God is threefold: the first, that He does not suffer it to be tempted above its strength, but makes also with the temptation a way out, that it may be able to bear it; and as [He did] St. Peter, so He suffers it for a while to be tossed by the waves of adversities and almost to sink, yet never to be submerged. The second, that at all times He raises up in it some good rulers, teachers, reformers, and defenders. The third, that He never suffers to fail in it the sincere word of God and the right understanding of the scriptures, nor the lawful use of the Sacraments, nor the pure worship of God. And this threefold mercy of God toward the Church is signified by the threefold color of Iris.33



DOCENT Philosophi constare Iridem triplici substantia, terrea, aquea et aërea, et inde triplicem exsistere coloris varietatem, viridis, rubri et caerulei. Hac re insinuatur amplitudo misericordiae divinae erga hominem tripliciter: quantum ad corpus, ad animam et spiritum; quantum ad homines, in statu naturae, legis Mosaicae et Evangelicae; quantum ad bona, naturalia, humana et divina; quantum ad eos qui sunt in caelo, in terris et in inferno; denique quantum ad gratiam praedestinationis ab aeterno, iustificationis in tempore, glorificationis in aeternum.
The Philosophers teach that Iris consists of a threefold substance — earthy, watery, and airy — and thence that a threefold variety of color exists: green, red, and blue. By this thing is intimated the amplitude of the divine mercy toward man in three ways: as regards the body, the soul, and the spirit; as regards men, in the state of nature, of the Mosaic law, and of the Evangelical; as regards goods, natural, human, and divine; as regards those who are in heaven, on earth, and in hell; finally, as regards the grace of predestination from eternity, of justification in time, of glorification unto eternity.34



SECUNDUM alios, Iris figura est Christi: etenim nubes corpus Christi significat; triplex color triplicem eius substantiam, carnem, animam, divinitatem: vel triplicem eius supremam dignitatem quam praedixit Isaias, Regis, Iudicis, Legislatoris. Nec vacat mysterio quod Iris…
According to others, Iris is a figure of Christ: for the cloud signifies the body of Christ; the threefold color, His threefold substance — flesh, soul, divinity: or His threefold supreme dignity which Isaiah foretold, of King, Judge, Lawgiver. Nor is it without mystery that Iris…35



Iris nunquam circulum complet, aut semicirculi magnitudinem excedit. Regnum nempe Christi quasi circulus est e caelo descendens in terram, et rursus e terris remeans in caelos: constatque duplici adventu Christi, priori in humilitate ad salvandum (et hic vim habet usque ad diem iudicii), posteriori in maiestate ad iudicandum, cuius effectus in omnem durabit aeternitatem. Quoniam igitur usque ad diem iudicii virtus prioris adventus viget in terris, non autem posterioris, inde fit semicirculi figura, nec est complementum circuli, qui post diem iudicii omnino complebitur. Nunc viget quasi dimidium regni Christi: nec enim dominus omnium, uti est, agnoscitur ab omnibus; nec tam regnat in corpore quam in anima; et in animo, quantum ad tollendam culpam et peccatum, non quantum ad poenam et miseriam. At vero post diem iudicii regnum Christi plane consummabitur, tunc enim dominabitur in omnibus, et quantum ad omnia, et omnium supremus esse dominus cognoscetur ab omnibus.
Iris never completes a circle, nor exceeds the magnitude of a semicircle. For the kingdom of Christ is as it were a circle descending from heaven to earth, and again from earth returning to the heavens: and it consists of the twofold advent of Christ — the former in humility for saving (and this has force up to the day of judgment), the latter in majesty for judging, whose effect will last unto all eternity. Since, therefore, up to the day of judgment the power of the former advent flourishes on earth, but not of the latter, hence comes the figure of a semicircle, and there is no completion of the circle, which after the day of judgment will be wholly completed. Now there flourishes as it were half of Christ's kingdom: for He is not acknowledged by all to be the Lord of all, as He is; nor does He reign so much in the body as in the soul; and in the soul, as regards the taking away of fault and sin, not as regards penalty and misery. But after the day of judgment the kingdom of Christ will be plainly consummated, for then He will rule over all, and in respect of all things, and will be acknowledged by all to be the supreme Lord of all.36



AT enim vero supradictam expositionem quam nos inter mysticas numeravimus, Rupertus censet esse literalem, nec foedus cuius signum Deus Iridem esse voluit fuisse putat factum cum Noë et filiis eius, sed esse foedus quod Deus in lege Evangelica facit cum fidelibus in Christum credentibus, quibus promittit non solum remissionem peccatorum, verum etiam gratiam adoptionis in filios Dei et ius capescendae hereditatis aeternae. Et suae quidem sententiae duas ponit ipse rationes: unam, quod in omni foedere seu pacto esse debet utrinque ratio dati et accepti, sine qua nullum inter homines fit pactum et foedus; talem vero rationem dati et accepti inter Noë et Deum nullam apparere. Ex parte quidem Dei apparet datum, scilicet promissum eius non futuri diluvii, sed ex parte Noë nihil exstat ab eo datum vel promissum. Altera ratio eius est, quod in futuro dixit Deus, Statuam pactum meum, non in praesenti, statuo; non obscure significans pactum illud suum non ad homines illos qui tunc aderant, sed ad eos qui longe post futuri erant pertinere.
But indeed the aforesaid exposition, which we numbered among the mystical ones, Rupert judges to be literal, and thinks that the covenant of which God willed Iris to be the sign was not made with Noah and his sons, but is the covenant which God in the Evangelical law makes with the faithful believing in Christ — to whom He promises not only the remission of sins, but also the grace of adoption into the sons of God and the right of receiving the eternal inheritance. And he sets down two reasons for his opinion: one, that in every covenant or pact there ought to be on both sides a reckoning of giving and receiving, without which no pact and covenant comes about among men; but no such reckoning of giving and receiving appears between Noah and God. On God's part indeed a giving appears, namely His promise of no future flood, but on Noah's part nothing is extant given or promised by him. His other reason is that God said in the future, “I will establish my covenant,” not in the present, “I establish”; not obscurely signifying that that covenant of His pertained not to those men who were then present, but to those who would be far afterward.37



VERUM totam Ruperti sententiam nisi ex verbis eius non facile comprehendet lector. Explanans igitur verba illa Dei quae sunt hoc loco, Ecce ego statuam pactum meum vobiscum et cum semine vestro post vos, ita scribit Rupertus: Quaerere hic oportet quod aut quale sit pactum hoc Dei, neque enim apparet quae ratio dati et accepti in eo fuerit: sine dato autem et accepto pactum non solet statui. Praeterea non dixit in praesenti tempore, Ecce ego statuo, sed in futuro, Ecce ego statuam pactum meum; quaerendum igitur est quale fuerit illud pactum. Dicimus quidem pactum toties promissum sed unum tamen et semel initum — pactum, inquam, unum quo solvuntur inimicitiae quae erant inter Deum et hominem — fuisse incarnationem vel passionem Domini nostri Iesu Christi. Hinc enim citra omnem contradictionem certa est constitutio pacis cum ratione dati et accepti, dum, accepta Deus fide hominum, dat hominibus Filium suum ut salventur per ipsum. Huius pacti licet plurimae praecesserint promissiones et significationes, duo tamen praecipue fuere signa: unum Iridis datum Noë, alterum circumcisionis datum Abrahae.
But the reader will not easily comprehend the whole opinion of Rupert except from his words. Explaining, therefore, those words of God which are in this place, “Behold I will establish my covenant with you and with your seed after you,” Rupert writes thus: “It must here be asked what or of what sort this covenant of God is, for there does not appear what reckoning of giving and receiving there was in it: but without giving and receiving a pact is not wont to be established. Besides, He did not say in the present time, Behold I establish, but in the future, Behold I will establish my covenant; it must therefore be asked of what sort that covenant was. We say indeed that the covenant — so often promised, but yet one, and once entered into — the one pact, I say, by which are dissolved the enmities which were between God and man — was the incarnation or passion of our Lord Jesus Christ. For hence, beyond all contradiction, there is a certain establishment of peace with the reckoning of giving and receiving, while God, having received the faith of men, gives men His Son that they may be saved through Him. Of this pact, although very many promises and significations preceded, yet there were two chief signs: one of Iris given to Noah, the other of circumcision given to Abraham.”38



…Et Iris quidem propter caeruleum colorem figurat aquam baptismi quo visibiliter abluimur; propter rubrum autem colorem significat ignem Spiritus sancti quo invisibiliter peccata nostra consumuntur, ut ab utroque hominum qui perierunt genere secernamur — et ab illis qui praeterito aqua diluvio perierunt, et ab illis qui futuro ignis iudicio perituri sunt. Et Iris quidem temporarium signum est, videlicet cum nubibus et praesenti mundi statu transiturum; at spiritualis Iris, cuius illa corporalis velut umbra est, aeternum manebit ante conspectum Patris in carne filii eius, in cicatricibus vulnerum pedum, manuum et lateris eius. Unde quia Christus est pax nostra, bene hoc signum foederis (qui est arcus caelestis) Graece dicitur Iris, id est, pax: cuius causam ignorantes curiosi mundi huius philosophi dicunt Iridem fieri casualiter ex obiectu Solis cavae nubi radios suos infundentis; sed quoquo modo fiat, opus Dei est non casu sed ratione conditum, et pro signo se exhibens divinae recordationis. Haec Rupertus.
…“And Iris indeed, on account of its blue color, figures the water of baptism by which we are visibly washed; but on account of its red color it signifies the fire of the Holy Spirit by which our sins are invisibly consumed, that we may be separated from both kinds of men who perished — both from those who perished by the past water of the flood, and from those who by the future fire of judgment are to perish. And Iris indeed is a temporary sign, to pass away, namely, with the clouds and the present state of the world; but the spiritual Iris, of which that corporeal one is as it were a shadow, will remain eternally before the sight of the Father in the flesh of His Son, in the scars of the wounds of His feet, hands, and side. Whence, because Christ is our peace, well is this sign of the covenant (which is the heavenly bow) in Greek called Iris, that is, peace: the cause of which the curious philosophers of this world, being ignorant, say that Iris comes about by chance from the opposition of the Sun pouring its rays into a hollow cloud; but in whatever way it comes about, it is the work of God, established not by chance but by reason, and exhibiting itself as a sign of the divine remembrance.” Thus Rupert.39



SED Ruperti sententiae non dubitabo dicere narrationem Mosis quae est hoc loco evidenter ac vehementer adversari. Scriptura enim septies inculcat hoc nono capite Deum statuisse pactum cum Noë et filiis eius et posteris eorum et cum omnibus animantibus: quomodo igitur negari potest illud Dei pactum esse constitutum cum illis hominibus, cum id toties affirmet scriptura? Quid quod pactum illud spirituale pertinens ad Christum (de quo Rupertus etiam secundum literalem sensum interpretatur hunc locum) nullo modo attingit animantes? nimirum illa nec humani nec divini pacti capacia sunt: at scriptura hoc loco ait Deum statuisse pactum etiam cum animalibus; ergo pactum illud diversum est ab eo quod exponit Rupertus.
But I will not hesitate to say that the narration of Moses which is in this place evidently and vehemently opposes Rupert's opinion. For Scripture seven times inculcates in this ninth chapter that God established a covenant with Noah and his sons and their posterity and with all living creatures: how, then, can it be denied that that covenant of God was established with those men, since Scripture so often affirms it? What of this: that that spiritual covenant pertaining to Christ (of which Rupert interprets this place even according to the literal sense) in no way concerns the living creatures? for they are capable of neither a human nor a divine covenant: but Scripture in this place says that God established a covenant even with the animals; therefore that covenant is different from the one which Rupert expounds.40



Nec firmae sunt duae illae rationes Ruperti quibus interpretationem suam fulcire voluit. Ad priorem enim facile respondetur, vocabulum pacti ac foederis hic non presse nec proprie esse positum, prout est in usu apud homines et prout definitur a Ruperto; tale enim pactum non potest cum animalibus statui, cum tamen illud Dei pactum etiam cum animalibus legamus esse constitutum. Ponitur igitur nomen pacti ac foederis ample, ad significandum absolutam et efficacem Dei voluntatem et immutabile promissum ac decretum eius: quod quidem promissum et decretum, sicut hic appellavit pactum, sic apud Isaiam capite 54 nominavit iusiurandum: Sicut, inquit, iuravi Noë ne inducerem ultra aquas super terram — nec tamen ulla iurisiurandi species et formula hic apparet; sed voluit Deus per duas res quae apud homines sanctissimae sunt atque inviolabiles, pacta et iuramenta, certitudinem promissi et decreti sui prorsus immutabilem declarare. Posterior ratio nullius momenti est: nam etsi Latina lectio habet in futuro, Statuam pactum meum, Graeca tamen lectio habet in praesenti, statuo vel pono, Hebraea vero in praeterito, statui vel posui. Sane apud Hebraeos abusus unius temporis pro alio frequentissimus est.
Nor are those two reasons of Rupert firm, by which he wished to support his interpretation. To the former it is easily answered that the word “pact” and “covenant” is here not strictly nor properly placed, as it is in use among men and as it is defined by Rupert; for such a pact cannot be established with animals, whereas we read that that pact of God was established even with animals. The name of “pact” and “covenant” is therefore placed amply, to signify the absolute and efficacious will of God and His immutable promise and decree: which promise and decree, just as here He called a “pact,” so in Isaiah chapter 54 He named an “oath”: “As,” He says, “I swore to Noah that I would no more bring waters upon the earth” — and yet no species or formula of oath appears here; but God willed, by the two things which among men are most holy and inviolable — pacts and oaths — to declare the certainty of His promise and decree as utterly immutable. The latter reason is of no moment: for although the Latin reading has in the future, “I will establish my covenant,” the Greek reading has in the present, “I establish” or “I set,” but the Hebrew in the past, “I established” or “I set.” Indeed among the Hebrews the misuse of one tense for another is most frequent.41



ILLUD vero quod ait Rupertus, arcum caelestem Graece dici Iridem quod Latine sonat pacem, nequaquam probabitur vel iis qui primoribus labris Graecam linguam attigerunt. Pax enim Graece dicitur εἰρήνη: inter duas autem illas voces, Ἶρις et εἰρήνη, quantum sit discrimen, nemo non videt. Illud autem quod idem subdit, casualem credi a philosophis generationem Iridis, vereor ne quis forte Peripateticorum, qui in rimandis tractandisque naturalibus causis Iridis tanta cum ingenii et doctrinae laude laboraverunt, philosophico vel supercilio contemnat vel cachinno derideat.
But that which Rupert says — that the heavenly bow is in Greek called Iris, which in Latin sounds “peace” — will by no means be approved even by those who have touched the Greek language with the tips of their lips. For “peace” in Greek is called εἰρήνη: and between those two words, Ἶρις [Iris] and εἰρήνη [eirēnē], how great a difference there is, no one fails to see. And that which the same adds — that the generation of Iris is believed by the philosophers to be casual [by chance] — I fear lest perhaps some of the Peripatetics, who in investigating and treating the natural causes of Iris labored with so great praise of genius and learning, may either despise [it] with a philosophical frown, or deride [it] with laughter.42
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And the sons of Noah who came out of the ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth: and Ham is the father of Canaan. These three are the sons of Noah, and from these was all …

LatineEnglish


{And the sons of Noah who came out of the ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth: and Ham is the father of Canaan. These three are the sons of Noah, and from these was all mankind spread over the earth.}1
Erant ergo filii Noë qui egressi sunt de arca, Sem, Cham et Iaphet: porro Cham ipse est pater Chanaan. Tres isti filii sunt Noë, et ab his disseminatum est omne genus hominum super terram.



VERBA haec duas ferunt quaestiones. Primum quaeritur, an post diluvium Noë praeter supradictos tres filios quos ante diluvium genuerat, alios filios genuerit post diluvium. Berosus Annianus libro secundo affirmat Noë complures filios genuisse post diluvium, eosque gigantes, quos ex nomine matris quae Titaea dicebatur Titanas appellavit: numerat autem triginta filios Noë genitos post diluvium. Huic rei certissimam fidem astruere conatur in Commentario eius loci Annius. Sic autem ille argumentatur: Noë una cum filiis mandatum a Deo accepit vacandi generationi prolis, et simul cum mandato vim fecunditatis accepit; hoc enim significavit Moses narrans Deum benedixisse Noë et filiis eius et dixisse, Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram. Nec fas est credere tale mandatum fuisse neglectum a Noë, viro scilicet iustissimo et divinae voluntatis obsequentissimo. Necessitas praeterea impellebat eum ad generandum, propter paucitatem hominum quae id temporis erat. Nec vero defuit aetas Noë ad generandum, quin immo abunde superfuit, quippe qui post diluvium trecentos quinquaginta annos vixit. Ex his concludi putat Annius Noë procreasse liberos post diluvium, et rationi divinae scripturae consentaneum esse.
These words bear two questions. First it is asked whether after the flood Noah, besides the aforesaid three sons whom he had begotten before the flood, begot other sons after the flood. Berosus Annianus, in the second book, affirms that Noah begot several sons after the flood, and those giants, whom from the name of their mother (who was called Titaea) he named Titans: and he numbers thirty sons of Noah begotten after the flood. Annius, in his Commentary on that place, tries to build the most certain credence for this. And he argues thus: Noah, together with his sons, received from God the command of being free for the generation of offspring, and together with the command received the power of fecundity; for this Moses signified, narrating that God blessed Noah and his sons and said, “Increase and multiply and fill the earth.” Nor is it lawful to believe that such a command was neglected by Noah, a man most just and most obedient to the divine will. Necessity besides impelled him to begetting, on account of the fewness of men which was at that time. Nor indeed was age wanting to Noah for begetting — nay rather, it abundantly remained, since he lived three hundred and fifty years after the flood. From these Annius thinks it is concluded that Noah procreated children after the flood, and that it is consonant with the reason of divine scripture.2



NEQUE vero haec opinio non etiam placuit Caietano: is enim ponderans illa verba, Qui egressi sunt de Arca, sic ait: Hinc apparet quod Noë post diluvium alios filios genuit: nisi enim habuisset filios, non dixisset Sem, Cham et Iaphet fuisse filios Noë qui egressi erant ex Arca; ad differentiam siquidem aliorum Noë meminit illorum trium qui cum patre de Arca egressi fuerant: et propter hoc quod isti soli cum Noë in Arca fuerunt et cum eo egressi sunt, adeo praestiterunt aliis Noë post diluvium generatis, ut eorum nomina fuerint penitus abolita, et illi tres tantum nominati et tanquam patres mundi habiti sint. Sic Caietanus. SED ego istam opinionem falsam esse minime dubito. Enimvero si Noë post diluvium tam multos filios suscepisset, cur illorum nomina fuissent omnino [tacita]…
Nor indeed did this opinion fail to please Cajetan also: for he, weighing those words, “Who came out of the Ark,” speaks thus: “Hence it appears that Noah after the flood begot other sons: for unless he had had [other] sons, he would not have said that Shem, Ham, and Japheth were the sons of Noah who had come out of the Ark; for it is to distinguish [them] from others that Noah mentions those three who had come out of the Ark with their father: and because these alone were with Noah in the Ark and came out with him, they so excelled the other [sons] generated by Noah after the flood that their names were utterly abolished, and only those three were named and held as the fathers of the world.” So Cajetan. But I do not at all doubt that that opinion is false. For if Noah had begotten so many sons after the flood, why were their names altogether [passed over in silence]…3



…tacita? Esto, illi tres fuerint principes generis et familiae Noë: id tamen aliorum memoriam penitus obruere et obliterare non debuit. Nonne Moses vigesimo quinto capite huius libri recenset omnes filios Abrahae, et ex ancilla et ex Cethura uxore susceptos, non contentus nominasse Isaac solum Abrahae heredem et posteritatis eius principem? Quod si aliorum filiorum Noë noluit Moses nomina distincte et expresse ponere, saltem in commune dixisset Noë genuisse alios filios.
…passed over in silence? Granted, those three were the chiefs of Noah's race and family: yet that ought not to have utterly buried and obliterated the memory of the others. Does not Moses, in the twenty-fifth chapter of this book, recount all the sons of Abraham — both those received from the handmaid and from Keturah his wife — not content to have named Isaac alone as Abraham's heir and the chief of his posterity? But if Moses did not wish to set down distinctly and expressly the names of Noah's other sons, he would at least have said in general that Noah begot other sons.4



ILLUD enim licet animadvertere in omnibus priscis illis patribus qui fuerunt ante Noë, Mosen, cum describeret cuiusque eorum universum vitae tempus, adiicere solitum illa verba, Et genuit filios et filias. Ponam exemplum primi et ultimi. De Adam sic ait: Facti sunt dies Adae postquam genuit Seth octingenti anni, genuitque filios et filias. De Lamech autem qui fuit pater Noë, itidem ait: Vixit Lamech postquam genuit Noë quingentis nonaginta annis, et genuit filios et filias. Idemque dixit de aliis omnibus qui inter hos duos interiecti sunt. Similiter igitur, cum sub finem noni capitis definiat Moses universum vitae tempus Noë, si is praeter Sem, Cham et Iaphet genuisset alios filios, dicere de eo debuisset similiter ut de patribus eius dixerat: Vixit Noë post diluvium trecentis quinquaginta annis, et genuit filios et filias, et impleti sunt omnes dies eius nongentorum quinquaginta annorum, et mortuus est. Cur illud, Et genuit filios et filias, non dixit Moses? Certe quia verum non erat. Illud quoque vehementer istam opinionem redarguit, quod Moses tam in capite 9 quam decimo ait ab illis tribus filiis Noë omne genus hominum esse propagatum et disseminatum: at si praeter illos tres fuissent alii filii Noë, ex illis utique non minus quam ex illis tribus hominum genus multiplicatum esset. Nam dicere vel illos filios fuisse omnes steriles, vel eorum prolem in secunda aut tertia generatione in totum defecisse, simile figmento est.
For this may be observed in all those ancient fathers who were before Noah: that Moses, when he described the whole life-time of each of them, was wont to add those words, “And he begot sons and daughters.” I will give the example of the first and the last. Of Adam he says thus: “The days of Adam after he begot Seth were eight hundred years, and he begot sons and daughters.” And of Lamech, who was the father of Noah, he likewise says: “Lamech lived after he begot Noah five hundred and ninety years, and begot sons and daughters.” And he said the same of all the others who are interposed between these two. Similarly, therefore, since toward the end of the ninth chapter Moses defines the whole life-time of Noah, if he, besides Shem, Ham, and Japheth, had begotten other sons, he ought to have said of him as he had said of his fathers: “Noah lived after the flood three hundred and fifty years, and begot sons and daughters, and all his days were nine hundred and fifty years, and he died.” Why did Moses not say that, “And he begot sons and daughters”? Surely because it was not true. This too vehemently refutes that opinion: that Moses, both in chapter 9 and in chapter 10, says that from those three sons of Noah all mankind was propagated and disseminated; but if besides those three there had been other sons of Noah, from them too no less than from those three the race of men would have been multiplied. For to say either that those sons were all sterile, or that their offspring in the second or third generation wholly failed, is like a fiction.5



SED illud nos urgere videtur, quomodo Noë per trecentos quinquaginta annos quibus superstes diluvio fuit, vel unum aliquem filium generare aut noluerit aut non potuerit. Verum ad id respondemus, Noë diluvio fuisse sexcentorum annorum, quae aetas iam esset a generandi munere [seiuncta] nec potens generandi, praesertim tot tantisque aerum[nis]…
But this seems to press us: how, through the three hundred and fifty years in which Noah survived the flood, he either would not or could not beget even some one son. But to this we answer that Noah at the flood was six hundred years old, which age was now [removed] from the office of begetting and not capable of generating — especially [a nature worn] by so many and so great hard[ships]…6



…aerumnis ac calamitatibus exercita et contrita. Nam reliqui trecenti quinquaginta anni fuere senectutis, quae in vita prope mille annorum non est censenda nimis longa. Quam multos reperies qui post quinquagesimum annum generare desierunt, et nihilominus tamen usque ad octogesimum vel nonagesimum annum vitam produxerunt? Et hoc mihi verius dictu videtur. Nisi cui forte magis arriserint fabulae Hebraeorum, a quibus proditum est (ut memorat Rabbi Levi super nonum caput Geneseos) Cham abscidisse virilitatem patri suo Noë, ne deinceps filios procrearet: quemadmodum de Caelo et Saturno fabulantur poetae.
…and worn by hardships and calamities. For the remaining three hundred and fifty years were of old age, which in a life of nearly a thousand years is not to be reckoned too long. How many will you find who after the fiftieth year ceased to beget, and nevertheless prolonged their life up to the eightieth or ninetieth year? And this seems to me the truer thing to say. Unless perhaps the fables of the Hebrews please someone more — by whom it is handed down (as Rabbi Levi mentions on the ninth chapter of Genesis) that Ham cut off the virility of his father Noah, lest he beget sons thereafter: just as the poets fable about Caelus [Uranus] and Saturn.7



ALTERA quaestio est, cur Moses nominans Cham subiunxerit filium eius Chanaan, dicens, Porro Cham ipse est pater Chanaan. Cur, inquam, Moses potius nominaverit filium Cham quam filium Sem aut Iaphet? aut inter filios Cham (habuit enim ille filios Chus et Mesrain et Phut et Chanaan, ut est in capite decimo Geneseos) cur non potius nominavit alios filios quam Chanaan, cum iis omnium natu minimus fuisse videatur? B. Chrysostomus putat illum Chanaan fuisse genitum intra Arcam durante diluvio, et propterea nominari eum a Mose, ut significetur nimia libidinis intemperantia Cham, qui in tantis Arcae angustiis et incommodis atque in tanta orbis totius clade indulserit Veneri: praesertim cum pater atque alii fratres non solum a studio generandi vacaverint, verum etiam ab uxoribus toto eo tempore seiugati fuerint. Audi Chrysostomum: Cur dixit Cham fuisse patrem Chanaan? Nemo putet id esse dictum sine causa: nihil enim in divina scriptura est quod non ratione aliqua dictum sit, quodque non latentem aliquam in se habeat utilitatem. Cur igitur filium Cham nominavit Chanaan? Scilicet ut nimiam Cham intemperantiam libidinis insinuaret: quippe cum neque tanta calamitatis magnitudine, neque tantis Arcae angustiis, concupiscentia eius coerceri et refrenari potuerit quo minus Veneri serviret, iam ex eo tempore mentis suae malitiam demonstrans. Itaque non multo post, propter contumeliam in parentem, maledictionem suscepturus erat filius eius Chanaan: et idcirco scriptura nomen patris et filii simul posuit, docens patris intemperantiam: ut cum postea videris [eum] magna ingratitudine erga patrem uti, scire possis quod iam olim talis fuerit, ut rabiem atque insaniam libidinis eius generalis omnium luctus atque interitus reprimere non potuerit. Haec Chrysostomus.
The second question is, why Moses, naming Cham, subjoined his son Chanaan, saying, “And Cham is the father of Chanaan.” Why, I say, did Moses rather name the son of Cham than the son of Sem or Iaphet? or, among the sons of Cham (for he had sons Chus and Mesrain and Phut and Chanaan, as is in the tenth chapter of Genesis), why did he not rather name the other sons than Chanaan, since he seems to have been the youngest of them all in birth? St. Chrysostom thinks that that Chanaan was begotten within the Ark during the flood, and is therefore named by Moses, that the excessive intemperance of Cham's lust might be signified — who, in such straits and discomforts of the Ark and in so great a calamity of the whole world, indulged in Venus: especially since his father and other brothers not only abstained from the zeal of begetting, but were even separated from their wives during all that time. Hear Chrysostom: “Why did he say that Cham was the father of Chanaan? Let no one think that this was said without cause: for there is nothing in divine scripture that is not said for some reason, and that does not have in itself some hidden utility. Why, then, did he name the son of Cham Chanaan? Namely, to intimate the excessive intemperance of Cham's lust: since neither by so great a magnitude of calamity, nor by such straits of the Ark, could his concupiscence be restrained and bridled from serving Venus, from that very time showing the malice of his mind. And so not long after, on account of the insult to his parent, his son Chanaan was to receive a curse: and therefore scripture placed the name of the father and the son together, teaching the father's intemperance: that when afterward you see [him] use great ingratitude toward his father, you may know that he was already of old such, that the general mourning and destruction of all could not repress the rage and madness of his lust.” Thus Chrysostom.8



VERUM non esse intra Arcam tempore diluvii genitum Chanaan, ut significat Chrysostomus, quatuor argumentis probari potest. Ac primo quidem, tam homines quam animalia, dum in Arca fuerunt, non dedisse operam generationi, communis est Christianorum iuxta Hebraeorumque sententia. Deinde, cum Moses capite undecimo significet Chanaan fuisse postremum filiorum Cham, si Chanaan esset natus in Arca, ergo alii fratres eius geniti essent ante diluvium; plures igitur quam octo ingressi essent in Arcam, quod est contra sacram Scripturam capite septimo Geneseos. Ad haec, capite octavo octo tantum numerantur egressi ex Arca; fuissent autem novem, si Chanaan fuisset in Arca natus. Adiice quod Moses capite decimo tradit non nisi post diluvium tribus filiis Noë natos esse liberos; et Ambrosius affirmat, etiam cum Noë maledixit Chanaan propter scelus Cham, non fuisse tunc genitum ipsum Chanaan.
But that Chanaan was not begotten within the Ark at the time of the flood, as Chrysostom signifies, can be proved by four arguments. And first, that both men and animals, while they were in the Ark, gave no attention to generation, is the common opinion of Christians and likewise of the Hebrews. Next, since Moses in the eleventh chapter signifies that Chanaan was the last of Cham's sons: if Chanaan had been born in the Ark, then his other brothers would have been begotten before the flood; therefore more than eight would have entered the Ark, which is against sacred Scripture in the seventh chapter of Genesis. Besides, in the eighth chapter only eight are numbered as having gone out of the Ark; but there would have been nine, if Chanaan had been born in the Ark. Add that Moses in the tenth chapter relates that only after the flood were children born to the three sons of Noah; and Ambrose affirms that even when Noah cursed Chanaan on account of Cham's crime, Chanaan himself had not then been begotten.9



BEATUS Ambrosius cur Moses hoc loco Cham nominaverit patrem Chanaan, hanc reddit rationem: Ad coacervandum, inquit, delictum ipsius Cham, addita est eius generatio, qui cum haberet filium et pater esset, solus ipse patrem non cognovit, qui magis cognoscere debuisset: et ideo improbum habere meruit filium, quia improbus ipse fuerat patri. Simul et illud significatur, ex illo Chanaan fuisse Chananaeos, qui post multas generationes a populo iusto oppressi cesserunt in eius possessionem. Auctorem ergo Chananaeorum fuisse Chanaan manifestum est, qui fuit filius huius Cham qui impius in patrem exstitit.
St. Ambrose renders this reason why Moses in this place named Cham the father of Chanaan: “To heap up,” he says, “the offense of Cham himself, his offspring is added — who, although he had a son and was a father, alone himself did not acknowledge his father, who ought the more to have acknowledged [him]: and therefore he deserved to have a wicked son, because he himself had been wicked toward his father. And at the same time this is signified: that from that Chanaan came the Canaanites, who after many generations, oppressed by the just people, gave way into their possession. That the author of the Canaanites, therefore, was Chanaan is manifest, who was the son of this Cham who was impious toward his father.”10



IUXTA dictum hoc Ambrosii est quod subiiciam. Propositum Mosi erat in scriptione huius historiae, originem, incrementa et res Hebraeorum potissimum exponere: quippe ex omnibus mundi gentibus hunc sibi Deus populum delegerat, cui etiam erudiendo omnis haec scriptura Mosis destinabatur. Hebraeis porro assignaturus erat Deus inhabitationem ac possessionem terram Chananaeorum, iure ademptam illis propter intoleranda eorum scelera, ut traditur et hoc libro capite 15 et Levitici capite 18. Quamobrem hic describitur initium peccati Chananaeorum, quod fuit irrisio et contumelia adversus patrem Noë filii eius Cham, unde originem traxerunt Chananaei: propter quam contumeliam posteritas Cham per filium eius Chanaan propagata, Dei maledictione percussa et poena servitutis punita est.
In accordance with this saying of Ambrose is what I shall subjoin. Moses's purpose in the writing of this history was chiefly to set forth the origin, the increase, and the affairs of the Hebrews: since out of all the nations of the world God had chosen this people for Himself, for whose instruction also all this writing of Moses was destined. And to the Hebrews God was about to assign the habitation and possession of the land of the Canaanites, justly taken from them on account of their intolerable crimes, as is handed down both in this book, chapter 15, and in Leviticus, chapter 18. Wherefore here is described the beginning of the sin of the Canaanites — which was the mockery and insult against his father Noah by his son Cham — whence the Canaanites took their origin: on account of which insult the posterity of Cham, propagated through his son Chanaan, was struck by God's curse and punished with the penalty of servitude.11



CHRYSOSTOMUS perpendens verba illa Mosis de tribus illis filiis Noë, Ab his disseminatum est omne genus hominum super universam terram, vehementer admiratur et magnificat Dei providentiam atque omnipotentiam, per quam factum est ut ex solis tribus hominibus propagatio generis humani et innumerabilium hominum multiplicatio usque ad hunc diem, et usque in finem mundi, perpetuanda sit. Etenim considerare oportet eo tempore tantum tres fuisse homines, terramque penitus desolatam efferatamque, bestiis passim nullo metu vagantibus, vacuamque iis rebus omnibus quae ad vitae humanae cultum et praesidium faciunt, iis quoque remediis quae praecavendis corporum morbis aut sanandis auxiliari possunt. Denique multa quotidie in tali orbis statu intervenire poterant, quae vitam eorum hominum ante generationem prolis exstinguerent, vel generatam prolem abolerent. At nihil horum impedire potuit id quod Deus promiserat et constituerat: usque adeo fuit efficax benedictio quam Deus hominibus illis impertivit, potensque verbum illud quod dixit eis, Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram: cuius verbi efficacitas in occasum usque mundi mansura est.
Chrysostom, weighing those words of Moses about those three sons of Noah, “From these was all mankind spread over the whole earth,” vehemently admires and magnifies the providence and omnipotence of God, by which it came about that from only three men the propagation of the human race and the multiplication of innumerable men, up to this day and up to the end of the world, is to be perpetuated. For one must consider that at that time there were only three men, and the earth utterly desolate and wild, with beasts roaming everywhere with no fear, and empty of all those things which make for the cultivation and protection of human life, and also of those remedies which can help to prevent or heal the diseases of bodies. Finally, many things daily in such a state of the world could intervene which might extinguish the life of those men before the generation of offspring, or destroy the offspring once generated. But none of these could impede what God had promised and established: so efficacious was the blessing which God imparted to those men, and powerful that word which He said to them, “Increase and multiply and fill the earth”: the efficacy of which word will remain unto the setting [end] of the world.12



SIMILE quiddam, ait Chrysostomus, animadvertere et admirari licet in fide Christiana. Cum enim eam nascentem reges, tyranni, populi, sapientes opprimere quoquo modo conati sint, tanta pietatis tamen flamma erupit ut totum orbem habitatum, denique ad fines orbis inhabitatum, pervaserit. Etiamsi ad Indos abeas, ad Scythas, ad Oceanum usque, denique ad fines orbis terra, ubique reperies Christi Fide illustrari hominum animos. Hoc admirabile est ac stuporis plenum, quod effera barbarorum corda demulsit, didiceruntque philosophari, et abiecta pristina consuetudine ad pietatem traducti sunt. Et sicut per tres Noë filios genus hominum multiplicavit Deus, ita per undecim piscatores illiteratos atque idiotas, qui neque os aperire audebant, omnem sibi orbem conciliavit ac subiuga[vit]…
Something similar, says Chrysostom, may be observed and admired in the Christian faith. For although kings, tyrants, peoples, and the wise tried in every way to oppress it as it was being born, yet so great a flame of piety burst forth that it pervaded the whole inhabited world, even to the [uninhabited] ends of the earth. Even if you go to the Indians, to the Scythians, to the very Ocean, finally to the ends of the earth, everywhere you will find the minds of men illumined by the Faith of Christ. This is admirable and full of astonishment: that it soothed the savage hearts of barbarians, and they learned to philosophize, and, casting off their former custom, were led over to piety. And just as through the three sons of Noah God multiplied the race of men, so through eleven unlettered and ignorant fishermen, who dared not even open their mouths, He conciliated and subj[ugated] the whole world to Himself…13



…vit. Et illi quidem idiotae philosophorum obturaverunt ora, et percurrerunt orbem, quasi alati seminantes veritatis sermonem, et spinas veterum affectionum revellentes, Christique leges ubique ferentes. Et neque quod pauci essent, neque quod privati et illiterati, neque quod austera et insolita docerent, neque quod veteri consuetudine sentiendi et agendi homines praeventi essent, impedimento illis esse potuit: sed praevia Dei gratia removente obstacula, magna facilitate operati sunt omnia, per ipsa obstacula maiorem accipientes alacritatem.
…[subjugated it]. And those ignorant men stopped the mouths of the philosophers, and ran through the world, as if winged, sowing the word of truth, and tearing out the thorns of old affections, and bearing the laws of Christ everywhere. And neither that they were few, nor that they were private and unlettered, nor that they taught austere and unusual things, nor that men were forestalled by an old custom of thinking and acting, could be an impediment to them: but, the grace of God going before and removing obstacles, with great ease they accomplished all things, receiving through the obstacles themselves the greater alacrity.14
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And Noah, a husbandman, began to till the ground, and planted a vineyard

LatineEnglish


{And Noah, a husbandman, began to till the ground, and planted a vineyard.}1
Caepitque Noë vir agricola exercere terram et plantavit vineam.



HEBRAICE ad verbum est: Et coepit Noë vir terrae, et plantavit vineam. Ubi duplex Hebraismus est: alter, vir terrae, pro, culturae terrae deditus (et ut Latinus interpres vertit, agricola); alter, coepit et plantavit, pro, coepit plantare. Sed quomodo verum est Noë primum omnium coepisse exercere terram et agricolam agere? Nonne statim ab exordio mundi Adam agricola fuit, et post eum Cain? Sed intelligere oportet Noë fuisse primum omnium post diluvium. Vel fortasse Noë auctor fuit agriculturae, inventa ratione exercendi terram per animalia, id est, vomere arandi: nam antea suis manibus terram fodiebant et colebant homines. Sequitur: Et plantavit vineam. Non est dubitandum quin ante diluvium fuerint vites, et in exortu mundi inter alias stirpium species a Deo procreatae sint. Sed tunc non erant in usu hominibus, nisi fortasse ad esum uvarum; ad potum autem vini minime. Vini autem ex uvis exprimendi et ad potum accommodandi princeps inventor fuit Noë, primusque vites sparsim satas in unum locum et in formam vineae composuit; et idcirco primus vineae sator vere dicitur.
In Hebrew, word for word, it is: “And Noah, a man of the earth, began, and planted a vineyard.” Where there is a double Hebraism: one, “man of the earth,” for “devoted to the cultivation of the earth” (and as the Latin interpreter renders, “husbandman”); the other, “began and planted,” for “began to plant.” But how is it true that Noah first of all began to till the earth and to be a husbandman? Was not Adam a husbandman immediately from the beginning of the world, and after him Cain? But one must understand that Noah was the first of all after the flood. Or perhaps Noah was the author [originator] of agriculture, having invented the method of working the earth by animals, that is, of plowing with the ploughshare: for before, men dug and tilled the earth with their own hands. There follows: “And he planted a vineyard.” It is not to be doubted that before the flood there were vines, and at the rising of the world were created by God among the other species of plants. But then they were not in use among men, except perhaps for eating grapes; but for the drinking of wine, not at all. And the chief inventor of pressing wine from grapes and adapting it for drinking was Noah, and he first composed vines (sown here and there) into one place and into the form of a vineyard; and therefore he is truly called the first planter of the vineyard.2



SED unde vites habere potuit, omnibus terrae satis per diluvium corruptis? Respondet Ambrosius post diluvium corruptarum radices vitium verno tempore repullulasse, modico humore et calore fecundata terra, et his vitibus usum esse Noë ad conficiendam vineam. Tostatus ait sponte quidem terra exortas esse vites, sed silvestres, labruscarum potius quam uvarum feraces; verum ex illis Noë abscissos palmites optimae terrae inseruisse, convenientique cultura, agresti vi mitigata, ad optimarum uvarum procreationem perduxisse.
But whence could he have vines, all the things sown of the earth being corrupted by the flood? Ambrose answers that after the flood the roots of the corrupted vines sprouted again in springtime, the earth being fertilized by moderate moisture and heat, and that Noah used these vines for making his vineyard. Tostatus says that vines indeed sprang up of their own accord from the earth, but wild ones, more productive of wild grapes than of [true] grapes; but that Noah cut shoots from them and inserted them into the best earth, and by suitable cultivation, the wild force being tempered, brought them to the procreation of the best grapes.3



SED cur tam cupidus fuit Noë bibendi vini, cuius potu sexcentis annis caruerat? Respondet Chrysostomus bene notum fuisse ipsi Noë quantam vim haberet vinum leniendi maerorem et tristitiam animi, sanandi morbos, roborandi vires, animoque languenti vigorem et alacritatem addendi. Et quia post diluvium multa erant quae tristitiam afferrent homini, et ipsa hominis natura imbecillior magisque obnoxia morbis erat facta, merito quamprimum vinum habere studuit tanquam humanae vitae solatium, remedium et firma[mentum]…
But why was Noah so eager to drink wine, of the drinking of which he had been deprived for six hundred years? Chrysostom answers that it was well known to Noah himself how great a power wine had of soothing grief and sadness of mind, of healing diseases, of strengthening the powers, and of adding vigor and alacrity to a languishing spirit. And because after the flood there were many things which brought sadness to man, and the very nature of man had been made weaker and more liable to diseases, he rightly was eager to have wine as soon as possible, as a solace, remedy, and sup[port] of human life…4



…mentum. Verissimum enim est quod dixit Plinius: Quemadmodum modico vini usu nihil humano corpori utilius est, ita nihil esse corpori pariter atque animo perniciosius, si vini modus absit.
…support of human life. For most true is what Pliny said: “Just as nothing is more useful to the human body than a moderate use of wine, so nothing is equally pernicious both to the body and to the mind, if the measure of wine be absent.”5



MIRATUR Ambrosius cur Noë non prius quaesivit tritici fructum quam vinum, siquidem tritici usus necessarius homini est, vini autem minime, sed potius superfluus et voluptarius. Respondet ipse Noë, cum esset vir iustus, inventionem rerum necessariarum Deo attribui voluisse; eorum vero quae non sunt necessaria, sed magis ad commoditatem aliquam voluptatemve conferunt, inventum homini attribui non inconveniens putasse. Sed illud videtur probabilius responsum, tritici usum etiam ante diluvium fuisse notissimum hominibus, non item vini. Nec credibile non est ante omnia tritico aliisque rebus necessariis studium et curam impendisse Noë: verum praecipue vitium et vini mentionem esse factam, quod vini potum consecuta fuerit Noë ebrietas, ebrietatem nuditas eius, nuditatem derisio Cham, irrisionem maledictio illius in filio Chanaan et tota eius posteritate; cuius posteritatis (id est, gentis Chananaeorum) maledictionem potissimum voluit Moses hoc loco praesignificare.
Ambrose marvels why Noah did not seek the fruit of wheat sooner than wine, since the use of wheat is necessary for man, but of wine not at all, but rather superfluous and for pleasure. He himself answers that Noah, being a just man, wished the invention of necessary things to be attributed to God; but the invention of those things which are not necessary, but rather contribute to some convenience or pleasure, he thought not unfitting to be attributed to man. But this seems a more probable answer: that the use of wheat even before the flood was very well known to men, but not so that of wine. Nor is it incredible that Noah bestowed zeal and care before all on wheat and other necessary things: but that mention is made chiefly of the vine and of wine, because Noah's drunkenness followed the drinking of wine, his nakedness [followed] the drunkenness, the derision of Cham [followed] the nakedness, the curse on his son Chanaan and all his posterity [followed] the mockery — of which posterity (that is, of the nation of the Canaanites) Moses chiefly wished in this place to presignify the curse.6



SIMILIA huic historiae Mosis tradit etiam Berosus: cuius scripta licet ficta et nulla fide digna putem, attamen (ut dixi in exordio libri octavi horum Commentariorum) propter multos nostrae aetatis viros doctos qui scriptis illis vehementer oblectantur nec illis non credere in animum possunt inducere, ubicunque ille similia Mosi scripsit vel contraria, libuit ea suis locis commemorare ac refellere. Quod igitur ad hanc historiam pertinet, sic ille scribit libro tertio: Noë priusquam discederet ex Armenia, ubi primo post diluvium consederat, docuit illos simplicem agriculturam, primusque omnium invenit vites atque plantavit, et vinum conficere docuit. Quam ob causam ferunt ab Antiquis appellatum Ianum, id est, Viniferum, quod vocabulum originem duxit ex voce Hebraea Iaiim quae significat vinum. Sic ille. Nec illud praetereundum est, verba illa, Coepit exercere terram, habere emphasim: significari enim post diluvium operosius et laboriosius fuisse terram colere quam antea; idque propter malignitatem terrae quae diluvio valde corrupta fuerat, necnon et propter minus benignum stellarum aspectum et defluxum, denique propter maiorem hominis infirmitatem pluriumque rerum indigentiam.
Berosus also relates things similar to this history of Moses: whose writings, although I think them feigned and worthy of no credence, nevertheless (as I said at the beginning of the eighth book of these Commentaries), on account of many learned men of our age who are greatly delighted by those writings and cannot bring themselves not to believe them, wherever he wrote things similar to Moses or contrary, I have thought it good to record them in their places and to refute them. As regards this history, therefore, he writes thus in the third book: “Noah, before he departed from Armenia (where he first settled after the flood), taught them simple agriculture, and first of all invented and planted vines, and taught how to make wine. For which cause they say he was called by the Ancients Janus, that is, the Wine-bearer, which word drew its origin from the Hebrew word Iaiim, which signifies wine.” So he. Nor is this to be passed over, that those words, “He began to till the earth,” have emphasis: for it is signified that after the flood it was more laborious and toilsome to cultivate the earth than before; and this on account of the malignity of the earth (much corrupted by the flood), and also on account of the less benign aspect and influence of the stars, finally on account of the greater weakness of man and his need of more things.7



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:20 (lemma). Margin: v. 20. ↩
	§123. The Hebrew ‘man of the earth’; how Noah was ‘first’ husbandman (first after the flood, or inventor of the plough); vines existed before but Noah first made wine and the vineyard. ↩
	§124. Whence the vines after the flood? Ambrose: the old roots resprouted; Tostatus: wild vines arose, which Noah grafted and cultivated. Margins: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 23; Tostatus. ↩
	§125. Why Noah, after 600 dry years, was eager for wine (Chrysostom): its power to soothe grief, heal, and strengthen — much needed after the flood. Margins: “Why Noah after the flood was eager to drink wine, of which he had been deprived 600 years before”; Chrysostom, hom. 29 on Genesis; Pliny bk. 14; Ambrose, in the place cited. Continues on p. 362. ↩
	§125 (cont.). Pliny: moderate wine is most useful, immoderate most pernicious to body and mind alike. ↩
	§126. Ambrose: why wine before wheat? (Noah ascribed the invention of luxuries, not necessities, to man.) Pererius: rather, wine is mentioned because it leads to the chain ending in the curse of Canaan. ↩
	§127. Berosus (the spurious Annian text): Noah taught farming and wine in Armenia, called ‘Janus’ (=‘wine-bearer’ from Heb. *iaiim*); ‘began to till’ has force — tilling was harder after the flood. Margin: Berosus Annianus. ↩




And drinking of the wine, he was made drunk, and lay uncovered in his tent

LatineEnglish


{And drinking of the wine, he was made drunk, and lay uncovered in his tent.}1
Bibensque vinum inebriatus est, et nudatus iacuit in tabernaculo suo.



CUM hoc factum Noë vel insigne intemperantiae eius peccatum, vel errorem imprudentiae, vel certe probrum quoddam et dedecus famae eius continere videatur, cur id Moses memoriae prodere, et literis semper mansuris consignare, commendare immortalitati voluit? Primum, ut ex [hoc etiam appareat]…
Since this deed of Noah seems to contain either a notable sin of his intemperance, or an error of imprudence, or certainly a kind of disgrace and dishonor to his fame, why did Moses wish to hand it down to memory, and to consign it to letters that would always remain, and to commend it to immortality? First, that from [this too it may appear]…2



…hoc etiam appareat quanta sit sacrae historiae simplicitas et sinceritas, nihil dissimulantis, sed omnia, mala aeque ac bona, integre atque incorrupte narrantis. Deinde, in exemplum et documentum eorum qui haec lecturi erant, ut ex aliis periculum facerent quod sibi ex usu esset: nimirum, ut vitia et mala in quae sanctissimos et sapientissimos viros cernerent esse prolapsos, tanto ipsi maiore studio et diligentia caverent et fugerent, quanto se illis virtute ac prudentia inferiores agnoscerent. Ad haec, ut doceret quantum in potatione vini, vel per intemperantiam vel per imprudentiam, periculum et damnum sit ebrietatis. Namque illud verissime dictum est a Salomone: Luxuriosa res vinum, et tumultuosa ebrietas — innumerabilium nempe malorum parens simul et altrix. Sed illud in primis Mosi propositum fuit, indicare primam originem damnationis gentis Chananaeorum, contumeliam scilicet patris eorum Cham, qua is parentem suum Noë, propter ebrietatem nudatis pudendis iacentem, affecit.
…this too it may appear how great is the simplicity and sincerity of sacred history, which dissembles nothing, but narrates all things, evil as well as good, wholly and incorruptly. Next, for the example and instruction of those who were to read these things, that they might from others take warning of what would be of use to themselves: namely, that the vices and evils into which they perceived the most holy and most wise men to have fallen, they themselves might so much the more, with the greater zeal and diligence, beware and flee, by how much they acknowledged themselves inferior to those in virtue and prudence. Besides, to teach how great a danger and harm of drunkenness there is in the drinking of wine, whether through intemperance or through imprudence. For most truly was it said by Solomon: “Wine is a luxurious thing, and drunkenness tumultuous” — the parent and at once the nurse of innumerable evils. But this above all was Moses's purpose: to indicate the first origin of the damnation of the nation of the Canaanites — namely, the insult of their father Cham, with which he treated his parent Noah, lying with his nakedness uncovered on account of drunkenness.3



At enim, quomodo Noë, vir nempe temperantissimus et sanctissimus, in tam turpem et probrosam temulentiam lapsus est? Equidem possum quinque causas eius lapsus afferre. Primum enim vini potentiam ignorabat, nunquam antea potum vini expertus, nec eam ex iis qui bibissent cognitam habebat: ergo per imprudentiam, vino deceptus et captus est. Deinde, per sexcentos annos assueverat aquam bibere nunquam degustato vino; primus igitur vini potus eum, ut insuetum, animo et mente conturbavit. Ratione enim et experimentis constat facilius inebriari minime suetos vino. Ad haec, largius bibit ignarus debitae mensurae, ratus parem in potu aquae atque vini esse vim. Quarta causa ebrietatis fuit ingravescens iam aetas et annosa, sexcentos videlicet supergressa annos. Athenaeus libro decimo testem laudat Aristotelem, qui in libro de ebrietate scribit vinum modice decoctum potu minus inebriare, quod eius vis coctura fiat imbecillior. Idem praeterea tradit seniores inebriari citissime, ob paucitatem ac debilitatem sui caloris, ab eo qui accedit ex vino facile devicti. Quam ego causam puto cur non similiter atque Noë filii eius inebriati sint: nam eos quoque bibisse vinum non est dubitandum; sed aetatis robore ac vigore praevalentes adversus vinum, vim eius frangere ac superare potuerunt.
But how did Noah, a man most temperate and most holy, fall into so foul and shameful a drunkenness? Indeed I can bring forward five causes of his fall. First, he was ignorant of the power of wine, never before having experienced the drinking of wine, nor having it known from those who had drunk: therefore through imprudence he was deceived and captured by the wine. Next, for six hundred years he had been accustomed to drink water, never having tasted wine; therefore the first drinking of wine, as [he was] unaccustomed, disturbed his soul and mind. For by reason and experiments it is established that those least accustomed to wine are more easily made drunk. Besides, he drank too freely, ignorant of the due measure, thinking that there was equal force in the drinking of water and of wine. The fourth cause of the drunkenness was his now growing and aged years, having namely passed six hundred years. Athenaeus, in the tenth book, cites Aristotle as a witness, who in the book On Drunkenness writes that wine moderately boiled makes one less drunk in drinking, because its force is made weaker by the boiling. The same also relates that older people are made drunk most quickly, easily overcome by the heat which comes from the wine, on account of the fewness and weakness of their own heat. Which cause I think is why Noah's sons were not made drunk as Noah was: for that they too drank wine is not to be doubted; but, prevailing by the strength and vigor of [their] age against the wine, they could break and overcome its force.4



RESTAT quinta causa ebrietatis Noë; haec est, ignoratio modi quo bibendum est vinum: non enim bibendum est merum, sed multa aqua permistum ac dilutum: quod veteres per aenigma significarunt, fabulati altrices et educatrices Bacchi fuisse Nymphas. Narrat item Athenaeus morem fuisse apud veteres iuxta Bacchum aram Nymphis exstruere, quo significabatur bibituros vinum admiscendae aquae memores esse debere. Idem scribit laudatam fuisse apud antiquos eam vini et aquae mixtionem ac temperationem in qua tanto plus aquae esset quam vini, quantum quinque excedunt duo: atque inde natum fuisse proverbium (Bibe quinque et duo); nisi fortasse [eo significabatur]…
There remains the fifth cause of Noah's drunkenness; this is, ignorance of the manner in which wine is to be drunk: for it is not to be drunk neat, but mixed and diluted with much water — which the ancients signified by a riddle, fabling that the nurses and rearers of Bacchus were the Nymphs. Athenaeus also relates that it was the custom among the ancients to build beside Bacchus an altar to the Nymphs, by which it was signified that those about to drink wine ought to be mindful of mixing in water. The same writes that there was praised among the ancients that mixture and tempering of wine and water in which there was as much more water than wine as five exceeds two: and that thence arose the proverb (“Drink five and two”); unless perhaps [by it was signified]…5



…eo significabatur, pro duobus cyathis vini exhauriendos esse quinque cyathos aquae. Nominat praeterea Palamedem augurem et vatem in primis celebrem, qui vaticinatus est feliciter navigaturos ex Graecis illos qui tres aquae cyathos cum uno vini bibissent.
…by it was signified that for two cyathi of wine, five cyathi of water were to be drained. He names besides Palamedes, an augur and seer among the most celebrated, who prophesied that those of the Greeks would sail prosperously who had drunk three cyathi of water with one of wine.6



Ex his igitur palam est quomodo Noë per imprudentiam inciderit in ebrietatem. Sed audi quae ad confirmationem eorum quae diximus breviter scribit Theodoretus quaestione 65 in Genesim: Ab inexperientia, inquit, profecta est ebrietas Noë, non ab intemperantia. Nam ille primus hominum, compressis uvis, ignorans non solum quantum esset bibendum, sed etiam quomodo, nempe aqua temperatum, incidit in ebrietatem. Quod vero nudatus est, nihil novi pertulit. Etenim etiam nunc quidam dormientes nudantur, somno sensum eripiente: cum vero etiam somno accedit ebrietas, multo magis cognoscendi facultas deperditur.
From these things, therefore, it is plain how Noah through imprudence fell into drunkenness. But hear what Theodoret briefly writes, in question 65 on Genesis, in confirmation of what we have said: “From inexperience,” he says, “Noah's drunkenness proceeded, not from intemperance. For he, the first of men, having pressed grapes, ignorant not only of how much was to be drunk, but also of how — namely, tempered with water — fell into drunkenness. But that he was uncovered, he suffered nothing new. For even now some are uncovered while sleeping, sleep taking away sensation: but when drunkenness too is added to sleep, much more is the faculty of perceiving lost.”7



CETERUM ex supradictis tria licet colligere. Primum quidem, ebrietatem Noë excusandam esse ab omni peccato. Tunc enim peccatum est ebrietas, cum est voluntaria: voluntariam dico non per se, sed in causa ipsius. Nam cum tam turpis et perniciosa sit ebrietas, cui obsecro voluntaria et optabilis esse potest? Sed immoderatus vini potus, qui causa ebrietatis est, per se optatus et electus est. Praeoptant enim qui vino indulgent brevi illa bibendi dulcedine et voluptate frui, quam ebrietatis malo vacare: itaque scientes ac volentes id faciunt, unde secuturum esse ebrietatis vitium et mala non ignorant. Ebrietatem porro Noë fuisse prorsus involuntariam, ut quae profecta sit ex ignorantia plane excusabili, ex superiori disputatione nostra manifestum est. Chrysostomus homilia 29 id probat, ebrietatem Noë non ex intemperantia sed ex ignorantia accidisse, quod nunquam postea in eam relapsus est: neque enim id tacuisset et scriptura, sicut hanc unam eius temulentiam non siluit.
But from the aforesaid three things may be gathered. First indeed, that Noah's drunkenness is to be excused from all sin. For drunkenness is then a sin, when it is voluntary: I call it voluntary not in itself, but in its cause. For since drunkenness is so foul and pernicious, to whom, I beseech, can it be voluntary and desirable? But the immoderate drinking of wine, which is the cause of drunkenness, is in itself desired and chosen. For those who indulge in wine prefer to enjoy that brief sweetness and pleasure of drinking, rather than to be free from the evil of drunkenness: and so they do it knowingly and willingly, whence they are not ignorant that the vice and evils of drunkenness will follow. But that Noah's drunkenness was wholly involuntary, as proceeding from a plainly excusable ignorance, is manifest from our foregoing disputation. Chrysostom, in homily 29, proves this — that Noah's drunkenness happened not from intemperance but from ignorance — because he never afterward relapsed into it: for scripture would not have been silent about that, just as it was not silent about this one drunkenness of his.8



HINC quoque illud patet, ante diluvium vini potum non fuisse in usu apud homines: nam si fuisset, multi tunc immoderato eius potu in temulentiam incidissent. Sunt enim omni tempore plerique mortalium cibi, potus, aliarumque voluptatum incontinentes. Noë igitur vel per se, vel aliorum exemplo, potentiam vini et effectus eius cognitos habuisset; simul et cognovisset quomodo quaque mensura bibendum esset, ne temulentiam afferret. Cum igitur vir esset temperantissimus, nunquam ex bibendo vino lapsus esset in ebrietatem. Quod autem diximus, ante diluvium non esse homines usos potu vini, ut manifestum certumque usurpat Hieronymus, tum alibi, tum libro primo adversus Iovinianum, ita scribens: Christus, inquit, Ego sum Alpha et Omega; et ante diluvium quidem nec fuit usus carnium, nec repudium uxorum, nec circumcisio, nec potus vini. Postquam autem Christus venit in fine temporum, et O revolvit ad A et extremitatem retraxit ad principium, nec repudium nobis dare permittitur, nec circumcidimur, nec comedimus carnes, nec bibimus vinum, dicente Apostolo: Bonum est vinum non bibere, et carnes non comedere. Vinum igitur cum carnibus post diluvium dedicatum est. Sic ille.
Hence too this is plain: that before the flood the drinking of wine was not in use among men: for if it had been, many then would have fallen into drunkenness by its immoderate drinking. For at all times most mortals are incontinent of food, drink, and other pleasures. Noah, therefore, either of himself, or by the example of others, would have had the power of wine and its effects known to him, and at the same time would have known how and in what measure it was to be drunk, lest it bring drunkenness. Since, therefore, he was a most temperate man, he would never from drinking wine have fallen into drunkenness. And that we have said — that before the flood men did not use the drinking of wine — Jerome takes as manifest and certain, both elsewhere and in the first book against Jovinian, writing thus: “Christ,” he says, “I am Alpha and Omega; and before the flood indeed there was neither the eating of flesh, nor the repudiation of wives, nor circumcision, nor the drinking of wine. But after Christ came in the end of times, and turned the Omega to the Alpha and drew back the end to the beginning, neither is it permitted us to give repudiation [divorce], nor are we circumcised, nor do we eat flesh, nor drink wine — the Apostle saying: It is good not to drink wine, and not to eat flesh. Wine, therefore, together with flesh, was dedicated [first used] after the flood.” So he.9



ILLUD denique observandum hoc loco est, ebrietatem semper esse malam, et magnum quidem esse malum, etiam cum sine culpa contingit: nam si aliquando caret crimine, nunquam tamen vacat damno vel corporis vel rei familiaris vel famae suae vel alienae: et ut alia desint, illud nunquam abest, confusio animi, perturbatio mentis, et quasi brevis quaedam insania. Vere dixit Chrysostomus ebrietatem voluntarium esse daemonem, quin etiam detestabiliorem et odiosiorem daemone. Saepe enim daemoniacum hominem cum videmus, miseratione afficimur et condolemus; contra vero, invisos et exosos habemus ebrios, indignamur illis, nec ulla misericordia sed maximo potius dignos supplicio iudicamus. Cur hoc? quia qui a daemone agitatur involuntarie facit quicquid facit, etiam si recalcitret, si rumpat vestem, si obscena loquatur, si percutiat ac feriat, nihilominus venia dignus est. At qui ebrius est, de his quae facit non videtur dignus venia, sed vituperatur et accusatur non ab inimicis et alienis tantum, sed a vicinis, familiaribus et amicis, quia sponte ac sua voluntate in id se vitium demersit ipse, et ebrietatis tyrannidi se ipsum dedidit. Nec minus Ethnicis hominibus quam Christianis damnata semper et execrata fuit ebrietas.
Finally it is to be observed in this place that drunkenness is always an evil, and indeed a great evil, even when it happens without fault: for if it sometimes lacks crime, yet it is never free from harm — whether of the body, of one's estate, of one's own reputation or another's; and though other [harms] be absent, this is never absent: the confusion of soul, the perturbation of mind, and as it were a certain brief madness. Truly Chrysostom said that drunkenness is a voluntary demon — nay, even more detestable and more hateful than a demon. For often, when we see a demoniac man, we are moved with pity and condole with him; but on the contrary, we hold the drunken as hateful and odious, we are indignant at them, and judge them worthy of no mercy, but rather of the greatest punishment. Why this? because he who is driven by a demon does involuntarily whatever he does — even if he kicks back, if he tears his garment, if he speaks obscenities, if he strikes and beats — nonetheless he is worthy of pardon. But he who is drunk, for the things he does, does not seem worthy of pardon, but is blamed and accused not only by enemies and strangers, but by neighbors, intimates, and friends, because of his own accord and by his own will he plunged himself into that vice, and gave himself up to the tyranny of drunkenness. And no less among the heathen than among Christians was drunkenness always condemned and execrated.10



MULTA et praeclara reperiet lector apud Athenaeum libro decimo huius rei et exempla et documenta. Ego unius Plinii paucula quaedam verba, sed plane aurea, hic apponam. Loquitur ille de temulentis: Alii, inquit, mortifera loquuntur, redituras que per iugulum voces non continent, quam multis ita interemptis. Vulgoque veritas iam attributa vino est. Interea ut optime cedat, Solem orientem non vident, ac minus diu vivunt. Hinc pallor, et gena pendula, oculorum ulcera, tremula manus labantesque pedes, et (quasi praesens poena) furiales somni, et inquies nocturna. Praemiumque summum ebrietatis, libido portentosa ac iucundum nefas. Postera die ex ore halitus foetidi, ac fere rerum omnium oblivio, morsque memoriae. Rapere se ita vitam praedicant, cum priorem diem quotidie perdant, illi vero et venientem. Sic Plinius.
Many and excellent examples and proofs of this matter the reader will find in Athenaeus, book ten. I will here set down a few words of Pliny alone, but plainly golden. He speaks of the drunken: “Some,” he says, “utter deadly things, and do not contain words that will return through their own throat — how many being thus slain! And commonly truth is now attributed to wine. Meanwhile, granting it turn out best, they do not see the rising Sun, and they live a shorter time. Hence pallor, and drooping cheeks, ulcers of the eyes, trembling hand and tottering feet, and (as a present penalty) furious dreams and nocturnal unrest. And the highest reward of drunkenness, monstrous lust and a delightful crime. The next day, a stench from the mouth, and forgetfulness of nearly all things, and the death of memory. They boast that they thus seize life, whereas they daily lose the preceding day, and these men the coming one too.” So Pliny.11



SED me casus Noë ingenti admiratione simul et commiseratione afficit. Bibensque vinum (scribit de eo Moses) inebriatus est. Ac ne putaret quispiam vocabulo ebrietatis significari hoc loco, ut saepe alias in sacris litteris, largam et copiosam vini potationem quae hilaritatem afferat, non auferat mentem, nec rationis ac sensuum integritatem laedat: protinus adiecit, Et nudatus est in tabernaculo suo: haud dubie indicans tali Noë fuisse oppressum ebrietate, ut mentis compos non esset, et idcirco suae ipsum nuditatis ac turpitudinis minime puderet. O turpe, O miserandum simul et aversandum spectaculum! Ergo Noë — sexcentorum annorum aevo summe reverendus ac venerabilis, alterque humani generis parens, nec sobrietatis tantum ac temperantiae, verum consummatissimae virtutis et sanctimoniae praeconio laudatus a Mose — prostratus humi iacet foedissima corporis nuditate, similisque amenti, nec ab alienis sed a proprio filio irrisus [atque illusus]…
But the case of Noah affects me with great admiration and at the same time commiseration. “And drinking of the wine” (Moses writes of him) “he was made drunk.” And lest anyone should think that by the word “drunkenness” is signified in this place — as often elsewhere in the sacred letters — a large and copious drinking of wine which brings cheerfulness, [but] does not take away the mind, nor harm the integrity of reason and the senses: he at once added, “And he was uncovered in his tent”: doubtless indicating that Noah was oppressed by such drunkenness that he was not master of his mind, and therefore was not at all ashamed of his own nakedness and baseness. O foul, O pitiable and at the same time abhorrent spectacle! So Noah — in his six hundred years of age supremely to be revered and venerable, and a second parent of the human race, praised by Moses with the proclamation not only of sobriety and temperance but of the most consummate virtue and holiness — lies prostrate on the ground in the most foul nakedness of body, like a madman, mocked [and made sport of] not by strangers but by his own son…12



…atque illusus contumelioseque tractatus. Verum perpendamus quae deinceps sequuntur.
…and made sport of, and treated contumeliously. But let us weigh what follows next.13



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:21 (lemma). Margin: v. 21. ↩
	§128. Why did Moses record Noah's drunkenness and shameful nakedness? Margin: “Why Moses narrated the drunkenness of Noah and his shameful nakedness.” Continues on p. 363. ↩
	§128 (cont.). Four reasons Moses recorded it: Scripture's candor; a warning from even holy men's falls; the danger of drink (Prov. 20); and to mark the first cause of the Canaanites' damnation. Margin: Prov. 20. ↩
	§129. Five causes of Noah's drunkenness: ignorance of wine's strength; his 600-year water habit; drinking too freely; old age (Athenaeus/Aristotle: the old are most quickly drunk — so his sons were not). Margins: “Five causes why Noah, made drunk, fell”; Athenaeus; “Old age more liable to drunkenness”; Aristotle. ↩
	§130. The fifth cause: ignorance of mixing wine with water (the Nymphs nursed Bacchus; the ancients' 5:2 water-to-wine and the proverb ‘Drink five and two’). Margin: Athenaeus. Continues on p. 364. ↩
	§130 (cont.). The proverb's meaning (5 of water to 2 of wine); Palamedes' prophecy on the 3:1 ratio for safe sailing. ↩
	§131. Theodoret (q. 65): Noah's drunkenness was from inexperience, not intemperance; his uncovering was nothing new (sleep, with drink, removes awareness). Margin: Theodoret. ↩
	§132. First conclusion: Noah's drunkenness was sinless, being involuntary (from excusable ignorance); Chrysostom — he never relapsed. Margins: “That Noah's drunkenness was free of sin”; Chrysostom. ↩
	§133. Second conclusion: before the flood wine was not in use (else many would have been drunk); Jerome (Against Jovinian): like flesh, divorce, circumcision, wine came only after the flood. Margins: “That before the flood the drinking of wine was not in use”; St. Jerome; Apoc. 1; Rom. 14. ↩
	§134. Drunkenness is always an evil — Chrysostom: ‘a voluntary demon,’ worse than a demon (the demoniac deserves pity, the drunkard blame). Margins: “On the evil and harm of drunkenness”; “Drunkenness, according to Chrysostom, a voluntary demon.” ↩
	§135. Pliny's ‘golden’ passage on the wretchedness of drunkards. Margins: “Pliny, bk. 14 ch. 22, an excellent saying on the evil of drunkenness”; Athenaeus. ↩
	§136. The pathos of Noah's fall: ‘was made drunk’ + ‘uncovered’ = true loss of mind; this venerable patriarch lies prostrate, mocked by his own son. Margin: “The indignity of Noah's case is heightened.” Continues on p. 366. ↩
	§136 (cont.). [The running head misprints ‘365’ for 366.] ↩




Which when Ham the father of Canaan had seen, namely that his father's nakedness was uncovered, he told it to his two brethren without

LatineEnglish


{Which when Ham the father of Canaan had seen, namely that his father's nakedness was uncovered, he told it to his two brethren without.}1
Quod cum vidisset Cham pater Chanaan, verenda scilicet patris sui esse nudata, nuntiavit duobus fratribus suis foras.



QUEMADMODUM statim post ortum Mundi in duobus illis fratribus Cain et Abel genus humanum divisum est in duas quasi societates et communitates hominum — alteram bonorum imitantium Abel, alteram improborum quorum princeps et magister fuit Cain (unde originem traxerunt duae civitates, altera Dei, altera Diaboli, multum a B. Augustino celebratae): ita quoque statim post Diluvium eadem hominum divisio ac separatio renovata est in duobus filiis Noë, Cham et Sem. Quae quidem hominum varietas, licet ex propriis eorum studiis, moribus, factis meritisque oriatur, occultissimo tamen et aequissimo Dei iudicio etiam ordinatur, et ad maiorem ipsius gloriam dirigitur. Nimirum, ut praeclare disputat Paulus, in magna domo non solum sunt vasa aurea et argentea, sed etiam lignea ac fictilia, et quaedam quidem in honorem, quaedam autem in contumeliam: et in his illustris fit declaratio partim iustitiae, partim misericordiae divinae: adversus enim vasa contumeliae aptata in interitum, ostendit Deus iustitiam et potentiam suam; adversus autem vasa honoris praeparata in gloriam, demonstrat divitias bonitatis et misericordiae suae. Cuius rei specimen quoddam hoc loco datur in duobus filiis Noë.
Just as, immediately after the rise of the World, in those two brothers Cain and Abel the human race was divided into two as it were societies and communities of men — one of the good, imitating Abel, the other of the wicked, whose chief and master was Cain (whence took their origin the two cities, one of God, the other of the Devil, much celebrated by St. Augustine): so too, immediately after the Flood, the same division and separation of men was renewed in the two sons of Noah, Cham and Sem. And this variety of men, although it arises from their own pursuits, characters, deeds, and merits, is nevertheless also ordered by the most hidden and most just judgment of God, and directed to His greater glory. Namely, as Paul excellently argues, in a great house there are not only vessels of gold and silver, but also of wood and earthenware, and some indeed unto honor, some unto contumely: and in these is made an illustrious declaration partly of justice, partly of the divine mercy: for against the vessels of contumely, fitted unto destruction, God shows His justice and power; but toward the vessels of honor, prepared unto glory, He demonstrates the riches of His goodness and mercy. Of which thing a certain specimen is given in this place, in the two sons of Noah.2



VERUM illud quaestionem habet non tacitam a Patribus, cur Moses, narraturus impudentiam (sed verius dixerim impietatem) Cham adversus patrem suum Noë, non satis habuit eum pro ipsius nomine Cham nominasse, sed adiunxit nomen filii eius Chanaan, dicens, Cham pater Chanaan: quid enim attinebat commemorari filium ipsius Cham, et hunc praecipue filium qui aliorum erat minimus natu? Solvitur quaestio allatis tribus causis cur id factum sit. Primam causam tradunt Ambrosius et Theodoretus: aiunt significasse Mosen maximam fuisse inter patrem et filium improbitatis et impietatis similitudinem; neque Cham tam natura quam vitiis et sceleribus simillimum sui genuisse filium Chanaan; neque hunc Chanaan tam paternae naturae quam impietatis et pravitatis expressam imaginem retulisse. Ergo quia Cham dissimilis fuit patris sui suorumque fratrum, non illius filius nec frater horum nominatur: quoniam vero expressissimam suae malitiae imaginem effinxit generando filium Chanaan, idcirco nominatur proprie pater Chanaan. Altera fuit causa, quod maledictio et poena propter scelus Cham infligenda ei erat in filio eius Chanaan, indeque ad posteritatem eius — gentem dico Chananaeorum — [derivanda]…
But this has a question not passed over in silence by the Fathers: why Moses, about to narrate the impudence (but I should more truly say the impiety) of Cham against his father Noah, was not content to have named him by his own name Cham, but added the name of his son Chanaan, saying, “Cham the father of Chanaan”: for what did it matter to mention the son of Cham, and this son especially, who was the youngest in birth of the others? The question is resolved by three causes brought forward why this was done. The first cause Ambrose and Theodoret hand down: they say that Moses signified that there was the greatest likeness of wickedness and impiety between father and son; and that Cham begot a son, Chanaan, most like himself not so much in nature as in vices and crimes; and that this Chanaan reproduced the express image not so much of his father's nature as of his impiety and depravity. Therefore, because Cham was unlike his own father and his brothers, he is named neither his [father's] son nor the brother of these; but because he fashioned the most express image of his own malice by begetting his son Chanaan, therefore he is properly named “father of Chanaan.” The second cause was that the curse and penalty for Cham's crime was to be inflicted on him in his son Chanaan, and thence [to be derived] to his posterity — I mean the nation of the Canaanites…3



…nanaeorum, derivanda. Ut hoc igitur indicaret Moses, et ad id considerandum eorum qui haec legerent animos adverteret, consulto nominando Cham appellavit eum patrem Chanaan.
…the Canaanites. In order, therefore, that Moses might indicate this, and turn the minds of those who would read these things to considering it, designedly in naming Cham he called him the father of Chanaan.4



TERTIA causa traditur ab Hebraeis, eaque breviter ad hunc modum commemorat Theodoretus. Quidam, inquit, Hebraeus aiebat primum omnium Chanaan verenda avi sui vidisse, suoque narrasse patri non sine Noë irrisione atque illusione. Debuerat autem Cham, similiter ut fratres eius fecerunt, non modo ad spectandum patrem non accedere, sed etiam graviter filium obiurgare. At enim et ipse quoque videre voluit, et quod viderat etiam fratribus renuntiare. Et huic interpretationi fidem facit quod proxime subiecit Moses: Suscitatus a somno suo Noë cognovit quaecunque fecerat ei filius suus iunior. Quis erat iste filius iunior? non Cham, quippe qui generationis ordine inter Sem et Iaphet medius erat. Verum quoniam avi non tantum nepotes, sed omnes etiam qui longa serie ex his nascuntur filios appellare solent, idcirco scriptura significat Chanaan, nepotem Noë minimum, cognitum esse a Noë sceleris eius auctorem fuisse. Cuius rei magnum et illud est argumentum, quod Noë maledictionem suam, et quasi admissi sceleris supplicium, in Chanaan potissimum contulit. Sic Hebraei referente Theodoreto.
The third cause is handed down by the Hebrews, and Theodoret briefly recounts it in this manner: “A certain Hebrew,” he says, “used to say that Chanaan first of all saw the nakedness of his grandfather, and told it to his father, not without mockery and derision of Noah. But Cham ought, similarly as his brothers did, not only not to approach to look at his father, but even gravely to rebuke his son. But in fact he himself also wished to see, and to report what he had seen to his brothers as well.” And to this interpretation credence is given by what Moses next subjoined: “Noah, roused from his sleep, knew whatever his younger son had done to him.” Who was that younger son? Not Cham, since he was, in the order of generation, the middle one between Sem and Iaphet. But because grandfathers are wont to call not only grandsons, but all who in a long series are born from them, their “sons,” therefore scripture signifies that Chanaan, the youngest grandson of Noah, was known by Noah to have been the author of that crime. Of which thing this too is a great argument: that Noah laid his curse, and as it were the punishment of the crime committed, chiefly upon Chanaan. So the Hebrews, as Theodoret reports.5



SEQUITUR: Verenda scilicet patris sui esse nudata. Sic appellantur partes humani corporis naturaliter destinatae ac servientes generationi prolis, quod prae ceteris omnibus membris magno hominem ratione utentem pudore afficiant: sed cur maxime propter illas partes erubescimus? Videlicet propter obscenos earum motus quibus animus ad res turpes et flagitiosas incitatur, et propter inobedientiam earundem erga rationem (minus enim quam ceterae partes obsequuntur rationi, nec eius imperio quasi freno coerceri et regi facile possunt). Hac autem partium inobedientia praecipue punita est inobedientia primorum hominum erga Deum: nam qui Deo parere noluerunt, iusto Dei iudicio factum est ut ipsi inferiores suas partes, servitio rationis addictas, non tantum inobsequentes sed etiam rebelles ac vehementer repugnantes sentirent. Nudi erant primi nostri parentes, non tamen, priusquam peccarent, erubescebant; quod partes illae corporis omnino essent subiectae rationi, nec ullo turpi et pudendo motu concitarentur: at ubi peccarunt adversus Dei legem, protinus earum partium inobedientiam experti sunt; cumque turpes earum motus verecundarentur nec tamen possent comprimere, cum id maxime vellent, ficulneis subligaculis nuditatem et turpitudinem suam quamprimum operire studuerunt.
There follows: “Namely, that his father's nakedness was uncovered.” Thus are called the parts of the human body naturally destined and serving for the generation of offspring, because beyond all the other members they affect man, using great reason, with shame: but why do we blush most on account of those parts? Namely, on account of their obscene motions by which the mind is incited to base and shameful things, and on account of their disobedience toward reason (for they obey reason less than the other parts, and cannot easily be restrained and ruled by its command as by a bridle). And by this disobedience of the parts was especially punished the disobedience of the first men toward God: for those who would not obey God, by the just judgment of God it came about that they should feel their own lower parts — assigned to the service of reason — not only unobedient but even rebellious and vehemently resisting. Naked were our first parents, yet, before they sinned, they did not blush, because those parts of the body were wholly subject to reason and were not stirred by any base and shameful motion: but when they sinned against God's law, immediately they experienced the disobedience of those parts; and since they were ashamed of their base motions and yet could not repress them, though they most wished it, they hastened to cover their nakedness and baseness as soon as possible with girdles of fig-leaves.6



AUDIAT lector quid in hanc sententiam scribat Augustinus: Merito, inquit, huius libidinis nos maxime pudet, merito et ipsa membra, quae suo quodam illa iure non ad arbitrium nostrum movet, pudenda dicuntur, qualia ante peccatum hominis non fuerunt. Nam ut scriptum est, Nudi erant, et non erubescebant: non quod eis sua nuditas esset incognita, sed quia turpis non erat illis nuditas: nondum enim libido membra illa praeter arbitrium commoverat; nondum, ad hominis inobedientiam redarguendam, sua inobedientia caro quodammodo [testimonium perhibebat]…
Let the reader hear what Augustine writes to this purport: “Rightly are we most ashamed of this lust, rightly too are those very members — which it moves by a certain right of its own, not according to our will — called pudenda [shameful], such as they were not before man's sin. For as it is written, They were naked, and were not ashamed: not that their nakedness was unknown to them, but because their nakedness was not base to them; for not yet had lust moved those members beyond their will; not yet, to convict man's disobedience, did the flesh by its own disobedience in a certain way [bear witness]…7



…caro quodammodo testimonium perhibebat: nudi erant corpore, sed induti gratia Dei, qua praestabatur eis ut membra eorum voluntati repugnare nescirent. Pudet igitur huius libidinis humanam naturam, et merito pudet: in eius quippe inobedientia, qua genitalia membra solis suis motibus subdidit et potestati voluntatis eripuit, satis ostenditur quid sit illius primi hominis inobedientiae retributum: quod in ea parte corporis maxime oportuit apparere, qua generatur ipsa natura, quae illo primo et magno in deterius est mutata peccato. A cuius nexu nullus eruitur, nisi id quod in communem perniciem omnium perpetratum est, et Dei iustitia vindicatum, Dei gratia in singulis expietur. Sic Augustinus. Est autem earum partium pudor adeo naturalis homini, ut earum aspectu et aversentur omnes, et si casu illae patuerint aliorum oculis, erubescat. Ex hoc, inquit Augustinus, gentes usque adeo tenent insitum pudenda velare, ut etiam barbari illas corporis partes nec in balneis nudas habebant, sed cum earum tegumentis lavantur. Per opacas quoque Indiae solitudines cum quidam nudi philosophentur (unde Gymnosophistae nominantur), adhibent tamen genitalibus tegumenta, quibus per cetera membrorum carent.
…the flesh in a certain way bore witness: they were naked in body, but clothed with the grace of God, by which it was granted them that their members knew not how to resist their will. Human nature, therefore, is ashamed of this lust, and rightly ashamed: for in its disobedience, by which it subjected the genital members to their own motions alone and snatched them from the power of the will, it is sufficiently shown what was the retribution of that first man's disobedience — which it was most fitting should appear in that part of the body by which the very nature is generated, which was changed for the worse by that first and great sin. From whose bond no one is rescued, unless that which was perpetrated unto the common destruction of all, and vindicated by God's justice, be expiated in individuals by God's grace.” So Augustine. And the shame of those parts is so natural to man that all both turn away from the sight of them, and if by chance they are exposed to others' eyes, he blushes. “From this,” says Augustine, “the nations so hold it implanted to veil the shameful parts, that even barbarians did not have those parts of the body naked even in the baths, but bathe with coverings of them. And through the shady solitudes of India too, when certain men philosophize naked (whence they are called Gymnosophists), they nevertheless apply coverings to the genitals, which they lack over the rest of the members.”8



SED cur istarum partium pudet, non potius quam aliarum, etiam cum illae irrationali et vitioso motu concitantur? Exempli causa, cum ira excandescimus, igneo rubore inflammatur vultus, eminent oculi, distorquetur os, praepeditur lingua, sermo confusus est, immoderatus gressus; nec tamen propter haec, quae tam vitiose fiunt, ita erubescimus, ut propter aspectum vel motum etiam minime vitiosum illarum partium. Eius rei causam tradit B. Augustinus libro 14 de Civitate Dei capite 19: quod ira aliique motus membrorum aliis affectionibus, tametsi vitiosi sint, fere tamen pendent ex imperio voluntatis; at vero istarum partium motus, tametsi vitio careant, voluntatis tamen imperio nec reguntur nec moventur. Quod autem irae opera, inquit Augustinus, aliarumque affectionum in quibusque dictis et factis non sic abscondit verecundia, ut opera libidinis quae fiunt genitalibus membris, quid causae est, nisi quia in ceteris membra corporis non ipsae affectiones tam movent, quam eis consentiens voluntas, quae in usu eorum omnino dominatur? Nam qui verbum dicit iratus vel etiam aliquem percutit, non posset hoc facere nisi lingua et manus iubente voluntate moverentur: quae membra, etiam cum ira nulla est, eadem voluntate moventur. At vero genitalia libido iuri suo mancipavit, ut moveri non valeant si ipsa defuerit, et nisi ipsa vel ultro vel excitata surrexerit. Hoc est quod pudet, hoc intuentium oculos erubescendo devitat: magisque fert homo spectantium multitudinem quando iniuste irascitur homini, quam unius aspectum quando iuste miscetur uxori. Sic Augustinus.
But why are we ashamed of those parts, rather than of others, even when those [others] are stirred by an irrational and faulty motion? For example, when we glow with anger, the face is inflamed with a fiery redness, the eyes bulge, the mouth is distorted, the tongue is hindered, the speech is confused, the gait immoderate; and yet, on account of these things, which are done so faultily, we do not blush as on account of the sight or motion — even the least faulty — of those parts. The cause of this St. Augustine hands down in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 19: that anger and the other motions of the members with other affections, although they be faulty, yet generally depend on the command of the will; but the motions of those parts, although they lack fault, are nevertheless neither ruled nor moved by the command of the will. “But that shame does not so hide the works of anger and of the other affections in any words and deeds, as the works of lust which are done by the genital members — what is the cause, unless that in the others the members of the body are not so moved by the affections themselves as by the will consenting to them, which entirely dominates in the use of them? For he who speaks a word in anger, or even strikes someone, could not do this unless the tongue and hand were moved at the will's command — which members, even when there is no anger, are moved by the same will. But the genitals lust has made subject to its own right, so that they cannot be moved if it be absent, and unless it, either spontaneously or aroused, has risen. This is what shames [a man], this he avoids by blushing from the eyes of beholders: and a man bears more the multitude of spectators when he is unjustly angry at a man, than the sight of one when he is justly united to his wife.” So Augustine.9



EX hac causa exstitit illud pudendum (nec minus metuendum quam pudendum), nec nisi morte finiendum, carnis et spiritus dissidium et bellum: de quo Paulus, Caro, inquit, concupiscit adversus spiritum, spiritus autem adversus carnem; haec enim sibi invicem adversantur, ut non quaecunque vultis illa faciatis. Hinc illa eiusdem miseranda querela et lamentabilis exclamatio: Video aliam legem in membris meis repugnantem [legi mentis meae]…
From this cause arose that shameful (and no less to-be-feared than shameful), and not to be ended except by death, discord and war of the flesh and the spirit: of which Paul [speaks]: “The flesh,” he says, “lusts against the spirit, but the spirit against the flesh; for these are contrary one to another, so that you do not the things that you would.” Hence that pitiable complaint and lamentable exclamation of the same: “I see another law in my members fighting against [the law of my mind]…10



…legi mentis meae, et captivantem me in lege peccati quae est in membris meis. Infelix ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis huius? Non est silendum, pro illo Verenda patris sui, in Hebraeo esse nuditatem, quae vox crebro usurpatur Levitici 18, ubi pro ea Latina lectio habet vocem hanc, turpitudo. Considera igitur quam honeste ac pudice lingua Hebraea inhonestas ac pudendas corporis nostri partes appellet. Vidit igitur Cham verenda patris sui — neque casu vidit, imprudenter in eum incurrens aspectum, sed substitit ad videndum, sciens et volens aspexit, otiose et attente spectavit, impudenter irrisit. O hominem nequam, in quem vetus illud verbum recte dicatur, Mala mens, malus animus.
…the law of my mind, and captivating me in the law of sin which is in my members. Unhappy man that I am, who shall deliver me from the body of this death?” It is not to be passed over in silence that, in place of that “his father's nakedness,” in the Hebrew it is “nakedness” — a word frequently used in Leviticus 18, where for it the Latin reading has this word, “baseness” [turpitudo]. Consider, therefore, how honorably and modestly the Hebrew tongue names the unseemly and shameful parts of our body. Cham, therefore, saw his father's nakedness — and he did not see it by chance, imprudently running upon the sight of him, but he stopped to look, knowingly and willingly gazed, leisurely and attentively beheld, impudently mocked. O worthless man, against whom that old saying may rightly be applied: “An evil mind, an evil disposition.”11



BEROSUS Annianus hanc historiam narrans multa de suo addidit: Cham, inquit, Noë filius fuit magicae et veneficae arti studens, unde Zoroaster nomen consecutus est. Is patrem Noë oderat, quod non solum ab eo minus ceteris fratribus diligeretur, verum etiam despiceretur; sed praecipua odii causa erat dissimilitudo studiorum et morum. Itaque nactus opportunitatem, cum Noë temulentus iaceret, eius virilia manibus comprehendens taciteque submurmurans, carmine magico illusit patri, cumque sterilem, non secus ac si esset castratus, efficit. Quocirca post id temporis Noë nullam feminam potuit fecundare. Haec ille.
Berosus Annianus, narrating this history, added much of his own: “Cham,” he says, “the son of Noah, was devoted to the magic and poisoning art, whence he got the name Zoroaster. He hated his father Noah, because he was not only less loved by him than his other brothers, but even despised; but the chief cause of the hatred was the dissimilarity of pursuits and characters. And so, having got an opportunity, when Noah lay drunk, grasping his virile parts with his hands and softly muttering, by a magic charm he mocked his father, and made him sterile, just as if he had been castrated. Wherefore after that time Noah could make no woman fruitful.” Thus he.12



APUD Cassianum Serenus Abbas in Collatione 8 cap. 21 tradit Magicarum superstitionum et praestigiarum primos auctores et magistros fuisse malos Angelos quondam cum mulieribus mixtos: earum vero artium studiosissimum et peritissimum fuisse Cham filium Noë, qui eas artes, ne diluvio perirent, diversorum metallorum laminis et durissimis lapidibus insculptas conservavit, et post diluvium eas docuit posteros suos et per orbem disseminavit. Horum similia scribit auctor Historiae Scholasticae: Ninus, inquit, vicit Cham, qui adhuc vivebat et regnabat apud Bactrianos (vel ut placet aliis, in Thracia), et appellabatur Zoroaster, inventor Magicae artis; qui et hanc et septem liberales artes in quatuordecim columnis scripsit, septem aeneis et septem latericiis, contra duplex orbis excidium quod futurum audierat, alterum per aquam, alterum vero per ignem. Ninus autem libros eius combussit. Sic ibi. Quae si vera sunt, nemini mirum videri debet Cham tam ingratum, impudentem et impium fuisse adversus patrem suum Noë; cuius videlicet animus non tantum humanis flagitiis contaminatus, sed etiam diabolicis magicarum artium fallaciis et erroribus corruptissimus erat.
In Cassian, Abbot Serenus, in the eighth Conference, chapter 21, relates that the first authors and masters of magical superstitions and tricks were the evil Angels once mingled with women: and that the most studious and most skilled of those arts was Cham the son of Noah, who, lest those arts should perish in the flood, preserved them engraved on plates of various metals and on the hardest stones, and after the flood taught them to his posterity and disseminated them through the world. Similar things the author of the Scholastic History writes: “Ninus,” he says, “conquered Cham, who still lived and reigned among the Bactrians (or, as it pleases others, in Thrace), and was called Zoroaster, the inventor of the Magic art; who wrote both this and the seven liberal arts on fourteen columns, seven of bronze and seven of brick, against the twofold destruction of the world which he had heard would come, one by water, the other by fire. But Ninus burned his books.” So there. If these things are true, it ought to seem strange to no one that Cham was so ungrateful, impudent, and impious toward his father Noah; whose mind, namely, was not only contaminated with human crimes, but even most corrupted with the diabolical deceits and errors of the magic arts.13



Et nunciavit duobus fratribus suis foras. Mosis hoc loco scelus Cham describentis singula verba magnam habent emphasim, vel potius singula graves quaedam circumstantiae sunt, quibus id peccatum vehementer exaggeratur. Primo, non alienus quispiam, sed proprius filius adversus patrem peccavit; deinde adversus patrem sanctissimum virum Deoque carissimum, summaque reverentia et veneratione dignum, et cuius virtutum domesticis eruditus exemplis bonum amare et malum quodlibet (nedum tantum scelus) odisse et aversari [debuerat]…
“And he told it to his two brethren without.” In Moses here describing the crime of Cham, the individual words have great emphasis — or rather, the individual [words] are certain grave circumstances by which that sin is vehemently aggravated. First, not some stranger, but his own son sinned against his father; next, against a father a most holy man and most dear to God, worthy of the highest reverence and veneration, and by whose domestic examples of virtues, being instructed, he ought to have loved good and to have hated and shunned any evil whatever (not to say so great a crime)…14



…debuerat. His accessit summum ingrati animi crimen, quod non semel tantum ab illo per generationem spiritum vitae et usuram lucis acceperat, sed propter eum maxime a diluvii exitio servatus fuerat. Illud quoque auget flagitium, quod a Mose appellatur pater Chanaan: cum enim iam pater esset, merito timere debuit ne, qualem se gereret ipse erga patrem suum, talem quoque filium suum erga se experiretur; nec illum a peccando retardavit primum illud naturae legis praeceptum, Quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris. Adiice quod nuditatem et turpitudinem patris sciens et libens aspexit cum contemptu, irrisit, divulgavit, et fratres suos ad eius irrisionem provocavit. Videsne quanta in uno facto sint crimina?
…he ought [to have shunned it]. To this was added the highest crime of an ungrateful mind: that not only once had he received from him, through generation, the breath of life and the enjoyment of light, but on his account especially he had been saved from the destruction of the flood. This too increases the crime, that he is called by Moses “father of Chanaan”: for since he was now a father, he ought rightly to have feared lest, as he behaved toward his own father, so he might experience his own son toward himself; nor did that first precept of the natural law restrain him from sinning, “What you do not wish to be done to you, do not to another.” Add that he knowingly and willingly looked upon his father's nakedness and baseness with contempt, mocked it, divulged it, and provoked his brothers to mock it. Do you see how many crimes there are in one deed?15



SED cur tantopere Cham tam foedo et turpi paternae nuditatis spectaculo laetatus est? Nimirum improbus erat, ideoque rebus improbis gaudebat, et aliorum erratis tanquam criminum suorum solatiis delectabatur. Omnis improbus, inquit Ambrosius, quia ipse devius disciplinae est, aliorum lapsus non solum pro sui erroris solatio accipit, quod consortes invenerit culpae, verum etiam improbo laetatur affectu, tanquam sua ipse delicta correxerit. Mala mens ergo laetatur praeter propositum quippiam alicui accidisse sapienti: cum utique corporis lapsus in vitio esse non debeat, etiamsi lapsus putetur, nisi animus quoque inclinetur ad culpam. Etenim venialia iudicanda sunt huiusmodi errata, non odio prosequenda, non habenda ludibrio. Sed mens, ut dixi, improba, cum putat errasse sapientem, insultandum arbitratur ei cuius sibi putat mores esse contrarios, eoque laetandum sibi, quod iusto viro nec eruditio ipsius profuerit, nec iustitia suffragata sit, nec ea quae secundum corpus sunt habuerint prosperos cursus.
But why did Cham rejoice so greatly in so foul and base a spectacle of his father's nakedness? Doubtless he was wicked, and therefore rejoiced in wicked things, and was delighted by the errors of others as by the consolations of his own crimes. “Every wicked man,” says Ambrose, “because he himself is straying from discipline, not only takes the falls of others as a consolation for his own error — that he has found partners of his fault — but even rejoices with a wicked affection, as if he himself had corrected his own faults. The evil mind, therefore, rejoices that something has happened to some wise man beyond [his] purpose: although surely a fall of the body ought not to be reckoned a vice, even if it be thought a fall, unless the mind too be inclined to fault. For errors of this kind are to be judged venial, not to be pursued with hatred, not to be held in mockery. But the mind, as I said, being wicked, when it thinks a wise man has erred, judges that he is to be insulted whose character it thinks contrary to its own, and that it is to rejoice that to a just man neither his erudition profited, nor justice favored him, nor the things which are according to the body had prosperous courses.”16



HUC etiam spectat quod in Oratione de Invidia scriptum reliquit Basilius: Quemadmodum, inquit, vultures ad male olentia feruntur, amoena vero prata et suaveolentia loca praetervolant; et muscae quod sanum et integrum est praetereunt, ad morbida et ulcerosa se conferunt: sic invidi ea quae in vita clara sunt et gloriose gesta non respiciunt, at ea quae vilia sunt attendunt; si quid erratum sit (qualia humana multa contingunt) id publicant, et inde homines cognosci volunt. Sicut etiam imperiti pictores a nare distorta, vel a cica[trice]…
To this also pertains what Basil left written in the Oration On Envy: “Just as,” he says, “vultures are borne toward ill-smelling things, but fly past pleasant meadows and sweet-smelling places; and flies pass by what is sound and whole and betake themselves to the diseased and ulcerous: so the envious do not regard the things which in life are illustrious and gloriously done, but attend to the things which are mean; if anything has been done amiss (such as many human things happen to be), they publish it, and from that wish men to be known. Just as also unskilled painters, from a distorted nose, or from a sca[r]…17



…trice, vel alio quopiam vitio quod vel natura vel morbo interdum accidit, formas eorum qui picti sunt significant, et inde eos cognosci volunt.
…or from some other fault which sometimes happens by nature or by disease, represent the forms of those who are painted, and from that wish them to be recognized.”18



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:22 (lemma). Margin: v. 22. ↩
	§137. As Cain and Abel split mankind into two ‘cities’ (Augustine), so Cham and Sem renew the division after the flood — God's hidden justice and mercy (Paul's vessels of honor/contumely). Margins: “How ancient the division of men into good and bad is, and whence it takes its origin”; Rom. (9); 2 Tim. 2. ↩
	§138. Q: why ‘Cham father of Chanaan’? Three causes; the first (Ambrose, Theodoret): father and son were alike in wickedness; the second: the curse would pass through Chanaan to the Canaanites. Margins: “Why here he is called Cham the father of Chanaan — three causes”; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 30; Theodoret, q. 17 on Genesis. Continues on p. 367. ↩
	§138 (cont.). [The second cause concluded — to point readers toward the coming curse of Canaan.] ↩
	§139. The third cause (the Hebrews, via Theodoret): Chanaan first saw and reported the nakedness — supported by ‘his younger son’ (the curse fell chiefly on Chanaan). Margin: Theodoret. ↩
	§140. Why these are the ‘shameful parts’: their disobedience to reason mirrors and punishes man's disobedience to God (Eden's loss of innocence). Margins: “Why those parts especially are called pudenda, and whence that shame arose”; Gen. 3. ↩
	§141. Augustine on the ‘shameful members’: before sin they were not base; lust now moves them beyond the will, witnessing the first disobedience. Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 14, chs. 17, 20; Gen. 3. Continues on p. 368. ↩
	§141 (cont.). Augustine: the implanted shame is universal — even barbarians and the naked Gymnosophists of India cover these parts. ↩
	§142. Why these parts shame us more than the (faulty) workings of anger: anger's motions obey the will, but these defy it (Augustine, City of God 14.19). Margins: “Why these members shame us rather than the others”; Augustine, City of God ch. 19. ↩
	§143. The shameful, deadly ‘war of flesh and spirit’ (Gal 5; Rom 7's lament). Margin: Gal. 5. Continues on p. 369. ↩
	§143 (cont.). The Hebrew ‘nakedness’ (cf. Lev 18); Cham looked deliberately, knowingly, and mockingly — ‘an evil mind, an evil disposition.’ ↩
	§144. Berosus's fictional addition: Cham (= Zoroaster), a magician, hated and magically ‘castrated’ his drunken father. Margin: Berosus Annianus. ↩
	§145. Cham as the preserver and spreader of magic (Cassian; the Scholastic History — Cham/Zoroaster's fourteen columns, burnt by Ninus). Margins: Cassian; Gen. 6; “Cham a Magus, and the same as Zoroaster”; Scholastic History on Genesis, ch. 39. ↩
	§146. The circumstances aggravating Cham's sin begin (his own son; against so holy a father). Continues on p. 370. ↩
	§146 (cont.). Further aggravations: ingratitude to the father who gave him life and saved him; he was himself a father; he broke the Golden Rule; he gazed, mocked, divulged, and incited. ↩
	§147. Why Cham rejoiced: the wicked delight in others' falls (Ambrose) — as if a partner in fault excused their own. Margins: “Why the wicked greatly rejoice in the fall of the good”; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 30. ↩
	§148. Basil (On Envy): the envious are like vultures and flies, drawn to others' faults; like bad painters fixing on a blemish. Margin: Basil. Continues on p. 371. ↩
	§148 (cont.). [The running head misprints ‘374’ for 371.] Basil's image concluded — the envious make others known by a single blemish. ↩




But Shem and Japheth put a cloak upon their shoulders, and going backward, covered the nakedness of their father: and their faces were turned away, and they saw not …

LatineEnglish


{But Shem and Japheth put a cloak upon their shoulders, and going backward, covered the nakedness of their father: and their faces were turned away, and they saw not their father's nakedness.}1
At vero Sem et Iaphet pallium imposuerunt humeris suis, et incedentes retrorsum, operuerunt verenda patris sui: faciesque eorum aversae erant, et patris virilia non viderunt.



IIS verbis, ut inquit Ambrosius, evidens pietatis expressus est affectus, quod nudatum amictu patrem boni filii videre caverunt, ne paterna reverentia vel ipso minueretur aspectu: siquidem etiam ipso tacito vultu pietas frequenter offenditur. Unde etiam Romae vetus fuisse usus dicitur, ne filii cum parentibus, et maxime puberes, intrarent lavacrum. Haec Ambrosius. Quod autem ille de veterum Romanorum verecundia indicat, disertis verbis docet Cicero Officiorum libro primo: Scenicorum, inquit, mos tantam habet a vetere disciplina verecundiam, ut in scena sine subligaculo prodeat nemo: ne, si forte corporis partes quaedam aperiantur, aspiciantur non decore. Nostro quidem more, cum parentibus puberes filii, cum soceris generi, non lavantur. Haec Cicero.
By these words, as Ambrose says, an evident affection of piety is expressed, in that the good sons took care not to see their father uncovered of his garment, lest paternal reverence should be diminished even by the very sight: since even by the silent countenance piety is frequently offended. Whence also at Rome it is said to have been an ancient custom that sons should not enter the bath with their parents, and especially [not] the grown-up [sons]. Thus Ambrose. And what he indicates about the modesty of the ancient Romans, Cicero teaches in express words in the first book of the Offices: “The custom of stage-players has so much modesty from ancient discipline, that no one comes onto the stage without a loincloth: lest, if perchance certain parts of the body be exposed, they be looked upon indecorously. And by our custom, grown-up sons do not bathe with their parents, nor sons-in-law with their fathers-in-law.” Thus Cicero.2



OMNINO factum illud Sem et Iaphet fuit, tum insigni paternae reverentiae ac pietatis officio, tum illustri significatione castissimi animi et laudatissimi pudoris, omnibus saeculis memorandum, nec minori hominum praedicatione atque imitatione quam factum Cham vituperatione et execratione dignum. Etenim nuntiata ipsis a Cham patris sui nuditate, non solum levitatem eius non approbarunt, verum etiam (ut credere par est) vehementer obiurgarunt. Deinde non modo nudum patrem visere noluerunt, sed ne foeditas nuditatis eius plurium oculis pateret et inde cresceret patris ignominia (quam suam illi ducebant), quam ocyssime ad eum contegendum — retrogrado tamen gressu, ne forte nuda patris vel per imprudentiam viderent — festinarunt. Itaque praeclara illa monita et documenta de honorandis parentibus quae prodita sunt in libro Ecclesiastici, tot illi saeculis ante diligentissime custodierunt et absolutissime praestiterunt. Sic autem est in eo loco: Qui honorat patrem suum, iucundabitur in filiis, et in die orationis suae exaudietur, et vita vivet longiore. Qui timet Deum honorat parentes, et quasi dominis serviet his qui se genuerunt. In opere et sermone et omni patientia honora patrem tuum, ut superveniat tibi benedictio a Deo, et benedictio illius in novissimo maneat. Benedictio patris firmat domos filiorum, maledictio autem eradicat fundamenta. Ne glorieris in contumelia patris tui, non enim est tibi gloria sed confusio: gloria enim hominis ex honore patris sui, et dedecus filii pater sine honore. Fili, suscipe senectam patris, et non contristes eum in vita illius; et si defecerit sensu, veniam da, et ne spernas eum in virtute tua. Horum praeceptorum veritatem atque utilitatem exemplum illorum trium Noë filiorum abunde comprobavit.
Altogether that deed of Sem and Iaphet was, both by the notable duty of paternal reverence and piety, and by the illustrious signification of a most chaste mind and most praiseworthy modesty, to be remembered in all ages, and worthy of no less proclamation and imitation by men than the deed of Cham [is worthy] of blame and execration. For, when their father's nakedness was announced to them by Cham, they not only did not approve his levity, but even (as it is fair to believe) vehemently rebuked him. Next, they not only would not look at their naked father, but, lest the foulness of his nakedness should be exposed to the eyes of many and thence the father's ignominy (which they reckoned their own) should grow, they hastened as quickly as possible to cover him — yet with backward step, lest perchance they should see their father's nakedness even by imprudence. And so those excellent counsels and lessons about honoring parents which are handed down in the book of Ecclesiasticus, they so many ages before most diligently kept and most perfectly performed. And thus it is in that place: “He that honors his father shall have joy in his children, and in the day of his prayer he shall be heard, and shall live a longer life. He that fears God honors his parents, and will serve them as masters who begot him. In work and word and all patience honor thy father, that a blessing may come upon thee from God, and his blessing may remain in the latter end. The blessing of the father establishes the houses of the children, but the curse [of the mother] roots up the foundations. Glory not in the dishonor of thy father, for his shame is no glory to thee but confusion: for the glory of a man is from the honor of his father, and a father without honor is the disgrace of the son. Son, support the old age of thy father, and grieve him not in his life; and if he fail in sense, bear with him, and despise him not in thy strength.” The truth and utility of these precepts the example of those three sons of Noah abundantly approved.3



HAUD equidem scio an paris vel etiam maioris reverentiae ac pietatis erga parentes — non quidem carnales, sed spirituales, ut sunt sacerdotes et Episcopi — fuisse iudicandum sit, quod fecisse Constantinum Magnum in Ecclesiasticis historiis annotatum est. Cum interesset ille synodo Nicaenae, ad quam stabiliendae Fidei causa trecenti et decem atque octo Episcopi convenerant, complures libelli Episcopalium contentionum, querelarum, iurgiorum et accusationum referti ad eum delati sunt; quos ille non tantum legere aut aperire non sustinuit, sed publice iussit exuri, nefas esse atque impium affirmans, quos Deus ceterorum hominum magistros et iudices et quasi parentes constituit, eorum vitia quisquam mortalium publicare, nedum iudicare vel damnare audeat.…
I, for my part, do not know whether of equal or even greater reverence and piety toward parents — not indeed carnal, but spiritual, such as are priests and Bishops — is to be judged that which it is recorded in the Ecclesiastical histories that Constantine the Great did. When he was present at the Council of Nicaea, to which, for the establishing of the Faith, three hundred and eighteen Bishops had assembled, several little books, filled with episcopal contentions, complaints, quarrels, and accusations, were delivered to him; which he not only did not bring himself to read or open, but publicly ordered to be burned — affirming that it was a wicked and impious thing that any mortal should publish, much less judge or condemn, the vices of those whom God appointed masters and judges and as it were parents of other men…4



…Ponam hoc loco verba Theodoreti, quibus ille historiam eius rei breviter exposuit, dignissima enim sunt quae cum admiratione tantae illius Imperatoris observantiae ac pietatis legantur. Porro, inquit, minime silentio illud praetereundum arbitror. Erant quidam calumniandi studio flagrantes, qui quosdam Episcopos accusabant, et criminationis libellos Imperatori adferebant. Ille vero eiusmodi libellis acceptis, primum cum eos vinculo constrinxisset annuloque suo obsignasset, servari iussit. Deinde cum concordiam inter eos conciliasset, libellos in medium prolatos, spectantibus ipsis, igne cremari mandavit, adiecto iureiurando se ne verbum quidem in illis scriptum perlegisse. Nam sacerdotum, inquit, vitia non sunt populo aperienda, ne ille inde causa offendiculi arrepta licentius peccare aggrediatur. Quin etiam illud quoque dixisse commemorant, si suis oculis Episcopum alienae uxori stuprum inferre videret, facinus id nefandum suo paludamento se obtecturum, ne flagitii eius aspectus eos qui ipsum cernerent ulla ex parte laederet. Sic Theodoretus. Hanc ipsam historiam plenius expositam reperiet lector apud Ruffinum libro decimo Historiae Ecclesiasticae, ubi etiam ponitur memorabilis Oratio Constantini, qua pius ille Imperator Antistitum Ecclesiae Christi auctoritatem et dignitatem super omne fastigium saecularis potentiae ac dignitatis extollit. Verum nobis quod supra ex Theodoreto memoravimus, magis ad rem praesentem facere visum est.
…I will here set down the words of Theodoret, by which he briefly set forth the history of that matter, for they are most worthy to be read with admiration of so great an Emperor's reverence and piety. “Moreover,” he says, “I think that by no means is this to be passed over in silence. There were certain men burning with zeal for calumny, who accused some Bishops and brought books of accusation to the Emperor. But he, having received books of this kind, first, when he had bound them with a cord and sealed them with his ring, ordered them to be kept. Then, when he had reconciled concord among them, he ordered the books, brought into the midst, to be burned with fire, they themselves looking on, an oath being added that he had not read even a word written in them. For the vices of priests,” he said, “are not to be exposed to the people, lest, taking from it occasion of offense, they more freely set about to sin. Nay, they relate that he also said this: that if with his own eyes he should see a Bishop committing adultery with another's wife, he would cover that nefarious deed with his own cloak, lest the sight of his crime should in any part harm those who beheld it.” So Theodoret. This same history the reader will find more fully expounded in Rufinus, in the tenth book of the Ecclesiastical History, where also is set down the memorable Oration of Constantine, by which that pious Emperor exalts the authority and dignity of the Prelates of the Church of Christ above every height of secular power and dignity. But to us what we have recorded above from Theodoret seemed to make more for the present matter.5



BEATUS Gregorius exemplum hoc prudentissimae pietatis Sem et Iaphet erga patrem suum diligenter ponderans, secundum Tropologicam interpretationem (in qua ille semper excellit) pulchre accommodat ad eruditionem eorum qui aliorum imperio reguntur, [docens] sub quibus subditi erga Praelatorum suorum vitia se gerere debeant; ne forte Praelatorum suorum vitia aut stulte imitari studeant, aut impudenter irridere, aut etiam contumeliose publicare audeant. Sic autem scribit: Si magistrorum vita iure reprehenditur, oportet ut subditi nec eos imitari velint, nec quos imitari despiciunt venerari contemnant: sed et quae displicent venerentur. Hoc est solerter intuendum: media enim via tenenda est rectitudinis et humilitatis, ut sic magistrorum vitia displiceant, ut subditorum tamen mens a servanda magisterii reverentia non recedat. Quod bene in Noë inebriato exprimitur, cuius nudata verenda boni filii aversi texerint. Aversari quippe dicimus quod reprobamus. Bonis igitur subditis sic praepositorum suorum mala displiceant, ut ea tamen ab aliis occultent. Operimentum aversi deferunt, quia improbantes factum et venerantes magisterium, nolunt videre quod tegunt. Sic ille.
St. Gregory, diligently weighing this example of the most prudent piety of Sem and Iaphet toward their father, according to the Tropological interpretation (in which he always excels), beautifully accommodates it to the instruction of those who are ruled by another's command, [showing] how subjects ought to behave toward the vices of their Prelates; lest perchance they either foolishly study to imitate their Prelates' vices, or impudently deride [them], or even dare contumeliously to publish [them]. And he writes thus: “If the life of teachers is justly reprehended, the subjects ought neither to wish to imitate them, nor to despise to venerate those whom they decline to imitate: but let them venerate even what displeases. This is to be shrewdly considered: for a middle way of rectitude and humility is to be held, that the vices of masters so displease, that yet the subjects' mind does not depart from preserving the reverence of the magistracy. Which is well expressed in Noah made drunk, whose uncovered nakedness the good sons, turned away, covered. For we say ‘to turn away’ [aversari] that which we disapprove. To good subjects, therefore, let the evils of their superiors so displease, that yet they conceal them from others. They bring the covering turned away, because, disapproving the deed and venerating the magistracy, they will not see what they cover.” So he.6



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:23 (lemma). Margin: v. 23. ↩
	§149. The brothers' piety (Ambrose); ancient Roman modesty (Cicero, On Duties 1 — the stage loincloth, sons not bathing with fathers). Margins: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 31; Cicero. ↩
	§150. The brothers' covering — a deed for all ages — fulfilled in advance the precepts on honoring parents (Ecclesiasticus 3 quoted at length). ↩
	§151. Constantine's parallel: at Nicaea he burned the bishops' mutual accusations unread, refusing to expose his ‘spiritual parents.’ Margins: “A memorable example of Constantine the Great on honoring Christ's Church-Prelates and covering their faults”; Theodoret, Eccl. Hist. bk. 1, ch. 11. Continues on p. 372. ↩
	§151 (cont.). Theodoret's account: Constantine sealed, then burned, the accusations unread (he would even cover a bishop's adultery with his own cloak); cf. Rufinus. Margin: Rufinus. ↩
	§152. Gregory's tropology: subjects should disapprove their prelates' faults yet conceal them and keep due reverence (the brothers' backward covering). Margins: “A notable saying of St. Gregory, how subjects ought to behave toward their prelates' faults”; Gregory, Morals bk. 25. ↩




And Noah awaking from the wine, when he had learned what his younger son had done to him

LatineEnglish


{And Noah awaking from the wine, when he had learned what his younger son had done to him.}1
Evigilans autem Noë ex vino, cum didicisset quae fecerat ei filius suus iunior.



SEPTUAGINTA Interpretes nullam fecere mentionem aut significationem somni: sic enim verterunt hunc locum: Et sobrius factus Noë a vino. At lectio Latina, Hebraica et Chaldaica manifestam habent mentionem somni quo propter ebrietatem correptus est Noë. Evigilare enim seu expergisci a vino aperte declarat praecessisse somnum ex ebrietate natum. Et vero solet ebrietas altissimum adferre somnum. Etenim tribus ex rebus somnus homini accidit: ex nimio labore ac lassitudine corporis, ex multo cibo, et ex multo vini potu — vini praesertim valde potentis et (ut ita dicam) fumantis. His enim rebus multi et crassi vapores (vel in stomacho ex cibo potuque creati, vel ex ipso corpore quod immodico labore tenuatum et attritum est resoluti) subeunt caput, ibique sensum communem — originem sensuum exteriorum eorumque actionum terminum et quasi centrum quoddam — opprimunt et quodammodo ligant: quo fit cessatio sensuum exteriorum a suis functionibus, unde somnus exsistit. Ergo evigilasse Noë a vino non est aliud quam edormivisse vinum, et temulentia simul ac somno solutum, ad integrum rationis et sensuum usum rediisse. Quid autem mirum, patre familias tam alte dormiente, inimicum hominem in familia eius zizania seminasse?
The Seventy Interpreters made no mention or signification of sleep: for thus they rendered this place: “And Noah, being made sober from the wine.” But the Latin, Hebrew, and Chaldaic reading have a manifest mention of the sleep by which, on account of drunkenness, Noah was seized. For to awake or be roused from wine plainly declares that a sleep born of drunkenness had preceded. And indeed drunkenness is wont to bring on a very deep sleep. For from three things sleep happens to man: from excessive labor and weariness of body, from much food, and from much drinking of wine — especially of wine very strong and (so to say) fuming. For by these things many and thick vapors (either created in the stomach from food and drink, or released from the body itself, which is attenuated and worn by immoderate labor) go up into the head, and there oppress and in a way bind the common sense — the origin of the exterior senses and the term and as it were a certain center of their actions: whereby there comes a cessation of the exterior senses from their functions, whence sleep arises. Therefore, for Noah to have awaked from wine is nothing other than to have slept off the wine, and, loosed at once from drunkenness and sleep, to have returned to the entire use of reason and the senses. And what wonder, the father of the family sleeping so deeply, that an enemy man sowed tares in his family?2



Cum didicisset quae fecerat ei filius suus iunior. Unde Noë cognovit quae circa se, somno et ebrietate sopitum, facta fuerant? Secundum Glossam Interlinearem, novit ea spiritu prophetico et revelatione Dei. Sed ad ea cognoscenda non fuit opus divina revelatione. Plurium igitur sententia est facinus Cham notum fuisse Noë relatu Sem et Iaphet. At enim cogitanti mihi eximiam illorum fratrum bonitatem ac lenitatem animi, vix adducor ut credam eos ultro narravisse patri scelus fratris sui, veritos scilicet ne et patrem magno maerore ac dolore, et ingenti aliquo malo fratrem afficerent. Illud igitur credibilius sit, Noë expergiscentem, cum vidisset pudenda sua propria veste nudata et alieno pallio contecta, causam eius rei quaesivisse ex filiis, atque ita eos ad narrandum quod acciderat esse compulsos. Sed quis est is quem hoc loco appellat filium minorem, vel ut habent Septuaginta, iuniorem? Non desunt qui putent significari non Cham, sed filium ipsius Chanaan nepotem Noë. Moris enim est fere apud omnes ut avi non solum liberos suos, sed etiam qui ex his procreati sunt, appellent filios suos: appellatur autem Chanaan filius minor, quod distinguatur a Sem, Cham et Iaphet qui fuere maiores et propiores filii Noë.
“When he had learned what his younger son had done to him.” Whence did Noah know what had been done about him, while he was lulled by sleep and drunkenness? According to the Interlinear Gloss, he knew it by the prophetic spirit and by revelation of God. But for knowing these things there was no need of divine revelation. The opinion of most, therefore, is that the deed of Cham was made known to Noah by the report of Sem and Iaphet. But when I consider the exceeding goodness and gentleness of mind of those brothers, I am scarcely brought to believe that they of their own accord narrated to their father the crime of their brother, fearing namely lest they should affect both their father with great grief and sorrow, and their brother with some huge evil. This, therefore, would be more credible: that Noah, awakening, when he had seen his nakedness uncovered of its own garment and covered with another's cloak, asked the cause of this thing from his sons, and that thus they were compelled to narrate what had happened. But who is he whom in this place he calls the “lesser son,” or as the Septuagint has, the “younger”? There are those who think that not Cham is signified, but his son Chanaan, the grandson of Noah. For it is the custom among almost all that grandfathers call not only their own children, but also those who are procreated from them, their sons: and Chanaan is called the “lesser son,” to distinguish him from Sem, Cham, and Iaphet, who were the greater and nearer sons of Noah.3



VERUM communis opinio est filium minorem appellari Cham. Sed cur dicitur minor, cum natu maior fuerit quam Iaphet? ubi[cunque]…
But the common opinion is that the “lesser son” is called Cham. But why is he called lesser, since he was greater in birth than Iaphet? where[ever]…4



…ubicunque enim nominantur hi tres filii Noë, semper Cham memoratur secundus. Ambrosius interpretatur dici iuniorem non aetate sed sensu et moribus. Chrysostomus autem scribit eum quidem fuisse maiorem quam Iaphet, sed propter scelus admissum contra patrem fuisse postpositum omnibus fratribus. Idem contigit Esau respectu Iacob, et Ruben respectu Iudae. Verum illa mihi videtur simplicior et planior expositio, dici minorem comparative, id est, minorem quam Sem. Licet Hebraei contra sentiant: arbitrantur enim Sem fuisse minimum omnium, praepositum autem eum ceteris fratribus propter sanctitatis eius praestantiam, et propter dignitatem generis quod ex eo ductum est — Patriarchas dico, Reges et Prophetas, universumque populum Hebraeum. Quanquam, cum simpliciter et praecise dicatur filius minor, videtur intelligendum fuisse minorem ceteris fratribus, et idem valere hoc loco minorem atque minimum: praesertim cum Hebraei careant comparativis. Verum de ordine generationis filiorum Noë et superioribus libris nonnihil dictum est, et proxime sequenti libro disputabitur.
…for wherever these three sons of Noah are named, Cham is always mentioned second. Ambrose interprets that he is called “younger” not in age but in sense and character. But Chrysostom writes that he was indeed greater than Iaphet, but on account of the crime committed against his father was postponed [placed after] all his brothers. The same happened to Esau in respect to Jacob, and to Ruben in respect to Judah. But that exposition seems to me simpler and plainer: that he is called “lesser” comparatively, that is, lesser than Sem. Although the Hebrews think the contrary: for they judge that Sem was the least of all, but was set before the other brothers on account of the excellence of his holiness, and on account of the dignity of the race which was drawn from him — I mean the Patriarchs, Kings, and Prophets, and the whole Hebrew people. Although, since simply and precisely he is called the “lesser son,” it seems it must be understood that he was lesser than the other brothers, and that “lesser” and “least” are here equivalent: especially since the Hebrews lack comparatives. But about the order of generation of Noah's sons, something has been said in the earlier books, and will be disputed in the next following book.5



BEATUS Augustinus ex significatione vocabuli Cham — quod (ut interpretatur ipse) significat calidum sive fervidum — ostendit Cham fuisse figuram haereticorum, ita scribens: Cham porro, qui interpretatur calidus, medius Noë filius, tanquam se ab utroque discernens et inter utrumque remanens, nec in primitiis Israelitarum nec in plenitudine Gentium, quid significat nisi haereticorum genus calidum — non spiritu sapientiae sed spiritu versipellis astutiae, quo solent haereticorum fervere praecordia et pacem perturbare Sanctorum? Sed haec in usum cedunt proficientium, iuxta illud Apostoli: Oportet haereses esse, ut probati manifesti fiant in vobis. Multa quippe ad fidem Catholicam pertinentia, dum haereticorum callida inquietudine agitantur ut adversus eos defendi possint, et considerantur diligentius, et intelliguntur clarius, et instantius praedicantur, et ab adversario mota quaestio discendi exsistit occasio. Sic Augustinus.
St. Augustine, from the signification of the word Cham — which (as he himself interprets) signifies hot or fervid — shows that Cham was a figure of heretics, writing thus: “Cham, moreover, who is interpreted ‘hot,’ the middle son of Noah — as though distinguishing himself from both and remaining between both, neither in the firstfruits of the Israelites nor in the fullness of the Gentiles — what does he signify but the hot race of heretics, hot not with the spirit of wisdom but with the spirit of a versatile cunning, with which the hearts of heretics are wont to seethe and to disturb the peace of the Saints? But these things turn to the use of those who advance, according to that of the Apostle: There must be heresies, that they who are approved may be made manifest among you. For many things pertaining to the Catholic faith, while they are agitated by the crafty restlessness of heretics — that they may be defended against them — are both considered more diligently, and understood more clearly, and preached more insistently; and the question raised by the adversary becomes an occasion of learning.” So Augustine.6



BEROSUS vero Annianus huius Cham multiplicem atque enormem improbitatem paucis verbis commemorat. At vero Cham, inquit, cum publice corrumperet mortale genus, afferens et exemplo suo docens congrediendum esse (ut ante diluvium fiebat) cum matribus, sororibus, filiabus, masculis et brutis: et ob hoc eiectus est a Iano (Noë), piissimo et castissimo viro, fortitusque est cognomentum Esen Enua. Significat autem Esen apud Scythas Aramaeos infamem et impudicum; Enua vero incubum et propagatorem. Huius Cham pestifera dogmata secuti sunt Aegyptii, feceruntque illum sibi inter deos Saturnum adolescentiorem, et civitatem illi aedificarunt dictam Chemmin, id est, Cham urbem: cuius urbis cives ad hanc usque aetatem appellantur Chemenitae. Verum posteriores Aegyptii nefandas illas commistiones abiecerunt, retento quod fuerat primi moris, ut inter fratres et sorores coniugia iniri possint. Sic ille Berosus.
But Berosus Annianus recounts in a few words the manifold and enormous wickedness of this Cham. “But Cham,” he says, “when he publicly corrupted the mortal race, bringing in and teaching by his own example that one must couple (as was done before the flood) with mothers, sisters, daughters, males, and brutes: and on account of this he was cast out by Janus (Noah), a most pious and most chaste man, and got the surname Esen Enua. Now Esen signifies among the Scythian Aramaeans ‘infamous and unchaste’; but Enua, ‘incubus and propagator.’ The pestilent dogmas of this Cham the Egyptians followed, and made him for themselves among the gods the younger Saturn, and built him a city called Chemmin, that is, the city of Cham: whose citizens to this age are called Chemenites. But the later Egyptians cast off those nefarious minglings, retaining what had been of the first custom, that marriages might be entered into between brothers and sisters.” So that Berosus.7



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:24 (lemma). Margin: v. 24. ↩
	§153. The Septuagint omits the sleep; the three causes of sleep (toil, food, strong wine — vapors binding the ‘common sense’); ‘an enemy sowed tares’ while the father slept. Margins: “Three causes of sleep”; Matt. 13. ↩
	§154. How Noah knew (not by revelation, but he asked his sons on seeing himself re-clothed); who is the ‘younger son’ — possibly the grandson Chanaan. Margin: Matt. 13. ↩
	§155. The common view: the ‘lesser son’ = Cham. But why ‘lesser’? Margin: “Why Cham is called the lesser son.” Continues on p. 374. ↩
	§155 (cont.). Why ‘lesser’: Ambrose (in character), Chrysostom (demoted for his crime, like Esau/Ruben), Pererius (= ‘lesser than Sem’); the Hebrews think Sem the youngest but preferred. Margins: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 31; Chrysostom on Genesis; Gen. 27; below, ch. 49. ↩
	§156. Augustine: ‘Cham’ = ‘hot,’ a figure of heretics (hot with cunning, not wisdom) — yet heresies profit the Church, sharpening and clarifying the faith. Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16, ch. 2; “What benefit the Catholic Church gets from heretics”; 1 Cor. 11. ↩
	§157. Berosus's lurid account: Cham taught universal incest/bestiality, was expelled by ‘Janus’ (Noah), named ‘Esen Enua’; the Egyptians made him the younger Saturn and named a city Chemmin for him. Margins: Berosus Annianus bk. 3; “On the enormous wickedness and impiety of Cham.” ↩




Cursed be Canaan

LatineEnglish


{Cursed be Canaan.}1
Maledictus Chanaan.



TRANSLATIO Septuaginta Romae nuper emendata sic habet: Maledictus puer Chanaan; quam lectionem etiam Chrysostomus et Augustinus secuti sunt. Hanc lectionem si amplectimur, non est dubitandum nobis quin Chanaan iam eo tempore natus fuerit quo haec locutus est Noë: non enim, si natus non fuisset, et proprio nomine eum appellasset, et puerilem eius aetatem denotasset Noë. Verum etsi non legamus vocabulum pueri, quod nec Hebraica nec Chaldaica nec Latina habent, nihilominus tamen probabile est iam tum natum fuisse Chanaan: quomodo enim Noë nondum nato maledixisset? Scio Origenem, Ambrosium et Rupertum contra sensisse. Sed mihi quod dixi similius vero est. Itaque quod hoc loco narrat Moses de ebrietate Noë et maledictione Chanaan, post diluvium contigit minimum annis decem: siquidem tum Chanaan iam erat puer, et alios tres fratres natu maiores habebat. Ceterum vox illa, maledictus, ut interpretatur Theodoretus et alii, non continet optationem et imprecationem mali, sed propheticam praedictionem eorum quae ventura erant posteritati eius. Nec debet subintelligi verbum, sit, sed verbum est vel erit, hoc intellectu: Maledictus est, scilicet in sua posteritate, secundum aeternam Dei praedestinationem et ordinationem; vel, Maledictus erit, scilicet suo tempore, quo tempore Dei ordinatio ad effectum veniet. Adiuvat hanc expositionem quod proxime subiungitur: Servus servorum erit fratribus suis.
The Septuagint translation, lately corrected at Rome, has thus: “Cursed be the boy Canaan”; which reading Chrysostom and Augustine also followed. If we embrace this reading, we must not doubt that Canaan was already born at the time Noah spoke these words: for, had he not been born, Noah would not have called him by his proper name and noted his boyish age. But although we do not read the word “boy” (which neither the Hebrew nor the Chaldaic nor the Latin have), nevertheless it is probable that Canaan was by then born: for how would Noah have cursed one not yet born? I know that Origen, Ambrose, and Rupert thought the contrary. But to me what I have said is more like the truth. And so what Moses here narrates of Noah's drunkenness and the curse of Canaan happened at least ten years after the flood, since Canaan was then already a boy and had three other brothers older in birth. Moreover that word, “cursed,” as Theodoret and others interpret, does not contain a wish and imprecation of evil, but a prophetic prediction of the things that were to come upon his posterity. Nor is the verb “be” to be understood, but the verb “is” or “will be,” in this sense: “He is cursed,” namely in his posterity, according to God's eternal predestination and ordination; or, “He will be cursed,” namely in his own time, at which time God's ordination will come to effect. This exposition is helped by what is next subjoined: “A servant of servants shall he be to his brothers.”2



QUOD si quis omnino vellet orationem Noë continere imprecationem mali, nec ea interpretatio non optimam habet sententiam. Noë enim imprecatur malum filio suo non impatientia acceptae ab eo iniuriae, nec ardore vindictae, sed sanctissimo zelo iustitiae. Scilicet imprecatur ei malum sceleribus eius meritum ac debitum; nec sine Dei incitatu et afflatu, cuius hanc esse voluntatem et decretum non ignorabat. Magnam porro vim habet tam benedictio quam maledictio patris in bonum et malum filiorum. Quapropter paterna benedictio vehementer optanda, maledictio perhorrescenda est. Scriptum enim est: Benedictio patris firmat domos filiorum, maledictio autem eradicat fundamenta.
But if anyone should altogether wish Noah's speech to contain an imprecation of evil, that interpretation too has a very good sense. For Noah imprecates evil upon his [grand]son not from impatience of the injury received from him, nor from ardor of vengeance, but from the most holy zeal of justice. Namely, he imprecates upon him an evil merited and due to his crimes; and not without the prompting and inspiration of God, whose will and decree this was, as he was not ignorant. And the blessing and curse of a father has great force for the good and evil of children. Wherefore a father's blessing is vehemently to be desired, his curse to be dreaded. For it is written: “The blessing of the father establishes the houses of the children, but the curse roots up the foundations.”3



VERUM duae hoc loco non dissimulandae quaestiones exsistunt: quarum prior haec est, cur non est maledictus Cham qui peccaverat, sed Chanaan filius eius? Ad hanc varie potest responderi. Primo, quia primus omnium Chanaan nuditatem et turpitudinem Noë vidit, irrisit, et patri suo nuntiavit; propterea merito Noë in ipsum maledictionem suam potissimum contulit. Haec est Hebraeorum sententia, quam non sine assensu memorat Theodoretus, Caietanus vero plane approbat. Deinde, quo expressius magnitudo sceleris Cham ostenderetur, quod tantum fuerat ut non in ipso solum sed etiam in filio et posteritate eius puniri dignum fuerit. Praeterea, si maledictus fuisset [Cham]…
But two questions arise here, not to be passed over: of which the first is, why was not Cham, who had sinned, cursed, but Chanaan his son? To this it can be variously answered. First, because Chanaan first of all saw Noah's nakedness and baseness, mocked it, and told it to his father; therefore Noah rightly laid his curse chiefly upon him. This is the opinion of the Hebrews, which Theodoret recounts not without assent, and Cajetan plainly approves. Next, that the magnitude of Cham's crime might be more expressly shown — which had been so great that it deserved to be punished not in himself only, but even in his son and his posterity. Besides, if [Cham] had been cursed…4



…Cham, visa esset eius maledictio pertinere ad universam eius posteritatem, cum ea tamen maledictio solum comprehenderit posteritatem eius per filium Chanaan propagandam, non autem per alios tres filios Chus, Mesrain et Phut. Ad haec, cum Deus benedixisset omnibus filiis Noë quando arca sunt egressi, non ausus esset Noë cuiquam illorum maledicere, nefas ratus cui Deus benedictionem suam impertitus esset, ei se maledictionem tribuere. Hanc rationem attigerunt Chrysostomus et Theodoretus.
…Cham, his curse would have seemed to pertain to his whole posterity, whereas that curse comprehended only the posterity to be propagated through his son Chanaan, and not through the other three sons Chus, Mesrain, and Phut. Besides, since God had blessed all the sons of Noah when they came out of the ark, Noah would not have dared to curse any of them, thinking it wicked that he should assign a curse to one to whom God had imparted His blessing. This reason Chrysostom and Theodoret touched on.5



BEATUS Ambrosius tres rationes adfert: unam, quo acerbior esset dolor Cham, intelligentis propter suum scelus etiam filium (quem unice diligeret ut minimum natu sibique ingenio et moribus simillimum), atque adeo etiam posteros eius, turpissimae servitutis poena punitum iri. Alteram, quod Chanaan, tum propriis flagitiis (fuit enim sceleratissimus) tum paternae impietatis ac malitiae imitatione, tali maledictione dignissimus fuerit. Tertia, quo apertius declararetur gravitas peccati Cham, cuius scilicet poena non in ipso tantum finita fuerit, sed usque ad posteros extensa. His adiice, vidisse Noë spiritu prophetico posteros Cham ex filio eius Chanaan generandos — gentem dico Chananaeorum — fore sceleratissimam atque impiissimam, ideoque exosam Deo, maledictam execratamque et suis sedibus exterminandam; eos autem qui relicti essent, servitio posterorum Sem (id est Hebraeis) mancipandos esse. Hoc, inquam, cum vidisset Noë spiritu prophetico, sequens Dei sententiam, in Chanaan praecipue Chananaeorum parentem maledictionem suam congessit.
St. Ambrose brings forward three reasons: one, that the grief of Cham might be the sharper, understanding that on account of his crime his son too (whom he loved uniquely as the youngest in birth and most like himself in disposition and character), and indeed even his posterity, would be punished with the penalty of a most base servitude. The second, that Chanaan — both by his own crimes (for he was most wicked) and by the imitation of his father's impiety and malice — was most worthy of such a curse. The third, that the gravity of Cham's sin might be more openly declared, whose penalty was ended not in himself only, but extended even to his posterity. To these add that Noah saw by the prophetic spirit that the posterity of Cham to be generated from his son Chanaan — I mean the nation of the Canaanites — would be most wicked and most impious, and therefore hateful to God, accursed and execrable and to be exterminated from their seats; but that those who were left would be made subject to the service of the posterity of Sem (that is, to the Hebrews). This, I say, when Noah had seen by the prophetic spirit, following God's sentence, he heaped his curse chiefly upon Chanaan, the parent of the Canaanites.6



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:25 (lemma). [The running head misprints ‘VERS. 29’ for v. 25.] ↩
	§158. The Septuagint ‘Cursed be the boy Canaan’ (followed by Chrysostom, Augustine) implies Canaan was already a boy (so this happened ≥10 yrs post-flood); ‘cursed’ is a prophecy, not an imprecation. Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 29; Augustine, City of God 16.2; Origen, hom. 20 on Numbers; Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 30; Rupert, Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 37; Theodoret. ↩
	§159. Or, if ‘cursed’ is an imprecation, it springs from Noah's zeal for justice (not vengeance), at God's prompting; a father's blessing/curse has great force (Ecclus 3). ↩
	§160. First question: why curse Canaan, not the guilty Cham? Reasons begin (Canaan first saw and reported; to magnify Cham's crime). Margins: “Why Cham who had sinned was not cursed, but his son Chanaan”; Theodoret; Cajetan. Continues on p. 376. ↩
	§160 (cont.). Two more reasons: the curse touched only the Canaanite line (not Cham's other sons); and Noah dared not curse one whom God had blessed. Margins: Chrysostom; Theodoret. ↩
	§161. Ambrose's three reasons (to sharpen Cham's grief; Canaan deserved it himself; to show the gravity of Cham's sin); Noah prophetically foresaw the wicked Canaanites' doom and enslavement to the Hebrews. Margin: Ambrose, On Noah and the Ark, ch. 32. ↩




FOURTH DISPUTATION. How it is not unjust for some to be punished by God for the sins of others

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. How it is not unjust for some to be punished by God for the sins of others.
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Quomodo non sit iniquum aliquos propter peccata aliena puniri a Deo.



ALTERA quaestio est, iniquum videri propter patris peccatum et filium et posteros eius tam gravi poena puniri. Ponamus autem hoc loco (quod plerique sentiunt) Chanaan sceleris Cham patris sui non fuisse auctorem vel participem. Etenim perspicuis verbis testatus est Deus per Ezechielem: Filius, inquit, non portabit iniquitatem patris, sed anima quae peccaverit ipsa morietur; et per legem Mosis vetuit patres occidi pro peccatis filiorum, aut filios pro peccatis parentum, sed unumquemque pro peccato suo puniri iussit. Denique alibi sic est scriptum de Deo: Cum sis iustus, iuste omnia disponis; ipsum quoque qui non debet puniri, condemnare exterum iudicas a tua virtute. Ex adverso tamen, propter peccata parentum non solum filios sed etiam nepotes ac prone[potes]…
The second question is, that it seems unjust that, for the father's sin, both his son and his posterity should be punished with so grave a penalty. But let us suppose in this place (which most think) that Chanaan was not the author or partaker of the crime of Cham his father. For God testified in plain words through Ezekiel: “The son,” He says, “shall not bear the iniquity of the father, but the soul that has sinned, the same shall die”; and by the law of Moses He forbade fathers to be killed for the sins of sons, or sons for the sins of parents, but commanded each to be punished for his own sin. Finally, elsewhere it is thus written of God: “Since thou art just, thou orderest all things justly; him also, who ought not to be punished, thou judgest it foreign [to thy power] to condemn.” But on the contrary, for the sins of parents not only sons but even grandsons and great-grand[sons]…1



…potes puniri a Deo, et multa sunt in sacris literis exempla, et apertissima est illa Dei sententia: Ego sum Dominus Deus tuus fortis, zelotes, visitans iniquitatem patrum in filios in tertiam et quartam generationem eorum qui oderunt me.
…are punished by God, and there are many examples in the sacred letters, and most plain is that sentence of God: “I am the Lord thy God, strong, jealous, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation of them that hate me.”2



HANC ego quaestionem more scholastico, id est, distincte, circumscripte, presseque tractabo, praemittens quatuor e quibus fere pendet quaestionis explicatio. Horum primum est, vocabulum Poena tribus modis sumi posse: vel proprie, ut poena tantum est; vel improprie, ut medicinae potius quam poenae rationem habeat; vel utroque modo, ut habet rationem poenae simul et medicinae. Si poena proprie sumatur, necessario respondet peccato, nec sine eo potest esse; siquidem per poenam compensatur et reficitur aequalitas iustitiae per peccatum violatae: ut, quia peccando quis (ut suae voluntati obsequeretur) transgressus est legem, subeat a lege poenam contra suam voluntatem, et dulcedo peccati contra legem admissi compensetur acerbitate poenae per legem illatae. Quoniam autem peccatum non est nisi voluntarium, necesse est actum esse personalem: quocirca nemo talem poenam proprie luit pro alieno, sed pro suo peccato.
This question I will treat in the scholastic manner — that is, distinctly, circumscribed, and concisely — premising four things on which the explication of the question largely depends. The first of these is that the word “Penalty” can be taken in three ways: either properly, as it is penalty alone; or improperly, so that it has the character of medicine rather than of penalty; or in both ways, so that it has the character of penalty and medicine at once. If penalty be taken properly, it necessarily responds to sin, and cannot be without it; since by penalty the equality of justice violated by sin is compensated and restored: so that, because in sinning a man (to gratify his own will) transgressed the law, he undergoes from the law a penalty against his will, and the sweetness of the sin committed against the law is compensated by the bitterness of the penalty inflicted by the law. And since sin is nothing but voluntary, the act must be personal: wherefore no one properly pays such a penalty for another's sin, but for his own.3



ALTERUM est, poenam improprie sumptam, quae rationem habet potissimum medicinae, esse privationem minorum bonorum propter consecutionem maiorum: sunt autem maxima bona spiritualia (ut quae non ordinantur ad alia), minora autem bona sunt corporalia (ea quippe ordinantur ad spiritualia). Poena igitur quae vim habet medicinae proprie locum non habet in bonis spiritualibus, sed tantum in corporalibus; quemadmodum medicus non caecat oculum ut sanet aurem, sed inurit brachio cauterium ut oculorum vel capitis servet incolumitatem. Ac tali quidem poena saepenumero afficiuntur etiam innocentes, ut Iob et Tobias; nec ea respondet peccato actuali et mortali. Dixi actuale, ut excipiam originale, cuius omnes naturae humanae defectus corporales sunt quodammodo poenae et effectus: dixi mortale, nam sine venialibus etiam iusti non vivunt. Proficit autem iustis talis poena, vel ad sanandas praeteritorum peccatorum reliquias, vel ad praesentem animae sanitatem tuendam, vel ad imminentia peccata praecavenda. Tertium est, aliquando poenam habere rationem et poenae et medicinae, quando scilicet per eam et satisfit legi per peccatum violatae, et is qui patitur inde capit spiritualem utilitatem — vel quod a malo revocetur ad bonum, vel, si iam bonus est, ut in eo firmetur et proficiat. Quartum est, duplex esse genus poenae quo plectuntur homines, unum corporale, alterum spirituale. Corporale est bonorum corporalium privatio (ut sanitatis, roboris, vitae, divitiarum, honorum, denique amicorum et cognatorum); spirituale est privatio bonorum spiritualium (uti est divina gratia et virtutes infusae, auxilia item divina quaedam singularia, denique quaecunque bonum hominis spirituale vel continent vel conservant vel ad ipsum per se conducunt).
The second [premise] is that penalty taken improperly — which has chiefly the character of medicine — is a privation of lesser goods for the obtaining of greater: now the greatest goods are spiritual (as not ordered to others), but the lesser goods are corporeal (for these are ordered to the spiritual). A penalty, therefore, which has the force of medicine, properly has no place in spiritual goods, but only in corporeal; just as a physician does not blind the eye to heal the ear, but burns a cautery on the arm to preserve the soundness of the eyes or the head. And with such a penalty even the innocent are often afflicted, as Job and Tobias; nor does it respond to actual and mortal sin. I said ‘actual’ to except original [sin], of which all the corporeal defects of human nature are in a way penalties and effects; I said ‘mortal,’ for not even the just live without venial [sins]. And such a penalty profits the just, either for healing the remnants of past sins, or for protecting the present health of the soul, or for forestalling imminent sins. The third [premise] is that sometimes a penalty has the character both of penalty and of medicine — namely, when by it both satisfaction is made to the law violated by sin, and he who suffers takes from it a spiritual benefit (either being recalled from evil to good, or, if he is already good, being strengthened in it and advancing). The fourth [premise] is that there are two kinds of penalty by which men are struck: one corporeal, the other spiritual. The corporeal is the privation of corporeal goods (such as health, strength, life, riches, honors, finally friends and kindred); the spiritual is the privation of spiritual goods (such as divine grace and the infused virtues, likewise certain singular divine helps, finally whatever either contains or preserves or of itself conduces to a man's spiritual good).4



His positis, haud erit difficilis propositae quaestionis explicatio. Principio, ex supradictis liquet neminem puniri poena spirituali pro alieno peccato: tum quia poena spiritualis est poena proprie dicta, quae respondet peccato proprie dicto, id autem non est nisi voluntarium, ergo proprium; tum etiam quod poena spiritualis proprie attingit animam rationalem, secundum quam unus homo non est aliquid alterius, nec ex alio homine pendet. Et ad hoc praecipue spectat illa Domini sententia per Ezechielem edita, quam supra memoravimus: Filius non portabit iniquitatem patris, neque pater filii, sed anima quae peccaverit ipsa morietur. Ecce omnes animae meae sunt: ut anima patris, ita et anima filii mea est. Et addit: Si impius genuerit filium, qui videns omnia peccata patris sui quae fecit timuerit Deum, nec fecerit simile eis, hic non morietur in iniquitate patris sui, sed vita vivet.
These things being laid down, the explication of the proposed question will not be difficult. First, from the aforesaid it is clear that no one is punished with a spiritual penalty for another's sin: both because the spiritual penalty is penalty properly so called, which responds to sin properly so called — and that is nothing but voluntary, therefore personal; and also because the spiritual penalty properly affects the rational soul, according to which one man is not something of another's, nor depends on another man. And to this especially pertains that sentence of the Lord uttered through Ezekiel, which we recalled above: “The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, nor the father of the son, but the soul that has sinned, the same shall die. Behold, all souls are mine: as the soul of the father, so also the soul of the son is mine.” And He adds: “If a wicked man beget a son who, seeing all his father's sins which he did, fears God and does not the like, this man shall not die in his father's iniquity, but shall live.”5



AT enim poena corporali puniri aliquem propter aliorum peccata, ex sacris literis manifestum est. Sed hoc fit dupliciter: vel cum is qui punitur expers est peccati propter quod punitur, vel cum est particeps. Si expers est, aliquando ea punitio fit tam bono eius qui punitur quam bono eorum propter quorum peccata punitur: exempli causa, Ezechiel et Daniel participes fuerunt captivitatis et calamitatum Hebraei populi, qui propter impietatem magnaque scelera punitus a Deo est, a quibus sceleribus prophetae illi longissime abfuerunt. Sed ea poena illis profuit ad bonum spirituale et corporale, ut patet in Daniele; et redundavit in bonum illius populi: ducti enim illi simul cum popularibus suis in captivitatem, magno illis bono fuere ad tolerandam captivitatis acerbitatem, magno item adiumento ad veri Dei religionem inter Idololatras conservandam. Nonnunquam vero accidit ut quis corporali poena puniatur propter aliorum peccata quorum ipse non est particeps, sed ea castigatio cedit in malum et poenam eius cuius causa punitur, ipsi autem qui punitur bono et emolumento esse potest. Hac ratione propter parentum peccata etiam innocentes filii puniuntur, et propter dominorum scelera servi et subditi insontes. Talis autem animadversio, quia filii aliquid sunt patrum et servi dominorum, magno illis est tormento doloris; filii autem et subditi eiusmodi poenis deterrentur a parentum et dominorum imitandis et consectandis sceleribus.
But that someone is punished with a corporeal penalty for the sins of others is manifest from the sacred letters. But this happens in two ways: either when he who is punished is free of the sin for which he is punished, or when he is a partaker. If he is free, sometimes that punishment is for the good both of him who is punished and of those for whose sins he is punished: for example, Ezekiel and Daniel were partakers of the captivity and calamities of the Hebrew people, which was punished by God for its impiety and great crimes — crimes from which those prophets were most far removed. But that penalty profited them for spiritual and corporeal good, as is plain in Daniel; and it redounded to the good of that people: for they, led into captivity together with their countrymen, were of great good to them for bearing the bitterness of captivity, and of great help for preserving the religion of the true God among the idolaters. But sometimes it happens that someone is punished with a corporeal penalty for the sins of others of which he is not a partaker, but that chastisement turns to the evil and penalty of him for whose cause he is punished, while to him who is punished it can be a good and an advantage. In this way, for the sins of parents even innocent sons are punished, and for the crimes of masters innocent servants and subjects. And such an animadversion, because sons are something of their parents, and servants of their masters, is a great torment of grief to them; but sons and subjects are by penalties of this kind deterred from imitating and pursuing the crimes of their parents and masters.6



VERUNTAMEN plerunque usu venit ut qui propter aliorum peccata puniuntur, ipsi quoque eorundem peccatorum rei sint. Id vero tripliciter contingit: vel per imitationem, ut filii fere imitantur parentum scelera et servi dominorum (illorum enim exemplo proniores et audaciores fiunt ad peccandum); vel per modum cuiusdam meriti, quemadmodum scelerati subditi merentur habere sceleratum quoque rectorem (frequenter enim evenit quod dixit Iob, Deus regnare facit hominem hypocritam propter peccata populi; et propter peccatum David numerandi populum etiam populus Israel gravissime punitus est, verum id supplicii multis ille magnisque crimi[nibus]…
Nevertheless it mostly comes about that those who are punished for the sins of others are themselves also guilty of the same sins. And this happens in three ways: either by imitation, as sons generally imitate the crimes of their parents, and servants those of their masters (for by their example they become more prone and more bold to sinning); or by a kind of merit, as wicked subjects deserve to have a wicked ruler too (for it frequently happens, as Job said, “God makes a hypocrite man to reign because of the sins of the people”; and for David's sin of numbering the people, the people of Israel too was most gravely punished — though it had deserved that punishment by many and great crim[es]…7



…nibus promeruerat: vel denique per tacitum quendam consensum et dissimulationem, quemadmodum saepe boni divinae iustitiae flagello una cum malis feriuntur, quod eorum peccata, cum possent ac deberent redarguere, non curarunt.
…it had deserved: or finally by a certain tacit consent and dissimulation, as the good are often struck by the scourge of divine justice together with the wicked, because, when they could and ought to have reproved their sins, they took no care.8



AUDIAT lector brevem sed praeclaram ea de re S. Augustini sententiam. Plerunque a malis hominibus docendis, admonendis, etiam obiurgandis male dissimulatur, vel quia laboris piget, vel quia os eorum verecundamur offendere, vel quia eorum inimicitias devitamus, ne nobis noceant aut obstent in his rebus quas adipisci appetit nostra cupiditas, vel quas amittere formidat infirmitas. Quo fit ut, quamvis bonis vita malorum displiceat, et ideo cum eis non incidant in damnationem aeternam, tamen quia peccatis eorum parcunt, iure cum eis temporaliter flagellantur; iure hanc vitam amaram sentiunt, cuius nimium amando dulcedine peccantibus amari esse noluerunt. Nam si propterea quisque obiurgandis et corripiendis male agentibus parcit, quod opportunius tempus expectet, vel metuat ne obiurgati deteriores evadant, et infirmis erudiendis impedimento sint, aliosque premant atque avertant a fide, non videtur esse cupiditatis occasio, sed consilium caritatis. Sic Augustinus.
Let the reader hear a brief but excellent saying of St. Augustine on this matter: “Mostly it is ill that wicked men are not taught, admonished, and even rebuked — whether because the labor is irksome, or because we are ashamed to offend their faces, or because we avoid their enmities, lest they harm us or stand in our way in those things which our cupidity desires to obtain, or which our weakness fears to lose. Whence it comes about that, although the life of the wicked displeases the good (and therefore they do not fall with them into eternal damnation), yet, because they spare their sins, they are justly scourged temporally with them — justly do they feel this life bitter, by too much loving whose sweetness they were unwilling to be bitter to the sinners. For if anyone spares to rebuke and correct evildoers because he awaits a more opportune time, or fears lest the rebuked become worse and be an impediment to the instruction of the weak, and oppress others and turn them from the faith — this seems to be not the occasion of cupidity, but the counsel of charity.” So Augustine.9



CASTIGAT praeterea Deus alios pro peccatis aliorum duas ob causas: tum ad commendandam humanae societatis unitatem (omnes enim velut membra sumus unius corporis, ut mirum non sit unius membri dolorem dolori esse aliis membris; Deus igitur ea re significat alios pro aliis debere esse solicitos ne peccent, cum propter societatis nexum aliorum mala aliis quoque malo et damno sint); tum etiam ad ipsius peccati detestationem, cuius tantum est virus ut non modo peccantibus exitiale sit, sed aliis quoque perniciosum.
Besides, God chastises some for the sins of others for two causes: both to commend the unity of human society (for we are all as it were members of one body, so that it is no wonder that the pain of one member is a pain to the other members; God therefore by this thing signifies that some ought to be solicitous for others lest they sin, since, on account of the bond of society, the evils of some are an evil and harm to others too); and also for the detestation of sin itself, whose poison is so great that it is not only deadly to the sinners, but pernicious to others too.10



VERUM expendamus sententiam illam Dei supra commemoratam, in qua haeret magna ex parte huius quaestionis difficultas: Ego sum Deus tuus, visitans iniquitatem patrum in filios in tertiam et quartam generationem eorum qui oderunt me. Apud Theodoretum duas huius sententiae reperio interpretationes. Ait primum verba illa continere Dei comminationem terrificam magis quam efficacem, id est, quae vim habeat deterrendi homines a flagitiis, iniecto metu malorum quae posteritati eorum ventura sint; non autem quod ea comminatio sit aliquando ad exitum et effectum perducenda: Deum enim, pro sua clementia quae vult omnes homines salvos fieri, graviora solere minari supplicia quam sumere. Namque neminem vere puniri propter aliena peccata testatissimum fecit Deus apud Ezechielem dicens: Filius non portabit iniquitatem patris, sed anima quae peccaverit ipsa morietur.
But let us weigh that sentence of God recalled above, in which the difficulty of this question largely sticks: “I am thy God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation of them that hate me.” In Theodoret I find two interpretations of this sentence. He says first that those words contain a threat of God terrifying rather than effective — that is, one which has the force of deterring men from crimes, fear being cast in of the evils that are to come upon their posterity; but not that that threat is at some time to be brought to issue and effect: for God, by His clemency which wills all men to be saved, is wont to threaten graver punishments than He inflicts. For that no one is truly punished for the sins of others, God made most attested in Ezekiel, saying: “The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, but the soul that has sinned, the same shall die.”11



ADIICIT praeterea Theodoretus alteram interpretationem, quam sibi placere magis et probari ait: verba illa Dei non significare severitatem divinae vindictae, sed contra potius inenarrabilem divinae patientiae et longanimitatis suavitatem; quippe qui non statim ut quis peccavit poenas de eo sumat, sed perdiu supplicium differat, scilicet vel in tertiam et quartam generationem prorogans vindictam. Verùm si posteri maiorum suorum scelera imitari pergant, Deum non…
Theodoret adds besides another interpretation, which he says pleases and approves to him more: that those words of God do not signify the severity of the divine vengeance, but rather, on the contrary, the unspeakable sweetness of the divine patience and long-suffering; in that He does not at once, as soon as one has sinned, take penalties from him, but for a very long time defers the punishment — namely, prolonging vengeance even to the third and fourth generation. But if the descendants go on imitating the crimes of their ancestors, God no longer…12



…amplius connivere ac dissimulare, sed quae in maioribus inulta praeterierat in hoc mundo, ea tandem in posteris vindicare. Quemadmodum enim ad divinam pertinet misericordiam quod hominum scelera longo tempore patienter ferat, et ad ea plectenda lentissimo procedat gradu; ita spectat vel quam maxime ad divinae providentiae opinionem (sine qua hominum societas stare non potest) ut hominum crimina non plane inulta et impunita in hoc mundo relinquat. Nimirum ex perpetua impunitate nasceretur intoleranda peccandi licentia, eaque opinio hominum animis accideret, nulla Dei providentia regi mundum — qua opinione nihil potest contingere reipublicae humanae pestilentius. Etenim, ut vere dixit Salomon: Quia non profertur cito contra malos sententia, absque timore ullo filii hominum perpetrant mala.
…[but if the posterity persist in imitating their forefathers' crimes,] He no longer connives and dissembles, but at length avenges in the posterity what He had passed over unpunished in the forefathers in this world. For just as it pertains to the divine mercy that He bears men's crimes patiently for a long time, and proceeds to the punishing of them with the slowest step; so it pertains very greatly to the opinion of divine providence (without which human society cannot stand) that He should not leave men's crimes plainly unavenged and unpunished in this world. For from perpetual impunity would be born an intolerable license of sinning, and that opinion would befall men's minds, that the world is governed by no providence of God — than which opinion nothing more pestilent can happen to the human commonwealth. For, as Solomon truly said: “Because sentence is not speedily pronounced against the wicked, the children of men commit evils without any fear.”13



Non omittam dicere quid super hac ipsa Dei sententia Hebraei quoque commentati sint. Aiunt quidem differre Deum patris supplicium, si is forte resipiscat, aut probum filium gignat. At si nec ille desistat male agere, et filii eius nepotesque atque etiam pronepotes illius improbitatis vestigiis insistant, tunc demum poenas Deum repetere, et quasi memorem eorum quae maiores continua serie patrarunt maleficia vindicare. Rabbi Moses Gerundensis arbitratur unius tantum idololatriae criminis poenas luere filios, si ipsi quoque Idola colant; ceterorum vero flagitiorum minime: similiter atque civiles leges minutae seu laesae maiestatis crimen, non autem alia maleficia, vindicant in filiis.
I will not omit to say what the Hebrews too have commented on this very sentence of God. They say indeed that God defers the father's punishment, if perchance he repent or beget a worthy son. But if neither does he cease to do evil, and his sons and grandsons and even great-grandsons tread in the footsteps of that wickedness, then at last God repeats the penalties, and as it were, mindful of the misdeeds which their forefathers perpetrated in a continuous series, avenges them. Rabbi Moses Gerundensis [Nachmanides] judges that sons pay the penalties of the one crime of idolatry only, if they too worship idols; but by no means of the other crimes — just as the civil laws avenge in sons the crime of treason or lèse-majesté, but not other misdeeds.14



SED enucleatius declaremus illam sententiam, singula verba ponderantes, praemonentes duplicem esse posse eius sententiae intellectum. Potest enim illis verbis significari tantam fore severitatem divinae vindictae adversus eos qui debitum vero Deo cultum falsis diis adhibuerint, ut non solum id criminis in auctoribus eius puniturus sit Deus, verum et in eorum posteris usque ad quartam generationem: id quod non semel ita factum esse ex sacris literis manifestum est. Alter est eius sententiae intellectus plerisque omnibus probatus: illis verbis declarari patientiam et longanimitatem Dei, non statim punientis peccata, sed in longum tempus vindictam differentis, et patienter expectantis dum resipiscant homines, suorumque scelerum intelligentes ac paenitentes ipsi de se poenas sumant, et vicem impleant divinae vindictae. ILLUD praeterea advertendum est, verbum (pachad) non tantum significare visitare, sed recordari et memorem esse; sicut dictio (Aon) significans iniquitatem saepe ponitur pro poena merita et debita iniquitati, ut apud Hieremiam: Maior effecta est iniquitas filiae populi mei peccato Sodomorum, quae subversa est in momento. Sensus enim est, supplicium quod Deus sumpserat de Iudaeis per captivitatem Babylonicam gravius fuisse supplicio Sodomorum: nam calamitas Iudaeorum lenta et diuturna fuit, excidium autem Sodomorum brevissimum; brevi[tas]…
But let us more distinctly declare that sentence, weighing the individual words, premising that there can be a twofold understanding of it. For by those words it can be signified that the severity of divine vengeance against those who give the worship due to the true God to false gods will be so great, that God will punish that crime not only in its authors, but also in their posterity unto the fourth generation: which it is manifest from the sacred letters has been done more than once. The other understanding of that sentence, approved by most of all, is that by those words is declared the patience and long-suffering of God — not at once punishing sins, but for a long time deferring vengeance, and patiently waiting until men repent and, understanding and repenting of their crimes, themselves take penalties upon themselves and fill up the place of divine vengeance. This too is to be noted, that the word (pachad) signifies not only ‘to visit,’ but ‘to remember and be mindful’; just as the term (Aon), signifying iniquity, is often put for the penalty merited and due to iniquity — as in Jeremiah: “The iniquity of the daughter of my people is made greater than the sin of the Sodomites, which was overthrown in a moment.” For the sense is, that the punishment which God took of the Jews by the Babylonian captivity was graver than the punishment of the Sodomites: for the calamity of the Jews was slow and long-lasting, but the destruction of the Sodomites most brief; and brev[ity]…15



…brevitas autem poenae quantamlibet acerbitatem eius valde mitigat ac minuit. Deum igitur visitare iniquitatem patrum in filiis significat Deum, qui patrum peccata quasi punire oblitus reliquerat inulta, deinde tanquam eorum memorem vindicare ea in posteris. Huc spectat quod in Psalmis scriptum est: In memoriam redeat iniquitas patrum eius in conspectu Domini, et peccatum matris eius non deleatur; et illud Tobiae: Domine, ne vindictam sumas de peccatis meis, neque reminiscaris delicta mea vel parentum meorum; et vidua illa Sareptana dixit Eliae: Quid mihi et tibi, vir Dei? Ingressus es ad me ut rememorarentur iniquitates meae, et interficeres filium meum.
…but the brevity of a penalty greatly mitigates and lessens however great a bitterness of it. For God to ‘visit the iniquity of the fathers upon the sons,’ therefore, signifies God, who, as if forgetful, had left the sins of the fathers unpunished, then, as it were mindful of them, avenging them in the posterity. To this pertains what is written in the Psalms: “Let the iniquity of his fathers be in remembrance in the sight of the Lord, and let not the sin of his mother be blotted out”; and that of Tobias: “Lord, take not vengeance for my sins, neither remember my offenses or those of my parents”; and that widow of Sarepta said to Elijah: “What have I to do with thee, O man of God? Art thou come to me that my iniquities should be remembered, and that thou shouldst kill my son?”16



SED cur Deus punit patrum peccata in filiis usque ad tertiam et quartam generationem? Quia filii peccatis parentum innutriti procliviores et audentiores sunt ad peccandum, tum propter consuetudinem peccandi, tum propter exemplum, sequuntur enim auctoritatem parentum. Quamobrem divina scriptura quasi magnum quoddam miraculum narrat, Numerorum capite 26, filios Core peccati eius non fuisse participes nec una cum illo periisse: Factum est, inquit, grande miraculum, ut Core pereunte filii eius non perirent. Additur autem, In tertiam et quartam generationem: quia usque ad id temporis possunt patres vivere, et sic invicem videre possunt et posteri peccata maiorum ad imitandum, et maiores posterorum suorum poenas ad dolendum. Nisi forte illud, In tertiam et quartam generationem, dictum sit pro eo quod est, in multas generationes: gaudet enim Hebraea lingua usurpatione ternarii numeri ad significandam multitudinem; addens autem tribus quartum, excessum multitudinis designat. Legenti sacras literas obvia sunt exempla, vel non quaerenti. Ego ad praesens uno contentus ero. In libro Ecclesiastici sic est: Ab uno sensato inhabitabitur patria, et a tribus impiis deseretur. Nec apud externos scriptores ea phrasis non est frequens. Unde sunt illa, Ter maximus, ter sapiens; et, O terque quaterque beati. Ergo, In tertiam et quartam generationem, id est, in multas admodum generationes. Extremis porro illis verbis huius sententiae, Eorum qui oderunt me, satis aperte declaratur ita Deum animadvertere in filios propter parentum scelera, ut etiam ipsi filii propter suam improbitatem et impietatem similem paternae ea dignissimi sint animadversione.
But why does God punish the sins of fathers in the sons unto the third and fourth generation? Because sons reared in the sins of their parents are more prone and more daring to sinning, both on account of the habit of sinning and on account of the example, for they follow the authority of their parents. Wherefore divine scripture narrates, as a great miracle, in the twenty-sixth chapter of Numbers, that the sons of Core were not partakers of his sin nor perished together with him: “It was made a great miracle,” it says, “that, Core perishing, his sons did not perish.” And it is added, ‘Unto the third and fourth generation,’ because up to that time fathers can live, and thus they can mutually see — the posterity, the sins of their forefathers, to imitate; and the forefathers, the penalties of their posterity, to grieve over. Unless perhaps that ‘unto the third and fourth generation’ be said for that which is, ‘unto many generations’: for the Hebrew tongue delights in the use of the ternary number to signify a multitude; but adding a fourth to three, it designates an excess of multitude. To one reading the sacred letters examples are obvious, even to one not seeking them. I will for the present be content with one. In the book of Ecclesiasticus it is thus: “By one man of sense a country shall be inhabited, and by three wicked ones it shall be made desolate.” Nor among external writers is that phrase infrequent. Whence are those [phrases], “Thrice greatest, thrice wise”; and, “O thrice and four times blessed.” Therefore, ‘unto the third and fourth generation,’ that is, unto very many generations. And by those last words of this sentence, ‘of them that hate me,’ it is sufficiently openly declared that God so animadverts on the sons for the crimes of their parents, that the sons themselves, for their own wickedness and impiety like their father's, are most worthy of that animadversion.17



SED, dicet aliquis, cur dicuntur filii puniri propter scelera patrum, si eam vindictam ipsi sceleribus suis commeruerunt? Ob eam scilicet causam, quod parentes suo exemplo, auctoritate, assuefactione auctores fuere filiis prolabendi in ea scelera: sic enim fere homines iudicare et dicere solent, cum maiorum peccata (quae in ipsis punita non sunt) cernunt a posteris eorum repetita puniri a Deo in ipsis, clamitant venisse tandem divinam vindictam eorum quae maiores illorum patraverant — quae Deus quasi oblitus in ipsis punire, in posteris eorum velut recordatus tandem vindicaverit.
But, someone will say, why are sons said to be punished for the crimes of their fathers, if they themselves merited that vengeance by their own crimes? For this cause, namely, that the parents, by their example, authority, and habituation, were the authors of the sons' falling into those crimes: for so men are generally wont to judge and to say, when they perceive the sins of forefathers (which were not punished in themselves) repeated by their posterity and punished by God in them — they cry out that the divine vengeance of what their forefathers had perpetrated has come at last, which God, as if forgetful, [failed] to punish in them, [but], as if at last remembering, has avenged in their posterity.18



POSTREMO loco excutiendus est unus qui etiamnum restat scrupus. Si Deus visitat iniquitatem patrum in filios usque in quartam generationem, quomodo idem ipse lege lata per Mosen vetuit filios occidi pro peccatis parentum? Cur enim non fuerit aequum homines facere quod aequissimo iudicio facit Deus? Sed longe diversa hominum ac Dei ratio est. Deus enim, cum sit auctor, conservator, largitor et supremus dominus hominum vitae ac mortis omniumque bonorum, potest ea suo iure suoque arbitratu, citra cuiusquam iniuriam, cuicunque libuerit vel dare vel auferre; potest filios etiam innocentes propter scelera parentum affligere, quippe qui novit mala temporalia posse homini spiritualiter prodesse, et instar medicinae magno esse bono: cui autem et quando expediat istiusmodi malis affici, solus ipse novit, qui occultissimis iustitiae et misericordiae suae iudiciis variisque hominum ea varie dispensat. Plectit autem filios pro patribus, quo tali genere vindictae vehementius homines a maleficiis absterreantur, scilicet intelligentes divinam flagitiorum suorum vindictam seram quidem esse posse, irritam tamen esse non posse, ut quam, si forte ipsi evaserint, ipsorum tamen [posteri] subituri sint.
Lastly, one scruple is to be examined which still remains. If God visits the iniquity of fathers upon the sons unto the fourth generation, how did the same God, by a law given through Moses, forbid sons to be killed for the sins of parents? For why would it not be just for men to do what God does by a most just judgment? But the reason of men and of God is far different. For God, since He is the author, preserver, bestower, and supreme Lord of men's life and death and of all goods, can, by His own right and at His own discretion, without injury to anyone, either give or take them away from whomever He pleases; He can afflict even innocent sons for the crimes of parents, since He knows that temporal evils can spiritually profit a man, and be a great good in the manner of medicine: but to whom and when it is expedient to be afflicted with evils of this kind, He alone knows, who dispenses them variously by the most hidden judgments of His justice and mercy, and variously among men. And He strikes sons for fathers, that by such a kind of vengeance men may the more vehemently be deterred from misdeeds — understanding, namely, that the divine vengeance of their crimes can indeed be late, but cannot be void; so that, if perchance they themselves have escaped it, their [posterity] nevertheless will undergo it.19



VERUM paulo explicatius hoc ipsum dicamus, magni enim momenti fuerit perfusam esse hanc opinionem hominibus et in eorum animis haerere infixam. Duplex igitur divinae vindictae genus est: altero utitur Deus puniendis improbis in hac vita, altero post hanc vitam. In hac vita non semper Deus peccantes manifestis et corporalibus poenis punit, et nonnunquam alios punit etiam insontes propter aliorum peccata; sed ita, ut iis qui peccaverunt id genus vindictae poena sit, his vero qui non peccaverunt non poena, sed salutaris velut quaedam sit medicina. Post hanc vitam Deus tantum punit merentes, nec punit quenquam propter aliena peccata: tunc enim poenae tantum poenae sunt, nec medicinae rationem habent ullam. Humanum porro iudicium imitari debet divinum in hoc posteriori genere puniendi, non in illo priori: nam nec quisquam hominum dominus est vitae, mortis, corporis ceterorumque bonorum aliorum hominum, nec scire potest cui aut quando mala temporalia profutura sint, vel facere ut ea prosint.
But let us say this same thing a little more explicitly, for it would be of great moment that this opinion be poured into men and stick fixed in their minds. There are, then, two kinds of divine vengeance: the one God uses for punishing the wicked in this life, the other after this life. In this life God does not always punish sinners with manifest and corporeal penalties, and sometimes He punishes others, even the innocent, for the sins of others; but in such a way that to those who have sinned that kind of vengeance is a penalty, but to those who have not sinned it is not a penalty, but as it were a salutary medicine. After this life God punishes only the deserving, nor punishes anyone for the sins of others: for then penalties are penalties only, and have no character of medicine. And human judgment ought to imitate the divine in this latter kind of punishing, not in that former: for no man is the lord of the life, death, body, or other goods of other men, nor can he know to whom or when temporal evils will profit, or make them profit.20



NEMO igitur humano iudicio nisi pro peccatis propriis condemnari et puniri debet poena (ut aiunt) flagelli, id est, mortis, mutilationis corporalis aut verberationis. Poena vero damni bonorum temporalium nonnunquam fit ut quidam etiam sine culpa (nec tamen inique) propter aliorum peccata afficiantur: exempli causa, cum propter ingens aliquod scelus civitatis aut communitatis alicuius ea privatur vel immunitate vel libertate vel cathedra Episcopali; cumque haec sint bona omnium communia, sublatis illis, quemlibet civium etiam innocentium eorum bonorum damno affici necesse est. Quemadmodum etiam si quis propter crimen laesae maiestatis omnibus bonis externis [honoribusque]…
No one, therefore, by human judgment ought to be condemned and punished, except for his own sins, with the penalty (as they call it) of the scourge — that is, of death, of bodily mutilation, or of flogging. But the penalty of loss of temporal goods sometimes is such that certain men, even without fault (and yet not unjustly), are affected for the sins of others: for example, when, on account of some huge crime of a city or some community, it is deprived either of immunity, or of liberty, or of an episcopal see; and since these are goods common to all, those being taken away, any of the citizens, even the innocent, must necessarily be affected by the loss of those goods. Just as also, if anyone, for the crime of treason, [is deprived] of all external goods [and honors]…21



…honoribusque ac publicis officiis privetur, ea poena in filios eius redundat, qui participes paternorum bonorum hereditario iure futuri erant. Sed, ut apparet, istiusmodi poenae per se quidem ac primo sunt eorum qui peccaverunt, consequenter autem aliorum qui ex illis quodammodo pendent.
…and honors and public offices be deprived, that penalty redounds upon his sons, who would have been partakers of their father's goods by hereditary right. But, as is apparent, penalties of this kind are of themselves and primarily of those who have sinned, but consequently of others who in a way depend on them.22



PECCATUM igitur Cham adversus Noë patrem suum (nam quo id subtilius expressiusque intelligeretur, ad hanc digressi sumus disputationem) non in ipso Cham vindicatum legitur, sed in filio eius Chanaan, vel potius in eius posteritate — gentem dico Chananaeorum. Quanquam quod Chananaei ab Hebraeis partim internecione caesi, partim sedibus suis exterminati, partim etiam sub iugum vilissimae servitutis missi fuerint, non id peccato Cham adversus Noë solet assignare scriptura, sed propriis ipsorum Chananaeorum iisque infandis et abominandis sceleribus, ut manifestum sit legenti 18 caput Levitici et caput 9 Deuteronomii. Veruntamen Cham ex Noëtica maledictione suae posteritatis acerbissimum traxisse dolorem nullo modo dubitandum est: quippe qui, cum aeque filius esset Noë ac Sem et Iaphet, quin etiam natu maior quam Iaphet (ut plerisque visum est), suos tamen posteros vilissimos servos posterorum Sem et Iaphet futuros esse intellexerit.
The sin of Cham, therefore, against his father Noah (for, that it might be more subtly and expressly understood, we have digressed to this disputation) is read to have been avenged not in Cham himself, but in his son Chanaan, or rather in his posterity — I mean the nation of the Canaanites. Although that the Canaanites were by the Hebrews partly slain by slaughter, partly exterminated from their seats, partly also sent under the yoke of a most base servitude, Scripture is not wont to assign that to the sin of Cham against Noah, but to the proper and unspeakable and abominable crimes of the Canaanites themselves, as is manifest to one reading the 18th chapter of Leviticus and the 9th chapter of Deuteronomy. Nevertheless that Cham drew the bitterest grief from the Noachic curse of his posterity is in no way to be doubted: since he, though he was equally a son of Noah as Sem and Iaphet — nay, even greater in birth than Iaphet (as it has seemed to most) — yet understood that his posterity would be the basest servants of the posterity of Sem and Iaphet.23



BEATUS Gregorius, exemplum peccati Cham non in ipso puniti sed in posteris eius belle accommodans ad Tropologicam eruditionem, docet peccata hominum aliquando Deum in hac vita manifestis suppliciis punire, interdum vero minime; et utrumque optima ratione fieri, magnaque hominum utilitate. Puniri quidem aliquos in hac vita, ut fidem providentiae suae (qua res humanas spectare ac regere creditur) in animis hominum conservet; non omnes autem in hac vita punire, ne hic peccata hominum ex toto vindicare putetur, sed aliud esse peccatorum post hanc vitam et iudicium et supplicium futurum credatur. Verum sententiae Gregorii vim ac venustatem nisi propriis eius verbis exprimere non est facile. Ponam igitur eius verba. Tractans illa verba Iob cap. 35, Nunc non infert furorem suum, nec ulciscitur valde Deus, ad hunc modum scribit: Peccata hominum divina severitas inulta remanere non permittit, sed iram iudicii a nostra hic correctione inchoat, ut in reproborum damnatione conquiescat. Eant ergo nunc reprobi, et voluptatum suarum desideria inulta iniquitate consumment, atque eo temporalia flagella non sentiant, quo aeterna eos supplicia expectant. Bene autem inulta eorum nequitia Cham peccante signata est, cui a patre dictum est, Maledictus Chanaan puer, servus servorum erit fratribus suis. Sed quid est quod, Cham peccante, Chanaan eius filius sententiam ultionis accepit, nisi quod reproborum nequitia hic quidem inulta proficiunt, sed in posterum feriuntur? Recte igitur dixit Iob: Nunc non infert furorem suum, nec ulciscitur valde Deus: quia, etsi quaedam longanimiter tolerat, quaedam etiam in hac vita flagellat; et hic nonnunquam ferire inchoat, quos postea aeterna damnatione consummat. Ergo quaedam Deus in hac vita percutit, quaedam vero inulta relinquit: si enim nulla puniret, quis [Deum]…
St. Gregory, beautifully accommodating to Tropological instruction the example of Cham's sin punished not in himself but in his posterity, teaches that God sometimes punishes men's sins in this life with manifest punishments, but sometimes not at all; and that both are done with the best reason and the great benefit of men. That some are punished in this life, to preserve in men's minds faith in His providence (by which He is believed to watch over and govern human affairs); but that He does not punish all in this life, lest here men's sins be thought wholly avenged, but it be believed that there will be after this life both a judgment and a punishment of sins. But the force and grace of Gregory's saying it is not easy to express except in his own words. I will therefore set down his words. Treating those words of Job ch. 35, “Now he brings not on his fury, nor avenges greatly, God,” he writes thus: “Divine severity does not permit men's sins to remain unavenged, but begins the wrath of judgment here from our correction, that it may rest in the damnation of the reprobate. Let the reprobate, then, go now, and consume the desires of their pleasures with unavenged iniquity, and let them not feel temporal scourges at the time when eternal punishments await them. And well was their unavenged wickedness signified in Cham's sinning, to whom it was said by his father, ‘Cursed be the boy Canaan, a servant of servants shall he be to his brothers.’ But what is it that, when Cham sinned, Chanaan his son received the sentence of vengeance, unless that the wickedness of the reprobate here indeed advances unavenged, but is struck in the future? Rightly, then, said Job: ‘Now he brings not on his fury, nor avenges greatly, God’: because, although He tolerates some things long-sufferingly, He also scourges some in this life; and here He sometimes begins to strike those whom afterward He consummates with eternal damnation. Therefore some things God strikes in this life, but some He leaves unavenged: for if He punished none, who [would believe God]…”24



…Deum res humanas curare crederet? Sin autem cuncta puniret, extremum iudicium unde restaret? Quaedam igitur feriuntur, ut rectoris nostri super nos sollicitudinem formidemus; quaedam vero inulta servantur, ut adhuc iudicium restare sentiamus. Hactenus ex Gregorio.
…would believe that God cares for human affairs? But if He punished all, whence would the last judgment remain? Some things, therefore, are struck, that we may dread the solicitude of our Ruler over us; but some are kept unavenged, that we may perceive that a judgment still remains. Thus far from Gregory.25



Translator’s notes
	§162. The difficulty: how just to punish the (innocent) Canaan and his line for the father's sin? Scripture says each dies for his own sin (Ezek 18; Deut 24; Wisd 12) — yet God elsewhere visits fathers' sins on descendants. Margins: Ezek. 18; Deut. 24; Wisd. 12. Continues on p. 377. ↩
	§162 (cont.). The opposing text: God ‘visiting the iniquity of fathers upon the children’ (Exod 20). Margin: Exod. 20. ↩
	§163. The scholastic method; first premise: ‘penalty’ has three senses — properly (it answers a personal sin), as medicine, or both. Margin: “The various signification of the word ‘penalty.’” ↩
	§164. The remaining three premises: medicinal penalty = loss of lesser (bodily) goods for greater (spiritual) — even the innocent (Job, Tobias); the mixed penalty; and the two kinds, bodily and spiritual. Margins: “How a penalty is medicine”; Job 1; Tob. 1. ↩
	§165. First conclusion: no one is punished spiritually for another's sin (the spiritual penalty answers a personal, voluntary sin; the rational soul is one's own — Ezek 18). Margins: “That no one is punished spiritually for [another's] sin”; Ezekiel ch. 18. ↩
	§166. Corporeal penalty for others' sins is twofold: if the punished is innocent, it may even profit him (Ezekiel, Daniel in the captivity); or fall to his grief but the other's penalty (innocent sons/servants). Margin: “How someone is punished with a corporeal penalty for others' sins.” ↩
	§167. Yet usually those punished for others' sins share their guilt — threefold: by imitation; by a kind of merit (wicked subjects deserve a wicked ruler — Job; David's census); … Margins: “How the sins of others pass over to others”; Job 34; 2 Kings [Samuel], last ch. Continues on p. 379. ↩
	§167 (cont.). The third way: tacit consent — the good suffer with the wicked for failing to rebuke them. ↩
	§168. Augustine: the good are scourged with the wicked for sparing to rebuke them — unless their silence is from prudent charity. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 [bk. 1], ch. 2. ↩
	§169. God punishes some for others to commend society's unity (members of one body) and to show sin's contagious poison. ↩
	§170. The Exodus 20 text; Theodoret's first reading: a deterrent threat, not always executed (God threatens more than He inflicts; no one truly punished for another's sin — Ezek 18). Margins: “The passage Exodus ch. 20 explained”; Theodoret, q. 20 on Exodus; 1 Tim. 2; Ezek. 18. ↩
	§171. Theodoret's preferred reading: the words show not severity but God's patience — deferring vengeance to the third/fourth generation; but if the descendants persist in imitating their ancestors' crimes, God no longer connives (continues on printed p. 380: ‘…connives and dissembles, but what He left unavenged in the ancestors He at last avenges in the posterity’). ↩
	§171 (cont.). If posterity persist, God avenges at last; for total impunity would breed license and deny providence (Eccles 8). Margin: Eccles. 8. ↩
	§172. The Hebrews: God defers the father's penalty if he repents or has a good son, but punishes a persistent line; Rabbi Moses Gerundensis (Nachmanides) — only idolatry's penalty falls on idol-worshipping sons, as civil law on treason. Margin: Rabbi Moses Gerundensis. ↩
	§173. Weighing the words: the twofold sense (severity to the 4th generation, or — preferred — God's patience); the Hebrew ‘pachad’ = ‘visit’/‘remember,’ and ‘iniquity’ for ‘penalty’ (Jer.: Judah's slow captivity worse than Sodom's swift end). Margins: “The passage Lamentations 4”; Gen. 19 & Jer. 49. Continues on p. 381. ↩
	§173 (cont.). ‘Visit’ = ‘remember’ a long-deferred penalty (Ps 108; Tobit 3; the widow of Sarepta, 3 Kings 17). Margins: Ps. 108; Tobit 3; 3 Kings 17. ↩
	§174. Why to the 3rd/4th generation: sons reared in sin are bolder (the sons of Core spared, Num 26); ‘3rd and 4th’ = ‘very many’ (a Hebrew triad-idiom; Virgil's ‘thrice and four times blessed’); ‘of them that hate me’ shows the sons deserve it. Margins: “What it is to punish unto the third and fourth generation”; Ecclus. 16; Virgil, Aeneid bk. 1. ↩
	§175. Objection: how ‘punished for fathers' sins’ if they earned it themselves? — Because the parents, by example and habituation, authored the sons' fall; men say the long-deferred vengeance has come at last on the line. Continues on p. 382. ↩
	§175 (cont.) / §176. The remaining scruple: how can God forbid (Deut 24) men to kill sons for fathers' sins, yet do so Himself? — God, as Lord of life, may take/give without injury, knowing temporal ills can be medicine; He punishes sons for fathers to deter. Margins: “The passage Deuteronomy ch. 24 explained”; “Why men cannot also punish some for others' sins, as God does.” ↩
	§177. The twofold divine vengeance: in this life (where the innocent's share is medicine, not penalty) and after (pure penalty, only the deserving); human judgment must imitate the latter, not the former. Margin: “The twofold kind of divine vengeance.” ↩
	§178. By human judgment, the ‘scourge’ (death, mutilation, flogging) only for one's own sins; but loss of temporal goods can innocently fall on others (a city losing its franchise; a traitor's confiscation reaching his heirs). Continues on p. 383. ↩
	§178 (cont.). Such temporal penalties fall primarily on the guilty, only secondarily on the dependents. ↩
	§179. The application: Cham's sin punished in Chanaan/the Canaanites — though Scripture ascribes their destruction to their own crimes (Lev 18, Deut 9); yet Cham grieved bitterly at his line's curse. ↩
	§180. Gregory's tropology (on Job 35): God punishes some sins now (to keep faith in providence) and leaves others (so a last judgment is believed) — with the Cham/Chanaan example. Margin: “A notable saying of Gregory, Morals bk. 26.” Continues on p. 384. ↩
	§180 (cont.). Gregory: if God punished nothing, none would believe in providence; if all, no last judgment would remain. ↩




A servant of servants shall he be to his brothers

LatineEnglish


{A servant of servants shall he be to his brothers.}1
Servus servorum erit fratribus suis.



ILLUD, Servus servorum (quod non habet translatio Septuaginta, habet tamen lectio Hebraica), significat infimum ac vilissimum genus servitutis. Quemadmodum Abigail, nuntiantibus eam a David electam in uxorem, dixit: Ecce famula tua sit in ancillam, ut lavet pedes servorum domini mei. Non dixit solum, ait Rupertus, servus erit (quo nomine interdum etiam bona et voluntaria servitus solet significari), sed servus servorum, quo additamento servitus extrema, immo servilis nequitia solet exprimi, nisi adiunctio fiat Dei, dum per egregiam humilitatem seipsum profitetur quis servum servorum Dei. Quem titulum (revera clarissimum venerendae humilitatis insigne) Summi Pontifices usurpare consueverunt. Historia porro huius rei eo scripta est, quod valde profutura esset Iudaeis quibus haec scribebat Moses, videlicet ad roborandos eorum animos, ut hostem suum Chanaan et odio haberent minimeque formidarent, ut quem intelligerent per Noë maledictum a Deo et ipsorum servitio mancipatum. Quasi diceret Moses: sicut iam fecit Deus in posteris Cham de filio eius Mesrain generatis (id est, in Aegyptiis, quos Deus propter vos variis plagis afflixit, et in Mare rubrum tandem demersit), sic etiam facit in aliis posteris eiusdem Cham ex filio eius Chanaan progeneratis (id est, in populis Chananaeorum), contra quos nunc Deo duce proficiscimur, terram eorum, sicut promisit Deus maioribus nostris, obtenturi.
That phrase, “A servant of servants” (which the Septuagint translation does not have, but the Hebrew reading has), signifies the lowest and basest kind of servitude. Just as Abigail, when they announced that she had been chosen by David for a wife, said: “Behold, let thy handmaid be a servant, to wash the feet of the servants of my lord.” He did not say only, says Rupert, “a servant shall he be” (by which name sometimes even a good and voluntary servitude is wont to be signified), but “a servant of servants,” by which addition the extreme servitude — nay, servile wickedness — is wont to be expressed, unless the addition “of God” be made, when by an excellent humility one professes himself the servant of the servants of God. Which title (truly a most illustrious badge of venerable humility) the Supreme Pontiffs have been wont to use. And the history of this matter was written because it would be very profitable to the Jews, for whom Moses wrote these things — namely, to strengthen their minds, that they might both hate their enemy Chanaan and least of all dread him, as one whom they understood to be cursed by God through Noah and made subject to their servitude. As if Moses said: Just as God has already done in the posterity of Cham generated from his son Mesrain (that is, in the Egyptians, whom God afflicted for your sake with various plagues, and at last drowned in the Red Sea), so also He does in the other posterity of the same Cham, begotten from his son Chanaan (that is, in the peoples of the Canaanites), against whom we now set out under God's leadership, about to obtain their land, as God promised our forefathers.2



VERUM non est hoc loco non indicandum lectori, quod prudenter observatum et utiliter memoriae proditum a Patribus est: quemadmodum peccato Adami mors in mundum invecta est, ita peccato Cham servitus in genus humanum introducta est; illam dico servitutem quae involuntaria est homini, acerba, odiosa, contraria denique naturali libertatis amori, qui flagrantissimus in homine atque acerrimus est. Nam si vocabulo servitutis significetur qualiscumque unius hominis subiectio sub alterius potestatem et gubernationem, id genus servitutis naturale est, non ex peccato natum, sed recta hominis ratione docente et utilitate hominis exigente introductum, etiam in illo felicissimo innocentiae statu, si is stetisset, futurum.
But it is not to be left unindicated to the reader in this place, what has been prudently observed and usefully handed down to memory by the Fathers: that, just as by Adam's sin death was brought into the world, so by Cham's sin servitude was introduced into the human race — I mean that servitude which is involuntary to man, bitter, odious, finally contrary to the natural love of liberty, which is most ardent and most keen in man. For if by the word ‘servitude’ be signified any subjection whatever of one man under the power and governance of another, that kind of servitude is natural, not born of sin, but introduced by right human reason teaching it and human utility requiring it — destined to exist even in that most happy state of innocence, if it had stood.3



AUDIAMUS Chrysostomum, cum loquitur de peccato Cham in eius posteris supplicio servitutis punito, ita scribentem: Ecce, fratrem eodem natum patre eodemque egressum utero, peccatum fecit servum, et ablata libertate iugum illi vilissimae subiectionis imposuit, unde postea servitus sumpsit originem. Neque enim antea solebant ita molliter vivere et deliciari…
Let us hear Chrysostom, when he speaks of Cham's sin punished in his posterity by the penalty of servitude, writing thus: “Behold, a brother born of the same father and come forth from the same womb — sin made [him] a servant, and, liberty being taken away, imposed on him the yoke of the basest subjection, whence afterward servitude took its origin. For before, men were not wont to live so softly and to luxuriate…”4



…ut aliorum ministerio et servitiis uterentur, sed quisque sibi quod opus erat ministrabat: eratque par omnium honos, sublata e medio honorum diversitate. Peccatum autem ubi intravit, libertatem perdidit, et corrupit dignitatem naturae datam, servitutemque introduxit, ut ea res perpetuo doceret et admoneret hominem fugere servitutis peccatum, et ad virtutis libertatem redire: ex quo servus pariter ac dominus magnam capient utilitatem, secum reputantes ex peccato natam esse tantam inter homines aliorum superbe dominantium, aliorum contra indigne servientium differentiam.
…[before, men were not wont to live so softly and luxuriate,] that they should use the ministry and services of others, but each ministered to himself what was needful; and the honor of all was equal, the diversity of honors being removed from the midst. But when sin entered, it lost liberty, and corrupted the dignity given by nature, and introduced servitude — that this thing might perpetually teach and admonish man to flee the sin of servitude and to return to the liberty of virtue: from which both servant and master will take great profit, considering with themselves that from sin was born so great a difference among men, of some proudly domineering, of others on the contrary basely serving.5



Hoc ipsum, sed paulo explicatius ac luculentius tractans, B. Augustinus: Rationalem, inquit, hominem factum ad imaginem suam, noluit Deus nisi irrationalibus dominari: non hominem homini, sed hominem pecori. Inde primi iusti pastores pecorum magis quam 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 filii vindicaret. Nomen itaque istud culpa meruit, non natura. Origo autem vocabuli servorum in Latina lingua inde creditur ducta, quod ii qui iure belli iuste possent occidi, a victoribus cum servabantur servi fiebant, a servando appellati: quod etiam ipsum sine peccati merito non est. Nam et cum iustum geritur bellum, pro peccato contrario dimicatur; et omnis victoria, etiam cum malis provenit, divino iudicio victos humiliat, vel emendans peccata vel puniens. Prima ergo servitutis causa peccatum est, ut homo homini conditionis vinculo subderetur; quod non fit nisi Deo iudicante, apud quem non est iniquitas, et novit diversas poenas meritis distribuere delinquentium. Haec Augustinus.
Treating this same thing, but a little more explicitly and clearly, St. Augustine: “God, having made rational man to His own image, willed him to have dominion only over the irrational — not man over man, but man over the beast. Hence the first just men were established as shepherds of flocks rather than kings of men, that God might thus too intimate what the order of creatures demanded and what the desert of sins requires. 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 the just Noah avenged his son's sin by this word. That name, therefore, fault merited, not nature. And the origin of the word ‘servants’ in the Latin tongue is believed to be drawn from this: that those who by the law of war could justly be killed, when they were saved [servabantur] by the victors, became servants [servi], named from ‘saving’ — which itself too is not without the desert of sin. For both when a just war is waged, it is fought against an opposing sin; and every victory, even when it comes to the wicked, by divine judgment humbles the conquered, either amending sins or punishing them. The first cause of servitude, therefore, is sin, that man be subjected to man by the bond of condition — which does not happen except by God judging, with whom there is no iniquity, and who knows how to distribute diverse penalties to the merits of offenders.” Thus Augustine.6



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:25 (lemma, cont.). ↩
	§181. ‘Servant of servants’ = the lowest servitude (Abigail; Rupert — cf. the Popes' ‘servant of the servants of God’); written to embolden the Jews against the cursed, conquerable Canaanites, as God had crushed the Egyptians (Cham's son Mesrain). Margins: 1 Kings (1 Sam.) 25; Rupert, bk. 4 on Genesis; Exod. 14. ↩
	§182. The Fathers: as death entered by Adam's sin, so servitude (the bitter, involuntary kind) entered by Cham's sin; though a natural subjection (one rightly ruling another) would have existed even in innocence. Margins: “The origin of servitude among men was from sin”; Gen. 3; Rom. 5. ↩
	§183. Chrysostom: sin made one brother (of the same father and womb) a slave, whence servitude took its origin. Margin: Chrysostom, hom. 29 on Genesis. Continues on p. 385. ↩
	§183 (cont.). Chrysostom: before sin all were equal and self-sufficient; sin introduced servitude, to teach men to flee sin and return to virtue's liberty. ↩
	§184. Augustine (City of God 19.15): man was made to rule the beasts, not man; ‘servant’ unread before Noah's curse; servitude merited by fault not nature; ‘servus’ from ‘servando’ (war-captives spared); sin is its first cause. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 19, ch. 15. ↩




And he said: Blessed be the Lord God of Shem: be Canaan his servant

LatineEnglish


{And he said: Blessed be the Lord God of Shem: be Canaan his servant.}1
Dixitque, Benedictus Dominus Deus Sem: sit Chanaan servus eius.



EXPOSUIT Moses poenam impudentiae atque impietatis Cham adversus patrem suum Noë; nunc enarrat quasi mercedem reverentiae ac pietatis quam patri suo Noë alii duo filii Sem et Iaphet praestiterunt. Sed cur prius benedixit Sem quam Iaphet? An quia ille primogenitus erat? An quod sanctimonia et prudentia morumque gravitate praestaret, et idcirco patri Deoque carissimus esset? An quod ipse vehementius obiurgasset Cham, auctorque fuisset Iapheto id erga patrem faciendi quod factum ab illis esse legimus? An potius propter excellentiam posteritatis eius, in qua futuri erant Patriarchae, Reges, Prophetae, et quod super omnia est, Messias ipse? Verum illa verba, Benedictus Dominus Deus Sem, duplicem sententiam reddunt: alteram, sit laudatus et celebratus Deus Sem, nimirum propter ingentia bona quibus eum et posteritatem eius cumulaturus est. Significatur igitur tanta bonorum futura magnitudo, ut de eo sit benedicendus Deus, id est, tanta eius munificentia laudibus celebranda. Altera sententia [est]…
Moses has set forth the penalty of the impudence and impiety of Cham against his father Noah; now he relates, as it were, the reward of the reverence and piety which the other two sons, Sem and Iaphet, showed to their father Noah. But why did he bless Sem before Iaphet? Was it because he was the firstborn? Or because he excelled in holiness and prudence and gravity of character, and was therefore most dear to his father and to God? Or because he himself had more vehemently rebuked Cham, and had been the author to Iaphet of doing toward their father what we read was done by them? Or rather on account of the excellence of his posterity, in which would be the Patriarchs, Kings, Prophets, and — what is above all — the Messiah Himself? But those words, “Blessed be the Lord God of Sem,” yield a twofold sense: the one, “Let the God of Sem be praised and celebrated,” namely on account of the immense goods with which He will heap him and his posterity. There is signified, therefore, so great a future magnitude of goods, that on account of it God is to be blessed — that is, His so great munificence is to be celebrated with praises. The other sense [is]…2



…est: solus Deus quem colet Sem et posteritas eius erit verus Deus, et idcirco benedicendus et laudandus ab omnibus: veri enim Dei fides ac cultus in sola posteritate Sem mansit, posteris non tantum Cham sed etiam Iaphet ad Idololatriam dilabentibus. Huiusmodi autem excellentiam dignitatis Sem et posteritatis eius etiam ipsum vocabulum Sem quodammodo videbatur portendere: significat enim nominatum, famosum, inclytum; quasi eius posteritas, ob causas supradictas, nobilissima et celeberrima esset futura. In illis autem verbis, Benedictus Dominus Deus Sem, subintelligi debet verbum vel sit vel potius erit.
…[the other sense] is: the God alone whom Sem and his posterity will worship will be the true God, and therefore to be blessed and praised by all: for the faith and worship of the true God remained in the posterity of Sem alone, the descendants not only of Cham but even of Iaphet slipping down to Idolatry. And this excellence of the dignity of Sem and his posterity the very word ‘Sem’ seemed in a way to portend: for it signifies ‘named, famous, renowned’ — as if his posterity, for the aforesaid causes, would be most noble and most celebrated. And in those words, “Blessed be the Lord God of Sem,” the verb ‘be’ or rather ‘will be’ must be understood.3



CETERUM sicut maledictio Cham praefiguravit mala ventura ingratis et impiis filiis, ita benedictio Sem et Iaphet amplissimam gratorum et piorum filiorum mercedem significavit. In libro Ecclesiastici capite tertio novem bona commemorantur promissa bonis filiis qui parentes suos, quibuscunque illi egent, iuvare, ornare et honorare nullo modo praetermittunt. Primum bonum est abundantia divitiarum, tam corporalium quam spiritualium: Sicut, inquit, qui thesaurizat, ita qui honorificat matrem suam. Secundum, fortunatum et felicem fore in filiis quos procreaverit: Qui honorat patrem iucundabitur in filiis. Tertium, quocunque tempore supplicaverit Deo exaudietur ab eo, votorum suorum compos factus: In die orationis suae exaudietur. Quartum, longitudo vitae: Qui honorat patrem, vita vivet longiore. Et hoc est primum praeceptum in lege cui Deus mercedis retributionem adiunxerit, ut ponderat Paulus ad Ephesios 6. Quintum, stabilitas familiae ac posteritatis: Benedictio patris firmat domos filiorum. Sextum, gloria: Ex honore patris gloria filii. Hoc potest dupliciter intelligi, vel quod honoratus pater reddit filios gloriosos, vel quod filius honorans patrem comparat sibi gloriam apud omnes. Septimum, liberatio hominis in tempore tribulationis: Eleemosyna patris non erit in oblivione, et in die tribulationis memor erit tui. Octavum, peccatorum dissolutio: Sicut in sereno glacies, ita solventur peccata tua. Nonum est quasi bonorum omnium cumulus, id est, perpetua Dei erga bonos filios benevolentia, beneficentia et protectio usque in finem: Honora, inquit, patrem tuum, ut superveniat tibi benedictio a Deo, et benedictio illius in novissimo maneat. Benedictio enim Dei significat effusissimam bonorum largitionem, quae si usque in extremum maneat, nihil ea re potest homini optabilius accidere.
Moreover, just as the curse of Cham prefigured the evils to come upon ungrateful and impious children, so the blessing of Sem and Iaphet signified the most ample reward of grateful and pious children. In the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter three, nine goods are recounted, promised to good children who in no way omit to help, adorn, and honor their parents in whatever they need. The first good is abundance of riches, both corporeal and spiritual: “As he that lays up treasure,” it says, “so is he that honors his mother.” The second, that he will be fortunate and happy in the children he will beget: “He that honors his father shall have joy in his children.” The third, that whenever he supplicates God he will be heard by Him, made possessor of his wishes: “In the day of his prayer he shall be heard.” The fourth, length of life: “He that honors his father shall live a longer life.” And this is the first precept in the law to which God joined a recompense of reward, as Paul weighs in Ephesians 6. The fifth, the stability of family and posterity: “The blessing of the father establishes the houses of the children.” The sixth, glory: “From the honor of the father is the glory of the son.” This can be understood in two ways, either that the honored father renders his sons glorious, or that the son honoring his father procures for himself glory with all. The seventh, the deliverance of a man in the time of tribulation: “The alms of the father shall not be in forgetfulness, and in the day of tribulation it shall be remembered for thee.” The eighth, the dissolution of sins: “As ice in fair weather, so shall thy sins be melted away.” The ninth is, as it were, the heap of all goods, that is, the perpetual benevolence, beneficence, and protection of God toward good children unto the end: “Honor,” it says, “thy father, that a blessing may come upon thee from God, and his blessing may remain in the latter end.” For the blessing of God signifies the most lavish bestowal of goods, which if it remain unto the very end, nothing more desirable than that can befall a man.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:26 (lemma). Margin: v. 26. ↩
	§185. Why Shem is blessed first (firstborn? holier? the rebuker? his posterity — the Patriarchs and Messiah); the first sense of ‘Blessed be the Lord God of Shem’ (God praised for the goods He will heap on Shem). Continues on p. 386. ↩
	§185 (cont.). The second sense: the God Shem worships is the true God (the faith surviving only in Shem's line); ‘Shem’ = ‘renowned.’ ↩
	§186. The blessing prefigures the reward of pious children — the nine goods of Ecclus 3 (wealth, joy in children, prayers heard, long life [the first commandment with a promise, Eph 6], family stability, glory, deliverance, forgiveness, and God's perpetual favor). Margins: “Nine goods foretold and promised in Scripture to grateful and pious [children]”; Exod. 20; Eph. 6. ↩




May God enlarge Japheth, and may he dwell in the tents of Shem: and let Canaan be his servant

LatineEnglish


{May God enlarge Japheth, and may he dwell in the tents of Shem: and let Canaan be his servant.}1
Dilatet Deus Iaphet, et habitet in tabernaculis Sem: sitque Chanaan servus eius.



HAEC verba continent benedictionem Iaphet, amplam quidem illam, verum benedictione Sem multo inferiorem. Alluditur autem ad nomen Iaphet, quod significat latitudinem. Augustinus legit quodam loco, Latificet. Caietanus [et Eugubinus]…
These words contain the blessing of Iaphet — ample indeed, but much inferior to the blessing of Sem. And there is an allusion to the name Iaphet, which signifies breadth. Augustine reads in one place, “May He make broad [Latificet].” Cajetan [and Eugubinus]…2



…et Eugubinus aiunt verbum Hebraeum etiam significare, condecoret seu venustum faciat. Verum significatio dilatandi seu extendendi maxime propria eius vocis est, tum hoc loco tum alibi in sacris literis. Dilatatio autem Iaphet dupliciter intelligitur: et quantum ad prolem, quod numerosissima eius progenies et posteritas esset futura; et quantum ad loca, id est, varias terrae regiones, quod eius posteri multas et varias terrae plagas peragraturi et habitaturi essent, futurique multarum gentium atque regnorum conditores.
…and Eugubinus say that the Hebrew word also signifies “may He adorn” or “make beautiful.” But the signification of enlarging or extending is most proper to that word, both here and elsewhere in the sacred letters. And the enlargement of Iaphet is understood in two ways: both as to offspring (that his progeny and posterity would be most numerous), and as to places — that is, the various regions of the earth — because his posterity would traverse and inhabit many and various tracts of the earth, and would be the founders of many nations and kingdoms.3



SED illud, habitet in tabernaculis Sem, praecipuam requirit explanationem. Verbum enim illud, habitet, ambiguam habet constructionem et connexionem: potest enim iungi cum nomine Dei et cum nomine Iaphet. Si referatur ad Deum, erit haec sententia: Etsi Deus amplissime dilataturus est posteritatem Iaphet, ipse tamen non apud posteros Iaphet, sed apud solius posteros Sem habitaturus est; namque posteri Iaphet falsos deos coluerunt, at posteri Sem (non quidem omnes, sed qui ex eo per Heber, Abraham, Isaac et Iacob proseminati sunt) veri Dei fidem et cultum retinuerunt; quamobrem dicitur Deus habitaturus in eorum tabernaculis, id est, externo et publico cultu ab eis colendus: licet etiam in tabernaculo Mosis et in templo Salomonis habitasse Deum legamus. Ad extremum vero Deus Verbum carnem ex stirpe Sem accepit, in qua Deitas per hypostaticam unionem mirabiliter habitavit. Hanc interpretationem maxime probat Theodoretus, nec ea displicet Lyrano, Burgensi et Tostato; quam item sequitur paraphrasis Chaldaica sic habens hoc loco: Et habitet Divinitas eius in tabernaculis Sem. Quanquam Chaldaicum vocabulum quietem proprie significat, quo vocabulo Hebraei praesentiam Divinitatis (quae olim in Sanctuario super arcam foederis declarabatur) appellant; ad quod videtur hic alludi, sicut etiam apud David: Haec requies mea in saeculum saeculi, hic habitabo, quoniam elegi eam.
But that phrase, “and may he dwell in the tents of Sem,” requires a special explanation. For that verb, “dwell,” has an ambiguous construction and connection: for it can be joined with the name of God and with the name of Iaphet. If it be referred to God, this will be the sense: Although God will most amply enlarge the posterity of Iaphet, yet He Himself will dwell not among the posterity of Iaphet, but among the posterity of Sem alone; for the posterity of Iaphet worshipped false gods, but the posterity of Sem (not indeed all, but those sown from him through Heber, Abraham, Isaac, and Iacob) retained the faith and worship of the true God; wherefore God is said to be about to dwell in their tents — that is, to be worshipped by them with external and public worship; although we read that God dwelt also in the tabernacle of Moses and in the temple of Solomon. But at last God the Word took flesh from the stock of Sem, in which the Deity by the hypostatic union wonderfully dwelt. This interpretation Theodoret especially approves, nor does it displease Lyra, Burgos, and Tostatus; which the Chaldaic paraphrase likewise follows, having thus in this place: “And may His Divinity dwell in the tents of Sem.” Although the Chaldaic word properly signifies ‘rest,’ by which word the Hebrews call the presence of the Divinity (which of old was declared in the Sanctuary over the ark of the covenant); to which there seems to be an allusion here, as also in David: “This is my rest forever and ever, here will I dwell, for I have chosen it.”4



VERUM multo aptius illud verbum habitet iungitur cum nomine Iaphet, ut significetur non solum posteritatem Iaphet mirandum in modum dilatatum iri, sed eam in tabernaculis (sive, ut habent Septuaginta, in domibus) Sem habitaturam esse. Quod autem illud verbum habitet referri debeat ad Iaphet, bene probat Caietanus ex eo quod sequitur, Sitque Chanaan servus eius: nam illud pronomen eius vel refertur ad Deum, vel ad Sem, vel ad Iaphet. Non ad Deum, quia redderet falsam sententiam, non enim Chananaei servi Dei fuerunt, nisi forte naturali servitute, quae tamen communis est omnium; nec referri potest ad Sem, quia iam supra dictum fuerat Chanaan futurum servum ipsius Sem, nec ratio erat ulla cur idem mox repeteretur: ergo referri debet ad Iaphet. Quocirca illud etiam habitet procul dubio ad Iaphet referendum est.
But much more aptly is that verb “dwell” joined with the name of Iaphet, so that it is signified not only that the posterity of Iaphet will be enlarged in a wonderful manner, but that it will dwell in the tents (or, as the Septuagint has, in the houses) of Sem. And that that verb “dwell” ought to be referred to Iaphet, Cajetan well proves from what follows, “And let Chanaan be his servant”: for that pronoun “his” is referred either to God, or to Sem, or to Iaphet. Not to God, because it would yield a false sense, for the Canaanites were not servants of God, except perhaps by the natural servitude which, however, is common to all; nor can it be referred to Sem, because it had already been said above that Chanaan would be the servant of Sem himself, and there was no reason why the same should be at once repeated: therefore it must be referred to Iaphet. Wherefore that “dwell” too must without doubt be referred to Iaphet.5



SED quid sibi vult, Iaphet esse habitaturum in tabernaculis Sem? Quinque modis id potest intelligi. Primo, ut significetur usque adeo multiplicatum iri posteros Iaphet, ut, eos propriis non capientibus tabernaculis, necesse futurum sit recipi in tabernacula posterorum [Sem]…
But what does it mean, that Iaphet will dwell in the tents of Sem? It can be understood in five ways. First, that it is signified that the posterity of Iaphet will be so multiplied that, their own tents not holding them, it will be necessary for them to be received into the tents of the posterity [of Sem]…6



…Sem, id est, ut in regionibus quas illi colent ipsi cum illis permixti habitaturi sint. Deinde significari potest posteros Iaphet, qui futuri erant Gentiles, copulatum iri foedere amicitiae et communicatione privilegiorum cum Iudaeis qui futuri erant posteri Sem; id quod de Lacedaemoniis et Romanis in priori Machabaeorum volumine proditum est, quos ex stirpe Iaphet oriundos fuisse paulo infra ostendemus. Illud quoque ex illis verbis potest elici, fore aliquando tempus cum posteri Iaphet, id est Gentiles, eiecturi essent propriis sedibus Iudaeos genus trahentes ex Sem: quod non semel esse factum ex sacris historiis notum est.
…of Sem — that is, that in the regions which they [the posterity of Sem] will inhabit, they [the posterity of Iaphet] will dwell mingled with them. Next, it can be signified that the posterity of Iaphet, who would be Gentiles, would be joined by a covenant of friendship and a sharing of privileges with the Jews who would be the posterity of Sem; which is recorded of the Lacedaemonians and the Romans in the former book of the Maccabees — whom we shall show a little below to have been sprung from the stock of Iaphet. This too can be elicited from those words: that there would be a time when the posterity of Iaphet, that is the Gentiles, would eject from their own seats the Jews drawing their race from Sem — which is known from the sacred histories to have happened more than once.7



POSTREMO ex illis ipsis verbis duplex alia exprimitur sententia. Altera, significari unionem futuram in Christo Gentilium et Iudaeorum, qui, cum antea non solum diiuncti sed etiam discordes atque inimici essent, et tanquam parietes ingenti maceria interiecta longissime dissiti, per lapidem tamen angularem Christum dominum invicem copulati sunt. Ipse est pax nostra, inquit Paulus de Christo scribens ad Ephesios, qui fecit utraque unum, et medium parietem maceriae solvens, inimicitias in carne sua, legem mandatorum decretis evacuans, ut duos condat in semetipso in unum hominem, faciens pacem, et reconcilians ambos in uno corpore Deo per Crucem, interficiens inimicitias in semetipso. Itaque Gentilis, qui erat velut foliis oleaster amarus, insitus est per Christum in pinguem olivam, socius radicis et pinguedinis eius factus. Et hac ratione impletum est illud Esaiae vaticinium: Habitabit lupus cum agno, et pardus cum haedo accubabit; vitulus et leo et ovis simul morabuntur, et puer parvulus minabit eos. Vitulus et ursus pascentur, simul requiescent catuli eorum, et leo quasi bos comedet paleas. Ergo Iaphet habitaturum in tabernaculis Sem, prophetia est aenigmatica locutione operta, de Gentibus quae futurae participes erant bonorum quae Iudaei a Deo, potissimum autem per Messiam, accepturi erant.
Lastly, from those very words a twofold other sense is expressed. The one, that there is signified the future union in Christ of Gentiles and Jews, who, although before they were not only disjoined but even discordant and hostile, and as it were walls set very far apart with a huge wall interposed, were nevertheless joined to each other through the corner-stone, Christ the Lord. “He is our peace,” says Paul, writing of Christ to the Ephesians, “who has made both one, and breaking down the middle wall of partition, the enmities in his flesh, evacuating the law of commandments by decrees, that he might make the two in himself into one new man, making peace, and reconciling both in one body to God by the Cross, slaying the enmities in himself.” And so the Gentile, who was like a wild olive bitter in its leaves, was grafted through Christ into the rich olive, made a partaker of its root and fatness. And by this means was fulfilled that prophecy of Isaiah: “The wolf shall dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the kid; the calf and the lion and the sheep shall abide together, and a little child shall lead them. The calf and the bear shall feed, their young ones shall rest together, and the lion shall eat straw like the ox.” Therefore that Iaphet will dwell in the tents of Sem is a prophecy, veiled in enigmatic speech, of the Gentiles, who were to be future partakers of the goods which the Jews were to receive from God, but chiefly through the Messiah.8



ALTERA sententia est, posteros Iaphet habitaturos in tabernaculis posterorum Sem, inde ipsis eiectis. Posteri enim Sem, ut non semel diximus, fuerunt Hebraei: per eorum tabernacula intelligere oportet veri Dei fidem et cultum et sacrarum literarum eloquia, denique promissa bona per Messiam ipsis praestanda. In haec tabernacula intrarunt Gentes ad Christum conversae, eaque perdiderunt Iudaei a Christo alienati. Audi B. Hieronymum: De Sem, inquit, Hebraei, de Iaphet populus Gentium nascitur: quid igitur? lata est multitudo credentium, a latitudine qua Iaphet dicitur nomen invenit. Quod autem subditur, Et habitet in tabernaculis Sem, de nobis prophetatur, qui in eruditione et scientia Scripturarum, eiecto Israel, versamur.
The other sense is, that the posterity of Iaphet would dwell in the tents of the posterity of Sem, they themselves being thence ejected. For the posterity of Sem, as we have said more than once, were the Hebrews: by their tents one must understand the faith and worship of the true God, and the eloquences of the sacred letters, and finally the promised goods to be furnished to them through the Messiah. Into these tents the Gentiles converted to Christ entered, and them the Jews, alienated from Christ, lost. Hear St. Jerome: “From Sem,” he says, “the Hebrews are born, from Iaphet the people of the Gentiles: what, then? the multitude of believers is broad — from the breadth by which Iaphet is named it found its name. And what is subjoined, ‘And may he dwell in the tents of Sem,’ is prophesied of us, who are engaged in the erudition and knowledge of the Scriptures, Israel being cast out.”9



VERUM diserte admodum et erudite locum hunc tractavit Rupertus. Tabernacula Sem, ait ille, in quibus habitaturus esse dicitur Iaphet, privilegia sunt Iudaeorum his verbis a Paulo numerata: Quorum est adoptio filiorum, et gloria, et testamentum, et legislatio, et obsequium et promissa, et Patres ex quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus. In his tabernaculis longo tempore solus habitavit Iudaicus populus, Gentibus extra positis. Eratis [enim]…
But very plainly and learnedly Rupert treated this place. “The tents of Sem,” he says, “in which Iaphet is said to be about to dwell, are the privileges of the Jews enumerated by Paul in these words: ‘Whose is the adoption of sons, and the glory, and the covenant, and the legislation, and the service [of God], and the promises, and the Fathers, from whom is Christ according to the flesh, who is over all God blessed.’ In these tents the Jewish people alone dwelt for a long time, the Gentiles being placed outside. For you were [once]…”10



…enim aliquando (ait Paulus scribens Gentibus ad Christum conversis) sine Christo, alienati a conversatione Israel, hospites testamentorum, promissionis spem non habentes, et sine Deo in hoc mundo. Haec enim omnia unius Hebraicae linguae clausura tenebat: quae, cum confusio seu divisio linguarum facta est, sola remansit in familia Heber, unde et Hebraica nominata est. Atque haec fuere tabernacula Sem et posterorum eius, non quidem omnium, sed qui ex eo tantum per Heber, Abraham et Iacob genus duxerunt. Quomodo autem in hisce tabernaculis habitaverint posteri Iaphet, breviter indicandum est. De Iaphet nati sunt Graeci et Latini: namque eius filii septem numerantur a Mose: primus Gomer, a quo Galatae fuerunt oriundi; secundus Magog, ex quo Scythae; tertius Madai, unde Medi; quartus Iavan, a quo Iones qui et Graeci; quintus Thubal, unde Italorum et Hispanorum origo; sextus Mosoch, et hinc Cappadoces (apud quos etiam urbs quaedam inde Mazecha dicta est); septimus Thiras, a quo Thraces. In his porro atque in cunctis fere gentibus Graeca et Latina lingua principatum obtinuerunt: illa propter sapientiam et eloquentiam Graecorum, haec propter potentiam Romanorum; per quas linguas tabernacula Sem patefacta sunt cunctis gentibus ad inhabitandum: per illas enim linguas, translatis ex Hebraeo divinis eloquiis, scripturarum scientiam et veri Dei notitiam Gentes perceperunt. Et primo quidem Iudaei, quibus illa tabernacula aedificata fuerant, in ea introierunt, necnon et aliqui Gentilium ex Cham vel ex Sem originem ducentium: sed posteri tamen Iaphet, a quibus Europa possessa est, in illis tabernaculis habitando praevaluerunt.
…for you were once (says Paul, writing to the Gentiles converted to Christ) without Christ, alienated from the conversation of Israel, strangers to the covenants, not having the hope of the promise, and without God in this world. For all these things the enclosure of the one Hebrew language held: which, when the confusion or division of tongues was made, alone remained in the family of Heber, whence it was named Hebrew. And these were the tents of Sem and his posterity — not indeed of all, but of those who drew their race from him only through Heber, Abraham, and Iacob. But how the posterity of Iaphet dwelt in these tents must be briefly indicated. From Iaphet were born the Greeks and Latins: for his sons are numbered seven by Moses — the first Gomer, from whom the Galatians were sprung; the second Magog, from whom the Scythians; the third Madai, whence the Medes; the fourth Iavan, from whom the Ionians, who are also the Greeks; the fifth Thubal, whence the origin of the Italians and Spaniards; the sixth Mosoch, and hence the Cappadocians (among whom too a certain city was thence called Mazecha); the seventh Thiras, from whom the Thracians. And in these, and in almost all nations, the Greek and Latin tongue obtained the primacy: the former on account of the wisdom and eloquence of the Greeks, the latter on account of the power of the Romans; by which tongues the tents of Sem were opened to all nations to inhabit — for through those tongues, the divine eloquences being translated from the Hebrew, the Gentiles received the knowledge of the scriptures and the notice of the true God. And first indeed the Jews, for whom those tents had been built, entered into them, and also some of the Gentiles drawing their origin from Cham or from Sem; but the posterity of Iaphet, by whom Europe was possessed, prevailed in dwelling in those tents.11



NON decet hinc abire nos ad alia, intactam omnino praetereuntes Allegoricam huius historiae tractationem, quam Patres copiose, pie ac docte persecuti sunt. Noë illustrem gessisse multis in rebus imaginem Christi domini nostri, alias dictum est in his nostris Commentariis. Similitudine autem vineae quam Noë plantavit significari veterem illam Synagogam variis Scripturae locis testatum est: Vineam de Aegypto transtulisti, inquit David, eiecisti Gentes et plantasti eam; dux itineris fuisti in conspectu eius, plantasti radices eius et implevit terram. Quae quidem vinea a primo egregia, decora et praeclara fuit, postea conversa est in amaritudinem vitis alienae, pro expectatis uvis reddens labruscas. Haec tandem, a quo plantata fuerat, eum amaro mortis poculo potavit, et consummata amaritudine inebriavit, ita ut dormiret somno mortis, nudatus et suorum irrisioni, ludibrio et contemptui expositus. Christus enim a populo Iudaico — quem ut Deus innumerabilibus beneficiis antea cumulaverat, et factus homo ad eum redimendum et salvandum venerat — ignominiosa et atroci morte damnatus et peremptus est. Nuditas Noë et verenda eius significant infirmitates Christi, maxime demonstratas in Cruce et morte eius, quas impii vt pudendas et probrosas irrident et contemnunt.
It is not fitting for us to pass hence to other things, leaving altogether untouched the Allegorical treatment of this history, which the Fathers have pursued copiously, piously, and learnedly. That Noah bore in many things an illustrious image of Christ our Lord, has been said elsewhere in these our Commentaries. And that by the likeness of the vine which Noah planted is signified that old Synagogue is attested in various places of Scripture: “Thou hast brought a vineyard out of Egypt,” says David, “thou hast cast out the Gentiles and planted it; thou wast the guide of its journey in its sight, thou didst plant its roots, and it filled the earth.” And this vine, at first excellent, comely, and famous, was afterward turned into the bitterness of a strange vine, rendering wild grapes instead of the expected grapes. This [vine] at last gave to drink the bitter cup of death to Him by whom it had been planted, and with consummated bitterness made Him drunk, so that He slept the sleep of death, stripped and exposed to the mockery, scorn, and contempt of His own. For Christ, by the Jewish people — whom as God He had before heaped with innumerable benefits, and, made man, had come to redeem and save — was condemned and slain by an ignominious and atrocious death. The nakedness of Noah and his shameful parts signify the infirmities of Christ, most demonstrated in His Cross and death, which the impious mock and despise as shameful and disgraceful.12



TRES filii Noë, tria sunt genera hominum in Ecclesia Christi: Haeretici ac reprobi Catholici; et e contrario Electi, quorum alii praelati sunt, alii vero subditi: praeter haec tria hominum genera non est invenire aliud in his qui Christiano nomine censentur. Et duo quidem posteriora genera salva sunt in Ecclesia, tertium omnino perit. Unde [legitur]…
The three sons of Noah are three kinds of men in the Church of Christ: Heretics and reprobate Catholics; and on the contrary the Elect, of whom some are prelates, some are subjects: besides these three kinds of men one cannot find another among those who are counted by the Christian name. And the two latter kinds are saved in the Church, the third perishes utterly. Whence [it is read]…13



…legitur Draco deiectus de caelo traxisse ad se tertiam partem stellarum, et ad sonitum cantumque tubae Angelicae tertiam partem terrae interiisse. Et quidem Cham figura fuit Haereticorum: nam Cham interpretatur calidus, id est, impatiens semperque fervens ad rixas atque contentiosus, qui patris nuditatem irridet et evulgat: tales sunt Haeretici, qui propter humilitatem et infirmitatem Christi negant eum esse verum Deum, publicantes et iactantes quae ad humilitatem Christi pertinent, multa vero quae ad declarandam divinitatis eius maiestatem faciunt tacentes, aut perversa interpretatione depravantes. Isti sunt contentiosi, litigiosi, ferventes in maledicendo et persequendo; sed velint nolint, servi sunt servorum Dei: illorum enim augendae et consummandae gloriae serviunt, et exornandis ac perficiendis coronis famulantur. Nec in eos non apte quadrat quod Cham non in se ipso sed in filio suo Chanaan maledictus est: nam dum aliquando Haereticorum poena in futurum saeculum reservatur, quasi non in semetipsis sed in posteris suis puniuntur; quaelibet enim secta Haereticorum, quamvis a primo visa sit potens et gloriosa, et ad tempus prosperos habens processus, paulatim tamen in posteris suis labascit et deficit, et cum dedecore atque execratione hominum evanescit.
…it is read that the Dragon, cast down from heaven, drew to himself the third part of the stars, and that at the sound and song of the Angelic trumpet the third part of the earth perished. And Cham indeed was a figure of Heretics: for Cham is interpreted ‘hot’ — that is, impatient and ever boiling for quarrels and contentious — who mocks and divulges his father's nakedness: such are the Heretics, who, on account of the humility and infirmity of Christ, deny Him to be true God, publishing and bandying about what pertains to the humility of Christ, but keeping silent, or by a perverse interpretation depraving, the many things which serve to declare the majesty of His divinity. These are contentious, litigious, boiling in cursing and persecuting; but, willing or unwilling, they are servants of the servants of God: for they serve the increasing and consummating of their [the saints'] glory, and minister to the adorning and perfecting of their crowns. Nor does it not aptly fit them, that Cham was cursed not in himself but in his son Chanaan: for, since the penalty of Heretics is sometimes reserved for the future age, they are as it were punished not in themselves but in their posterity; for any sect of Heretics whatever, although at first it seemed powerful and glorious, and for a time had prosperous successes, nevertheless gradually totters and fails in its posterity, and vanishes with the disgrace and execration of men.14



E CONTRARIO autem Sem et Iaphet, id est electi, infirmitates Christi (vt quas ille nulla necessitate sed summa voluntate atque charitate nostrae salutis causa susceperat) summa pietate venerantur, scientes quod infirmum et stultum est Dei, sapientius et fortius esse omnibus hominibus. Aversi autem nuditatem Noë proprio pallio tegere est, in Christi nece aversari quidem immane facinus Iudaeorum, sed ipsas Domini passiones venerando sacramentorum ordine operire, grate recolentes, pie venerantes, studiose imitantes. Et Sem quidem, significans nominatum et inclytum, figura est Praelatorum in Ecclesia Christi; Iaphet autem, significans latitudinem, figuram habet subditorum, quorum maximus est in Ecclesia Christi numerus. Verum satis fuerit hoc attigisse, cetera meditationi lectoris relinquentes.
But on the contrary Sem and Iaphet — that is, the elect — venerate with the highest piety the infirmities of Christ (which He had taken on by no necessity, but by the highest will and charity for the cause of our salvation), knowing that what is weak and foolish of God is wiser and stronger than all men. And, turned away, to cover the nakedness of Noah with their own cloak is, in the slaying of Christ, indeed to turn away from the monstrous deed of the Jews, but to cover the very Passions of the Lord by venerating them with the order of the sacraments — gratefully recalling, piously venerating, studiously imitating. And Sem, signifying ‘named and renowned,’ is a figure of the Prelates in the Church of Christ; but Iaphet, signifying ‘breadth,’ has the figure of the subjects, of whom the number is greatest in the Church of Christ. But it will be enough to have touched on this, leaving the rest to the meditation of the reader.15
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	§196. Conversely Shem and Japheth (the elect) reverence Christ's infirmities; covering Noah's nakedness = venerating the Passion through the sacraments; Shem (‘renowned’) = prelates, Japheth (‘breadth’) = the subjects (the greater number). Margin: 1 Cor. 1. ↩




And Noah lived after the flood three hundred and fifty years. And all his days were nine hundred and fifty years, and he died

LatineEnglish


{And Noah lived after the flood three hundred and fifty years. And all his days were nine hundred and fifty years, and he died.}1
Vixit autem Noë post diluvium trecentis quinquaginta annis. Et impleti sunt omnes dies eius nongentorum quinquaginta annorum, et mortuus est.



VIXIT igitur Noë vitam omnium mortalium longissimam, duobus tantum exceptis, Iared et Mathusalem. Namque ipso Adamo longaevior fuit Noë viginti annis; brevioris tamen vitae fuit quam Iared annis duodecim, et quam Mathusalem decem et novem. Verum invitat [me hic locus]…
Noah, then, lived the longest life of all mortals, two only excepted, Iared and Mathusalem. For Noah was longer-lived than Adam himself by twenty years; yet of a shorter life than Iared by twelve years, and than Mathusalem by nineteen. But [this place] invites [me]…2



…me hic locus ut breviter exponam omnem vitae Noë Chronologiam, et quaedam alia ad eum pertinentia. Primum dicam de vita eius ante diluvium, tum vero post diluvium.
…this place invites me to set forth briefly the whole Chronology of Noah's life, and certain other things pertaining to him. First I will speak of his life before the flood, then of [his life] after the flood.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 9:28–29 (lemma). Margins: vv. 28 & 29; Gen. 5. ↩
	Lead-in to Disp. 5: Noah's 950 years (longest but for Jared and Mathusalem). Continues on p. 391. ↩
	Lead-in concluded — the plan of Disp. 5. ↩




FIFTH DISPUTATION. On the Chronology of Noah's life: also on a certain son of his whom they call Ionithus, and on his dwelling after the flood

LatineEnglish


FIFTH DISPUTATION. On the Chronology of Noah's life: also on a certain son of his whom they call Ionithus, and on his dwelling after the flood.
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. De Chronologia vitae Noë: De quodam item eius filio quem appellant Ionithum, et de habitatione eius post diluvium.



VIXIT ante diluvium Noë sexcentis annis; sexcentesimo enim anno eius contigisse diluvium supra scripsit Moses cap. septimo. Ab exordio Mundi, cum est creatus Adam, usque ad diluvium numerantur anni mille sexcenti quinquaginta sex: ipse autem Adam vixit annos nongentos triginta; ergo mortuus est ante diluvium septingentis viginti sex annis. Cum igitur Noë natus fuerit sexcentis annis ante diluvium, apparet ipsum esse natum centum viginti sex annis post obitum Adami. Deinde Henoch annis ducentis quadraginta duobus ante obitum Adami genuit Mathusalem, et postea vixit trecentis annis, et ex terris translatus a Deo est. Mathusalem vero vixit annos nongentos sexaginta novem, et ipso anno quo diluvium accidit mortuus est. Ergo Noë, qui natus est sexcentis annis ante diluvium, ortus fuit sexaginta novem annis post translationem Henoch, et trecentesimo sexagesimo nono anno avi sui Mathusalem.
Noah lived before the flood six hundred years; for that in the six hundredth year of his [life] the flood happened, Moses wrote above in chapter seven. From the beginning of the World, when Adam was created, up to the flood are numbered one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years: and Adam himself lived nine hundred and thirty years; therefore he died seven hundred and twenty-six years before the flood. Since, therefore, Noah was born six hundred years before the flood, it appears that he was born one hundred and twenty-six years after the death of Adam. Next, Henoch, two hundred and forty-two years before the death of Adam, begot Mathusalem, and afterward lived three hundred years, and was translated by God from the earth. And Mathusalem lived nine hundred and sixty-nine years, and died in the very year in which the flood happened. Therefore Noah, who was born six hundred years before the flood, arose sixty-nine years after the translation of Henoch, and in the three hundred and sixty-ninth year of his grandfather Mathusalem.1



Ex his concluditur Mathusalem versatum esse cum Adamo per annos ducentos quadraginta duos, Noë autem cum ipso Mathusalem per annos trecentos sexaginta novem. Doctrinam igitur rerum naturalium et divinarum, tam naturalem quam supernaturalem, vivae vocis oraculo ex Adamo didicit Mathusalem; ex ipso autem Mathusalem accepit Noë, quin etiam filius eius Sem, quippe qui centum annos ante diluvium natus, earum rerum cognitionem ab ipso Mathusalem commode doceri potuit. Et de aetate ac vita Noë ante diluvium ita dictum sit.
From these it is concluded that Mathusalem was conversant with Adam for two hundred and forty-two years, and Noah with Mathusalem himself for three hundred and sixty-nine years. The doctrine, therefore, of natural and divine things, both natural and supernatural, Mathusalem learned from Adam by the oracle of the living voice; and from Mathusalem himself Noah received it, and even his son Sem — since he, born a hundred years before the flood, could conveniently be taught the knowledge of those things by Mathusalem himself. And concerning the age and life of Noah before the flood, let so much be said.2



POST diluvium porro vixit Noë trecentos quinquaginta annos: cum autem a diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae, secundum Hebraicam et Latinam computationem, non plures ducentis nonaginta duobus annis praeterierint, efficitur nato iam Abrahae superstitem fuisse Noë per annos quinquaginta octo. Nimirum tamdiu voluit Deus Noë vivere, quoad alius surgeret eius similis, insigni vir pietate, qui veri Dei cultum conservaret, et ad eum amplectendum verbis et factis homines vehementer incitaret. Observatum est iam inde ab orbe condi[to]…
After the flood Noah lived three hundred and fifty years: and since, from the flood up to the birth of Abraham, according to the Hebrew and Latin computation, no more than two hundred and ninety-two years passed, it comes about that Noah survived for fifty-eight years after Abraham was born. For God willed Noah to live so long, until another like him should arise, a man of remarkable piety, who would preserve the worship of the true God, and vehemently incite men by words and deeds to embrace it. It has been observed, even from the founding of the world…3



…condito, Deum omni saeculo egregios aliquos viros excitare consuevisse. Ante diluvium, post Adamum, fuit Seth, Henoch, Mathusalem; post diluvium usque ad legem latam, Noë, Abraham ceterique Patriarchae usque ad Mosen, Melchisedech et Iob. Post Mosen, Iosue et Phinees. Et de Iudicibus, Othoniel, Gedeon, Iephte, Samson, Samuel. Tempore Regum, David, Asa, Iosaphat, Ezechias et Iosias. Atque hoc ipso tempore fuere sanctissimi Pontifices, ut Ioiada, Eliacim, clarissimique Prophetae ut Elias et Elizeus. Tempore autem captivitatis Babylonicae, Hieremias, Ezechiel, Daniel. Post reditum denique ex captivitate, Zorobabel, Iesu Pontifex, Aggaeus et Zacharias Prophetae, Esdras et Nehemias, duo et septuaginta Interpretes sacrarum litterarum, et principes Machabaei, non minus divina religione ac pietate quam bellica fortitudine clari et omni aevo celebrandi. Et quoniam Sem filius Noë post diluvium vixit annos duos et quingentos, ut significat Moses Geneseos undecimo, fit ut pervenerit ad quinquagesimum annum Iacob patriarchae.
…the world being founded, that God was wont in every age to raise up some excellent men. Before the flood, after Adam, were Seth, Henoch, Mathusalem; after the flood up to the giving of the law, Noah, Abraham and the other Patriarchs up to Moses, Melchisedech and Job. After Moses, Iosue and Phinees. And of the Judges, Othoniel, Gedeon, Iephte, Samson, Samuel. In the time of the Kings, David, Asa, Iosaphat, Ezechias, and Iosias. And in this very time were most holy High Priests, as Ioiada, Eliacim, and most illustrious Prophets, as Elias and Elizeus. But in the time of the Babylonian captivity, Hieremias, Ezechiel, Daniel. After the return at last from the captivity, Zorobabel, Iesu the High Priest, Aggaeus and Zacharias the Prophets, Esdras and Nehemias, the seventy-two Interpreters of the sacred letters, and the Maccabaean princes — no less famous for divine religion and piety than for warlike fortitude, and to be celebrated in every age. And since Sem the son of Noah lived after the flood five hundred and two years, as Moses signifies in Genesis 11, it comes about that he reached the fiftieth year of the patriarch Iacob.4



CUPIO igitur hic lectorem advertere, quemadmodum veri Dei fides et cultus, et rerum ad consequendam salutem animae eo tempore necessariarum observatio, custodita et perpetuata fuerit ab initio Mundi usque ad Iacob per tres tantum personas, Adamum, Mathusalem et Sem; per annos autem duo millia praeterque centum quinquaginta sex. Potuit enim Iacob, ut diximus, eas res discere ex ipso Sem, is vero ex Mathusalem, hic vero ex ipso Adamo.
I desire, therefore, here to make the reader observe how the faith and worship of the true God, and the observance of the things necessary at that time for obtaining the salvation of the soul, was guarded and perpetuated from the beginning of the World up to Iacob through only three persons — Adam, Mathusalem, and Sem — but through two thousand and one hundred and fifty-six years. For Iacob could, as we have said, learn those things from Sem himself, he from Mathusalem, and he from Adam himself.5



CETERUM quia Moses nullum commemorat filium genitum a Noë post diluvium, ex eo colligit Chrysostomus virum fuisse eum incredibilis continentiae: quippe qui totos trecentos quinquaginta annos quos vixit post diluvium, ne procreandorum quidem liberorum causa voluptati indulgere voluerit. Vide, inquit ille, admirandam iusti continentiam. Cum enim tanta frueretur ubertate rerum et prosperitate, superessetque tanto annorum numero post egressum ex Arca, noluit tamen ultra indulgere filiorum procreationi. Non enim commemorat Scriptura eum alios praeter illos tres quos ante diluvium genuerat habuisse liberos. Sed nullum esse post diluvium a Noë generatum filium, paulo supra disputatum est a nobis.
Moreover, because Moses recounts no son begotten by Noah after the flood, from this Chrysostom gathers that he was a man of incredible continence: since, for the whole three hundred and fifty years which he lived after the flood, he was unwilling to indulge pleasure even for the sake of procreating children. “See,” says he, “the admirable continence of the just man. For though he enjoyed such abundance of things and prosperity, and survived so great a number of years after his going out of the Ark, yet he was unwilling further to indulge the procreation of children. For Scripture does not recount that he had other children besides those three whom he had begotten before the flood.” But that no son was begotten by Noah after the flood was disputed by us a little above.6



Quod ergo a quibusdam proditum est de quodam eius filio valde memorabili, quem appellant Ionithum, pro fabuloso habendum est. Sed historiam eius rei ne lector nesciat, ponam hoc loco, ut eam narrat (auctore Methodio) scriptor historiae Scholasticae, cuius haec sunt verba: Methodius, agens de quodam filio Noë cuius non meminit Moses, sic ait: Centesimo anno tertiae Chiliadis Noë genuit filium ad similitudinem suam, quem appellavit Ionithum. Trecentesimo anno, largitus ei amplissima dona, misit eum in terram Ethan, quam ille pervasit usque ad mare Orientis. Hic Ionithus accepit a Domino donum sapientiae et invenit Astronomiam. Hic gigantem Nemrod (decem cubitorum proceritate) et nepotem Sem, ad se venientem erudivit, docuitque quibus in locis regnare deberet. Multa etiam praevidit ac praedixit, in primis autem de quatuor Monarchiarum ortu, succes[sione]…
What, then, is recorded by some about a certain very memorable son of his, whom they call Ionithus, is to be held as fabulous. But, lest the reader be ignorant of the history of that matter, I will set it down in this place as the writer of the Scholastic History narrates it (on the authority of Methodius), whose words are these: “Methodius, treating of a certain son of Noah of whom Moses makes no mention, speaks thus: In the hundredth year of the third Chiliad [millennium], Noah begot a son after his own likeness, whom he called Ionithus. In the three-hundredth year, having bestowed on him most ample gifts, he sent him into the land Ethan, which he overran as far as the sea of the East. This Ionithus received from the Lord the gift of wisdom and discovered Astronomy. He instructed the giant Nemrod (ten cubits in height) and the grandson of Sem, who came to him, and taught [him] in what places he ought to reign. He also foresaw and foretold many things, but chiefly about the rise, succes[sion]…”7



…sione et occasu, quam prophetiam multis post seculis Daniel edidit. Praedixit autem ille primos omnium regnaturos ex posteritate Cham, uti fuit Belus et Ninus, regni Babylonici et Monarchiae Assyriorum conditores; secundos regnaturos de stirpe Sem, Persas et Graecos; postremos de genere Iaphet, Romanos. Sic Methodius, ut refert Historia Scholastica. S. Hieronymus tradit istum Methodium fuisse Episcopum primo quidem Olympi Lyciae, postea Tyri, nitidi compositique sermonis; scripsisseque cum alia, tum libros contra Porphyrium, Commentarios item in Genesim et in Cantica Canticorum; et sub finem novissimae persecutionis Ecclesiae (vel, ut placet aliis, sub Decio et Valeriano) in Chalcide Graeciae martyrio coronatum.
…and setting of the four Monarchies, which prophecy Daniel published many ages afterward. And he foretold that the first of all to reign would be from the posterity of Cham, as was Belus and Ninus, founders of the Babylonian kingdom and the Monarchy of the Assyrians; the second to reign, of the stock of Sem, the Persians and Greeks; the last, of the race of Iaphet, the Romans. Thus Methodius, as the Scholastic History reports. St. Jerome relates that this Methodius was a Bishop, first of Olympus in Lycia, afterward of Tyre, of polished and well-composed speech; and that he wrote, among other things, books against Porphyry, and likewise Commentaries on Genesis and on the Canticle of Canticles; and that toward the end of the last persecution of the Church (or, as it pleases others, under Decius and Valerian) he was crowned with martyrdom in Chalcis of Greece.8



VERUM ista quae Methodius dicitur prodidisse de Ionitho filio Noë fabulosa sunt, eaque refellere minime fuerit operosum. Principio, talem filium Noë, insignem sapientia et prophetico spiritu, non tacuisset Moses, nec dixisset ab illis duntaxat tribus filiis Sem, Cham et Iaphet omne genus humanum esse propagatum; et, ut aliorum filiorum Noë, sic huius quoque progeniem enarrasset. Sed eo convincitur falsam esse istam opinionem, quod dicitur Noë genuisse istum Ionithum anno centesimo tertiae Chiliadis, scilicet ab exordio Mundi: atqui plus nonaginta annis ante istum centesimum annum decesserat Noë. Siquidem ab initio Mundi usque ad Diluvium fluxerunt anni mille sexcenti quinquaginta sex; Noë autem vixit post Diluvium annos trecentos quinquaginta: ergo mortuus est anno sexto tertiae Chiliadis, id est, annis nonaginta quatuor ante id temporis quo dicitur Ionithus esse natus. Dicent fortasse Methodium secutum esse computationem Graecorum codicum, qui plus duo millia annorum recensent usque ad diluvium. Esto, sed illa computatio mendosa est, ut ostendimus libro 7 Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim, quapropter Methodii opinionem, quae ea computatione nititur, falsam esse necesse est.
But these things which Methodius is said to have handed down about Ionithus the son of Noah are fabulous, and to refute them will be by no means laborious. First, such a son of Noah — distinguished in wisdom and prophetic spirit — Moses would not have passed over in silence, nor would he have said that from those three sons only, Sem, Cham, and Iaphet, all the human race was propagated; and, as of Noah's other sons, so of this one's progeny too he would have given an account. But that opinion is convicted of being false by this: that Noah is said to have begotten that Ionithus in the hundredth year of the third Chiliad, namely from the beginning of the World; but Noah had died more than ninety years before that hundredth year. For from the beginning of the World up to the Flood flowed one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years, and Noah lived after the Flood three hundred and fifty years: therefore he died in the sixth year of the third Chiliad — that is, ninety-four years before the time at which Ionithus is said to have been born. They will perhaps say that Methodius followed the computation of the Greek codices, which reckon more than two thousand years up to the flood. So be it, but that computation is faulty, as we showed in the seventh book of our Commentaries on Genesis; wherefore the opinion of Methodius, which rests on that computation, must be false.9



ILLUD vero quis ferat? dicitur Nemrod fuisse nepos Sem, cum apertis verbis eum Moses faciat nepotem Cham, ita scribens: Filii Cham, Chus, Mesrain, Phut et Chanaan. Porro Chus genuit Nemrod, etc. Utrum autem Methodius erroris opinione deceptus ista scripserit, an sint ab aliis conficta et sub specioso eius nomine vulgata, mihi quidem non liquet. Miror equidem tam celebris illius prophetiae de quatuor Monarchiis nusquam Eusebium, nusquam Hieronymum, ne in Commentariis quidem in Danielem (ubi fuisset opportunissimum) mentionem fecisse ullam. Sed utcunque res habeat, illud ego monitum velim lectorem: ut decet Methodii sanctimoniam et in martyrio virtutem atque gloriam admirari et venerari, sic non decere, si quae ille parum consentanea sacris literis scripta reliquerit, ea pro veris certisque amplexari.
But who could bear this? Nemrod is said to have been the grandson of Sem, when in plain words Moses makes him the grandson of Cham, writing thus: “The sons of Cham: Chus, Mesrain, Phut, and Chanaan. And Chus begot Nemrod,” etc. But whether Methodius wrote these things deceived by an erroneous opinion, or whether they are fabricated by others and published under his specious name, is not clear to me. I marvel indeed that of that so celebrated prophecy about the four Monarchies neither Eusebius nor Jerome — not even in his Commentaries on Daniel (where it would have been most opportune) — made any mention. But however the matter stands, I would have the reader thus warned: that, as it is fitting to admire and venerate the holiness of Methodius and his virtue and glory in martyrdom, so it is not fitting, if he left written anything little consonant with the sacred letters, to embrace it as true and certain.10



SED quibus in terris post diluvium versatus sit Noë, utrumne semper in uno loco constiterit, an longinqua petens varias obierit regiones, quibusve in sedibus vitam finierit — praeclara denique eius dicta et facta (quae multa fuisse par est credere) — miro silentio Moses obruit ac suppressit. Causam ego tanti silentii reor fuisse festinationem eius ad scribendas [res Abrahae]…
But in what lands Noah lived after the flood — whether he always stayed in one place, or, seeking far regions, traversed various lands, or in what seats he ended his life — and finally his excellent sayings and deeds (which it is fair to believe were many) — Moses overwhelmed and suppressed with a wonderful silence. The cause of so great a silence I think was his haste to write [the affairs of Abraham]…11



…res Abrahae: de quo primum historiam valde ordinatam et copiosam tres ob causas contexuit. Primum, quod Abraham fuisset princeps et quasi sator populi Hebraei, ad quem populum erudiendum hanc scribendi operam potissimum navabat Moses. Deinde, quod Abraham signum Circumcisionis a Deo accepisset, quo signo eius posteri (id est, Hebraei), a ceteris gentibus discreti, in unum et peculiarem Dei populum coalescere debebant. Ad haec, quod tria Deus Abrahae amplissima dedisset promissa: unum de multiplicatione seminis eius instar stellarum caeli et pulveris terrae; alterum de possessione terrae Chanaan; tertium de Messia ex ipsius stirpe generando, in quo benedicendae erant omnes gentes, et propter quem ipse pater futurus erat non solum Iudaeorum, sed etiam Gentium quotquot in Christum erant credituare. Tradunt Hebraei Noë cum Sem ex Armenia rediisse in veterem patriam, id est, loca Damasco vicina, ibique condidisse regnum et pontificatum Salem: quae, Sem appellatus Melchisedec, administravit.
…the affairs of Abraham: of whom first he wove a very orderly and copious history, for three causes. First, because Abraham had been the prince and as it were the sower of the Hebrew people, for the instructing of which people Moses chiefly bestowed this labor of writing. Next, because Abraham had received from God the sign of Circumcision, by which sign his posterity (that is, the Hebrews), distinguished from the other nations, were to coalesce into one and peculiar people of God. Besides, because God had given Abraham three most ample promises: one about the multiplication of his seed like the stars of heaven and the dust of the earth; another about the possession of the land of Canaan; the third about the Messiah to be generated from his stock, in whom all nations were to be blessed, and on account of whom he himself would be the father not only of the Jews, but also of the Gentiles, as many as would believe in Christ. The Hebrews relate that Noah, with Sem, returned from Armenia to the old homeland — that is, the places near Damascus — and there founded the kingdom and priesthood of Salem, which Sem (called Melchisedech) administered.12



BEROSUS Annianus multa narrat de iis quae gessit Noë post diluvium, quae, si vera essent, iucundissima profecto essent legentibus et pulcherrima. Ait ille, finito Diluvio, cum Arca mirabiliter in Gordico monte Armeniae consedisset, descendisse Noë in loca plana, et brevi multiplicata progenie (perpetuo enim geminos edebant, marem et feminam) adeo completa esse hominibus ea loca, ut necesse fuerit multos inde recedere. Sed Noë diu ibi mansit, et Armenos (sic eos nunc appellamus, nam id nominis postea eis inditum est) primum docuit agriculturam, artemque colendi vites et conficiendi vinum; tum sacros ritus et ceremonias colendi Deum; multa item naturalium rerum secreta mandavit literis, quae apud Scythas Armenos solis Sacerdotibus legere, docere ac discere fas est. Docuit praeterea cursus astrorum, et distinxit annum ad Solis cursum, et menses duodecim ad motum Lunae, multaque in posterum ventura Astronomiae scientia praedicebat. Quamobrem quasi Deum quendam illum venerabantur, eumque Solem et Caelum cognominabant. Adhortabatur autem homines familiarum principes ut novas sedes quaererent conderentque civitates: designavitque tres orbis partes, Asiam, Africam et Europam, ut ante diluvium viderat; et singulis principibus familiarum partes ad quas irent distribuit, se per totum orbem colonias traducturum pollicitus. Tandem petiit Kitim, quam nunc Italiam nominant; ibi regnavit, multaque docuit Italos quae ad Theologiam, Physiologiam, Politiam, artesque degendae vitae necessarias pertinent: earumque rerum refertissimos libros reliquit scriptos. Quamobrem tantum apud eam gentem honorem meruit, ut eum Chaos, Semen Mundi, Patrem deorum maiorum et minorum, animamque Mundi appellaret; ipsumque signarent in scriptis cursu Solis, motu Lunae et sceptro dominii. Denique illis locis mortalitatem exuit. Sic ille Berosus.
Berosus Annianus narrates many things about what Noah did after the flood, which, if they were true, would assuredly be most pleasant and most beautiful to readers. He says that, the Flood being ended, when the Ark had wonderfully settled on Mount Gordyaeus in Armenia, Noah descended into the level places, and, his progeny being soon multiplied (for they continually brought forth twins, a male and a female), those places were so filled with men that many had to withdraw thence. But Noah stayed there long, and first taught the Armenians (so we now call them, for that name was afterward given to them) agriculture, and the art of cultivating vines and making wine; then the sacred rites and ceremonies of worshipping God; he also committed to letters many secrets of natural things, which among the Scythian Armenians it is lawful for the priests alone to read, teach, and learn. He taught besides the courses of the stars, and distinguished the year by the course of the Sun, and the twelve months by the motion of the Moon, and foretold by the science of Astronomy many things to come hereafter. Wherefore they venerated him as a kind of god, and surnamed him ‘Sun’ and ‘Heaven.’ And he exhorted the men, the chiefs of families, to seek new seats and found cities; and he designated the three parts of the world — Asia, Africa, and Europe, as he had seen before the flood — and distributed to the several chiefs of families the parts to which they should go, promising that he would lead colonies through the whole world. At last he sought Kittim, which they now call Italy; there he reigned, and taught the Italians many things pertaining to Theology, Physics, Politics, and the arts necessary for living life: and he left books most full of those matters written. Wherefore he merited so great honor among that nation, that it called him ‘Chaos,’ ‘Seed of the World,’ ‘Father of the gods greater and lesser,’ and ‘Soul of the World’; and they marked him in their writings with the course of the Sun, the motion of the Moon, and the scepter of rule. At last in those places he put off mortality. So that Berosus.13



BEATUS Augustinus in libro 16 de Civitate Dei capite 2, tractans ea quae hoc loco de filiorum Noë partim benedictione partim maledictione scripsit Moses, cum indicasset quarum rerum olim futurarum et ad Ecclesiam Christi spectantium tres illi Noë filii figuram praetulissent (de quo etiam nos paulo supra disputavimus), subiungit haec verba…
St. Augustine, in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 2, treating the things which Moses wrote in this place about the partly blessing, partly cursing of Noah's sons — when he had indicated of what things, once to come and pertaining to the Church of Christ, those three sons of Noah bore the figure (about which we too disputed a little above) — subjoins these words…14



…verba: Haec divinae scripturae secreta indagamus ut possumus, alius alio magis minusve congruenter, veruntamen fideliter: certum tenentes non ea sine aliqua praefiguratione futurorum gesta atque conscripta, neque nisi ad Christum et eius Ecclesiam, quae civitas Dei est, esse referenda; cuius ab initio generis humani non defuit praedicatio, quam per omnia videmus impleri.
…words: “These secrets of divine scripture we investigate as we can — one more, another less congruently, yet faithfully — holding it certain that they were not done and written without some prefiguration of things to come, and are to be referred only to Christ and His Church, which is the city of God; of which, from the beginning of the human race, the preaching has not been wanting, which we see fulfilled in all things.”15



DEINDE Ponit Augustinus quaestionem hanc: cur post Noë et duos eius filios Sem et Iaphet usque ad Abraham, de tot hominibus qui intermedio illo temporis spatio fuerunt, nullum laudatae probitatis ac pietatis virum commemoret Moses, cum aliquos de posteris Sem viros fuisse iustos ac pios non sit dubitandum. Respondet ipse Mosen studuisse brevitati, et quod, non solum esset historiographus verum simul etiam propheta, non omnia quae narrari potuissent consectatum esse historica diligentia, sed ea tantum intexuisse narrationi suae quae prophetica providentia noverat ad populum et civitatem Dei aliquo modo pertinere. Audi Augustinum: Benedictis, inquit, duobus filiis Noë, atque uno in medio eorum maledicto, deinceps usque ad Abraham de iustorum aliquorum qui pie Deum colerent commemoratione silentium est per annos amplius quam mille. Nec eos defuisse crediderim, sed si omnes commemorarentur nimis longum fieret, et haec esset magis historica diligentia quam prophetica providentia. Illa itaque exequitur Moses (vel potius per eum Dei Spiritus) quibus non solum narrentur praeterita, verum etiam praenuntientur futura, quae tamen pertinent ad civitatem Dei: quia et de hominibus qui non sunt eius cives, quicquid hic dicitur, ad hoc dicitur, ut illa ex comparatione contraria vel proficiat vel emineat.
Then Augustine poses this question: why, after Noah and his two sons Sem and Iaphet, up to Abraham, of so many men who were in that intervening space of time, Moses mentions no man of praised probity and piety, since it is not to be doubted that some of the posterity of Sem were just and pious men. He himself answers that Moses studied brevity, and that — since he was not only a historiographer but at the same time a prophet — he did not pursue with historical diligence all the things that could have been narrated, but wove into his narrative only those things which by prophetic providence he knew to pertain in some way to the people and city of God. Hear Augustine: “The two sons of Noah being blessed, and one in the midst of them cursed, thereafter up to Abraham there is silence about the mention of any just men who piously worshipped God, for more than a thousand years. Nor would I believe they were lacking; but if all were mentioned it would become too long, and this would be rather historical diligence than prophetic providence. Those things, therefore, Moses pursues — or rather the Spirit of God through him — by which not only are past things narrated, but future things also foretold, which nevertheless pertain to the city of God: because whatever is here said even of men who are not its citizens is said for this, that by comparison of the contrary it [the city of God] may either profit or stand out.”16



Post haec Augustinus praeclarum quoddam tradit documentum, omnibus sacras literas legentibus atque interpretantibus etiam atque etiam inculcandum et commendandum, et ab illis (nisi saepenumero pueriliter labi velint) diligenter observandum: Non omnia quae in divinis libris narrantur latens aliquod habere mysterium, nec ad res futuras significandas commemorari; sed multa quae carent mysterio, propter ea quae mysticas habent significationes, attexi. Non omnia, inquit Augustinus, quae gesta narrantur aliquid etiam significare putanda sunt, sed propter illa quae aliquid significant, etiam ea quae nihil significant attexuntur. Solo vomere terra proscinditur: sed ut hoc fieri possit, etiam cetera aratri membra sunt necessaria. Et soli nervi in cythara aliisque vasis musicis aptantur ad cantum: sed ut aptari possint, insunt et cetera in compaginibus organorum, quae non percutiuntur a canentibus, sed ea quae percussa resonant his connectuntur. Ita in prophetica historia dicuntur et aliqua quae nihil significant, sed quibus adhaereant quae significant, et quodammodo religentur. Sic Augustinus. Cuius tam vero et utili documento qui studia tractant divinae scripturae si obtemperare noluerint (cupidiores scilicet quam par est undecumque mysteria eruendi), ne illi saepe inanes, frigidas, ineptas insulsasque sententias et interpretationes effutiant necesse est. Verum non procedam longius, opportunum enim hic videtur huic libro finem imponi.
After this Augustine hands down a certain excellent lesson, to be again and again inculcated and commended to all who read and interpret the sacred letters, and diligently to be observed by them (unless they wish often to lapse childishly): that not all things narrated in the divine books have some hidden mystery, nor are mentioned to signify future things; but that many things which lack mystery are interwoven on account of those which have mystical significations. “Not all things,” says Augustine, “which are narrated as done are to be thought to signify something also; but on account of those which do signify something, even those which signify nothing are interwoven. By the ploughshare alone is the earth cut; but that this may be done, the other parts of the plough too are necessary. And only the strings in the cithara and other musical instruments are fitted for the song; but that they may be fitted, there are also the other [parts] in the frames of the instruments, which are not struck by the players, but to these are connected those which, when struck, resound. So in the prophetic history some things too are said which signify nothing, but to which those that signify [something] may adhere, and in a way be bound.” So Augustine. With which so true and useful a lesson, if those who handle the studies of divine scripture refuse to comply — being more eager than is fitting to dig out mysteries from everywhere — they must necessarily often blurt out empty, cold, inept, and insipid opinions and interpretations. But I will not proceed further, for it seems opportune here to put an end to this book.17



Translator’s notes
	§197. Noah's pre-flood chronology: 1,656 yrs from creation to the flood; Noah born 126 yrs after Adam's death, 69 yrs after Henoch's translation, in Mathusalem's 369th year. Margin: “All this Chronology is gathered from the fifth chapter of the book of Genesis.” ↩
	§198. The chain of living tradition: Adam→Mathusalem (242 yrs together)→Noah (369 yrs together)→Shem (born 100 yrs pre-flood). ↩
	§199. After the flood Noah lived 350 yrs, outliving Abraham's birth by 58 — God kept him alive until a like man arose to preserve true worship. Margin: “Noah reached the fifty-eighth year of Abraham.” Continues on p. 392. ↩
	§199 (cont.). The roll of God's chosen men in every age (the Patriarchs, Moses, Joshua, the Judges, the Kings, the Prophets, the captivity, the post-exile, the 72 translators & Maccabees); Shem lived 502 yrs post-flood, reaching Jacob's 50th year. ↩
	§200. The true faith was preserved from the world's beginning to Jacob through only three persons (Adam, Mathusalem, Shem) across 2,156 years. Margin: “The continuation of the faith and worship of God from the beginning of the world.” ↩
	§201. Since no son is named after the flood, Chrysostom infers Noah's incredible continence (350 yrs); but ‘no son after the flood’ was disputed above. Margins: Chrysostom, hom. 29 on Genesis; “The continence of Noah.” ↩
	§202. The fabulous tale of Noah's son ‘Ionithus’ (via Methodius, in the Scholastic History): begotten in year 100 of the 3rd millennium, sent to the land Ethan, received wisdom & invented Astronomy, taught the giant Nemrod, foretold the four Monarchies. Margins: Scholastic History bk. 1, ch. 37; Jerome, On Ecclesiastical Writers. Continues on p. 393. ↩
	§202 (cont.). Ionithus's prophecy of the four Monarchies (Cham's line — Belus/Ninus; Shem's — Persians/Greeks; Japheth's — Romans), later published by Daniel; Jerome on Methodius (bishop of Olympus/Tyre, martyr). ↩
	§203. Refutation of Ionithus: Moses would not have been silent, nor said all came from the three; and the dates are impossible (Noah died 94 yrs before Ionithus's alleged birth; the Greek codices' chronology is faulty). Margin: “The aforesaid opinion is refuted.” ↩
	§204. And Nemrod is called grandson of Shem, but Moses makes him grandson of Cham (Cush son of Cham begot Nemrod); whether Methodius erred or it is forged; neither Eusebius nor Jerome mentions the four-Monarchies prophecy — venerate Methodius's martyrdom, but do not embrace his unscriptural writings as true. Margin: Gen. 10. ↩
	§205. Where Noah dwelt after the flood Moses passes over in silence — because he hastened to write of Abraham. Continues on p. 394. ↩
	§205 (cont.). Three reasons Moses hastened to Abraham (founder of the Hebrews; received circumcision; the three great promises — seed like stars, the land, the Messiah); the Hebrews say Noah and Shem returned near Damascus, founding Salem, ruled by Shem = Melchisedech. Margins: Gen. 17; Gen. 12; Gen. 15; Rom. 4. ↩
	§206. Berosus's charming (if false) account: the Ark on Mt. Gordyaeus; Noah taught the Armenians farming, viticulture, rites, astronomy (the 12-month solar/lunar year), prophecy — revered as a god (‘Sun,’ ‘Heaven’); he assigned the chiefs Asia/Africa/Europe, finally went to ‘Kittim’ (Italy), reigning and teaching, honored as ‘Chaos,’ ‘Soul of the World,’ where he died. Margins: “Where Noah dwelt after the flood, according to the Hebrews and Berosus Annianus”; Berosus Annianus, bk. 3. ↩
	§207. Augustine (City of God 16.2) on what the three sons prefigured concerning Christ's Church (begins; cut off). Margin: St. Augustine. Continues on p. 395. ↩
	§207 (cont.). Augustine: these scriptural secrets are to be referred to Christ and His Church, the city of God. ↩
	§208. Why no holy man is named between Noah and Abraham (over 1,000 yrs): Moses sought brevity and, being a prophet, recorded only what pertains to the city of God (Augustine). Margins: “Why no man of praised virtue and piety is mentioned by Moses from Noah to Abraham”; Augustine. ↩
	§209. Augustine's excellent lesson: not all narrated things hide a mystery — some are woven in only to bind those that do (the plough, the cithara); over-eager mystery-hunters blurt out insipid interpretations. (End of Liber XIV.) Margin: “An excellent lesson of Augustine.” ↩




BENEDICT PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FIFTEEN. On the tenth chapter. ON THE MULTIPLICATION OF THE HUMAN RACE MADE AFTER THE FLOOD FROM THE THREE SONS OF NOAH …

LatineEnglish


BENEDICT PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FIFTEEN. On the tenth chapter. ON THE MULTIPLICATION OF THE HUMAN RACE MADE AFTER THE FLOOD FROM THE THREE SONS OF NOAH; AND ON THE FIRST ORIGIN OF THE PEOPLES, NATIONS, AND KINGDOMS OF THE EARTH. The tenth chapter.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER DECIMUSQUINTUS, In caput decimum. DE MULTIPLICATIONE HUMANI GENERIS FACTA POST DILUVIUM EX TRIBUS FILIIS NOË; ET DE PRIMA ORIGINE GENTIUM, NATIONUM ET REGNORUM TERRAE. Caput decimum.



Translator’s notes
	Title page of Liber XV (on Genesis 10, the Table of Nations). ↩




These are the generations of the sons of Noah, Shem, Cham, and Iaphet: and sons were born to them after the flood. The sons of Iaphet: Gomer and Magog and Madai, Iavan …

LatineEnglish


Hae sunt generationes filiorum Noë, Sem, Cham et Iaphet: natique sunt eis filii post diluvium. Filii Iaphet: Gomer et Magog et Madai, Iavan et Thubal et Mosoch et Thiras. Porro filii Gomer: Ascenez et Riphath et Thogorma. Filii autem Iavan: Elisa et Tharsis, Cethim et Dodanim. Ab his divisae sunt insulae gentium in regionibus suis, unusquisque secundum linguam suam et familias suas in regionibus suis. Filii autem Cham: Chus et Mesraim et Phut et Chanaan. Filii autem Chus: Saba et Hevila et Sabatha et Regma: Saba et Dadan. Porro Chus genuit Nemrod: ipse [coepit esse potens in terra]…
{These are the generations of the sons of Noah, Shem, Cham, and Iaphet: and sons were born to them after the flood. The sons of Iaphet: Gomer and Magog and Madai, Iavan and Thubal and Mosoch and Thiras. And the sons of Gomer: Ascenez and Riphath and Thogorma. And the sons of Iavan: Elisa and Tharsis, Cethim and Dodanim. By these were the islands of the Gentiles divided in their countries, every one according to his tongue and their families in their nations. And the sons of Cham: Chus and Mesraim and Phut and Chanaan. And the sons of Chus: Saba and Hevila and Sabatha and Regma: Saba and Dadan. And Chus begot Nemrod: he [began to be mighty in the earth]…}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:1–8a (chapter text begins). Margins: vv. 1–8. Continues on p. 397. ↩




…he began to be mighty in the earth. And he was a stout hunter before the Lord. From him came forth the proverb, “Even as Nemrod the stout hunter before the Lord.” And …

LatineEnglish


…ipse coepit esse potens in terra. Et erat robustus venator coram Domino. Ab hoc exivit proverbium, Quasi Nemrod robustus venator coram Domino. Fuit autem principium regni eius Babylon et Arach et Acad et Chalanne in terra Sennaar. De terra illa egressus est Assur et aedificavit Niniven et plateas civitatis et Chale. Resen quoque inter Niniven et Chale: haec est civitas magna. At vero Mesraim genuit Ludim et Anamim et Laabim et Nephtuim et Phethrusim et Chasluim: de quibus egressi sunt Philisthiim et Caphtorim. Chanaan autem genuit Sidonem primogenitum suum, Hethaeum et Iebusaeum et Amorrhaeum, Gergesaeum, Hevaeum et Aracaeum, Sinaeum. Et Aradium, Samaraeum et Amathaeum: et per hos disseminati sunt populi Chananaeorum. Factique sunt termini Chanaan venientibus a Sidone Gerara usque ad Gazam, donec ingrediaris Sodomam et Gomorrham et Adamam et Seboim usque Lasa. Hi sunt filii Cham in cognationibus et linguis terrisque et gentibus suis. De Sem quoque nati sunt, patre omnium filiorum Heber, fratre Iaphet maiore. Filii Sem: Aelam et Assur et Arphaxad et Lud et Aram. Filii Aram: Hus et Hul, Gether et Mes. At vero Arphaxad genuit Sale, de quo ortus est Heber. Natique sunt Heber filii duo, nomen uni Phaleg, eo quod in diebus eius divisa sit terra, et nomen fratris eius Iectan. Qui Iectan genuit Elmodad et Saleph et Asarmoth, Iare et Adora et Uzal et Decla et Hebal et Abimael, Saba et Ophir et Hevila et Iobab: omnes isti filii Iectan. Et facta est habitatio eorum de Messa pergentibus usque Saphar montem Orientalem. Isti sunt filii Sem secundum cognationes et linguas et regiones in gentibus suis. Hae familiae Noë iuxta populos et nationes suas. Ab his divisae sunt gentes in terra post diluvium.
…he began to be mighty in the earth. And he was a stout hunter before the Lord. From him came forth the proverb, “Even as Nemrod the stout hunter before the Lord.” And the beginning of his kingdom was Babylon and Arach and Acad and Chalanne in the land of Sennaar. Out of that land came forth Assur and built Niniveh and the streets of the city and Chale. Resen also between Niniveh and Chale: this is the great city. But Mesraim begot Ludim and Anamim and Laabim and Nephtuim and Phethrusim and Chasluim, of whom came forth the Philistines and the Caphtorim. And Chanaan begot Sidon his firstborn, the Hethite and the Iebusite and the Amorrhite, the Gergesite, the Hevite and the Aracite, the Sinite. And the Aradian, the Samarite and the Amathite: and by these the peoples of the Canaanites were spread abroad. And the borders of Chanaan were from Sidon as one comes to Gerara even to Gaza, until one enters Sodom and Gomorrha and Adama and Seboim even to Lasa. These are the children of Cham in their kindreds and tongues and lands and nations. Of Sem also, the father of all the children of Heber, the elder brother of Iaphet, sons were born. The sons of Sem: Aelam and Assur and Arphaxad and Lud and Aram. The sons of Aram: Hus and Hul, Gether and Mes. But Arphaxad begot Sale, of whom was born Heber. And to Heber were born two sons, the name of one was Phaleg, because in his days the earth was divided, and the name of his brother was Iectan. Which Iectan begot Elmodad and Saleph and Asarmoth, Iare and Adora and Uzal and Decla and Hebal and Abimael, Saba and Ophir and Hevila and Iobab: all these are the sons of Iectan. And their dwelling was from Messa as one goes on toward Sapar, a mountain of the East. These are the children of Sem according to their kindreds and tongues and regions in their nations. These are the families of Noah according to their peoples and nations. By these were the nations divided on the earth after the flood.}1



DESCRIBIT Moses hoc decimo capite numerosam progeniem multiplicemque posteritatem trium filiorum Noë, primamque originem diversitatis gentium, regionum atque regnorum. Nec tamen in posteris filiorum Noë percensendis omnes commemorat, id enim fuisset quasi infinitum nec ulli usui; sed eos tantum qui velut capita et principes fuere aliquarum gentium, eisque nomina indidere. Quapropter Iaphet filios duntaxat septem recenset, nec eorum posteros omnes, sed duorum tantum, Gomer tres et Iavan quatuor: ita ut tota progenies Iaphet quatuordecim viris a Mose circumscripta sit. Cham autem quatuor filios enumerat, et de his trium duntaxat posteros, omnesque progenitos ex Cham ad unius et triginta numerum redegit. Denique Sem quinque filios connumerat, de quibus trium tantum posteritatem exponit: nec de iis qui proseminati sunt ex ipso Sem plures quam viginti sex nominavit. Itaque omnes filiorum Noë posteri qui commemorantur a Mose duorum et septuaginta numerum non excedunt.
Moses describes in this tenth chapter the numerous progeny and manifold posterity of the three sons of Noah, and the first origin of the diversity of peoples, regions, and kingdoms. Yet in reckoning up the posterity of Noah's sons he does not mention all — for that would have been, as it were, infinite, and of no use — but only those who were as it were the heads and chiefs of some nations, and gave names to them. Wherefore he reckons only seven sons of Iaphet, and not all their posterity, but of two only — three of Gomer, and four of Iavan — so that the whole progeny of Iaphet is circumscribed by Moses in fourteen men. Of Cham he enumerates four sons, and of these the posterity of three only, and reduced all begotten from Cham to the number of thirty-one. Finally, of Sem he counts five sons, of whom he sets forth the posterity of three only; nor of those sown from Sem himself did he name more than twenty-six. And so all the posterity of Noah's sons mentioned by Moses do not exceed the number of seventy-two.2



VOLUIT porro Deus has gentes nominatim commemorari, eorumque notitiam immortali posterorum memoriae commendari, ut liquido appareret veritas et efficacitas primae illius benedictionis Dei, cum dictum est filiis Noë, Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram. Itemque ostenderetur verissimus exitus et effectus tam benedictionis Sem et Iaphet quam maledictionis Cham, qua eis impertivit Noë. Ad haec, ut, cognitis veris gentium, regnorum ac nationum primordiis, vanissimas et mendacissimas de his rebus gentilium historias rideamus atque contemnamus. Et quia gentium quae hic memorantur saepe incidit mentio in sacris literis, percepta earum origine, clarior ac plenior earum gentium nobis suppetat cognitio.
God willed, moreover, that these nations be mentioned by name, and the knowledge of them be commended to the immortal memory of posterity, that the truth and efficacy of that first blessing of God might clearly appear, when it was said to the sons of Noah, “Increase and multiply and fill the earth.” And likewise that the most true issue and effect might be shown, both of the blessing of Sem and Iaphet and of the curse of Cham, which Noah imparted to them. Besides, that, the true beginnings of peoples, kingdoms, and nations being known, we may laugh at and despise the most vain and most lying histories of the Gentiles about these matters. And because mention of the nations here recorded often occurs in the sacred letters, their origin being grasped, a clearer and fuller knowledge of those nations may be at hand for us.3



QUOD autem attinet ad vocabula seu nomina gentium quae hic recensentur (cum quaedam eorum retenta sint, multa vero obliterata, sed pleraque tamen immutata), iuvat de his praemonere ac praedocere lectorem quod praemonuit Iosephus primo libro Antiquitatum: Post divisionem, inquit, linguarum passim dispersi sunt homines, coloniis nusquam non deductis, et quoque quae sors et Deus tulit eam terram cum suis occupavit: ut tam maritima quam mediterranea cultoribus replerentur; nec defuerunt qui, conscensis navibus, ad insulas habitandas traiicerent. Porro gentium quaedam adhuc servant derivatam a suis conditoribus appellationem; quaedam vero eam mutaverunt; nonnullae autem in familiarem accolis notioremque vocem deflexerunt, Graecis potissimum talis nomenclaturae auctoribus: hi enim, posterioribus seculis veterem locorum gloriam sibi vendicantes, gentes nominibus sibi notis insigniverunt, et, quasi sui iuris essent, mores ritusque proprios in eas invexerunt. Haec Iosephus.
But as to the words or names of the nations which are here reckoned — since some of them are retained, but many obliterated, yet most changed — it is useful to forewarn and pre-instruct the reader of what Josephus forewarned in the first book of the Antiquities: “After the division of tongues,” he says, “men were dispersed everywhere, colonies being led out in every direction, and each occupied with his own that land which lot and God brought him: so that both the maritime and the inland [places] were filled with cultivators; nor were there lacking those who, boarding ships, crossed over to inhabit the islands. Now of the nations, some still keep the appellation derived from their founders; some have changed it; and some have turned it into a word more familiar and better known to the neighbors — the Greeks being chiefly the authors of such nomenclature: for these, in later ages claiming for themselves the ancient glory of places, marked the nations with names known to themselves, and, as if they were of their own right, introduced their own manners and rites into them.” Thus Josephus.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:8b–32 (the chapter text concluded — Cham's and Sem's lines). Margins: vv. 8–32. ↩
	Praefatio §1. Moses lists only the heads of nations: Japheth's line = 14, Cham's = 31, Shem's = 26 — in all, 72. ↩
	Praefatio §2. Why God had the nations named: to show the efficacy of the blessing/curse, to refute the pagans' lying histories, and to clarify the nations met in Scripture. Margins: “Why the nations sprung from the three sons of Noah are reckoned by Moses”; Gen. 9. ↩
	Praefatio §3. On the names (some kept, many lost, most changed): Josephus on the dispersal and how the Greeks renamed nations. Margins: Josephus; “The vanity of the Greeks.” ↩




These are the generations of the sons of Noah, Shem, Cham, and Iaphet

LatineEnglish


{These are the generations of the sons of Noah, Shem, Cham, and Iaphet.}1
Hae sunt generationes filiorum Noë, Sem, Cham et Iaphet.



CUM his verbis iungi possunt illa superioris capitis: Tres isti filii sunt Noë, et ab his disseminatum est omne genus hominum super universam terram. Extrema item illa verba huius capitis decimi: Eae sunt familiae filiorum Noë iuxta populos et nationes suas, ab his divisae sunt gentes in terra post diluvium. Vult enim Moses ostendere hoc capite quemadmodum, in exordio mundi, ex uno genus omne hominum propagatum est usque ad diluvium: sic post diluvium, quasi novo rursus Mundi principio, ex tribus filiis Noë omnem terram habitatoribus et cultoribus esse completam; et quaecunque ad id usque temporis (quo tempore Moses hanc historiam scribebat) fuerat erantque gentes ac nationes, inde omnes primam traxisse originem.
With these words can be joined those of the preceding chapter: “These three are the sons of Noah, and from them was all mankind disseminated over the whole earth.” Likewise those last words of this tenth chapter: “These are the families of the sons of Noah according to their peoples and nations; from these were the nations divided on the earth after the flood.” For Moses wishes to show in this chapter that, as at the beginning of the world the whole race of men was propagated from one [man] up to the flood, so after the flood — as if from a new beginning of the World again — from the three sons of Noah the whole earth was filled with inhabitants and cultivators; and that whatever peoples and nations there had been and were up to that time at which Moses wrote this history, all drew their first origin thence.2



IOSEPHUS scribit tres partes orbis a trium Noë filiorum posteris ita partite ac distincte esse occupatas, ut Iaphetani (sic deinceps appellabo Iapheti posteros, brevitatis causa, ut Cham posteros Chamaeos et Sem Semaeos) in Asia sedes tenuerint a Tauro et Amano montibus usque ad Tanaim fluvium, quo disterminatur Europa ab Asia; in Europa vero hinc usque ad Gaditanum fretum; Chamaei vero Syriam et regiones Amano Libanoque montibus adhaerentes obtinuerunt, usque ad mare atque Oceanum ditionis terminos proferendo; Semaei ab Euphrate, propagandae ditionis initio facto, Asiam usque ad Indicum Oceanum incoluerint.
Josephus writes that the three parts of the world were so distributively and distinctly occupied by the posterity of Noah's three sons, that the Iaphetani (so henceforth I will call the posterity of Iaphet, for brevity, as the posterity of Cham, Chamaei, and of Sem, Semaei) held seats in Asia from the Taurus and Amanus mountains up to the river Tanais, by which Europe is divided from Asia; and in Europe from here up to the Strait of Cadiz; but the Chamaei obtained Syria and the regions adhering to the Amanus and Lebanon mountains, extending the bounds of their dominion up to the sea and the Ocean; the Semaei, the beginning of propagating their dominion being made from the Euphrates, inhabited Asia up to the Indian Ocean.3



EPIPHANIUS in Anchorato scribit Noë iusiurandum a filiis suis exegisse, ut cultum veri Dei retinerent et inter se concordiam ac benevolentiam custodirent; cumque is mundi heres a Deo constitutus esset, mundum quasi hereditariam possessionem filiis suis distribuit, iactis sortibus, ut quisque eam partem terrae quae sorte obtigisset habitandam et colendam susciperet: et Sem quidem sedes magna ex parte obtigisse in Asia, Cham in Aegypto et Africa, Iapheto in Europa.
Epiphanius, in the Anchoratus, writes that Noah exacted an oath from his sons, that they should retain the worship of the true God and keep concord and benevolence among themselves; and since he had been constituted heir of the world by God, he distributed the world to his sons as a hereditary possession, lots being cast, so that each should undertake to inhabit and cultivate that part of the earth which had fallen to him by lot: and that Sem indeed obtained seats for the most part in Asia, Cham in Egypt and Africa, Iaphet in Europe.4



His addo quae prodidit Berosus Annianus, vel potius ipse [Annius]…
To these I add what Berosus Annianus — or rather [Annius] himself…5



…Annius in Commentariis Berosi: auctore Philone, Noë (quem alii Ianum appellarunt) una cum tribus filiis multisque coloniis Pontum venisse, et ratibus circumlustrasse omne mare Mediterraneum, et primo filio Sem ostendisse littus omne Asiaticum a Tanai per Bosphorum usque ad Nilum; Cham vero demonstrasse littus Africae a Nilo usque ad Oceanum Gaditanum; denique Iaphet omne littus Europae a Gadibus usque Tanain: et omnibus provinciis circa littus dimisisse primas colonias; qua in re consumpto decennio, revertisse in Scythiam, unde, novis aliis assumptis colonis, devectum esse in Italiam, et per Tiberim vectum tenuisse ad laevum latus Hetruriam, primasque in Vaticanum et Ianiculum exposuisse colonos. Atque id firmat Annius auctoritate Catonis, a quo sunt haec prodita in libro de Originibus: quorum librorum fragmenta quaedam (nescio unde eruta) concinnavit Annius et evulgavit. Verum haec, quia nulla gravi ratione vel probati scriptoris auctoritate firmantur, equidem haud maiorem fabulis poetarum fidem mereri puto.
…Annius in the Commentaries on Berosus: that, on the authority of Philo, Noah (whom others called Janus), together with his three sons and many colonies, came to the Pontus, and with rafts surveyed all round the whole Mediterranean sea, and showed to his first son Sem all the Asiatic shore from the Tanais through the Bosphorus up to the Nile; to Cham he showed the shore of Africa from the Nile up to the Strait of Cadiz; finally to Iaphet all the shore of Europe from Cadiz up to the Tanais: and he sent out first colonies to all the provinces around the shore; in which matter a decade being spent, he returned to Scythia, whence, other new colonists being taken on, he was carried down into Italy, and, conveyed up the Tiber, held to the left side Etruria, and set out the first colonists on the Vatican and the Janiculum. And Annius confirms this by the authority of Cato, by whom these things are handed down in the book On Origins: of which books certain fragments (dug up I know not whence) Annius patched together and published. But these things, because they are confirmed by no grave reason or by the authority of an approved writer, I for my part think merit no greater credence than the fables of the poets.6



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:1 (lemma). Margin: v. 1. ↩
	Comment on v.1: this chapter shows how, as one man peopled the pre-flood world, the three sons of Noah peopled the post-flood world. Margin: Gen. 9. ↩
	§4. Josephus's partition of the world: Japheth (Asia from Taurus/Amanus to the Tanais, and Europe to Cadiz); Cham (Syria to the Ocean); Shem (from the Euphrates to the Indian Ocean). Margin: “Josephus partitions the earth among the three sons of Noah.” ↩
	§5. Epiphanius: Noah, having exacted an oath of true worship and concord, divided the world by lot — Shem chiefly Asia, Cham Egypt and Africa, Japheth Europe. Margin: “Epiphanius holds Noah, casting lots, assigned each son the part of the earth that fell to him.” ↩
	§6. Begins the (spurious) Berosus/Annius account of Noah's voyages. Continues on p. 400. ↩
	§6 (cont.). Berosus/Annius: Noah (= Janus) circumnavigated the Mediterranean, assigning his sons the shores of Asia, Africa, Europe, then settled colonists on the Vatican and Janiculum — Pererius rates it no better than the poets' fables. Margins: “How Noah surveyed the world and filled it with inhabitants, according to Berosus Annianus”; Berosus Annianus. ↩




The sons of Iaphet: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch, and Thiras

LatineEnglish


{The sons of Iaphet: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch, and Thiras.}1
Filii Iaphet: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch et Thiras.



COMMEMORANTUR hic septem filii Iaphet; ex quibus primi filii (id est Gomer) recensentur posteri, Ascenez, Riphat, Thogorma; quarti autem filii (id est Iavan) numerantur quatuor posteri, Elisa, Tharsis, Cethim, Dodanim. Omnes igitur posteri Iaphet hic memorati, tam filii quam nepotes, sunt numero quatuordecim. Sed codices Graeci, quos Augustinus libro 16 de Civitate Dei capite 3 secutus est, addunt octavum filium Iaphet nomine Elisa: quo fit ut posteros Iaphet numerent quindecim; sed illum Elisa nec scriptura Hebraica, nec paraphrasis Chaldaica, nec Graeca translatio Complutensis habet, neque codices Graeci quibus usus est Hieronymus habuerunt, ut ex Traditionibus eius Hebraicis in Genesim liquet. Omnem porro hanc progeniem Iaphet licet uno conspectu in hac descriptione digestam intueri: Iaphet septem filii — Gomer (Ascenez, Riphat, Thogorma); Magog; Madai; Iavan (Elisa, Tharsis, Cethim, Dodanim); Thubal; Mosoch; Thiras: omnes posteri Iaphet quatuordecim.
Here are mentioned seven sons of Iaphet; of whom the posterity of the first son (that is, Gomer) are reckoned — Ascenez, Riphat, Thogorma; and of the fourth son (that is, Iavan) four posterity are numbered — Elisa, Tharsis, Cethim, Dodanim. All the posterity of Iaphet here mentioned, therefore, both sons and grandsons, are fourteen in number. But the Greek codices, which Augustine in book 16 of the City of God chapter 3 followed, add an eighth son of Iaphet by name Elisa, whence it comes that they number the posterity of Iaphet at fifteen; but that Elisa neither the Hebrew scripture, nor the Chaldaic paraphrase, nor the Greek Complutensian translation has, nor did the Greek codices which Jerome used have it, as is clear from his Hebrew Traditions on Genesis. And this whole progeny of Iaphet may be seen, arranged in one view, in this description: Iaphet's seven sons — Gomer (Ascenez, Riphat, Thogorma); Magog; Madai; Iavan (Elisa, Tharsis, Cethim, Dodanim); Thubal; Mosoch; Thiras: all the posterity of Iaphet, fourteen. [genealogical table in the original]2



CETERUM quaeret fortasse quispiam, cum supra, in enumerandis filiis Noë, fere primo loco nominatus sit Sem, cur nunc Moses a Iaphet [orsus est]…
But someone will perhaps ask: since above, in enumerating the sons of Noah, Sem was named almost first, why now Moses [began] from Iaphet…3



…orsus est? An quia secundum Hebraeos (quos sequitur Tostatus, Lyranus aliique permulti) Iaphet primogenitus fuit Noë? at ob eam causam ultimo loco recenseri debebat posteritas Cham, ut qui minimus natu fuit. An contra potius, ut placet Augustino, orsus est a minimo filio, procedens usque ad maximum qui fuit Sem? Sed enim credibilius est Cham fuisse minorem Iapheto, cum supra capite nono dictus sit praecise frater minor, id est, secundum phrasim Hebraicam, minimus. An potius incoepit a Iapheto, quod in eo terminasset praecedens caput agens de filiis Noë, et ad extremum exposuit progeniem Sem, quod omnis de ea sequens historia subtexenda erat?
…began? Was it because, according to the Hebrews (whom Tostatus, Lyra, and very many others follow), Iaphet was the firstborn of Noah? But for that reason the posterity of Cham ought to be reckoned in the last place, as he was the youngest in birth. Or rather, on the contrary, as it pleases Augustine, did he begin from the youngest son, proceeding up to the greatest, who was Sem? But it is more credible that Cham was younger than Iaphet, since above in chapter nine he was called precisely the “younger brother” — that is, according to the Hebrew idiom, the youngest. Or rather did he begin from Iaphet because the preceding chapter had ended on him in treating of the sons of Noah, and at the last set forth the progeny of Sem because all the following history was to be woven on about it?4



Ex hac vero posteritate Iaphet extat et apparet quam fuerit vera et efficax illa benedictio quam Noë impertivit Iaphet: Dilatet Deus Iaphet, et habitet in tabernaculis Sem. Quae dilatatio non tantum denotat numerosam posteritatis propagationem, verum praecipue amplissimas regiones quas occupaturi erant eius posteri, qui maximam orbis partem obtinuerunt, occupata tota Europa cum maiore Asiae parte et maris Mediterranei insulis; qui praeterea colonos in Africam quoque transmiserunt: nam Graeci, qui originem ex Iaphet duxerunt, littora Africae frequentarunt et egregiis urbibus compleverunt, ut ex profanis historiis discimus. Atque haec liquido intelligentur ex iis gentibus quae ex hac posteritate Iaphet per varias terrae oras disseminatae sunt. Nam quod de insulis dixi, perspicue docet Moses illis verbis: Ab his (scilicet posteris Iaphet) divisae sunt insulae gentium in regionibus suis.
And from this posterity of Iaphet it stands forth and appears how true and efficacious was that blessing which Noah imparted to Iaphet: “May God enlarge Iaphet, and may he dwell in the tents of Sem.” Which enlargement denotes not only the numerous propagation of his posterity, but chiefly the most ample regions which his posterity were to occupy — who obtained the largest part of the world, all Europe being occupied with the greater part of Asia and the islands of the Mediterranean sea; who besides sent colonists into Africa too: for the Greeks, who drew their origin from Iaphet, frequented the shores of Africa and filled them with excellent cities, as we learn from the profane histories. And these things will be clearly understood from those nations which, from this posterity of Iaphet, were disseminated through the various coasts of the earth. For what I said of the islands, Moses plainly teaches in those words: “By these (namely the posterity of Iaphet) were the islands of the nations divided in their countries.”5



NONNULLI putarunt nostram Iaphet non fuisse ignotum Ethnicis, sed fuisse eum ipsum quem illi appellarunt Iapetum, caelo terraque (ut poetae fabulabantur) natum, unumque de Titanibus cum Iove belligerantibus, et patrem Promethei avumque Deucalionis. Sed profecto inter nostrum Iaphet et Ethnicum Iapetum, praeter quandam nominis similitudinem, nulla est similitudo: cetera enim adeo diversa sunt (nihil dico de ratione temporum, quae utrique constare non potest) ut mirer viros minime indoctos ad id credendum et scriptis prodendum adductos esse.
Some have thought that our Iaphet was not unknown to the heathen, but was the very one whom they called Iapetus — born of Heaven and Earth (as the poets fabled), and one of the Titans warring with Jove, and the father of Prometheus and grandfather of Deucalion. But assuredly, between our Iaphet and the heathen Iapetus, besides a certain similarity of name, there is no resemblance: for the rest are so diverse (I say nothing of the reckoning of times, which cannot agree for both) that I marvel that men by no means unlearned were led to believe it and to publish it in writing.6



PRIMUS filius Iaphet nominatur Gomer, cuius posteros Gomeritas putat Iosephus (eumque secuti plerique omnes) fuisse eos quos Graeci appellarunt Gallo-graecos vel Galatas. Sed eos fuisse Gallos, a quibus profecti ii qui Delphos spoliarunt, et postea in Asia proxime Troadem consederunt, et Phrygiae partem maiorem occuparunt, concors est Geographorum sententia. Audi Iustinum libro 35: Tantus, inquit, terror Gallici nominis (sive armorum invicta felicitas) erat, ut aliter neque maiestatem suam reges tutam, neque amissam recuperare se posse sine Gallica virtute arbitrarentur; tantaque fuit id temporis fecunditatis Gallorum in iuventus, ut Asiam omnem velut examine aliquo implerent. Itaque in auxilium a Bithyniae rege invocati, regnum cum eo parta victoria diviserunt, eamque regionem Gallograeciam, quia mixti Graecis Galli fuerant, nominarunt.
The first son of Iaphet is named Gomer, whose posterity, the Gomeritae, Josephus thinks (and most all have followed him) to have been those whom the Greeks called Gallo-Greeks or Galatians. But that they were Gauls — from whom set out those who plundered Delphi, and afterward settled in Asia close to the Troad, and occupied the greater part of Phrygia — is the concordant opinion of the Geographers. Hear Justin, book 35: “So great was the terror of the Gallic name (or the unconquered felicity of their arms), that kings thought they could neither keep their majesty safe, nor recover it when lost, without Gallic valor; and so great was the fecundity of the Gauls in youth at that time, that they filled all Asia as with a swarm. And so, called in for aid by the king of Bithynia, they divided the kingdom with him, the victory being won, and named that region Gallograecia, because the Gauls had been mingled with the Greeks.”7



QUALES igitur Gomeritae populi fuerint, quasve terras insederint, conici potest ex vaticinio Ezechielis quod est in capite 38 his verbis: Gomer et universa agmina eius, domus Thogorma, latera Aquilonis, et totum robur eius, populique multi tecum. Describit eo loco Ezechiel bellicas copias principis Gog ex variis gentibus collectas, quas ille ducturus erat ad debellandos Iudaeos bonisque omnibus spoliandos, postquam illi Babylone regressi sunt in patriam. Ex vaticinio autem Danielis capite 11, et ex historia Iosephi, constat Iudaeos post reditum ex Babylonica captivitate saepe ac vehementer vexatos esse a regibus Aegypti et Syriae seu Asiae, praesertim autem ab Antiocho Epiphane, ut docet historia Machabaeorum. Ergo Gomeritas credibile est fuisse populos in Asia, quae Aquilonaris est seu Septentrionalis Palaestinae, vel etiam in aliqua parte Syriae, nec longe tamen remotos a Palaestina: dici vero Aquilonares comparatione Iudaeae, talem enim positum ea regio habet ad Palaestinam. Quapropter Daniel capite 11 reges Syriae appellat reges Aquilonis, sicut reges Aegypti nominat reges Austri, nempe utrumque comparatione Iudaeae.
What sort of people, therefore, the Gomeritae were, and what lands they settled, can be conjectured from the prophecy of Ezekiel in chapter 38 in these words: “Gomer and all its troops, the house of Thogorma, the sides of the North, and all its strength, and many peoples with thee.” In that place Ezekiel describes the warlike forces of the prince Gog collected from various nations, which he was to lead to war down the Jews and despoil them of all goods, after they had returned from Babylon to their fatherland. And from the prophecy of Daniel chapter 11, and from the history of Josephus, it is established that the Jews, after the return from the Babylonian captivity, were often and vehemently harassed by the kings of Egypt and of Syria (or Asia), but especially by Antiochus Epiphanes, as the history of the Maccabees teaches. Therefore it is credible that the Gomeritae were peoples in Asia, which is to the north or northward of Palestine, or even in some part of Syria, yet not far removed from Palestine: and they are called Northerners in comparison with Judea, for that region has such a position toward Palestine. Wherefore Daniel chapter 11 calls the kings of Syria ‘kings of the North,’ as he names the kings of Egypt ‘kings of the South’ — namely, each in comparison with Judea.8



ALTER Iapheti filius nominatur Magog: cuius posteros Magogaeos quidam putarunt fuisse Gothos, ut narrat Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim; alii Getas, Massagetas, denique Scythas, quae est Iosephi, Hieronymi ac fere omnium sententia. E Scythis autem origo est Tartarorum ac Turcarum. Nec desunt qui contendant Magogaeos fuisse populos Caelesyriae, propinquos Palaestinae, coniecturam eius rei facientes ex illis verbis Plinii libro 5 capite 23: Caele habet Apamiam, Marsya amne divisam a Nazerinorum Tetrarchia, et Bambycem, quae alio nomine Hierapolis vocatur, Syris vero Magog, etc. Magog igitur, ut ex Plinio licet intelligere, sacra fuit et augusta urbs Syrorum (id enim sonat Hierapolis), cuius urbis et regionis principem facit Gog in capite 38 Ezechiel; ubi Magogaei recensentur inter varias gentes quae sub principe Gog (id est, regibus Syriae) militaturae et bellaturae erant adversus Iudaeos ex Babylonica captivitate reductos. Iudaeos enim recens Babylone reversos in Iudaeam fuisse valde infestatos et vexatos a finitimis gentibus, Samaritis et Syris, non obscure intelligitur ex libris Esdrae.
The second son of Iaphet is named Magog: whose posterity, the Magogaei, some have thought to have been the Goths (as Jerome narrates in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis); others the Getae, the Massagetae, finally the Scythians — which is the opinion of Josephus, Jerome, and of nearly all. And from the Scythians is the origin of the Tartars and Turks. Nor are there lacking those who contend that the Magogaei were peoples of Coele-Syria, near Palestine, making their conjecture of this from those words of Pliny, book 5, chapter 23: “Coele has Apamia, divided by the river Marsyas from the Tetrarchy of the Nazerini, and Bambyce, which by another name is called Hierapolis, but by the Syrians Magog,” etc. Magog, therefore, as may be understood from Pliny, was a sacred and august city of the Syrians (for that is what ‘Hierapolis’ means), of which city and region Ezekiel in chapter 38 makes Gog the prince; where the Magogaei are reckoned among the various nations which, under the prince Gog (that is, the kings of Syria), were to serve as soldiers and wage war against the Jews brought back from the Babylonian captivity. For that the Jews, lately returned from Babylon into Judea, were greatly harassed and vexed by the neighboring nations, the Samaritans and Syrians, is not obscurely understood from the books of Esdras.9



TERTIUS Iapheti filius appellatur Madai. Inter omnes convenit ex Madai esse ortos Medos, populos in Asia maiori celebres, a primo quidem subiectos Assyriis, sed postea per Arbacum praefectum, debellato Sardanapalo novissimo Assyriorum monarcha, non servitutis modo iugum excussisse, verum etiam imperium Asiae annos prope quadringentos obtinuisse. A Medis quoque Babyloniorum imperium eversum esse per Darium Medum, et narrat Daniel cap. 5, et ante praedictum fuerat ab Isaia cap. 14 et Hieremia cap. 51.
The third son of Iaphet is called Madai. Among all it is agreed that from Madai sprang the Medes, peoples famous in greater Asia — at first indeed subject to the Assyrians, but afterward, through their commander Arbaces, Sardanapalus the last monarch of the Assyrians being overcome, they not only shook off the yoke of servitude, but even held the empire of Asia for nearly four hundred years. And that the empire of the Babylonians was overthrown by the Medes through Darius the Mede, both Daniel narrates in chapter 5, and it had been foretold before by Isaiah chapter 14 and Jeremiah chapter 51.10



INTER eiusdem Iapheti filios quarto loco memoratur Iavan, ex quo (sententia omnium) proseminati sunt Iones, satores parentesque Graecorum. Quocirca multis in scripturae locis pro Hebraea voce Iavan Septuaginta verterunt Hellada, Latinusque interpres Graeciam; et pro plurali Iavanim illi Hellenes, hic Graecos transtulit, ut videre est apud Isaiam capite 66, Ezechielem 27, Ioelem 3. Nonnunquam tamen Septuaginta retinuerunt ipsum vocabulum Hebraeum, sed nonnihil tamen immutatum, ut hic nominarunt Iouan. Hecataeus apud Strabonem libro nono ait Ionas ex Asia venisse in Graeciam, unde sit origo Atheniensium, quos fuisse antiquitus dictos Iones, et Atticam eorum regionem appellatam esse Ioniam, docet Plutarchus in Theseo.…
Among the same sons of Iaphet, in the fourth place is mentioned Iavan, from whom (in the opinion of all) sprang the Ionians, the sowers and parents of the Greeks. Wherefore in many places of scripture, for the Hebrew word Iavan the Septuagint translated Hellas, and the Latin interpreter Greece; and for the plural Iavanim, they [translated] Hellenes, he Greeks, as may be seen in Isaiah chapter 66, Ezekiel 27, Joel 3. Yet sometimes the Septuagint retained the Hebrew word itself, but somewhat changed, as here they named it Iouan. Hecataeus, in Strabo book 9, says that the Ionians came from Asia into Greece, whence is the origin of the Athenians, whom Plutarch in the Theseus teaches to have been anciently called Iones, and their region of Attica to have been called Ionia. [continues]…11



…Verum quia se primos hominum et quasi aborigenes iactabant Athenienses, idcirco dixerunt se non a principio dictos fuisse Iones, sed post Deucalionem, cuius filius Xuthus, fratres suos ex Thessalia fugiens Athenas receptusque ab Erichtheo, ex eius filia filium suscepit Ionem, ex quo Athenienses dicti sint Iones, qui missis in Asiam colonis inibi Ioniam condiderunt. Quam opinionem secutus est Strabo libro octavo, et Pausanias in Achaicis. Sed prior sententia verior est.
…But because the Athenians boasted themselves the first of men and, as it were, aboriginals, they therefore said that they were called Iones not from the beginning, but after Deucalion — whose son Xuthus, fleeing his brothers from Thessaly to Athens, and received by Erichtheus, begot of his daughter a son Ion, from whom the Athenians were called Iones, who, colonists being sent into Asia, founded Ionia there. This opinion Strabo followed in book eight, and Pausanias in the Achaica. But the former opinion is truer.12



QUINTUS filius Iaphet nominatur Thubal. Thubalaeos vero Iosephus putat esse Iberos, id est, Hispanos; Hebraei vero Italos, prius dictos Hesperios. Verum quia Thubal saepissime iungitur et consociatur cum Mosoch (ut apud Ezechielem cap. 27, 32, 38, 39), quidam autem opinantur Mosoch fuisse Cedarenos (id est, Arabes), putarunt iidem Thubalaeos fuisse populos Asiaticos, sed Syriae et Arabiae vicinos, non autem Europaeos, id est, vel Hispanos vel Italos. Septuaginta Interpretes et paraphrastes Chaldaeus appellant Thobel.
The fifth son of Iaphet is named Thubal. And the Thubalaei Josephus thinks to be the Iberians, that is, the Spaniards; but the Hebrews, the Italians, formerly called Hesperians. But because Thubal is very often joined and associated with Mosoch (as in Ezekiel ch. 27, 32, 38, 39), and some opine that Mosoch was the Cedareni (that is, the Arabs), the same have thought that the Thubalaei were Asiatic peoples — but neighbors of Syria and Arabia, not Europeans, that is, neither Spaniards nor Italians. The Septuagint Interpreters and the Chaldaic paraphrast call him Thobel.13



SEXTUS filius recensetur Mosoch, ex quo opinatur quidam generatos Moscos seu Moscovitas, propter similitudinem nominis; quae tamen similitudo non est in voce Hebraea Mesech, nam Latina vox Mosoch sumpta est ex Septuaginta Interpretibus qui Graece verterunt Mosoch. Iosephus ait Mesechaeos vel Mesochaeos postea dictos a Graecis Cappadoces, et priscae appellationis indicem et testem esse civitatem quandam apud Cappadoces cui Masecha nomen est. Probabilius videtur aliis Mosochaeos populos fuisse Syriae et Arabiae vicinos et confines Cedarenis Arabibus, qui sunt iuxta Nabathaeos auctore Plinio lib. 5 capite 11. Cedar enim filius fuit Ismaelis (Genef. 25), unde Ismaelitae et Arabes postea dicti Saraceni — fortasse quod Sara velut auctore (uti est in capite 16 Geneseos) Abraham duxit Agar uxorem, ex qua Ismaelem suscepit illius gentis parentem.
The sixth son reckoned is Mosoch, from whom a certain one opines were generated the Mosci or Moscovites, on account of the similarity of name — which similarity, however, is not in the Hebrew word Mesech, for the Latin word Mosoch is taken from the Septuagint Interpreters who in Greek translated Mosoch. Josephus says that the Mesechaei or Mesochaei were afterward called by the Greeks Cappadocians, and that an index and witness of the ancient appellation is a certain city among the Cappadocians which has the name Masecha. It seems more probable to others that the Mosochaei were peoples neighboring Syria and Arabia and bordering on the Cedarene Arabs, who are next to the Nabataeans, on the authority of Pliny book 5 chapter 11. For Cedar was the son of Ismael (Gen. 25), whence the Ismaelites and Arabs were afterward called Saracens — perhaps because, with Sara as it were the author (as is in chapter 16 of Genesis), Abraham took Agar to wife, of whom he received Ismael, the parent of that nation.14



MESECH autem fuisse gentem propinquam habitatoribus Cedar potest conici ex Psalmo 120, ubi David, de miseria sui exilii queribundus, in illas voces lamentabiles prorupit: Heu mihi, quia incolatus meus prolongatus est, habitavi cum habitationibus Cedar. Sic enim eum locum Latinus interpres, Graecam versionem secutus, expressit. Atqui pro illo prolongatus est, Hebraice est Mesech: ut David queratur se procul a patria peregre agere in Mesech, et habitare inter tabernacula Cedar, id est, versari inter gentes barbaras perfidasque et continuis incursationibus atque latrociniis gaudentes. Iuxta quam sententiam Paraphrastes Chaldaeus ita reddidit eum locum: O me miserum, quia peregrinatus sum cum Asianis, habitavi cum tabernaculis Arabum.…
That Mesech was a nation near the dwellers of Cedar can be conjectured from Psalm 120, where David, complaining of the misery of his exile, broke forth into those lamentable words: “Woe is me, that my sojourning is prolonged; I have dwelt with the inhabitants of Cedar.” For thus the Latin interpreter, following the Greek version, expressed that place. But in place of that “is prolonged,” in Hebrew it is Mesech: so that David complains that, far from his fatherland, he passes his time abroad in Mesech, and dwells among the tents of Cedar — that is, lives among barbarous and perfidious nations, delighting in continual raids and robberies. According to which sense the Chaldaic Paraphrast rendered that place thus: “O wretched me, that I have sojourned with the Asians, I have dwelt with the tents of the Arabs.” [continues]…15



…Consentaneum igitur est, secundum istos, Gomeritas, Magogaeos, Thubalaeos et Mesechaeos populos fuisse vel in Asia, vel in Syria, vel non inde procul, Palaestinae circumfusos, et principi Gog (id est, regum Syriae atque Asiae qui post Alexandrum regnarunt) imperio subiectos.
…It is consonant, therefore, according to these, that the Gomeritae, Magogaei, Thubalaei, and Mesechaei were peoples either in Asia, or in Syria, or not far thence, spread around Palestine, and subject to the dominion of the prince Gog — that is, of the kings of Syria and Asia who reigned after Alexander.16



SEPTIMUS atque ultimus Iapheti filius recensetur Thiras, ex quo fere omnes genus et originem ducunt eorum quos Graeci appellarunt Thraces. Cur id senserint non aliam video rationem quam congruam denominationem, a Thira Thiraces, et melioris soni gratia Thraces. Verum alii Thracum nomen repetunt a Thrace filio Martis; alii ab asperitate eius regionis, quae nec caelo laeta (inquit Mela) nec solo est, et nisi qua propinqua mari, infecunda et praefrigida, eorumque quae feruntur maligne admodum patiens; viris quoque asper et indecens corporum habitus, ad ferociam et feritatem compositus. Plerisque tamen Ethnicorum visum est Thraces dictos esse quasi truces: namque Isidorus libro nono Etymologiarum, Thraces, inquit, ex filio Iaphet qui Thiras nominatus est, orti et cognominati sunt; licet Gentiles eos ex moribus ita dictos existiment, quod sint truces. Saevissimos enim omnium gentium fuisse perhibent, quippe qui captivos diis suis litarent, et humanum sanguinem ossibus capitum exceptum potare soliti essent. Hic Thiras nusquam alias nisi 1 Paralipomenon cap. 1 nominatur in scriptura, fortasse quod ipse atque eius posteri terras insederint longe dissitas a Iudaeis; eos enim fere populos commemorare solet Scriptura qui vel Palaestinae vicini fuerunt, vel, hostium populi Dei castra secuti, infestarunt et vexarunt Iudaeos.
The seventh and last son of Iaphet reckoned is Thiras, from whom nearly all derive the race and origin of those whom the Greeks called Thracians. Why they thought this, I see no other reason than the fitting derivation, from Thira ‘Thiraces,’ and for the sake of a better sound ‘Thraces.’ But others repeat the name of the Thracians from Thrax, the son of Mars; others from the harshness of that region, which is glad neither in sky (says Mela) nor in soil, and, except where near the sea, barren and very cold, and very grudgingly enduring of the things that are sown; and the men too of harsh and unseemly bodily condition, composed to ferocity and wildness. Yet to most of the heathen it has seemed that the Thracians were so called as if ‘truces’ [savage]: for Isidore, in book nine of the Etymologies: “The Thracians,” he says, “sprang and were named from the son of Iaphet who was called Thiras; although the Gentiles think them so called from their manners, because they are savage. For they relate that they were the most savage of all nations, since they sacrificed captives to their gods, and were wont to drink human blood received in the bones of [their enemies'] heads.” This Thiras is nowhere else named in scripture except in 1 Chronicles chapter 1 — perhaps because he and his posterity settled lands far removed from the Jews; for Scripture is wont to mention generally those peoples who were either neighbors of Palestine, or who, following the camps of the enemies of God's people, harassed and vexed the Jews.17



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:2 (lemma). Margin: v. 2. ↩
	§7. Japheth's seven sons; the posterity of Gomer (3) and Iavan (4) = 14 in all (the Greek codices wrongly add an eighth son Elisa). Includes a genealogical table in the original. Margin: St. Augustine. ↩
	§8. Why Moses begins the genealogy with Japheth (not Shem, named first elsewhere). Continues on p. 401. ↩
	§8 (cont.). The possibilities: Japheth firstborn (Hebrews, Tostatus, Lyra); or youngest-first up to Shem (Augustine); or Moses simply resumed where ch. 9 left off, saving Shem (the thread of the coming history) for last. ↩
	§9. Japheth's posterity proves the blessing ‘May God enlarge Japheth’ — they held most of the world (all Europe, much of Asia, the Mediterranean islands, colonies in Africa). Margin: “How far and wide over the world the posterity of Japheth is spread.” ↩
	§10. Some identify Japheth with the pagans' Iapetus (the Titan, father of Prometheus); but apart from the name there is no resemblance. Margin: “Whether Japheth was the same as the heathen Iapetus.” ↩
	§11. Gomer — Josephus & most: his posterity = the Gallo-Greeks/Galatians; the geographers agree they were Gauls (who plundered Delphi, settled in Asia); Justin on the terror of the Gallic name and the founding of ‘Gallograecia.’ Margins: “Whether Gomer was the father of the Galatians”; Josephus; Justin. ↩
	§12. Where the Gomeritae dwelt, from Ezekiel 38 (Gomer, the house of Thogorma, ‘the sides of the North’) — peoples north of Palestine, in or near Syria, subject to Gog; hence Daniel calls Syria's kings ‘of the North,’ Egypt's ‘of the South,’ relative to Judea. Margins: “The passage Ezekiel ch. 38”; Josephus. ↩
	§13. Magog — some: the Goths (Jerome); others: Getae/Massagetae/Scythians (Josephus, Jerome, most — whence the Tartars and Turks); others: Coele-Syrians (Pliny: Hierapolis called ‘Magog’ by the Syrians; Ezekiel's Gog its prince). Margins: “What nations sprang from Magog”; Jerome; Pliny. ↩
	§14. Madai — all agree the Medes sprang from him (under Arbaces they overthrew Sardanapalus and held Asia ~400 yrs; under Darius the Mede they overthrew Babylon — Daniel 5, foretold by Isaiah 14, Jeremiah 51). Margin: “The origin of the Medes.” ↩
	§15. Iavan — all agree the Ionians (parents of the Greeks) sprang from him; the LXX render ‘Iavan’ as ‘Hellas,’ the Latin ‘Greece’ (Isaiah 66, Ezekiel 27, Joel 3); Hecataeus (via Strabo 9): the Ionians came from Asia; the Athenians anciently called Iones (Plutarch). Margins: “The origin of the Ionians”; Hecataeus; “Whether the Athenians sprang from the Ionians”; Plutarch. Continues on p. 403. ↩
	§15 (cont.). The Athenians' counter-claim (called Iones only after Deucalion's grandson Ion — Strabo, Pausanias); but the former view (Ionians from Asia) is truer. Margins: Strabo; Pausanias. ↩
	§16. Thubal — Josephus: the Iberians (Spaniards); the Hebrews: the Italians (formerly ‘Hesperians’); but since Thubal is paired with Mosoch (Ezekiel), some make both Asiatic peoples near Syria/Arabia. Margins: “Of what nations Thubal was the author”; Josephus. ↩
	§17. Mosoch — some: the Moscovites (by name-likeness, absent in the Hebrew Mesech); Josephus: the Cappadocians (the city Masecha attests it); others more probably peoples near Syria/Arabia bordering the Cedarene Arabs (Pliny; Cedar son of Ishmael, Gen 25 — whence the ‘Saracens’). Margins: “What nations Mosoch was the parent of”; Josephus; Pliny; Gen. 25. ↩
	§18. Mesech near Cedar's dwellers (Ps 120 — ‘prolonged’ is Hebrew ‘Mesech’; David laments dwelling among barbarous peoples; the Chaldee ‘the Asians… the Arabs’). Margin: “The passage Psalm 120.” Continues on p. 404. ↩
	§18 (cont.). So (on this view) the Gomeritae, Magogaei, Thubalaei, and Mesechaei were peoples in or near Asia/Syria around Palestine, subject to ‘Gog’ (the post-Alexander kings of Syria/Asia). ↩
	§19. Thiras — nearly all: the Thracians (Thiraces→Thraces); others from Thrax son of Mars, or the region's harshness (Mela); the pagans: ‘Thraces’ ≈ ‘truces’ (savage — Isidore: they sacrificed captives and drank blood from skull-cups); named only in 1 Chron. 1 (his line dwelt far from the Jews). Margins: “The origin of the Thracians”; Mela bk. 2, ch. 2; Isidore. ↩




And the sons of Gomer: Ascenez and Riphath and Thogorma

LatineEnglish


{And the sons of Gomer: Ascenez and Riphath and Thogorma.}1
Porro filii Gomer: Ascenez et Riphath et Thogorma.



E septem filiis Iaphet duorum tantum posteri memorantur, Gomeri tres et Iavan quatuor: nam reliqui, parentum suorum nominibus contenti, nullas sibi adoptaverunt gentiles appellationes; vel eos scriptura uno communi nomine comprehensos commemoravit, quod apud eos nihil fuerit nobilius atque illustrius capite ipsius familiae et primogeneris auctore. Primus filiorum Gomer nominatur a Latino interprete Ascenez, Graece Ascanaz, sed Hebraice Aschenaz: Aschenazaeos autem Iosephus putat esse Rheginos; alii, Gothos; Iudaei nostri temporis, Germanos, nempe secuti Thargum Hierosolymitanum, in quo vocabulum Gomer exponitur Africa, Aschenas autem Germania. Sed id falsum esse arguitur ex Hieremia, apud quem capite 51 (ubi agitur de excidio Babylonis et de variis gentibus quibus sociis et auxiliantibus Medi Babylonicum imperium eversuri erant) inter eas gentes commemorantur Ascenez, qui socia[e]…
Of the seven sons of Iaphet the posterity of only two are mentioned, Gomer's three and Iavan's four: for the rest, content with the names of their parents, adopted for themselves no national appellations; or scripture mentioned them comprehended under one common name, because among them there was nothing more noble and illustrious than the head of the family itself and the author of the first stock. The first of the sons of Gomer is named by the Latin interpreter Ascenez, in Greek Ascanaz, but in Hebrew Aschenaz: and the Aschenazaei Josephus thinks to be the Rhegini; others, the Goths; the Jews of our time, the Germans — namely, following the Jerusalem Targum, in which the word Gomer is expounded ‘Africa,’ but Aschenas ‘Germany.’ But that this is false is argued from Jeremiah, in whom, chapter 51 (where it is treated of the destruction of Babylon and of the various nations by whose alliance and aid the Medes were to overthrow the Babylonian empire), among those nations the Ascenez are mentioned, who as allie[s]…2



…socia arma cum Medis laturi erant adversus Babylonios. Ex quo non vana fit coniectura, eos fuisse de populis Asiaticis ad imperium Medorum pertinentibus; et hoc similius vero videtur, quam fuisse eos vel Rheginos vel Gothos.
…[the Ascenez] who were to bear allied arms with the Medes against the Babylonians. Whence it is no vain conjecture that they were of the Asiatic peoples belonging to the empire of the Medes; and this seems more like the truth than that they were either the Rhegini or the Goths.3



ALTER filius Gomer nominatur Riphat, cuius nusquam alibi (secundum divinam scripturam) quam 1 Paralipomenon cap. 1 mentionem facit, fortasse quod, longius a ceteris fratribus recedens, longinquas occupaverit oras; quo fit ut, quasi sub alio degens caelo, praetereatur in sacris literis. An Riphei vel Riphataei sint, quos postea Graeci dixere Paphlagones, nec improbare habeo, nec (praeter auctoritatem ita sentientium) approbare.
The second son of Gomer is named Riphat, of whom, according to the divine scripture, mention is made nowhere else than in 1 Chronicles ch. 1 — perhaps because, withdrawing farther from the rest of the brothers, he occupied distant coasts; whence it comes that, as one living under another sky, he is passed over in the sacred letters. Whether they are the Riphaei or Riphataei, whom the Greeks afterward called Paphlagonians, I have neither [reason] to disprove, nor (beyond the authority of those who think so) to approve.4



TERTIUS filius appellatur Thogorma, qui non tantum 1 Paralipomenon cap. 1, sed etiam apud Ezechielem (nec semel quidem) nominatur. Sed qui fuerunt Thogormaei? Iosephus quidem putat fuisse Phryges; Iudaei, Turcas (namque Turcarum Imperatorem nominant Thogar); aliqui, Cappadoces; multi, Germanos — cui opinationi suffragatur Chaldaeus interpres, qui apud Ezechielem cap. 27 pro Thogorma exposuit Germaniam, ubi Propheta, loquens de mercatu Tyriorum, dixit: De domo Thogorma equos et equites et mulos adduxerunt ad forum tuum. Sed ex eo ipso loco licet convincere vocabulo Thogorma non posse intelligi Germaniam; nullum enim commercium Germanis esse potuit cum Tyriis, immenso prope terrarum spatio inter se dissitis. Thargum Hierosolymitanum hoc loco pro Thogorma posuit Barbariam. At enim vero, cum apud Ezechielem cap. 38, inter varias gentes quas princeps Gog (id est, reges Syriae et Asiae) secum ad bellum Hebraeis inferendum trahunt, commemorarentur etiam Thogormaei, non temere quis putaverit eos fuisse populos Syriacos vel Asianos, eorum regum ditioni et dominationi subiectos.
The third son is called Thogorma, who is named not only in 1 Chronicles ch. 1, but also in Ezekiel (and not once only). But who were the Thogormaei? Josephus thinks they were the Phrygians; the Jews, the Turks (for they name the Emperor of the Turks Thogar); some, the Cappadocians; many, the Germans — which opinion the Chaldaic interpreter favors, who in Ezekiel ch. 27 rendered Germany for Thogorma, where the Prophet, speaking of the commerce of the Tyrians, said: “From the house of Thogorma they brought horses and horsemen and mules to thy market.” But from that very place one may prove that by the word Thogorma Germany cannot be understood; for the Germans could have had no commerce with the Tyrians, set so far apart from one another by almost an immense space of lands. The Jerusalem Targum in this place put Barbary for Thogorma. But indeed, since in Ezekiel ch. 38, among the various nations which the prince Gog (that is, the kings of Syria and Asia) draw with him to wage war on the Hebrews, the Thogormaei too are mentioned, one would not rashly think them to have been Syrian or Asian peoples, subject to the dominion of those kings.5



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:3 (lemma). Margin: v. 3. ↩
	§20. Only Gomer's (3) and Iavan's (4) sons have named posterity. Gomer's first son Ascenez — Josephus: the Rhegini; others: the Goths; modern Jews: the Germans (the Jerusalem Targum: Gomer = Africa, Aschenas = Germany) — refuted from Jeremiah 51 (the Ascenez allied with the Medes against Babylon). Margins: “Whether the posterity of Ascenez were the Rhegini or Goths or Germans”; Josephus. Continues on p. 405. ↩
	§19 (cont., printed §-numbering offset by one from prior batch). Ascenez probably an Asiatic people under the Medes (not the Rhegini or Goths), per Jer 51. ↩
	§20. Riphat (named only in 1 Chron. 1, his line dwelling far off); perhaps the Paphlagonians (Josephus). Margin: “The Riphathaei, according to Josephus, were afterward called Paphlagonians.” ↩
	§21. Thogorma — Phrygians (Josephus), Turks (the Jews), Cappadocians, or Germans (the Chaldee on Ezek 27); but ‘Germany’ fails (no Tyrian trade with Germans); probably a Syrian/Asian people under Gog (Ezek 38). Margins: “Whether the Thogormaei were afterward the Phrygians, or the Turks, or Cappadocians, or Germans”; the passage Ezekiel ch. 27 & 38. ↩




And the sons of Iavan: Elisa and Tharsis, Cethim and Dodanim

LatineEnglish


{And the sons of Iavan: Elisa and Tharsis, Cethim and Dodanim.}1
Filii autem Iavan: Elisa et Tharsis, Cethim et Dodanim.



PRIMO Iavani filio Elisa ortos esse Graecos qui dicti sunt Aeoles plerique putarunt, haud dubie Iosephum secuti. Paraphrastes Chaldaeus, apud Ezechielem c. 27 (ubi Latinus interpres vertit, de insulis Elisa) reddidit, de insulis Italiae, idem putans Elisam atque Italiam. Certe non est improbabile Elisam et posteros eius pernavigasse totum illud mare Graecum, et insulas eius inhabitasse, et de parentis sui nomine appellasse; nec solum insulas aut loca eius maris, sed etiam ceteri maris Mediterranei. Solet enim Scriptura, cum de insulis agit, transmarinas etiam regiones intelligere, in quibus insulas maris Mediterranei comprehendit. Nec mihi videtur plane futilis eorum coniectura qui opinantur ipsum Elisam aut eius posteros, emenso Mediterraneo [mari]…
From the first son of Iavan, Elisa, most have thought that the Greeks who are called Aeolians sprang — doubtless following Josephus. The Chaldaic Paraphrast, in Ezekiel ch. 27 (where the Latin interpreter renders “of the islands of Elisa”), rendered “of the islands of Italy,” thinking Elisa the same as Italy. Certainly it is not improbable that Elisa and his posterity sailed all round that Greek sea, and inhabited its islands, and named them from their parent's name; and not only the islands or places of that sea, but also of the rest of the Mediterranean sea. For Scripture, when it treats of islands, is wont to understand transmarine regions also, among which it comprehends the islands of the Mediterranean sea. Nor does the conjecture of those seem to me wholly futile who opine that Elisa himself, or his posterity, having traversed the Mediterranean [sea]…2



…mari, extraque fretum Gaditanum evecti, pervenisse ad insulas Fortunatas, easque de nomine auctoris sui generis nominasse Eliseas aut Elisias: atque id fecisse locum fabulis poetarum inibi locantium beatorum sedes, quas illi campos Elysios nominarunt. Verum haec qualiscunque coniectatio, vel potius divinatio, cui arriserit, ei tantum esto probabilis.
…and, carried out beyond the Strait of Cadiz, came to the Fortunate Islands, and named them from the name of the author of their race Eliseas or Elysias: and that this gave occasion to the fables of the poets placing there the seats of the blessed, which they called the Elysian fields. But this conjecture of whatever sort — or rather divination — let it be probable only to him to whom it is pleasing.3



ALTER Iavani filius nominatur Tharsis. Ab hoc ortos esse Cilices non vane creditur, argumento metropolis eius regionis, totoque orbe quondam inclytae urbis, quae prisco retento vocabulo dicta est Tarsus, super omnia ortu Beati Pauli nobilitata. Nec facit contra hoc quod Tharsus sine aspiratione scribatur; solent enim Graeci, et Graecorum more Septuaginta Interpretes, in multis vocabulis ש vertere in ת. Ergo vocabulum Tharsis primo ac proprie significat Ciliciam et mare illud Cilicum. Iosephus libro octavo Antiquitatum Tharsis interpretatur regionem Indiae, id est, Auream Chersonesum; sicut etiam B. Hieronymus in Epist. 132. Septuaginta interpretes apud Esaiam vigesimo tertio, Ezechielem vigesimo septimo, pro Tharsis posuerunt Carthaginem; cui affine est, quod Chaldaica paraphrasis apud Hieremiam capite decimo, et tertio Regum capite decimo, Tharsis interpretatur Africam; at Psalmo septuagesimo secundo, Ciliciam: cum tamen et ipse et Septuaginta multis locis vertant mare. Iosephus vero lib. nono Antiquitatum, quod narratur secundo Paralipomenon capite 20 de classe regis Iosaphat, quae comparata fuerat in Mari Rubro ut iret in Tharsis, significari putavit mare Ponticum et emporia Thraciae — sed manifesto in Geographia lapsu: neque enim ex Mari Rubro classis petere poterat Pontum aut Thraciam, nisi immenso paene Oceano totoque Mediterraneo mari circumvecta.
The second son of Iavan is named Tharsis. That the Cilicians sprang from him is not vainly believed, by the argument of the metropolis of that region, the city once renowned in all the world, which, keeping its ancient name, was called Tarsus — above all ennobled by the birth of St. Paul. Nor does it make against this that Tharsus is written without the aspiration; for the Greeks, and after the Greeks' manner the Septuagint Interpreters, are wont in many words to turn ש into ת. Therefore the word Tharsis first and properly signifies Cilicia and that Cilician sea. Josephus in book eight of the Antiquities interprets Tharsis as a region of India, that is, the Golden Chersonese; as also St. Jerome in Epistle 132. The Septuagint interpreters in Isaiah 23 and Ezekiel 27 put Carthage for Tharsis; to which is akin that the Chaldaic paraphrase in Jeremiah ch. 10, and in 3 Kings ch. 10, interprets Tharsis as Africa, but in Psalm 72 as Cilicia — although both it and the Septuagint in many places translate it ‘sea.’ But Josephus in book nine of the Antiquities, [regarding] what is narrated in 2 Chronicles ch. 20 of the fleet of king Iosaphat, which had been prepared in the Red Sea to go to Tharsis, thought there was signified the Pontic sea and the marts of Thrace — but with a manifest slip in Geography: for from the Red Sea a fleet could not seek the Pontus or Thrace, except carried round by almost the whole Ocean and the whole Mediterranean sea.4



SED ut in pauca conferam quae ad notionem huius vocis pertinent: arbitror vocabulum Tharsis primo significasse Ciliciam et mare Cilicum praetentum Phoeniciae et Syriae, indeque traductum ad significandum omne mare Mediterraneum et loca eius maritima — vel quia Tharsis filius Iavan, aut eius posteri, e Cilicia profecti, totum hoc mare permensi et insulas et maritima loca pervagati, ea colonis et habitatoribus compleverunt (nam quod Cilices late mari terraque dominatos esse tradit Solinus cap. 41: Cilicia, inquit, quondam usque ad Pelusium Aegypti pertinebat, Lydiis, Medis, Armeniis, Pamphylia, Cappadocia sub imperio Cilicum constitutis); vel ex parte ad totum traductio eius nominis facta est. Nonnunquam enim quod uni alicui rei significandae primo inditum est nomen, id postea usu ipso ad alia multa significanda traducitur, ut patet in vocabulo Cethim, quod primo quidem Cyprum, inde omnes insulas ac loca maritima significavit. Et quia inter loca maritima huius maris Mediterranei celeberrima fuit olim Carthago (namque Carthaginenses diu multumque mari dominati sunt, re navali pollentes ac florentes), idcirco nonnullis locis scripturae pro Tharsis tam Graece quam Chaldaice et Latine [positum est nomen Carthaginis]…
But to bring into few words what pertains to the notion of this word: I judge that the word Tharsis first signified Cilicia and the Cilician sea stretched before Phoenicia and Syria, and thence was transferred to signify the whole Mediterranean sea and its maritime places — either because Tharsis the son of Iavan, or his posterity, setting out from Cilicia, traversed this whole sea and ranged over the islands and maritime places, and filled them with colonists and inhabitants (for that the Cilicians ruled far and wide by sea and land, Solinus relates in ch. 41: “Cilicia,” he says, “once reached as far as Pelusium of Egypt, the Lydians, Medes, Armenians, Pamphylia, [and] Cappadocia being set under the dominion of the Cilicians”); or the transfer of that name was made from a part to the whole. For sometimes a name first given to signify some one thing is afterward, by usage itself, transferred to signify many other things, as is plain in the word Cethim, which first signified Cyprus, then all islands and maritime places. And because among the maritime places of this Mediterranean sea Carthage was once most famous (for the Carthaginians long and greatly ruled the sea, being powerful and flourishing in naval affairs), therefore in some places of scripture, for Tharsis, both in Greek and Chaldaic and Latin, [the name of Carthage is put]…5



…positum est nomen Carthaginis vel Africae, ut supra diximus.
…the name of Carthage or Africa, as we said above.6



CUM autem mare Mediterraneum, quod esset amplissimum altissimumque, a Iudaeis diceretur Mare magnum, et naves magnae quae in eo mari navigabant appellarentur naves Tharsis, hinc factum est ut id nominis etiam ad Oceanum ipsum significandum (ut patet ex libris Regum et Paralipomeno) sit translatum. Sic enim intelligi potest quod scriptum est in illis libris de Classe regum Iuda quae ex Mari Rubro petebatur Tharsis, id est, mare Indicum: nam quod eo vocabulo alii exposuerint regionem Indiae, propterea non placet quibusdam viris doctis, quod non filii Iavan (id est Tharsis et eius posteri), sed filii Iectan (ut Ophir et Hevila) ad loca Indiae incolenda profecti sint; non igitur illis convenit vocabulum Tharsis. Verum de vocabulo Tharsis satis haec in praesentia, de quo etiam disputavimus lib. 12 nostrorum Commentariorum in Danielem, ut, si quae forte hic desiderabuntur, inde liceat petere.
And since the Mediterranean sea, because it was most ample and most deep, was by the Jews called the Great Sea, and the great ships which sailed in that sea were called ships of Tharsis, hence it came about that that name was transferred even to signify the Ocean itself (as is plain from the books of Kings and Chronicles). For thus can be understood what is written in those books of the Fleet of the kings of Judah which was sought from the Red Sea, [namely] Tharsis, that is, the Indian sea: for that others have expounded by that word a region of India does not please certain learned men, because not the sons of Iavan (that is, Tharsis and his posterity), but the sons of Iectan (such as Ophir and Hevila) set out to inhabit the places of India; therefore the word Tharsis does not suit them. But about the word Tharsis, enough for the present — about which we have also disputed in book 12 of our Commentaries on Daniel, so that, if any things are perhaps here wanting, it may be permitted to seek them thence.7



TERTIUS Iavani filius nominatur Cethim numero plurali, ut non tantum illum Iavani, verum et posteros eius significari intelligamus. Septuaginta Interpretes, ubicunque ponitur in Scriptura hoc nomen, vocem Hebraeam retinuerunt. Tres huius vocis significationes in sacris literis annotare licet. Primam, pro insula Cypro, ut ait Iosephus, cuius veteris appellationis vestigium extare dicit in urbe eius insulae quae vocatur Citium (unde Zeno Citicus Stoicorum princeps), et inde omnes insulas; ut pleraque loca maritima Hebraeos gentili voce Chithim appellare. Altera significatio est pro Italia, vel pro Italis seu Romanis, quae elicitur ex c. 24 libri Numerorum, ubi vaticinium Balaam his verbis reddidit Latinus interpres: Venient in trieribus de Italia, superabunt Assyrios vastabuntque Hebraeos, et ad extremum ipsi peribunt. Pro illo de Italia, Hebraice est Chithim, quam vocem Chaldaeus interpretatus est Romanos. Eadem quoque significatio elicitur ex iis verbis quae sunt apud Danielem cap. 11: Et venient super eum trieres et Romani, et percutietur. Pro illa voce, Romani, Hebraice est Cethim. Apud Ezechielem quoque cap. 27 illud, de insulis Cethim, Latinus Interpres dixit de insulis Italiae, Chaldaeus vero de Apulia. Tertia significatio eius vocis est pro Macedonia, seu potius Graecia: namque in exordio prioris libri Machabaeorum dicitur Alexander exisse de terra Cethim, id est, ex Macedonia vel Graecia; et in eiusdem libri cap. 8, Philippus et Perses, ultimi reges Macedoniae, appellantur Cethaeorum reges. Collatis igitur inter se variis scripturae locis, videtur haec vox significare insulas maris Mediterranei, praesertim autem Aegypto et Syriae obiacentes; tum etiam ulteriora maris Mediterranei, ut Graeciam et Italiam. Denique significat ea vox gentes Hebraeis transmarinas, ut sunt Europaeae gentes; scilicet accommodat se scriptura ad opinionem et sensum Hebraeorum, qui populos a se Mediterraneo mari discretos esse omnes insularum incolas putabant, ut eos qui aliunde navibus Iudaeam appellabantur: nam sicut in Italia [eos qui trans Alpes agunt]…
The third son of Iavan is named Cethim, in the plural number, so that we understand not only that son of Iavan, but his posterity too, to be signified. The Septuagint Interpreters, wherever this name is set in Scripture, retained the Hebrew word. Three significations of this word may be noted in the sacred letters. The first, for the island Cyprus, as Josephus says — of which ancient appellation he says a trace remains in a city of that island called Citium (whence Zeno of Citium, the chief of the Stoics) — and thence all islands; so that the Hebrews call most maritime places by the national word Chithim. The second signification is for Italy, or for the Italians or Romans, which is elicited from ch. 24 of the book of Numbers, where the Latin interpreter rendered the prophecy of Balaam in these words: “They shall come in galleys from Italy, they shall overcome the Assyrians and lay waste the Hebrews, and at the last they themselves shall perish.” For that ‘from Italy,’ in Hebrew it is Chithim, which word the Chaldee interpreted ‘Romans.’ The same signification is also elicited from those words in Daniel ch. 11: “And there shall come upon him galleys and the Romans, and he shall be struck.” For that word ‘Romans,’ in Hebrew it is Cethim. In Ezekiel too, ch. 27, that ‘of the islands of Cethim,’ the Latin Interpreter rendered ‘of the islands of Italy,’ but the Chaldee ‘of Apulia.’ The third signification of that word is for Macedonia, or rather Greece: for at the beginning of the first book of Maccabees Alexander is said to have come out of the land of Cethim, that is, from Macedonia or Greece; and in the same book ch. 8, Philip and Perseus, the last kings of Macedonia, are called kings of the Cethaeans. Comparing, therefore, the various places of scripture among themselves, this word seems to signify the islands of the Mediterranean sea, but especially those lying off Egypt and Syria; then also the farther parts of the Mediterranean, as Greece and Italy. Finally, that word signifies nations transmarine to the Hebrews, such as the European nations — for Scripture accommodates itself to the opinion and sense of the Hebrews, who thought all the peoples separated from them by the Mediterranean sea to be islanders, as those who from elsewhere came to Judea by ships: for just as in Italy [we call those beyond the Alps]…8



…eos qui trans Alpes agunt vocamus Tramontanos, sic Hebraei dissitas a se mari gentes insulares nominabant. Videat lector, si placet, quae de hac ipsa voce scripsimus libro 14 Commentariorum nostrorum in Danielem super illa verba capitis 11: Et venient super eum trieres et Romani, etc.
…we call those beyond the Alps ‘Tramontanes,’ so the Hebrews called the nations separated from them by the sea ‘islanders.’ Let the reader see, if he please, what we have written about this very word in book 14 of our Commentaries on Daniel, upon those words of chapter 11: “And there shall come upon him galleys and the Romans,” etc.9



QUARTUS filius Iavani nominatur Dodanim. Hunc Iosephus omisit, fortasse quod quaenam ex eo gentes ortae essent, quasve tenuissent sedes, ignoraverit. Septuaginta Interpretes eam vocem plurali numero (uti est) accipientes, et hic et in primo Paralipomenon cap. 1 interpretati sunt Rhodios; ex quo coniecturam faciunt nonnulli legendum esse non Dodanim sed Rhodanim, proclivi admodum lapsu unius literae in alteram, propter maximam similitudinem quae est inter duas literas Hebraicas (res) et (daleth). Quidam, secuti similitudinem vocis Dodanim, opinati sunt eam gentem tenuisse et condidisse Dodonam Epiri, Iovis templo et oraculo inclytam apud Ethnicos. Alii, qui legendum censent Rhodanim, istos Iavani posteros ad Rhodanum et Gallias pervenisse existimant.
The fourth son of Iavan is named Dodanim. This one Josephus omitted, perhaps because he was ignorant what nations sprang from him, or what seats they held. The Septuagint Interpreters, taking that word in the plural number (as it is), both here and in 1 Chronicles ch. 1, interpreted it the Rhodians; whence some conjecture that one should read not Dodanim but Rhodanim, by a very easy slip of one letter into another, on account of the great similarity between the two Hebrew letters (resh) and (daleth). Some, following the likeness of the word Dodanim, have opined that this nation held and founded Dodona of Epirus, famous among the heathen for the temple and oracle of Jove. Others, who think one should read Rhodanim, judge that these posterity of Iavan came to the Rhone and to the Gauls.10



Post haec subdit Moses: Ab his divisae sunt insulae gentium in regionibus suis, unusquisque secundum linguas suas et familias suas in nationibus suis. Quibus verbis videtur significare insulas gentium (id est, transmarinas Iudaeis nationes) et insulas maris Mediterranei ipsamque Europam fuisse ab his Iavani filiis occupatam; filios dico Iavani illos quatuor, Tharsis, Elisam, Cethim et Dodanim, populorum Europaeorum et insulanorum maris Mediterranei parentes. Legamus (inquit Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim) Varronis de Antiquitatibus libros, et Sinnii Capitonis, et Graecum Phlegonta, ceterosque eruditissimos viros, et videbimus paene omnes insulas et totius orbis littora terrasque mari vicinas Graecis accolis occupatas, qui (ut supra diximus) ab Amano et Tauro montibus omnia maritima loca usque ad Oceanum possedere Britannicum. Sic Hieronymus. Alii vero filii et posteri Iaphet populos Asiaticos disseminarunt, ut supra dictum est de Gomer, Magog et Madai.
After this Moses subjoins: “By these were the islands of the Gentiles divided in their countries, every one according to his tongue and their families in their nations.” By which words he seems to signify that the islands of the Gentiles (that is, the nations transmarine to the Jews) and the islands of the Mediterranean sea and Europe itself were occupied by these sons of Iavan — I mean those four sons of Iavan, Tharsis, Elisa, Cethim, and Dodanim, the parents of the European peoples and of the islanders of the Mediterranean sea. “Let us read,” says Jerome in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, “the books of Varro On Antiquities, and of Sinnius Capito, and the Greek Phlegon, and the other most learned men, and we shall see almost all the islands and the shores of the whole world and the lands near the sea occupied by Greek settlers, who (as we said above) from the Amanus and Taurus mountains possessed all the maritime places up to the British Ocean.” So Jerome. But the other sons and posterity of Iaphet disseminated Asiatic peoples, as was said above of Gomer, Magog, and Madai.11



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:4 (lemma). Margin: v. 4. ↩
	§22. Elisa — the Aeolian Greeks (Josephus); the Chaldee = Italy; they probably peopled and named the islands of the Greek and Mediterranean seas. Margin: “What nation Elisa founded.” Continues on p. 406. ↩
	§22 (cont.). Some even derive the ‘Elysian fields’ from Elisa (his line reaching the Fortunate Islands beyond Cadiz) — a guess Pererius leaves to taste. Margin: “The Fortunate Islands and the Elysian Fields.” ↩
	§23. Tharsis — the Cilicians (the city Tarsus, birthplace of St. Paul); the variants ‘India/Golden Chersonese’ (Josephus, Jerome), ‘Carthage/Africa’ (LXX, Chaldee), ‘Cilicia,’ or simply ‘sea’; Josephus's geographical slip (Pontus from the Red Sea). Margins: “What region Tharsis was, and what is signified by that word in Scripture”; Josephus; the Chaldaic paraphrase. ↩
	§24. Pererius's view: ‘Tharsis’ first = Cilicia/the Cilician sea (Solinus on Cilician sea-power), then by extension the whole Mediterranean and its coasts (as ‘Cethim’ went from Cyprus to all islands; and ‘Carthage’ for Tharsis). Continues on p. 407. ↩
	§24 (cont.). Hence ‘Carthage/Africa’ stands for Tharsis in some passages. ↩
	§25. ‘Ships of Tharsis’ → the Great Sea → even the Ocean (Kings, Chronicles); against reading Tharsis as ‘India’ (India was settled by Iectan's sons, not Iavan's). Cross-ref to his Daniel commentary, bk. 12. ↩
	§26. Cethim — three senses: Cyprus (Josephus, the city Citium → Zeno) and all islands; Italy/Rome (Num 24, Dan 11, Ezek 27); Macedonia/Greece (1 Macc — Alexander, Philip, Perseus); in sum, the Mediterranean islands and transmarine European nations (the Hebrews called all such ‘islanders’). Margins: “What nation or region is signified by the word Cethim”; Josephus. Continues on p. 408. ↩
	§26 (cont.). As Italians say ‘Tramontanes’ for those beyond the Alps, so the Hebrews said ‘islanders’ (cross-ref to his Daniel commentary). ↩
	§27. Dodanim (omitted by Josephus) — the Rhodians (LXX, reading ‘Rhodanim,’ resh/daleth easily confused); or Dodona of Epirus (Jove's oracle); or the Rhône and the Gauls. Margin: “The origin of the Rhodians.” ↩
	§27 (cont.). ‘The islands of the Gentiles divided’: Iavan's four sons peopled Europe and the Mediterranean islands (Jerome, citing Varro, Sinnius Capito, Phlegon — Greek settlers from Amanus/Taurus to the British Ocean); Japheth's other sons peopled Asia. Margin: Jerome. ↩




And the sons of Cham: Chus and Mesraim and Phut and Chanaan

LatineEnglish


{And the sons of Cham: Chus and Mesraim and Phut and Chanaan.}1
Filii autem Cham: Chus, Mesraim et Phut et Chanaan.



CHAM filios et posteros ait Iosephus Syriam et regionem Amano Libanoque montibus haerentem obtinuisse, quicquid eius ad mare vergit occupando, et Oceanum usque ditionis terminos proferendo; vocabula autem eorum partim evanuisse, partim ita depravata esse in diversum, ut non facile sit agnoscere. Haec Iosephus. Ad cuius sententiae confirmationem facit quod Strabo in libro decimo sexto scriptum reliquit: Ego, inquit, prisca gentium vocabula, tum propter obscuritatem, tum propter absur[ditatem pronuntiandi]…
Josephus says that the sons and posterity of Cham obtained Syria and the region adhering to the Amanus and Lebanon mountains, occupying whatever of it inclines toward the sea, and extending the bounds of their dominion up to the Ocean; but that their names have partly vanished, partly been so corrupted into something different that it is not easy to recognize them. Thus Josephus. To the confirmation of whose opinion makes what Strabo left written in book sixteen: “I,” he says, “do not set down the ancient names of nations, both on account of their obscurity, and on account of the absur[dity of pronouncing them]…”2



…ditatem pronuntiandi, non pono. Cham filios et posteros ad hunc modum recenset Moses: primo nominantur quatuor eius filii, Chus, Mesraim, Phut et Chanaan. DEINDE horum omnium, praeter Phut, posteri commemorantur, ut in subiecta descriptione licet videre. [Tabula:] Cham filii — Chus (Saba, Hevila, Sabatha, Regma [Saba, Dadan], Sabathacha; Nemrod). Mesraim (Ludim, Anamim, Laabim, Nephtuim, Phethrusim, Chasluim; Philisthiim et Caphtorim). Phuth. Chanaan (Sidon, Hethaeus, Iebusaeus, Amorrhaeus, Gergesaeus, Hevaeus, Aracaeus, Sinaeus, Aradius, Samaraeus, Hamathaeus). Omnes XXXI.
…the absurdity of pronouncing them, I do not set them down.” Moses reckons the sons and posterity of Cham in this manner: first are named his four sons, Chus, Mesraim, Phut, and Chanaan. Then the posterity of all of these, except Phut, are mentioned, as may be seen in the appended description. [Table:] The sons of Cham — Chus (Saba, Hevila, Sabatha, Regma [Saba, Dadan], Sabathacha; Nemrod). Mesraim (Ludim, Anamim, Laabim, Nephtuim, Phethrusim, Chasluim; the Philistines and Caphtorim). Phuth. Chanaan (Sidon, the Hethite, Iebusite, Amorrhite, Gergesite, Hevite, Aracite, Sinite, Aradian, Samarite, Hamathite). In all, 31.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:6 (lemma). Margin: v. 6. ↩
	§28. Cham's line held Syria and the coast to the Ocean (Josephus); their names mostly vanished/corrupted (Strabo too declines to list ‘obscure’ names). Margins: Josephus; Strabo. Continues on p. 409. ↩
	§28 (cont.). Moses lists Cham's four sons; the posterity of all but Phut (a genealogical table in the original), totaling 31. ↩




FIRST DISPUTATION. What region or nation is denoted by the word Chus — whether Ethiopia or Arabia

LatineEnglish


FIRST DISPUTATION. What region or nation is denoted by the word Chus — whether Ethiopia or Arabia.
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. Qua regio aut gens donetur vocabulo Chus, utrumne Aethiopia an Arabia.



PRIMUS filius Cham appellatur Chus, unde secundum omnes origo Aethiopum: namque ubicumque in sacris literis ponitur vocabulum Chus Hebraice, vel Chusim, semper Septuaginta Interpretes, eosque secutus Latinus [noster interpres]…
The first son of Cham is called Chus, whence, according to all, the origin of the Ethiopians: for wherever in the sacred letters the word Chus is set in Hebrew, or Chusim, the Septuagint Interpreters always — and following them the Latin [our interpreter]…1



…noster interpres, interpretati sunt Aethiopiam et Aethiopes; et Iosephus atque Hieronymus aliique, tam Hebraei quam Christiani, eodem modo eas voces intelligunt et exponunt. CONTRA hunc communem omnium sensum praefracte pugnat quidam nostrae aetatis scriptor, contendens vocabulo Chus non significari Aethiopiam, sed Arabiam propinquam Aegypto et Palaestinae, et usque ad sinum Arabicum (quod Mare Rubrum appellatur) porrectam. Hoc autem ille sic argumentatur: Regio Chus et gens Chusaea secundum scripturam erat propinqua Aegypto, nec multum distans a Palaestina; sed Aethiopia est remotissima, utpote sita sub Zona torrida (Aethiopes enim solis ardore torrentur); at vero Arabia vicina est, iacens inter Aegyptum et sinum Arabicum: ergo Chus non Aethiopiam, sed Arabiam in sacris literis significat. In hac argumentatione duo sumuntur: alterum est, regionem Chus significari in sacris literis esse vicinam Aegypto et Palaestinae; alterum vero est, Arabiam esse talem, non autem Aethiopiam.
…our interpreter, interpreted ‘Ethiopia’ and ‘Ethiopians’; and Josephus and Jerome and others, both Hebrews and Christians, in the same way understand and expound those words. Against this common sense of all, a certain writer of our age stubbornly contends, maintaining that by the word Chus is signified not Ethiopia, but Arabia — near to Egypt and Palestine, and extended up to the Arabian gulf (which is called the Red Sea). And he argues thus: The region Chus and the nation of the Chusaeans, according to scripture, was near Egypt, and not much distant from Palestine; but Ethiopia is most remote, as being situated under the torrid Zone (for the Ethiopians are scorched by the heat of the sun); but Arabia is near, lying between Egypt and the Arabian gulf: therefore Chus signifies in the sacred letters not Ethiopia, but Arabia. In this argument two things are assumed: the one, that the region Chus signified in the sacred letters is near Egypt and Palestine; the other, that Arabia is such, but not Ethiopia.2



Utrumque autem sic ille probat: Sephora uxor Mosis appellatur Chusitis seu Chusaea (Latinus interpretatus est Aethiopissam); eadem vero fuisse Madianitem, ex secundo capite Exodi manifestum est; sicut etiam illud perspicuum, Madianitas vicinos fuisse Aegyptiis et Palaestinis. Scriptura autem Madianitas, Amalecitas et Ismaelitas, quantum ad regionis et locorum situm, fere confundit, quod illi Arabias quodammodo confusi et permixti colerent cum Chusaeis, et cum his quos nominatim Scriptura appellat Arabim, id est, Arabes. Aethiopes porro disiunctissimos fuisse a Madianitis, nemo qui aliquid scit in Geographia nescire potest.
And both he proves thus: Sephora the wife of Moses is called Chusitis or Chusaea (the Latin interpreted ‘Aethiopissa’); and that she was a Madianite is manifest from the second chapter of Exodus; as also it is clear that the Madianites were neighbors of the Egyptians and Palestinians. And Scripture, as to the situation of region and places, almost confounds the Madianites, Amalecites, and Ismaelites, because they cultivated the Arabias in a way confused and mingled with the Chusaeans, and with those whom Scripture by name calls Arabim, that is, Arabs. And that the Ethiopians were most disjoined from the Madianites, no one who knows anything in Geography can be ignorant.3



DEINDE in libro secundo Paralipomenon capite decimoquarto narratur Zaram regem Chusaeorum (Latinus vertit Aethiopum) duxisse contra Iudaeos immensum paene exercitum, decies centenum millium; quem ex remotissima regione Aethiopiae venisse adversus Iudaeos quis credat? Neque enim tam longo itinere tam magnum exercitum ducere potuisset; nec ullas inimicitiarum causas inter Aethiopes et Iudaeos fingere licet: erat igitur ille Zara rex Chusaeorum, id est, Arabum, non Aethiopum. Quocirca Asa rex Iuda, qui Dei praesidio tantum exercitum parva manu fudit, dicitur persecutus eum, et aliquas urbes eius finitimas Gerarae diripuisse. Geraram autem fuisse in fine Palaestinae versus Aegyptum, ex peregrinationibus Abrahae et Isaac (Geneseos vigesimo et vigesimo sexto) notum est. Praeterea Isaiae vigesimo sic est: Timebunt et confundentur a Chus spe sua (Latinus, ab Aethiopia), et ab Aegypto gloria sua. Significatur his verbis auxilium quod Iudaei sperabant a Chusaeis et Aegyptiis adversus Assyrios, fore vanum ac plane nullum. At enim Iudaei nullum ab Aethiopibus longissime remotis auxilium sperare poterant, sed ab Arabibus vicinis. Chusaei igitur non Aethiopes sed Arabes fuerunt.
Next, in the second book of Chronicles, chapter fourteen, it is narrated that Zara, king of the Chusaeans (the Latin renders ‘of the Ethiopians’), led against the Jews an almost immense army, of a thousand thousand [a million]; who would believe that he came from the most remote region of Ethiopia against the Jews? For he could not have led so great an army by so long a journey; nor may one feign any causes of enmity between the Ethiopians and the Jews: that Zara, therefore, was king of the Chusaeans, that is, of the Arabs, not of the Ethiopians. Wherefore Asa, king of Judah, who by God's protection routed so great an army with a small band, is said to have pursued him, and to have plundered some of his cities bordering on Gerara. And that Gerara was at the end of Palestine toward Egypt is known from the wanderings of Abraham and Isaac (Genesis 20 and 26). Besides, in Isaiah 20 it is thus: “They shall fear and be confounded at Chus their hope (the Latin, ‘at Ethiopia’), and at Egypt their glory.” By these words is signified that the aid which the Jews hoped for from the Chusaeans and Egyptians against the Assyrians would be vain and plainly nothing. But the Jews could hope for no aid from the Ethiopians, most far removed, but from the neighboring Arabs. The Chusaeans, therefore, were not Ethiopians but Arabs.4



IDEM firmatur alio testimonio eiusdem vatis, apud quem capite trigesimo ita est: In illa die egredientur nuncii a facie mea in trieribus ad conterendam Chus confidentiam (Latinus, Aethiopiae confidentiam), et erit pavor in eis in die Aegypti. Quis nescit ex Aegypto non opus esse navibus ad petendam Aethiopiam, quae desertis et montibus supra et circa Syenem discernitur ab Aegypto? Arabia vero, quae sinu Arabico sive Mari Rubro disiungitur ab Aegypto, navibus eget ut adeatur ex Aegypto. Quapropter Nabuchodonosor, superata Aegypto, navibus traiecit in Arabiam quae vires suas iunxerat cum Aegyptiis adversus ipsum; sed utramque gentem Deus imperio eius regis subiecit, ut indicat Hieremias capite 25, gentes imperio Nabuchodonosor subiugatas singillatim recensens. Verum prae ceteris urgent isti verba illa Isaiae capite decimo octavo: Vae terra cymbalo alarum quae est trans flumina Chus (Latinus et Septuaginta, trans flumina Aethiopiae). Haud dubie, inquiunt, vates loquitur his verbis de Aegypto: quam esse inter flumina Aethiopiae ne intelligi quidem potest, namque Aethiopia est sub Zona torrida; ultra ea vero quae flumina sunt, aut quae regio Iudaeis cognita? aut quomodo Aegyptus dici potest esse trans flumina Aethiopiae? At si vocabulo Chus interpretemur Arabiam, sententia horum verborum plana est: etenim Arabia Aegypto contermina, versus mare Syriacum habet Lacum Sirbonidem, et ex altera parte versus Meridiem habet Traianum fluvium, item sinum Arabicum seu Mare Rubrum, praeterea complures fossas manufactas quas Diorygas appellant, quas omnes aquas nomine fluminum notavit Scriptura.
The same is confirmed by another testimony of the same prophet, in whom, chapter thirty, it is thus: “In that day messengers shall go forth from my face in galleys to crush the confidence of Chus (the Latin, ‘the confidence of Ethiopia’), and there shall be dread in them in the day of Egypt.” Who knows not that from Egypt there is no need of ships to seek Ethiopia, which is divided from Egypt by deserts and mountains above and around Syene? But Arabia, which is separated from Egypt by the Arabian gulf or Red Sea, needs ships to be approached from Egypt. Wherefore Nabuchodonosor, Egypt being overcome, crossed by ships into Arabia, which had joined its forces with the Egyptians against him; but God subjected both nations to the dominion of that king, as Jeremiah indicates in chapter 25, reckoning one by one the nations subjugated to Nabuchodonosor's dominion. But beyond the rest these men press those words of Isaiah chapter eighteen: “Woe to the land of the winged cymbal which is beyond the rivers of Chus” (the Latin and Septuagint, ‘beyond the rivers of Ethiopia’). Doubtless, they say, the prophet speaks by these words of Egypt: which cannot even be understood to be among the rivers of Ethiopia, for Ethiopia is under the torrid Zone; and what rivers are beyond it, or what region known to the Jews? or how can Egypt be said to be beyond the rivers of Ethiopia? But if by the word Chus we interpret Arabia, the sense of these words is plain: for Arabia, bordering on Egypt, toward the Syrian sea has the Sirbonian Lake, and on the other side toward the South has the Trajan river, likewise the Arabian gulf or Red Sea, and besides several man-made channels which they call Dioryges — all which waters Scripture noted by the name of ‘rivers.’5



APPARET igitur vocabulo Chus non posse intelligi Aethiopiam propter longissimam eius a Palaestina distantiam, sed intelligi debere Arabiam, quae confinis erat Aegyptiis, nec longinqua Palaestinis. Audi Plinium lib. 5 c. 11: Ultra Pelusiacum Nili ostium Arabia est, ad Rubrum Mare pertinens, et usque ad odoriferam illam et divitem et beata nomine inclytam; et cetera quae sequuntur. Idemque proxime sequenti cap.: Iuxta, inquit, Syria littus occupat, quondam terrarum maxima, et pluribus distincta nominibus: namque Palaestina vocabatur qua contingit Arabas, et Iudaea, et Caele, dein Phoenice, et qua recedit intus, Damascena. Hactenus ex Plinio. HAEC disputant isti adversus Septuaginta et Latini interpretis translationes, et contra communem totque saeculis confirmatam tam Hebraeorum quam Christianorum sententiam. Ast ego istis argumentis a tam veteri et communi sententia minime deducar; nec possum inducere in animum ut credam tot tantosque viros (non dico Philonem, Iosephum, Eusebium, Hieronymum omnesque Hebraeos iuxta atque Christianos, divinarum literarum tractatores; non hos dico, sed illos Septuaginta Interpretes, convertendis sacris literis summam non sua tantum aetate et in Synagoga, sed multis seculis in Ecclesia auctoritatem et venerationem promeritos, nec in Palaestina tantum, verum in Aegypto cum ipso rege regnique proceribus magna sapientiae existimatione laudeque versatos) — hos dico, vel ignorasse quaenam regio [et gens nomine Chus]…
It appears, therefore, that by the word Chus Ethiopia cannot be understood, on account of its very great distance from Palestine, but Arabia must be understood, which bordered on the Egyptians and was not far from the Palestinians. Hear Pliny book 5 ch. 11: “Beyond the Pelusiac mouth of the Nile is Arabia, reaching to the Red Sea, and as far as that odoriferous and rich [region] renowned by the name ‘Blessed’ [Arabia Felix]”; and the rest that follows. And the same in the next chapter: “Hard by,” he says, “Syria occupies the coast, once the greatest of lands, and distinguished by several names: for it was called Palestine where it touches the Arabs, and Judaea, and Coele, then Phoenice, and, where it withdraws inland, Damascene.” Thus far from Pliny. These things these men dispute against the translations of the Septuagint and the Latin interpreter, and against the common opinion, confirmed through so many ages, both of the Hebrews and of the Christians. But I will by no means be drawn from so ancient and common an opinion by these arguments; nor can I bring myself to believe that so many and so great men (I do not say Philo, Josephus, Eusebius, Jerome, and all the Hebrews as well as Christians, handlers of the divine letters; not these I say, but those Septuagint Interpreters, who in translating the sacred letters merited the highest authority and veneration, not only in their own age and in the Synagogue, but for many ages in the Church, and were held in great esteem and praise of wisdom not only in Palestine but in Egypt with the king himself and the nobles of the kingdom) — these, I say, either were ignorant what region [and nation the name Chus]…6



…quodve discrimen vicinorum Arabum atque remotissimorum Aethiopum esset, ut magno inscitiae errore, ubicunque scriptura vocabulum Chus posuit, semper ipsi pro Arabia Aethiopiam, et pro Arabibus Aethiopas Graece reddiderint.
…[was signified] by the word Chus, or were ignorant where in the world that province and nation was located, or what difference there was between the neighboring Arabs and the most remote Ethiopians — so that, by a great error of ignorance, wherever Scripture put the word Chus, they always rendered in Greek Ethiopia for Arabia, and Ethiopians for Arabs.7



RATIONES vero contrarias ex variis locis scripturae petitas facile est discutere, unica et brevi distinctione adhibita. Constat duplicem fuisse Aethiopiam, alteram Orientalem, Occidentalem alteram, Arabico sinu disclusas; illam conterminam et contiguam Aegypto, hanc longe remotam. De illa supradictis locis Scripturam loqui, de hac minime. Ergo rationes quas supra exposuimus adversus hanc validae sunt, adversus illam plane infirmae. Hanc distinctionem Aethiopiae non ego finxi ex meo sensu, sed ex optimis auctoribus exprompsi: illam primus (quod equidem memini) Homerus indicavit, bipartitas faciens Aethiopas, et ad Ortum et ad Occasum spectantes; quam distinctionem postea confirmavit Herodotus, eandemque duo praestantissimi Geographi Strabo et Plinius comprobarunt. Nec illa quorundam coniectura de nihilo est, quoniam Aethiopes quondam latissime dominati sunt, etiam imperio Aegyptiorum potiti, multas Orientem ac Septentrionem versus insedisse terras, quibus longo tempore nomen Aethiopum adhaeserit.
But the contrary reasonings, drawn from various places of scripture, are easy to dispel, by a single and brief distinction. It is established that there were two Ethiopias, one Eastern, the other Western, separated by the Arabian gulf; the one bordering on and contiguous to Egypt, the other far remote. Of the former Scripture speaks in the aforesaid places, of the latter not at all. Therefore the reasonings which we set forth above against the latter are valid, against the former plainly weak. This distinction of Ethiopia I did not feign from my own sense, but drew out from the best authors: the former (as I recall) Homer first indicated, making the Ethiopians twofold, looking both to the East and to the West; which distinction Herodotus afterward confirmed, and the same two most excellent Geographers, Strabo and Pliny, approved. Nor is that conjecture of some about nothing — that the Ethiopians once ruled most widely, having even obtained the empire of the Egyptians, [and] settled many lands toward the East and North, to which for a long time the name of the Ethiopians clung.8



EXTREMAM porro istorum rationem ex capite decimo octavo Isaiae ductam, quam ipsi vt praecipuum opinionis suae firmamentum magnificant, parvi negotii fuerit dissolvere. Beatus Hieronymus eum locum Isaiae explanans ait vatem loqui de Alexandria aut de Aegypto: quam dixit esse trans flumina Aethiopiae, id est, trans rivos Nili, quem in Aegyptum ex Aethiopia fluere nemo dubitat; rivos autem Nili appellat septem illos Nili alveos seu (ut vocant) ostia, quibus aquas suas in mare nostrum exonerat — quae Ovidius quodam loco Septemflua Nili flumina nominavit. Possent etiam rivorum nomine intelligi multiplices fossae manu factae, per quas Nili aqua diducitur ad irrigandam et fecundandam Aegyptum. Ad hoc Ezechiel quoque spectavit, cum in capite vigesimo nono dixit Pharaonem quasi draconem magnum cubare in medio fluminum suorum. Aegyptus igitur, quae inter haec flumina iacet, respectu Iudaeae dicitur esse trans flumina: hoc enim positus Aegypti demonstrat, cum situ Iudaeae comparatus. Sed transeamus ad secundum Cham filium.
And their last reasoning, drawn from the eighteenth chapter of Isaiah, which they magnify as the chief support of their opinion, will be of small trouble to dissolve. St. Jerome, explaining that place of Isaiah, says the prophet speaks of Alexandria or of Egypt: which he said to be beyond the rivers of Ethiopia, that is, beyond the streams of the Nile, which no one doubts flows into Egypt out of Ethiopia; and by the streams of the Nile he calls those seven channels or (as they call them) mouths of the Nile, by which it discharges its waters into our sea — which Ovid in a certain place called “the seven-flowing rivers of the Nile.” By the name of streams could also be understood the manifold man-made channels by which the water of the Nile is led off to irrigate and fertilize Egypt. To this Ezekiel too looked, when in chapter twenty-nine he said that Pharaoh lay like a great dragon in the midst of his rivers. Egypt, therefore, which lies among these rivers, is in respect to Judaea said to be beyond the rivers: for this the position of Egypt shows, compared with the situation of Judaea. But let us pass on to the second son of Cham.9



ALTER filius Cham nominatur Mezraim, vel ut est Hebraice Mizraiim, quo vocabulo significatur tam provincia Aegypti quam gens Aegyptiorum, quod filius ille Cham eiusque posteri eam regionem primi incoluerint, et Aegyptiorum parentes fuerint. Haec autem regio multis saeculis postea nominata est Aegyptus ab Aegypto, Danai fratre et filio Beli Aegyptii, cui defuncto successit ille in regnum, eiecto Danao qui concessit Argos in Peloponnesum (ex quo Argivi nominati sunt postea Danai). Id contigisse putat B. Augustinus lib. 18 de Civitate Dei capite 11, secutus Eusebium in Chronicis, [quo tempore apud Hebraeos imperium tenuit Iosue]…
The second son of Cham is named Mezraim, or as it is in Hebrew Mizraiim, by which word is signified both the province of Egypt and the nation of the Egyptians, because that son of Cham and his posterity first inhabited that region and were the parents of the Egyptians. But this region was many ages afterward named Egypt, from Aegyptus, the brother of Danaus and son of Belus the Egyptian, whom, when he died, he [Aegyptus] succeeded in the kingdom, Danaus being expelled (who withdrew to Argos in the Peloponnese, from whom the Argives were afterward named Danai). That this happened, St. Augustine thinks (book 18 of the City of God, ch. 11, following Eusebius in the Chronicles), [at the time when among the Hebrews Joshua held the rule]…10



…quo tempore apud Hebraeos imperium tenuit Iosue, id est, plus octingentis annis post diluvium. Sed enim Manethon (apud Iosephum priori libro contra Appionem), vir Aegyptius et Graecarum literarum ac doctrinarum peritus, quique historiam rerum Aegyptiacarum scripsit ex sacris Aegyptiorum libris depromptam, numerat omnes reges Aegypti ab eo tempore quo Hebraei duce Mose decesserunt Aegypto, usque ad Danaum et Aegyptum fratres, recensitis cuiusque regis annis quibus regnavit: quorum annorum facta computatione rationeque subducta, exsistit summa annorum trecentorum et nonaginta, et eo amplius; quae si vera est computatio, necesse est initium appellationis Aegypti fuisse plus trecentis triginta annis post mortem Iosue, post diluvium autem plus mille annis.
…at the time when among the Hebrews Joshua held the rule — that is, more than eight hundred years after the flood. But Manethon (in Josephus, in the former book against Appion), an Egyptian man, skilled in Greek letters and learning, and who wrote a history of Egyptian affairs drawn from the sacred books of the Egyptians, numbers all the kings of Egypt from the time when the Hebrews under the leadership of Moses departed from Egypt, up to the brothers Danaus and Aegyptus, the years of each king's reign being reckoned: which years, the computation being made and the reckoning drawn out, yield a sum of three hundred and ninety years and more; which, if it is a true computation, the beginning of the name of Egypt must have been more than three hundred and thirty years after the death of Joshua, but more than a thousand years after the flood.11



Translator’s notes
	§29. Chus — by common consent the origin of the Ethiopians (the LXX and Latin always render Chus / Chusim as ‘Ethiopia’/‘Ethiopians’). Continues on p. 410. ↩
	§29 (cont.) / opponent's view: a modern writer argues ‘Chus’ = Arabia (near Egypt/Palestine), not Ethiopia (too remote, under the torrid zone) — resting on two claims. Margin: Matthaeus Beroaldus (?), in his Chronicle. ↩
	§30. The opponent's proofs: Moses's wife Sephora, called ‘Chusite,’ was a Madianite (Exod 2) — and the Madianites neighbored Egypt; Scripture conflates Madianites/Amalekites/Ishmaelites with the Chusaeans and Arabs (far from Ethiopia). Margins: Num. 12; “Whether Sephora the wife of Moses was an Ethiopian.” ↩
	§31. More proofs: Zara ‘king of the Chusaeans’ (2 Chron 14) led a million men — impossible from remote Ethiopia, so he was an Arab (Asa pursued him near Gerara, on the Egyptian border); and Isaiah 20 (the Jews' hope in ‘Chus’ and Egypt against Assyria) means the near Arabs, not far Ethiopia. Margin: “The innumerable army of king Zara.” Continues on p. 411. ↩
	§31 (cont.). And Isaiah 30 (galleys to ‘Chus’) and 18 (‘beyond the rivers of Chus’) fit Arabia, not Ethiopia (no ships needed for Ethiopia; Egypt cannot lie ‘beyond Ethiopia's rivers’; Arabia's lakes/Red Sea/canals are the ‘rivers’). ↩
	§31 (cont.) / §32 begins. The opponent concludes ‘Chus’ = Arabia (Pliny on Arabia beyond Pelusium). But Pererius refuses to abandon the ancient, common view — incredible that the Septuagint and all the Fathers erred. Margins: Pliny; “The aforesaid opinion is examined.” Continues on p. 412. ↩
	§32 (cont.). It is incredible the Septuagint so blundered as to render ‘Ethiopia’ for ‘Arabia’ everywhere. ↩
	§33. Pererius's solution: there were two Ethiopias (Eastern, bordering Egypt; Western, remote) divided by the Arabian gulf — Scripture means the near one (Homer, Herodotus, Strabo, Pliny on the twofold Ethiopians). Margin: “A twofold Ethiopia.” ↩
	§34. The Isaiah-18 objection dissolved (Jerome): the prophet means Egypt, ‘beyond the rivers of Ethiopia’ = beyond the Nile's seven mouths/canals (Ovid, Ezek 29) — Egypt is ‘beyond the rivers’ relative to Judea. Margin: “The passage Isaiah ch. 18.” ↩
	§35. Mesraim = Egypt and the Egyptians (his line first settled it); the land was later named ‘Egypt’ from Aegyptus (brother of Danaus, son of Belus) — per Augustine (City of God 18.11) and Eusebius. Margins: “The origin of the name of Egypt”; “When Danaus and Aegyptus lived, from whom Egypt got its name.” Continues on p. 413. ↩
	§35 (cont.). On the dating: Augustine/Eusebius put it in Joshua's time (800+ yrs post-flood); but Manethon (via Josephus) reckons the kings from the Exodus to Danaus/Aegyptus at 390+ yrs, putting the name ‘Egypt’ 330+ yrs after Joshua, 1,000+ after the flood. Margins: Josephus; Manethon. ↩
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SECOND DISPUTATION. On the Antiquity of the Egyptians.
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. De Antiquitate Aegyptiorum.



SI Mezraim primus Aegypti habitator fuit primusque Aegyptiorum parens, ex eo apparet quanta sit Aegyptiorum vetustas: namque a diluvio (post quod non paucis annis Mezraim terram Aegypti petiit et coluit, eiusque genti initium dedit) ad hanc usque diem nondum quatuor annorum millia exacta sunt. Ergo quae de innumerabilibus suorum regum suarumque rerum ac gentis annis iactant Aegyptii apud Herodotum, Platonem, Diodorum et Melam, ut aniles nugae ac poetarum fabulae meraque mendacia rideantur et contemnantur. Audi quid Pomponius Mela de istorum vanitate scribat: Ipsi, inquit, vetustissimi (ut praedicant) hominum, trecenos et triginta reges ante Amasim, et supra tredecim millium annorum aetates certis annalibus referunt; mandatumque literis servant, dum Aegyptii sunt, quater cursus suos vertisse sidera, ac Solem iam occidisse bis unde nunc oritur. Sic ille.
If Mezraim was the first inhabitant of Egypt and the first parent of the Egyptians, from this appears how great is the antiquity of the Egyptians: for from the flood (after which, not a few years later, Mezraim sought and cultivated the land of Egypt, and gave a beginning to his nation) up to this day not yet four thousand years have been completed. Therefore the things which the Egyptians boast of the innumerable years of their kings and of their affairs and nation, in Herodotus, Plato, Diodorus, and Mela, are to be laughed at and despised as old wives' trifles and the fables of poets and mere lies. Hear what Pomponius Mela writes of their vanity: “They themselves, the most ancient (as they boast) of men, report in their certain annals three hundred and thirty kings before Amasis, and ages of above thirteen thousand years; and they keep it committed to letters that, since the Egyptians have been, the stars have four times changed their courses, and the Sun has twice already set where it now rises.” So he.1



AC fuisse quondam inter multas gentes de principatu antiquitatis non minus pertinaci studio quam superba (vel stulta potius) vanitate decertatum, ex historiis tam Graecis quam Latinis manifestum est. Athenienses se ipsos appellabant αὐτόχθονας, hoc est, indigenas et aborigenes. Sed maior Arcadum vanitas vel insania, qui se προσελήνους iactabant, quasi genitos ante Lunam. Inde est illud Ovidii: Ante Iovem genitum terras habuisse feruntur / Arcades, et Luna gens prior illa fuit.
And that there was once contended among many nations about the primacy of antiquity, with a zeal no less obstinate than the proud (or rather foolish) vanity, is manifest from the histories, both Greek and Latin. The Athenians called themselves αὐτόχθονας [autochthones], that is, natives and aboriginals. But greater was the vanity, or madness, of the Arcadians, who boasted themselves προσελήνους [proselenes], as it were begotten before the Moon. Hence is that of Ovid: “Before Jove was born the Arcadians are said to have held the lands, and that nation was older than the Moon.”2



PERVULGATUM est id quod narrat Herodotus, Psameticum regem Aegypti, quo exploraret quae lingua omnium antiquissima fuisset et prima, educandos dedisse duos infantes cuidam pastori procul ab hominum consuetudine, ut nullam audirent humanam vocem; persuasum habens quam illi primam instinctu naturae vocem ederent, eam primogeneam et quasi naturalem esse mortalium linguam. Pueros ferunt, triennio in solitudine educatos, cum iam fari coepissent, ad pastorem porrectis manibus acclamasse, Beccus, Beccus; pastorem id retulisse ad regem; qui cum incognitam Aegyptiis eam vocem reperisset, de eius significatione per totam Asiam quaeri iussit. Tandem compertum est, [Beccus apud Phrygas vocari panem]…
It is well known what Herodotus narrates: that Psammetichus, king of Egypt, in order to explore which language was of all the most ancient and first, gave two infants to a certain shepherd to be reared far from the company of men, that they should hear no human voice — being persuaded that the first voice which they should utter by the instinct of nature would be the firstborn and, as it were, natural language of mortals. The boys, they relate, reared three years in the solitude, when they had now begun to speak, cried out to the shepherd with outstretched hands, “Beccus, Beccus”; the shepherd reported this to the king; who, when he found that voice unknown to the Egyptians, ordered inquiry about its meaning through all Asia. At last it was discovered, [that ‘Beccus’ among the Phrygians means bread]…3



…Beccus apud Phrygas vocari panem. Quamobrem Aegyptii vetustatis principatum Phrygibus concesserunt. Similem inter Scythas et Aegyptios fuisse contentionem tradit Iustinus, utrisque pro vetustate suae gentis ductas ex Physiologia rationes afferentibus.
…that ‘Beccus’ among the Phrygians means bread. Wherefore the Egyptians conceded the primacy of antiquity to the Phrygians. That there was a similar contention between the Scythians and the Egyptians, Justin relates, each bringing forward, for the antiquity of their nation, reasons drawn from natural philosophy.4



SED lubet novam quandam miramque de antiquitate Aegyptiorum docti opinionem excutere. Argumentatur ille Gerardi Mercatoris viri nostrae aetatis in Chronographia diligentia parem fuisse propemodum Aegypti atque ipsius Mundi antiquitatem; et Aegyptios non solum fuisse ante diluvium, verum etiam in primordiis fere Mundi et primorum hominum, id est, Adami et Evae aetate genitos: hoc inquam argumentatur ille ad hunc modum (dicam eius verbis, quo certius opinionem eius lector cognoscat, simulque nostram opinionis eius confutationem melius perpendat): Etsi supra Saltim inferioris Aegypti et Timaeum Thebaidis (sive superioris Aegypti) contemporaneos reges nullius regis nomen extat quod ego sciam, tamen Dynastiarum multitudo ab Eusebio notata vetustissimum et cum primis fere hominibus natum esse regnum Aegypti satis arguit. Etenim sedecim Dynastias numerat Eusebius ante imperium Pastorum (quos Hicsos appellat Manethon apud Iosephum libro primo contra Appionem), eas vero Dynastias exiguo annorum spatio concludere non convenit: non enim leviter et subito regnorum potestas ex uno stemmate unaque natione ad aliam transit, sed deficiente demum priore, vel superveniente potentiore (quod in magnis regnis rarius contingit), nec sine huiusmodi transitu facile administrationis forma mutatur.
But it is pleasing to examine a certain new and strange opinion about the antiquity of the Egyptians. That [opinion] of Gerard Mercator, a man of our age, argues in his careful Chronography that the antiquity of Egypt and of the World itself was nearly equal; and that the Egyptians not only existed before the flood, but were even begotten in almost the beginnings of the World and of the first men — that is, in the age of Adam and Eve: this, I say, he argues in this manner (I will give it in his words, that the reader may more certainly know his opinion, and at the same time better weigh our confutation of it): “Although above Saltis of Lower Egypt and Timaeus of the Thebaid (or Upper Egypt), the contemporary kings, no name of any king is extant that I know, yet the multitude of Dynasties noted by Eusebius sufficiently argues the kingdom of Egypt to be most ancient and born with almost the first men. For Eusebius numbers sixteen Dynasties before the empire of the Shepherds (whom Manethon, in Josephus book one against Appion, calls Hicsos), and it is not fitting to conclude those Dynasties in a small space of years: for the power of kingdoms does not pass lightly and suddenly from one lineage and one nation to another, but only when the prior at last fails, or a more powerful one supervenes (which in great kingdoms more rarely happens), nor without such a transition is the form of administration easily changed.”5



…bius annos regum Aegypti recensere, cum ipso diluvii tempore concurrit; hinc concludi, priores quindecim Dynastias quas Eusebius tacitis earum annis praeteriit, non potuisse non tantum temporis comprehendere, ut gentem Aegyptiorum aequalem fere primorum hominum facere necesse sit.
…[Euse]bius to reckon the years of the kings of Egypt coincides with the very time of the flood; from which it is concluded that the first fifteen Dynasties, which Eusebius passed over with their years left unmentioned, could not but have comprehended so great a span of time that the nation of the Egyptians must of necessity be made nearly coeval with the first men.6



SED multa, nisi ego valde fallor, in hac disputatione Mercatorem fefellerunt. Principio, initium decimae sextae Dynastiae vult Mercator concurrisse cum ipso tempore diluvii: at Eusebius diluvio posterius id facit ducentis nonaginta duobus annis, signans ipsum in ortu Abrahae. Deinde exordium decimae septimae Dynastiae quae fuit Pastorum, et in qua primus rex fuit Saltis, Mercator signat in anno Mundi millesimo octingentesimo quadragesimo sexto; cum tamen ex computatione Eusebii necesse sit ipsum annotari in annis post orbem conditum bis millesimo centesimo quadragesimo: siquidem decima sexta Dynastia coepta est anno post diluvium ducentesimo nonagesimo secundo, stetit autem annis centum nonaginta. Quod si Mercator aliter quam Eusebius Dynastias illas ordinare, earumque tempora digerere suo arbitratu vult, fidem minime meretur, cum de istiusmodi Dynastiis nihil extet apud ullum auctorem nisi quod ab Eusebio proditum est.
BUT many things, unless I am much mistaken, have deceived Mercator in this argument. First, Mercator would have the beginning of the sixteenth Dynasty coincide with the very time of the flood; whereas Eusebius places it two hundred and ninety-two years after the flood, marking it at the birth of Abraham. Next, the opening of the seventeenth Dynasty, which was that of the Shepherds and whose first king was Saltis, Mercator sets in the year of the World 1846; although by Eusebius's reckoning it must be noted at the year 2140 after the founding of the world: since the sixteenth Dynasty began in the 292nd year after the flood and lasted 190 years. But if Mercator wishes to arrange those Dynasties otherwise than Eusebius does, and to order their dates at his own discretion, he deserves no credence at all, since nothing exists concerning Dynasties of this kind in any author except what has been handed down by Eusebius.7



IAM vero quod cuique illarum quindecim priorum Dynastiarum assignat Mercator annos centum quindecim, id facit ex suo sensu et arbitrio fingens. Eusebius certe multas commemorat longe breviores centum annis, ut vigesimam secundam, annorum quadraginta novem; vigesimam tertiam, quadraginta quatuor; vigesimam quartam, quadraginta trium; vigesimam quintam, quadraginta quatuor; vigesimam octavam, sex; vigesimam nonam, viginti; trigesimam, decem et octo.
Now, as for Mercator's assigning to each of those first fifteen Dynasties one hundred and fifteen years, this he does by inventing it out of his own opinion and discretion. Eusebius, to be sure, records many far shorter than a hundred years: the twenty-second, of forty-nine years; the twenty-third, forty-four; the twenty-fourth, forty-three; the twenty-fifth, forty-four; the twenty-eighth, six; the twenty-ninth, twenty; the thirtieth, eighteen.8



IAM vero Ioannes Annius in iis Commentariis quibus supplementum Manethonis interpretatus est, primas illas quindecim Dynastias uno tantum et sexaginta centumque definit: primam earum orsus ab anno centesimo trigesimo primo post diluvium, quo scilicet tempore facta est divisio linguarum et discretio hominum in varias provincias: „Dynastiae,“ inquit, „Aegyptiorum primae a diluvio usque ad quadragesimum tertium annum (qui fuit natalis annus Abrahae) quindecim fuere, ut Eusebius in suo Chronico scripsit. Primae duodecim fuere sub duodecim diis primis maioribus Aegyptiorum, quarum singulae duraverunt septem annis, earumque fuit initium in anno centesimo trigesimo primo post diluvium. Omnes igitur earum anni fuere quatuor et octoginta. Reliquas tres Dynastias dii minores tenuerunt, et quidem decimam tertiam annis quatuordecim, decimam quartam annis viginti sex, decimam quintam annis triginta septem: qui simul sumpti, continent annos septem et septuaginta: adiecti vero priorum Dynastiarum annis, summam efficiunt unius et sexaginta centumque annorum. His si addas unum et triginta centumque annos a diluvio transactos usque ad exordium primae Dynastiae, reperies duos et nonaginta superque ducentos annos usque ad finem decimae quintae Dynastiae et initium decimae sextae, id est, usque ad quadragesimum tertium annum Nini et primum Abrahae, quo tempore coepta est decima sexta Dynastia quae appellatur Thebaeorum.“
Now indeed John Annius, in those Commentaries in which he expounded a supplement to Manetho, fixes those first fifteen Dynasties at only one hundred and sixty-one years; beginning the first of them from the 131st year after the flood, that is, at the time when the division of tongues and the separation of men into various provinces took place. „The first Dynasties of the Egyptians,“ he says, „from the flood down to the forty-third year (which was the year of Abraham's birth) were fifteen, as Eusebius wrote in his Chronicle. The first twelve were under the twelve first greater gods of the Egyptians, each of which lasted seven years, and their beginning was in the 131st year after the flood. All their years therefore were eighty-four. The remaining three Dynasties the lesser gods held: namely the thirteenth fourteen years, the fourteenth twenty-six years, the fifteenth thirty-seven years; which taken together make seventy-seven years; and added to the years of the earlier Dynasties they make a sum of one hundred sixty-one years. If to these you add the one hundred thirty-one years passed from the flood down to the opening of the first Dynasty, you will find two hundred ninety-two years down to the end of the fifteenth Dynasty and the beginning of the sixteenth — that is, down to the forty-third year of Ninus and the first of Abraham, at which time began the sixteenth Dynasty, which is called that of the Thebans.“9



SI cui fortasse haec Annii Chronographia Dynastiarum non placet, huic per me licet existimare fabulosa esse quae de illis quindecim primis Dynastiis prodita sunt; nempe accepta a solis Aegyptiis, qui alia permulta, ut de immenso aevo suae gentis, regum, literarum et annalium, impudentissime mentiti sunt. Mihi certe merum videtur commentum, fuisse Dynastias Aegyptiorum ante diluvium, vel etiam in ipsius mundi primordiis, ut putat Mercator: quomodo enim intra primos mundi ducentos vel etiam centum annos, Adami proles adeo multiplicari potuit, ut ad Aegyptum usque habitandum et complendum propagata sit? Certe si tunc fuit gens Aegyptiorum, necesse est fateri fuisse quoque tum Assyrios, Chaldaeos, Armenos, et complures alias gentes; quinimo has tanto magis quam Aegyptios, quanto eorum loca viciniora erant loco Paradisi, prope quem habitasse Adamum credibile est. Paradisum autem vel in Mesopotamia, vel non procul inde fuisse, in tertio libro Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim disputatum est.
If perhaps this chronography of the Dynasties by Annius does not please anyone, he is free, for my part, to consider as fabulous the things handed down about those first fifteen Dynasties — received, namely, from the Egyptians alone, who have most shamelessly lied about a great many other matters, such as the immense antiquity of their nation, their kings, their letters, and their annals. To me, at any rate, it seems a sheer fiction that there were Dynasties of the Egyptians before the flood, or even at the very beginnings of the world, as Mercator supposes. For how, within the first two hundred or even hundred years of the world, could the offspring of Adam multiply so far as to be propagated all the way to Egypt to inhabit and fill it? Surely, if the nation of the Egyptians existed then, one must admit that there existed also at that time the Assyrians, Chaldeans, Armenians, and several other nations; nay rather, these all the more than the Egyptians, inasmuch as their lands were nearer to the place of Paradise, near which it is credible that Adam dwelt. And that Paradise was either in Mesopotamia or not far from there has been argued in the third book of our Commentaries on Genesis.10



ADDO praeterea unum, quo disputationem hanc concludam: opinioni Mercatoris videri aperte contrariam divinam scripturam, quae perspicuis verbis tradit post diluvium factam esse discessionem et dispersionem hominum in varias provincias. Hoc indicant extrema illa verba capitis decimi libri Geneseos: „Ab his (inquit) tribus filiis Noë divisae sunt gentes in terra post diluvium“: quo significatur talem divisionem non fuisse ante diluvium. In capite autem undecimo planissime dicitur causam discessionis hominum in varias provincias fuisse confusionem linguarum quae accidit aedificantibus turrim Babel. Audi scripturam: „Atque ita,“ inquit, „divisit eos Dominus ex illo loco in universas terras, et cessaverunt aedificare civitatem. Et idcirco vocatum est nomen eius Babel, quia ibi confusum est labium universae terrae, et inde dispersit eos Dominus super faciem cunctarum regionum.“
I add, moreover, one point with which to conclude this disputation: that divine Scripture seems plainly contrary to Mercator's opinion, since it teaches in clear words that the departure and dispersion of men into various provinces took place after the flood. This is indicated by those last words of the tenth chapter of the book of Genesis: {From these, the three sons of Noah, were the nations divided in the earth after the flood} — by which it is signified that no such division existed before the flood. And in the eleventh chapter it is said most plainly that the cause of men's departure into various provinces was the confusion of tongues that befell those building the tower of Babel. Hear the Scripture: {And so the Lord divided them from that place into all lands, and they ceased to build the city. And therefore its name was called Babel, because there the language of the whole earth was confounded, and from thence the Lord dispersed them over the face of all the regions.}11



EXPLOSA igitur vel opinione vel coniectura Mercatoris de vetustate Aegyptiorum, maneat illud quod a principio diximus, primam Aegyptiorum originem petendam esse a Mesraim filio Cham. Ac licet fere et regio et gens Aegyptiorum de nomine sui conditoris appelletur Mesraim: attamen quia Mesraim filius fuit Cham, propterea non semel in sacris literis Aegyptus vocatur terra Cham, ut videre licet in Psalmo 77, 104 et 105.
Mercator's opinion or conjecture about the antiquity of the Egyptians being therefore exploded, let that stand which we said from the beginning: that the first origin of the Egyptians is to be sought from Mesraim the son of Cham. And although both the region and the nation of the Egyptians are usually named Mesraim from the name of their founder, nevertheless, because Mesraim was the son of Cham, on that account Egypt is more than once called in the sacred letters ‘the land of Cham,’ as may be seen in Psalms 77, 104, and 105.12



TERTIUS filius Cham appellatus est Phut, de cuius posteritate ita scribit Iosephus: „Phut Libyae dedit colonos, deque suo nomine Phutos dici voluit. Extat et flumen in Mauritania hoc nomine, et complures apud Graecos historici eius mentionem faciunt, sicut etiam adiacentis regionis quae Phuta dicitur. Mutavit autem praesens nomen ab uno filiorum Mesrai, qui vocabatur Libys.“ Haec Iosephus; cui plane similia tradit Hieronymus.
The third son of Cham was called Phut, of whose posterity Josephus writes thus: „Phut gave colonists to Libya, and willed that they be called Phutians from his own name. There is also a river in Mauretania of this name, and several historians among the Greeks make mention of it, as also of the adjacent region which is called Phuta. But it changed its present name from one of the sons of Mesraim, who was called Libys.“ So far Josephus; and Jerome hands down things plainly similar to him.13



Quod autem Iosephus ait de flumine quodam Mauritaniae nominato Phut, firmari potest auctoritate Plinii, qui libro quinto cap. 1 eius fluminis in eo ipso loco eoque nomine mentionem facit. VERUM profani scriptores aliunde originem Libycae regionis et gentis arcessunt. „Quidam,“ inquit Solinus, „Libyam a Libya Epaphi filia, Africam autem ab Aphro Libys Herculis filio potius dictam receperunt.“ Nec absimile est quod scribit Isidorus: „Libya,“ inquit, „dicta est, quod inde Libs flat, id est, Africus.“ Alii aiunt Epaphum Iovis filium, qui Memphim in Aegypto condidit, ex Cassiopea uxore procreasse filiam Lybam, quae postea in Africa regnum possedit, cuius ex nomine terra Libya est appellata.
Now what Josephus says about a certain river of Mauretania named Phut can be confirmed by the authority of Pliny, who in book five, chapter one, makes mention of that river in that very place and by that name. But the profane writers fetch the origin of the Libyan region and nation from elsewhere. „Some,“ says Solinus, „have held that Libya was rather named from Libya the daughter of Epaphus, and Africa from Aphrus the son of Libys son of Hercules.“ Nor is it unlike this that Isidore writes: „Libya,“ he says, „is so called because thence blows the Libs, that is, the Southwest wind.“ Others say that Epaphus the son of Jupiter, who founded Memphis in Egypt, begot of his wife Cassiopea a daughter Lyba, who afterward possessed a kingdom in Africa, from whose name the land of Libya was called.14



GENTIS Phut alibi quoque non semel mentionem in sacris literis reperimus: et ex capite trigesimo Ezechielis apparet Phut fuisse in numero sociorum et confoederatorum cum Aegyptiis. Sic enim illic Hebraice est ad verbum: „Chus et Phut et Lud et omnis multitudo, Chub et filii terrae foederis una cum illis gladio cadent.“ Ubi Latinus noster interpres illa nomina vertit in Aethiopiam, Libyam et Lydos, haud dubie secutus Septuaginta Interpretes. Idem quoque licet animadvertere apud eundem vatem cap. vigesimo septimo. Apud Hieremiam item capite quadragesimo sexto, vocabulum Phut tam Septuaginta quam Latinus interpres Libyes transtulerunt. Nec non et ex praedictis scripturae locis palam est Phutaeos et Ludaeos populos fuisse Aegyptiorum socios atque vicinos. Ludaei autem populi, sive, ut Latinus interpres vertit, Lydii, Phutaeorum socii, diversi sunt a Lydiis qui partem Asiae incoluerunt, de quibus infra.
Of the nation of Phut we also find mention more than once elsewhere in the sacred letters: and from the thirtieth chapter of Ezekiel it appears that Phut was among the number of the allies and confederates with the Egyptians. For thus it stands there word-for-word in the Hebrew: {Chus and Phut and Lud and all the multitude, Chub and the sons of the land of the covenant shall fall together with them by the sword.} Where our Latin translator renders those names as Ethiopia, Libya, and the Lydians, doubtless following the Septuagint translators. The same may also be observed in the same prophet, chapter twenty-seven. Likewise in Jeremiah, chapter forty-six, the word Phut both the Septuagint and the Latin translator rendered as ‘the Libyans.’ And it is also clear from the aforesaid passages of Scripture that the Phutians and the Ludaeans were allies and neighbors of the Egyptians. But the Ludaean peoples — or, as the Latin translator renders, the Lydians — allies of the Phutians, are different from the Lydians who inhabited a part of Asia, of whom below.15



QUARTUS filius Cham omnium famosissimus fuit Chanaam, cui Noë pro scelere patris sui Cham maledixit, et vilissimam servitutem, quam eius posteritas posteris Sem et Iaphet servitura erat, tanto ante denuntiavit. Ab hoc regio quam insederunt Hebraei, et cuius possessionem tribus eius populi patriarchis Abraham, Isaac et Iacob Deus promiserat, appellata est Chananaea, in multas sane provincias variasque gentes dispertita: quae licet communi vocabulo a patre suo nominarentur Chananaei, propriis tamen singulae nominibus insignitae fuerunt, tametsi quaedam earum gentium commune nomen ut proprium sibi asciuit. Verum de his postea et opportunius et latius dicemus. Hae autem gentes ab Hebraeis maiorem partem caesae vel servitute oppressae, tandem extinctae sunt, earum nomine ex hominum memoria deleto.
The fourth son of Cham, most famous of all, was Chanaan, whom Noah cursed for the crime of his father Cham, and to whom he foretold, so long beforehand, the most abject servitude which his posterity was to render to the descendants of Shem and Japheth. From him the region which the Hebrews settled, and the possession of which God had promised to the three patriarchs of that people — Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob — was called Chanaan, parceled out indeed into many provinces and various nations: which, though by a common name they were called Canaanites after their father, were nevertheless each marked by their own proper names, though some of those nations adopted the common name as their own. But of these we shall speak afterward both more fittingly and more fully. These nations, for the most part slain by the Hebrews or oppressed with servitude, were at last extinguished, their name blotted out from the memory of men.16



Translator’s notes
	§36. From Mesraim's settling, the Egyptians are under 4,000 yrs old — so their boasts of innumerable years (Herodotus, Plato, Diodorus, Mela) are old wives' tales; Mela: 330 kings, 13,000+ years, the stars' courses thrice reversed. Margins: Herodotus bk. 1; Plato in the Timaeus; Diodorus bk. 1; Mela bk. 1, ch. 9. ↩
	§37. Nations vied for the title of greatest antiquity: the Athenians ‘autochthones,’ the Arcadians ‘before the Moon’ (Ovid). Margins: “The contention among various nations about the primacy of antiquity”; Ovid, Fasti bk. 1. ↩
	§38. The famous Psammetichus experiment (Herodotus): two infants reared in silence cried ‘Beccus’ — found to be Phrygian for ‘bread’ (so the Egyptians yielded the antiquity-prize to the Phrygians). Margins: Herodotus bk. 2; Psammetichus; “By what argument the Phrygians were proved most ancient.” Continues on p. 414. ↩
	§38 (cont.). ‘Beccus’ = Phrygian for bread, so the Egyptians yielded antiquity to the Phrygians; a like Scythian–Egyptian contest (Justin). Margin: Justin bk. 2. ↩
	§39. Mercator's paradox (his Chronography): Egypt is nearly as old as the world — the Egyptians born even in Adam and Eve's age — argued from Eusebius's many Dynasties (16 before the ‘Shepherd kings’/Hyksos, which can't fit a short span). Margins: “A paradox of Gerard Mercator on the antiquity of the Egyptians”; Manethon; Eusebius in the Chronicle. Continues on p. 415. ↩
	§39 (concl.). End of Mercator's paradox (Chronography): since the start of the 16th Dynasty is made to coincide with the flood, the 15 prior Dynasties Eusebius left undated must span enough time to make Egypt nearly as old as the first men. ↩
	§40. Pererius refutes Mercator (margin: ‘Mercator is refuted’): (1) the 16th Dynasty's start is not the flood but 292 yrs after, at Abraham's birth; (2) the 17th (Shepherd/Hyksos) Dynasty's date is misplaced by ~294 yrs vs Eusebius; (3) Mercator may not rearrange the Dynasties at will, since Eusebius is the sole source. ↩
	§40 (cont.). Mercator's uniform 115 years per Dynasty is his own fabrication; Eusebius records many Dynasties far shorter than 100 yrs (the 22nd–30th: 49, 44, 43, 44, 6, 20, 18 yrs). ↩
	§41. Contrasting authority: John Annius (in his pseudo-Manetho supplement) makes the first 15 Dynasties total only 161 yrs (first 12 under the 12 ‘greater gods,’ 7 yrs each = 84; the 13th–15th under ‘lesser gods’ = 14+26+37 = 77). Adding 131 yrs flood→1st Dynasty gives 292 yrs to the start of the 16th (Theban) Dynasty = Abraham's 1st / Ninus's 43rd year. Margins: John Annius on the first 15 Egyptian Dynasties; Gen 11 (division of tongues). ↩
	§42. Pererius's own verdict: the 15 pre-Dynasties are fabulous, coming only from the lying Egyptians. It is mere fiction (against Mercator) that Egyptian Dynasties existed before the flood or at the world's start: Adam's offspring could not have multiplied and reached Egypt within 100–200 yrs; and the Assyrians/Chaldeans/Armenians, being nearer Paradise (in/near Mesopotamia, per his bk. 3), would predate the Egyptians. ↩
	§42 (cont.). Scriptural disproof: Gen 10:32 says the nations were divided ‘after the flood,’ so no such division existed before it; Gen 11 names the cause — the confusion of tongues at Babel (Gen 11:8–9 quoted). ↩
	§42 (concl.). Mercator exploded; the Egyptians' origin is from Mesraim son of Cham. Egypt is named ‘Mesraim’ from its founder, but also called ‘the land of Cham’ (Pss 78/105/106, Vulg. 77/104/105) because Mesraim was Cham's son. ↩
	§43. Cham's 3rd son Phut: per Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1), he colonized Libya, naming them Phutians; a river and region ‘Phuta’ in Mauretania bear the name, later renamed from Libys, a son of Mesraim; Jerome agrees. Margins: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1; Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis. ↩
	§43 (cont.). Pliny (bk. 5 ch. 1) confirms the Mauretanian river Phut. Pagan etymologies of ‘Libya’: from Libya daughter of Epaphus (Solinus), or from the Libs/southwest wind (Isidore), or from Lyba daughter of Epaphus son of Jupiter, founder of Memphis. Margins: Pliny; Solinus ch. 27; Isidore, Etymologies bk. 14 ch. 5. ↩
	§44. Phut in Scripture: Ezek 30 lists Phut among Egypt's allies (Hebrew quoted; Vulgate/LXX render the names Ethiopia/Libya/Lydians); also Ezek 27 and Jer 46 (Phut = ‘Libyans’). The Ludaeans/Lydians allied with Phut are distinct from the Asian Lydians (treated later). ↩
	§45. Cham's 4th and most famous son Chanaan, cursed by Noah (Gen 9) to servitude under Shem and Japheth; from him the Promised Land (promised to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob) is named Chanaan, split into many Canaanite peoples — later slain/enslaved by the Hebrews and their name erased. Margin: Gen 9. ↩




And the sons of Chus: Saba, and Heuila, and Sabatha, and Regma, and Sabathacha

LatineEnglish


{And the sons of Chus: Saba, and Heuila, and Sabatha, and Regma, and Sabathacha.}1
Filii autem Chus: Saba, Heuila, Sabatha, Regma, Sabathacha.



E quatuor filiis Cham trium tantummodo progenies hic describitur a Mose; omittitur autem Phut, quod eius posteritas ignobilis et obscura fuerit, vel diversam a patre appellationem sibi non asciverit. Primus filiorum Chus nominatur Saba: et quanquam paulo infra inter filios Regma unus eorum nominetur Saba, nullo discrimine appellationis apud Latinos et Graecos; Hebraice tamen plurimum inter ea nomina differt. Namque Saba filius Chus prima litera scribitur per Samech, quod est s exile; at Saba filius Regma primam literam habet Scin, quod est s crassum. Verum de hoc paulo post; nunc de illo dicamus qui originem et nomen dedit Sabaeis Felicem Arabiam incolentibus.
Of the four sons of Cham, the progeny of only three is here described by Moses; Phut is omitted, because his posterity was ignoble and obscure, or did not adopt for itself an appellation different from the father's. The first of the sons of Chus is named Saba: and although a little below, among the sons of Regma, one of them too is named Saba, with no distinction of appellation among the Latins and Greeks; in Hebrew, however, these names differ greatly. For Saba the son of Chus is written in its first letter with Samech, which is a slender s; but Saba the son of Regma has for its first letter Scin, which is a thick s. But of this a little later; now let us speak of him who gave origin and name to the Sabaeans, the inhabitants of Arabia Felix.2



SABAEI, ait Plinius, Arabum populi propter thura clarissimi, ad utraque maria porrectis gentibus habitant. Et apud Isaiam Chus et Saba iunguntur, ut qui vicinas sedes habuerint: Chus quidem ad Isthmum, quo mare Syriacum et Aegyptiacum summoventur a Sinu Arabico sive a Mari Rubro; Saba autem ad ipsum Arabicum Sinum. Quod autem Plinius dixit Sabaeos ad utraque maria porrectis gentibus habitare, intelligitur de mari Persico et de Arabico seu Rubro, et de utraque gente Sabaeorum, qui et ab hoc Saba filio Chus et ab illo filio Regma genus duxerunt. Verum profani scriptores tam Graeci quam Latini hanc Sabaeorum distinctionem minime noverunt, sed utrosque tanquam unam gentem descripserunt.
„The Sabaeans,“ says Pliny, „the most renowned of the peoples of the Arabs on account of their frankincense, dwell as nations extended to both seas.“ And in Isaiah, Chus and Saba are joined, as having had neighboring seats: Chus at the Isthmus by which the Syrian and Egyptian seas are kept off from the Arabian Gulf, that is, from the Red Sea; and Saba at the Arabian Gulf itself. As for Pliny's saying that the Sabaeans dwell as nations extended to both seas, it is understood of the Persian Sea and of the Arabian or Red Sea, and of both nations of Sabaeans, who drew their stock both from this Saba son of Chus and from that son of Regma. But the profane writers, Greek as well as Latin, by no means knew this distinction of the Sabaeans, but described both as a single nation.3



Hos certe contiguas habuisse sedes, licet longe lateque fusas, ex Psalmo septuagesimo secundo perspicitur, cum in eo dicitur: „Reges Arabum et Saba dona adducent.“ Nam pro illo „Reges Arabum“ Hebraice est „Reges Scheba et Saba,“ denotando utramque gentem Sabaeorum tam ex Chus quam ex Regma originem ducentium: apparet igitur eos contiguas sedes tenuisse; et posteri quidem Regma ad Sinum Persicum, posteri autem Chus ad Sinum Arabicum magis vergebant. Sabaeorum porro, de quibus nunc agimus, mentionem facit Isaias quadragesimo quinto capite: „Labor,“ inquit, „Aegypti et negotiatio Aethiopiae (Hebraice Chus) et Sabaim viri sublimes ad te transibunt, et tui erunt.“ Ubi duo animadvertere convenit: alterum, iungi tanquam vicinas gentes Chus et Mesraim et Saba, id est Aegyptios, Arabes seu Aethiopes orientales atque Sabaeos; alterum autem, pro eo quod posuit Latinus interpres „viri sublimes,“ Hebraice esse „viri mensurae,“ id est procerae staturae. Recte igitur vertit interpres „viri sublimes.“
That these certainly had adjoining seats, though spread far and wide, is perceived from the seventy-second Psalm, when it is said therein: {The kings of the Arabs and of Saba shall bring gifts.} For in place of that ‘kings of the Arabs’ the Hebrew has ‘kings of Scheba and Saba,’ denoting both nations of Sabaeans deriving origin both from Chus and from Regma. It appears, therefore, that they held adjoining seats; and the posterity of Regma inclined rather toward the Persian Gulf, the posterity of Chus toward the Arabian Gulf. Of the Sabaeans, moreover, of whom we now treat, Isaiah makes mention in the forty-fifth chapter: {The labor of Egypt, and the merchandise of Ethiopia (in Hebrew, Chus) and of the Sabaim, tall men, shall pass over to thee, and shall be thine.} Where two things are worth noting: one, that there are joined, as neighboring nations, Chus and Mesraim and Saba — that is, the Egyptians, the Arabs or eastern Ethiopians, and the Sabaeans; the other, that in place of what the Latin translator put as ‘tall men,’ the Hebrew has ‘men of measure,’ that is, of lofty stature. Rightly therefore did the translator render ‘tall men.’4



HORUM Sabaeorum apud scriptores prophanos frequens et luculentum est encomium propter regionis quam colunt nobilitatem. Est enim odorum et rerum pretiosarum feracissima, unde Felicis seu Beatae cognomentum invenit. „Alterum latus,“ inquit Mela, „ambit plaga qua inter utrumque pelagus excurrit Arabia, dicta cognomine Eudaemon, angusta, verum cynamomi et thuris aliorumque odorum maxime ferax. Maiorem Sabai tenent partem, Ostio proximam et Carmanis.“ Sed distinctius et expressius Strabo ita scribens: „His proxima est Sabaeorum terra, quae maxima natio est. Apud hos thus et myrrha ac cynamomum nascitur; in ora etiam balsamum, et alia quaedam herba valde odorata, cito tamen odorem deperdens; habent praeterea palmas odoratas et calamum. Homines propter maximam fructuum copiam otiosi segnesque vivunt, in radicibus arborum cubant, et ex eis incidunt, tradentes proximis incolis, qui aliis consequenter tradunt, et sic deinceps usque in Syriam atque Mesopotamiam. Ab odoribus autem stupefacti, bituminis suffitu et hirci barba stuporem tollunt. Mediaba, Sabaeorum urbs, in monte iacet arboribus pleno. Illi vero partim agriculturam, partim aromatum mercaturam exercent, quorum tanta est illis copia ut pro fructibus et cetera combustibili materia cynamomo, casia aliisque rebus pretiosissimis atque odoratissimis utantur. Suppellectilem ex auro et argento multam habent, ut vasa, lectos, tripodas, crateras cum operculis, domorum portas; et parietes et tecta ebore, auro, argento, lapidibusque incrustatis. Supra Syriam autem Nabathaei atque Sabai Felicem Arabiam incolunt. Hi saepe in Syriam excurrebant, priusquam Romani et ipsis et Syris dominarentur.“ Hactenus ex Strabone. Ergo manifestum sit ex narratione Mosis Sabaeos ditissimam orbis gentem, eoque celeberrimam, ortos esse ex ipso Chus, qui cum Arabum seu Aethiopum parens fuerit, necesse est Sabaeos ex Arabibus seu Aethiopibus (namque utrum horum vocabulo Chus proprie significetur, supra disputatum est) genus et originem habuisse. Externi scriptores dictos putant Sabaeos ἀπὸ τοῦ σέβειν, quod est colere seu venerari, quod eorum thure aliisque odoramentis Deum colere ac venerari in more sit apud plerasque gentes.
Of these Sabaeans there is among the profane writers a frequent and splendid encomium, on account of the renown of the region they inhabit. For it is most fruitful in spices and precious things, whence it found the surname ‘Felix’ or ‘Blessed.’ „The other side,“ says Mela, „is bordered by the tract along which, between the two seas, runs Arabia, called by the surname Eudaemon, narrow, but most fertile in cinnamon and frankincense and other spices. The Sabaeans hold the greater part of it, nearest to the Strait and to the Carmanians.“ But more distinctly and expressly Strabo, writing thus: „Nearest to these is the land of the Sabaeans, which is a very great nation. Among them frankincense and myrrh and cinnamon are born; on the coast also balsam, and a certain other very fragrant herb, which yet quickly loses its scent; they have besides fragrant palms and sweet cane. The men, owing to the very great abundance of produce, live idle and sluggish, recline on the roots of trees, and cut from them, handing on to the nearest inhabitants, who pass them on in turn to others, and so on right up to Syria and Mesopotamia. Stupefied by the odors, they dispel the torpor with a fumigation of bitumen and goat's beard. Mediaba, a city of the Sabaeans, lies on a mountain full of trees. They practice partly agriculture, partly the traffic in aromatics, of which they have so great an abundance that in place of fuel and other combustible material they use cinnamon, cassia, and other most precious and most fragrant things. They have much furniture of gold and silver — vessels, couches, tripods, bowls with lids, house-doors; and their walls and roofs are incrusted with ivory, gold, silver, and precious stones. Above Syria the Nabataeans and the Sabaeans inhabit Arabia Felix. These often used to make raids into Syria, before the Romans held dominion over both them and the Syrians.“ Thus far from Strabo. It is therefore manifest from Moses's narrative that the Sabaeans, the richest nation of the world and on that account the most famous, sprang from Chus himself; and since he was the parent of the Arabs or Ethiopians, the Sabaeans must have had their stock and origin from the Arabs or Ethiopians (for which of these two is properly signified by the word Chus has been disputed above). Foreign writers think the Sabaeans are so called from σέβειν, which is to worship or venerate, because it is the custom among most nations to worship and venerate God with their frankincense and other perfumes.5



ALTER filius Chus nominatur Heuila. Heuilaeos facit Beatus Hieronymus, Iosephum (ut in his solet) secutus, Getulos in parte remotioris Aphricae eremo cohaerentes. Verum ex sacris literis videtur posse colligi Heuilaeos fuisse populos Ismaelitis et Amalecitis non longe remotos. Siquidem in vigesimo quinto cap. Geneseos legitur Ismaelem habitasse ab Heuila usque Sur, quae respicit Aegyptum; et in primo libro Regum capite decimo quinto, Saulem percussisse regem Amalec ab Heuila donec venias Sur, quae est e regione Aegypti. Heuilaei igitur terras coluerunt versus Sinum Persicum, nec procul Ismaelitis et Amalecitis.
The second son of Chus is named Heuila. Blessed Jerome makes the Heuilaeans — following Josephus, as he is wont in these matters — to be the Getulians, bordering the desert in a part of the more remote Africa. But from the sacred letters it seems it may be gathered that the Heuilaeans were peoples not far removed from the Ishmaelites and Amalekites. For in the twenty-fifth chapter of Genesis it is read that Ishmael dwelt from Heuila as far as Sur, which faces Egypt; and in the first book of Kings, chapter fifteen, that Saul smote the king of Amalek from Heuila until you come to Sur, which is over against Egypt. The Heuilaeans, therefore, inhabited lands toward the Persian Gulf, and not far from the Ishmaelites and Amalekites.6



TERTIUS filius appellatur Sabatha. Sabathenos Iosephus ait fuisse eos qui dicti sunt Astabari. Verum quaenam ista gens fuerit Astabarorum, aut ubinam terrarum sedem habuerit, equidem nec scio, nec memini legere apud quenquam qui se scire dixerit. Non me fugit apud Strabonem libro decimo sexto et decimo septimo, Melam libro primo capite nono, Plinium libro quinto capite nono, mentionem fieri Astabarae amnis, qui unus est de duobus alveis in quos Nilus circa…
The third son is called Sabatha. Josephus says the Sabathenes were those who are called Astabari. But what that nation of the Astabari was, or in what part of the world it had its seat, I for my part neither know, nor do I remember reading in anyone who professed to know. It does not escape me that in Strabo, books sixteen and seventeen, in Mela book one chapter nine, and in Pliny book five chapter nine, mention is made of the river Astabaras, which is one of the two channels into which the Nile, around…7



…Meroën insulam, omnium quas ipse facit maximam et clarissimam, finditur. „Nilus,“ inquit Mela, „circa Meroën late patentem insulam in Aethiopiam diffinditur; alteraque ex parte Astaboras, altera Astapus dictus est.“ Et Plinius: „Nilus,“ inquit, „circa clarissimam suarum insularum Meroën Astabores laevo alveo dictus“ — hoc est, ramus aquae venientis e tenebris — „dextro vero Astusapes,“ quod latentis significatione adiicit. Sed quia Ptolomaeus in Arabia Felici Metropolim quandam nominat Sabatha, ex eo coniici posset Sabatheos populos fuisse Arabiae Felicis incolas, scilicet permixtos cum Chusaeis et Sabaeis.
…divides the island of Meroë, the greatest and most famous of all that it forms. „The Nile,“ says Mela, „around Meroë, a widely-spreading island, is divided into Ethiopia; and on the one side it is called Astaboras, on the other Astapus.“ And Pliny: „The Nile,“ he says, „around Meroë, the most famous of its islands, is called in its left channel Astabores“ — that is, the branch of water coming from darkness — „but in the right Astusapes,“ which he adds with the meaning of ‘lurking.’ But because Ptolemy names in Arabia Felix a certain metropolis Sabatha, it could from this be conjectured that the Sabatheans were inhabitants of Arabia Felix, namely intermingled with the Chusaeans and Sabaeans.8



QUARTO filio Chus nomen est Regma. Et quoniam apud Ezechielem capite vigesimo septimo Regma iungitur cum Seba, existimare licet Regmaeos vicinos et socios fuisse Sabaeorum, eandemque aut certe vicinam regionem coluisse. Namque Ezechiel facit eos aurum, lapides pretiosos et aromata varii generis ad Tyriorum mercatum deferre. Beatus Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim ait Regma et Sabathaca paulatim antiqua vocabula perdidisse, et quae nunc sint pro veteribus habeantur ignorari. In eadem ignoratione fuisse videtur Iosephus, quippe qui eorum qui ex istis orti sunt nomina, quae tunc essent, plane tacuit. Quintum igitur filium Chus Sabathaca eiusque posteros satis credibile est longius profectos, in extremas Arabiae Felicis oras Oceanum versus recessisse, atque ob eam causam nec Iudaeis nec Syris fuisse notos.
The fourth son of Chus has the name Regma. And since in Ezekiel, chapter twenty-seven, Regma is joined with Seba, one may judge that the Regmaeans were neighbors and allies of the Sabaeans, and inhabited the same or at least a neighboring region. For Ezekiel makes them carry gold, precious stones, and aromatics of various kinds to the market of the Tyrians. Blessed Jerome in the Hebrew Questions on Genesis says that Regma and Sabathaca gradually lost their ancient names, and that what they now are, in place of the old ones, is unknown. In the same ignorance Josephus seems to have been, since he plainly kept silent about the names — whatever they then were — of those descended from these. It is therefore quite credible that the fifth son of Chus, Sabathaca, and his posterity, having traveled farther, withdrew to the farthest shores of Arabia Felix toward the Ocean, and for that reason were known neither to the Jews nor to the Syrians.9



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:7a (verse lemma). ↩
	§46. Moses lists the posterity of only 3 of Cham's 4 sons (Phut omitted as obscure). Chus's first son Saba: distinct in Hebrew from the later Saba son of Regma (first letter Samech = slender s, vs Scin = thick s), though identical in Latin/Greek. This Saba gave name to the Sabaeans of Arabia Felix. Margins: Saba; Sabaei. ↩
	§47. The Sabaeans (Pliny bk. 6 ch. 28: famed for frankincense, dwelling to both seas); Isaiah joins Chus and Saba as neighbors (Chus by the Isthmus/Red Sea, Saba by the Arabian Gulf). ‘Both seas’ = Persian and Red/Arabian, and both Sabaean nations (from Saba son of Chus and Saba son of Regma) — a distinction the pagan writers missed. Margins: Pliny bk. 6 ch. 28; Isa 45. ↩
	§47 (cont.). Ps 72:10 (‘kings of Scheba and Saba,’ Hebrew) and Isa 45:14 join the two Sabaean nations as neighbors (Regma's line toward the Persian Gulf, Chus's toward the Arabian); Isa joins Chus/Mesraim/Saba = Egyptians/Arabs (eastern Ethiopians)/Sabaeans, and the Hebrew ‘men of measure’ (tall stature) justifies the Vulgate's ‘tall men.’ ↩
	§47 (concl.). The fame of Arabia Felix/Eudaemon: Mela (bk. 3 ch. 8) and a long Strabo passage (bk. 16) on Sabaean spices (frankincense, myrrh, cinnamon, balsam), idle luxury, gold/ivory furnishings, raids into Syria. The Sabaeans, world's richest nation, sprang from Chus (parent of Arabs or Ethiopians — see above). Pagan etymology: ‘Sabaei’ from Gk σέβειν, ‘to worship,’ from incense-worship. Margins: Mela bk. 3 ch. 8; Strabo bk. 16; fertility of the Sabaeans' land. ↩
	§48. Chus's 2nd son Heuila: Jerome (after Josephus) = the Getulians of remote Africa; but Scripture (Gen 25; 1 Sam 15 — Ishmael, and Saul-Amalek ‘from Heuila to Sur facing Egypt’) suggests the Heuilaeans dwelt toward the Persian Gulf, near the Ishmaelites and Amalekites. Margins: Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis; Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1. ↩
	§49. Chus's 3rd son Sabatha: Josephus equates the Sabathenes with the ‘Astabari,’ but Pererius can find no such nation in any author; he notes the river Astabaras (Strabo bks. 16–17, Mela bk. 1 ch. 9, Pliny bk. 5 ch. 9), a branch of the Nile around Meroë (continues p. 420). Margins: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1; Astabari; Strabo; Mela; Pliny. ↩
	§49 (concl.). The Nile's channels at Meroë: Astaboras/Astapus (Mela), Astabores (‘from darkness’)/Astusapes (‘lurking’) (Pliny). Since Ptolemy names a city Sabatha in Arabia Felix, the Sabatheans may have lived there, mixed with the Chusaeans and Sabaeans. Margin: Ptolemy. ↩
	§50. Chus's 4th son Regma: joined with Seba in Ezek 27 (carrying gold, gems, aromatics to Tyre), so the Regmaeans neighbored the Sabaeans. Jerome notes Regma and Sabathaca lost their ancient names; Josephus likewise silent. The 5th son Sabathaca and his line probably withdrew to the far shores of Arabia Felix toward the Ocean, hence unknown to Jews/Syrians. Margins: Regma; Jerome. ↩




The sons of Regma: Saba and Dadan

LatineEnglish


{The sons of Regma: Saba and Dadan.}1
Filii Regma: Saba et Dadam.



ANTE hos recensendus videbatur sextus filius Chus: hic autem dictus est Nemrod; sed quia is audacia, robore et potentia maxime insignis fuit, primusque mortalium regnum vel tyrannidem potius affectavit, et condendae Babylonis Babyloniique regni princeps fuit, idcirco Moses post alios filios Chus breviter recensitos separatim de eo agit.
Before these the sixth son of Chus seemed to need to be reckoned: this one was called Nemrod; but because he was most notable for audacity, strength, and power, and was the first of mortals to aim at kingship — or rather tyranny — and was the founder of Babylon and chief of the Babylonian kingdom, therefore Moses, after the other sons of Chus had been briefly enumerated, treats of him separately.2



PRIMUS igitur filiorum Regma nominatur Saba, sed priore litera per Scin, unde ad differentiam prioris qui per Samech scribitur, hic appellabitur a nobis Schaba. Schabaeos autem supra indicavimus eam partem Felicis Arabiae incoluisse quae magis ad Sinum Persicum vergit; et fuere isti propter thura, quorum feracissima est eorum regio, apud omnes gentes celeberrimi. Isti sunt Sabaei qui apud Iob capite primo dicuntur abegisse boves et asinas Iob; nam cum essent latrociniis exercitati et assueti, his maxime Satan usus est ad spoliandum bonis suis Iob. Habitabat autem Iob in terra Hus, quae Idumaeam complectitur, cui vicinos fuisse Chaldaeos ex eadem historia patet. Etsi autem Sabaei propter aurum, thus et gemmas ditissimi erant, nihilominus tamen latrociniis delectabantur, praedas a vicinis petentes, sicut docet Plinius: „Mirum dictu,“ inquit, „ex innumeris populis pars aequa in commerciis et latrociniis degit…“
The first, then, of the sons of Regma is named Saba, but in its first letter with Scin; whence, to distinguish him from the former who is written with Samech, he will be called by us Schaba. The Schabaeans, as we indicated above, inhabited that part of Arabia Felix which inclines more toward the Persian Gulf; and these were, on account of their frankincense (of which their region is most productive), most famous among all nations. These are the Sabaeans who in Job, chapter one, are said to have driven off the oxen and she-asses of Job; for since they were practiced and habituated in robberies, Satan made especial use of them to despoil Job of his goods. Now Job dwelt in the land of Hus, which embraces Idumaea, and that the Chaldeans were neighbors to it is clear from the same history. And although the Sabaeans were most wealthy on account of gold, frankincense, and gems, nonetheless they delighted in robberies, seeking plunder from their neighbors, as Pliny teaches: „A wondrous thing to tell,“ he says, „of innumerable peoples an equal part passes its life in commerce and in robberies…“3



„…ex innumeris populis pars aequa in commerciis et latrociniis degit; in universum gentes ditissimae, ut apud quas opes Romanorum et Parthorum subsidant, vendentibus quae ex mari aut sylvis capiunt, nihil invicem redimentibus.“
„…of innumerable peoples an equal part passes its life in commerce and in robberies; on the whole the richest of nations, inasmuch as among them the wealth of the Romans and Parthians settles, since they sell what they take from the sea or the woods, but buy back nothing in return.“4



HORUM porro Sabaeorum thuriferam fuisse regionem perspicere licet ex capite sexto Hieremiae et Isaiae sexagesimo; et huius Sabaeae gentis reginam fuisse quae ad Salomonem magna pompa venit non est dubitandum, cum in scriptura appelletur Regina Schaba, et indicium huius faciat copia aromatum et auri quae ad Salomonem detulit. Et quoniam haec Sabaea respectu Iudaeae Australis est et ad Meridiem spectans, et ab ipsa Iudaea longo terrarum spatio distans, propterea vocatur Regina Austri, et venisse a finibus terrae, id est, a longinquis regionibus. Namque Ioël capite tertio etiam huiusmodi Sabaeos appellat gentem longinquam. Demiror igitur qui venerit in mentem Iosepho libro octavo Antiquitatum eam Reginam facere Aegypti et Aethiopiae reginam.
That the region of these Sabaeans was frankincense-bearing may further be perceived from the sixth chapter of Jeremiah and the sixtieth of Isaiah; and that the queen who came to Solomon with great pomp was of this Sabaean nation is not to be doubted, since in Scripture she is called the Queen of Schaba, and an indication of this is afforded by the abundance of aromatics and gold which she brought to Solomon. And since this Sabaea is, with respect to Judaea, to the south and facing the Meridian, and distant from Judaea itself by a long stretch of lands, on that account she is called the Queen of the South, and is said to have come ‘from the ends of the earth,’ that is, from far-off regions. For in Joel, chapter three, he also calls Sabaeans of this kind ‘a distant nation.’ I wonder, therefore, what came into Josephus's mind, in the eighth book of the Antiquities, to make that queen a queen of Egypt and Ethiopia.5



ALTERUM porro ipsius Regma filium Moses Dadam vel Dedam appellat. Dadanaeos autem Beatus Hieronymus gentem facit Aethiopiae in plaga Occidentali. Cur Iosephus pro Dadan legat Iudam, et pro Dadanaeis Iudaeos, equidem ne divinando quidem rationem ullam adhuc reperire potui. Facit enim Iosephus duos filios Regma: „Alter,“ inquit, „filius eius Iudas genti Iudaeorum inter occidentales Aethiopes originem dedit et nomen; alter vero Saba Sabaeis.“ Iudaeorum gentem aliquando tenuisse sedes in Occidentali Aethiopia ego apud nullum auctorem legi. Sed forte culpa in Iosepho non fuit qui ho id scripsit, sed aliorum qui postea scripturam eius corruperunt. VERUM Dadanaeos non fuisse in Occidentali Aethiopia, regione scilicet immensis a mari Mediterraneo spatiis, et ab urbe Tyri remotissima, videtur manifestum fieri ex verbis Ezechielis, qui capite vigesimo septimo Dadanaeos appellat negotiatores et institores Tyriorum, quique celeberrimum Tyriorum mercatum frequentarent, comportandis eo tapetibus ad sedendum. Cui autem credibile fieri potest Dedanaeos ex Aethiopia usque Occidentali, infinitis paene terrarum spatiis terrestrique itinere, negotiandi et lucrandi causa Tyrum frequenter petiisse?
The other son of Regma himself Moses calls Dadan or Dedan. The Dadanaeans Blessed Jerome makes a nation of Ethiopia in the western region. Why Josephus reads Judas in place of Dadan, and Jews in place of Dadanaeans, I have not been able, even by divining, to find any reason. For Josephus makes two sons of Regma: „The one son of his, Judas,“ he says, „gave origin and name to the nation of the Jews among the western Ethiopians; the other, Saba, to the Sabaeans.“ That the nation of the Jews ever held seats in western Ethiopia I have read in no author. But perhaps the fault was not in Josephus, who wrote it thus, but in others who afterward corrupted his writing. But that the Dadanaeans were not in western Ethiopia — a region distant by immense spaces from the Mediterranean Sea, and most remote from the city of Tyre — seems to be made manifest from the words of Ezekiel, who in chapter twenty-seven calls the Dadanaeans traders and dealers of the Tyrians, who frequented the most famous market of the Tyrians, bringing thither carpets for sitting. To whom can it be made credible that the Dedanaeans, from western Ethiopia, across well-nigh boundless stretches of lands and by an overland journey, frequently sought Tyre for the sake of trading and gain?6



ILLUD igitur similius vero, Dedanaeos fuisse populos Idumaeis maxime vicinos et coniunctos aut etiam mixtos et confusos. Siquidem duo prophetae Ieremias et Ezechiel, cum de vastatione et excidio Idumaeorum vaticinantur, una cum Idumaeis consociant et coniungunt Dedanaeos. Ieremias quidem quadragesimo nono capite: „Fugite,“ inquit, „terga vertite, descendite in voraginem, habitatores Dedan; quoniam perditionem Esau adduxi super eum, tempus visitationis eius.“ Per Ezechielem vero sic loquitur Deus: „Extendam manum meam super Idumaeam, ut auferam de ea iumentum et hominem, et faciam eam desertam ab Austro; et qui sunt in Dedan gladio cadent.“ Hinc apparet Dedanaeos fuisse Idumaeorum affines et socios, et odii atque crudelitatis adversus Hebraeum populum participes.
That, then, is more like the truth: that the Dedanaeans were peoples most closely neighboring and joined to the Idumaeans, or even mingled and confounded with them. For the two prophets Jeremiah and Ezekiel, when they prophesy concerning the devastation and ruin of the Idumaeans, associate and join the Dedanaeans together with the Idumaeans. Jeremiah indeed in the forty-ninth chapter: {Flee, turn your backs, go down into the pit, inhabitants of Dedan; for I have brought the destruction of Esau upon him, the time of his visitation.} And through Ezekiel God speaks thus: {I will stretch out my hand over Idumaea, that I may take away from it beast and man, and I will make it desolate from the south; and those who are in Dedan shall fall by the sword.} Hence it appears that the Dedanaeans were kinsmen and allies of the Idumaeans, and partners of their hatred and cruelty against the Hebrew people.7



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:7b (verse lemma). ↩
	Transitional comment (Gen 10:7b): the 6th son Nemrod is held back and treated separately, after the others, because of his eminence as the first tyrant and founder of Babylon. ↩
	§51. Regma's first son Saba (spelled with Scin = ‘Schaba’ to distinguish from Chus's Saba): the Schabaeans dwelt in Arabia Felix toward the Persian Gulf, famed for frankincense. These are the Sabaeans of Job 1 who raided Job's oxen/asses — robbers used by Satan; Job lived in Hus (embracing Idumaea), near the Chaldeans. Despite their wealth they delighted in plunder (Pliny bk. 6 ch. 28, quote begins). Margins: the passage of Job ch. 1; Pliny bk. 6 ch. 28. ↩
	§51 (concl.). End of the Pliny quotation: these Arabian peoples, half traders and half brigands, are the richest of nations, draining off Roman and Parthian wealth. ↩
	§52. The Sabaeans' frankincense land (Jer 6, Isa 60); the Queen of Sheba who came to Solomon (1 Kgs 10) was of this nation (‘Regina Schaba’; her gold and spices), called ‘Queen of the South’ / from ‘the ends of the earth’ (Mt 12; Joel 3, ‘a distant nation’). Pererius marvels that Josephus (Antiquities bk. 8) made her queen of Egypt and Ethiopia. Margins: 1 Kgs 10; the Queen of Sheba who came to Solomon; Mt 12; Josephus's slip. ↩
	§53. Regma's second son Dadan/Dedan: Jerome = a nation of western Ethiopia; Josephus oddly reads ‘Judas/Jews’ (Jews among western Ethiopians) — Pererius suspects later corruption of Josephus's text. Ezek 27 shows the Dadanaeans as traders at Tyre (bringing carpets), too far for western Ethiopians — so they were not there. Margins: Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis; Josephus's slip (twice). ↩
	§54. More likely: the Dedanaeans neighbored/mingled with the Idumaeans, since Jeremiah (ch. 49) and Ezekiel (ch. 25) join Dedan with Edom in prophecies of its ruin — kinsmen, allies, and sharers of hatred against the Hebrews. Margin: what nation the Dedanaeans were. ↩




Now Chus begot Nemrod: he began to be mighty in the earth, and he was a robust hunter before the Lord. From him went forth the proverb: As Nemrod a robust hunter before the Lord

LatineEnglish


{Now Chus begot Nemrod: he began to be mighty in the earth, and he was a robust hunter before the Lord. From him went forth the proverb: As Nemrod a robust hunter before the Lord.}1
Porro Chus genuit Nemrod: ipse coepit esse potens in terra, et erat robustus venator coram Domino. Ab hoc exiuit proverbium: Quasi Nemrod robustus venator coram Domino.



FUIT hic Nemrod sextus filius Chus, qui post alios fratres suos et fratrum nepotes separatim hic memoratur. Nam propter singulare robur eius et audaciam potentiamque ac mundanam felicitatem, cum fuisset eo saeculo famosissimus, extra ordinem dicendus fuit, et separatam propriamque meruit narrationem. Audi Beatum Augustinum: „Chus,“ inquit, „pater gigantis Nemrod, primus nominatus est in filiis Cham, cuius quinque filii iam fuerant computati et nepotes duo: sed istum gigantem aut post nepotes suos natos genuit, aut, quod est credibilius, seorsum de illo propter eius eminentiam Scriptura locuta est; quandoquidem et regnum eius nominatum est, cuius initium fuit civitas illa nobilissima Babylon, et quae iuxta commemorata sunt sive civitates sive regiones.“
This Nemrod was the sixth son of Chus, who is here recorded separately after his other brothers and his brothers' grandsons. For on account of his singular strength and audacity and power and worldly prosperity, since he had been the most famous of that age, he had to be spoken of out of order, and earned a separate and proper narrative. Hear Blessed Augustine: „Chus, the father of the giant Nemrod, was named first among the sons of Cham, five of whose sons had already been counted, and two grandsons: but this giant he either begot after his grandsons were born, or — what is more credible — Scripture spoke of him apart on account of his eminence; seeing that his kingdom too is named, whose beginning was that most noble city Babylon, and the things mentioned alongside, whether cities or regions.“2



Hic primus mortalium affectavit et arripuit tyrannidem. Nam ante hunc in qualibet familia primus natu primus quoque et auctoritatis et honoris gradu erat, lites familiae componens et familiam regens. Hic autem imperium habere in alios concupivit, primo Babylone regnans. Itaque prima tyrannis orta est in ipsa matre confusionis linguarum; et sicut ibi linguarum commercium confusum est, sic et ius legitimi imperii perversum, ubi scilicet audaciae ac temeritatis suae prima statuere monumenta mortales conati sunt. Recte igitur Hieronymus: „Nemrod,“ inquit, „arripuit insuetam primus in populo tyrannidem, regnavitque in Babylone, quae ab eo quod ibi confusae sunt linguae turrim aedificantium Babel appellata est.“
This man was the first of mortals to aim at and seize tyranny. For before him, in any family, the firstborn was also first in degree of authority and honor, settling the disputes of the family and ruling the family. But this man coveted to hold sway over others, reigning first at Babylon. And so the first tyranny arose in the very mother of the confusion of tongues; and just as there the intercourse of tongues was confounded, so too the law of legitimate rule was perverted — where, namely, mortals attempted to set up the first monuments of their audacity and rashness. Rightly therefore Jerome: „Nemrod was the first to seize an unwonted tyranny among the people, and reigned in Babylon, which, from the fact that there the tongues of those building the tower were confounded, was called Babel.“3



…[quidam scribit] in suis Annotationibus in Genesim: „Nemrod,“ ait, „mole corporis et virtute superans alios homines, dominum coepit exercere per violentiam, et induxit eos ad idololatriam, ut ignem quasi deum colerent, quia utilitates maximas beneficio Solis qui igneus est contingere videbat; quem errorem postea Chaldaei secuti sunt.“ Itaque multiplicem iniuriam et Deo et homini fecit. Deus enim solus debebat praeesse homini, quod ille abstulit cum se illi interposuit, simulque debitum ei cultum ademit; homini vero iniuriam fecit, quia eum dominio iniusto oppressit, et in errorem decipiendo induxit. Sed excutiamus verba Mosis.
…[a certain writer says] in his Annotations on Genesis: „Nemrod, surpassing other men in bulk of body and in strength, began to exercise lordship by violence, and led them into idolatry, that they might worship fire as though it were a god, because he saw the greatest benefits attained through the kindness of the Sun, which is fiery; which error the Chaldeans afterward followed.“ And so he did a manifold injury both to God and to man. For God alone ought to have presided over man, which this man took away when he interposed himself; and at the same time he removed from God the worship due to Him; and to man he did injury, because he oppressed him with an unjust dominion, and led him into error by deceiving him. But let us examine the words of Moses.4



ISTE coepit esse potens in terra. Vocabulum Hebraeum significat robustum et fortem. Sed quia Nemrod propter magnitudinem roboris et virium animique audaciam primus ad maximam pervenit potentiam, recte Latinus vertit „Potens,“ qua voce et robur corporis et vim eius in dominando complexus est. Graeci codices, quos sequitur Augustinus, pro voce „potens“ vel „fortis“ habent „gigas“: quo significatur Nemrod fuisse gigantem corporis mole, robore, audacia, superbia, crudelitate; nam ista omnia notione vocabuli Gigantis significari in sacris literis alio loco docuimus. Sed quomodo iste coepit esse gigas, cum ante diluvium fuisse complures gigantes supra capite sexto proditum sit a Mose? Respondet Augustinus fuisse primum post diluvium — primum dico vel tempore, vel excellentia virtutis giganteae et hominum fama.
‘This man began to be mighty in the earth.’ The Hebrew word means robust and strong. But because Nemrod, on account of the greatness of his strength and powers and the audacity of his spirit, first attained the greatest power, the Latin rightly rendered ‘Mighty,’ by which word it has embraced both the strength of his body and his force in domination. The Greek codices, whom Augustine follows, have for the word ‘mighty’ or ‘strong’ the word ‘giant’: by which it is signified that Nemrod was a giant in bulk of body, in strength, audacity, pride, cruelty; for that all these are signified by the notion of the word ‘Giant’ in the sacred letters we have taught in another place. But how did this man begin to be a giant, when before the flood there were several giants, as is set forth above by Moses in the sixth chapter? Augustine answers that he was the first after the flood — first, I say, either in time, or in the excellence of giant-like strength and in the fame of men.5



SEQUITUR: Et erat robustus venator coram Domino. Quod supra verterat „potens,“ nunc vertit „robustus“; idem enim vocabulum utrobique Hebraeum est; pro quo Graeci codices, ut supra, hic etiam habent „gigas,“ nonnulli autem „violentus.“ Vox „venator,“ si proprie sumatur, significat eum fuisse venatorem ferarum, et maxime deditum venationi, quae est principum et magnatum exercitatio. Sin autem id verbi per metaphoram sit positum, significat insidiosum et violentum oppressorem hominum. Feras enim venando, partim astu et insidiis, partim per vim capimus, nostroque servitio et usui subiicimus; et hoc videtur convenientius et narrationi Mosis et iis quae de Nemrod feruntur. Sane vocabulo venatoris insinuatur Nemrod fuisse hominem crudelem et sanguinarium, et caedis hominum per potentiam ac violentiam cupidissimum: sunt enim venationes quasi quaedam bellorum progymnasmata; his nempe quibusdam quasi tyrociniis a ferarum caede ad necem hominum animus inardescit atque inflammatur. Quod olim sensisse Persas venationi deditissimos declaravit pater Cyri, ut narrat Xenophon: „Si quando,“ inquit, „bellum ingrueret, ut cum necessitas tulerit possitis hominem petere, decipere, circumvenire, non in hominibus exercemus vos, sed in bestiis, ne forte amicis quoque incommodetis; et ut cum bellum inciderit, tunc aggrediendi, circumveniendi caedendique hostem audaciam pariter ac peritiam habeatis.“
There follows: ‘And he was a robust hunter before the Lord.’ What above he had rendered ‘mighty,’ he now renders ‘robust’; for the Hebrew word is the same in both places; for which the Greek codices, as above, here too have ‘giant,’ but some have ‘violent.’ The word ‘hunter,’ if taken properly, signifies that he was a hunter of wild beasts, and most devoted to the chase, which is the exercise of princes and magnates. But if that word be set down by metaphor, it signifies a treacherous and violent oppressor of men. For wild beasts we take by hunting, partly by cunning and ambush, partly by force, and subject them to our service and use; and this seems more fitting both to Moses's narrative and to the things reported of Nemrod. Indeed by the word ‘hunter’ it is intimated that Nemrod was a cruel and bloodthirsty man, and most eager for the slaughter of men through power and violence: for huntings are, as it were, certain preludes of wars; by these, namely, as by certain apprenticeships, the spirit is kindled and inflamed from the slaughter of beasts to the killing of men. That the Persians, most devoted to hunting, once held this view, the father of Cyrus declared, as Xenophon relates: „Whenever a war should press upon us, that when necessity has brought it you may be able to attack, deceive, and surround a man, we train you not on men but on beasts, lest perchance you do harm to friends as well; and so that, when war befalls, you may then have both the audacity and the skill of attacking, surrounding, and slaying the enemy.“6



ILLUD „coram Domino,“ quam vim hoc loco habeat non est facile intellectu; quocirca multiplex eius interpretatio adinventa est. Quidam Hebraice scientes putant esse Hebraismum, idemque significare „coram Domino“ quod „sub caelo“; et sensum esse Nemrod fuisse hominum qui sub caelo erant robustissimum. His ego assentirer, si hoc ex aliis scripturae locis probarent.
That phrase ‘before the Lord’ — what force it has in this place is not easy to understand; wherefore a manifold interpretation of it has been devised. Some who know Hebrew think it is a Hebraism, and that ‘before the Lord’ means the same as ‘under heaven’; and that the sense is that Nemrod was the most robust of the men who were under heaven. With these I would agree, if they proved this from other passages of Scripture.7



Sanctus Augustinus in malam partem id accepit, quasi „coram Domino“ sit idem atque „contra Dominum,“ ita scribens: „Tutam veramque in caelum viam molitur humilitas, sursum levans cor ad Dominum, non contra Dominum, sicut Nemrod gigas venator contra Dominum. Quod non intelligentes nonnulli ambiguo Graeco textu decepti sunt, ut non interpretarentur „contra Dominum“ sed „ante Dominum“; ἐναντίον enim et „contra“ et „ante“ significat: hoc enim verbum est in Psalmo, „Ploremus ante Dominum qui fecit nos“; idemque est in libro Iob, in quo scriptum est: „In furorem erupit contra Dominum.“ Sic etiam intelligendus est gigas ille contra Dominum. Quid autem est venator, nisi animalium terrigenarum deceptor, oppressor, extinctor? Erigebat ergo cum suis populis turrim contra Dominum, qua est impia significata superbia.“ Sic Augustinus.
Saint Augustine took it in a bad sense, as though ‘before the Lord’ were the same as ‘against the Lord,’ writing thus: „A safe and true road to heaven is built by humility, lifting the heart upward to the Lord, not against the Lord, as Nemrod the giant was a hunter against the Lord. And some, not understanding this, were deceived by the ambiguous Greek text, so as to interpret not ‘against the Lord’ but ‘before the Lord’; for ἐναντίον means both ‘against’ and ‘before’: for this word is in the Psalm, ‘Let us weep before the Lord who made us’; and the same is in the book of Job, in which it is written: ‘He broke out in fury against the Lord.’ So too is that giant to be understood as against the Lord. And what is a hunter, but a deceiver, oppressor, and destroyer of earth-born animals? He was therefore raising up, with his peoples, a tower against the Lord, by which impious pride is signified.“ So far Augustine.8



QUIDAM vero in bonam partem interpretantur, quasi Nemrod Deum sacrificiis, quae ex captis a se feris comparaverat, placare studuerit. Huic sententiae valde astipulatur Aben-Ezra, scribens in Commentario huius loci Nemrod altaria struxisse, in quibus feras quas venabatur Domino in holocaustum obtulerit. Nec obvolvendum silentio est quod super hunc locum dicit Caietanus his verbis: „Quod dicitur „coram Domino,“ velut est Hebraice „in faciebus Dei,“ dupliciter exponi potest: vel contemptim, hoc est, contempto conspectu divino, ut sit dictum ad exaggerationem peccati, quemadmodum exaggeratur crimen commissum spectante Praetore; vel simulate, ad significandum quod Nemrod hinc simulabat se esse Deicolam, inde vero exercebat tyrannidem. Oportet enim, secundum Philosophorum documenta, Principem esse Deicolam, ut populus minus putet se pati iniustum. Et hic sensus magis quadrat contextui: subiungitur enim inde esse derivatum proverbium; non est autem verisimile versum fuisse in proverbium dignum ut narraretur a Mose dictum continens tam ingentem blasphemiam, quantam continet primus sensus.“ Ita Caietanus.
But some interpret it in a good sense, as though Nemrod strove to appease God with sacrifices which he had procured from the wild beasts he had taken. To this opinion Aben-Ezra strongly assents, writing in his Commentary on this passage that Nemrod built altars on which he offered to the Lord, as a holocaust, the beasts he hunted. Nor is what Cajetan says on this passage to be wrapped in silence; in these words: „What is said ‘before the Lord,’ as it is in the Hebrew ‘in the faces of God,’ can be expounded in two ways: either contemptuously, that is, with the divine sight despised, so that it is said to magnify the sin — just as a crime committed is magnified when the Praetor is watching; or feignedly, to signify that Nemrod on the one hand pretended himself to be a worshipper of God, while on the other he exercised tyranny. For it is necessary, according to the teachings of the Philosophers, that a Prince be a worshipper of God, so that the people may think themselves less to suffer injustice. And this sense fits the context better: for it is subjoined that the proverb was derived therefrom; but it is not likely that there should have been turned into a proverb, worthy to be narrated by Moses, a saying containing so enormous a blasphemy as the first sense contains.“ So Cajetan.9



VERUM illa mihi videtur simplicior et planior, eoque probabilior expositio: illis verbis „coram Domino,“ vel „in oculis sive in conspectu Domini,“ fuisse robustum, non aliud significari quam revera et maxime fuisse robustum. Quod enim apud Deum tale est, id revera et simpliciter et maxime tale est. Deus enim iudicat et aestimat rem uti est, non sic homines, quorum existimatio et iudicium saepe fallax est. Ad hunc modum praenuntiatum est ab Angelo Ioannem Baptistam futurum magnum coram Domino, id est, vere et valde magnum. Illud porro quod sequitur, „Ab hoc exivit proverbium, Quasi Nemrod robustus venator coram Domino,“ hanc vim et sententiam habet: tantam fuisse fortitudinem et potentiam Nemrod, tantamque de eo apud homines eius temporis existimationem et famam, ut cum demonstrare vellent aliquem fortissimum esse, dicerent esse alterum Nemrod; ut nos…
But that exposition seems to me simpler and plainer, and on that account more probable: that by those words ‘before the Lord,’ or ‘in the eyes or in the sight of the Lord,’ he was robust, nothing else is signified than that he was in very truth and to the highest degree robust. For what is such before God, that is in truth and simply and to the highest degree such. For God judges and estimates a thing as it is, not so men, whose estimation and judgment is often deceptive. In this manner it was foretold by the Angel that John the Baptist would be ‘great before the Lord,’ that is, truly and very great. Furthermore, that which follows, ‘From him went forth the proverb, As Nemrod a robust hunter before the Lord,’ has this force and meaning: that the fortitude and power of Nemrod was so great, and the esteem and fame of him among the men of his time so great, that when they wished to show that someone was very strong, they would say he was a second Nemrod; just as we…10



…nos appellamus Alexandrum vel Achillem, quem magnanimum vel fortem significare volumus.
…just as we call someone an Alexander or an Achilles, when we wish to signify that he is magnanimous or brave.11



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:8–9 (verse lemma). ↩
	Gen 10:8–9 lemma comment. Nemrod, Chus's 6th son, treated separately for his eminence. Augustine (City of God bk. 16 ch. 3): Chus named first among Cham's sons; the ‘giant’ Nemrod either born after his grandsons or set apart by Scripture for his eminence — his kingdom (beginning with Babylon) being named. Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 3; why Moses treated Nemrod separately. ↩
	§55. Nemrod the first tyrant: before him the firstborn ruled each family by natural authority; he first coveted dominion over others, reigning at Babylon — so the first tyranny arose in the ‘mother of the confusion of tongues,’ legitimate rule perverted along with language. Jerome: Nemrod seized an unwonted tyranny and reigned in Babel. Margins: the first king or tyrant after the flood was Nemrod; Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis. ↩
	§56. Nemrod's idolatry (a writer's Annotations on Genesis): surpassing men in size and strength, he ruled by violence and led men to worship fire as a god (seeing the Sun's fiery benefits) — the error the Chaldeans later followed. So he wronged both God (usurping His rule and the worship due Him) and man (unjust dominion + deceiving into error). ↩
	§57. ‘Began to be mighty’ (Hebrew = robust/strong); the Vulgate's ‘potens’ captures bodily strength + dominating force. The Greek (followed by Augustine) reads ‘giant’ = great bulk, strength, audacity, pride, cruelty. How a ‘giant,’ since Gen 6 had pre-flood giants? Augustine: Nemrod was the first such after the flood — first in time, or in giant-strength and fame. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 8 (the giant of this kind first after the flood). ↩
	§58. ‘A robust hunter’ (same Hebrew word as ‘mighty’; Greek ‘giant’/‘violent’). ‘Hunter’ literally = a hunter of beasts (sport of princes), or metaphorically a treacherous, violent oppressor of men — the latter fits Nemrod: hunts are ‘preludes of wars,’ training the spirit from killing beasts to killing men. Cyrus's father (Xenophon, Education of Cyrus bk. 1): the Persians train at hunting beasts, not men, to gain the audacity and skill for war. Margins: Augustine; how Nemrod was a hunter; hunting as exercise and apprenticeship for waging war; Xenophon, Education of Cyrus bk. 1. ↩
	§59. ‘Before the Lord’ — its force is hard to determine; several interpretations. (1) Some Hebraists: a Hebraism = ‘under heaven,’ i.e. Nemrod was the most robust of all men under heaven — Pererius would accept this if proved from other Scripture passages (continues p. 424). Margin: what it signifies that Nemrod was a hunter ‘before the Lord.’ ↩
	§59 (concl.). (2) Augustine (City of God bk. 16 ch. 4) takes it in a bad sense: ‘before the Lord’ = ‘against the Lord’ — humility lifts the heart to God, not against Him as Nemrod the giant hunter; the Greek ἐναντίον means both ‘before’ and ‘against’ (Ps 94/95:6; Job); the ‘hunter’ = deceiver/oppressor/destroyer, raising the tower against the Lord in impious pride. Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 4; what ‘before the Lord’ means; Ps 94; Job. ↩
	§60. (3) Some take it in a good sense: Nemrod offered the beasts he caught to God in sacrifice — so Aben-Ezra (here: Nemrod built altars, offered hunted beasts as holocausts). (4) Cajetan: ‘before the Lord’ (Heb. ‘in the faces of God’) = either contemptuously (despising God's sight, magnifying the sin, as a crime before a watching magistrate) or feignedly (Nemrod posed as a God-worshipper while tyrannizing — a prince must seem pious so the people think themselves less wronged); the latter fits the proverb-context (no such blasphemy would be made a proverb worth Moses's record). Margins: Aben-Ezra; Cajetan. ↩
	§60 (cont.). Pererius's own (simpler, preferred) reading: ‘before the Lord’ = simply ‘in God's sight,’ i.e. truly and supremely robust — for God judges a thing as it really is, unlike fallible men (cf. the Angel's word that John the Baptist would be ‘great before the Lord’ = truly very great, Lk 1). The proverb ‘As Nemrod a robust hunter before the Lord’ means his strength/fame was so great that to call someone very strong they would say he was ‘a second Nemrod’ (continues p. 425). Margin: Lk 1 (John the Baptist). ↩
	§60 (concl.). End of the ‘second Nemrod’ proverb: as we call a brave man ‘an Alexander’ or ‘an Achilles.’ ↩
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THIRD DISPUTATION. Who among men that Nemrod was.1
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Quisnam hominum Nemrod ille fuerit.



QUIS fuerit ille Nemrod, controversum est propter varias et discrepantes auctorum opiniones. Dicam primum et expendam quae sunt ab aliis memoriae prodita: Iosephus libro primo Antiquitatum (Iosephi verba paulo superius posita sunt) illud tantum ait, eum fuisse hominem audacem, bellicosum atque impium, et qui non ipse modo sperneret Deum, sed alios quoque ad contemptum Dei adduceret: fuisse item eum auctorem aedificandi turrim Babel, qua disturbata et subversa, et propter divisionem linguarum discedentibus in varias regiones hominibus, ipsum remansisse inibi cum multis, et tyrannidem invasisse. Beatus Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis scribit, eum insuetam populis tyrannidem primum arripuisse, regnavisseque Babylone, suoque imperio adiecisse alias urbes hic commemoratas a Mose.
Who that Nemrod was is controverted, on account of the various and discrepant opinions of the authors. I shall first state and weigh what has been handed down to memory by others: Josephus in the first book of the Antiquities (Josephus's words have been set down a little above) says only this, that he was an audacious, warlike, and impious man, and one who not only himself despised God but also led others to contempt of God; that he was likewise the author of building the tower of Babel, and that, when it had been thrown into confusion and overturned, and when, owing to the division of tongues, men were departing into various regions, he himself remained there with many, and seized tyranny. Blessed Jerome in the Hebrew Questions writes that he was the first to seize an unwonted tyranny over the peoples, and reigned at Babylon, and added to his empire the other cities here mentioned by Moses.2



MULTI et magni auctores putarunt Nemrod fuisse eundem quem historiae Gentilium appellant Belum patrem Nini, et regnasse Babylone annis sexaginta quinque. Hoc tradit Eusebius in exordio sui Chronici, et Hieronymus in capite secundo Oseae, et Augustinus libro 16 de Civitate Dei, cap. 17. „Ninus,“ inquit, „regnavit Babylone post mortem patris sui Beli, qui primus hic regnaverat, sexaginta quinque annos.“ Atque horum auctoritate permulti postea ad idem sentiendum adducti sunt. Haec opinio firmatur ea coniectura, quod in sacris literis significatur Nemrod fuisse primum conditorem et fundatorem Babylonis: apud Eusebium vero libro nono de Praeparatione Evangelica capite quarto Abydenus, scriptor perantiquus et gravis, primum Babylonis aedificatorem molitoremque facit Belum.
Many and great authors thought that Nemrod was the same whom the histories of the Gentiles call Belus the father of Ninus, and that he reigned at Babylon for sixty-five years. This Eusebius hands down at the opening of his Chronicle, and Jerome in the second chapter of Hosea, and Augustine in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 17. „Ninus,“ he says, „reigned at Babylon after the death of his father Belus, who had first reigned here, sixty-five years.“ And by their authority very many were afterward led to think the same. This opinion is strengthened by the conjecture that in the sacred letters it is signified that Nemrod was the first builder and founder of Babylon: and in Eusebius, in book nine of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter four, Abydenus, a very ancient and weighty writer, makes Belus the first builder and contriver of Babylon.3



SED non video qui cohaereat hoc cum altera sententia eiusdem Augustini affirmantis libro 16 de Civitate Dei, cap. 3, Ninum filium Beli, quem Moses hoc capite appellat Assur, non fuisse de stirpe Cham; de qua tamen fuisse Nemrod perspicuis verbis hoc loco docet Moses, sed fuisse eum de genere Sem: namque Moses inter posteros Sem nominat Assur, quem volunt esse Ninum.
But I do not see how this coheres with the other opinion of the same Augustine, affirming in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 3, that Ninus the son of Belus — whom Moses in this chapter calls Assur — was not of the stock of Cham; of which stock, however, that Nemrod was, Moses teaches in plain words in this place; but that he was of the line of Shem: for Moses among the descendants of Shem names Assur, whom they will have to be Ninus.4



NISI cui forte placuerit figmentum fictitii Methodii, quod narrat auctor Historiae Scholasticae in historia libri Geneseos capite trigesimo septimo: Nemrod fuisse gigantem decem cubitorum, de semine ipsius Sem, a quodam Ionitho filio Noë, quem is genuit post diluvium, cum de aliis multis, tum maxime de modo regnandi, quibusve in locis regnare deberet, doctum atque eruditum…
Unless perchance the fiction of the spurious Methodius please someone, which the author of the Scholastic History relates in his history of the book of Genesis, chapter thirty-seven: that Nemrod was a giant of ten cubits, of the seed of Shem himself, taught and instructed by a certain Ionithus a son of Noah (whom Noah begot after the flood) in many other matters, but especially in the manner of reigning and in what places he ought to reign…5



…hunc cupidine dominandi incensum solicitasse gentiles suos qui erant de stirpe Sem, ut imperium in alios quasi primogeniti arriperent; sed ipsis nolentibus, transisse ad posteros Cham: quibus assentientibus et acquiescentibus regnasse inter eos Babylone, atque ex eo tempore habitum esse atque appellatum de filiis Cham. At enim ut ille auctor non verus sed fictitius fuit Methodius (quod alio huius operis loco ostensum est), sic ista de Nemrod mera sunt figmenta.
…that this man, inflamed with the desire of ruling, urged his kinsmen, who were of the stock of Shem, to seize empire over others as though by right of the firstborn; but when they were unwilling, he crossed over to the descendants of Cham; and with these assenting and acquiescing, he reigned among them at Babylon, and from that time was reckoned and called among the sons of Cham. But just as that author was not the true but a spurious Methodius (as has been shown in another place of this work), so these tales about Nemrod are mere fictions.6



BEROSUS Annianus libro quinto Antiquitatum Chaldaicarum ait hunc Nemrod alio nomine dictum esse Saturnum primum, et patrem fuisse Iovis Beli, avumque Nini, primi Assyriorum monarchae, nepotem autem ipsius Cham, filiumque Cur, qui pater fuit Curetum: anno autem post diluvium centesimo trigesimo primo aggressum esse urbem Babylonem aedificare, turremque altissimam; sed ab incepto destitisse, inchoato tantum opere, regnasseque annos quinquaginta sex: initium ergo regni Nemrod competere in annum post diluvium centesimum trigesimum primum.
Berosus Annianus, in the fifth book of the Chaldaic Antiquities, says that this Nemrod was by another name called Saturn the First, and was the father of Jupiter Belus, and grandfather of Ninus the first monarch of the Assyrians, but grandson of Cham himself, and son of Cur (Cush), who was the father of the Curetes: and that in the 131st year after the flood he set about building the city of Babylon and a very high tower; but that he desisted from his undertaking, the work only begun, and reigned fifty-six years: so the beginning of Nemrod's reign falls in the 131st year after the flood.7



AT enim vero contra Mercator sua Chronologia hanc Berosi sententiam acriter pugnat, contendens id quod a Beroso proditum est de Nemrod nec verum esse nec verisimile. „Cum enim,“ inquit, „circa centesimum a diluvio annum acciderit divisio linguarum et discessio hominum in varias regiones, nequaquam credibile est triginta consequentium annorum spatio in tantum esse multiplicatam illam gentem, apud quam erat Nemrod, ut non modo iustum regnum efficeret, verum et in longissime dissitas regiones deduceretur. Etenim Arach, una primarum urbium ditionis Nemrod (teste Hieronymo et Hebraeis), fuit Edessa in occidentali extremitate Mesopotamiae trecentis septuaginta quinque millibus passuum procul Babylone sita: respuit autem animus credere gentem illam eiusque imperium tam brevi tempore tantum propagari ac prolatari potuisse.“ Existimat igitur Mercator Nemrod fuisse eum ipsum quem Graeci et Latini appellant Ninum: quae enim de utroque dicuntur, mirifice congruunt inter se. Primus namque mortalium Nemrod dicitur fuisse potens in terra, et regnum vel tyrannidem obtinuisse et ditionem protulisse in longinquas regiones. Eadem ad unum omnia de Nino testificatur Iustinus. Deinde imperium Nemrod habuit initium in Chaldaea atque Mesopotamia; in his enim terris sunt civitates illae quattuor, quas hoc loco assignat Moses eius imperio; atqui hoc idem etiam fuit exordium regni Nini. Praeterea dicit Scriptura illum non contentum suo regno, egressum ex terra Assur aliena regna quaesisse, et primo invasisse Assyriam, et Niniven urbem maximam condidisse. Haec ipsa de Nino tradiderunt cum alii, tum Diodorus libro tertio.
But against this Mercator, in his Chronology, sharply contends, arguing that what Berosus has handed down about Nemrod is neither true nor likely. „For since,“ he says, „around the hundredth year from the flood the division of tongues and the departure of men into various regions occurred, it is by no means credible that within the space of thirty following years that nation, among whom Nemrod was, was so multiplied that he not only made for himself a proper kingdom but was even extended into the most far-distant regions. For Arach, one of the first cities of Nemrod's dominion (on the testimony of Jerome and the Hebrews), was Edessa, situated at the western extremity of Mesopotamia, 375 miles distant from Babylon: and the mind rejects believing that that nation and its empire could in so brief a time be so propagated and extended.“ Mercator therefore judges that Nemrod was that very one whom the Greeks and Latins call Ninus: for the things said about each agree wonderfully with one another. For Nemrod is said to have been the first of mortals mighty in the earth, and to have obtained a kingdom or tyranny and extended his dominion into far-off regions. Justin testifies to all the very same things of Ninus, to a man. Next, Nemrod's empire had its beginning in Chaldaea and Mesopotamia; for in these lands are those four cities which Moses here assigns to his empire; and this same was also the beginning of Ninus's reign. Moreover, Scripture says that he, not content with his own kingdom, went out from the land of Assur and sought other kingdoms, and first invaded Assyria, and founded Niniue, a very great city. These same things about Ninus others have handed down, and especially Diodorus in the third book.8



PUTAT idem Mercator Nemrod non fuisse filium Chus, id est, ab eo proxime generatum, sed quia ex eius stirpe et genere erat, more scripturae, dicitur ab eo genitus: nam si proprie fuisset filius ipsius Chus, numeratus esset a Mose inter filios eius; qui hoc capite decimo, quinque commemorantur…
The same Mercator thinks that Nemrod was not the son of Chus — that is, immediately begotten by him — but, because he was of his stock and line, is said in the manner of Scripture to have been begotten by him: for if he had properly been the son of Chus himself, he would have been numbered by Moses among his sons; who in this tenth chapter are reckoned as five…9



…At Moses post memoratos quinque filios Chus, et aliquos eius nepotes, subiungit: „Porro Chus genuit Nemrod,“ non obscure significans Nemrod cognationis gradu etiam ultra nepotes distantem fuisse a Chus.
…But Moses, after the five sons of Chus mentioned, and some of his grandsons, subjoins: „Now Chus begot Nemrod,“ not obscurely signifying that Nemrod was, in degree of kinship, distant from Chus even beyond the grandsons.10



ATQUE haec quidem Mercator. Cuius opinioni communis sententia Doctorum adversatur, qui Nemrod diversum faciunt a Nino: hoc est, vel patrem, vel avum eius; et alterum quidem primum conditorem Babylonis, alterum vero civitatis Niniue. Nec initium regni Nini fuit Babylon, ut vult Mercator, quippe qui urbem Niniue caput ac sedem imperii sui constituerit, ut ex Diodoro libro tertio licet intelligere, a quo proditum est Babylonios fuisse a Nino debellatos nondum condita Babylone. Nec quia Moses post recensitos alios filios Chus et duos eius nepotes narrationem Nemrod subtexuerit, ex eo Mercator bene argumentatur ipsum non fuisse filium Chus: hanc enim eius rationem et vidit, et diluit Beatus Augustinus, ut supra dictum est. S. Epiphanius sub initium operis quod scripsit adversus haereses tradit Nemrod filium fuisse Chus et patrem Assur, et a quibusdam putari Zoroastrem magiae atque astrologiae inventorem; sed revera sibi videri alium fuisse Nemrod, et alium fuisse Zoroastrem, et hunc quidem illo posteriorem, sed non longo intervallo.
And so much for Mercator. To whose opinion the common judgment of the Doctors is opposed, who make Nemrod different from Ninus: that is, either his father or his grandfather; and the one indeed the first founder of Babylon, the other of the city Niniue. Nor was the beginning of Ninus's reign Babylon, as Mercator will have it, since he constituted the city Niniue as the head and seat of his empire, as may be understood from Diodorus book three, by whom it is recorded that the Babylonians were conquered by Ninus when Babylon was not yet founded. Nor, because Moses wove in the narrative of Nemrod after the other sons of Chus and his two grandsons had been reviewed, does Mercator argue well from this that he was not the son of Chus: for this reasoning of his Blessed Augustine both saw and dissolved, as was said above. Saint Epiphanius, near the beginning of the work he wrote against heresies, hands down that Nemrod was the son of Chus and the father of Assur, and is by some thought to be Zoroaster the inventor of magic and astrology; but that in truth it seems to him that Nemrod was one and Zoroaster another, and the latter indeed later than the former, but by no long interval.11



MIHI certum est Nemrod alium fuisse quam Ninum. Habeo huius sententiae auctores plurimos, immo neminem contrariae: unicus enim est Mercator suae opinionis probator atque propugnator. Nisi forte secutus sit auctorem Recognitionum Clementis, in quarum libro quarto traditur Nemrod fuisse eundem atque Ninum. Certe Nemrod fuisse primum Babylonis aedificatorem et in ea urbe primordia regni eius esse constituta, et significat Scriptura, et affirmat Iosephus, consentientibus fere scriptoribus ecclesiasticis. At Nini nec opus fuisse Babylonem, nec in ea civitate imperii eius initium, Diodori demonstrat historia.
To me it is certain that Nemrod was other than Ninus. I have very many authors for this opinion, indeed none for the contrary: for Mercator is the sole approver and defender of his opinion — unless perchance he has followed the author of the Recognitions of Clement, in whose fourth book it is handed down that Nemrod was the same as Ninus. Certainly, that Nemrod was the first builder of Babylon and that the beginnings of his reign were established in that city, both Scripture signifies and Josephus affirms, with the ecclesiastical writers almost in agreement. But that Babylon was not the work of Ninus, nor the beginning of his empire in that city, the history of Diodorus demonstrates.12



ILLUD quoque mihi sit percredibile, Nemrod fuisse eundem atque eum quem alii appellant Belum patrem Nini. Sic opinantur multi quos supra indicavi, et paulo infra commemorabo: idque suadet ratio: nam quae de Nemrod prodita sunt, ea plane conveniunt ad unum omnia in Belum. Siquidem utriusque tempora congruunt, cum utrumque reperiamus annos post diluvium circiter ducentos Babylone regnasse, et eius civitatis utrumque primum nominari designatorem et fundatorem. Uterque praeterea primus idololatriae auctor fuit. De Nemrod aperte id scribit Iosephus; de Belo plerique nostrorum idem sentiunt; et arguunt nomina deorum seu Idolorum, quae olim apud regiones orientales colebantur, prima a Belo originem duxisse, ut Belial, Beelzebub, et Beelphegor: et ut Plinius ait, apud Babylonios sacratissimus Deus erat Belus, cui omnium primo statuas…
This too is for me most credible: that Nemrod was the same as the one whom others call Belus the father of Ninus. So think many whom I indicated above and shall mention a little below; and reason persuades it: for the things handed down about Nemrod agree plainly, all of them to a single point, with Belus. For the times of both agree, since we find each to have reigned at Babylon about two hundred years after the flood, and each to be named the first designer and founder of that city. Each, moreover, was the first author of idolatry. Of Nemrod Josephus writes this openly; of Belus most of ours think the same; and they argue that the names of the gods or idols which were once worshipped in the eastern regions first took their origin from Belus, such as Belial, Beelzebub, and Beelphegor: and, as Pliny says, among the Babylonians the most sacred god was Belus, to whom first of all the first kings of the Assyrians set up statues…13



…et aras et templa primi reges Assyriorum statuerunt. Similia item utriusque fuere facta, ingenium, mores: uterque fuisse traditur ferocis ingenii, crudelis animi, insatiabilis imperandi cupiditatis, vel ad tyrannicam usque dominandi violentiam: denique ante Ninum nec auctores alium agnoscunt regem Babylonis quam Belum, nec Scriptura quam Nemrod. Verum haec maiorem ex proxime sequenti disputatione lucem simul et fidem capient.
…and altars and temples the first kings of the Assyrians set up. Likewise the deeds, the disposition, and the manners of both were similar: each is handed down to have been of fierce disposition, of cruel mind, of insatiable lust for command, even to the point of tyrannical violence in ruling: finally, before Ninus the authors acknowledge no other king of Babylon than Belus, nor Scripture any than Nemrod. But these things will receive greater light and credence at once from the disputation that next follows.14



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 3 (title): the identity of Nemrod. ↩
	§61. Disp. 3 opens: the sources on Nemrod. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1): an audacious, warlike, impious man who despised God and led others to do so; author of the tower of Babel; when the tongues were divided he stayed and seized tyranny. Jerome (Hebrew Questions): first to seize an unwonted tyranny, reigning at Babylon and adding the other cities Moses names. Margins: Josephus; Jerome. ↩
	§61 (cont.). Many great authors identify Nemrod with the Gentiles' Belus, father of Ninus, who reigned 65 yrs at Babylon (Eusebius's Chronicle; Jerome on Hosea 2; Augustine, City of God 16.17). Supported by Scripture making Nemrod first founder of Babylon, and by Abydenus (in Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel bk. 9 ch. 4) making Belus the first builder. Margins: Eusebius; Jerome; Augustine. ↩
	§61 (cont.). Objection: this clashes with Augustine (City of God 16.3) holding that Ninus son of Belus — equated with the ‘Assur’ Moses names — was not of Cham's stock (to which Nemrod plainly belonged) but of Shem's line, since Moses lists Assur among Shem's descendants. ↩
	§62. Unless one accepts the fiction of pseudo-Methodius (in Comestor's Scholastic History, Gen ch. 37): Nemrod a giant of 10 cubits, of Shem's seed, taught the art of reigning by Ionithus, a post-flood son of Noah (continues p. 426). ↩
	§62 (concl.). The pseudo-Methodius tale: Nemrod, of Shem's stock, urged his kinsmen to seize rule; they refused, so he went over to Cham's line and reigned at Babylon, thence counted among Cham's sons. But Methodius is spurious (shown elsewhere), so these are mere fictions. ↩
	§63. Berosus Annianus (the forged Berosus, bk. 5): Nemrod = ‘Saturn the First,’ father of Jupiter Belus, grandfather of Ninus, grandson of Cham, son of Cur/Cush (father of the Curetes); began Babylon and the tower in yr 131 after the flood but desisted, reigned 56 yrs. Margin: Berosus Annianus bks. 4–5. ↩
	§64. Mercator (Chronology) attacks Berosus: in only ~30 yrs after the dispersion (~yr 100), Nemrod's nation could not have multiplied enough to rule and reach Edessa/Arach (375 mi from Babylon). So Mercator identifies Nemrod with Ninus: the accounts match (first mighty conqueror, dominion to far regions — Justin says the same of Ninus; both begin in Chaldaea/Mesopotamia with the four cities; both go out to invade Assyria and found Nineveh — Diodorus bk. 3). Margins: the altercation of Mercator with Annius's Berosus; Jerome; Justin bk. 1; Diodorus. ↩
	§64 (cont.). Mercator further holds Nemrod was not literally Chus's son but only of his stock, since Moses lists only five sons of Chus (continues p. 427). ↩
	§64 (concl.). Mercator's argument: that Moses adds ‘Now Chus begot Nemrod’ after the five sons and some grandsons shows Nemrod was more than a grandson removed from Chus. ↩
	§65. The common view refutes Mercator: Nemrod ≠ Ninus, being his father or grandfather; one founded Babylon, the other Nineveh. Ninus's seat was Nineveh, not Babylon (Diodorus bk. 3: Ninus conquered the Babylonians before Babylon was founded). Augustine already dissolved the ‘not son of Chus’ argument. Epiphanius (Against Heresies): Nemrod = son of Chus, father of Assur, thought by some to be Zoroaster — but Nemrod and Zoroaster were distinct, Zoroaster slightly later. Margins: Mercator's opinion refuted; Diodorus; Epiphanius. ↩
	§66. Pererius's own view: Nemrod ≠ Ninus, backed by very many authors, none for the contrary except Mercator (and perhaps the Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions bk. 4). Nemrod first built Babylon and reigned there (Scripture, Josephus, the church writers); but Babylon was neither Ninus's work nor his seat (Diodorus). Margins: the author's opinion — Nemrod was one, Ninus another; the author of the Recognitions; Diodorus bk. 3. ↩
	§67. Pererius's further view: Nemrod = Belus, father of Ninus. The accounts coincide: both reigned at Babylon ~200 yrs after the flood, both named first founder of the city, both first authors of idolatry (Josephus of Nemrod; many of ours of Belus — the eastern idol-names Belial, Beelzebub, Beelphegor derive from Belus; Pliny: Belus the most sacred Babylonian god, first to receive statues). Margins: Nemrod the same as Belus father of Ninus; Pliny (continues p. 428). ↩
	§67 (concl.). Belus = Nemrod: alike in deeds, disposition, manners — fierce, cruel, insatiable for rule even to tyranny; before Ninus the authors know no king of Babylon but Belus, nor Scripture any but Nemrod. To be confirmed in the next disputation. ↩
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FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whether Nemrod was the first founder and builder of Babylon.1
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Utrum Nemrod primus Babylonis fundator et conditor fuerit.



POSTQUAM Moses dixit primum in terris propter fortitudinem ac potentiam famosum ac celebrem fuisse Nemrod, proxime subdidit: „Fuit,“ inquit, „principium regni eius Babylon, et Arach et Achad et Chalanne in terra Sennaar.“ Quorum verborum hic videtur planus et rectus sensus atque intellectus: Nemrod a principio regnare coepisse Babylone aliisque urbibus terrae Sennaar; sed postea longius progressum alias quoque urbes et gentes regno suo adiecisse. Arach interpretatur Hieronymus Edessam; Achad, Nisibim; Chalanne, Seleuciam vel Ctesiphontem; terram Sennaar, ipsammet regionem sive terram in qua aedificata est turris Babylon quae proprie dicta est Babylonia.
After Moses had said that Nemrod was the first in the lands famous and renowned for fortitude and power, he next subjoined: {The beginning of his kingdom was Babylon, and Arach and Achad and Chalanne in the land of Sennaar.} Of which words this seems the plain and straight sense and meaning: that Nemrod from the beginning began to reign at Babylon and the other cities of the land of Sennaar; but afterward, having advanced farther, added to his kingdom other cities and nations as well. Arach Jerome interprets as Edessa; Achad as Nisibis; Chalanne as Seleucia or Ctesiphon; the land of Sennaar as that very region or land in which was built the tower of Babylon, which was properly called Babylonia.2



MULTI tamen superioribus illis verbis Mosis significari putant Nemrod fuisse primum molitorem aedificatoremque Babylonis. Utramque certe sententiam complexus est Augustinus, ita scribens: „Ex ipsa Scriptura colligitur gigantem illum Nemrod fuisse Babylonis conditorem, quod superius breviter fuerat intimatum, ubi cum de illo Scriptura loqueretur, ait: Initium regni eius fuit Babylon, id est, qua civitatum aliarum gereret principatum, ubi esset tanquam metropolis habitaculum regni, quamvis perfecta non fuerit usque in tantum modum quantum superba cogitabat impietas.“ Nec monere nos debet, ait Augustinus, quomodo potuerit gigas Nemrod ad illud aetatis occurrere quo Babylon condita est et confusio facta linguarum atque exinde divisio gentium: „Non enim quia Heber sextus est a Noe, Nemrod autem quartus, ideo non potuerunt ad id tempus convenire vivendo: hoc enim contigit, cum plus viverent ubi pauciores sunt generationes, minus vero ubi plures, aut serius nati essent ubi pauciores, maturius ubi plures.“ Sic Augustinus.
Many, however, think that by those earlier words of Moses it is signified that Nemrod was the first contriver and builder of Babylon. Both opinions Augustine certainly embraced, writing thus: „From Scripture itself it is gathered that that giant Nemrod was the founder of Babylon, which had been briefly intimated above, where, when Scripture spoke of him, it says: The beginning of his kingdom was Babylon — that is, by which he held the chief place over the other cities, where, as a metropolis, was the dwelling of the kingdom; although it was not completed to such a degree as proud impiety conceived.“ Nor ought it to trouble us, says Augustine, how the giant Nemrod could reach the age at which Babylon was founded and the confusion of tongues made and thence the division of nations: „For it is not because Heber is the sixth from Noah, and Nemrod the fourth, that they could not on that account meet at that time by living: for this happened, since they lived longer where the generations are fewer, but less where they are more; or were born later where there were fewer, earlier where there were more.“ So far Augustine.3



ADEST huic opinioni et ipsa scriptura: ea quippe narrat capite undecimo Geneseos ab iis qui aedificabant turrim simul quoque aedificatam esse civitatem: ter enim eo loco mentionem facit civitatis quae ab illis aedificaretur; ea vero civitas propter confusionem ibi factam…
Scripture itself also supports this opinion: for it relates in the eleventh chapter of Genesis that by those who were building the tower the city too was built at the same time: for three times in that place it makes mention of the city which was being built by them; and that city, on account of the confusion made there…4



…appellata est Babel, haec est Babylon. Iosephus porro auctor est inter eos qui aedificaverunt turrim ducem ac principem fuisse Nemrod. Ille igitur princeps conditor fuit Babylonis. Orosius quidem certe libro secundo capite sexto scribit Nemrod primum Babylonis aedificatorem a multis celebrari; et apud Eusebium libro nono de Praeparatione Evangelica capite ultimo Alexander Polyhistor firmat testimonio Eupolemi Babylonem esse post diluvium a gigantibus aedificatam: atqui Septuaginta Interpretes hoc loco Nemrod appellant gigantem: isque, ut placet Iosepho, aedificantium Babylonem incitator et dux fuit.
…was called Babel, which is Babylon. Josephus, moreover, is the authority that among those who built the tower Nemrod was the leader and chief. He, therefore, was the chief founder of Babylon. Orosius indeed, in the second book, chapter six, writes that Nemrod is celebrated by many as the first builder of Babylon; and in Eusebius, book nine of the Preparation for the Gospel, the last chapter, Alexander Polyhistor confirms, on the testimony of Eupolemus, that Babylon was built after the flood by giants: and the Septuagint translators in this place call Nemrod a giant: and he, as it pleases Josephus, was the instigator and leader of those building Babylon.5



AT enim Belum patrem Nini fundatorem Babylonis fuisse, multis visum est. Certe Quintus Curtius libro quinto id proditum a plerisque esse affirmat. Apud Eusebium eo loco quem proxime anteposui, Alpheus narrat, cum terra Babylonis propter magnas et crebras Euphratis inundationes tecta et obruta esset aquis, primum omnium patrem Nini Belum siccasse aquas, urbemque Babylonem moliri aggressum. Idemque senserunt quicumque fecerunt Belum primum Babylonis regnatorem.
But many have held that Belus the father of Ninus was the founder of Babylon. Certainly Quintus Curtius in the fifth book affirms that this was handed down by most. In Eusebius, in the place which I cited just before, Alpheus relates that, when the land of Babylon was covered and overwhelmed with waters on account of the great and frequent inundations of the Euphrates, Belus the father of Ninus first of all dried up the waters and undertook to build the city of Babylon. And the same was the view of whoever made Belus the first ruler of Babylon.6



CETERUM fere omnium Graecorum atque Latinorum pervulgata est sententia Babylonem esse conditam a Semiramide: id nempe prodidit Herodotus libro primo, Diodorus libro tertio, Strabo libro decimo sexto, Mela libro primo, Iustinus libro primo et S. Hieronymus super secundum caput Oseae. Addit Orosius libro secundo capite tertio Semiramidem quadraginta duobus annis regnasse, et medio imperii tempore Babylonem caput regni sui condidisse.
But the widely-spread opinion of almost all the Greeks and Latins is that Babylon was founded by Semiramis: this Herodotus handed down in the first book, Diodorus in the third, Strabo in the sixteenth, Mela in the first, Justin in the first, and Saint Jerome on the second chapter of Hosea. Orosius adds, in the second book, chapter three, that Semiramis reigned forty-two years, and in the middle period of her empire founded Babylon as the head of her kingdom.7



VERUM apud Iosephum in priori libro adversus Appionem, Berosus Graecos molitionem illius urbis Semiramidi assignantes mendacii arguit, tradens eam civitatem a rege Nabuchodonosor aedificatam esse. Certe Daniel capite quarto inducit eum regem gloriantem et sese iactantem de Babylonis aedificatione illis verbis: „Nonne haec est Babylon civitas magna, quam ego aedificavi in domum regni,“ etc.
But in Josephus, in the earlier book against Apion, Berosus convicts of falsehood the Greeks who assign the building of that city to Semiramis, handing down that the city was built by king Nabuchodonosor. Certainly Daniel in the fourth chapter brings in that king boasting and vaunting himself over the building of Babylon in these words: {Is not this great Babylon, which I have built for the house of the kingdom,} etc.8



BEROSUS Annianus tres facit Babylonis conditores, Nemrod, Belum et Semiramidem: de Nemrod quidem ita scribens: „Nerod assumpto filio Iove Belo, cum coloniis venit in campum Sennaar ubi designavit urbem, et fundavit maximam turrim anno post diluvium centesimo trigesimo primo, eamque turrim ad altitudinem et magnitudinem montium excitavit, in signum et monumentum quod primus in orbe terrarum esset populus Babylonicus, et regnum regnorum dici deberet. Verum nec turris aedificationem complevit nec designatam urbem fundavit: quia post quinquaginta sex annos subito non comparuit. Iuppiter autem Belus, filius eius quem diximus Nemrod, secundo loco regnavit Babylone annis sexaginta duobus, et fundamenta Babylonis a patre suo designata in formam et magnitudinem oppidi magis quam urbis excitavit. At vero Semiramis uxor Nini, quae eius imperio successit quarto loco, idque duobus et quadraginta annis obtinuit, ut priores omnes bellica gloria, victoriis atque triumphis divitiisque antecessit, ita urbem Babylonem ex oppido tantam et talem fecit…“
Berosus Annianus makes three founders of Babylon: Nemrod, Belus, and Semiramis; writing thus of Nemrod: „Nerod, having taken his son Jupiter Belus, came with colonists into the plain of Sennaar, where he marked out a city, and founded a very great tower in the 131st year after the flood, and raised that tower to the height and bulk of mountains, as a sign and monument that the Babylonian people was the first in the world, and ought to be called the kingdom of kingdoms. But he neither completed the building of the tower nor founded the city he had marked out: because after fifty-six years he suddenly did not appear. But Jupiter Belus, his son whom we have called Nemrod, reigned at Babylon in the second place for sixty-two years, and raised the foundations of Babylon, marked out by his father, into the form and bulk of a town rather than a city. But Semiramis the wife of Ninus, who succeeded to his empire in the fourth place, and held it for forty-two years, as she surpassed all her predecessors in military glory, victories, triumphs, and riches, so she made the city of Babylon, out of a town, so great and such…“9



„…ut verius dici possit eam urbem a Semiramide conditam quam amplificatam vel exornatam fuisse.“
„…that it may more truly be said that that city was founded by Semiramis than that it was enlarged or adorned.“10



EGO ita sentio: primum omnium conditorem Babylonis fuisse Nemrod, ut supra probatum est; sed hunc Nemrod non fuisse alium quam Belum patrem Nini, paulo ante ostensum est. Quare qui Belum faciunt conditorem Babylonis a nobis minime discordant, quemadmodum Eupolemus aiens aedificatam esse a gigantibus id ipsum quod nos sentimus significare voluit. Sed quia eam urbem exiguam, et inundationibus Euphratis paene dirutam et vastatam, postea Semiramis amplissimam, munitissimam et ornatissimam fecit, propterea non immerito aedificatrix eius urbis celebratur. Sed enim cum post Semiramidem qui consecuti sunt reges Assyriorum, posthabita Babylone, coluerint Niniven, eamque fecerint Regiam, id est sedem caputque imperii Assyriorum, ut narrat Diodorus libro tertio, hinc accidit ut Babylon a regibus deserta, et insuper Euphratis eluvionibus et hostium incursionibus vastata, diu obscura et ignobilis fuerit; quoad post, eversa Niniue, rex Nabuchodonosor Babylonem de integro instauraverit et latissime amplificatam magnificentissimis operibus adornaverit, eoque sedem imperii, ut quondam fuerat, restituerit. Ex his apparet, si quis rem ipsam bene perpendat, non esse discordes scriptores, licet diversa de Babylonis conditore scripsisse videantur.
I myself think thus: that the very first founder of Babylon was Nemrod, as proved above; but that this Nemrod was no other than Belus the father of Ninus, was shown a little before. Wherefore those who make Belus the founder of Babylon by no means disagree with us; just as Eupolemus, in saying it was built by giants, meant to signify the very thing we think. But because Semiramis afterward made that city — small, and almost ruined and laid waste by the inundations of the Euphrates — most ample, most fortified, and most adorned, on that account she is not undeservedly celebrated as its builder. But since, after Semiramis, the kings of the Assyrians who followed, neglecting Babylon, cultivated Niniue and made it the Royal seat — that is, the seat and head of the Assyrian empire, as Diodorus relates in book three — it came about hence that Babylon, deserted by the kings and moreover laid waste by the floods of the Euphrates and the incursions of enemies, was long obscure and ignoble; until afterward, Niniue being overthrown, king Nabuchodonosor restored Babylon anew and adorned it, enlarged most widely, with most magnificent works, and there restored the seat of empire, as it once had been. From these things it appears, if one weighs the matter well, that the writers are not at odds, although they seem to have written diversely about the founder of Babylon.11



PRIMUS igitur regnator Babylonis fuit Nemrod vel Belus, qui secundum Eusebium regnavit annis sexaginta quinque, et qui hunc proxime secutus est Ninus annis quinquaginta duobus, cuius imperii anno quadragesimo tertio, qui fuit post diluvium annus ducentesimus nonagesimus secundus, natus est Abraham: ex his manifestum fit exordium regni Babylonici competere in annum a diluvio centesimum octogesimum quartum. Si autem divisio linguarum incidit in ortum Phaleg, ut significat scriptura, id est, in annum a diluvio centesimum primum, necesse est primordia regni Babylonici anno tertio et octogesimo post divisionem linguarum esse constituta.
The first ruler of Babylon, then, was Nemrod or Belus, who according to Eusebius reigned sixty-five years; and the one who next followed him was Ninus, for fifty-two years, in the forty-third year of whose empire — which was the 292nd year after the flood — Abraham was born: from these it becomes manifest that the beginning of the Babylonian kingdom falls in the 184th year from the flood. But if the division of tongues fell at the birth of Phaleg, as Scripture signifies — that is, in the 101st year from the flood — it is necessary that the beginnings of the Babylonian kingdom were established in the 83rd year after the division of tongues.12



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 4 (title): was Nemrod the first founder of Babylon? ↩
	§68. Disp. 4 opens with Gen 10:10. Plain sense: Nemrod first reigned at Babylon and the cities of Sennaar, then extended his rule. Jerome's identifications: Arach = Edessa; Achad = Nisibis; Chalanne = Seleucia or Ctesiphon; the land of Sennaar = the region of the tower (Babylonia). Margin: Jerome. ↩
	§68 (cont.). Many: Moses' words mean Nemrod was the first builder of Babylon. Augustine (City of God 16.4) embraces both senses — Scripture shows the giant Nemrod founded Babylon as the metropolis/seat of his kingdom (unfinished as impiety wished); and the generation-gap (Heber 6th from Noah, Nemrod 4th) is no obstacle, since lifespans/birth-timing varied. Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 4. ↩
	§68 (cont.). Scripture supports it: Gen 11 says the city was built along with the tower (mentioned three times), and that city, from the confusion there… (continues p. 429). ↩
	§68 (concl.). The city was called Babel/Babylon. Josephus: Nemrod was the leader of the tower-builders, hence chief founder of Babylon. Orosius (bk. 2 ch. 6): Nemrod celebrated as first builder; Alexander Polyhistor (in Eusebius, Preparation bk. 9, on Eupolemus): Babylon built by giants after the flood; the LXX call Nemrod a ‘giant.’ Margins: Josephus; Orosius; Alexander Polyhistor. ↩
	§69. Many: Belus, father of Ninus, founded Babylon (Quintus Curtius bk. 5; Alpheus in Eusebius — Belus dried the Euphrates floods and built Babylon). Consistent with all who made Belus Babylon's first ruler. Margins: Q. Curtius; Babylon first built by Belus; Alpheus. ↩
	§70. The common Greek/Latin view: Babylon founded by Semiramis (Herodotus bk. 1, Diodorus bk. 3, Strabo bk. 16, Mela bk. 1, Justin bk. 1, Jerome on Hosea 2; Orosius bk. 2 ch. 3: she reigned 42 yrs, founded Babylon mid-reign). Margins: Semiramis; Herodotus; Diodorus; Strabo; Mela; Justin; Jerome; Orosius. ↩
	§71. Berosus (in Josephus, Against Apion bk. 1) convicts the Greeks of error in crediting Semiramis: Babylon was built by king Nabuchodonosor — confirmed by Daniel 4, where the king boasts {Is not this great Babylon, which I have built…}. Margins: Nabuchodonosor founder of Babylon per Berosus; Josephus. ↩
	§72. Berosus Annianus makes three founders: Nemrod (marked out the city and tower in yr 131, raised the tower mountain-high as a monument of Babylonian primacy, but left it unfinished, vanishing after 56 yrs); Jupiter Belus his son (reigned 62 yrs, raised it to a town); Semiramis wife of Ninus (reigned 42 yrs, surpassing all, made it a great city — continues p. 430). Margin: Berosus Annianus. ↩
	§72 (concl.). End of the Berosus Annianus quotation: Semiramis so transformed Babylon that she may be called its founder rather than its enlarger. ↩
	§73. Pererius reconciles all the accounts: the first founder was Nemrod = Belus; those naming Belus agree with him (so does Eupolemus's ‘giants’). Semiramis is rightly called builder for greatly enlarging the small, flood-ruined city; later kings preferred Nineveh as capital (Diodorus bk. 3), so Babylon decayed until Nabuchodonosor restored it as the seat of empire. So the writers are not really at odds. Margins: the author's opinion on the founder of Babylon; Eupolemus; Diodorus. ↩
	§74. Chronology: first ruler Nemrod/Belus reigned 65 yrs (Eusebius), then Ninus 52 yrs; Abraham born in Ninus's 43rd yr = yr 292 after the flood. Hence the Babylonian kingdom began in yr 184 after the flood; and since the division of tongues was at Phaleg's birth (yr 101), the kingdom began 83 yrs after the division. Margin: Eusebius in the Chronicle. ↩




Out of that land went forth Assur, and built Niniue, and the streets of the city, and Chale: Resen also between Niniue and Chale: this is the great city

LatineEnglish


{Out of that land went forth Assur, and built Niniue, and the streets of the city, and Chale: Resen also between Niniue and Chale: this is the great city.}1
De terra illa egressus est Assur, et aedificavit Niniven et plateas civitatis, et Chale: Resen quoque inter Niniven et Chale: haec est civitas magna.



QUOD hic dictum est, inquit Augustinus, „de terra illa,“ id est, de terra Sennaar quae pertinebat ad regnum Nemrod, „exisse Assur et aedificasse Niniven et alias civitates hic memoratas,“ longe postea factum est: sed ex occasione hic perstringitur, propter nobilitatem regni Assyriorum, quod mirabiliter dilatatum est. Ninus Beli filius conditor Niniue, civitatis magnae, cuius civitatis nomen ex illius nomine derivatum est, ut a Nino Niniue diceretur. Assur autem unde…
What is here said, says Augustine — „out of that land,“ that is, out of the land of Sennaar which belonged to the kingdom of Nemrod, „Assur went forth and built Niniue and the other cities here mentioned“ — was done long afterward: but it is touched on here in passing, on account of the renown of the kingdom of the Assyrians, which was marvelously enlarged. Ninus the son of Belus was the founder of Niniue, a great city, whose name was derived from his own, so that from Ninus it should be called Niniue. But Assur, whence…2



…unde Assyrii, non fuit ex filiis Cham medii filii Noë, sed ex filiis Sem, qui fuit maximus Noë filius. Unde apparet ex progenie Sem exortos fuisse qui postea regnum gigantis illius Nemrod obtinerent, et inde procederent, atque alias conderent civitates, quarum prima est a Nino appellata Niniue. Sic Augustinus.
…whence the Assyrians, was not of the sons of Cham, the middle son of Noah, but of the sons of Shem, who was the greatest son of Noah. Whence it appears that from the progeny of Shem there arose those who afterward obtained the kingdom of that giant Nemrod, and proceeded thence, and founded other cities, of which the first was called by Ninus Niniue. So far Augustine.3



CAIETANUS putat, cum proxime ante dictum esset Nemrod in terra Sennaar regnasse, nunc subiungi ex eadem terra prodiisse Assur secundum filium ipsius Sem, qui etiam in terra Assyriorum regnavit, et conditor fuit Niniue civitatis, sicut Nemrod Babylonis; ut hinc appareat quando fuerit, et a quibus profecta sit origo duarum totius orbis antiquissimarum et maximarum civitatum, Babylonis et Niniue: simulque primordia Babylonici et Assyriaci imperii innotescant.
Cajetan thinks that, since it had just before been said that Nemrod reigned in the land of Sennaar, now it is subjoined that out of the same land went forth Assur, the second son of Shem himself, who also reigned in the land of the Assyrians and was the founder of the city Niniue, just as Nemrod of Babylon; so that hence it may appear when, and from whom, proceeded the origin of the two most ancient and greatest cities of the whole world, Babylon and Niniue; and at the same time the beginnings of the Babylonian and Assyrian empires may become known.4



DE terra illa egressus est Assur. Terra intellige Sennaar, quam fuisse regum et imperiorum matrem ex hoc loco perspicitur: ex ea namque et Nemrod fuit, princeps regni Babylonici, et Assur, auctor gentis et principatus Assyriorum. Illud „Egressus est“ indicat secundum Augustinum Assur vel eius posteros obtinuisse primo regnum Nemrod quod erat in terra Sennaar, et inde processisse ad alias terras et gentes obtinendas, quarum prima fuit ea quae ab ipso Assur dicta est Assyria, uno gradu magis septentrionalis quam Babylonia, ut tradit Ptolomeus libro sexto Geographiae. At vero secundum alios propterea discessit Assur ex terra Sennaar, quod discors esset ipsi Nemrod propter eius pravum ingenium, mores et facta. Illud porro vocabulum (Assur) tres videtur habere significationes. Etenim nonnunquam est nomen proprium secundi filii Sem, qui Assur appellatus est in capite Geneseos decimo. Significat etiam regem Assyriorum, qui frequenter in scriptura nominatur rex Assur, vel praecise Assur. Significat praeterea vel gentem, vel imperium, vel regionem Assyriorum, sic enim id nominis quidam hoc loco interpretati sunt.
{Out of that land went forth Assur.} By ‘land’ understand Sennaar, which is seen from this place to have been the mother of kings and empires: for from it was both Nemrod, prince of the Babylonian kingdom, and Assur, author of the nation and principality of the Assyrians. That word ‘went forth’ indicates, according to Augustine, that Assur or his descendants first obtained Nemrod's kingdom, which was in the land of Sennaar, and proceeded thence to obtain other lands and nations, of which the first was that which from Assur himself was called Assyria, one degree more northerly than Babylonia, as Ptolemy hands down in the sixth book of the Geography. But according to others, Assur departed from the land of Sennaar because he was at variance with Nemrod, on account of his depraved disposition, manners, and deeds. That word (Assur), moreover, seems to have three significations. For sometimes it is the proper name of the second son of Shem, who was called Assur in the tenth chapter of Genesis. It also signifies the king of the Assyrians, who is frequently named in Scripture ‘king Assur,’ or simply ‘Assur.’ It signifies besides either the nation, or the empire, or the region of the Assyrians, for so some have interpreted the word in this place.5



SEQUITUR: Et aedificavit Niniven, haec est civitas magna. Divina scriptura appellat Niniue, sed Herodotus, Strabo, Plinius Ninum, Diodorus vero Ninam. Significatur igitur Assur primum fuisse eius urbis conditorem. Et quia fere omnes conditorem huius urbis celebrant Ninum regem, ex eo nonnulli argumentantur eundem fuisse Ninum atque eum qui hoc loco nominatur Assur. Verum de hoc paulo infra dicturi sumus. Merito autem Niniue et hic et apud Ionam prophetam appellatur Civitas magna. Si enim magnitudinem eius aestimare velis ex prima origine, cum fuit a Nino aedificata, reperies totius orbis eam fuisse maximam, ut nec ante nec post habuerit parem. Ambitus enim urbis erat quadringentorum octoginta stadiorum, id est, sexaginta mille passuum: altitudo murorum erat pedum centum: latitudo qua tres currus simul incederent: turres centum quinquaginta, singulae altitudinis ducentorum pedum. Sic Diodorus libro tertio: cui attestatur Strabo libro decimo sexto, affirmans eam Babylone fuisse maiorem.
There follows: {And he built Niniue, this is the great city.} The divine Scripture calls it Niniue, but Herodotus, Strabo, and Pliny call it Ninus, and Diodorus Nina. It is signified, then, that Assur was the first founder of that city. And because almost all celebrate king Ninus as the founder of this city, some argue from this that Ninus was the same as the one here named Assur. But of this we shall speak a little below. Rightly, moreover, is Niniue both here and in the prophet Jonah called ‘the great city.’ For if you wish to estimate its magnitude from its first origin, when it was built by Ninus, you will find it to have been the greatest in the whole world, so that it had no equal before or after. For the circuit of the city was 480 stadia, that is, 60 miles; the height of the walls was 100 feet; the breadth such that three chariots could go abreast; the towers 150, each 200 feet in height. So Diodorus in the third book; to whom Strabo testifies in the sixteenth book, affirming it was greater than Babylon.6



SED in eo lapsus videtur Diodorus, quod Ninum urbem supra Euphratem statuit, cum ea imposita fuerit Tigri fluvio, ut ex libro Tobiae et libro primo Herodoti licet intelligere. Quocirca Plinius: „fuit,“ inquit, „Ninus imposita Tigri, ad solis occasum spectans, urbs quondam clarissima.“
But in this Diodorus seems to have erred, that he placed the city Ninus upon the Euphrates, whereas it was set upon the river Tigris, as may be understood from the book of Tobias and the first book of Herodotus. Wherefore Pliny: „Ninus,“ he says, „was set upon the Tigris, looking toward the setting of the sun, a city once most renowned.“7



IAM vero si magnitudinem eius urbis prout erat tempore Ionae prophetae, id est, plus mille ducentis annis postquam a Nino fuerat condita, aestimare libet, invenies tantam fuisse eius intra moenia amplitudinem, ut tota vicatim obiri et lustrari non minus triduo posset, quamobrem dicitur civitas apud Ionam itineris trium dierum. Frequentia vero habitatorum tanta fuit, ut in ea essent centum et viginti millia infantium qui nondum per aetatem ratione uterentur: qui numerus comparatione universi populi vix quintam partem obtinet, ut ex eo intelligere liceat plus sexcenta millia habitatorum fuisse id temporis in illa urbe. Accessit ad eius urbis magnificentiam quod longissimo tempore, id est, per annos amplius mille trecentos, caput fuerit imperii Assyriorum. Merito igitur, ut dixi, et hic et alibi nominatur in sacris literis Civitas magna.
Now if it please to estimate the magnitude of that city as it was in the time of the prophet Jonah — that is, more than twelve hundred years after it had been founded by Ninus — you will find its extent within the walls to have been so great that the whole could not be gone through and surveyed, street by street, in less than three days; wherefore it is called in Jonah ‘a city of three days' journey.’ And the throng of inhabitants was so great that in it there were 120,000 infants who did not yet through age use reason: which number, in comparison with the whole population, scarcely amounts to a fifth part, so that from it one may understand there were more than 600,000 inhabitants at that time in that city. There was added to the magnificence of that city that for a very long time — that is, for more than 1,300 years — it was the head of the Assyrian empire. Rightly, then, as I said, both here and elsewhere it is named in the sacred letters ‘the great city.’8



PRO illo quod sequitur: „Et plateas Civitatis,“ Hebraice est rehoboth, quae vox potest esse vel nomen appellativum significans plateas a verbo rachab, quod significat dilatare, et sic accepit hoc loco Beatus Hieronymus. „Non putemus,“ inquit, „illud Niniue et Rehoboth duas esse urbes, sed quia Rehoboth plateae interpretantur, ita legendum est: Et aedificavit Niniven et plateas civitatis: quasi id adiectum fuerit ad significandam amplitudinem huius urbis, quae multas et magnas habuerit plateas.“ Potest etiam ea vox accipi ut nomen proprium urbis quae sic appellaretur, et hoc modo eam vocem exposuerunt Septuaginta Interpretes hoc loco, quemadmodum et ipsemet Hieronymus in libro de locis Hebraicis. Quae autem hic appellatur Chale, Hebraice est Chalach, sic habent Septuaginta Interpretes hic, et Hieronymus de locis Hebraicis. Strabo in exordio libri decimi sexti Chalachenam nominat ut vicinam civitati Niniue. Pro vocabulo „Resen,“ Septuaginta habent „Dase,“ et sic legit Augustinus.
For what follows, ‘And the streets of the city,’ in Hebrew it is rehoboth, which word can be either a common noun signifying ‘streets,’ from the verb rachab, which means ‘to widen,’ and so Blessed Jerome took it in this place. „Let us not think,“ he says, „that Niniue and Rehoboth are two cities; but because Rehoboth is interpreted ‘streets,’ it must be read thus: And he built Niniue and the streets of the city — as if this were added to signify the extent of this city, which had many and great streets.“ That word can also be taken as the proper name of a city which would be so called, and in this way the Septuagint translators expounded the word in this place, as also Jerome himself in his book On the Hebrew Places. What is here called Chale, in Hebrew is Chalach, so the Septuagint translators have it here, and Jerome On the Hebrew Places. Strabo, at the opening of the sixteenth book, names Chalachene as neighboring the city Niniue. For the word ‘Resen,’ the Septuagint have ‘Dase,’ and so Augustine reads.9



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:11 (verse lemma). ↩
	§75. Augustine on Gen 10:11: ‘Assur went out of that land’ (Sennaar, Nemrod's realm) and built Nineveh — done long after, mentioned here for the renown of the Assyrian kingdom. Nineveh founded by Ninus son of Belus, named after him. But ‘Assur,’ whence the Assyrians… (continues p. 431). Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 3. ↩
	§75 (concl.). Augustine: Assur (whence the Assyrians) was not of Cham but of Shem, the eldest son of Noah; from Shem's line arose those who later took over Nemrod's kingdom and founded other cities, the first being Nineveh, named by Ninus. ↩
	§75 (cont.). Cajetan: the text means Assur, second son of Shem, went out of Sennaar and founded Nineveh just as Nemrod founded Babylon — showing the origin of the world's two greatest, most ancient cities and the beginnings of the Babylonian and Assyrian empires. Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	§76. ‘Out of that land went forth Assur’: the land = Sennaar, mother of kings/empires (both Nemrod and Assur came from it). ‘Went forth’ (Augustine): Assur/his line first held Nemrod's realm, then took other lands, first Assyria (one degree north of Babylonia, Ptolemy, Geography bk. 6); others: Assur left because at odds with the depraved Nemrod. Three senses of ‘Assur’: (1) the proper name of Shem's second son (Gen 10); (2) the king of the Assyrians (‘king Assur’); (3) the nation/empire/region of the Assyrians. Margin: Ptolemy; three significations of the word ‘Assur.’ ↩
	§77. ‘And he built Niniue, this is the great city.’ Scripture: Niniue; Herodotus/Strabo/Pliny: Ninus; Diodorus: Nina. Assur its first founder; since most credit king Ninus, some equate Ninus with Assur (treated below). Rightly ‘the great city’ (also in Jonah): when built by Ninus the world's largest — circuit 480 stadia (60 mi), walls 100 ft high (three chariots abreast), 150 towers each 200 ft (Diodorus bk. 3; Strabo bk. 16: greater than Babylon). Margins: Herodotus; Pliny; Strabo; Diodorus; how Nineveh's size is to be estimated. ↩
	§77 (concl.). Diodorus erred in placing Nineveh on the Euphrates; it stood on the Tigris (Tobit; Herodotus bk. 1). Pliny: Nineveh stood on the Tigris, facing west, once a most famous city. Margins: Diodorus's slip; Tobit 6; Pliny bk. 6 ch. 13. ↩
	§78. Nineveh in Jonah's time (1200+ yrs after Ninus): so large it took three days to traverse (‘a city of three days' journey’); 120,000 infants without reason ≈ a fifth, implying 600,000+ inhabitants; capital of Assyria for 1,300+ yrs — rightly ‘the great city.’ ↩
	§78 (cont.). The other names: ‘streets of the city’ = Heb. rehoboth (from rachab, ‘to widen’) — Jerome: not a second city but ‘streets,’ marking Nineveh's extent; or a proper place-name (LXX, Jerome On Hebrew Places). ‘Chale’ = Heb. Chalach (LXX, Jerome); Strabo (bk. 16) names Chalachene near Nineveh. ‘Resen’: LXX ‘Dase,’ followed by Augustine. Margin: Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis. ↩
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FIFTH DISPUTATION. Who Assur the founder of the city Niniue was, and concerning the kingdom of the Assyrians.1
QUINTA DISPUTATIO. Quis fuerit Assur conditor urbis Niniue, et de regno Assyriorum.



CUM Moses dixit ex terra Sennaar egressum esse Assur qui condidit civitatem Niniue, quaeritur quidnam vocabulo illo Assur intelligi oporteat hoc loco: utrum gentem vel regnum vel regionem Assyriorum, an vero virum aliquem eo nomine appellatum…
Since Moses has said that out of the land of Sennaar went forth Assur, who founded the city Niniue, it is asked what ought to be understood by that word ‘Assur’ in this place: whether the nation, or the kingdom, or the region of the Assyrians, or rather some man called by that name…2



…namque id satis per se obscurum est, simulque aliis quibusdam innexum atque implicatum est difficultatibus. B. Hieronymus vocem Assur interpretatus est regnum Assyriorum. Explanans enim verba illa: „Ex terra illa egressus est Assur,“ sic ait: „De terra illa Assyriorum pullulavit imperium, qui ex nomine Nini Beli filii Ninum condiderunt, urbem magnam, quam Hebraei appellant Niniue, ad cuius vel ruinam vel poenitentiam tota Ionae pertinet prophetia.“ Sic Hieronymus.
…for it is sufficiently obscure in itself, and is at the same time entangled and implicated with certain other difficulties. Blessed Jerome interpreted the word ‘Assur’ as the kingdom of the Assyrians. For in explaining those words, ‘Out of that land went forth Assur,’ he says thus: „From that land sprang up the empire of the Assyrians, who from the name of Ninus son of Belus founded Ninus, a great city, which the Hebrews call Niniue, to whose either ruin or repentance the whole prophecy of Jonah pertains.“ So far Jerome.3



GERARDUS autem Mercator voce Assur significari putat regionem Assyriorum, et Mosem his verbis significare Nemrod (quem ipse vult fuisse Ninum), postquam aedificaverat in terra Sennaar Babylonem, non contentum ditione et dominatione terrae Babylonicae inde ad alia regna acquirenda fuisse egressum. Itaque vox illa (Assur) Mercatori non significat virum aliquem, sicut plerique interpretati sunt, sed ipsam regionem Assyriae; „quid enim,“ ait ille, „magnum erat ac memorabile dicere de terra Babylonis egressum fuisse Ninum, cum ex ea omnes illi reges prodierint? Sed illis verbis significatur primum omnium Ninum non contentum paterno regno egressum finibus suis invasisse externa, aliena et longinqua regna: quod ante Ninum fecisse neminem tradit Iustinus.“ „Ante Ninum,“ inquit Iustinus, „fines imperii tueri magis quam proferre mos erat. Intra suam cuique patriam regna finiebantur. Primus omnium Ninus rex Assyriorum veterem et quasi avitum gentium morem nova imperii cupiditate mutavit. Hic primus intulit bella finitimis, et rudes adhuc ad resistendum populos ad Libyae terminos usque perdomuit. Domitis enim primo proximis, cum accessione virium ad alios fortiter transiret, et proxima quaeque victoria instrumentum insequentis esset, totius Orientis populos subegit.“ Ita Iustinus.
But Gerard Mercator thinks that by the word ‘Assur’ is signified the region of the Assyrians, and that Moses by these words signifies that Nemrod (whom he will have been Ninus), after he had built Babylon in the land of Sennaar, not content with the dominion and lordship of the Babylonian land, went forth thence to acquire other kingdoms. And so that word (Assur), to Mercator, does not signify some man, as most have interpreted, but the region of Assyria itself; „for what,“ says he, „great or memorable thing was it to say that Ninus had gone forth from the land of Babylon, since all those kings came forth from it? But by those words it is signified that first of all Ninus, not content with his father's kingdom, went out of his own borders and invaded external, foreign, and far-off kingdoms: which no one before Ninus did, as Justin hands down.“ „Before Ninus,“ says Justin, „it was the custom to guard rather than to extend the bounds of empire. The kingdoms of each were bounded within his own fatherland. First of all, Ninus king of the Assyrians changed the old and as it were ancestral custom of the nations by a new lust of empire. He first brought wars upon his neighbors, and subdued the peoples, still untrained to resist, as far as the bounds of Libya. For having first subdued the nearest, when with the accession of strength he passed bravely on to others, and each nearest victory was the instrument of the next, he subjugated the peoples of the whole East.“ So Justin.4



VERUM Mercatori communis Doctorum sententia dupliciter adversatur, tum quod eundem facit ipse Ninum atque Nemrod, quod falsum est et a nobis supra refutatum; tum quod vocabulo Assur non regionem Assyriae, ut expressit ipse, sed Assur filium Sem significari plerique arbitrantur. Audi Iosephum: „Sem,“ inquit, „tertio Noë filio, quinque fuere filii, qui Assyriam usque ad Indicum Oceanum incoluerunt, ab Euphrate propagandae ditionis initio facto; primus Elimus posteros reliquit Elimaeos, a quibus Persae originem traxerunt. Alter dictus Assur urbem Ninum condidit, et subditos de se Assyrios denominavit, quorum opes prae ceteris floruerunt.“ Idem sensit B. Augustinus in libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite tertio, cuius verba cum paulo superius commemorata sint, hic ea repetere non est necesse. Quin etiam B. Hieronymus in libro de locis Hebraicis vocem Assur exponit personam Assur, filium dico Sem, non autem regnum Assyriorum, ut in Traditionibus Hebraicis interpretatus fuerat. Non attinet plures afferre huius interpretationis probatores, cum Iosephum quasi ducem fere posteriores secuti sint.
But the common opinion of the Doctors is opposed to Mercator in two ways: both because he makes Ninus the same as Nemrod, which is false and refuted by us above; and because most judge that by the word ‘Assur’ is signified, not the region of Assyria, as he expressed, but Assur the son of Shem. Hear Josephus: „To Shem, the third son of Noah, there were five sons, who inhabited Assyria as far as the Indian Ocean, the beginning of extending their dominion being made from the Euphrates; the first, Elimus, left as descendants the Elimaeans, from whom the Persians drew their origin. The other, called Assur, founded the city Ninus, and named his subjects after himself Assyrians, whose wealth flourished above the rest.“ The same was the view of Blessed Augustine in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter three, whose words, since they were mentioned a little above, it is not necessary to repeat here. Moreover Blessed Jerome, in his book On the Hebrew Places, expounds the word ‘Assur’ as the person Assur — I mean the son of Shem — and not the kingdom of the Assyrians, as he had interpreted in the Hebrew Questions. It is not worthwhile to bring forward more approvers of this interpretation, since later writers have followed Josephus almost as their leader.5



MEA triplex est sententia. Primum equidem sentio Ninum regem Assyriorum non fuisse Assur filium Sem: tum quod Ninus fuit ex stirpe Cham, eius scilicet abnepos, fuit enim filius Beli quem nos supra ostendimus fuisse Nemrod nepotem ipsius Cham: quod si Ninus fuit abnepos Cham, non potuit esse filius Sem: tum quod Belus pater Nini vir fuit impius et parens idololatriae, ab eo enim Hieronymus et Cyrillus aliique primam idololatriae originem repetunt: at Sem pater Assur, non modo pius et sanctus vir fuit, verum etiam verae pietatis et religionis custos, doctor et propagator.
My opinion is threefold. First, indeed, I think that Ninus king of the Assyrians was not Assur the son of Shem: both because Ninus was of the stock of Cham — namely his great-great-grandson, for he was the son of Belus, whom we showed above to have been Nemrod the grandson of Cham himself; and if Ninus was the great-great-grandson of Cham, he could not be the son of Shem; and because Belus the father of Ninus was an impious man and the parent of idolatry — for from him Jerome and Cyril and others trace the first origin of idolatry — whereas Shem the father of Assur was not only a pious and holy man, but also a guardian, teacher, and propagator of true piety and religion.6



QUOD autem quidam ex ratione temporum evidenter concludi putat Ninum non fuisse Assur filium Sem, quod non potuisset Ninus vivere usque ad ortum Abrahae, ut a multis traditur, id est, per annos trecentos; hoc inquam non videtur satis firmum: cur enim incredibile sit Assur filium ipsius Sem, qui post diluvium generatus est, ultra ortum Abrahae, id est, ultra trecentos annos vixisse, cum frater eius Arphaxad, eiusque filius Sale et nepos Heber ultra quadringentos annos vitam prorogaverint, scilicet plus centum annis ultra ortum Abrahae?
But as for what some think can be evidently concluded from the reckoning of times — that Ninus was not Assur the son of Shem, because Ninus could not have lived down to the birth of Abraham, as is handed down by many, that is, for three hundred years — this, I say, does not seem firm enough: for why should it be incredible that Assur the son of Shem himself, who was begotten after the flood, lived beyond the birth of Abraham — that is, beyond three hundred years — when his brother Arphaxad, and his son Sale and grandson Heber, prolonged their lives beyond four hundred years, that is, more than a hundred years beyond the birth of Abraham?7



DEINDE censeo, si quis contendat vocabulo Assur significari Ninum regem Assyriorum, ei dicendum esse vocem Assur hoc loco non esse nomen proprium significans Assur filium Sem; iam enim ostensum est Ninum et Assur filium Sem plane diversos fuisse. Quapropter vox Assur hoc loco significat Assyrium vel regem Assyriorum; qua significatione usurpatur frequenter in sacris literis, ut supra indicavimus, idque liquet ex quarto libro Regum capite decimo quinto et Psalmo 82 et Isaia 10 et 31. Erit igitur sententia horum verborum, „Ex terra Sennaar egressum Assur,“ id est, Ninum regem Assyriorum non contentum Babylonico regno quod pater eius Belus fundaverat, ad alias gentes subiugandas aliaque regna capessenda processisse, et inter alia eius praeclara opera fuisse aedificationem Niniue civitatis magnae.
Next, I judge that, if anyone contends that by the word ‘Assur’ is signified Ninus king of the Assyrians, it must be said to him that the word ‘Assur’ in this place is not the proper name signifying Assur the son of Shem; for it has already been shown that Ninus and Assur the son of Shem were plainly different. Wherefore the word ‘Assur’ in this place signifies an Assyrian or the king of the Assyrians; in which signification it is frequently used in the sacred letters, as we indicated above, and this is clear from the fourth book of Kings, chapter fifteen, and Psalm 82, and Isaiah 10 and 31. The meaning of these words, then, ‘Out of the land of Sennaar went forth Assur,’ will be: that Ninus king of the Assyrians, not content with the Babylonian kingdom which his father Belus had founded, proceeded to subjugate other nations and seize other kingdoms, and that among his other illustrious works was the building of Niniue, a great city.8



ILLUD quoque arbitror, si qui nominatur hoc loco Assur fuit ille filius Sem (id quod multis placere video), quod subditur ab eo esse aedificatam Niniue, interpretandum esse quasi dictum per anticipationem. Ille enim Assur aedificavit eam urbem, quam Ninus multis post annis vel iam dirutam reficiens, vel ex parva amplissimam et magnificentissimis operibus ornatissimam efficiens, abolita prioris conditoris memoria priorique eius urbis appellatione, de suo nomine Niniue seu Ninum appellavit. Itaque quod hic dicitur: „Haec est civitas magna,“ non debet referri ad primam eius urbis originem, cum est aedificata ab Assur filio Sem, sed ad aedificationem eius a Nino profectam, vel ad magnitudinem eius qua erat eo tempore quo Moses hanc historiam scripsit; et ad hanc interpretationem sententia Iosephi, Hieronymi et Augustini accommodari potest.
This too I judge: that if the one named in this place ‘Assur’ was that son of Shem (which I see pleases many), then what is subjoined — that Niniue was built by him — must be interpreted as if said by anticipation. For that Assur built the city, which Ninus many years after — either repairing it when already ruined, or making it out of a small thing most ample and most adorned with most magnificent works — named after his own name Niniue or Ninus, the memory of the former founder and the former appellation of the city being abolished. And so what is here said, ‘This is the great city,’ ought not to be referred to the first origin of the city, when it was built by Assur the son of Shem, but to its building set on foot by Ninus, or to its magnitude such as it was at the time when Moses wrote this history; and to this interpretation the opinion of Josephus, Jerome, and Augustine can be accommodated.9



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 5 (title): the identity of Assur, founder of Nineveh, and the Assyrian kingdom. ↩
	§79. Disp. 5 opens: does ‘Assur’ (Gen 10:11) mean the nation/kingdom/region of the Assyrians, or a man of that name? (continues p. 433). ↩
	§79 (cont.). The question is obscure and entangled. Jerome reads ‘Assur’ as the kingdom of the Assyrians: from that land sprang the Assyrian empire, which named Nineveh after Ninus son of Belus — the city of Jonah's prophecy. Margin: Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis. ↩
	§79 (cont.). Mercator: ‘Assur’ = the region of Assyria, and the verse means Nemrod (= his Ninus), not content with Babylon, went out to conquer other kingdoms; it names no man but the region. He cites Justin: before Ninus, kings only guarded their borders; Ninus first, from lust of empire, made wars on neighbors and subdued the whole East to Libya. Margins: Mercator's Chronology; Justin, opening of bk. 1; Ninus. ↩
	§79 (concl.). The common view refutes Mercator twice: he wrongly equates Ninus with Nemrod (already refuted), and most take ‘Assur’ as Assur son of Shem, not the region. Josephus: Shem's son Assur founded Nineveh and named the Assyrians after himself; so too Augustine (City of God 16.3) and Jerome (On Hebrew Places, correcting his Hebrew Questions). Later writers follow Josephus as their guide. Margins: Josephus, Antiquities; Augustine; Jerome. ↩
	§80. Pererius's threefold opinion. (1) Ninus ≠ Assur son of Shem: Ninus was of Cham's stock (great-great-grandson, son of Belus = Nemrod, Cham's grandson), so cannot be Shem's son; and Belus was impious, the parent of idolatry (Jerome, Cyril), whereas Shem (Assur's father) was holy, a guardian and teacher of true religion. Margins: Ninus was not Assur son of Shem; Jerome; Cyril. ↩
	§80 (cont.). Pererius rejects one chronological argument: that Ninus ≠ Assur son of Shem because Ninus could not have lived 300 yrs to Abraham's birth — this is not firm, since Assur's relatives Arphaxad, Sale, and Heber lived 400+ yrs (over 100 yrs past Abraham's birth). ↩
	§80 (concl.). (2) If ‘Assur’ means Ninus, then it is not the proper name (Assur son of Shem) — since Ninus and that Assur are distinct — but ‘an Assyrian’ or ‘king of the Assyrians’ (a frequent scriptural usage; 2 Kgs 15, Ps 83/82, Isa 10 & 31). So the verse = Ninus, not content with his father Belus's Babylon, went out to conquer other nations, among his works building great Nineveh. ↩
	§81. (3) If ‘Assur’ is Shem's son (as many prefer), then ‘he built Nineveh’ is by anticipation: Assur built the city, which Ninus long after rebuilt/enlarged and renamed after himself (Niniue/Ninus), erasing the first founder's memory. ‘This is the great city’ refers not to Assur's first founding but to Ninus's building, or to its size in Moses's day — fitting Josephus, Jerome, and Augustine. (Disp. 6 begins next page.) ↩
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SIXTH DISPUTATION. On the Kings of the Assyrians.1
SEXTA DISPUTATIO. De Regibus Assyriorum.



CETERUM quia hoc loco aperit sacra scriptura primam originem regum et regni Assyriorum, non fuerit alienum nos etiam ea de re nonnihil attingere. „Ninum fuisse primum Assyriorum regem atque monarcham, omnes,“ inquit Hieronymus, „tam Graecae quam Latinae narrant historiae.“ Et ante Ninum quidem pater eius Belus, ut tradunt fere scriptores Ecclesiastici, Babylone regnaverat sexaginta quinque annos: sed eo tantum regno et quidem permodico contentus fuit: vir non tam sua gloria clarus, quam Nini filii amplitudine imperii et rerum gestarum fama nobilitatus, maxime vero quod primus omnium mortalium a filio Nino in Deos relatus, et pro Deo publice coli iussus est: ex quo primum initium publicae idololatriae factum esse creditur.
But because in this place sacred Scripture discloses the first origin of the kings and kingdom of the Assyrians, it will not be amiss for us also to touch somewhat upon that matter. „That Ninus was the first king and monarch of the Assyrians, all,“ says Jerome, „both Greek and Latin histories relate.“ And before Ninus indeed his father Belus, as nearly all the ecclesiastical writers hand down, had reigned at Babylon for sixty-five years: but he was content with that kingdom only, and that a very small one: a man renowned not so much by his own glory as ennobled by the greatness of his son Ninus's empire and by the fame of his deeds; but most of all because he was the first of all mortals to be enrolled among the gods by his son Ninus, and ordered to be publicly worshipped as a god: from which the first beginning of public idolatry is believed to have been made.2



CUM autem Abraham natus esse dicatur anno quadragesimo tertio imperii Nini, et, ut ex ipsa scriptura colligitur, anno ducentesimo nonagesimo secundo post diluvium, hinc efficitur Belum, qui sexaginta quinque annos regnavit ante Ninum, iniisse regnum anno post diluvium centesimo octogesimo quarto, obiisse autem anno ducentesimo quinquagesimo. Ex quo potest obiter redargui manifestus in Chronologia error cuiusdam Thali scriptoris pervetusti, quem tamen errorem secutus est Theophilus scriptor Ecclesiasticus in libro de Temporibus, et Lactantius sub finem primi libri.
But since Abraham is said to have been born in the forty-third year of Ninus's empire, and, as is gathered from Scripture itself, in the 292nd year after the flood, it follows from this that Belus, who reigned sixty-five years before Ninus, entered upon his kingdom in the 184th year after the flood, and died in the 250th. From which there can incidentally be refuted a manifest error in chronology of a certain Thalus, a very ancient writer, which error, however, Theophilus, an ecclesiastical writer, followed in his book On Times, and Lactantius near the end of the first book.3



PRODIDIT Thalus Belum patrem Nini fuisse synchronon et aequalem Saturni, et praecessisse bellum Troianum annis duntaxat trecentis viginti duobus. Ponam hic sententiam Thali, ut eam refert Lactantius his verbis: „Theophilus in libro de Temporibus ad Autolycum scripto, ait in historia sua Thalum dicere, quod Belus, quem Babylonii et Assyrii colunt, antiquior Troiano bello fuisse inveniatur trecentis viginti duobus annis. Belum autem Saturni aequalem fuisse, et utrumque uno tempore adolevisse. Quod adeo verum est, ut ratione ipsa colligi possit. Nam et Agamemnon qui gessit bellum Troianum, Iovis abnepos fuit, et Achilles Aiaxque pronepotes, et Ulysses eodem gradu proximus. Ab excidio autem Troianae urbis colliguntur anni mille quadringenti septuaginta. Ex hac temporum ratione manifestum est, ante annos non amplius mille octingentos natum esse Saturnum, qui et Sator omnium Deorum fuisse dicitur.“ Sic Lactantius.
Thalus handed down that Belus the father of Ninus was contemporary and coeval with Saturn, and preceded the Trojan War by only three hundred and twenty-two years. I shall set down here the opinion of Thalus, as Lactantius reports it in these words: „Theophilus, in his book On Times written to Autolycus, says that in his history Thalus states that Belus, whom the Babylonians and Assyrians worship, is found to have been older than the Trojan War by three hundred and twenty-two years; and that Belus was coeval with Saturn, and both grew up at one time. Which is so true that it can be gathered by reckoning itself. For Agamemnon, who waged the Trojan War, was the great-great-grandson of Jupiter, and Achilles and Ajax great-grandsons, and Ulysses next in the same degree. And from the destruction of the city of Troy 1,470 years are reckoned. From this reckoning of times it is manifest that not more than 1,800 years ago Saturn was born, who is also said to have been the Sower (Sator) of all the gods.“ So far Lactantius.4



VERUM sententia istorum magnum continet in Chronologia errorem. Etenim Diodorus Siculus libro tertio capite sexto affirmat a Nino usque rege ad bellum Troianum mille annos praeteriisse: idemque posset ex sacris literis ostendi. Belus enim centum et octo annis ante ortum Abrahae regnare coepit; ab ortu porro Abrahae usque…
But the opinion of these men contains a great error in chronology. For Diodorus Siculus, in the third book, chapter six, affirms that from king Ninus down to the Trojan War a thousand years passed: and the same could be shown from the sacred letters. For Belus began to reign 108 years before the birth of Abraham; and from the birth of Abraham down to…5



…ad egressum Hebraeorum ex Aegypto numerantur quinque et quingenti anni; post id vero temporis, annis plus trecentis bellum fuit Troianum, quod nos alio loco vel in principatum Samsonis, vel in Heli pontificatum incidisse demonstravimus.
…the going-out of the Hebrews from Egypt, 505 years are reckoned; and after that time, by more than 300 years, was the Trojan War, which we have shown in another place to have fallen either in the rule of Samson or in the pontificate of Heli.6



SED redeo ad Ninum. Hic primus regum omnium scriptores rerum suarum nactus est, ut ait Diodorus, quod primam in terris maximeque diuturnam atque amplissimam, quae Assyriorum appellata est, monarchiam condiderit; quam et ipse, et post ipsum uxor eius Semiramis adeo prolataverunt, ut eos imperasse toti Asiae, quanta scilicet iacet inter Tanaim et Nilum, perdomito Oriente usque ad Indos et usque ad Libyam prolato dominatu, gravissimi auctores Diodorus, Iustinus, B. Hieronymus et Augustinus tradiderint. Quocirca valde miror Dionysium Halicarnasseum, peracris limatique iudicii et exquisitae diligentiae scriptorem, Assyriorum imperium tam modicis regionibus determinasse, ut in primo libro Romanarum antiquitatum scriptum reliquerit Assyriorum imperium modica tantum Assyriae parte fuisse contentum: „Antiquum,“ inquit, „illud Assyriorum imperium retro ad fabulosa usque pertingens tempora, modicam quandam Assyriae partem obtinuit: hoc in Medos translatum et auctum etiam opibus non longo duravit tempore, in quartam aetatem definens. Persae porro Medis devictis, Asia quidem pene tota potiti sunt.“ Sic ille.
But I return to Ninus. He, the first of all kings, obtained writers of his deeds, as Diodorus says, because he founded the first and longest-lasting and most ample monarchy in the lands, which was called that of the Assyrians; which both he, and after him his wife Semiramis, so extended, that those most weighty authors Diodorus, Justin, Blessed Jerome, and Augustine have handed down that they ruled over all Asia — as much, namely, as lies between the Tanais and the Nile — the East being subdued, their dominion carried as far as the Indians and as far as Libya. Wherefore I greatly wonder that Dionysius of Halicarnassus, a writer of very sharp and polished judgment and exquisite diligence, bounded the Assyrian empire by such modest regions, that in the first book of the Roman Antiquities he left it written that the Assyrian empire was content with only a modest part of Assyria: „That ancient empire of the Assyrians,“ he says, „reaching back to fabulous times, held a certain modest part of Assyria: this, transferred to the Medes and increased also in wealth, lasted no long time, ending in the fourth generation. The Persians, moreover, having conquered the Medes, possessed almost all Asia.“ So he.7



SICUT Ninum huius monarchiae primum regem faciunt auctores, ita novissimum statuunt Sardanapalum. Et intermedii quidem nullis virtutibus nullisque rebus gestis memorabiles, pariter quoque indecores atque incelebres fuerunt; Sardanapalus vero non minus flagitiis et muliebri desidia atque mollitie luxuque, quam alii praeclare factis, nobilitatus et a scriptoribus celebratus est.
Just as the authors make Ninus the first king of this monarchy, so they set Sardanapalus as the last. And the intermediate kings indeed, memorable for no virtues and no deeds, were likewise undistinguished and uncelebrated; but Sardanapalus was made notable and celebrated by the writers no less for his disgraces and womanish sloth and softness and luxury than others for illustrious deeds.8



QUOT porro fuerint huius Monarchiae reges a Nino usque ad Sardanapalum, variant scriptorum sententiae. Etenim Velleius Paterculus priori libro recenset triginta tres, et in his illud permirum fuisse ait: quod semper filius in regnum successerit patri. Eusebius in Chronico sex et triginta annotavit. Paulus Orosius primo libro numerat quinquaginta. Verum Diodorus, auctore Ctesia, triginta duntaxat reges commemorat. Sed enim quot fuerint in hac Monarchia reges, plures ne an pauciores, haud magni est momenti perceptum habere, praesertim vero prout huius Monarchiae explicatio ad sacrae historiae et Chronologiae cognitionem potest conducere. Illud sane maioris est momenti, quamdiu ea Monarchia steterit, exploratum et compertum habere. Quamobrem etiam de hoc in praesentia breviter quidem, sed non indiligenter disputandum est.
How many, moreover, were the kings of this Monarchy from Ninus down to Sardanapalus, the opinions of the writers vary. For Velleius Paterculus in the first book reckons thirty-three, and says that among them this was very wonderful: that always a son succeeded a father in the kingdom. Eusebius in the Chronicle noted thirty-six. Paulus Orosius in the first book counts fifty. But Diodorus, on the authority of Ctesias, mentions only thirty kings. But how many kings there were in this Monarchy, whether more or fewer, is of no great importance to know, especially in so far as the unfolding of this Monarchy can contribute to the knowledge of sacred history and chronology. That, indeed, is of greater importance: to have explored and ascertained how long that Monarchy stood. Wherefore on this too we must now dispute, briefly indeed, but not carelessly.9



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 6 (title): the kings of the Assyrians. ↩
	§82. Disp. 6 opens. Jerome: all histories make Ninus the first Assyrian king. His father Belus had reigned 65 yrs at Babylon (content with that small realm), ennobled by his son's empire — and notably the first mortal deified (by his son Ninus) and publicly worshipped: held to be the first origin of public idolatry. Margins: Jerome on Hosea 2; what kind of man Belus was, how long he reigned, and that he was the first mortal worshipped as a god. ↩
	§83. Chronology: Abraham born in Ninus's 43rd yr = yr 292 after the flood; so Belus (reigning 65 yrs before Ninus) began yr 184 and died yr 250. This refutes the chronological error of the ancient Thalus, followed by Theophilus (On Times) and Lactantius (end of bk. 1). ↩
	§84. The false dating: Thalus made Belus coeval with Saturn, preceding the Trojan War by only 322 yrs (quoted via Lactantius/Theophilus, On Times to Autolycus). The reckoning by the generations of Agamemnon, Achilles, Ajax, Ulysses (descendants of Jupiter) puts the fall of Troy 1,470 yrs back and Saturn's birth ~1,800 yrs ago. Margins: on the time of Belus — the false opinion of Thalus, Theophilus, and Lactantius. ↩
	§85. Refutation: Diodorus (bk. 3 ch. 6) makes 1,000 yrs from Ninus to the Trojan War (provable from Scripture too): Belus began 108 yrs before Abraham's birth (continues p. 436). Margin: Diodorus. ↩
	§85 (concl.). From Abraham's birth to the Exodus = 505 yrs; the Trojan War came 300+ yrs later, falling (shown elsewhere) in Samson's rule or Heli's pontificate — refuting Thalus's much shorter span. ↩
	§86. Ninus, first king to have his own historians (Diodorus), founded the first, longest, greatest monarchy (Assyria); he and Semiramis extended it over all Asia (Tanais to Nile, to the Indians and Libya) — per Diodorus, Justin, Jerome, Augustine. Pererius marvels that Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Roman Antiquities bk. 1) confined the Assyrian empire to a small part of Assyria, transferred to the Medes (lasting to the 4th generation) then to the Persians. Margins: how great Ninus's Assyrian empire was; Diodorus bk. 3; Justin bk. 1; Jerome on Hosea 2; Augustine, City of God 16.17 & 18.22; a remark on Dionysius of Halicarnassus. ↩
	§87. Ninus the first king, Sardanapalus the last; the kings between were undistinguished, while Sardanapalus became notorious for his disgraceful sloth, softness, and luxury. ↩
	§88. The number of Assyrian kings (Ninus→Sardanapalus) varies: Velleius Paterculus 33 (marveling that always son succeeded father), Eusebius 36, Orosius 50, Diodorus/Ctesias 30. The number matters little; more important is how long the Monarchy stood — the next topic. Margins: how many kings of the Assyrians from Ninus to Sardanapalus; Velleius Paterculus; Eusebius; Orosius; Diodorus. ↩




SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How long the Monarchy of the Assyrians stood

LatineEnglish


SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How long the Monarchy of the Assyrians stood.1
SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. Quamdiu steterit Monarchia Assyriorum.



DE duratione et diuturnitate Monarchiae Assyriorum, quantum scilicet temporis a Nino usque ad Sardanapalum effluxerit, varie admodum tam profani quam Ecclesiastici scriptores senserunt atque literis prodiderunt. In epistola quam scripsit Alexander Magnus ad matrem suam Olympiadem, cuius Epistolae memoria extat apud B. Augustinum libro 12 de Civitate Dei cap. 10, inducitur quidam Aegyptius ex sacris Aegyptiorum libris confirmans regnum Assyriorum quinque millia annorum excessisse. Verum et hoc, ut alia Aegyptiorum figmenta, cum irrisione contemptuque reiiciatur. Liquet enim vel ab ipso mundi exordio ad Magnum usque Alexandrum minus tria millia et octingentos praeteriisse annos.
Concerning the duration and length of the Monarchy of the Assyrians — namely, how much time elapsed from Ninus down to Sardanapalus — both profane and ecclesiastical writers have thought and committed to writing very variously. In the letter which Alexander the Great wrote to his mother Olympias — the record of which letter is extant in Blessed Augustine, book 12 of the City of God, chapter 10 — a certain Egyptian is brought in, confirming from the sacred books of the Egyptians that the kingdom of the Assyrians exceeded five thousand years. But this too, like the other fictions of the Egyptians, is to be rejected with derision and contempt. For it is clear that even from the very beginning of the world down to Alexander the Great fewer than three thousand eight hundred years passed.2



IOSEPHUS primo libro Antiquitatum tradit, vivente Abraham, imperium Asiae penes Assyrios fuisse: idemque libro decimo ait regnum Assyriorum circa regis Ezechiae tempora eversum esse. Si quis autem ab ortu Abrahae ad primordia usque regni Ezechiae, secundum sacram Chronologiam, tempora percenseat, annos comperiet mille ducentos et septuaginta quinque: quibus si addantur quadraginta duo anni regis Nini ante ortum Abrahae (namque inter scriptores Ecclesiasticos fere convenit post quadragesimum secundum Nini regis imperii annum Abraham esse natum) statues ex sententia Iosephi Assyriorum imperium stetisse annis mille trecentis et decem ac septem. Sed enim idem libro nono significat regnante Ioathan Nahum prophetasse excidium Assyriorum, idque evenisse annis post id tempus centum quindecim, quorum annorum finis competit in primordia regni Manassis, ex quo fieret stetisse illud regnum annis circiter mille trecentis quinquaginta.
Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, hands down that, while Abraham was living, the empire of Asia was in the hands of the Assyrians; and the same writer in the tenth book says that the kingdom of the Assyrians was overthrown about the times of king Hezekiah. But if one should reckon the times from the birth of Abraham down to the beginnings of the reign of Hezekiah, according to sacred chronology, he will find 1,275 years; to which if there be added the forty-two years of king Ninus before the birth of Abraham (for among ecclesiastical writers it is generally agreed that Abraham was born after the forty-second year of king Ninus's empire), you will conclude, according to Josephus's opinion, that the Assyrian empire stood for 1,317 years. But the same writer in the ninth book signifies that, while Joatham reigned, Nahum prophesied the destruction of the Assyrians, and that this happened 115 years after that time, the end of which years falls at the beginning of the reign of Manasseh; from which it would follow that that kingdom stood for about 1,350 years.3



HERODOTUS illud tantum prodidit, Assyrios imperio Asiae per quingentos annos esse potitos. Diodorus Siculus, Ctesiam ut solet auctorem secutus, regno Assyriorum assignat annos mille trecentos et sexaginta. Nec aliud profecto idem Diodorus significare voluit, cum extremis verbis septimi capitis libri tertii scripsit Assyrios regnasse per annos mille et quadringentos, scilicet quadringentos intelligens minime completos. Illud quoque ab eodem Diodoro ibidem scriptum legimus, Theutamo vigesimo Assyriorum rege imperante, iam mille annis imperii Assyriaci transactis, evenisse bellum Troianum. Ex quo efficitur, cum bellum Troianum trecentis sexaginta annis contigerit post egressum Hebraeorum ex Aegypto duce Mose, ut alibi ostendimus, exordium imperii Assyriorum fuisse centum quadraginta annis ante ortum Abrahae; hoc est, centum quin[quaginta]…
Herodotus handed down only this, that the Assyrians held the empire of Asia for five hundred years. Diodorus Siculus, following Ctesias as his authority as he is wont, assigns to the kingdom of the Assyrians 1,360 years. Nor indeed did the same Diodorus mean anything else, when in the last words of the seventh chapter of the third book he wrote that the Assyrians reigned for 1,400 years — understanding, namely, the four hundred as by no means completed. We read also written by the same Diodorus, in the same place, that while Theutamus the twentieth king of the Assyrians was reigning, a thousand years of the Assyrian empire having already passed, the Trojan War occurred. From which it follows — since the Trojan War happened 360 years after the going-out of the Hebrews from Egypt under the leadership of Moses, as we have shown elsewhere — that the beginning of the Assyrian empire was 140 years before the birth of Abraham; that is, 150 [years after the flood]…4



…centum quinquaginta post diluvium. Velleius Paterculus regno Assyriorum attribuit mille septuaginta annos, Iustinus vero mille trecentos.
…150 years after the flood. Velleius Paterculus attributes to the kingdom of the Assyrians 1,070 years, but Justin 1,300.5



EUSEBIUS, quem secutus est Augustinus, S. Hieronymus, Cyrillus, Isidorus, Beda, aliique quam plurimi, durationem imperii Assyriorum mille ducentis et quadraginta annis definierunt. Paulus Orosius primo libro mille centum sexaginta annos huic imperio tribuit. Verum non satis constanter ea de re variis locis loqui videtur Orosius. Siquidem libro 1 cap. 12 a primo rege Assyriorum Nino usque ad ultimum regem Sardanapalum recenset annos mille centum sexaginta. In capite autem 4 eiusdem libri ait hoc imperium coepisse annis ante Romam conditam mille trecentis, desiisse vero ante fundatam Romam annis sexaginta quatuor. At enim duo haec posteriora primum illud Orosii dictum prorsus evertunt. Ex his enim necessario concluditur stetisse imperium Assyriorum mille ducentis triginta sex annis, non autem, ut ipse tradidit, annis mille centum sexaginta.
Eusebius — whom Augustine, Saint Jerome, Cyril, Isidore, Bede, and very many others followed — defined the duration of the Assyrian empire as 1,240 years. Paulus Orosius in the first book attributes to this empire 1,160 years. But Orosius does not seem to speak consistently enough on this matter in various places. For in book 1, chapter 12, he reckons from the first Assyrian king Ninus down to the last king Sardanapalus 1,160 years. But in chapter 4 of the same book he says this empire began 1,300 years before Rome was founded, and ended 64 years before Rome's founding. But these two latter statements wholly overturn that first saying of Orosius. For from them it is necessarily concluded that the Assyrian empire stood 1,236 years, and not, as he handed down, 1,160 years.6



BEATUS porro Augustinus libro 16 de Civitate Dei cap. 17 scribit regnum Assyriorum incepisse mille ducentis quadraginta annis ante Romam, desiisse autem eodem propemodum tempore quo Roma est condita, regnante in tribu Iuda Achaz vel Ezechia, ut tradit ipsemet Augustinus libro 18 cap. 22. Sed haec Augustini sententia non satis constat. Ab ortu enim Abrahae usque ad initium regni Ezechiae sacra Chronologia annos mille ducentos et octoginta continet: quibus si addas quadraginta annos regni Nini ante ortum Abrahae, quos ponit etiam Augustinus libro 16 cap. 17 eiusdem operis, colliges annos imperii Assyriaci mille trecentos viginti. Vel igitur tot annos ei regno tribuere debet Augustinus, vel fateri octoginta annis ante regnum Ezechiae (cuius anno decimo sexto condita est Roma) cecidisse regnum Assyriorum: ut hac ratione principium eius regni statuatur ducentesimo quinquagesimo anno post diluvium, finis autem eius signetur in quarto anno regis Azariae. Atque hoc dicimus secundum opinionem fere scriptoribus Ecclesiasticis probatam, qui Monarchiam Assyriorum mille ducentis quadraginta annis circumscribunt, eiusque initium statuunt quadraginta duobus annis ante ortum Abrahae.
Blessed Augustine, moreover, in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 17, writes that the kingdom of the Assyrians began 1,240 years before Rome, and ended at almost the same time as Rome was founded, while in the tribe of Judah Ahaz or Hezekiah reigned, as Augustine himself hands down in book 18, chapter 22. But this opinion of Augustine is not consistent enough. For from the birth of Abraham down to the beginning of Hezekiah's reign sacred chronology contains 1,280 years; to which if you add the forty years of Ninus's reign before Abraham's birth, which Augustine too sets down in book 16 chapter 17 of the same work, you will gather 1,320 years of the Assyrian empire. Either, therefore, Augustine ought to attribute so many years to that kingdom, or to admit that 80 years before Hezekiah's reign (in whose sixteenth year Rome was founded) the Assyrian kingdom fell: so that by this reckoning the beginning of its reign is set at the 250th year after the flood, and its end marked in the fourth year of king Azariah. And this we say according to the opinion approved by nearly all ecclesiastical writers, who circumscribe the Assyrian Monarchy within 1,240 years, and set its beginning at 42 years before the birth of Abraham.7



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 7 (title): the duration of the Assyrian Monarchy. ↩
	§89. Disp. 7 opens: estimates of the Assyrian Monarchy's duration vary widely. Alexander's letter to Olympias (in Augustine, City of God 12.10) cites an Egyptian's claim from sacred books that the kingdom exceeded 5,000 yrs — rejected with the other Egyptian fictions, since from the world's start to Alexander was under 3,800 yrs. Margins: Letter of Alexander the Great to his mother Olympias; Augustine. ↩
	§90. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1): Asia was under the Assyrians in Abraham's lifetime; (bk. 10) the kingdom fell ~Hezekiah's time. Abraham's birth to Hezekiah's reign = 1,275 yrs; +42 yrs of Ninus before Abraham = 1,317 yrs total. But (bk. 9) Nahum prophesied under Joatham, the fall coming 115 yrs later (~start of Manasseh's reign) = ~1,350 yrs. Margin: Josephus. ↩
	§91. Herodotus (bk. 1): Assyrians held Asia 500 yrs. Diodorus/Ctesias (bk. 3 ch. 6): 1,360 yrs (or '1,400,' the 400 incomplete). Diodorus: under Theutamus, the 20th king, 1,000 yrs into the empire, came the Trojan War — which fell 360 yrs after the Exodus, so the Assyrian empire began 140 yrs before Abraham's birth (continues p. 438). Margins: Herodotus bk. 1; Diodorus bk. 3 ch. 6. ↩
	§91 (concl.). So the empire began 150 yrs after the flood. Other figures: Velleius Paterculus 1,070 yrs; Justin 1,300. Margins: Velleius Paterculus bk. 1; Justin bk. 1. ↩
	§92. Eusebius (followed by Augustine, Jerome, Cyril, Isidore, Bede, etc.): 1,240 yrs. Orosius (bk. 1): inconsistent — ch. 12 says 1,160 yrs (Ninus→Sardanapalus); but ch. 4 says it began 1,300 yrs before Rome and ended 64 yrs before Rome = 1,236 yrs, overturning his own 1,160. Margins: Eusebius; Augustine; Jerome; Cyril; Isidore; Bede; Orosius; a remark on Orosius. ↩
	§93. Augustine (City of God 16.17): the kingdom began 1,240 yrs before Rome, ended ~Rome's founding under Ahaz/Hezekiah (18.22). But this is inconsistent: Abraham's birth to Hezekiah = 1,280 yrs, +40 of Ninus = 1,320, not 1,240. So either 1,320 yrs, or the fall was 80 yrs before Hezekiah (Rome founded in Hezekiah's 16th yr) — placing the start at yr 250 after the flood and the end in Azariah's 4th yr. This follows the common ecclesiastical view: 1,240 yrs, beginning 42 yrs before Abraham. Margins: Augustine; a remark on Augustine's opinion. ↩
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EIGHTH DISPUTATION. How long the city of Niniue stood.1
OCTAVA DISPUTATIO. Quamdiu steterit urbs Niniue.



EXPOSUI breviter aliorum sententias de duratione imperii Assyriorum. Sequitur ut, quamdiu steterit urbs Niniue caput eius imperii et sedes regia, et quo tempore primum ceciderit et funditus eversa sit, pari et iam brevitate dicamus…
I have briefly set forth the opinions of others concerning the duration of the Assyrian empire. It follows that, with equal brevity, we now say how long the city of Niniue stood — the head of that empire and the royal seat — and at what time it first fell and was utterly overthrown…2



Herodotus libro 1 scribit Cyaxarem Medorum regem regnasse quadraginta annis, et extremo fere principatu expugnasse Niniue: proximum autem in imperio successorem Cyaxaris facit Astyagem, eique quinque et triginta regni annos assignat. Astyagi porro successisse ait Cyrum, cuius primo imperii anno solutam ab eo esse captivitatem Babylonicam ex sacris literis didicimus. Ex his concluditur, secundum Chronologiam Herodoti, Niniue subversam esse intra septuaginta illos captivitatis Babylonicae annos.
Herodotus in book 1 writes that Cyaxares king of the Medes reigned forty years, and near the end of his rule took Niniue by storm: and he makes Astyages the next successor of Cyaxares in the empire, and assigns him thirty-five years of reign. He says, moreover, that Cyrus succeeded Astyages, in whose first year of empire the Babylonian captivity was released by him, as we have learned from the sacred letters. From these things it is concluded, according to the chronology of Herodotus, that Niniue was overthrown within those seventy years of the Babylonian captivity.3



COMMUNIS sententia est Niniue destructam esse cum Sardanapalus ab Arbace vel Arbaco Medorum praefecto victus et voluntaria morte defunctus est, quemadmodum tradunt Diodorus libro 3 cap. 7 et Strabo libro 16, necnon et Eusebius atque complures alii Eusebium secuti. Verum quia Sardanapalus eo tempore fuit quo apud Iudaeos regnabat Ozias, secundum Diodorum autem longe post, regnante scilicet Manasse, ut supra diximus: hinc fit ut secundum Eusebium Niniue corruerit regnante Ozia, plus autem centum annis post regnante Manasse subversa sit secundum Diodorum. Iosephus, ut paulo supra indicavimus, cum dicat libro nono regnante Ioathan excidium urbis Niniue praedictum fuisse a propheta Nahum, idque centum et quindecim annis post contigisse, necessario debet casum et ruinam civitatis Niniue in tempus regni Manassis conferre.
The common opinion is that Niniue was destroyed when Sardanapalus, conquered by Arbaces or Arbacus the prefect of the Medes, died a voluntary death, as Diodorus hands down in book 3, chapter 7, and Strabo in book 16, and also Eusebius and very many others following Eusebius. But because Sardanapalus was at the time when Ozias reigned among the Jews, but according to Diodorus long after, namely while Manasseh reigned, as we said above: hence it comes about that, according to Eusebius, Niniue fell while Ozias reigned, but according to Diodorus was overthrown more than a hundred years after, while Manasseh reigned. Josephus, as we indicated a little above, since he says in the ninth book that, while Joatham reigned, the destruction of the city Niniue was foretold by the prophet Nahum, and that this happened 115 years after, must necessarily refer the fall and ruin of the city Niniue to the time of the reign of Manasseh.4



SANCTUS Hieronymus in Praefatione Commentariorum suorum in Ionam prodidit eversam fuisse Niniue secundum Graecam historiam (id est secundum Herodotum) regnante apud Medos Astyage: secundum autem sacram Chronologiam, regnante apud Iudaeos Iosia; quae sententia non satis constare sibi nec secum ipsa cohaerere videtur. Primo, secundum Herodotum, non Astyages sed pater eius Cyaxares expugnavit Niniue. Sed fortasse, quia scribit Herodotus sub finem imperii Cyaxaris accidisse expugnationem Niniue, conici posset illam quidem fuisse inchoatam a Cyaxare, sed ab Astyage perfectam. Deinde sumit quasi certum Beatus Hieronymus aequalem Iosiae fuisse Astyagem et eodem tempore regnasse; quod non incertum modo, sed etiam falsum videri posset. Astyages enim regnare coepit triginta quinque annis ante Cyrum, id est, ante solutionem Babylonicae captivitatis; Iosias vero mortuus est nonaginta circiter annis priusquam ea captivitas solveretur. Quid, quod idem Sanctus Hieronymus in Praefatione sua in prophetam Nahum scriptum reliquit Nahum, regnante Ezechia, iam decem tribubus in captivitatem ductis, prophetasse Niniue subvertendam a Chaldaeis; at enim qui primus Chaldaicum imperium auxit et extulit, aliquot annis post Iosiam, fuit rex Nabuchodonosor.
Saint Jerome, in the Preface of his Commentaries on Jonah, handed down that Niniue was overthrown, according to Greek history (that is, according to Herodotus), while Astyages reigned among the Medes; but according to sacred chronology, while Josiah reigned among the Jews — which opinion does not seem consistent enough with itself, nor to cohere with itself. First, according to Herodotus, not Astyages but his father Cyaxares stormed Niniue. But perhaps, because Herodotus writes that the storming of Niniue happened near the end of Cyaxares's reign, it might be conjectured that it was indeed begun by Cyaxares but completed by Astyages. Next, Blessed Jerome takes as certain that Astyages was contemporary with Josiah and reigned at the same time; which might seem not only uncertain but even false. For Astyages began to reign thirty-five years before Cyrus, that is, before the release of the Babylonian captivity; but Josiah died about ninety years before that captivity was released. What of the fact that the same Saint Jerome, in his Preface on the prophet Nahum, left it written that Nahum, while Hezekiah reigned, the ten tribes having already been led into captivity, prophesied that Niniue would be overthrown by the Chaldeans — whereas he who first increased and exalted the Chaldean empire, some years after Josiah, was king Nabuchodonosor?5



HEBRAEI in sua maiori Chronologia, quam appellat Seder-Holam, cap. 24, tradunt Niniue subactam esse a rege Nabuchodonosor primo regni eius anno; idemque significasse videtur Beda in libro de sex aetatibus Mundi…
The Hebrews, in their greater Chronology, which one calls Seder-Holam, chapter 24, hand down that Niniue was subdued by king Nabuchodonosor in the first year of his reign; and Bede seems to have signified the same in his book On the Six Ages of the World…6



Atque haec fere sunt quae ab aliis de tempore quo perduravit imperium Assyriorum et quo urbs Niniue stetit, disputata et literis prodita reperi.
And these are nearly all the things which I have found disputed and committed to writing by others concerning the time during which the Assyrian empire endured and during which the city Niniue stood.7



NON erit, opinor, non gratum lectori, si eum in tanta opinionum varietate, reique ob vetustatem abstrusissimae obscuritate, nostri quoque iudicii ac sententiae participem faciamus. Ego ita sentio: si loquamur de ultima et perfecta regni Assyriorum eversione et civitatis Niniue ruina, postquam scilicet eversionem Assyrii nec amplum nec potens et florens imperium unquam obtinuerint, nec urbs Niniue magnitudine et frequentia floruerit; si de hoc, inquam, loquamur excidio Assyriorum, non dubitabo dicere omnes supra expositas auctorum sententias esse falsas. Hanc meam opinionem persuadere lectori divinarum literarum non imperito ac rudi facillimum fuerit. Namque, ut ordiar ab Eusebio (quem complures Ecclesiastici scriptores secuti sunt), cum is tribuat regno Assyriorum a Nino usque ad Sardanapalum mille ducentos quadraginta annos, necesse est finem eius regni eum ponere in septimo anno regni Oziae regis Iuda. Si quis enim ab hoc septimo anno Oziae, retro secundum sacram Chronologiam recurrens ad primum usque Nini annum, interlapsos colligat annos, reperiet illos mille ducentos quadraginta, quos Eusebius adscribit regno Assyriorum: videlicet quadraginta duos annos regis Nini ante ortum Abrahae; ab ortu Abrahae usque ad Hebraeorum egressum ex Aegypto, quingentos quinque; hinc usque ad quartum annum regis Salomonis, quo anno templum aedificari coeptum est, quadringentos octoginta; ab hoc quarto anno regis Salomonis usque ad septimum Oziae, ducentos tredecim. Ex supradictis omnibus annis conficitur ea, quam dixi, summa annorum mille ducentorum quadraginta.
It will not, I think, be unwelcome to the reader if, amid so great a variety of opinions, and in the obscurity of a matter most abstruse on account of its antiquity, we make him a partaker also of our own judgment and opinion. I think thus: if we speak of the last and complete overthrow of the Assyrian kingdom and the ruin of the city Niniue — after which overthrow, namely, the Assyrians never obtained an ample, powerful, and flourishing empire, nor did the city Niniue flourish in size and population — if, I say, we speak of this destruction of the Assyrians, I shall not hesitate to say that all the opinions of the authors set forth above are false. This my opinion will be most easy to persuade a reader of the divine letters not unskilled and rude. For, to begin from Eusebius (whom many ecclesiastical writers have followed), since he attributes to the kingdom of the Assyrians, from Ninus down to Sardanapalus, 1,240 years, it is necessary for him to place the end of that kingdom in the seventh year of the reign of Ozias king of Judah. For if anyone, from this seventh year of Ozias, running back according to sacred chronology to the very first year of Ninus, gathers the years elapsed, he will find those 1,240 which Eusebius ascribes to the Assyrian kingdom: namely, the forty-two years of king Ninus before the birth of Abraham; from the birth of Abraham down to the going-out of the Hebrews from Egypt, 505; thence down to the fourth year of king Solomon, in which the temple began to be built, 480; from this fourth year of king Solomon down to the seventh of Ozias, 213. From all the aforesaid years is made up that sum, which I said, of 1,240 years.8



AT enim non fuisse in septimo anno Oziae omnino subversum regnum Assyriorum nec desolatam Niniue, tribus evidentissimis argumentis ex ipsa Scriptura ductis convincitur. Primo, plus octoginta annis post septimum Oziae annum transactis, propheta Nahum, regnante Ezechia, ductisque iam in captivitatem decem tribubus (ut recte sensit B. Hieronymus in sua Praefatione in prophetam Nahum) praedixit futuram ruinam et Niniue et Assyriorum: tunc igitur stabat imperium illud, et caput eius Niniue. Deinde illo ipso tempore maxime floruerunt duo reges Assyriorum, Salmanasar et Sennacherib, quorum regum imperii magnitudinem atque potentiam et magnificentiam satis declarat Scriptura in libro quarto Regum et apud Isaiam capite decimo.
But that the Assyrian kingdom was not at all overthrown in the seventh year of Ozias, nor Niniue made desolate, is proved by three most evident arguments drawn from Scripture itself. First, more than eighty years after the seventh year of Ozias had passed, the prophet Nahum, while Hezekiah reigned, and the ten tribes having already been led into captivity (as Blessed Jerome rightly judged in his Preface on the prophet Nahum), foretold the coming ruin of both Niniue and the Assyrians: at that time, therefore, that empire was standing, and its head Niniue. Next, at that very time two kings of the Assyrians especially flourished, Salmanasar and Sennacherib, the magnitude, power, and magnificence of whose reigns Scripture sufficiently declares in the fourth book of Kings and in Isaiah, chapter ten.9



ACCEDIT ad id concludendum tertia ratio validissima quae ducitur ex Historia Tobiae. Tobias quippe vicinus morti praedixit ruinam et eversionem Niniue propinquam iamque imminentem: non est autem mortuus Tobias ante trigesimum annum regni Manassis, id est, plus centum triginta annis post septimum illum regni Oziae annum, in…
There is added, to conclude this, a third most valid reason, drawn from the History of Tobias. For Tobias, near death, foretold the ruin and overthrow of Niniue, near and now imminent: but Tobias did not die before the thirtieth year of the reign of Manasseh, that is, more than one hundred and thirty years after that seventh year of the reign of Ozias, in…10



…in quo, ut dixi, finis imperii Assyriorum auctore Eusebio locandus est. Quod autem dixi de tempore mortis Tobiae, ad hunc modum ostendo: caecitas Tobiae accidit post mortem Sennacherib, ut patet ex primo et secundo capite libri Tobiae. Est autem occisus Sennacherib post annum decimum quartum Ezechiae regis, vel eo ipso anno, ut indicat Scriptura quarto Regum capite decimo octavo: caecitatem porro quatuor annis tulit: exinde post restitutum visum duos et quadraginta annos vixit, ut ex libri Tobiae capite decimo quarto licet intelligere. Ergo post decimum quartum annum regis Ezechiae vixit Tobias, ut minimum, quadraginta sex annos. Dixi „ut minimum,“ quia ex historia Tobiae non potest liquido iudicari quanto tempore post necem Sennacherib, parvo ne an longo, caecitas ei contigerit.
…in which, as I said, the end of the Assyrian empire is to be placed, on the authority of Eusebius. But what I said about the time of Tobias's death I show in this way: the blindness of Tobias happened after the death of Sennacherib, as is clear from the first and second chapters of the book of Tobias. But Sennacherib was killed after the fourteenth year of king Hezekiah, or in that very year, as Scripture indicates in the fourth book of Kings, chapter eighteen: and he bore his blindness for four years; thereafter, after his sight was restored, he lived forty-two years, as may be understood from the fourteenth chapter of the book of Tobias. Therefore, after the fourteenth year of king Hezekiah, Tobias lived at least forty-six years. I said ‘at least,’ because from the history of Tobias it cannot be clearly judged how long after the killing of Sennacherib — whether a short or a long time — the blindness befell him.11



CONTRA Diodori vero sententiam, secundum quam finis imperii Assyriorum incidit in decimum quartum regni Manassis annum, tribus validis argumentis pugnari potest. Unum sumitur ex historia Tobiae, qui non ante trigesimum annum regis Manassis, ut ostendi, mortuus est stante adhuc Niniue. Alterum petitur ex historia Nechao regis Aegypti quarto Regum capite vigesimo tertio, qui mortuo iam Iosia, id est, plus triginta annis post mortem Manassis, contendit cum magno exercitu adversus regem Assyriorum: stabat igitur etiam id temporis regnum Assyriorum. Tertium argumentum ducitur ex historia Herodoti, qui primo libro scribit a Cyaxare Medorum rege, novissimo eius principatu, expugnatam esse civitatem Niniue. Si quis autem Chronologiam Herodoti cum sacra Chronologia comparet, expugnationem illam Niniue plus triginta annis post captivitatem Babylonicam accidisse comperiet.
But against the opinion of Diodorus — according to which the end of the Assyrian empire fell in the fourteenth year of Manasseh's reign — three valid arguments can be made. One is taken from the history of Tobias, who did not die before the thirtieth year of king Manasseh, as I have shown, while Niniue was still standing. The second is sought from the history of Nechao king of Egypt in the fourth book of Kings, chapter twenty-three, who, Josiah being now dead — that is, more than thirty years after the death of Manasseh — contended with a great army against the king of the Assyrians: the Assyrian kingdom, therefore, was still standing at that time too. The third argument is drawn from the history of Herodotus, who in the first book writes that the city Niniue was stormed by Cyaxares king of the Medes, in the last part of his rule. But if anyone compare the chronology of Herodotus with sacred chronology, he will find that that storming of Niniue happened more than thirty years after the Babylonian captivity.12



AD extremum, tam B. Hieronymo, qui eversionem Niniue confert in tempus regnantis Iosiae, quam Bedae et Hebraeis excidium illius urbis referentibus ad primum annum regni Nabuchodonosor, plane adversari videtur historia libri Iudith, in cuius exordio memoratur quidam Nabuchodonosor rex Assyriorum potentissimum habens imperium et regnans in civitate Niniue: quod autem eo in libro narratur, post solutam Hebraeorum captivitatem reditumque in patriam, sub monarchia Persarum evenisse arbitrantur plurimi; Eusebius quidem in Chronico et Beda in libro de sex mundi aetatibus, tempore Cambysis; secundum Beatum Augustinum, regnante Cyro; ut autem placet Severo Sulpitio libro secundo de sacra historia, quo tempore regnabat apud Persas Artaxerxes sive Darius Ochus, hoc est, plus ducentis annis post reditum Hebraeorum ex captivitate Babylonica.
Finally, the history of the book of Judith seems plainly to oppose both Blessed Jerome, who refers the overthrow of Niniue to the time of Josiah's reign, and Bede and the Hebrews, who refer the destruction of that city to the first year of the reign of Nabuchodonosor; in whose opening is mentioned a certain Nabuchodonosor king of the Assyrians, holding a most powerful empire and reigning in the city Niniue. But what is narrated in that book, most judge to have occurred after the release of the Hebrews' captivity and their return to their fatherland, under the monarchy of the Persians: Eusebius indeed in the Chronicle, and Bede in the book On the Six Ages of the World, in the time of Cambyses; according to Blessed Augustine, while Cyrus reigned; but as it pleases Severus Sulpitius in the second book of the Sacred History, at the time when Artaxerxes, or Darius Ochus, reigned among the Persians — that is, more than two hundred years after the return of the Hebrews from the Babylonian captivity.13



QUAENAM igitur est nostra sententia vel potius coniectura? Equidem censeo, si nolumus quae tot tantique auctores de imperii Assyriorum et Niniue eversione tradiderunt, ut falsa et sacris literis contraria damnare ac prorsus abiicere, necessario nobis dicendum esse nec regnum Assyriorum nec civitatem Niniue semel tantum esse subversa, sed iterum atque iterum et diruta atque vastata, et denuo refecta atque instaurata fuisse…
What, then, is our opinion, or rather conjecture? For my part I judge that, if we are unwilling to condemn and utterly cast off as false and contrary to the sacred letters what so many and so great authors have handed down concerning the overthrow of the Assyrian empire and of Niniue, we must necessarily say that neither the Assyrian kingdom nor the city Niniue was overthrown only once, but again and again was both demolished and laid waste, and again repaired and restored…14



…quemadmodum enim accidit Iudaeis, quorum principatus saepe labefactatus et reparatus, et itidem urbs Hierusalem; et sicut civitas Babylon saepe capta, direpta, incensa et destructa est, ut nos ostendimus libro septimo nostrorum Commentariorum in Danielem, ubi, explicatis aliquot ultima verba capitis quinti Danielis, et de regno Chaldaeorum et de civitate Babylonis quaestiones tractavimus in sexta earum quaestionum: ita quoque regno Assyriorum et Niniue civitati existimandum est contigisse.
…for just as it happened to the Jews, whose sovereignty was often shaken and repaired, and likewise the city Jerusalem; and just as the city Babylon was often taken, plundered, burned, and destroyed, as we have shown in the seventh book of our Commentaries on Daniel, where, having explained the last words of the fifth chapter of Daniel, we treated questions both about the kingdom of the Chaldeans and about the city Babylon in the sixth of those questions: so too one must judge it to have happened to the Assyrian kingdom and the city Niniue.15



PRIMAM porro regni Assyriorum et civitatis Niniue ruinam atque eversionem credo equidem fuisse eam quam regnante Ozia minatus est Ionas; sed ea propter Niniuitarum poenitentiam aliquandiu dilata est. Eam vero ruinam multis annis post, regnante Ezechia, ut omnino futuram praedixit Nahum; et Thobias paulo ante mortem suam ut iam appropinquantem denuntiavit: quam nos putamus circa quadragesimum regni Manassis annum contigisse.
The first ruin and overthrow of the Assyrian kingdom and the city Niniue, moreover, I believe to have been that which Jonah threatened while Ozias reigned; but it was for a while deferred on account of the repentance of the Ninevites. That ruin, however, Nahum foretold as altogether to come, many years after, while Hezekiah reigned; and Tobias, a little before his death, announced it as now drawing near: which we think happened about the fortieth year of the reign of Manasseh.16



ERGO Diodori opinio affirmantis civitatem Niniue atque imperium Assyriorum stetisse annis mille trecentis sexaginta, quorum annorum finis competit, ut supra ostendimus, in decimum quartum annum regni Manassis, non longe abest a nostra sententia, quam nos esse veram aut certe vero simillimam arbitramur. Quocirca numero annorum Diodori si annos circiter viginti quinque addamus, imperium Assyriorum a Nino et ab exordio urbis Niniue usque ad Sardanapali eiusdemque civitatis occasum annis mille trecentis et circiter nonaginta vere determinabimus. Ex quo apparet inter omnes auctorum opiniones supra commemoratas Diodori sententiam vero propiorem esse iudicandam. Iam vero post primam hanc Niniue urbis et regni Assyriorum ruinam ea iterum fuisse excitata et reparata aperte demonstrat historia Iudith, ut supra ostendimus. Si tamen ea contigit florente monarchia Persarum, ut multis visum est; namque magna de hoc, et adhuc sub iudice lis est. Quam nos controversiam cum cura, subtiliter et copiose tractavimus in libris quos de Chronologia totius scripturae veteris testamenti scripsimus, et in tempore (si Deo placuerit) in publicum dabimus.
Therefore Diodorus's opinion, affirming that the city Niniue and the Assyrian empire stood 1,360 years — the end of which years falls, as we have shown above, in the fourteenth year of the reign of Manasseh — is not far from our opinion, which we judge to be true or at least very like the truth. Wherefore, if to Diodorus's number of years we add about twenty-five years, we shall truly determine the Assyrian empire, from Ninus and from the founding of the city Niniue down to the fall of Sardanapalus and of that same city, at 1,390 years or thereabouts. From which it appears that, among all the opinions of the authors mentioned above, Diodorus's opinion is to be judged nearer the truth. Now, that after this first ruin of the city Niniue and the Assyrian kingdom it was again raised up and repaired, the history of Judith plainly demonstrates, as we have shown above — if, however, that befell while the Persian monarchy flourished, as has seemed to many; for there is a great dispute about this, and the case is still before the judge. Which controversy we have treated carefully, subtly, and copiously in the books which we have written On the Chronology of the whole Scripture of the Old Testament, and shall in time (if it please God) give to the public.17
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But Mesraim begot Ludim, and Anamim, and Laabim, Nephtuim, and Phetrusim, and Chasluim: of whom came forth the Philistines and the Caphtorim

LatineEnglish


{But Mesraim begot Ludim, and Anamim, and Laabim, Nephtuim, and Phetrusim, and Chasluim: of whom came forth the Philistines and the Caphtorim.}1
At vero Mesraim genuit Ludim, Anamim, Laabim, Nephtuim, Phetrusim, Chasluim: de quibus egressi sunt Philisthiim et Caphtorim.



TRANSITUR ad alium filium Cham qui vocatur Mesraim (ait Augustinus libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite tertio), et commemorantur quos genuit, non tanquam singuli homines, sed nationes septem. Et de sexta, velut de sexto filio, gens commemoratur exisse quae appellatur Philisthiim, unde fiunt octo. Sic Augustinus.
There is a passing over to another son of Cham, who is called Mesraim (says Augustine in book sixteen of the City of God, chapter three), and there are mentioned those whom he begot, not as individual men but as seven nations. And of the sixth, as of a sixth son, a nation is mentioned to have come forth which is called Philisthiim, whence they become eight. So far Augustine.2



Hieronymus autem in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim super hunc ipsum locum ita scribit: „Exceptis Laabim, unde Libyes postea nominati sunt, quique prius Phutei vocabantur, et Chasluim, qui deinceps Philisthiim appellati sunt, quos nos corrupte Palestinos dicimus; cetera sex gentes ignotae sunt nobis: quia bello Aethiopico subversae, usque ad oblivionem praeteritorum nominum pervenere. Possederunt autem terram a Gaza usque ad extremos fines Aegypti.“ Haec Hieronymus, mutuatus ea ex Iosepho.
But Jerome, in the Hebrew Questions on Genesis upon this very place, writes thus: „Except Laabim, whence the Libyans were afterward named, and who were formerly called Phuteans, and Chasluim, who thereafter were called Philisthiim, whom we corruptly call Palestines; the other six nations are unknown to us: because, overthrown in the Ethiopic war, they have come to the oblivion of their former names. But they possessed the land from Gaza down to the farthest bounds of Egypt.“ So far Jerome, having borrowed it from Josephus.3



DE supradictis octo posteris Mesraim, trium tantum mentio fit alibi in scriptura: Ludim, Philisthiim et Caphtorim. Ludim (quos Latine appellare licet Ludaeos, sicut etiam Caphtorim Caphtoreos) meminit Ieremias 46 capite, et Ezechiel cap. 30, et utroque loco Latinus interpres Hebraeam vocem Ludim Latine reddit Lydos, non sane intelligens Lydos qui populi sunt Asiae minoris, quos crediderim progeneratos ex altero Lud qui paulo infra hoc ipso capite inter filios Sem commemoratur. Ludim autem seu Ludaei de quibus nunc agimus videntur populi fuisse Africani, scilicet finitimi et socii Aegyptiorum, ac regi eorum auxiliares in bellum copias ferentes, ut ex utroque propheta quos proxime nominavi licet intelligere. Ieremias quidem eo loco vaticinans adversus exercitum Nechao regis Aegypti: „Ascendite,“ inquit, „equos et exultate in curribus, et procedant fortes Aethiopia et Libya tenentes scutum, et Lydi arripientes et iacientes sagittas“: Hebraice est Chusaei et Phutaei et Ludim: quos esse gentes Aegyptiis vicinas et cum ipsis confoederatas supra ostensum est. Pro illo igitur „Lydi“ (ut dixi) Hebraice est „Ludim,“ quos hic appellamus Ludaeos. Apparet igitur hos populos et situ animoque ac foedere coniunctos fuisse cum Aegyptiis, tanquam cum principe generis sui sobole. Namque ipse Mesraim, unde proseminati sunt Ludaei, primus terrae Aegypti habitator et cultor fuit satorque Aegyptiorum. Idem etiam liquet ex verbis Ezechielis quae sic habent: „Aethiopia et Libya et Lydi (Hebraice Ludim) et omne reliquum vulgus, et Chub et filii terrae foederis, cum eis gladio cadent.“
Of the aforesaid eight descendants of Mesraim, mention is made elsewhere in Scripture of only three: Ludim, Philisthiim, and Caphtorim. Ludim (whom it is allowed to call in Latin Ludaeans, as also the Caphtorim Caphtoreans) Jeremiah mentions in chapter 46, and Ezekiel in chapter 30; and in both places the Latin translator renders the Hebrew word Ludim into Latin as ‘Lydians,’ not, indeed, understanding the Lydians who are peoples of Asia Minor, whom I should believe to have been begotten from another Lud, who is mentioned a little below in this very chapter among the sons of Shem. But the Ludim or Ludaeans of whom we now treat seem to have been African peoples, namely neighbors and allies of the Egyptians, and auxiliaries bringing forces to their king in war, as may be understood from both prophets whom I have just named. Jeremiah indeed in that place prophesying against the army of Nechao king of Egypt: „Mount the horses,“ he says, „and exult in the chariots, and let the brave come forth, Ethiopia and Libya holding the shield, and the Lydians snatching up and shooting arrows“: in Hebrew it is Chusaei and Phutaei and Ludim, whom we have shown above to be nations neighboring the Egyptians and confederate with them. For that ‘Lydians’ (as I said), in Hebrew it is ‘Ludim,’ whom we here call Ludaeans. It appears, therefore, that these peoples were joined with the Egyptians in situation, in spirit, and in covenant, as with the offspring chief of their stock. For Mesraim himself, from whom the Ludaeans were sown, was the first inhabitant and cultivator of the land of Egypt and the sower of the Egyptians. The same is also clear from the words of Ezekiel, which run thus: „Ethiopia and Libya and the Lydians (in Hebrew Ludim) and all the remaining common people, and Chub and the sons of the land of the covenant, shall fall with them by the sword.“4



PHILISTHIIM Hebraice nominantur Pelisthiim, et regio ipsa Peleseth: eos Septuaginta Interpretes saepe nominant Allophylos, id est alienigenas et externi generis: Graeci autem et Latini appellant Palaestinos: hi autem maritimam Chananaeae oram tenuerunt quae vergit in Aegyptum: quocirca Exodi capite vigesimo tertio mare Mediterraneum alluens Palaestinam appellatur mare Philisthinorum; quorum regio sic determinatur Iosue decimo tertio: „A fluvio turbido qui irrigat Aegyptum, usque ad terminos Accaron contra Aquilonem, terra Chanaan est, quae in quinque regulos Philisthiim dividitur, Gazaeos, Azotios, Ascalonitas, Gethaeos et Accaronitas.“ Quinque enim urbes illae Gaza, Ascalon, Geth, Accaron et…
The Philisthiim are in Hebrew named Pelisthiim, and the region itself Peleseth: the Septuagint translators often name them Allophyloi, that is, foreigners and of an external race: but the Greeks and Latins call them Palestines. These held the maritime coast of Chanaan which inclines toward Egypt: wherefore in Exodus, chapter twenty-three, the Mediterranean Sea washing Palestine is called ‘the sea of the Philistines’; whose region is thus bounded in Joshua thirteen: „From the turbid river which waters Egypt, as far as the bounds of Accaron toward the north, is the land of Chanaan, which is divided into the five lordships of the Philistines, the Gazites, the Azotites, the Ascalonites, the Gethites, and the Accaronites.“ For those five cities, Gaza, Ascalon, Geth, Accaron, and…5



…Azotus erant metropoles quinque provinciarum sua ex illis nomina habentium, et erant quinque parva regna seu Satrapiae. Terra porro haec Philisthinorum possessa deinde est a tribu Iuda et Simeonis.
…Azotus were the metropolises of five provinces having their names from them, and were five small kingdoms or satrapies. This land of the Philistines, moreover, was afterward possessed by the tribe of Judah and of Simeon.6



VERUM dicet aliquis: si Philisthaei fuerunt posteri Mesraim, ut hic dicitur, non autem ex posteris Chanaan, quorum terram et regionem exterminatis illis Deus Hebraeis habitandam possidendamque assignavit; cur, inquam, Satrapiae Philisthinorum a Iosue annumerentur terrae Hebraeis promissae? Verum in promptu est responsio: nam quamvis terram illam tempore Iosue tenerent Palaestini, ipsa tamen regio eorum pro terra Chananaeorum habenda erat. Videlicet loca illa Chananaei olim habuerant; quemadmodum in Deuteronomii libro capite secundo proditum est Heuaeos, qui sine dubio posteri fuerunt Chanaan, olim habitasse in villis usque ad Gazam, sed a Caphtorim (Latinus vertit Cappadoces) eliminatos esse, easque sedes ab illis esse occupatas. Iam vero Caphtorim Philisthinorum fuisse gentiles ex hoc loco manifestum est; quin etiam quodam loco scriptura Philisthiim appellat reliquias Caphtorim, et alibi ait Philisthiim ascendisse de Caphtor. Ergo Philisthaei etiam Chananaeorum nomine censentur. Unde Sophonias capite secundo: „Vae,“ inquit, „qui habitatis funiculum maris, gens perditorum, verbum Domini super vos, Chanaan terra Palaestinorum, et disperdam te, ita ut non sit in ea inhabitator.“
But someone will say: if the Philistines were descendants of Mesraim, as is here said, and not of the descendants of Chanaan — whose land and region, when they were exterminated, God assigned to the Hebrews to inhabit and possess — why, I say, are the satrapies of the Philistines counted by Joshua among the land promised to the Hebrews? But the answer is at hand: for although the Palestines held that land in the time of Joshua, yet their region itself was to be reckoned as the land of the Canaanites. That is, the Canaanites had once held those places; as it is handed down in the book of Deuteronomy, chapter two, that the Heuaeans, who were without doubt descendants of Chanaan, once dwelt in villages as far as Gaza, but were driven out by the Caphtorim (the Latin renders Cappadoces), and those seats were occupied by them. Now, that the Caphtorim were of the same race as the Philistines is manifest from this place; moreover in a certain place Scripture calls the Philistines the remnant of the Caphtorim, and elsewhere says that the Philistines came up from Caphtor. Therefore the Philistines too are reckoned under the name of the Canaanites. Whence Sophonias, chapter two: „Woe,“ he says, „to you who inhabit the cord of the sea, a nation of the lost: the word of the Lord upon you, Chanaan the land of the Palestines; and I will destroy you, so that there is no inhabitant in it.“7



QUOS autem Moses hoc loco appellavit Caphtorim, eos Graecus et Latinus interpres alibi semper appellat Cappadoces, et Caphtor Cappadociam. Nam Deuteronomii capite secundo ita scriptum est: „Henaeos quoque qui habitabant in Haserim usque Gazan, Cappadoces expulerunt; qui egressi de Cappadocia deleverunt eos et habitarunt pro illis.“ Ubi Hebraice pro „Cappadoces“ est „Caphtorim,“ et pro „Cappadocia“ est „Caphtor.“ Apud Hieremiam cap. 47 Palaestini appellantur reliquiae Cappadociae: „Depopulatus est,“ inquit, „Dominus reliquias insulae Cappadociae.“ Amos autem propheta capite nono significat Palaesthinos oriundos esse et venisse ex Caphtor: „Nunquid non ego,“ inquit, „Dominus ascendere feci Israel de terra Aegypti, et Palaesthinos de Cappadocia (Hebraice Caphtor) et Syros de Cyrene?“
But those whom Moses in this place called Caphtorim, the Greek and Latin translator elsewhere always calls Cappadoces, and Caphtor Cappadocia. For in Deuteronomy, chapter two, it is thus written: „The Henaeans also, who dwelt in Haserim as far as Gaza, the Cappadoces expelled; who, having come out of Cappadocia, destroyed them and dwelt in their place.“ Where in Hebrew, for ‘Cappadoces’ is ‘Caphtorim,’ and for ‘Cappadocia’ is ‘Caphtor.’ In Jeremiah, chapter 47, the Palestines are called the remnant of Cappadocia: „The Lord,“ he says, „has laid waste the remnant of the island of Cappadocia.“ And the prophet Amos, in chapter nine, signifies that the Palestines are sprung and came from Caphtor: „Have not I,“ he says, „the Lord, made Israel to come up from the land of Egypt, and the Palestines from Cappadocia (in Hebrew Caphtor), and the Syrians from Cyrene?“8



AN vero vocabulo „Cappadocia“ et „Cappadocum“ intelligere oporteat veros Cappadoces qui regionem latissimam incolunt proximam Ponto et Tauro monti, an vero aliam quampiam gentem eiusdem nominis vel Africanam vel certe Aegypto et Palaestinae vicinam, obscurum est. Non enim credibile sit Caphtoreos ex tam longinqua et remota regione, ut est Cappadocia, venisse in Palaestinam, eliminatisque inde Heuaeis terram eorum insedisse. Quemadmodum etiam Syri dicuntur translati in Cyrenaicam regionem vel urbem, et inde ascendisse, ut testificatur Amos capite 1 et 9, cum tamen in scriptura id non debeat intelligi de Cyrenaica provincia vulgo nota et a scriptoribus celebrata, quae quidem prima ipsius Africae, qua mari Liby[co]…
But whether by the word ‘Cappadocia’ and ‘Cappadocians’ one ought to understand the true Cappadocians who inhabit a very broad region next to Pontus and the mountain Taurus, or rather some other nation of the same name, either African or at least neighboring Egypt and Palestine, is obscure. For it would not be credible that the Caphtoreans came into Palestine from so far-off and remote a region as Cappadocia is, and, the Heuaeans being driven out thence, settled in their land. Just as the Syrians too are said to have been transferred into the Cyrenaic region or city, and to have come up thence, as Amos testifies in chapters 1 and 9 — although in Scripture this ought not to be understood of the Cyrenaic province commonly known and celebrated by the writers, which indeed is the first part of Africa itself, where by the Liby[an] sea…9



…Libyco cingitur, proxima Nilo est provincia: verum de alia quapiam eiusdem nominis provincia vel civitate quae esset in regione Medorum: nam illuc translatos esse Syros Damascenos proditum est in libro 4 Regum cap. 16: „Ascendit,“ inquit, „Rex Assyriorum Damascum, vastavit eam et transtulit habitatores eius in Cyrenen, Rasin autem regem Syriae interfecit.“ Tam autem hic quam apud prophetam Amos pro vocabulo Cyrene est Hebraice Kir. Certe Iosephus libro nono Antiquitatum perspicue tradit Syros fuisse abductos in loca superioris Mediae. Sicut igitur vocabulo Cyrenae, quo Latinus interpres expressit Hebraeam vocem Kir, non intelligimus Cyrenen proprie dictam: ita licet Cappadociae et Cappadocum nomen, quo reddita sunt vocabula Hebraea Caphtor et Caphtorim, accipere non pro vera Cappadocia sed pro alia quapiam regione et gente simili nomine appellata.
…is girt by the Libyan sea, the province nearest the Nile; but [it may be understood] of some other province or city of the same name which was in the region of the Medes: for that the Syrians of Damascus were transferred thither is set forth in the fourth book of Kings, chapter 16: „The king of the Assyrians,“ it says, „went up to Damascus, laid it waste, and transferred its inhabitants to Cyrene, but killed Rasin the king of Syria.“ Here, however, as also in the prophet Amos, for the word ‘Cyrene’ the Hebrew has ‘Kir.’ Certainly Josephus in the ninth book of the Antiquities plainly hands down that the Syrians were carried off into the places of upper Media. Just as, therefore, by the word ‘Cyrene,’ with which the Latin translator rendered the Hebrew word ‘Kir,’ we do not understand Cyrene properly so called: so it is allowable to take the name ‘Cappadocia’ and ‘the Cappadocians,’ by which the Hebrew words ‘Caphtor’ and ‘Caphtorim’ are rendered, not for the true Cappadocia but for some other region and nation called by a like name.10



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:13–14 (verse lemma). ↩
	§106. Gen 10:13–14. Augustine (City of God 16.3): Mesraim's offspring are seven nations, not individuals; and from the sixth comes the nation Philisthiim, making eight (continues p. 443). Margin: Augustine. ↩
	§106 (concl.). Jerome (Hebrew Questions, from Josephus): except Laabim (whence the Libyans, formerly Phuteans) and Chasluim (whence the Philisthiim, our ‘Palestines’), the other six nations are unknown — destroyed in the Ethiopic war; they held the land from Gaza to the bounds of Egypt. Margins: Jerome; Josephus. ↩
	§107. Of Mesraim's eight, only three recur elsewhere: Ludim, Philisthiim, Caphtorim. Ludim (Heb.) is rendered ‘Lydians’ in Jer 46 and Ezek 30 — but these are African Ludaeans, Egypt's neighbors and military allies, distinct from the Asian Lydians (from a different Lud, a son of Shem below). Mesraim, founder of Egypt, was their ancestor — hence their close bond with Egypt. Margins: Ludim or Ludaeans; the passage of Jeremiah ch. 46. ↩
	§108. The Philistines (Heb. Pelisthiim; region Peleseth; LXX ‘Allophyloi’ = foreigners; Greek/Latin ‘Palestines’) held the Canaanite coast toward Egypt — hence the Mediterranean = ‘the sea of the Philistines’ (Exod 23). Bounded (Josh 13) from the Egyptian river to Accaron, divided into five lordships: Gaza, Azotus, Ascalon, Geth, Accaron (continues p. 444). Margin: the origin and territory of the Philistines. ↩
	§108 (concl.). The five Philistine cities were metropolises of five provinces (five small kingdoms/satrapies); their land was later possessed by the tribes of Judah and Simeon. ↩
	§109. Objection: if the Philistines descend from Mesraim, not Chanaan, why does Joshua count their satrapies in the Promised Land? Answer: their region still counts as Canaanite — the Heuaei (descendants of Chanaan) once dwelt there to Gaza but were driven out by the Caphtorim (Vulg. ‘Cappadoces,’ Deut 2), kin of the Philistines (Scripture calls the Philistines ‘the remnant of Caphtorim,’ and says they ‘came up from Caphtor’). So the Philistines too fall under the name ‘Canaanites’ (Zeph 2: ‘Chanaan, land of the Palestines’). Margins: a doubt — since the Philistines were not of Chanaan's stock, how their territory pertained to the Hebrews' possession; Jer 7; Amos 9. ↩
	§110. ‘Caphtorim’ (Heb.) is always rendered ‘Cappadoces,’ and ‘Caphtor’ as ‘Cappadocia,’ by the Greek/Latin: Deut 2 (the Cappadoces from Cappadocia expelled the Henaei to Gaza); Jer 47 (‘the remnant of the island of Cappadocia’); Amos 9 (‘the Palestines from Cappadocia [Caphtor], the Syrians from Cyrene’). Margin: what nation Caphtorim was. ↩
	§111. Whether ‘Cappadocia/Cappadocians’ means the true Cappadocia (near Pontus and Taurus) or another like-named nation, African or near Egypt/Palestine, is obscure: it is incredible that the Caphtoreans came from distant Cappadocia to settle in Palestine. Likewise the Syrians ‘from Cyrene’ (Amos 1 & 9) need not mean the famous Cyrenaica of Africa (continues to next batch). Margin: the word ‘Cyrene’ or ‘Cyrenaica’ to be understood in two ways in Scripture. ↩
	§111 (concl.). The ‘Cyrene’ to which the Syrians were deported (2 Kgs 16) = Hebrew ‘Kir’ (also in Amos), not the African Cyrene but a place in upper Media (Josephus, Antiquities bk. 9). So likewise ‘Cappadocia/Cappadocians’ (rendering Heb. Caphtor/Caphtorim) need not mean true Cappadocia but a like-named region/people. Margin: Josephus. ↩




And Chanaan begot Sidon his firstborn, the Hethite, the Jebusite, the Amorrhite, the Gergesite, the Hevite, the Aracite, the Sinite, the Aradian, the Samarite, and the …

LatineEnglish


{And Chanaan begot Sidon his firstborn, the Hethite, the Jebusite, the Amorrhite, the Gergesite, the Hevite, the Aracite, the Sinite, the Aradian, the Samarite, and the Amathite: and by these were the peoples of the Canaanites disseminated.}1
Chanaan autem genuit Sidonem primogenitum suum, Hetheum, Iebuseum, Amorrheum, Gergesaeum, Heuaeum, Araceum, Sinaeum, Aradium, Samareum, et Amatheum: per hos disseminati sunt populi Chananaeorum.



HOS undecim populos ex Chanaan stirpe generatos Iosephus et B. Hieronymus carptim exponunt. Quae igitur illi attigerunt, simul et quae ab aliis doctis viris annotata sunt, et quae lectorem nosse ex usu fuerit, nos hoc loco perstringemus. Primi inter posteros Chanaan nominantur Sidonii a Sidone orti, qui primogenitus dicitur fuisse ipsius Chanaan. Sidonis autem regio pertinuit ad tribum Aser et limitabat terram promissionis promontorio sui littoris quod Numerorum 34 nominatur Hor, quod nomen ibi Latinus interpres vertit montem altissimum. Sidonem autem cognomento Magnam appellat scriptura Iosue 11 et 19, non quidem comparatione alterius minoris, qualis nusquam fuit, sed ob veterem eius urbis celebritatem et gloriam: usque enim eo claruit, ut, quemadmodum Strabo tradit lib. 16, dubio olim certamine decertaverit cum Tyro de primatu. Tyri autem iactantiam de sua vetustate significat Isaias cap. 23, eamque Plinius vetustissimarum urbium parentem dixit. Sed quia Isaias Tyrum nominavit filiam Sidonis, concedi palmam antiquitatis Sidoni necesse est. Quin etiam universa illa Phoenicum ora Sidoniorum olim nomine, non Tyriorum, celebris erat: quam etiam ob causam Homerus, qui saepe Sidonem laudat, Tyri ne meminit quidem.
These eleven peoples begotten of the stock of Chanaan, Josephus and Blessed Jerome expound piecemeal. What, therefore, they have touched on, together with what has been noted by other learned men, and what it will be useful for the reader to know, we shall run over briefly in this place. First among the descendants of Chanaan are named the Sidonians, sprung from Sidon, who is said to have been the firstborn of Chanaan himself. The region of Sidon belonged to the tribe of Aser and bounded the land of promise by the promontory of its shore which in Numbers 34 is named Hor, which name the Latin translator there renders ‘the highest mountain.’ Sidon Scripture calls by the surname ‘the Great’ in Joshua 11 and 19 — not, indeed, by comparison with another lesser, such as never was, but on account of the ancient renown and glory of that city: for it shone so far that, as Strabo hands down in book 16, it once contended with Tyre, in doubtful struggle, for the primacy. Now the boasting of Tyre about its antiquity Isaiah signifies in chapter 23, and Pliny called it the parent of the most ancient cities. But because Isaiah named Tyre the daughter of Sidon, the palm of antiquity must be conceded to Sidon. Nay, that whole coast of the Phoenicians was once renowned under the name of the Sidonians, not of the Tyrians: for which cause also Homer, who often praises Sidon, does not even make mention of Tyre.2



ET quanquam Iustinus libro 18 scribat Sidonem appellatam esse a piscibus, quorum illic maxima soleret esse copia (siquidem Phoenices piscatorem appellant Saidi, hodieque urbs ipsa Said nominatur a vulgo): antiquior tamen et quidem prima eius appellationis origo repetenda est a Sidone primogenito ipsius Chanaan, idque suo ipsa urbs nomine satis prodit. Quod autem dici solet Sidonem pertinuisse ad fortem Aseritarum, non est sic intelligendum ut putetur Sidonem fuisse sub legibus et imperio Hebraeorum, quippe quae liberum semper principatum retinuit, semperque infesta et molesta Hebraeis fuerit, ut ex vaticiniis Ezechielis et Isaiae adversus ipsam facile est intelligere. Vocabulo igitur Sidonis et Tyri interpretari oportet oram Tyro et Sidoni obiacentem, ad quam terminabantur fines terrae Hebraeorum. Verum de Sidone urbe et gente Sidoniorum tam multa in sacris et profanis literis prodita sunt, ut novam et singularem aliquam hoc loco interpretis diligentiam minime requirant. Pergamus igitur ad alios Chanaan posteros, et de his eodem ordine dicamus quo hic commemorantur a Mose.
And although Justin in book 18 writes that Sidon was named from fish, of which there used to be the greatest abundance there (since the Phoenicians call a fisherman ‘Saidi,’ and to this day the city itself is called ‘Said’ by the common people): nevertheless the older, and indeed the first, origin of its name is to be sought from Sidon the firstborn of Chanaan himself, and this the city sufficiently betrays by its own name. As for what is usually said, that Sidon belonged to the lot of the Aserites, it is not to be so understood as that Sidon should be thought to have been under the laws and rule of the Hebrews — since it always retained a free sovereignty, and was always hostile and troublesome to the Hebrews, as is easy to understand from the prophecies of Ezekiel and Isaiah against it. By the word ‘Sidon’ and ‘Tyre,’ therefore, one ought to interpret the coast lying opposite Tyre and Sidon, at which the bounds of the land of the Hebrews ended. But about the city of Sidon and the nation of the Sidonians so many things have been handed down in sacred and profane letters that they require no new and special diligence of the interpreter in this place. Let us proceed, then, to the other descendants of Chanaan, and speak of them in the same order in which they are here recorded by Moses.3



HETHAEI secundo loco nominantur. Hi loca ea incolebant quae circa Bersabeam sunt, quaeque sursum porriguntur et late circa Hebronem iacent: hoc enim demonstrat historia emptae speluncae duplicis ab Abraham, Genes. 23, et Rebeccae ad maritum verba, quibus mittendi in Mesopotamiam Iacob rationem praetendit quod nollet de filiabus Hethaeorum uxorem dari Iacob. Fuisse autem Hethaeos gigantea mole ac robore et bellicae fortitudinis fama celebres, intelligere licet ex trepidatione Syrorum suspicantium Hethaeos a rege Israel adversus se fuisse conductos, ut scriptum est libro 4 Regum capite 7. Quoniam igitur ea gens et propter fortitudinem et propter situm locorum maxime formidabilis atque inexpugnabilis videretur, ideo de ea gente nominatim expugnanda et sub ditionem Hebraeorum subiicienda singularem Deus mentionem fecit, ut legitur initio libri Iosue. Namque de Hethaeis superandis magis quam de aliis gentibus eius regionis diffidere poterant Hebraei, quod in ea gente Enacinos gigantea mole homines conspexerant speculatores Mosis, eorumque fama tanto pavore universum populum perculerant, ut ad repetendam Aegyptum propemodum adegerint.
The Hethites are named in the second place. These inhabited the places which are around Bersabee, and which stretch upward and lie widely around Hebron: for this the history of the double cave bought by Abraham, Genesis 23, demonstrates, and the words of Rebecca to her husband, by which she alleged the reason for sending Jacob into Mesopotamia, that she was unwilling that a wife be given to Jacob from the daughters of the Hethites. That the Hethites were renowned for giant bulk and strength and for the fame of warlike valor may be understood from the alarm of the Syrians, suspecting that the Hethites had been hired by the king of Israel against them, as is written in the fourth book of Kings, chapter 7. Since, therefore, that nation seemed most formidable and impregnable both for its valor and for the situation of its places, God made special mention of that nation as to be conquered by name and brought under the dominion of the Hebrews, as is read at the beginning of the book of Joshua. For the Hebrews could despair of overcoming the Hethites more than the other nations of that region, because in that nation the spies of Moses had beheld the Anakim, men of giant bulk, and had struck the whole people with such great fear by their report that they almost drove them to seek Egypt again.4



IEBUSAEI tenuerunt urbem Hierusalem ab ipsis nominatam Iebus; tenuerunt, inquam, ad principatum usque Davidis: qui, ut est in secundo libro Regum cap. 5, Iebusaeis inde eiectis, ibi civitatem aedificavit, quam etiam regni sui sedem statuit. Fuisse quoque Iebusaeos robustos et bellicosos ex iis coniecturam facere licet quae narrantur Numerorum 13 et 2 Regum cap. 5; nec potuisse Iebusaeos plane debellari ac deleri ab Hebraeis ex libro Iosue cap. 15 et Iudicum 1 manifestum fit; denique mansisse usque ad imperium Salomonis, qui eos tributarios fecit, testatur liber secundus Paralipomenon cap. 8.
The Jebusites held the city Jerusalem, named from themselves Jebus; they held it, I say, down to the sovereignty of David, who, as is in the second book of Kings, chapter 5, having cast the Jebusites out thence, built there the city, which he also established as the seat of his kingdom. That the Jebusites too were robust and warlike one may conjecture from those things related in Numbers 13 and 2 Kings, chapter 5; and that the Jebusites could not be fully subdued and destroyed by the Hebrews is manifest from the book of Joshua, chapter 15, and Judges 1; finally, that they remained down to the reign of Solomon, who made them tributaries, the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 8, testifies.5



AMORRHAEI habitabant trans Iordanem, quorum rex fuit Og debellatus a Mose, eorumque terra assignata est duabus tribubus Gad et Ruben ac dimidiae tribui Manassis. Liber Numerorum capite vigesimo primo indicat Amorrhaeos torrente Arnon a Moabitis fuisse…
The Amorrhites dwelt across the Jordan, whose king was Og, conquered by Moses, and their land was assigned to the two tribes of Gad and Reuben and the half-tribe of Manasseh. The book of Numbers, chapter twenty-one, indicates that the Amorrhites were separated from the Moabites by the torrent Arnon…6



…disterminatos. Amorrhaei autem disperisim et confuse universam Chananaeam habitasse videntur: nam cum ea natio primo regnum Seon et Og occupasset, mox numerosissima prole aucta, colonias multas emisit in diversas Chananaeae partes. Aliqui enim circa Antilibanum consederunt, Deuteron. 1. Alii non procul Cades Barne et Amalecitis, Gen. 14. Alii denique in Iudaeae montanis, ut ex relatione speculatorum Mosis cognoscere licet. Non igitur mirum si Amorrhaeorum appellatio ad quosvis Chananaeae regionis incolas nonnunquam accommodatur. Certe unius gentis Amorrhaeorum vocabulo universas illas gentes quae terram Iudaeis a Deo promissam tenebant significatas esse legimus Genesis 15 illis verbis: „Nondum enim completae sunt iniquitates Amorrhaeorum.“
…separated. The Amorrhites, moreover, seem to have inhabited the whole of Chanaan in scattered and confused fashion: for when that nation had first occupied the kingdom of Seon and Og, soon, increased with a most numerous offspring, it sent out many colonies into the various parts of Chanaan. Some, indeed, settled around Antilibanus, Deuteronomy 1. Others not far from Cades Barne and the Amalekites, Genesis 14. Others, finally, in the mountains of Judaea, as may be learned from the report of the spies of Moses. It is no wonder, therefore, if the appellation of the Amorrhites is sometimes applied to any inhabitants whatever of the region of Chanaan. Certainly we read that by the name of the one nation of the Amorrhites all those nations which held the land promised to the Jews by God are signified, in Genesis 15, in those words: „For the iniquities of the Amorrhites are not yet complete.“7



FUISSE porro ipsos Amorrhaeos prae ceteris impios, sceleratos, inhumanos atque crudeles, licet coniicere ex verbis Ezechielis prophetae cap. 16, quibus ille, ad exaggerandam gentis Iudaeorum improbitatem atque impietatem, dixit: „Pater tuus Amorrhaeus, et mater tua Chetaea,“ quemadmodum apud Virgilium Dido dixit Aeneae: „Non tibi Diva parens, generis nec Dardanus auctor, perfide; sed duris genuit te cautibus horrens Caucasus, Hyrcanaeque admorunt ubera tigres.“ Enormem autem Amorrhaeorum proceritatem et robur corporis Amos propheta capite secundo, licet hyperbolica utens locutione, satis declaravit tamen illis verbis: „Ego exterminavi Amorrhaeum, cuius altitudo, cedrorum altitudo eius, et fortis ipse quasi quercus.“
That the Amorrhites themselves were, beyond the rest, impious, wicked, inhuman, and cruel may be conjectured from the words of the prophet Ezekiel, chapter 16, by which he, to magnify the wickedness and impiety of the Jewish nation, said: „Thy father was an Amorrhite, and thy mother a Hethite,“ just as in Virgil Dido said to Aeneas: „No goddess was thy parent, nor was Dardanus the founder of thy race, false one; but bristling Caucasus begot thee on its hard crags, and Hyrcanian tigresses gave thee their teats.“ And the enormous stature and bodily strength of the Amorrhites the prophet Amos, in chapter two, though using a hyperbolic mode of speech, sufficiently declared in those words: „I destroyed the Amorrhite, whose height was the height of cedars, and he himself strong as an oak.“8



HEUAEI ubi habitaverint significat liber Iosue capite undecimo, dicens Heuaeum habitasse ad radices Hermon in Maspha; et in libro Iudicum cap. 3 scriptum est habitasse Heuaeum in monte Libano de monte Baalhermon usque ad introitum Emath. Idem autem mons est Hermon et Baalhermon, qui etiam aliis nominibus appellatur Samir et Sarcon et Siron: est autem pars Libani versus Orientem supra Iordanis fontes, atque ad Trachonitidem pertinens. Alter erat minor Hermon non procul a monte Gelboe. Maspha vero quae hic nominatur non est locus ad quem Israelitae convenire saepe solebant comitiorum faciendorum causa, non procul ab Rama positus, quae stadiis duntaxat quadraginta ab Hierusalem aberat, ut tradidit Iosephus libro octavo Antiquitatum: haec autem Maspha ad Libanum pertinebat, ut diximus.
Where the Hevites dwelt the book of Joshua signifies in chapter eleven, saying that the Hevite dwelt at the roots of Hermon in Maspha; and in the book of Judges, chapter 3, it is written that the Hevite dwelt on Mount Lebanon from Mount Baalhermon as far as the entrance of Emath. Now the same mountain is Hermon and Baalhermon, which is also called by other names Samir and Sarcon and Siron: it is, moreover, a part of Lebanon toward the East above the sources of the Jordan, and reaching to Trachonitis. There was another, lesser Hermon, not far from Mount Gelboe. But the Maspha which is here named is not the place to which the Israelites often used to assemble for the holding of assemblies, situated not far from Rama, which was only forty stadia distant from Jerusalem, as Josephus handed down in the eighth book of the Antiquities: but this Maspha belonged to Lebanon, as we said.9



PUTANT nonnulli Heuaeos fuisse nominatos Rephaim, eoque nomine signatos esse in libro Geneseos sub finem 15 capitis, ubi, recensendo gentes Chananaeas exterminandas a Deo et quarum terra Hebraeis assignanda erat, reticentur Heuaei, qui tamen fere alias in catalogo earum gentium commemorari solent; nominantur autem Rephaim, qui nusquam alibi inter eas gentes numerari solent: ut proclive creditu sit Rephaim eo loco positos esse pro Heuaeis, nam…
Some think the Hevites were named Rephaim, and were marked by that name in the book of Genesis near the end of the fifteenth chapter, where, in reviewing the Canaanite nations to be exterminated by God and whose land was to be assigned to the Hebrews, the Hevites are passed over in silence — who yet are generally elsewhere wont to be mentioned in the catalogue of those nations; but the Rephaim are named, who nowhere else are wont to be counted among those nations: so that it is easy to believe that the Rephaim were there set down in place of the Hevites, for…10



…Rabbi Nehemannus putat Heuaeos dictos esse a serpentibus qui in terrae cavernis habitant, et iccirco cognominatos Rephaim, quasi dicas inferos et sub terra agentes, namque ea significatione id verbi usurpasse videtur Isaias capite 26, sicut etiam Homerus suos Cyclopas finxit in specubus et cavernis montium delituisse. Alii tamen vocem Rephaim ad gigantes accommodant, sic appellatos quod prae formidine viribus destituantur et cadant quotquot illos aspiciunt. Qua de re multa disputavimus libro primo huius secundi tomi, qui numero et ordine est octavus, in Disputatione quam tractavimus de Gigantibus. Tostatus tamen super caput illud 15 Geneseos contendit eo loco eandem gentem duobus vocabulis fuisse denotatam, prius quidem nomine Amorrhaeorum, posterius autem nomine Rephaim, quod reges et gentes Amorrhaeorum gigantea fuisse corporis proceritate ac fortitudine in secundo et tertio cap. Deuteronomii testatum sit. Ac licet Heuaeos fuisse expulsos a Caphtorim, quos Latinus interpres nominat Cappadoces, doceat liber Deuteronomii cap. secundo, reliquias tamen eius gentis mansisse usque ad tempora Iosue, quin etiam usque ad principatum Salomonis perspicuum est ex libro Iosue cap. 13 et libro 2 Paralipomenon cap. 8. De Gergesaeo autem nihil singulare ac proprium habeo dicere.
…Rabbi Nehemann thinks the Hevites were so called from serpents that dwell in the caverns of the earth, and on that account surnamed Rephaim, as if you should say ‘those of the underworld’ and ‘those acting beneath the earth,’ for Isaiah in chapter 26 seems to have used the word in that sense, just as Homer also imagined his Cyclopes to lurk in the dens and caverns of the mountains. Others, however, apply the word Rephaim to giants, so called because, through dread, all who behold them are deprived of strength and fall. On which matter we have disputed much in the first book of this second volume — which in number and order is the eighth — in the Disputation we treated concerning the Giants. Tostatus, however, on that fifteenth chapter of Genesis contends that in that place the same nation was denoted by two words: first indeed by the name of the Amorrhites, but afterward by the name Rephaim, because it is attested in the second and third chapters of Deuteronomy that the kings and nations of the Amorrhites were of giant bodily stature and strength. And although the book of Deuteronomy, chapter two, teaches that the Hevites were expelled by the Caphtorim, whom the Latin translator names Cappadocians, yet that the remnants of that nation remained down to the times of Joshua, and even down to the sovereignty of Solomon, is clear from the book of Joshua, chapter 13, and the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 8. Of the Gergesite, however, I have nothing special and proper to say.11



ARACAEUS, inquit Hieronymus, Arcas condidit, oppidum contra Tripolim in radicibus Libani situm: a quo non procul alia civitas fuit nomine Sin, quae postea, vario eventu subversa bellorum, nomen tantum loco pristinum reservavit. Aradii sunt qui Aradum insulam possederunt, angusto freto a Phoenices littore separatam. Meminit Aradii Ezechiel in deploratione Tyri, dicens capite vigesimo septimo: „Habitatores Sidonis et Aradii fuerunt remiges tui.“ Eius quoque mentionem facit Plinius libro quinto cap. 20, sed praecipue Strabo libro decimo sexto ad hunc modum scribens: „In fronte rugosa cuiusdam et importuosa ora Aradus iacet, inter eius portum scilicet atque Marathum, distans a terra stadiis viginti. Ea est petra quaedam a mari circumfusa, septem fere stadiorum ambitu, habitationibus plena, tanta hominum multitudine ut adhuc domus multis tabulatis sublimes inhabitent, opus quorundam, ut ferunt, ex Sidone profugorum.“
The Aracite, says Jerome, founded Arce, a town situated over against Tripolis at the roots of Lebanon: not far from which there was another city by the name of Sin, which afterward, overthrown by the various chance of wars, kept for the place only its former name. The Aradians are those who possessed the island Aradus, separated from the Phoenician shore by a narrow strait. Ezekiel makes mention of the Aradian in the lament over Tyre, saying in the twenty-seventh chapter: „The inhabitants of Sidon and the Aradians were thy rowers.“ Pliny too makes mention of it in the fifth book, chapter 20, but especially Strabo, in the sixteenth book, writing thus: „On the rugged front of a certain harborless coast lies Aradus, namely between its harbor and Marathus, distant from the land twenty stadia. It is a certain rock surrounded by the sea, about seven stadia in circuit, full of dwellings, with so great a multitude of men that they inhabit houses lofty with many stories — the work, as they say, of certain fugitives from Sidon.“12



SAMARAEI, quibus Edessa, auctore Hieronymo, nobilis fuit Syriae Caeles civitas: nonnulli coniectant dedisse nomen urbi quae erat in tribu Beniamin, ut legitur in libro Iosue cap. 18; ea vero urbs vel nomen dedit monti Samaraim, cuius mentio fit in secundo libro Paralipomenon cap. 13, quem Latinus interpres vocat Semeron, vel ab eo monte nomen ipsa urbs accepit. Sinaeus videtur incola fuisse deserti Sinai, vel ei monti vicina tenuisse loca. Ab his Sinaeis diversi admodum fuere Cynaei, genus ducentes ex Hobab filio Raguelis, qui Mosi socer fuit, et is peregrinationis Iudaeorum in deserto non solum comes sed etiam quasi rector fuit. Huius posteri intra possessionem terrae Chanaan admissi a Iudaeis, partim Nephtalimitis, partim etiam cum Amalecitis mixti habitarunt, ut ex libro Numerorum cap…
The Samarites, whose noble city of Coele-Syria, according to Jerome, was Edessa: some conjecture that they gave the name to the city which was in the tribe of Benjamin, as is read in the book of Joshua, chapter 18; and that city either gave its name to the mountain Samaraim, of which mention is made in the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 13, which the Latin translator calls Semeron, or the city itself received its name from that mountain. The Sinite seems to have been an inhabitant of the desert of Sinai, or to have held the places neighboring that mountain. From these Sinites the Cinaeans were quite different, deriving their stock from Hobab the son of Raguel, who was the father-in-law of Moses, and who was not only the companion but, as it were, the guide of the Jews' pilgrimage in the desert. His descendants, admitted by the Jews within the possession of the land of Chanaan, dwelt partly among the Nephthalites, partly also mixed with the Amalekites, as from the book of Numbers, chapter…13



…cap. 11, ex libro Iudicum cap. primo et quarto, et ex libro primo Regum cap. decimo quinto, perspicue cognoscet lector. Quemadmodum autem illos Sinaeos exciderunt atque deleverunt Hebraei, ita hos Cynaeos destructum iri ab Assyriis in libro Numerorum cap. 24 praedixit Balaam. Hamathaei nomen dederunt civitati et regioni Hamath seu Hemath, quae nonnunquam cum aspiratione scribitur Hemath, frequentius tamen sine aspiratione Emath.
…chapter 11, from the book of Judges, chapters one and four, and from the first book of Kings, chapter fifteen, the reader will clearly learn. But just as the Hebrews cut off and destroyed those Sinites, so that these Cinaeans would be destroyed by the Assyrians Balaam foretold in the book of Numbers, chapter 24. The Amathites gave their name to the city and region Hamath or Hemath, which is sometimes written with aspiration ‘Hemath,’ but more frequently without aspiration ‘Emath.’14



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:15–18 (verse lemma). ↩
	§112. Gen 10:15–18: Chanaan's eleven peoples (expounded by Josephus and Jerome). First the Sidonians (from Sidon, Chanaan's firstborn), in the tribe of Aser, bounding the land at Mt. Hor (Num 34). ‘Sidon the Great’ (Josh 11, 19) — for its ancient glory, contending with Tyre for primacy (Strabo bk. 16); Tyre boasted of its age (Isa 23; Pliny), but since Isaiah called Tyre Sidon's daughter, Sidon is older — the Phoenician coast bore the Sidonian name, and Homer praises Sidon but never names Tyre. Margins: Josephus; Jerome; the Sidonians; why Sidon is called ‘the Great’; Strabo; Tyre; Isaiah; Pliny; Homer. ↩
	§113. Though Justin (bk. 18) derives ‘Sidon’ from fish (Phoenician ‘Saidi’ = fisherman; the city is still called ‘Said’), the older origin is Sidon, Chanaan's firstborn. Sidon's ‘belonging to Aser's lot’ does not mean it was under Hebrew rule — it kept a free sovereignty, ever hostile to the Hebrews (Ezekiel, Isaiah); ‘Sidon and Tyre’ here = the coast bounding Hebrew territory. Margin: Justin. ↩
	§114. The Hethites (2nd), around Bersabee and Hebron (Abraham's cave, Gen 23; Rebecca's words on Jacob's marriage). Famed for giant size and warlike valor (the Syrians' alarm, 2 Kgs 7); God named them specially for conquest (start of Joshua), since Moses's spies saw the Anakim (giants) among them and so terrified Israel as nearly to drive them back to Egypt. Margin: the Hethites. ↩
	§115. The Jebusites held Jerusalem (named ‘Jebus’ from them) until David expelled them and made it his capital (2 Sam 5). Robust and warlike (Num 13; 2 Sam 5), never fully destroyed by the Hebrews (Josh 15; Judg 1), surviving as tributaries until Solomon (2 Chron 8). Margin: the Jebusites. ↩
	§116. The Amorrhites dwelt across the Jordan (king Og, conquered by Moses); their land given to Gad, Reuben, and half-Manasseh; separated from Moab by the Arnon (Num 21) (continues p. 447). Margin: the Amorrhites. ↩
	§116 (cont.). The Amorrhites spread scatteredly over all Canaan: from the realm of Seon and Og they sent colonies to Antilibanus (Deut 1), near Cades Barne and the Amalekites (Gen 14), and the mountains of Judaea (Moses's spies). Hence ‘Amorrhite’ is sometimes used for any Canaanite (Gen 15: ‘the iniquities of the Amorrhites are not yet complete’). Margin: Num 13. ↩
	§116 (cont.). The Amorrhites especially impious and cruel (Ezek 16, ‘thy father an Amorrhite, thy mother a Hethite,’ to shame the Jews — like Dido's reproach of Aeneas in Virgil, Aeneid 4). Their giant stature and strength (Amos 2, hyperbolically: ‘whose height was the height of cedars, strong as an oak’). Margins: the gigantic stature, strength, and impiety of the Amorrhites; Virgil, Aeneid 4. ↩
	§117. The Hevites dwelt at the roots of Hermon in Maspha (Josh 11), on Lebanon from Baalhermon to the entrance of Emath (Judg 3) — Hermon/Baalhermon (also Samir, Sarcon, Siron), part of eastern Lebanon above the Jordan's sources, toward Trachonitis (a lesser Hermon lay near Gelboe). This Maspha (by Lebanon) is not the assembly-place near Rama (Josephus, Antiquities bk. 8). Margins: the Hevites; Josephus. ↩
	§118. Some hold the Hevites = the Rephaim, named in Gen 15 (where the Hevites are omitted from the nations to be destroyed, but the otherwise-unlisted Rephaim appear) — so the Rephaim may stand for the Hevites (continues p. 448). Margin: the Hevites also named Rephaim. ↩
	§118 (concl.). On ‘Rephaim’: Rabbi Nehemann (Nachmanides) — from cave-serpents, = ‘the underworld ones’ (Isa 26; cf. Homer's cave-dwelling Cyclopes); others = ‘giants’ (who unstring with dread all who see them; treated in his Disputation on the Giants, bk. 1 of this 2nd vol. [= bk. 8]). Tostatus: in Gen 15 one nation is named twice — Amorrhites then Rephaim, both giant (Deut 2–3). The Hevites, expelled by the Caphtorim/‘Cappadocians’ (Deut 2), yet left remnants to Joshua's and Solomon's times (Josh 13; 2 Chron 8). Of the Gergesite, nothing special. Margins: Rabbi Nehemann; Homer; Tostatus. ↩
	§119. The Aracite founded Arce (over against Tripolis, at Lebanon's roots), near a city Sin (later war-ruined). The Aradians held the island Aradus (off the Phoenician coast) — Ezek 27 (‘the inhabitants of Sidon and the Aradians were thy rowers’), Pliny (bk. 5 ch. 20), and especially Strabo (bk. 16: a sea-girt rock, ~7 stadia round, packed with multi-storied houses, built by Sidonian fugitives). Margins: the Aracite; Jerome; the Aradians; Ezek 27; Strabo; Pliny. ↩
	§120. The Samarites: Jerome's noble Coele-Syrian city was Edessa; some link them to the Benjamite city (Josh 18) and Mt. Samaraim/Semeron (2 Chron 13). The Sinite: an inhabitant of the desert of Sinai or nearby. Quite distinct are the Cinaeans (Kenites), from Hobab son of Raguel, Moses's father-in-law and the desert-guide of the Jews; his descendants dwelt among the Nephthalites and mixed with the Amalekites (continues p. 449). Margins: the Samarites; Jerome; the Sinite; the difference between the Sinites and the Cinaeans. ↩
	§120 (concl.). The Cinaeans' dwellings are clear from Num 11, Judg 1 & 4, 1 Sam 15. As the Hebrews destroyed the Sinites, so Balaam foretold the Assyrians would destroy the Cinaeans (Num 24). The Amathites named the city/region Hamath/Emath (sometimes aspirated ‘Hemath,’ usually ‘Emath’). Margin: the Amathites. ↩
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NINTH DISPUTATION. On Emath.1
NONA DISPUTATIO. De Emath.



QUAENAM civitas fuerit Emath et ubi sita, etsi perfrequens in sacris literis eius fiat mentio, non plane tamen exploratum et certum est. Exponam quid a doctis viris ea de re scriptis proditum sit. B. Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim super hoc decimum caput Geneseos: „Amath,“ inquit, „usque ad nostrum tempus, tam ab Assyriis quam ab Hebraeis, ita ut apud veteres dicta fuerat appellatur. Hanc Macedones qui post Alexandrum in Oriente regnaverunt Epiphaniam nuncupaverunt; nonnulli Antiochiam sic appellatam putant: alii, licet non vere, tamen opinionem suam quasi verisimili vocabulo consolantes, Emath primam ab Antiochia mansionem Edessam pergentibus appellari putant, et eandem esse quae apud veteres dicta sit Emath.“ Idem in libro de locis Hebraicis: „Apud Isaiam cap. decimo,“ inquit, „Emath Damasci est civitas quam oppugnavit rex Assyriorum; meminit huius Zacharias et Ezechiel. Amos quoque cap. 6 appellat Emath Rabba, quod sonat Emath Magnam. Haec postea dicta est Epiphania iuxta Emessam, quae usque hodie Syro sermone sic dicitur.“ In exordio autem libri tertii commentariorum suorum in Amos prophetam, explanans illa verba „Pertransite inde in Emath rabba“: „Haec,“ inquit, „civitas nunc Antiochia nominatur. Eam vero Rabba, id est Magnam, vocat ad distinctionem minoris Emath quae appellatur Epiphania. Unde usque hodie pergentibus Mesopotamiam prima mansio vocatur Emas, corrupto quidem vocabulo, sed pristini nominis vestigia retinens, cuius regio appellatur Reblatha, in qua, praesente Nabuchodonosor, Sedechiae regis interfecti sunt filii et oculi eius excaecati, ut habes in quarto Regum cap. 25.“ Denique idem Hieronymus super illa verba Zachariae „Emath quoque in terminis eius“: „Emath,“ inquit, „ipsa est quae ab Antiocho Epiphane condita, ex eo nomen accipiens, dicta est Epiphania, et nunc Syriae Caeles est civitas.“
What city Emath was, and where situated, although very frequent mention is made of it in the sacred letters, is nevertheless not plainly explored and certain. I shall set forth what has been handed down by learned men in their writings on the matter. Blessed Jerome, in the Hebrew Questions on Genesis, on this tenth chapter of Genesis: „Amath,“ he says, „down to our time, both by the Assyrians and by the Hebrews, is called just as it had been called among the ancients. The Macedonians, who reigned in the East after Alexander, named it Epiphania; some think Antiochia was so called: others, though not truly, yet comforting their own opinion with a quasi-plausible word, think that Emath is the name given to the first station from Antiochia for those going to Edessa, and that it is the same which among the ancients was called Emath.“ The same in the book On the Hebrew Places: „In Isaiah, chapter ten,“ he says, „Emath is the city of Damascus, which the king of the Assyrians assaulted; Zacharias and Ezekiel make mention of this. Amos too, chapter 6, calls it Emath Rabba, which sounds ‘Emath the Great.’ This was afterward called Epiphania, near Emessa, which to this day is so called in the Syrian tongue.“ And at the opening of the third book of his commentaries on the prophet Amos, explaining those words ‘Pass over thence into Emath rabba’: „This city,“ he says, „is now named Antiochia. But he calls it Rabba, that is, the Great, for distinction from the lesser Emath which is called Epiphania. Whence to this day, for those going to Mesopotamia, the first station is called Emas — a corrupt word indeed, but retaining traces of the former name — whose region is called Reblatha, in which, in the presence of Nabuchodonosor, the sons of king Sedechias were slain and his eyes blinded, as you have in the fourth book of Kings, chapter 25.“ Finally the same Jerome, on those words of Zacharias ‘Emath also in its borders’: „Emath,“ he says, „is the very one which, founded by Antiochus Epiphanes and taking its name from him, was called Epiphania, and now is a city of Coele-Syria.“2



APPARET igitur ex his paucis quae produximus ex variis B. Hieronymi scriptis duplicem fuisse Emath, et utriusque in sacris literis mentionem fieri: alteram quae terminus est filiorum Israel versus Septentrionem et minor vocatur, de qua intelligitur illud frequenter usurpatum in sacris literis „Usque ad introitum vel aditum Emath,“ haec…
It appears, therefore, from these few things which we have produced from the various writings of Blessed Jerome, that there were two Emaths, and that mention is made of each in the sacred letters: the one which is the boundary of the children of Israel toward the North and is called the lesser, of which is understood that phrase frequently used in the sacred letters, ‘As far as the entrance or approach of Emath’ — this…3



…postea dicta est Epiphania, cuius urbis regio appellatur Reblatha. Altera nominatur Emath Magna, et auctore Hieronymo deinde nominata est Antiochia: quam Iosephus libro quinto de Bello Iudaico cap. 1 fuisse ait metropolim Syriae, ac tertium locum inter celeberrimas Romani orbis urbes retinere.
…was afterward called Epiphania, the region of which city is called Reblatha. The other is named Emath the Great, and according to Jerome was afterward named Antiochia: which Josephus, in the fifth book of the Jewish War, chapter 1, says was the metropolis of Syria, and held the third place among the most famous cities of the Roman world.4



ANDREAS Masius, vir limati iudicii nec vulgaris eruditionis, quae de civitate Emath cum ab aliis accepisset, tum sua ipse ductus coniectura existimaret, scripto ea prodens, „Mihi,“ inquit, „narraverunt homines Syri illarum regionum, ut videbantur, bene periti, urbem Emmas longe supra Damascum extare: ulterius autem in Alapiam (ut vocant) atque Mesopotamiam pergenti occurrere etiam alteram urbem, nunc a vulgo Hamath nuncupatam.“ De quibus omnibus ego coniicio maiorem Hemath, quam dicit Hieronymus et quam Syri Amath nominant, esse quam Ptolomaeus nominat Antiochiam; quam vero utrique nominant Emmas, eam Ptolomaeo esse Epiphaniam; sed harum alteram esse quam Hieremias et Zacharias ut Damasci municipium celebrarunt, nequaquam fieri credibile, siquidem Ptolomaeus Antiochiam duobus gradibus et dimidio, Epiphaniam vero usque sesquigradum altius collocat quam Damascum. Quamobrem coniectura auguror etiam tertiam urbem fuisse dictam Hemath, et alteram Reblam: nam urbem quandam extitisse iuxta Sephanam infra Iordanis ortum ex 34 capite libri Numerorum certum est, atque ab ea non longe abfuisse apparet quem scriptura solet appellare introitum sive aditum Emath, quem locum etiam Emath nominatum esse suspicor.
Andreas Masius, a man of polished judgment and no common erudition, what he had both received from others about the city Emath, and judged by his own conjecture, setting forth in writing, says: „Syrian men of those regions, well skilled, as they seemed, told me that the city Emmas stands far above Damascus; but that, to one going farther into Alapia (as they call it) and Mesopotamia, there occurs also another city, now called by the common people Hamath.“ Concerning all which I conjecture that the greater Hemath, which Jerome speaks of and which the Syrians name Amath, is the one which Ptolemy names Antiochia; but the one which both name Emmas is, to Ptolemy, Epiphania; but that one of these is the one which Jeremiah and Zacharias celebrated as a town of Damascus is by no means credible, since Ptolemy places Antiochia two and a half degrees, but Epiphania up to one and a half degrees, higher than Damascus. Wherefore by conjecture I surmise that there was also a third city called Hemath, and another Rebla: for that a certain city existed beside Sephana below the rising of the Jordan is certain from the thirty-fourth chapter of the book of Numbers, and from it, it appears, was not far distant what Scripture is wont to call the entrance or approach of Emath, which place too I suspect was named Emath.5



ALII Ziglerum sequuntur, Geographiae scriptorem nec indoctum nec indiligentem, qui in sua Palaestina interpretatus est Emath Ituraeam. Ex sacris enim literis intelligitur Emath sitam esse post Libanum versus Damascum ad Trachonos montes, qui pertinent ad montana Galaad, in quam partem spectat Ituraea: idque ex limitibus terrae Hebraeis promissae, qui definiuntur Numer. 34, non obscure perspicitur. Itaque procul vero esse quod nonnulli tradiderunt, Emath partem fuisse terrae Chanaan Hebraeis promissae et ad tribum Nephtalim pertinuisse, siquidem Iosue cap. 13 introitus Emath, id est confinia Ituraeae, tanquam limites terrae promissae statuuntur; et in primo Paralipomenon cap. 18 memoratur Thou rex Emath, amicus regis Davidis, eam regionem tenens etiam quo tempore David latissime et felicissime regnabat. Quod si Emath pertinuisset ad terram Hebraeis promissam, non utique passus fuisset David, praesertim tanto Dei favore tantoque rerum successu ornatus, ab alienis occupari. Nam quod legitur in secundo libro Paralipomenon cap. octavo Salomonem iisse in Emath Soba et eam occupasse, id sectatores huius opinionis interpretandum putant ex eo quod scriptum antea fuerat primo Paralipomenon cap. 18, Davidem percussisse Adarezer regem Soba regionis Emath, cum pergeret ut dilataret regnum suum atque id proferret usque ad Euphratem. Salomon igitur vendicavit sibi Soba…
Others follow Zigler, a writer on Geography neither unlearned nor careless, who in his ‘Palestine’ interpreted Emath as Ituraea. For from the sacred letters it is understood that Emath is situated beyond Lebanon toward Damascus at the Trachon mountains, which belong to the highlands of Galaad, in which direction Ituraea faces: and this is not obscurely perceived from the boundaries of the land promised to the Hebrews, which are defined in Numbers 34. And so it is far from the truth, what some have handed down, that Emath was part of the land of Chanaan promised to the Hebrews and belonged to the tribe of Nephtalim; since in Joshua, chapter 13, the entrance of Emath — that is, the confines of Ituraea — is set as the limit of the promised land; and in the first book of Paralipomenon, chapter 18, there is mentioned Thou king of Emath, friend of king David, holding that region even at the time when David reigned most widely and most prosperously. But if Emath had belonged to the land promised to the Hebrews, David would surely not have allowed it — especially adorned with so great a favor of God and so great a success of affairs — to be occupied by aliens. For as to what is read in the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter eight, that Solomon went into Emath Soba and occupied it, the followers of this opinion think it must be interpreted from what had previously been written in the first book of Paralipomenon, chapter 18: that David smote Adarezer king of Soba of the region of Emath, when he was advancing to enlarge his kingdom and extend it as far as the Euphrates. Solomon, therefore, claimed for himself Soba…6



…quae fuerat regis Adarezer debellati a patre suo. Erat autem Soba regionis Emath. Itaque Salomon cepit Soba, sed intacta reliquit Emath.
…which had belonged to king Adarezer, conquered by his father. Now Soba was of the region of Emath. And so Solomon took Soba, but left Emath untouched.7



VERUM contra istorum sententiam facit, quod in libro Iosue cap. 19 inter civitates quae pertinebant ad tribum Nephthali commemoratur Emath: quod tamen isti, quoquo modo eludere conantes, respondent istam Emath diversam fuisse ab illa superiore quae pertinebat ad Syriam Damasci, sicut ex cap. 49 Ieremiae licet perspicere; diversitatem autem utriusque declarari etiam diversa orthographia qua duarum illarum urbium nomina scribuntur apud Hebraeos. Ast ego potius assentior B. Hieronymo eiusque libenter sententiae adhaeresco: fuit scilicet vir ille earum regionum atque locorum peritissimus, non solum ex sacrarum et profanarum literarum doctrina, quae in eo magna et exquisita erat, verum etiam quod omnia ea loca per se ipse visitaverit, peragraverit, et curiosissime contemplatus fuerit.
But against the opinion of these men makes the fact that in the book of Joshua, chapter 19, among the cities that belonged to the tribe of Nephthali, Emath is mentioned: which, however, these men, trying in any way to evade it, answer that that Emath was different from the former one which belonged to Syria of Damascus, as may be perceived from chapter 49 of Jeremiah; and that the difference of the two is declared also by the different orthography with which the names of those two cities are written among the Hebrews. But I rather assent to Blessed Jerome and gladly cleave to his opinion: for that man was most skilled in those regions and places, not only from the learning of sacred and profane letters, which in him was great and exquisite, but also because he himself in person visited, traversed, and most curiously contemplated all those places.8



CETERUM unus hoc loco nodus exsolvendus est priusquam hinc abeamus ad alia quae sequuntur: cur hoc loco inter filios Chanaan, a quibus possessa est terra Hebraeis a Deo promissa et in tempore tradita, non sint commemorati tam Pherezaei quam Chananaei, qui tamen et hoc ipso libro paulo infra cap. 15 et in Exodo cap. 23, quin etiam in libris Numerorum, Deuteronomii et Iosue, censentur inter gentes quae habitabant et tenebant terram Hebraeis promissam, ex qua illi a Deo eliminandi erant: hos enim ex ipso Chanaan genus duxisse et progeneratos ex illius stirpe fuisse non est dubitandum. Sed hic nodus ad hunc modum solvendus est: Pherezaeos fuisse eosdem quos hoc loco nominat Moses Samaraeos, a quibus regio Samariae primum habitata et nominata est. Manifestum enim est ex sacris literis Pherezaeos habitasse circa Samariam. Nisi quis velit dicere Pherezaeos non fuisse inter primos seu proximos filios Chanaan, qui recensentur hic a Mose, sed ex posteris eorum esse ortos, propriumque sibi nomen asciuisse.
But one knot must here be untied before we go off from here to the other things that follow: why in this place, among the sons of Chanaan, by whom was possessed the land promised to the Hebrews by God and in time delivered, there are not mentioned the Pherezites as well as the Chananeans — who nevertheless, both in this very book a little below, chapter 15, and in Exodus, chapter 23, nay even in the books of Numbers, Deuteronomy, and Joshua, are reckoned among the nations that dwelt in and held the land promised to the Hebrews, out of which they were to be eliminated by God: for that these drew their stock from Chanaan himself and were begotten of his line is not to be doubted. But this knot is to be untied in this manner: that the Pherezites were the same whom Moses in this place names the Samarites, by whom the region of Samaria was first inhabited and named. For it is manifest from the sacred letters that the Pherezites dwelt around Samaria. Unless one wish to say that the Pherezites were not among the first or nearest sons of Chanaan who are reviewed here by Moses, but were sprung from their descendants and adopted a name for themselves.9



IDEM licet existimare de Chananaeis qui descenderunt ex aliquo undecim filiorum Chanaan quos hic enumerat Moses: sed vel pietatis vel honoris causa asciverunt sibi nomen Chanaan, qui omnium illarum gentium parens et auctor fuerat. Quando autem primum gens ista Pherezaeorum et Chananaeorum vel certe earum appellatio esse coeperit in illa terra, incompertum est; nisi quod, cum primum Abraham ex Mesopotamia venit in terram Chanaan, reperisse eum illius terrae habitatores et incolas Pherezaeos atque Chananaeos legimus in libro Geneseos cap. 13…
The same may be thought of the Chananeans, who descended from one of the eleven sons of Chanaan whom Moses here enumerates: but for the sake of either piety or honor they adopted for themselves the name of Chanaan, who had been the parent and author of all those nations. But when first that nation of the Pherezites and Chananeans, or at least their appellation, began in that land, is unknown; except that, when Abraham first came from Mesopotamia into the land of Chanaan, we read that he found the dwellers and inhabitants of that land to be the Pherezites and Chananeans, in the book of Genesis, chapter 13…10



…Illud sane scire convenit septem illas gentes quae eam terram habitabant et tenebant aliquando pluribus in sacra scriptura nominibus, aliquando paucioribus significari: nam in populosissima regione familias habitasse diversas et plurimas satis credibile est. Neque vero semper easdem iisdem esse appellatas nominibus certum est.
…It is indeed fitting to know that those seven nations which dwelt in and held that land are signified in sacred Scripture sometimes by more names, sometimes by fewer: for it is quite credible that in a most populous region diverse and very many families dwelt. Nor indeed is it certain that the same were always called by the same names.11



DE supradictis autem undecim populis qui ex stirpe Chanaan pullularunt, quinque excisi ac deleti sunt ab Hebraeis: Amorrhaeos dico, Hethaeos, Heuaeos, Iebusaeos et Gergesaeos; praeterque hos duae aliae gentes, una Pherezaeorum, altera Chananaeorum. Namque has septem gentes, quae terram Hebraeis a Deo promissam tenebant, praecepit Deus Hebraeis ut, in eam terram ingressi, sine ulla commiseratione aut exceptione penitus delerent, ut scriptum est Deuteronomii cap. 7. Et quia septem illae gentes tum numero tum robore ac fortitudine bellica Hebraeos longe superabant, ne ob eam causam illi de earum excidio diffiderent, Deus per Iosue capite tertio promisit se eas gentes destructurum: et destructas quidem fuisse illas gentes B. Paulus, ut est in Actis Apostolorum cap. 13, perspicuis verbis confirmavit. At enim, ut maxima ex parte deletas esse eas gentes non est dubitandum, ita negari non potest reliquias earum longo tempore inibi mansisse. Certe fuisse eas etiam regnante Salomone posterior liber Paralipomenon capite octavo dubitare non sinit. Sic enim illic scriptum est: „Omnem populum qui derelictus fuerat de Hethaeis, Amorrhaeis, Pherezaeis, Heuaeis et Iebusaeis, qui non erant ex stirpe Israel, de filiis eorum et de posteris quos non interfecerant filii Israel, subiugavit Salomon in tributarios usque in diem hanc.“
Of the aforesaid eleven peoples who sprouted from the stock of Chanaan, five were cut off and destroyed by the Hebrews: I mean the Amorrhites, the Hethites, the Hevites, the Jebusites, and the Gergesites; and besides these, two other nations, one of the Pherezites, the other of the Chananeans. For these seven nations, which held the land promised to the Hebrews by God, God commanded the Hebrews, on entering that land, to destroy utterly without any pity or exception, as is written in Deuteronomy, chapter 7. And because those seven nations far surpassed the Hebrews both in number and in strength and warlike valor, lest for that cause they should despair of their destruction, God through Joshua, chapter three, promised that He would destroy those nations: and that those nations were indeed destroyed, Blessed Paul, as is in the Acts of the Apostles, chapter 13, confirmed in plain words. But, just as it is not to be doubted that those nations were for the greatest part destroyed, so it cannot be denied that remnants of them remained there for a long time. Certainly that they existed even while Solomon reigned, the latter book of Paralipomenon, chapter eight, does not allow us to doubt. For thus it is written there: „All the people that was left of the Hethites, Amorrhites, Pherezites, Hevites, and Jebusites, who were not of the stock of Israel — of their children and of the descendants whom the children of Israel had not slain — Solomon subjugated as tributaries unto this day.“12



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 9 (title): the city of Emath. ↩
	§121. Disp. 9 opens: Emath, though often named in Scripture, is of uncertain identity. Jerome's varied statements (Hebrew Questions; On Hebrew Places; on Amos; on Zacharias): the Macedonians named it Epiphania; some say Antiochia; Isa 10 makes it Damascus's city; Amos 6 ‘Emath Rabba’ (the Great) = later Antiochia, vs the lesser Emath = Epiphania (near Emessa); the first station toward Mesopotamia, ‘Emas,’ in the region Reblatha (where Sedechias's sons were killed and he was blinded, 2 Kgs 25). Margins: Jerome; Emath the Great; double Emath — the Great called Antiochia, the lesser Epiphania. ↩
	§121 (cont.). Conclusion from Jerome: there were two Emaths in Scripture. The lesser = Israel's northern boundary (‘as far as the entrance of Emath’) (continues p. 450). ↩
	§121 (concl.). The lesser Emath = Epiphania (region Reblatha); the greater = Emath Magna, later Antiochia (Josephus, Jewish War bk. 5: metropolis of Syria, third among the Roman world's cities). Margin: Josephus. ↩
	§122. Andreas Masius (on Josh 9): Syrians told him of ‘Emmas’ far above Damascus, and another city now called ‘Hamath’ toward Aleppo/Mesopotamia. He conjectures the greater Hemath = Ptolemy's Antiochia, ‘Emmas’ = Ptolemy's Epiphania; neither can be a town of Damascus (per Ptolemy's coordinates). He surmises a third city ‘Hemath’ (and another ‘Rebla’) near Sephana below the Jordan's source (Num 34) — the scriptural ‘entrance of Emath.’ Margins: Masius on Josue 9; Ptolemy. ↩
	§123. Others follow Zigler (a sound geographer): in his ‘Palestine’ he made Emath = Ituraea — beyond Lebanon toward Damascus at the Trachon mountains (highlands of Galaad), the limit of the Promised Land (Num 34; Josh 13). So it is wrong that Emath belonged to the Promised Land / tribe of Nephtalim: Thou king of Emath was David's ally (1 Chron 18) holding it at David's height; David would not have left a promised land in alien hands. Solomon's taking ‘Emath Soba’ (2 Chron 8) = reclaiming Soba (which David had smitten under king Adarezer, 1 Chron 18) (continues p. 451). Margin: Zigler. ↩
	§123 (concl.). Solomon reclaimed Soba (formerly Adarezer's, conquered by his father David); Soba was within the region of Emath, but Solomon left Emath itself untouched. ↩
	§124. Against Zigler's followers: Josh 19 lists an Emath among the cities of Nephthali — they reply this Emath differs from the Damascene one (per Jer 49 and a different Hebrew spelling). But Pererius rather sides with Jerome, most skilled in these regions both by learning and by having personally visited and surveyed the places. Margin: Jerome. ↩
	§125. A knot: why are the Pherezites and Chananeans not listed here among Chanaan's sons, though elsewhere (Gen 15; Exod 23; Numbers/Deuteronomy/Joshua) they are reckoned among the nations of the Promised Land — surely of Chanaan's line? Solution: the Pherezites = the ‘Samarites’ Moses names here (the Pherezites dwelt around Samaria) — or else they sprang from descendants and took their own name. Margin: a question — why Moses did not mention the Pherezites and Chananeans here. ↩
	§126. Likewise the Chananeans descended from one of Chanaan's eleven sons but took the name ‘Chanaan’ (parent of all those nations) for piety/honor. When these nations or their names began is unknown — only that Abraham, coming from Mesopotamia, found the Pherezites and Chananeans dwelling there (Gen 13) (continues p. 452). ↩
	§126 (concl.). Note: the seven Canaanite nations are named in Scripture sometimes by more, sometimes fewer names — credibly, many diverse families dwelt in so populous a region, and they were not always called by the same names. ↩
	§127. Of the eleven, five were destroyed by the Hebrews (Amorrhites, Hethites, Hevites, Jebusites, Gergesites), plus two more (Pherezites, Chananeans) = the seven nations God commanded utterly destroyed (Deut 7), promising it through Joshua (Josh 3), confirmed by Paul (Acts 13). Yet remnants long survived — even under Solomon (2 Chron 8: he made the leftover Hethites/Amorrhites/Pherezites/Hevites/Jebusites tributaries). Margin: which of the aforesaid nations were destroyed by the Hebrews. ↩




And the borders of Chanaan were, as one comes from Sidon to Gerara, even to Gaza, until you enter Sodom, Gomorrah, Adama, and Seboim, as far as Lasa

LatineEnglish


{And the borders of Chanaan were, as one comes from Sidon to Gerara, even to Gaza, until you enter Sodom, Gomorrah, Adama, and Seboim, as far as Lasa.}1
Factique sunt termini Chanaan venientibus a Sidone Geraram, usque ad Gazam donec ingrediaris Sodomam, Gomorrham, Adamam et Seboim usque Lasa.



QUONIAM eas regiones quas supradicti posteri Chanaan inhabitabant, ex promissione et munere Dei possessuri erant Hebraei, idcirco Moses hoc loco tam distincte ac subtiliter fines eius terrae usquequaque describit. Ait enim terminum terrae eorum a Septentrione fuisse Pentapolim; versus Meridiem, Geraram; denique versus Occidentem, Gazam quae adiacebat mari magno, id est mediterraneo, qui ab Occidente terminus statui solet in sacris literis terrae promissionis. At vero eius gentis quae proprie dicta est Chananaea, et una erat sed praecipua ex illis septem, terrae quam possidebat fines aliter designantur in libro Iosue cap. 13 illis verbis: „A fluvio turbido qui irrigat Aegyptum usque ad terminos Accaron contra Aquilonem, terra Chanaan est, quae in quinque regulos Philisthiim dividitur, Gazaeos, Azotios, Ascalonitas, Gethaeos et Accaronitas,“ etc. Horum enim Chananaeorum alii erant Orientales iuxta Iordanis fluenta habitantes; alii Occidentales oram maris magni seu mediterranei incolentes, quae et Palaestina dicitur in scriptura et a Graecis Phoenicia. Eiectis autem inde Chananaeis, eorum sedes Philisthaei occuparunt. Sed exponamus breviter terminos illius terrae hic descriptos a Mose.
Since the Hebrews were, by the promise and gift of God, to possess those regions which the aforesaid descendants of Chanaan inhabited, therefore Moses in this place so distinctly and carefully describes the bounds of that land on every side. For he says that the boundary of their land on the North was Pentapolis; toward the South, Gerara; finally, toward the West, Gaza, which lay next to the great sea — that is, the Mediterranean — which is wont to be set as the western boundary of the land of promise in the sacred letters. But the bounds of the land which that nation, properly called Chananea (and which was one, but the chief, of those seven), possessed, are otherwise designated in the book of Joshua, chapter 13, in those words: „From the turbid river which waters Egypt, as far as the bounds of Accaron toward the north, is the land of Chanaan, which is divided into the five lordships of the Philistines, the Gazites, the Azotites, the Ascalonites, the Gethites, and the Accaronites,“ etc. For of these Chananeans some were Eastern, dwelling beside the streams of the Jordan; others Western, inhabiting the coast of the great or Mediterranean sea, which in Scripture is called Palestine and by the Greeks Phoenicia. And when the Chananeans had been cast out thence, the Philistines occupied their seats. But let us briefly set forth the boundaries of that land here described by Moses.2



SIDON, inquit Hieronymus, urbs Phoenicis insignis, olim Chananaeorum terminus ad Aquilonem respiciens, et postea regionis Iudaeae. Cecidit autem in fortem tribus Aser, sed non eam possedit, quia hostes nequaquam valuit expellere. Gerara vero, ex cuius nomine nunc Geratica vocatur regio trans Daromam procul Eleutheropoli viginti quinque millibus ad meridiem, erat olim terminus Chananaeorum ad australem plagam. Scriptura commemorat fuisse eam inter Cades et Sur, hoc est inter duas solitudines, quarum una Aegypto iungitur, ad quam populus Hebraeus trans fretum maris rubri pervenit; altera vero quae dicitur Cades, usque ad Saracenorum eremum extenditur. Gaza civitas fuit olim Heuaeorum, in qua habitaverunt Cappadoces, pristinis cultoribus interfectis: apud veteres autem erat terminus Chananaeorum iuxta Aegyptum, ceciditque in fortem tribus Iuda: sed eam tenere non potuit, quia Enacim, id est gigantes fortissimi Philisthaeorum, restiterunt, et usque hodie insignis civitas est Palaestinae. Sed quaeritur quomodo a quodam propheta dicatur Gaza futura in tumulum sempiternum? Quod ita solvitur: antiquae civitatis locum vix fundamentorum praebere vestigia: hanc autem quae nunc cernitur in alio loco pro illa quae corruit aedificatam esse. Hactenus ex S. Hieronymo.
Sidon, says Jerome, a notable city of Phoenicia, was once the boundary of the Canaanites looking toward the North, and afterward of the region of Judaea. It fell into the lot of the tribe of Aser, but it did not possess it, because it could by no means expel the enemies. Gerara, from whose name the region beyond Daroma is now called Geratica — far from Eleutheropolis, twenty-five miles to the south — was once the boundary of the Canaanites on the southern side. Scripture records that it was between Cades and Sur, that is, between two wildernesses, of which one is joined to Egypt, to which the Hebrew people came across the strait of the Red Sea; the other, which is called Cades, extends as far as the desert of the Saracens. Gaza was once a city of the Hevites, in which the Cappadocians dwelt, the former cultivators having been killed; among the ancients it was the boundary of the Canaanites next to Egypt, and it fell into the lot of the tribe of Judah; but it could not hold it, because the Anakim — that is, the strongest giants of the Philistines — resisted, and to this day it is a notable city of Palestine. But it is asked, how is it said by a certain prophet that Gaza shall be an everlasting heap? Which is thus solved: that the place of the ancient city scarcely offers traces of its foundations; but that this one which is now seen was built in another place in place of the one that fell. Thus far from Saint Jerome.3



DENIQUE ad significandum orientalem terminum eiusdem terrae, signatur Pentapolis, omissa tamen Segor propter eius parvitatem atque ignobilitatem. Lasa vero (hanc Graeci interpretes appellarunt Dasam) putat B. Hieronymus fuisse eam quae suo tempore Callirrhoe dicebatur, ubi aquae calidae prorumpentes in Mare mortuum defluunt. Cuius loci meminit etiam Plinius lib. 5 cap. 16. Nam loquens de Lacu Asphaltite, quod in sacris literis appellatur Mare salsissimum, sic ait: „Prospicit eum ab Oriente Arabia Nomadum, a Meridie Macherus, secunda quondam arx Iudeae ab Ierosolymis. Eodem latere est calidus fons medicae salubritatis Callirrhoe, aquarum gloriam ipso nomine praeferens.“ Non videtur autem cum hac descriptione et determinatione terrae Chananaeorum satis congruere quod in libro de locis Hebraicis annotatum est, Lasa fuisse terminum Chananaeorum circa Sidonem.
Finally, to signify the eastern boundary of the same land, Pentapolis is marked — Segor, however, being omitted on account of its smallness and ignobility. But Lasa (this the Greek translators called Dasa) Blessed Jerome thinks to have been the one which in his time was called Callirrhoe, where hot waters bursting forth flow down into the Dead Sea. Of which place Pliny too makes mention in book 5, chapter 16. For, speaking of the Asphaltite Lake — which in the sacred letters is called the most salt sea — he says thus: „Toward the East, the Arabia of the Nomads looks upon it; toward the South, Macherus, once the second citadel of Judaea after Jerusalem. On the same side is the hot spring of medicinal healthfulness, Callirrhoe, displaying the glory of its waters by its very name.“ But it does not seem to agree well enough with this description and determination of the land of the Canaanites, what is noted in the book On the Hebrew Places: that Lasa was the boundary of the Canaanites around Sidon.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:19 (verse lemma). ↩
	§128. Gen 10:19. Since the Hebrews would possess this land, Moses carefully bounds it: north = Pentapolis, south = Gerara, west = Gaza by the Mediterranean (the usual western limit). The nation properly ‘Chananea’ (the chief of the seven) is bounded otherwise (Josh 13: from the Egyptian river to Accaron, the five Philistine lordships). These Chananeans were partly Eastern (by the Jordan), partly Western (the coast, called Palestine/Phoenicia); when cast out, the Philistines took their seats (continues p. 453). ↩
	§129. Jerome (On Hebrew Places) on the borders: Sidon (a Phoenician city, the northern bound, in Aser's lot but unconquered); Gerara (whence ‘Geratica,’ 25 mi S of Eleutheropolis, the southern bound, between Cades and Sur); Gaza (once a Hevite city, then held by the ‘Cappadocians’/Caphtorim, the bound by Egypt, in Judah's lot but unheld for the Anakim/Philistine giants). The prophet's ‘Gaza an everlasting heap’ is solved: the ancient site is bare, the present Gaza built elsewhere. Margins: Jerome, On the Hebrew Places; Sidon; Gerara; Gen 20; Exod; Gaza. ↩
	§130. The eastern boundary = Pentapolis (Segor omitted as small/obscure). Lasa (LXX ‘Dasa’): Jerome thinks it = the Callirrhoe of his day — hot springs flowing into the Dead Sea (Pliny bk. 5 ch. 16, on the Asphaltite Lake/Dead Sea, with Macherus and the spring Callirrhoe). But this conflicts with Jerome's note (On Hebrew Places) that Lasa was the Canaanite boundary near Sidon. Margins: Callirrhoe; Jerome; Pliny. ↩




Of Sem also, the father of all the children of Heber, the elder brother of Japheth, there were born children

LatineEnglish


{Of Sem also, the father of all the children of Heber, the elder brother of Japheth, there were born children.}1
De Sem quoque nati sunt patre omnium filiorum Heber, fratre Iaphet maiore.



HEBRAICAM lectionem huius loci sic expressit Pagninus: „Et ipsi Sem natus est. Etiam ipse est pater omnium filiorum Heber, frater Iaphet maior.“ Septuaginta vero eundem locum sic reddiderunt: „Et Sem natus est, etiam ipsi patri omnium filiorum Heber, fratri Iaphet maioris.“ S. Augustinus libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite 3, supradicta verba partim connectens cum antecedentibus, partim breviter exponens, ad hunc modum scribit: „Restat commemorare filios Sem, maximi filii Noë. Ad eum nempe gradatim generationum istarum pervenit a minimo exorta narratio. Sed unde incipiunt commemorari filii Sem, habet quiddam obscuritatis, quod…“
The Hebrew reading of this place Pagninus expressed thus: „And to Sem himself there was born. He himself also is the father of all the children of Heber, the elder brother of Japheth.“ But the Seventy rendered the same place thus: „And Sem was born, to him also the father of all the children of Heber, the brother of the elder Japheth.“ Saint Augustine, in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter 3, partly connecting the aforesaid words with what precedes, partly briefly expounding them, writes in this manner: „It remains to mention the sons of Sem, the greatest son of Noah. For to him, step by step, the narrative of these generations, having begun from the least, has come. But whence the sons of Sem begin to be mentioned has something of obscurity, which…“2



…expositione illustrandum est, quia multum ad rem pertinet quam inquirimus. Sic enim legitur: Et Sem natus est etiam ipsi patri omnium filiorum Heber, fratri Iaphet maiori. Ordo verborum est: Et Sem natus est Heber etiam ipsi, id est, etiam ipsi Sem natus est Heber, qui Sem pater est omnium filiorum. Sem ergo Patriarcham intelligi voluit omnium qui de stirpe eius exorti sunt, quos commemoraturus est, sive sint filii sive nepotes et pronepotes et deinceps indidem exorti. Dicitur autem Sem patrem fuisse Heber, cum tamen quintus in serie progenitorum reperiatur: primus inquam nominatus est Heber in progenie Sem, et praelatus est etiam filiis eius, non ob aliam causam nisi quod verum est quod traditur, ex illo Hebraeos esse cognominatos tanquam Heberaeos; ac deinde una detracta litera Hebraeos. Quam linguam solus populus Israel obtinuit, in quo populo Dei civitas et in sanctis peregrinata est et in omnibus sacramentis adumbrata est.“ Sic Augustinus.
…must be illustrated by exposition, because it pertains much to the matter we are inquiring into. For it is thus read: ‘And Sem was born, to him also the father of all the children of Heber, the brother of the elder Japheth.’ The order of the words is: ‘And to Sem too was born Heber,’ that is, to Sem himself also was born Heber — which Sem is the father of all the children. Sem, therefore, he wished to be understood as the Patriarch of all who sprang from his stock, whom he is about to mention, whether they be sons or grandsons and great-grandsons and thence onward sprung from the same. Now Sem is said to have been the father of Heber, although he is found fifth in the series of forebears: Heber, I say, was first named in the progeny of Sem, and was preferred even to his sons, for no other cause than that it is true, as is handed down, that from him the Hebrews were surnamed as if ‘Heberaeans’; and then, one letter removed, ‘Hebraeans.’ Which tongue the people of Israel alone obtained — in which people the city of God both sojourned among the saints and was foreshadowed in all the sacraments.“ So far Augustine.3



SED in verbis Augustini nonnulla sunt animadvertenda. Primo, quod ipse legit Sem fuisse fratrem Iaphet maiorem natu, cum tamen codices Graeci nunc contra habeant. Deinde ordinem horum verborum quem disposuit Augustinus, excludit tam Hebraica quam Latina lectio, in quibus illud „De Sem natus est“ vel „nati sunt“ per se cohaeret, nec iungitur cum sequentibus, maxime vero cum Heber. Significatur enim ipsi Sem quoque non defuisse prolem et progeniem, quinimo fuisse valde numerosam et nobilem. Causam item cur praecipue Sem dictus sit pater Heber, expositam ab Augustino equidem approbo. Videtur enim Moses consulto id dixisse ad commendandam dignitatem Sem, qui patriarcha fuerit populi Hebraei et tot aliorum patriarcharum, regum et prophetarum qui in eo populo floruerunt.
But in Augustine's words there are some things to be noted. First, that he reads that Sem was the elder brother of Japheth by birth, whereas the Greek codices now have the contrary. Next, the order of these words which Augustine arranged is excluded by both the Hebrew and the Latin reading, in which that phrase ‘Of Sem there was born’ or ‘there were born’ coheres by itself, and is not joined with what follows, and least of all with Heber. For it is signified that to Sem too there was not lacking offspring and progeny — nay, that it was very numerous and noble. The reason, likewise, why Sem was especially called the father of Heber, expounded by Augustine, I for my part approve. For Moses seems to have said this on purpose, to commend the dignity of Sem, who was the patriarch of the Hebrew people and of so many other patriarchs, kings, and prophets who flourished in that people.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:21 (verse lemma). ↩
	§131. Gen 10:21. The variant readings: Pagninus (Hebrew) — ‘to Sem was born; he is father of all Heber's children, the elder brother of Japheth’; the LXX — ‘brother of the elder Japheth.’ Augustine (City of God 16.3): it remains to mention the sons of Sem, the greatest son of Noah; the wording has some obscurity (continues p. 454). Margins: Pagninus; Augustine. ↩
	§131 (concl.). Augustine's exposition: ‘And to Sem too was born Heber’ — Sem is the Patriarch of all his line (sons, grandsons, etc.). He is called ‘father of Heber’ though Heber is fifth in descent, because Heber is named first and preferred, since from him the Hebrews are named (‘Heberaeans’ → ‘Hebrews’) — the tongue Israel alone kept, in which the city of God sojourned and was foreshadowed in all the sacraments. ↩
	§131 (cont.). Remarks on Augustine: (1) he reads Sem as Japheth's elder brother, though the Greek codices now read the contrary; (2) his word-order is excluded by both Hebrew and Latin, where ‘Of Sem there was/were born’ stands by itself, not joined to ‘Heber’ — signifying Sem too had a numerous, noble progeny. Pererius approves Augustine's reason why Sem is called ‘father of Heber’: Moses did it to commend Sem's dignity as patriarch of the Hebrews and of so many patriarchs, kings, and prophets. ↩




TENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Sem was the eldest-born of the sons of Noah

LatineEnglish


TENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Sem was the eldest-born of the sons of Noah.1
DECIMA DISPUTATIO. Utrum Sem fuerit maximus natu filiorum Noë.



SEM fuisse priorem natu quam ipsum Cham ex praecedenti cap. 9 manifestum est: appellatur enim Cham illic filius Noë minor praecise, quod apud Hebraeos idem significat atque filius parvus vel minimus. Tota igitur contentio est inter Sem et Iaphet de principatu ortus. Et quamvis illud videatur arguere Sem fuisse primum natu filiorum Noë, quod semper in scriptura, cum nominantur filii Noë, primus omnium censetur Sem, ut in hoc libro cap. 5, 6, 9, 10 et initio prioris libri Paralipomenon, idque pro magno argumento ad id ipsum probandum afferunt nonnulli: attamen id non magnam vim habere videtur.
That Sem was earlier in birth than Cham himself is manifest from the preceding chapter 9: for Cham is there called precisely the ‘younger’ son of Noah, which among the Hebrews means the same as a ‘little’ or ‘least’ son. The whole contention, therefore, is between Sem and Japheth, about the primacy of birth. And although this seems to argue that Sem was the firstborn of the sons of Noah — that always in Scripture, when the sons of Noah are named, Sem is reckoned first of all, as in this book chapters 5, 6, 9, 10, and at the beginning of the first book of Paralipomenon — and some bring this forward as a great argument to prove that very thing: nevertheless this does not seem to have great force.2



…videtur. Namque etiam Cham inter filios Noë secundus memoratur, quem tamen minimum fuisse omnium, ut dudum dixi, planum est. Similiter Isaac nominatur ante Ismaelem, et Iacob ante Esau, non propter priorem ortum sed propter praerogativam electionis et benedictionis divinae maioremque eorum dignitatem. Quanquam non satis liquet cur semper Cham nominetur ante Iaphet, cum et ortu et dignitate posterior eo fuerit. Ac licet hoc loco secundum Latinam lectionem, quae habet Sem fuisse fratrem Iaphet maiorem, liquido appareat Sem fuisse maximum filiorum Noë: quia tamen secundum lectionem Hebraicam id ambiguum et dubium est, secundum autem lectionem Graecam contra potius res se habere videatur, idcirco multi putarunt Sem minorem fuisse Iaphet. Hanc igitur nos controversiam brevibus explicemus.
…seems [not to have great force]. For Cham too is recorded second among the sons of Noah, who nevertheless, as I said a while ago, was plainly the least of all. Similarly Isaac is named before Ismael, and Jacob before Esau, not on account of earlier birth but on account of the prerogative of election and of divine blessing, and their greater dignity. Although it is not clear enough why Cham is always named before Japheth, since he was later than he both in birth and in dignity. And although in this place, according to the Latin reading — which has that Sem was the elder brother of Japheth — it clearly appears that Sem was the eldest of the sons of Noah: yet because according to the Hebrew reading this is ambiguous and doubtful, and according to the Greek reading the matter rather seems to be the contrary, therefore many have thought that Sem was younger than Japheth. Let us, then, explain this controversy briefly.3



PRO illo vocabulo „maiore,“ cum dicitur „Iaphet maiore,“ Hebraice est hagadol, et illud quidem „ha“ articulus est emphasim habens apud Hebraeos sicut etiam apud Graecos. „Gadol“ autem significat magnum, non autem maiorem, quia carent Hebraei comparativis, et ad excessum comparationis declarandum utuntur praepositione cum Pronomine, ut „min hu,“ id est „ab illo,“ ut de Publicano in Evangelio legitur: „Discessit hic iustificatus ab illo.“ Hic non est talis Praepositio, quare sententia Hebraicae lectionis est, Sem fuisse fratrem Iaphet illum magnum. Ceterum quia „gadol,“ id est magnus, indeclinabile est (carent enim Hebraei casibus), potest id nominis accipi tam in Genitivo quam in Ablativo. Si accipiatur in Genitivo, iungitur cum nomine Iaphet, et est sensus: Sem fratrem fuisse Iaphet magni, id est qui erat magnus vel maior ceteris suis fratribus. Sin autem sumatur in Ablativo, necessario iungendum est cum vocabulo Sem, et hanc reddet sententiam: natos esse filios ex Sem fratre ipsius Iaphet maiore.
For that word ‘elder,’ when it is said ‘Japheth the elder,’ in Hebrew it is hagadol, and that ‘ha’ is indeed an article having emphasis among the Hebrews, as also among the Greeks. But ‘gadol’ means ‘great,’ not ‘greater,’ because the Hebrews lack comparatives, and to declare the excess of comparison they use a preposition with a pronoun, as ‘min hu,’ that is ‘than he,’ as is read of the Publican in the Gospel: ‘This man went away justified rather than the other.’ Here there is no such preposition, wherefore the sense of the Hebrew reading is that Sem was the brother of Japheth that great one. But because ‘gadol,’ that is ‘great,’ is indeclinable (for the Hebrews lack cases), the noun can be taken either in the genitive or in the ablative. If it be taken in the genitive, it is joined with the name Japheth, and the sense is: that Sem was the brother of Japheth the great — that is, who was great or greater than his other brothers. But if it be taken in the ablative, it must necessarily be joined with the word Sem, and will render this sense: that sons were born of Sem the elder brother of Japheth himself.4



HANC ego lectionem magis approbo et amplector: primo quia eam habet Latina nostra translatio; tum quia codex Graecus vel Latinus quem secutus est Augustinus lib. 16 de Civitate Dei cap. 3 eandem continet lectionem et sententiam, et ipse Augustinus non uno loco affirmate dixit Sem fuisse maximum filiorum Noë: ambiguitatem quoque lectionis Hebraicae ad hanc potius sententiam applicarunt Caietanus, Pagninus, Vatablus. Ratio quoque probabilis hoc ipsum persuadet. Omnino, quae hic narrat Moses de Sem, ad commendandam eius excellentiam dignitatis pertinent, ut quod ipse pater fuerit omnium filiorum Heber, id est, populi Hebraei, et tot tantorumque virorum qui in eo populo claruerunt. Ergo quod subdit, ipsum fuisse fratrem Iaphet magnum, ad eiusdem quoque spectat commendationem. Quorsum enim hoc loco Moses dignitatem Sem significans dixisset illum fuisse fratrem Iaphet maioris ipso?
This reading I rather approve and embrace: first, because our Latin translation has it; then, because the Greek or Latin codex which Augustine followed in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 3, contains the same reading and sense, and Augustine himself in more than one place affirmatively said that Sem was the eldest of the sons of Noah; the ambiguity of the Hebrew reading too Cajetan, Pagninus, and Vatablus applied rather to this sense. A probable reason also persuades this very thing. Altogether, the things which Moses here relates about Sem pertain to commending the excellence of his dignity — as that he was the father of all the children of Heber, that is, of the Hebrew people, and of so many and so great men who shone in that people. Therefore what he subjoins, that he was the great brother of Japheth, likewise looks to his commendation. For to what purpose, in this place, would Moses, signifying the dignity of Sem, have said that he was the brother of a Japheth greater than himself?5



SED exponamus et perpendamus etiam contrariam opinionem. Hebraei in iis Commentariis quos super hunc locum ediderunt, tradunt…
But let us set forth and weigh also the contrary opinion. The Hebrews, in those Commentaries which they have published on this place, hand down…6



…tradunt Sem fuisse ultimum filiorum Noë, Cham secundum, denique Iaphet primum; quanquam nonnulli etiam primum locum tribuant Cham. Hebraeos secuti sunt Lyranus et Tostatus, idemque prodiderunt cum extrema verba quinti capitis libri Geneseos explanant. Genebrardus quoque eam opinionem probabilissimam putat in sua Chronologia. Sem autem novissimum fuisse fratrum suorum argumentantur isti hunc in modum: Noë coepit filios generare anno quingentesimo suae aetatis, id enim tradit Moses sub finem quinti capitis huius libri: ergo primogenitus Noë natus est quingentesimo ipsius anno: at Sem natum fuisse non quingentesimo sed quingentesimo secundo anno Noë evidenter colligitur ex cap. 11 Geneseos, ubi scriptum est Sem biennio post diluvium, cum genuit filium suum Arphaxad, fuisse centum annorum: diluvium vero contigit sexcentesimo anno vitae Noë. Ergo Noë anno quingentesimo genuit Iaphet; anno quingentesimo primo genuit Cham; anno vero quingentesimo secundo genuit Sem. Et cum anno sexcentesimo diluvium advenerit, idcirco recte dictum est Genes. 11 biennio post diluvium Sem fuisse centum annorum. Sic isti.
…they hand down that Sem was the last of the sons of Noah, Cham the second, and finally Japheth the first; although some assign even the first place to Cham. Lyra and Tostatus followed the Hebrews, and handed down the same when they explain the last words of the fifth chapter of the book of Genesis. Genebrardus too thinks that opinion most probable in his Chronology. That Sem was the latest of his brothers these men argue in this manner: Noah began to beget sons in the five-hundredth year of his age, for this Moses hands down at the end of the fifth chapter of this book: therefore the firstborn of Noah was born in his five-hundredth year; but that Sem was born not in the five-hundredth but in the five-hundred-and-second year of Noah is evidently gathered from chapter 11 of Genesis, where it is written that Sem, two years after the flood, when he begot his son Arphaxad, was a hundred years old; and the flood happened in the six-hundredth year of Noah's life. Therefore Noah in the five-hundredth year begot Japheth; in the five-hundred-and-first year begot Cham; and in the five-hundred-and-second year begot Sem. And since the flood came in the six-hundredth year, therefore it was rightly said in Genesis 11 that two years after the flood Sem was a hundred years old. So these men.7



VERUM ratio haec parum firma est. Quemadmodum autem Caietanus eam rationem dissolvat (quoniam ad id de quo nunc agitur maxime facit), non ingratum fuerit lectori ex propriis verbis eius cognoscere. Sic igitur Caietanus locum illum ex cap. 11 Genesis paulo supra commemoratum explanans ait: „Ex hoc loco, quia duobus annis post diluvium describitur Sem centum fuisse annorum, inferre aiunt Hebraeos Sem non fuisse primogenitum Noë. Nam cum Noë quingentos annos natus generare coeperit, ut patet ex fine quinti capitis, necesse est primogenitum eius biennio post diluvium fuisse duorum et centum annorum. Sed haec ratio inefficax est, et contra literam Mosis. Contra literam quidem, quia ex cap. 10 colligitur Sem fuisse fratrem grandem seu magnum respectu Iaphet, et in cap. 9 dictum est Cham fuisse filium parvum Noë: haec autem manifestant Sem fuisse primogenitum Noë. Est autem etiam ratio inefficax: tum quia litera non dicit Sem cum esset centum annorum genuisse Arphaxad, sed sunt duae orationes interiecta coniunctione, altera habet ‘Sem filius centum annorum’ (Hebraeo more subintelligens verbum substantivum ‘erat’), altera ‘Et genuit Arphaxad duobus annis post diluvium.’ Tum quia minus libratur mos loquendi in Sacra Scriptura. Nam et in calce 5 capitis dicitur Noë, cum esset quingentorum annorum, genuisse Sem, Cham et Iaphet: at constat non eodem illo anno hos tres genuisse Noë, nisi quis dicat eodem partu eosdem esse generatos, quod tamen esset contra hos Hebraeos. Sed verus sensus est non ante quingentesimum annum sed post illum genuisse illos filios. Indubie igitur amplectendum est quod Scriptura testatur, Sem fuisse primogenitum. An autem fuerit centum praecise annorum biennio post diluvium, certum non est. Nam et intelligi potest eum fuisse genitum anno secundo post quingentesimum Noë annum, ut sic biennio post diluvium non excesserit ille aetatem centum annorum. Potest quoque intelligi fuisse eum genitum illo ipso quin[gentesimo…]“
But this reasoning is little firm. How Cajetan dissolves that reasoning (since it makes most for the matter now in hand) it will not be unwelcome to the reader to learn from his own words. Thus, then, Cajetan, explaining that place from chapter 11 of Genesis mentioned a little above, says: „From this place, because two years after the flood Sem is described as having been a hundred years old, they say the Hebrews infer that Sem was not the firstborn of Noah. For since Noah, being five hundred years old, began to beget, as is plain from the end of the fifth chapter, his firstborn must have been a hundred and two years old two years after the flood. But this reasoning is ineffective, and against the letter of Moses. Against the letter, indeed, because from chapter 10 it is gathered that Sem was the grand or great brother in respect of Japheth, and in chapter 9 it was said that Cham was the little son of Noah: and these things make manifest that Sem was the firstborn of Noah. It is, moreover, also an ineffective reasoning: both because the letter does not say that Sem, when he was a hundred years old, begot Arphaxad, but there are two clauses with a conjunction interposed — one has ‘Sem, son of a hundred years’ (in the Hebrew manner understanding the substantive verb ‘was’), the other ‘And he begot Arphaxad two years after the flood’; and because the manner of speaking in Sacred Scripture is less precisely weighed. For at the close of the fifth chapter, too, Noah is said, when he was five hundred years old, to have begotten Sem, Cham, and Japheth: but it is agreed that Noah did not beget these three in that same year, unless one say they were begotten at the same birth — which, however, would be against these Hebrews. But the true sense is that he begot those sons not before the five-hundredth year, but after it. Without doubt, therefore, what Scripture testifies is to be embraced: that Sem was the firstborn. But whether he was exactly a hundred years old two years after the flood is not certain. For it can be understood that he was begotten in the second year after Noah's five-hundredth year, so that two years after the flood he had not exceeded the age of a hundred years. It can also be understood that he was begotten in that very five-hundredth [year…]“8



„…quingentesimo anno Noë, et ob id biennio post diluvium, cum genuit filium Arphaxad, fuisse centum et duorum annorum. Scriptura enim non dicit oppositum, immo adiungendo biennium post diluvium ad centum annos Sem, implicite insinuat eum duos super centum annos fuisse natum cum procreavit Arphaxad.“ Hactenus ex Caietano.
„…in Noah's five-hundredth year, and on that account two years after the flood, when he begot his son Arphaxad, to have been a hundred and two years old. For Scripture does not say the opposite; nay, by adding ‘two years after the flood’ to Sem's hundred years, it implicitly intimates that he was a hundred and two years old when he begot Arphaxad.“ Thus far from Cajetan.9



VERUM in his Caietani verbis duo sunt minime probabilia. Primum enim Caietanus verba illa Mosis ex cap. 11 Geneseos de aetate qua erat Sem cum genuit Arphaxad sic interpungit et distinguit, ut illis verbis duo significentur; alterum est, Sem fuisse centum annorum; alterum vero, genuisse Arphaxad duobus annis post diluvium. Sic enim habet lectio Caietani: „Sem filius centum annorum: et genuit Arphaxad duobus annis post diluvium.“ Verum eiusmodi distinctionem et interpunctionem eorum verborum et Graeca translatio nostraque editio vulgata excludere videtur. Sic enim eo loci habet: „Sem erat centum annorum quando genuit Arphaxad,“ quibus verbis perspicue declaratur biennio post diluvium et Sem fuisse centum annorum, et eo ipso tempore genitum ab eo fuisse Arphaxad. Illud praeterea Caietani dictum mihi etiam non probatur. Ait ipse scripturam eo loco non negare Sem cum genuit ipsum Arphaxad fuisse centum et duorum annorum; quinimo id ipsum significare, namque adiungendo biennium post diluvium ad centum annos Sem, tecte indicavit Sem fuisse centum et duorum annorum cum genuit Arphaxad. Sed non video equidem quomodo Scriptura ibi non illud neget; cum aperte dicat fuisse eum centum annorum cum genuit Arphaxad, id est, biennio post diluvium; namque illud biennium non est adiungendum ad centum annos Sem, sed est referendum ad diluvium, post quod, exacto biennio, Sem procreavit filium Arphaxad.
But in these words of Cajetan two things are by no means probable. For first, Cajetan so punctuates and distinguishes those words of Moses from chapter 11 of Genesis, about the age at which Sem was when he begot Arphaxad, that two things are signified by those words: one is, that Sem was a hundred years old; the other, that he begot Arphaxad two years after the flood. For thus runs Cajetan's reading: „Sem, son of a hundred years: and he begot Arphaxad two years after the flood.“ But such a distinction and punctuation of those words both the Greek translation and our Vulgate edition seem to exclude. For in that place it has thus: „Sem was a hundred years old when he begot Arphaxad,“ by which words it is clearly declared that two years after the flood both Sem was a hundred years old, and at that very time Arphaxad was begotten by him. That saying of Cajetan, moreover, I also do not approve. He says that Scripture in that place does not deny that Sem, when he begot Arphaxad, was a hundred and two years old; nay, that it signifies this very thing, since by adding ‘two years after the flood’ to Sem's hundred years it covertly indicated that Sem was a hundred and two years old when he begot Arphaxad. But I for my part do not see how Scripture there does not deny that; since it plainly says that he was a hundred years old when he begot Arphaxad, that is, two years after the flood; for that ‘two years’ is not to be added to Sem's hundred years, but is to be referred to the flood, after which, two years elapsed, Sem begot his son Arphaxad.10



ERGO meo iudicio expeditior et probabilior fuerit responsio: vel Noë non cepisse generare quingentesimo aetatis suae anno praecise, sed quingentesimo secundo, eoque ipso anno generatum esse Sem, ob idque biennio post diluvium fuisse eum centum annorum: vel Sem secundo anno post diluvium, cum generavit Arphaxad, non fuisse centum annorum praecise, sed fuisse centum et duorum annorum. Namque, ut alias non semel diximus, mos est divinae Scripturae (id quod etiam in profana historia et Chronologia non raro fit) parvis et minutis numeris tacitis ac praetermissis, maximum et integrum numerum dumtaxat commemorare: quod multis exemplis illustrari firmarique posset, nisi rei satis manifestae et alias a nobis probatae iterata probatio supervacua foret.
Therefore, in my judgment, the readier and more probable answer will be: either that Noah did not begin to beget exactly in the five-hundredth year of his age, but in the five-hundred-and-second, and that in that very year Sem was begotten, and on that account two years after the flood he was a hundred years old; or that Sem, in the second year after the flood, when he begot Arphaxad, was not exactly a hundred years old, but was a hundred and two. For, as we have said more than once elsewhere, it is the custom of divine Scripture (which also not rarely happens in profane history and chronology), the small and minute numbers being passed over in silence, to mention only the greatest and whole number: which could be illustrated and confirmed by many examples, were not a repeated proof of a matter sufficiently manifest and elsewhere proved by us superfluous.11



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 10 (title): was Sem the eldest of Noah's sons? ↩
	§132. Disp. 10 opens: Sem was older than Cham (Gen 9 calls Cham the ‘younger,’ i.e. least, son). The real contention is Sem vs. Japheth for the birth-primacy. Sem is always named first (Gen 5, 6, 9, 10; 1 Chron 1) — some make this a great argument for his being firstborn, but it does not seem to have much force (continues to next batch). Margin: Sem older than Cham. ↩
	§132 (cont.). Naming-order proves little: Cham is named second though least; Isaac before Ismael, Jacob before Esau (by election, not birth); and Cham, though later, is always named before Japheth. The Latin reading makes Sem the eldest, but the Hebrew is ambiguous and the Greek suggests the opposite — so many think Sem younger than Japheth. ↩
	§133. The Hebrew ‘hagadol’ (Japheth ‘the great’): ‘ha’ is the emphatic article; ‘gadol’ = ‘great,’ not ‘greater’ (Hebrew lacks comparatives, expressing them with a preposition, e.g. ‘min hu’ = ‘than he,’ as in the Publican of Lk 18 — absent here). Being indeclinable, ‘gadol’ can be genitive (Sem brother of Japheth ‘the great,’ greatest of the brothers) or ablative (joined to Sem: sons born of Sem, the elder brother of Japheth). Margin: Lk 18. ↩
	§134. Pererius approves the reading ‘Sem the elder brother of Japheth’ (= Sem eldest): the Vulgate, Augustine's codex (City of God 16.3, affirming Sem the eldest), and Cajetan/Pagninus/Vatablus applying the Hebrew ambiguity this way. Reason confirms it: all Moses says of Sem here commends his dignity (father of Heber's line = the Hebrews and its great men), so ‘the great brother of Japheth’ must too — Moses would not commend Sem by calling him brother of a greater Japheth. Margins: Augustine; the argument of the Hebrews that Sem was the least of his brothers. ↩
	§135. The contrary opinion of the Hebrews begins (continues p. 456). ↩
	§135 (concl.). The Hebrews (followed by Lyra, Tostatus, Genebrardus) make Sem the youngest, Cham second, Japheth first. Argument: Noah began begetting at 500 (Gen 5), so the firstborn was born then; but Sem was 100 two years after the flood (Gen 11), and the flood was Noah's 600th year — so Noah begot Japheth at 500, Cham at 501, Sem at 502. Margins: Lyra; Tostatus; Genebrardus; Gen 6. ↩
	§136. Cajetan dissolves the Hebrews' argument (quoted): it is against the letter (Gen 10 makes Sem the ‘great’ brother, Gen 9 Cham the ‘little’ son — so Sem firstborn), and weak, since the verse is two clauses (‘Sem a hundred years old’ + ‘he begot Arphaxad two years after the flood’), and Scripture's reckoning is loose (Gen 5 says Noah begot all three at 500, though not in one year). So Sem was indubitably firstborn; whether exactly 100 two years post-flood is uncertain (continues p. 457). Margins: how Cajetan dissolves the argument of the Hebrews; Cajetan. ↩
	§136 (concl.). End of Cajetan: Sem may have been begotten in Noah's 500th year and so 102 when he begot Arphaxad two years after the flood — Scripture does not contradict this but implies it. ↩
	§137. Pererius faults two points in Cajetan: (1) his punctuation splitting the verse into ‘Sem 100 years old’ + ‘begot Arphaxad 2 years after the flood’ is excluded by the Greek and the Vulgate (‘Sem was 100 when he begot Arphaxad’ — both 100 and the begetting two years post-flood); (2) his claim that the verse covertly means 102: rather, the ‘two years’ attach to the flood (Sem begot Arphaxad two years after it), not to Sem's 100. Margin: a remark on Cajetan. ↩
	§138. Pererius's own simpler answer: either Noah began begetting at 502 (Sem born then, so 100 two years post-flood), or Sem was 102, not exactly 100, when he begot Arphaxad — since Scripture (like profane history) habitually gives only round numbers, dropping the small remainders. Margin: a more probable solution of the Hebrews' argument. ↩




The sons of Sem: Aelam, and Assur, and Arphaxad, and Lud, and Aram

LatineEnglish


{The sons of Sem: Aelam, and Assur, and Arphaxad, and Lud, and Aram.}1
Filii Sem: Aelam, Assur, Arphaxad, Lud et Aram.



BEATUS Hieronymus ex sententia Iosephi supradicta nomina filiorum Sem cursim exponens ita scribit: „Hi filii Sem ab Euphrate fluvio partem Asiae usque ad Indicum Oceanum tenuerunt…“
Blessed Jerome, following the opinion of Josephus, running briefly over the aforesaid names of the sons of Sem, writes thus: „These sons of Sem held the part of Asia from the river Euphrates as far as the Indian Ocean…“2



„…tenuerunt. Est autem Aelam, a quo Aelamitae principes Persidis. De Assur ante dictum est quod Ninum urbem condiderit. Arphaxad, a quo Chaldaei. Lud, a quo Lydi. Aram, a quo Syri, quorum metropolis est Damascus.“ Sic Hieronymus.
„…held it. There is, moreover, Aelam, from whom the Elamites, princes of Persia. Of Assur it was said before, that he founded the city Ninus. Arphaxad, from whom the Chaldeans. Lud, from whom the Lydians. Aram, from whom the Syrians, whose metropolis is Damascus.“ So far Jerome.3



AB Aelamitis, quos externi scriptores Elymaeos vocant, oriundi fuerunt Persae, qui tamen Aelamitarum nomen posterioribus temporibus obscurarunt, cum, everso Babylonico imperio, amplissimam Persicae dominationis monarchiam condiderunt. Apud Danielem cap. 8 Susan, quae fuit Persarum Regia, fuisse olim in regione Aelam perspicue scriptum est illis verbis: „Vidi in visione cum essem in Susan castro, quod est in Aelam regione.“ Quo manifestum fit olim sub Aelamitarum regione ac ditione fuisse Persas. Sed plura de eo nos disseruimus lib. 9 Commentariorum nostrorum in Danielem, cum verba illa capitis octavi explanaremus.
From the Elamites, whom foreign writers call Elymaeans, the Persians were sprung, who nevertheless in later times obscured the name of the Elamites, when, the Babylonian empire being overthrown, they founded the most ample monarchy of the Persian dominion. In Daniel, chapter 8, that Susan, which was the royal seat of the Persians, was once in the region of Aelam, is plainly written in those words: „I saw in a vision, when I was in the castle of Susan, which is in the region of Aelam.“ By which it is made manifest that the Persians were once under the region and dominion of the Elamites. But we have discussed more about it in book 9 of our Commentaries on Daniel, when we explained those words of the eighth chapter.4



UNDE autem Iosepho notum fuerit Chaldaeos ortum et genus duxisse ab Arphaxad, mihi quidem ignotum est. Quanquam non me latet quosdam nimio plus Hebraizantes inde rationem eius rei petere, quod Chaldaei Hebraice dicantur Chasdim, et permutatione atque affinitate literarum transeuntium in alias literas (quod non raro fit apud Hebraeos) postea nominati sunt Chaldaei. Vocis autem Chasdim singulare est Chasdi, a Chascad, nam hoc est thema. In Chascad autem tres consonantes, s, c et d, reperiuntur in posteriori parte nominis Arphacsad, sic enim secundum rationem Hebraicam scribi debet, nam vocalium apud Hebraeos nulla habetur ratio. Sed haec rideamus licet atque contemnamus ceu inania commenta, futiles argutias ac nugas pueriles.
But whence it was known to Josephus that the Chaldeans drew their origin and stock from Arphaxad is unknown to me. Although it does not escape me that certain men, Hebraizing overmuch, seek the reason of that matter from this: that the Chaldeans are in Hebrew called Chasdim, and by the interchange and affinity of letters passing into other letters (which not rarely happens among the Hebrews) were afterward named Chaldeans. Now the singular of the word Chasdim is Chasdi, from Chascad, for this is the root. And in Chascad the three consonants s, c, and d are found in the latter part of the name Arphacsad — for so it must be written according to Hebrew usage, since among the Hebrews no account is taken of the vowels. But these things we may laugh at and despise as empty inventions, futile subtleties, and childish trifles.5



QUARTO loco inter filios Sem nominatur Lud, a quo Lydi Asiae minoris populi creduntur orti, nominis sono id quodammodo arguente. Alter eiusdem nominis supra inter posteros Mesraim commemoratus est, a quo Ludim propagati Africae fuerunt incolae. Hic autem Lud filius Sem, ut diversi generis et gentis fuit, ita diversas quoque sedes obtinuit. Apud Isaiam cap. 66 commemorantur hi populi, Tharsis, Phut (vel ut habent alii Put) et Lud, Thubal item et Iavan: sic enim est Hebraice: quae vocabula Latinus interpres ita Latine expressit: „Mittam ex eis qui salvati fuerint ad gentes in mare, in Africam et Lydiam tenentes sagittam, in Italiam et Graeciam.“ Ergo vocem Tharsis vertit „gentes maritimas“; Phut, „Africam“; Lud, „Lydiam“; Thubal, „Italiam“; Iavan, „Ioniam seu Graeciam.“ Apud Ezechielem quoque cap. 27 iunguntur inter se hi populi qui Tyriis militabant, Paras, Lud et Phut; sic enim est Hebraice, pro quibus Latinus interpres substituit Persas, Lydos et Libyes. Quemadmodum enim olim imperatores Romani hodieque Christiani reges secum in bella ducunt gentes ingeniis, moribus, habitu, lingua atque religione differentes; ita putandum est olim apud Tyrios mari praepotentes militasse Persas, Libyes seu Africanos et Lydos, qui ante Croesum a Cyro…
In the fourth place among the sons of Sem is named Lud, from whom the Lydians, peoples of Asia Minor, are believed to have sprung, the sound of the name in some way arguing it. Another of the same name was mentioned above among the descendants of Mesraim, from whom the Ludim were propagated, inhabitants of Africa. But this Lud, the son of Sem, as he was of a different race and nation, so also obtained different seats. In Isaiah, chapter 66, these peoples are mentioned: Tharsis, Phut (or, as others have, Put), and Lud, likewise Thubal and Iavan — for so it is in Hebrew: which words the Latin translator rendered into Latin thus: „I will send of them that shall be saved to the nations into the sea, into Africa and Lydia, them that draw the bow, into Italy and Greece.“ Therefore the word Tharsis he renders ‘maritime nations’; Phut, ‘Africa’; Lud, ‘Lydia’; Thubal, ‘Italy’; Iavan, ‘Ionia or Greece.’ In Ezekiel too, chapter 27, these peoples who served as soldiers for the Tyrians are joined together — Paras, Lud, and Phut; for so it is in Hebrew, for which the Latin translator substituted Persians, Lydians, and Libyans. For just as of old the Roman emperors, and today Christian kings, lead with them into wars nations differing in disposition, manners, dress, language, and religion; so it is to be thought that of old, among the Tyrians most powerful at sea, there served as soldiers Persians, Libyans or Africans, and Lydians, who before Croesus [was] conquered by Cyrus…6



…victum bellicae virtutis gloria clari ac nobiles fuerunt.
…conquered, were renowned and noble in the glory of warlike valor.7



ARAM quintus nominatur in filiis Sem: ex quo variae sunt ortae gentes, quae partim Syrorum nomine dictae sunt a Graecis, partim in aliorum populorum nomen concesserunt. Divina Scriptura frequenter utitur vocabulo Aram ad certam quandam terrae regionem denotandam. Legitur enim Aram Naharaim, id est, Aram fluviorum sive Aram interamnis, quam Graeci appellant Mesopotamiam, quod inter Euphratem et Tigrim media interiaceat. Unde Deuteronom. cap. 23 dicitur Balaam fuisse adductum de Aram Naharaim, quod Latinus interpres vertit „de Mesopotamia Syriae.“ Sic etiam in libro Iudicum cap. 3 nominatur rex Aram Naharaim, quem Latinus interpres ibi nominat regem Mesopotamiae et regem Syriae. Legitur praeterea Padan Aram Genes. 28 et 33, quo dicitur missus Iacob a patre suo Isaac et inde reversus incolumis: Latinus interpres ibi vertit „Mesopotamiam Syriae.“ Itaque videtur Aram Naharaim et Padan Aram eandem regionem significare: nisi forte Padan Aram denotet certam quandam Mesopotamiae regionem. Ad haec in 2 Regum cap. 8 appellatur Aram Damasci. In eodem libro nominatur Aram Soba. In primo Paralipomenon cap. 19 memoratur Aram Naacha. Quae regiones videntur esse Syriae longe paulo remotae a Perea, id est regione Galaad, quae pertinuit ad duas tribus Ruben et Gad et dimidiam tribum Manassis.
Aram is named fifth among the sons of Sem: from whom various nations arose, which partly were called by the name of the Syrians by the Greeks, partly passed into the name of other peoples. Divine Scripture frequently uses the word Aram to denote a certain region of the land. For there is read Aram Naharaim — that is, Aram of the rivers, or Aram between the rivers — which the Greeks call Mesopotamia, because it lies midway between the Euphrates and the Tigris. Whence in Deuteronomy, chapter 23, Balaam is said to have been brought from Aram Naharaim, which the Latin translator renders ‘from Mesopotamia of Syria.’ So too in the book of Judges, chapter 3, a king of Aram Naharaim is named, whom the Latin translator there names king of Mesopotamia and king of Syria. There is read besides Padan Aram, Genesis 28 and 33, whither Jacob is said to have been sent by his father Isaac and to have returned thence unharmed: the Latin translator there renders ‘Mesopotamia of Syria.’ And so Aram Naharaim and Padan Aram seem to signify the same region — unless perhaps Padan Aram denotes a certain region of Mesopotamia. Besides these, in 2 Kings, chapter 8, there is named Aram of Damascus. In the same book is named Aram Soba. In the first of Paralipomenon, chapter 19, is mentioned Aram Naacha. Which regions seem to be of Syria, a little far removed from Perea — that is, the region of Galaad, which belonged to the two tribes of Reuben and Gad and the half-tribe of Manasseh.8



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:22 (verse lemma). ↩
	§139. Gen 10:22. Jerome (after Josephus) on Sem's sons: they held from the Euphrates to the Indian Ocean (continues p. 458). Margins: Jerome, Hebrew Questions on Genesis; Josephus. ↩
	§139 (concl.). Jerome on the five sons: Aelam → the Elamites/princes of Persia; Assur → founder of Nineveh; Arphaxad → the Chaldeans; Lud → the Lydians; Aram → the Syrians (metropolis Damascus). ↩
	§140. From the Elamites (foreign ‘Elymaeans’) the Persians sprang, later obscuring the Elamite name when they founded the Persian empire on Babylon's ruin. Susa, the Persian capital, was in the region of Aelam (Dan 8) — so the Persians were once under the Elamites (treated in his Commentaries on Daniel bk. 9). Margin: Aelamitae or Elymaei. ↩
	§141. Pererius is unsure how Josephus knew the Chaldeans came from Arphaxad. The over-Hebraizing etymology (Chaldeans = Heb. ‘Chasdim,’ singular Chasdi from root ‘Chascad,’ whose consonants s/c/d appear in the latter part of ‘Arphacsad,’ vowels disregarded) he dismisses as empty, childish trifles. Margin: whether the Chaldeans are sprung from Arphaxad. ↩
	§142. Sem's fourth son Lud → the Lydians of Asia Minor (the name-sound suggests it), distinct from the African Ludim (of Mesraim). In Isa 66 (Tharsis, Phut, Lud, Thubal, Iavan; Vulgate ‘maritime nations, Africa, Lydia, Italy, Greece’) and Ezek 27 (Paras/Lud/Phut = Persians/Lydians/Libyans serving Tyre) — as kings lead diverse nations to war, so Persians, Libyans, and Lydians served seafaring Tyre, famed for valor before Croesus's fall to Cyrus (continues p. 459). Margins: the origin of the Lydians; the passage of Isaiah ch. 66. ↩
	§142 (concl.). These Lydians (etc.) were renowned for martial glory before Croesus's defeat by Cyrus. ↩
	§143. Sem's fifth son Aram → various nations, partly called ‘Syrians’ by the Greeks. ‘Aram’ in Scripture denotes regions: Aram Naharaim (‘Aram of the rivers’ = Mesopotamia, between Euphrates and Tigris; Balaam thence, Deut 23; the king, Judg 3); Padan Aram (Jacob sent there, Gen 28, 33) — apparently the same, or a part of Mesopotamia; also Aram of Damascus, Aram Soba (2 Sam 8), Aram Naacha (1 Chron 19) — regions of Syria near Perea/Galaad (Reuben, Gad, half-Manasseh). Margins: the various significations of the name Aram; what region is named ‘Aram’ in Scripture. ↩




The sons of Aram: Hus, and Hul, and Gether, and Mes

LatineEnglish


{The sons of Aram: Hus, and Hul, and Gether, and Mes.}1
Filii Aram: Hus, Hul, Gether et Mes.



QUARUM gentium isti filii Aram parentes et satores fuerint, ex Iosepho brevissime sic enarrat B. Hieronymus: „Hus,“ inquit, „Trachonitidis et Damasci conditor, inter Palaestinam et Caelem Syriam tenuit principatum, a quo Septuaginta Interpretes in libro Iob, ubi Hebraice scribitur terra Hus, regionem Ausitidem quasi Husitidem transtulerunt. Hul, a quo Armeni. Gether, a quo Acarnanii seu Carii. Porro Mes, pro quo Septuaginta Interpretes Mosoch dixerunt, nunc vocatur Maeones.“ Haec Hieronymus. Iosephus tamen Gether parentem facit Bactrianorum. „Mesas vero,“ inquit, „tenuit Mesanos, nunc Pasini castrum vocatur.“ Tostatus non approbat quod supra dictum est de Hus, quod fuerit Damasci conditor, cuius sententiae auctorem faciens Lyranum, reprehendit eum; scilicet nesciens id Lyranum ex Iosepho et Hieronymo esse mutuatum. Censet autem Tostatus Damasci originem primam repetendam esse (ut communis fert sententia) ab Eliezer Damasco procuratore domus Abrahae.
Of what nations these sons of Aram were the parents and sowers, Jerome very briefly narrates thus from Josephus: „Hus,“ he says, „the founder of Trachonitis and Damascus, held the principality between Palestine and Coele-Syria, from whom the Septuagint translators in the book of Job, where in Hebrew is written ‘the land of Hus,’ rendered ‘the region Ausitis,’ as if ‘Husitis.’ Hul, from whom the Armenians. Gether, from whom the Acarnanians or Carians. And Mes, for whom the Septuagint translators said Mosoch, is now called the Maeones.“ So far Jerome. Josephus, however, makes Gether the parent of the Bactrians. „But Mesas,“ he says, „held the Mesanians, now it is called the camp of Pasinus.“ Tostatus does not approve what was said above of Hus, that he was the founder of Damascus, and, making Lyra the author of that opinion, rebukes him — not knowing, of course, that Lyra had borrowed it from Josephus and Jerome. But Tostatus thinks the first origin of Damascus is to be sought (as the common opinion holds) from Eliezer of Damascus, the steward of Abraham's house.2



HUS porro patria fuit Iob, vel ea tantum re valde memorabilis ac celebris. Pertinebat autem Hus ad Idumaeam, ut colligitur evidenter ex lamentationibus Ieremiae, in quibus cap. 4 sic est: „Gaude, filia Edom, quae habitas in terra Hus, ad te quoque perveniet calix Domini, inebriaberis atque nudaberis.“ Est igitur urbs Syriae vel Arabiae quae dicitur Scenitis, pars est Idumaeae vergens ad Chaldaeam et Sabaeam; namque ex ipsa Iob historia planum fit Chaldaeos et Sabaeos, uti gentes vicinas, bona Iob esse depraedatos.
Hus, moreover, was the homeland of Job, or notable and famous for that thing alone. Now Hus belonged to Idumaea, as is evidently gathered from the Lamentations of Jeremiah, in which, chapter 4, it is thus: „Rejoice, daughter of Edom, that dwellest in the land of Hus; to thee also shall the cup of the Lord come, thou shalt be made drunk and stripped naked.“ It is, then, a city of Syria, or of the Arabia which is called Scenitis; it is a part of Idumaea inclining toward Chaldea and Sabaea; for from the history of Job itself it is plain that the Chaldeans and Sabaeans, as neighboring nations, plundered the goods of Job.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:23 (verse lemma; the original margin misprints ‘VERS. 25’). ↩
	§144. Gen 10:23. Jerome (from Josephus) on Aram's sons: Hus (founder of Trachonitis and Damascus, between Palestine and Coele-Syria — the LXX ‘Ausitis’ for the ‘land of Hus’ in Job); Hul → Armenians; Gether → Acarnanians/Carians; Mes (LXX ‘Mosoch’) → the Maeones. Josephus differs: Gether → Bactrians; Mesas → the Mesanians (now ‘the camp of Pasinus’). Tostatus wrongly rebukes Lyra over Hus founding Damascus (Lyra took it from Josephus/Jerome), holding instead the common view — Damascus from Eliezer, Abraham's steward (Gen 24). Margins: Jerome, Hebrew Questions; Josephus; Tostatus; Lyra; Gen 24. ↩
	§145. Hus = the homeland of Job (famous for that alone), belonging to Idumaea (Lam 4: ‘daughter of Edom, dwelling in the land of Hus’). A city of Syria, or of Arabia Scenitis, part of Idumaea toward Chaldea and Sabaea — for the Chaldeans and Sabaeans, as neighbors, plundered Job (Job 1). Margins: Hus, the homeland of Job, where it was; Job 1. ↩




To Heber were born two sons: the name of one was Phaleg, because in his days the earth was divided

LatineEnglish


{To Heber were born two sons: the name of one was Phaleg, because in his days the earth was divided.}1
Nati sunt Heber filii duo, nomen uni Phaleg, eo quod in diebus eius divisa sit terra.



ILLUD pronomen „eius“ potest referri vel ad Heber vel ad Phaleg. „Nam si hoc nomen,“ inquit Caietanus, „fuit ei impositum a nativitate eius, demonstrat Heber propterea filio tale nomen imponentem, quia in diebus Heber divisa est terra: sin autem adventitium fuit nomen, utique demonstrat ipsum Phaleg, quippe qui ad perpetuam memoriam divisionis terrae quae tempore eius facta est tale nomen sortitus sit. Divisio autem terrae significat hoc loco divisionem hominum in terra secundum diversas linguas, et secundum profectionem ad diversas terrae partes incolendas.“ Sic Caietanus. Verum fere interpretes illud pronomen „eius“ referunt ad Phaleg, et recte: significatur enim in illud ipsum tempus quo divisae sunt linguae et hominum habitationes, Phaleg ortum, vel, ut placet aliis, aetatem incurrisse. Sed breviter hac etiam de re ad praesens disputandum est.
That pronoun ‘his’ can be referred either to Heber or to Phaleg. „For if this name,“ says Cajetan, „was imposed on him from his birth, it shows Heber to be the one imposing such a name on his son, because in the days of Heber the earth was divided; but if the name was adventitious, it surely shows Phaleg himself, inasmuch as he obtained such a name for the perpetual memory of the division of the earth which was made in his time. The division of the earth, moreover, signifies in this place the division of men on the earth according to the diverse languages, and according to their setting out to inhabit the diverse parts of the earth.“ So Cajetan. But nearly all interpreters refer that pronoun ‘his’ to Phaleg, and rightly: for it is signified that Phaleg was born — or, as others prefer, came of age — at that very time when the languages and the habitations of men were divided. But of this matter too we must now dispute briefly.2



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:25 (verse lemma). ↩
	§(Gen 10:25 comment). The pronoun ‘his’ may refer to Heber or Phaleg. Cajetan: if the name was given at birth it points to Heber (the division was ‘in the days of Heber’); if adventitious, to Phaleg (named to memorialize the division in his time) — ‘division of the earth’ = the division of men by tongues and migration. But most interpreters (rightly) refer ‘his’ to Phaleg, born (or coming of age) at the time of the division. Margin: Cajetan. ↩




ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Whether that name Phaleg was imposed from the division of the earth already made, or one to come long after

LatineEnglish


ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Whether that name Phaleg was imposed from the division of the earth already made, or one to come long after.1
UNDECIMA DISPUTATIO. An illud nomen Phaleg impositum sit ex divisione terrae iam facta, an longe post futura.



UTRUM divisio linguarum et habitationum hominum contigerit eo ipso tempore quo natus est Phaleg et inde nomen ei sit inditum, an vero extrema eius aetate, discrepantes sunt auctorum sententiae. Hebraei in suo Chronico, quod appellant Seder Holam, tradunt divisionem linguarum factam esse extremo tempore vitae Phaleg: is autem natus est anno centesimo primo post diluvium, et vixit ducentis novem annis, ut colligitur ex capite undecimo Geneseos. Hinc efficitur factam esse divisionem linguarum anno trecentesimo quadragesimo post diluvium, decem scilicet annis ante mortem Noë: namque eum vixisse post diluvium trecentis quinquaginta annis scriptum reliquit Moses extremis verbis capitis noni. Iam vero cum Abraham, secundum Chronologiam Hebraicam et Latinam quae traditur in cap. 11 Geneseos, natus sit anno post diluvium ducentesimo nonagesimo secundo, ex eo conficitur divisionem linguarum contigisse cum Abraham octavum et quadragesimum aetatis annum ageret.
Whether the division of the languages and habitations of men befell at that very time at which Phaleg was born, and the name was thence given to him, or rather in his last age, the opinions of authors are discrepant. The Hebrews, in their Chronicle which they call Seder Olam, hand down that the division of the languages was made in the last period of Phaleg's life: but he was born in the 101st year after the flood, and lived 209 years, as is gathered from the eleventh chapter of Genesis. Hence it follows that the division of languages was made in the 340th year after the flood — namely, ten years before the death of Noah: for that Noah lived 350 years after the flood Moses left written in the last words of the ninth chapter. Now since Abraham, according to the Hebrew and Latin chronology handed down in chapter 11 of Genesis, was born in the 292nd year after the flood, it follows from this that the division of languages befell when Abraham was passing his forty-eighth year of age.2



ERGO Hebraei censent Heber magnum fuisse prophetam: quippe qui divino prophetiae lumine illustratus, quod plus ducentis annis post futurum erat providens, ex eo nomen nascenti filio imposuerit. Hebraeorum sententiae accedit B. Hieronymus, affirmans Heber vaticinio quodam, videlicet ex futuro eventu divisionis linguarum, nomen posuisse filio suo. Ad eandem sententiam videtur pertinere quod scripsit Chrysostomus homil. 30 in Genesim, explanans haec ipsa verba de nomine Phaleg: „Considera,“ inquit, „quemadmodum rei futurae praescientiam vocabulo nati pueri declaravit, ut, cum videris rem opere adimpletam, non ultra mireris videns divinitus id pueri nomine praedictum.“ Ad eandem sententiam propendent Tostatus et Lyranus hoc loco, et Genebrardus in sua Chronologia.
Therefore the Hebrews judge that Heber was a great prophet: inasmuch as, illumined by the divine light of prophecy, foreseeing what was to come more than two hundred years after, he imposed the name from it upon his newborn son. To the opinion of the Hebrews accedes Blessed Jerome, affirming that Heber, by a certain prophecy — namely, from the future event of the division of languages — set the name upon his son. To the same opinion seems to pertain what Chrysostom wrote in homily 30 on Genesis, explaining these very words about the name Phaleg: „Consider,“ he says, „how he declared the foreknowledge of the future thing by the name of the boy that was born, so that, when you see the thing fulfilled in fact, you may no longer wonder, seeing that it was divinely foretold by the boy's name.“ To the same opinion incline Tostatus and Lyra in this place, and Genebrardus in his Chronology.3



HANC isti opinionem ita confirmant. Non est credibile, inquiunt, spatio duntaxat centum annorum, id est, circa ortum Phaleg, in tantum fuisse ubique terrarum multiplicatas stirpes post diluvium, et adeo propagatum genus humanum, ut per omnes terrae plagas dispergi, easque inhabitare, colere et in posterum habitatoribus complere potuerint. Sed haec ratio perinfirma est: nulla enim ratio est plantas quae ubique terrarum sunt per centum annos post diluvium non potuisse generari, crescere et multiplicari. Idem de hominibus sentio. Si enim Iacob familia, quae septuaginta duntaxat fuit hominum cum ipse descendit in Aegyptum, per ducentos et quindecim annos tam numerose inibi propagata est, ut, cum egressi sunt ex Aegypto Hebraei, recensita in illis sint plus sexcenta millia hominum bellatorum, exceptis parvulis, senibus et feminis: quanto credibilius est post diluvium, etiam minori spatio temporis, numerosius esse propagatam familiam Noë, cum tanta hominum qui tunc in terris erant paucitas id exigeret, et futuram filiorum Noë maximam fecunditatem amplissimamque propagationem non obscure significaverit Deus cum eis benedixit dicens: „Crescite et multiplicamini et replete terram“?
This opinion these men confirm thus. It is not credible, they say, that in the space of only a hundred years — that is, around the birth of Phaleg — the stocks were so far multiplied everywhere on earth after the flood, and the human race so far propagated, that they could be scattered through all the regions of the earth, and inhabit and cultivate them, and in time fill them with inhabitants. But this reasoning is very weak: for there is no reason why the plants that are everywhere on earth could not, in a hundred years after the flood, be generated, grow, and multiply. The same I think of men. For if Jacob's family — which was only seventy persons when he himself went down into Egypt — was in 215 years so numerously propagated there, that when the Hebrews went out of Egypt there were counted among them more than six hundred thousand fighting men, besides little ones, old men, and women: how much more credible is it that after the flood, even in a smaller space of time, the family of Noah was more numerously propagated, since so great a scarcity of the men who were then on earth demanded it, and God not obscurely signified the future greatest fecundity and most ample propagation of the sons of Noah when He blessed them, saying: ‘Increase and multiply and fill the earth’?4



ALTERA sententia est, nomen Phaleg positum fuisse non ex futuro eventu, sed ex eo quod iam factum et praeteritum fuerat: nam quia proxime post linguarum divisionem factam Heber genuit filium suum primogenitum, iccirco ex re illa tam memorabili nomen imposuit filio. Id autem voluit Heber notari in filio, ut inde animadverterent homines tempus ipsum quo memorabilis illa exstiterat inter mortales linguarum varietas atque confusio. Huius opinionis auctorem habeo Iosephum libro primo Antiquitatum, et B. Augustinum, qui libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite 11 hunc in modum scribit: „Dixerit aliquis, si in diebus Phaleg filii Heber divisa est terra per linguas, ex eius nomine potius debuit appellari lingua illa quae fuit omnibus ante communis. Sed intelligendum est ipsum Heber propterea tale nomen imposuisse filio suo, ut vocaretur Phaleg, quod interpretatur divisio, quia tunc ei natus est quando per linguas terra divisa est, ut hoc sit quod dictum est: In…“
The other opinion is that the name Phaleg was set not from a future event, but from that which had already been done and was past: for because Heber begot his firstborn son next after the division of the languages was made, therefore he imposed the name on his son from that so memorable thing. And Heber willed this to be marked in his son, so that men might thence note the very time at which that memorable variety and confusion of languages had arisen among mortals. Of this opinion I have as author Josephus in the first book of the Antiquities, and Blessed Augustine, who in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter 11, writes in this manner: „Someone may say: if in the days of Phaleg the son of Heber the earth was divided by languages, that language which was before common to all ought rather to have been called from his name. But it must be understood that Heber himself for this reason imposed such a name on his son, that he should be called Phaleg — which is interpreted ‘division’ — because he was born to him then, when the earth was divided by languages, so that this is what was said: In…“5



„…diebus eius divisa est terra. Nam nisi adhuc Heber viveret quando linguarum facta est multitudo, non ex eius nomine nomen acciperet lingua quae apud illum potuit permanere.“ Sic Augustinus.
„…in his days was the earth divided. For unless Heber were still living when the multitude of languages was made, the language which could remain with him would not receive its name from his name.“ So far Augustine.6



HAEC mihi quoque sententia magis probatur. Nam cum nulla ratio afferri queat quae necessario concludat vel etiam probabiliter demonstret non potuisse fieri divisionem linguarum et discessionem hominum in varias terrae partes eo tempore quo natus est Phaleg (ut ex his quae dudum docuimus palam est), certe multo est creditu proclivius Heber ex eo potius quod iam acciderat tunc cum natus ei filius est, quam ex eo quod erat plus ducentis annis post eventurum, vocabulo Phaleg divisionem linguarum denotante, filium suum insigniri voluisse. Sed ego adversus istos qui divisionem linguarum in extremum Phaleg annum reiiciunt valde firmum (ut in rebus quae in Chronologia et historia versantur esse potest) argumentum habeo. Aiunt isti divisionem linguarum et dispersionem hominum in diversas terrae plagas novissimo Phaleg anno, qui in quadragesimum octavum aetatis Abrahae annum competit, esse factam. Ergo necesse est eam divisionem contigisse annis triginta octo post obitum Nini, qui primus fuit rex Assyriorum: regnavit enim Ninus duobus et quinquaginta annis, et quadragesimo tertio regni eius anno Abraham natus est. Et haec quidem apud auctores tam Ethnicos quam Christianos in confesso sunt. At enim cum Ninus regnare coepit, id est, annis plus octoginta ante id temporis quo censent isti factam esse divisionem linguarum, iam tunc orbis terrarum secundum omnes fere eius partes completus erat habitatoribus cultoribusque habentibus diversas linguas, diversa item regna et reges, atque eos amplissimis imperiis, numerosissimis exercitibus maximisque divitiis atque opibus praepotentes.
This opinion too is more approved by me. For since no reason can be brought forward that necessarily concludes, or even probably demonstrates, that the division of languages and the departure of men into the various parts of the earth could not have been made at the time when Phaleg was born (as is plain from what we taught a while ago), it is certainly far more easy to believe that Heber willed his son to be marked with the word Phaleg, signifying the division of languages, rather from that which had already happened when the son was born to him, than from that which was to come more than two hundred years after. But against those who throw the division of languages back to Phaleg's last year, I have a very firm argument (as can be in matters that are concerned with chronology and history). These men say that the division of languages and the dispersion of men into the diverse regions of the earth was made in Phaleg's last year, which falls in the forty-eighth year of Abraham's age. Therefore that division must necessarily have happened thirty-eight years after the death of Ninus, who was the first king of the Assyrians: for Ninus reigned fifty-two years, and in the forty-third year of his reign Abraham was born. And these things indeed are agreed upon among authors, both pagan and Christian. But when Ninus began to reign — that is, more than eighty years before the time at which these men think the division of languages was made — already then the world was, in almost all its parts, full of inhabitants and cultivators having diverse languages, and also diverse kingdoms and kings, and these powerful with most ample empires, most numerous armies, and the greatest riches and resources.7



HOC ego clarum certumque lectori faciam ex unius historia Diodori, quam plerique tam prophani quam Ecclesiastici scriptores secuti sunt. In exordio lib. 3 scribit Diodorus Ninum, cum regnare orsus est, incredibili dominandi cupiditate totum paene orbem animo complexum, initio societatem iniisse cum Arico rege Arabum, qui eo tempore plurimum opibus atque armis praestabant, cum quo exercitum duxit adversus Babylonios (nondum quidem condita Babylone, sed multis circa et claris urbibus habitatis); quibus superatis tributoque imposito, regem eorum captum cum filiis interemit. Deinde nonnullis Armeniae civitatibus in potestatem redactis, Barzanem regem sibi cum muneribus occurrentem clementer atque perhumaniter tractavit. Inde Mediam ingressus, Farnum regem cum uxore et septem filiis cruci affixit. Tam prospera fortuna elatum cupido incessit totius Asiae, quae inter Tanaim iacet ac Nilum, potiundae. Quocirca ad reliquam subiiciendam Asiam profectus, omnem, septem et decem annis, praeter Indos ac Bactrianos, subiugavit. Subiecit omnes maritimas ac propinquas gentes, Aegyptios, Phoenices, interiorem Syriam, Ciliciam, Pamphyliam, Lyciam, Cariam, Phrygiam, Mysiam, Lydiam, Troada et Phrygiam quae est super Hellespontum, Proponti[dem…]
This I shall make clear and certain to the reader from the single history of Diodorus, which most writers, both profane and ecclesiastical, have followed. At the opening of book 3 Diodorus writes that Ninus, when he began to reign, having embraced almost the whole world in his mind with an incredible lust of ruling, at first entered into alliance with Aricus king of the Arabs, who at that time excelled most in wealth and arms; with whom he led an army against the Babylonians (Babylon not yet founded, but with many famous cities round about inhabited); and these being overcome and tribute imposed, he killed their king, captured, together with his sons. Then, some cities of Armenia being reduced to his power, he treated king Barzanes, who met him with gifts, gently and most humanely. Then, having entered Media, he affixed to the cross king Farnus, with his wife and seven sons. Raised up by such prosperous fortune, the desire seized him of gaining all Asia which lies between the Tanais and the Nile. Wherefore, having set out to subdue the rest of Asia, he subjugated it all in seventeen years, except the Indians and Bactrians. He subdued all the maritime and neighboring nations, the Egyptians, Phoenicians, interior Syria, Cilicia, Pamphylia, Lycia, Caria, Phrygia, Mysia, Lydia, the Troad and the Phrygia which is above the Hellespont, the Proponti[s…]8



…dem etiam atque Bithyniam et Cappadociam, gentesque iuxta Pontum Barbaras usque ad Tanaim flumen suae ditionis fecit. Adiecit imperio Cadusios, Tapyrios, Hyrcanos, Drangas, Dernicos, Carmanios, Choromnaeos, Rhombos, Borcanios, Parthos, Persas, Husianos Caspiosque, pluresque alias gentes et nationes, quas propter earum ignobilitatem hic recensere non attinet. Ad extremum debellavit Zoroastrem regem Bactrianorum, qui, comparato hominum quadringentorum millium exercitu, adversus Ninum pugnaturus obviam ei processit: cum id temporis haberet Ninus in exercitu suo (ut proditum est a Ctesia) peditum decies septies centena millia, equitum ducenta millia, curruum autem falcatorum paulo minus decem millibus et sexcentis. Hactenus ex Diodoro. Ex his liquido apparet plurimis annis prius quam factam esse divisionem linguarum et dispersionem hominum isti arbitrantur, omnem fere terrarum orbem non solum habitatoribus fuisse completum, nec diversas tantum fuisse tunc linguas, sed diversas item provincias, nationes, regna regesque incredibili potentia bellica opibusque praepollentes. Dicent fortasse isti fabulosa esse haec, et a Diodoro vel potius a Ctesia conficta, vel ex mendacissimis historiis deprompta. Sed enim non solum Ethnici scriptores, verum et nostrates et Ecclesiastici, iique maximae nobilitatis et auctoritatis, historiam illam Diodori ut maxime credibilem et crediderunt ipsi et scriptis suis consignatam firmatamque posteritati transmiserunt. Nec sane qui Diodoro fidem abrogant, cur ei credendum non sit rationem probabilem ullam afferre possunt.
…and also Bithynia and Cappadocia, and the barbarous nations beside the Pontus as far as the river Tanais, he made of his dominion. He added to his empire the Cadusii, Tapyrii, Hyrcanians, Drangae, Dernici, Carmanians, Choromnaei, Rhombi, Borcanii, Parthians, Persians, Husiani and Caspians, and several other peoples and nations, which on account of their ignobility it is not worthwhile to recount here. At the last he conquered Zoroaster king of the Bactrians, who, an army of four hundred thousand men being assembled, came out to meet Ninus to fight against him: Ninus at that time having in his army (as is recorded by Ctesias) 1,700,000 foot, 200,000 horse, and of scythed chariots a little less than 10,600. Thus far from Diodorus. From these things it plainly appears that very many years before the division of languages and the dispersion of men was made (as these men judge), almost the whole world was not only filled with inhabitants, and there were not only diverse languages then, but also diverse provinces, nations, kingdoms, and kings prevailing with incredible warlike power and wealth. These men will perhaps say that these things are fabulous, and were fabricated by Diodorus, or rather by Ctesias, or drawn from most lying histories. But not only pagan writers, but also our own and ecclesiastical ones — and those of the greatest nobility and authority — both believed that history of Diodorus as most credible, and, sealed and confirmed in their writings, transmitted it to posterity. Nor indeed can those who withdraw credence from Diodorus bring forward any probable reason why he is not to be believed.9



Translator’s notes
	Liber XV, Disputation 11 (title): whether ‘Phaleg’ named a division already made or one long future. ↩
	§146. Disp. 11 opens: was the division at Phaleg's birth or his last age? The Hebrews (Seder Olam): at the end of Phaleg's life — born yr 101 after the flood, lived 209 yrs (Gen 11), so the division was yr 340 (10 yrs before Noah's death at yr 350, Gen 9). Since Abraham was born yr 292 (Gen 11), the division fell when Abraham was 48 (continues p. 461). Margin: when the Hebrews say the division of languages was made. ↩
	§146 (concl.). So the Hebrews make Heber a great prophet, foreseeing by divine light an event 200+ yrs off and naming his son from it. Jerome agrees (Heber named the son by prophecy of the future division); also Chrysostom (hom. 30 on Genesis: the boy's name declared foreknowledge of the future), Tostatus, Lyra, and Genebrardus. Margins: Jerome; Chrysostom; Tostatus; Lyra; Genebrardus. ↩
	§146 (cont.). Their confirming argument: in only ~100 yrs (Phaleg's birth) mankind could not have multiplied to fill the earth. Pererius rebuts: plants could multiply in 100 yrs; so could men — Jacob's family of 70 grew in 215 yrs to 600,000+ fighting men (Gen 46; Exod 12); much more credibly Noah's family grew fast after the flood, given the scarcity and God's blessing ‘Increase and multiply and fill the earth’ (Gen 9). Margins: Gen 46; Exod 12; Gen 9. ↩
	§147. The other opinion (Pererius's): ‘Phaleg’ was named from a past event — Heber begot his firstborn just after the division and named him from it, marking the time of that memorable confusion of tongues. Authorities: Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1) and Augustine (City of God 16.11: Heber named the son ‘Phaleg’ = ‘division’ because he was born when the earth was divided by tongues) (continues p. 462). Margins: the author's opinion; Josephus; Augustine. ↩
	§147 (concl.). End of Augustine (City of God 16.11): unless Heber were still alive when the tongues multiplied, the surviving language (Hebrew) would not be named from him. ↩
	§148. Pererius prefers this view: no reason forbids the division at Phaleg's birth, so it is far likelier Heber named him from a past than a future event. A firm argument against the ‘Phaleg's last year’ view: that would put the division 38 yrs after Ninus's death (Ninus reigned 52 yrs, Abraham born in his 43rd) = Abraham's 48th yr; but when Ninus began (80+ yrs earlier), the world was already full of peoples with diverse tongues, kingdoms, kings, vast empires and armies. ↩
	§149. Pererius proves it from Diodorus (bk. 3, followed by most writers): Ninus, at the start of his reign, allied with Aricus king of the Arabs, defeated the Babylonians (Babylon not yet founded), spared Barzanes of Armenia but crucified Farnus of Media; then in 17 yrs subdued all Asia (Tanais to Nile) except the Indians and Bactrians — Egyptians, Phoenicians, Syria, Cilicia, Pamphylia, Lycia, Caria, Phrygia, Mysia, Lydia, the Troad (continues p. 463). Margins: Diodorus; the progress of king Ninus's wars and victories; Aricus king of the Arabs. ↩
	§149 (concl.). Ninus further took Bithynia, Cappadocia, the Pontic nations to the Tanais, the Cadusii, Hyrcanians, Parthians, Persians, Caspians, etc., and finally conquered Zoroaster king of the Bactrians (400,000 men) with an army (per Ctesias) of 1,700,000 foot, 200,000 horse, ~10,600 scythed chariots. So, many years before the supposed division of tongues, the world was already full of peoples, languages, kingdoms, and kings of vast power. The objection that Diodorus/Ctesias is fabulous fails — eminent pagan, native, and ecclesiastical writers credited and transmitted it, and no probable reason disproves it. Margin: Ctesias. ↩




Jectan begot Elmodad, and Saleph, and Asamoth, Iare, Adoran, Uzal, Decla, Hebal, Abimael, Saba, Ophir, Heuila, and Iobab: all these are the sons of Jectan

LatineEnglish


{Jectan begot Elmodad, and Saleph, and Asamoth, Iare, Adoran, Uzal, Decla, Hebal, Abimael, Saba, Ophir, Heuila, and Iobab: all these are the sons of Jectan.}1
Iectan genuit Elmodad et Saleph, Asamoth, Iare, Adoran, Uzal, Decla, Hebal, Abimael, Saba, Ophir, Heuila, Iobab: omnes isti filii Iectan.



EARUM gentium, inquit Hieronymus (insistens vestigiis Iosephi), „posteriora nomina invenire non potui: sed usque in praesens, quia procul a nobis sunt, vel ita vocantur ut primum, vel quae immutata sunt ignorantur. Possederunt autem a Cophene fluvio omnem Indiae regionem quae vocatur Ieria.“ Sic Hieronymus. Fluminis porro Cophenis, quod nominatur hic a Hieronymo et Iosepho, meminit Eustathius interpres Dionysii Geographi, qui libellum de Situ orbis conscripsit, et quem (ut narrat Plinius) ad commentanda omnia in Orientem praemisit Augustus ituro in Armeniam ad Parthicas Arabicasque res maiore filio. Eustathius igitur amnem Cophen a Dionysio in descriptione Indiae positum ait vocari Cophenem ab Aristotele libro quinto de rebus gestis ab Alexandro. Strabo quidem certe Cophen eum nominat fluvium qui Choaspis aquas recipit, et post quem fluit Indus. „Post Cophen,“ inquit Strabo, „est Indus, postea Hydaspes, tum Acesines, deinde Hyarotis, postremo Hypanis, terminus qui fuit…“
Of those nations, says Jerome (following in the footsteps of Josephus), „I could not find the later names: but down to the present, because they are far from us, either they are called as at first, or those which have been changed are unknown. But they possessed, from the river Cophenes, all the region of India which is called Ieria.“ So far Jerome. Of the river Cophenes, moreover, which is here named by Jerome and Josephus, Eustathius makes mention, the interpreter of Dionysius the Geographer, who wrote a little book On the Situation of the World, and whom (as Pliny relates) Augustus sent ahead into the East to make notes on everything, when his elder son was about to go into Armenia for the Parthian and Arabian affairs. Eustathius, then, says that the river Cophen, set down by Dionysius in his description of India, is called Cophenes by Aristotle in the fifth book On the Deeds Done by Alexander. Strabo certainly names Cophen that river which receives the waters of the Choaspes, and after which flows the Indus. „After the Cophen,“ says Strabo, „is the Indus, then the Hydaspes, then the Acesines, then the Hyarotis, lastly the Hypanis, which was the boundary…“2



…terminus expeditionis Alexandri in India. Ita Strabo. Meminit quoque eiusdem fluminis Plinius libro 6 cap. 21. Supradictorum autem filiorum Iectan de tribus tantum in praesentia nonnihil dicendum est: de Saba, Ophir et Heuila.
…the boundary of Alexander's expedition into India. So Strabo. Pliny too makes mention of the same river in book 6, chapter 21. But of the aforesaid sons of Jectan, only of three need anything be said at present: of Saba, Ophir, and Heuila.3



AC, inter posteros Chus, ut paulo supra vidimus, duo eiusdem nominis, Saba dico et Heuila, commemorati sunt, verum hi diversas a superioribus familias constituerunt, longeque diversas terras insederunt: id quod non tacuit scriptura dicens liberos Iectan habitasse a Messa usque ad Sephar montem Orientalem. Nam Seba et Schaba posteri Chus progenuerunt Sabaeos ad utraque porrectos maria quibus Arabiae cinguntur latera. At Saba filius Iectan, et is praeterea Saba qui in filiis Abrahae ex Cetura natis numeratur 25 capite Geneseos, Sabaeos generarunt longe semotos: Saba quidem filius Abrahae Sabaeos Persis proximos, quos Dionysius de situ orbis his verbis commemorat: „Primum Sabaei, post hos sunt Pasargadae, prope vero hos sunt Tasci: has vero gentes constat Persidis esse populos.“ Huc igitur concessisse videtur Saba filius Abraham: namque eum cum ceteris fratribus Abrahae separasse a filio suo Isaac, et ad plagam orientalem emisisse narrat Moses 25 capite Geneseos. Ceterum Saba filius Iectan (de quo hic agitur) videtur processisse longius, et Sabaeos Indicos condidisse; sunt enim et in India Sabaei, quorum meminit in Descriptione Indiae Dionysius illo versu: „Horum medii habitant Sabaei et Taxili viri.“ Itaque varia Sabaeorum populorum fuisse genera mirum videri non debet, cum varia illarum familiarum et gentium capita in sacris litteris memorentur, et diversas eodem nomine gentes agnoscat etiam profana historia.
Now, among the descendants of Chus, as we saw a little above, two of the same name — Saba, I mean, and Heuila — were mentioned; but these constituted families different from the former, and settled far different lands: which Scripture did not pass over in silence, saying that the children of Jectan dwelt from Messa as far as Sephar, the Eastern mountain. For Seba and Schaba, descendants of Chus, begot the Sabaeans extended to both the seas by which the sides of Arabia are girt. But Saba the son of Jectan, and besides him that Saba who is numbered among the sons of Abraham born of Cetura in the 25th chapter of Genesis, begot Sabaeans far removed: Saba the son of Abraham, the Sabaeans nearest the Persians, whom Dionysius in his ‘On the Situation of the World’ mentions in these words: „First the Sabaeans, after these are the Pasargadae, and near these are the Tasci: and these nations, it is agreed, are peoples of Persia.“ Hither, then, Saba the son of Abraham seems to have withdrawn: for Moses, in the 25th chapter of Genesis, relates that Abraham separated him, with his other brothers, from his son Isaac, and sent him out to the eastern region. But Saba the son of Jectan (of whom we here treat) seems to have advanced farther, and to have founded the Indian Sabaeans; for there are Sabaeans in India too, of whom Dionysius makes mention in his Description of India in that verse: „In the midst of these dwell the Sabaeans and the men of Taxila.“ And so that there were various races of Sabaean peoples ought not to seem strange, since various heads of those families and nations are recorded in the sacred letters, and profane history too recognizes diverse nations of the same name.4



SEQUUNTUR Ophir et Heuila, de quibus ita scribit S. Hieronymus in libro de locis Hebraicis: „Ophir, sicut est in Regnorum libro, est insula unde aurum afferebatur. Fuit autem unus de posteris Heber nomine Ophir, ex cuius stirpe venientes a fluvio Cophene usque ad regionem Indiae quae vocatur Ieria habitasse refert Iosephus: a quo puto et regionem vocabulum consecutam. Heuila porro est ubi aurum purissimum, quod Hebraice dicitur Zaab, gemmae pretiosissimae carbunculus smaragdusque nascuntur. Est autem regio ad Orientem vergens, quam circumit de Paradiso Phison egrediens, quem nostri mutato nomine Gangen vocant. Sed et unus de posteris Noe Heuila dictus est, quem in regione India habitasse refert Iosephus. Ismael quoque in solitudine Heuila habitasse scribitur, quam scriptura ait esse in deserto Sur contra faciem Aegypti, et inde tendere usque ad terram Assyriorum.“ Sic B. Hieronymus.
There follow Ophir and Heuila, of whom Saint Jerome writes thus in the book On the Hebrew Places: „Ophir, as it is in the book of Kings, is an island whence gold was brought. There was, moreover, one of the descendants of Heber by the name of Ophir, from whose stock those coming from the river Cophene as far as the region of India which is called Ieria dwelt, as Josephus relates: from whom I think the region too got its name. Heuila, moreover, is where there is the purest gold, which in Hebrew is called Zaab, and where the most precious gems, the carbuncle and the emerald, are born. It is a region inclining toward the East, which the Phison, going out from Paradise, encircles — which our people, the name being changed, call the Ganges. But one also of the descendants of Noah was called Heuila, whom Josephus relates to have dwelt in the region of India. Ismael too is written to have dwelt in the wilderness of Heuila, which Scripture says is in the desert of Sur over against the face of Egypt, and to stretch thence as far as the land of the Assyrians.“ So far Blessed Jerome.5



AB Ophir autem, quod devehebatur aurum, defecatissimum purissimumque et prae ceteris pretiosum ac probatum habebatur, cum tale esset quale est quod Latini appellant obrizum, etiam hoc ab Ophir, ut quidam putant, nominatum, quasi dicas Ophirizum. Plinius tamen obrizum vocari scribit aurum quod igne etiam atque…
But the gold which was carried off from Ophir was held to be the most refined and purest and, beyond the rest, precious and approved, since it was such as that which the Latins call ‘obrizum’ — this too, as some think, named from Ophir, as if you should say ‘Ophirizum.’ Pliny, however, writes that gold is called ‘obrizum’ which, by fire again and again…6



…etiam purificatum simili colore rubet ut ignis. Isidorus vero dictum putat Obrizum, quia obradiet splendore suo propter coloris praestantiam. Latinus interpres in libro Iob cap. 28 aurum Ophir interpretatus est aurum obrizum. Huius et auri et regionis Ophir illustris mentio fit in tertio libro Regum capite 9 et 10 et 1 Paralipomenon capite 29. Iosephus libro octavo Antiquitatum, secutus Septuaginta Interpretes, Ophir appellavit Sophiram, ratus esse Chersonesum seu peninsulam Indiae auriferam. At constat esse insulam, et ut fertur propinquam continenti, ubi est celebris hoc tempore urbs et regnum vulgo dictum Malacha. Scriptores nostrae aetatis quidam putant esse quam hodie appellant Zeffalam vel Zamatram; alii esse Peruanam regionem in novo orbe occidentali optimi auri fertilissimam; nonnulli Taprobanam miris laudibus a veteribus celebratam. Verum sitne Ophir aliqua istarum, vel alia quaepiam in Oceano Indico aut Aethiopico, cum nec sit instituti operis nec facultatis nostrae, aliis Geographiae, praesertim autem regionum hoc saeculo repertarum peritioribus, liquido iudicandum et decernendum relinquo. Nos plura de Ophir et de Heuila disputavimus tum in lib. 12 Commentariorum nostrorum in Danielem super illa verba cap. 10, „Ecce vir vestitus lineis, et renes eius accincti auro obrizo,“ tum etiam in priori tomo Commentariorum in Genes. lib. 3, ubi disputavimus de primo Paradisi flumine quod Moses appellat Phison.
…purified, glows with a color like fire. But Isidore thinks it is called ‘Obrizum’ because it shines forth (obradiet) with its own splendor, on account of the excellence of its color. The Latin translator in the book of Job, chapter 28, rendered the gold of Ophir as ‘gold obrizum.’ Of this both gold and region of Ophir illustrious mention is made in the third book of Kings, chapter 9 and 10, and in 1 Paralipomenon, chapter 29. Josephus, in the eighth book of the Antiquities, following the Septuagint translators, called Ophir ‘Sophira,’ thinking it to be the Chersonese or gold-bearing peninsula of India. But it is agreed to be an island, and, as is said, near the continent, where there is at this time a famous city and kingdom commonly called Malacca. Some writers of our age think it is the one they today call Zeffala or Sumatra; others, that it is the Peruvian region in the new western world, most fertile in the best gold; some, Taprobana, celebrated by the ancients with wondrous praises. But whether Ophir be any of these, or some other in the Indian or Aethiopic Ocean, since it is neither of the work undertaken nor in our power, I leave to others more skilled in geography — and especially of the regions discovered in this age — to judge and decide clearly. We have disputed more about Ophir and Heuila both in book 12 of our Commentaries on Daniel, on those words of chapter 10, ‘Behold a man clothed in linen, and his loins girded with obrizum gold,’ and also in the prior volume of the Commentaries on Genesis, book 3, where we disputed about the first river of Paradise which Moses calls Phison.7



TOSTATUS hoc loco scribit Ophir fuisse terram affluentem auro, in qua montes erant auriferi, ubi in superficie montium auri plurimum e cavernis terrae a feris erutum ibidem a leonibus et gryphis custodiretur; cuius historiae Rabanum super libros Regum citat auctorem; idemque significat Isidorus libro 14 Etymologiarum cap. 8. Verum regionem in qua gryphes seu gryphi auri custodes atque propugnatores esse memorantur, in Scythia collocat Pomponius Mela lib. 1 ca. 1 et Solinus capite 19. „In Scythia,“ inquit Solinus, „terrae sunt locupletes, inhabitabiles tamen. Nam cum auro et gemmis affluant, gryphes tenent universa, alites ferocissimae et ultra omnem rabiem saevientes; quarum immanitate obsistente advenis, accessus difficilis et rarus est. Quippe visos discerpunt, velut geniti ad plectendam avaritiae temeritatem. Arimaspi cum his dimicant.“ Plinius quoque (unde mutuatus videtur Solinus) libro 7 capite 2 in Scythia numerat Arimaspos uno oculo in fronte media insignes: „quibus assidue bellum est circa metalla cum gryphis, ferarum volucri genere, quale vulgo traditur, eruente ex cuniculis aurum mira cupiditate: et feris custodientibus et Arimaspis rapientibus; idque multi sed maxime illustres Herodotus et Aristeas Proconnesius prodiderunt.“ Sic Plinius.
Tostatus in this place writes that Ophir was a land abounding in gold, in which there were gold-bearing mountains, where on the surface of the mountains very much gold, dug out of the caverns of the earth by wild beasts, was there guarded by lions and griffins; for which story he cites Rabanus on the books of Kings as author; and Isidore signifies the same in book 14 of the Etymologies, chapter 8. But the region in which the griffins, or gryphi, are recorded to be the guardians and defenders of gold, Pomponius Mela in book 1, chapter 1, and Solinus in chapter 19 place in Scythia. „In Scythia,“ says Solinus, „the lands are rich, yet uninhabitable. For though they abound in gold and gems, the griffins hold them all — most ferocious birds, raging beyond all madness; by whose savagery opposing strangers, access is difficult and rare. For they tear in pieces those they see, as if born to punish the rashness of avarice. The Arimaspi fight with these.“ Pliny too (whence Solinus seems to have borrowed) in book 7, chapter 2, counts among the Scythians the Arimaspi, marked by one eye in the middle of the forehead: „who have continual war about the metals with the griffins, a winged kind of beasts, such as is commonly reported, digging gold out of burrows with wondrous greed — the beasts guarding it and the Arimaspi snatching it; and this many, but most especially the illustrious Herodotus and Aristeas of Proconnesus, have related.“ So Pliny.8



DICUNTUR autem Gryphi esse animalia quadrupedia pennata: alis quidem et facie aquilarum similia; ceterum Leonum habent omnia. Sed haec de Gryphis tradita et vulgo credita Plinius censet fabulosa esse. „Pegasos,“ inquit, „equino capite volucres, et Gryphos aurita aduncitate rostri fabulosos reor: illos in Scythia, hos in Aethiopia.“ Sic ille: ubi mendose legi „illos in Scythia, hos in Aethiopia,“ et potius contra legi debere „illos in Aethiopia, hos in Scythia,“ ex his quae paulo ante produximus ex Mela, Solino et ipsomet Plinio manifestum lectori esse potest.
Griffins, moreover, are said to be four-footed winged animals: in their wings and face indeed like eagles, but in all the rest they have the properties of lions. But these things handed down about the griffins and commonly believed Pliny judges to be fabulous. „I reckon fabulous,“ he says, „the Pegasi, winged with a horse's head, and the griffins with eared hookedness of beak: the former in Scythia, the latter in Aethiopia.“ So he: where it is read by an error ‘the former in Scythia, the latter in Aethiopia,’ and ought rather to be read the contrary, ‘the former in Aethiopia, the latter in Scythia,’ as may be manifest to the reader from those things we produced a little before from Mela, Solinus, and Pliny himself.9



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:26–29 (verse lemma). ↩
	§150. Gen 10:26–29 (Jectan's thirteen sons). Jerome (after Josephus): the later names cannot be found — they are too distant, keeping old names or changed beyond knowledge; they held from the river Cophenes all the region of India called Ieria. The river Cophenes: noted by Eustathius (commentator on Dionysius the Geographer, whom Augustus sent east for his elder son's Parthian/Arabian campaign — Pliny bk. 6 ch. 27), called ‘Cophenes’ by Aristotle (bk. 5, On the Deeds of Alexander); Strabo names it the Cophen that takes the Choaspes' waters, before the Indus (Indus, Hydaspes, Acesines, Hyarotis, Hypanis — continues to next batch). Margins: Jerome, Hebrew Questions; Cophenes; Eustathius; Dionysius the Geographer; Pliny bk. 6 ch. 27; Aristotle; Strabo. ↩
	§150 (concl.). The Hypanis was the limit of Alexander's Indian campaign (Strabo; Pliny bk. 6 ch. 21). Of Jectan's sons, only three call for comment: Saba, Ophir, and Heuila. ↩
	§151. Saba: distinguishing the Sabaean nations. Seba/Schaba (of Chus) begot the Arabian Sabaeans by both seas; Saba son of Abraham (by Cetura, Gen 25, sent east) begot Sabaeans near the Persians (Dionysius: Sabaei, Pasargadae, Tasci); Saba son of Jectan (here) founded the Indian Sabaeans (Dionysius's Description of India: ‘the Sabaeans and the men of Taxila’). So the same name covering diverse nations is unsurprising — Scripture and profane history both attest it. Margin: Dionysius. ↩
	§152. Ophir and Heuila (Jerome, On Hebrew Places): Ophir = a gold-bearing island (1 Kgs), a descendant of Heber, who held from the Cophene to India ‘Ieria’ (Josephus); Heuila = a region of purest gold (Heb. Zaab) and gems (carbuncle, emerald), eastward, encircled by the Phison/Ganges (Gen 2) — also a descendant of Noah, in India (Josephus); and the wilderness of Heuila where Ismael dwelt (the desert of Sur facing Egypt to Assyria). Margins: Ophir & Heuila; Jerome; 1 Kgs 9; Josephus; Gen 2. ↩
	§153. The gold of Ophir was the purest and most precious, like the Latin ‘obrizum’ — which some derive from Ophir (‘Ophirizum’). Pliny gives a different account (continues p. 465). Margins: the gold of Ophir & obrizum; Pliny bk. 33 ch. 3. ↩
	§153 (concl.). Isidore derives ‘obrizum’ from ‘obradiet’ (shines forth); the Vulgate renders Ophir-gold ‘obrizum’ (Job 28); Ophir famed in 1 Kgs 9–10, 1 Chron 29. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 8, after the LXX) calls it ‘Sophira,’ a gold-bearing peninsula of India; but it is an island near the continent (the famous Malacca). Modern writers variously identify it as Zeffala/Sumatra, Peru in the new world, or Taprobana — Pererius leaves the identification to geographers (treated more in his Daniel comm. bk. 12 on Dan 10, and Genesis vol. 1 bk. 3 on the Phison). Margins: Isidore; Josephus; Gen 2. ↩
	§154. Tostatus: Ophir a gold-rich land where mountain gold (dug up by beasts) was guarded by lions and griffins (citing Rabanus on Kings; Isidore, Etymologies bk. 14 ch. 8). But the gold-guarding griffins are placed in Scythia by Mela (bk. 1 ch. 1) and Solinus (ch. 19, on the rich but uninhabitable Scythian lands, the savage griffins, and the Arimaspi who fight them); Pliny (bk. 7 ch. 2) likewise — the one-eyed Arimaspi warring with the griffins over gold (per Herodotus and Aristeas of Proconnesus). Margins: Tostatus; Rabanus; Isidore; griffins, guardians and defenders of gold; Mela; Solinus; Pliny; Pliny bk. 10 ch. 49. ↩
	§155. Griffins are described as four-footed winged animals, eagle-winged and -faced but otherwise lions. But Pliny judges this fabulous (‘the Pegasi with a horse's head, and the griffins with eared hooked beak, I reckon fabulous — the former in Scythia, the latter in Aethiopia’). Pererius notes the text is corrupt: it should read the reverse (Pegasi in Aethiopia, griffins in Scythia), per Mela, Solinus, and Pliny himself. Margin: griffins and Pegasus, fabulous animals. ↩




And their habitation was from Messa, as one goes on, even to Sephar, the Eastern mountain

LatineEnglish


{And their habitation was from Messa, as one goes on, even to Sephar, the Eastern mountain.}1
Et facta est habitatio eorum de Messa pergentibus usque Sephar montem Orientalem.



HIS verbis Moses designat ac denotat terminos habitationis posterorum Iectan in parte orbis orientali, ut inde quam longa lataque fuerit regio quam inibi tenuerint illi facile aestimari queat. De Messa vero et Sephar hoc tantum reperi apud B. Hieronymum in libro de locis Hebraicis: Messam vult ille regionem esse Indiae in qua habitaverint filii Iectan; Sopheram autem esse montem Orientis in India, iuxta quem habitaverint iidem filii Iectan, quos Iosephus refert a Cophene fluvio et Indiae regionibus usque ad id locorum pervenisse ubi appellatur regio Ieria. Sed et classis Salomonis per triennium hinc quaedam commercia deportabat. QUAMQUAM autem posteri Sem in longinquas Indiae terras secesserint, ipsum tamen Sem putant Hebraei resedisse in ea terra quae postea appellata est Iudaea, et eo loco eius terrae ubi est urbs Hierusalem, multis post saeculis aedificata templum; quod Sem prophetico spiritu providisset eam terram a Deo promissum et traditum iri posteris suis, inibique et principatum eorum et veri Dei quem ipse colebat religionem atque cultum florentissimum et gloriosissimum fore. Verum hoc nec ratione ulla probatur ab istis, nec speciem habet probabilitatis. Cum enim terra illa habitata et possessa fuerit a posteris Chanaan, non est credibile vel Sem inter extraneos potius quam inter suos vivere voluisse, vel Chanaan eiusque posteros id passuros fuisse. Nam quod ait Epiphanius in Ancorato terram Iudaeae primum a Noë traditam esse ipsi Sem et posteris eius, sed eos postea inde per vim a posteris Chanaan eiectos esse, id profecto minime fit credibile: tum quia Moses aperte docet terram illam habitatam et possessam fuisse a posteris Chanaan; tum etiam quia terminos habitationis eorum in ea regione tam subtiliter et distincte descripsit, ut nullum relinquat locum suspicandi quod isti prodiderunt de eiectione posterorum Sem. ILLUD quoque mirum videri merito possit, si Sem in Palaestina et in monte Hierosolymitano residebat — cum triginta tribus annis supervixerit ipsi Abrahae, et pervenerit usque ad centesimum octavum annum Isaac et usque ad quadragesimum octavum annum Iacob — quomodo Moses in historia horum trium patriarcharum, quam perdiligenter scribit in hoc libro, nullum de ipso Sem verbum fecerit. Nar[rat…]
By these words Moses designates and denotes the bounds of the habitation of the descendants of Jectan in the eastern part of the world, so that thence how long and broad was the region which they held there may easily be estimated. Of Messa and Sephar I have found only this in Blessed Jerome's book On the Hebrew Places: he will have Messa to be a region of India in which the sons of Jectan dwelt; and Sophera to be a mountain of the East in India, beside which the same sons of Jectan dwelt, whom Josephus relates to have come from the river Cophene and the regions of India as far as that place which is called the region Ieria. But the fleet of Solomon, too, used to carry off certain merchandise hence every three years. But although the descendants of Sem withdrew into the far-off lands of India, the Hebrews think that Sem himself settled in that land which was afterward called Judaea, and in that place of that land where is the city Jerusalem, the temple being built many ages after; because Sem foresaw by a prophetic spirit that that land would be promised and delivered by God to his descendants, and that there both their sovereignty and the religion and worship of the true God, whom he himself worshipped, would be most flourishing and most glorious. But this is neither proved by any reason by these men, nor has the appearance of probability. For since that land was inhabited and possessed by the descendants of Chanaan, it is not credible either that Sem would have wished to live among strangers rather than among his own, or that Chanaan and his descendants would have suffered it. As for what Epiphanius says in the Ancoratus — that the land of Judaea was first delivered by Noah to Sem himself and his descendants, but that they were afterward driven out thence by force by the descendants of Chanaan — that is assuredly by no means credible: both because Moses plainly teaches that that land was inhabited and possessed by the descendants of Chanaan; and also because he described the bounds of their habitation in that region so subtly and distinctly that he leaves no room for suspecting what these men have handed down about the ejection of Sem's descendants. This too may with reason seem wonderful: if Sem was residing in Palestine and on the mount of Jerusalem — since he survived Abraham himself by thirty-three years, and reached down to the 108th year of Isaac and to the 48th year of Jacob — how Moses, in the history of these three patriarchs, which he writes most diligently in this book, made no word about Sem himself. He relates [indeed…]2



…rat quidem ille Abraham iuisse ad Melchisedech, Pharaonem et Abimelech, idemque tradidit de Isaac: de Sem autem nullam plane mentionem facit. Nam quod opinantur Hebraei ipsum Melchisedech fuisse Sem, nec verisimile est, et a nobis in tertio tomo horum Commentariorum (favente Deo) in explanatione 14 capitis huius libri manifestissimis firmissimisque rationibus confutabitur.
…He relates, indeed, that Abraham went to Melchisedech, to Pharaoh, and to Abimelech, and handed down the same of Isaac: but of Sem he makes no mention at all. For what the Hebrews think — that Melchisedech himself was Sem — is neither likely, and will be refuted by us in the third volume of these Commentaries (God favoring) in the explanation of the 14th chapter of this book, by the most manifest and firmest reasons.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:30 (verse lemma). ↩
	§156. Gen 10:30. Moses bounds Jectan's descendants in the East (Messa = a region of India; Sephar/Sophera = an eastern mountain there — Jerome; Josephus: from the Cophene to ‘Ieria’; Solomon's fleet traded there triennially). The Hebrews' claim that Sem settled in Judaea/Jerusalem (foreseeing the Promised Land prophetically) Pererius rejects as unproven: the land was Chanaan's, Sem would not live among strangers, and Epiphanius's account (in the Ancoratus — Judaea first given to Sem, then seized by Chanaan) is incredible (Moses says it was Chanaan's, and bounds them precisely). It would also be strange, if Sem dwelt on Mt. Jerusalem (surviving Abraham by 33 yrs, into Isaac's 108th and Jacob's 48th year), that Moses says nothing of him in the patriarchal history (continues p. 467). Margins: Jerome; whether Sem settled in Judaea, and where the temple and Jerusalem afterward were; Epiphanius. ↩
	§156 (concl.). Moses tells of Abraham going to Melchisedech, Pharaoh, Abimelech (and the like of Isaac) but nothing of Sem. The Hebrews' view that Melchisedech was Sem is unlikely — to be refuted in vol. 3 (on Gen 14). Margins: Gen 14; below ch. 20; below ch. 26; the Hebrews think Sem was Melchisedech, but falsely. ↩




These are the sons of Sem according to their kindreds and tongues and regions in their nations

LatineEnglish


{These are the sons of Sem according to their kindreds and tongues and regions in their nations.}1
Isti sunt filii Sem secundum cognationes et linguas et regiones in gentibus suis.



MOSES hoc loco commemoravit viginti sex posteros Sem, hoc est quinque filios ipsius Sem, quatuor filios Aram, duos filios Arphaxad, duos item filios Heber, tredecim denique filios Iectan: ex quibus omnibus existit summa, ut diximus, viginti sex posterorum Sem. Et hac quidem in re tam Latina translatio quam paraphrasis Chaldaica omnino concordat cum Scriptura Hebraica. At vero Graeci codices nonnihil discordant. Etenim numerant sex filios Sem, addentes supradictis quendam Cainan. Tum memorant tres filios Arphaxad, adiicientes unum alium dictum etiam Cainan; filios tamen Iectan similiter atque nos enumerant tredecim. Quocirca secundum Graecos codices, posteri Sem memorati hoc loco a Mose essent viginti octo. B. Augustinus sequitur codices Graecos, eo tantum ab illis discrepans, quod filios Iectan non tredecim sed duodecim tantum recenset: quo fit ut posteros Sem viginti septem numeret. Nos, quo facilius animo comprehendi possent, posteros omnes Sem hic memoratos a Mose, suo quosque ordine digestos, in subiecta tabella lectori, uno quasi aspectu contuendos, proposuimus. [Tabula: Sem genuit — Aelam; Assur; Arphaxad (→ Sale → Heber → Phaleg; et → Iectan, qui genuit Elmodad, Saleph, Asarmeth, Iare, Adoran, Uza, Decla, Hebal, Habimael, Saba, Ophir, Heuila, Iobab); Lud; Aram (→ Hus, Hul, Gether, Mes). Omnes XXVI.]
Moses in this place mentioned twenty-six descendants of Sem, that is, five sons of Sem himself, four sons of Aram, two sons of Arphaxad, two sons likewise of Heber, and finally thirteen sons of Jectan: from all of which arises the sum, as we said, of twenty-six descendants of Sem. And in this matter both the Latin translation and the Chaldaic paraphrase agree entirely with the Hebrew Scripture. But the Greek codices disagree somewhat. For they count six sons of Sem, adding to the aforesaid a certain Cainan. Then they record three sons of Arphaxad, adding one other also called Cainan; the sons of Jectan, however, they enumerate as thirteen, just as we do. Wherefore, according to the Greek codices, the descendants of Sem here mentioned by Moses would be twenty-eight. Blessed Augustine follows the Greek codices, differing from them only in this, that he reckons the sons of Jectan not as thirteen but as twelve only: whereby it comes about that he counts the descendants of Sem as twenty-seven. We, that they might more easily be grasped in the mind, have set forth all the descendants of Sem here mentioned by Moses, each arranged in his own order, in the subjoined table for the reader, to be viewed as it were at a single glance. [Table: Sem begot — Aelam; Assur; Arphaxad (→ Sale → Heber → Phaleg; and → Jectan, who begot Elmodad, Saleph, Asarmeth, Iare, Adoran, Uza, Decla, Hebal, Habimael, Saba, Ophir, Heuila, Iobab); Lud; Aram (→ Hus, Hul, Gether, Mes). Total: 26.]2



AIT porro hoc loco Moses enarrari a se posteros Sem secundum cognationes et linguas et regiones in gentibus suis. Dixit „Secundum cognationes,“ quia unus quilibet eorum qui hic sunt nominati per se facit unam cognationem sive familiam sive genus: ut, sicut nominantur viginti sex aut viginti septem posteri Sem, ita totidem cognationes vel familias ab istis profectas esse intelligere oporteat. Dixit „Secundum linguas,“ quia quilibet istorum, sicut unam condidit familiam et gentem, ita quoque diversam linguam sortitus est: non quidem statim ut natus est, sed postquam, propter aedificationem turris, divisio linguarum facta est. Ac licet ex iis qui memorantur hoc loco multi nati fuerint filii, et idcirco multas quoque illi familias nominare, non secus ac patres ipsorum, potuissent; attamen quia non contigerunt illis diversae linguae ab iis quas patres eorum habuerant, idcirco non hic commemorantur, ut supradicti, quod diversas cognationes et familias non effecerint. Addit praeterea „Et regiones,“ quia post divisionem linguarum diversa terrae petierunt loca, diversasque regiones inhabitarunt, unde diversitas nationum orta est: neque enim isti miscebantur inter se ut ex ipsis unus aliquis coalesceret principatus et regnum, sed multa regna diversique populi exstiterunt. Denique adiecit „In gentibus suis“: non enim isti erant una gens sed diversae gentes, diversis nominibus, diversis linguis diversisque regionibus separati atque distincti.
Moses says, moreover, that in this place the descendants of Sem are narrated by him according to their kindreds and tongues and regions in their nations. He said ‘According to kindreds,’ because each one of those who are here named makes by himself one kindred, or family, or stock: so that, as twenty-six or twenty-seven descendants of Sem are named, so just as many kindreds or families are to be understood to have proceeded from them. He said ‘According to tongues,’ because each of these, as he founded one family and nation, so also obtained a different tongue: not indeed immediately when he was born, but after, on account of the building of the tower, the division of tongues was made. And although of those who are mentioned in this place many sons were born, and on that account they too could have named many families, no otherwise than their fathers; nevertheless, because there did not befall them tongues different from those which their fathers had, therefore they are not here mentioned like the aforesaid, since they did not produce different kindreds and families. He adds besides ‘And regions,’ because after the division of tongues they sought different places of the earth and inhabited different regions, whence the diversity of nations arose: for these did not mingle among themselves so that from them some one sovereignty and kingdom should coalesce, but many kingdoms and diverse peoples arose. Finally he added ‘In their nations’: for these were not one nation but diverse nations, separated and distinguished by different names, different tongues, and different regions.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:31 (verse lemma). ↩
	§157. Gen 10:31. Moses lists 26 descendants of Sem (5 sons of Sem + 4 of Aram + 2 of Arphaxad + 2 of Heber + 13 of Jectan) — the Vulgate, Chaldee, and Hebrew agreeing. The Greek codices differ: they add a Cainan among Sem's sons and another among Arphaxad's (= 28); Augustine follows them but reckons Jectan's sons as 12, making 27. Pererius supplies a genealogical table of all 26. Margins: the discrepancy of the Greek codices from the Latin and Hebrew on the number of descendants; Augustine. ↩
	§158. The four phrases of Gen 10:31 explained: ‘according to kindreds’ — each named man is one kindred/family (so 26 or 27 kindreds); ‘according to tongues’ — each got a distinct tongue (not at birth, but after the division at the tower); descendants whose tongue did not differ from their fathers' are not listed; ‘and regions’ — after the division they settled diverse lands, whence the diversity of nations (no single realm coalescing); ‘in their nations’ — diverse nations distinguished by name, tongue, and region. ↩




These are the families of the sons of Noah according to their peoples and nations. By these were the nations divided in the earth after the flood

LatineEnglish


{These are the families of the sons of Noah according to their peoples and nations. By these were the nations divided in the earth after the flood.}1
Hae familiae filiorum Noë iuxta populos et nationes suas. Ab his divisae sunt gentes in terra post diluvium.



APPELLANTUR supradictae familiae ipsius Noë, licet non ab ipso sed a filiis vel nepotibus eius progeneratae sint, quod ille fuerit prima illorum omnium origo et stirps unde omnes illi pullularunt. Illis porro verbis „Ab his divisae sunt gentes post diluvium“ significatur omnes gentium divisiones quae nunc sunt in toto terrarum orbe ab illis tribus Noë filiis esse profectas, et post diluvium exstitisse. Fuerat quidem ante diluvium nonnulla hominum divisio, sed non qualis et quanta fuit post diluvium. Namque ante diluvium, post necem Abel et natam progeniem Seth, ex mandato Adami posteri Seth divisi sunt a posteris Cain, ob idque dicitur cap. 4 Geneseos Cain recessisse contra orientalem plagam Paradisi: eaque divisio et separatio usque ad septimam generationem perdurasse creditur: quo tempore posteri Seth pulchritudine feminarum stirpis Cain illecti et capti, illis per connubia sunt commixti; factaque est benedicti seminis cum scelerato et impio, contra mandatum Adami et voluntatem Dei, pestifera commixtio, unde tot tantaque mala ubique terrarum exstiterunt, ut Deum ad perdendum diluvio…
The aforesaid families are called Noah's, although they were begotten not by him but by his sons or grandsons, because he was the first origin and stock of them all, whence they all sprang. By those words ‘By these were the nations divided after the flood’ it is signified that all the divisions of nations which now are in the whole world proceeded from those three sons of Noah, and came to be after the flood. There had indeed been before the flood some division of men, but not such and so great as was after the flood. For before the flood, after the slaying of Abel and the birth of the offspring of Seth, by the command of Adam the descendants of Seth were divided from the descendants of Cain; and on that account it is said in the fourth chapter of Genesis that Cain withdrew toward the eastern region of Paradise: and that division and separation is believed to have lasted down to the seventh generation; at which time the descendants of Seth, allured and captivated by the beauty of the women of Cain's stock, were mingled with them by marriages; and there was made a pestilent mingling of the blessed seed with the wicked and impious, against the command of Adam and the will of God — whence so many and so great evils arose everywhere on earth that they provoked God to destroy by the flood…2



…diluvio omne genus hominum atque animalium provocaverint. PRAETER hanc divisionem hominum satis credibile sit et alteram fuisse divisionem habitationis hominum in diversis regionibus ac locis. Cum enim per mille sexcentos et quinquaginta sex annos qui diluvium praecesserunt humanum genus numerosissime propagatum atque multiplicatum fuerit, non unius regionis finibus circumscriptos fuisse omnes homines, sed per diversas terrae regiones diffusos esse, ad veritatem propensius est. Quamobrem diluvium non unam tantum regionem, sed omnes terrae plagas inundavit atque obruit. An vero diversitas etiam linguarum fuerit ante diluvium necne, libro qui hunc proxime sequetur a nobis disputabitur.
…to destroy by the flood the whole race of men and animals. Besides this division of men, it may be credible enough that there was also another division of the habitation of men in diverse regions and places. For since, through the 1,656 years which preceded the flood, the human race was most numerously propagated and multiplied, it is more inclined toward the truth that all men were not circumscribed within the bounds of one region, but were diffused through the diverse regions of the earth. Wherefore the flood inundated and overwhelmed not one region only, but all the parts of the earth. But whether there was also a diversity of tongues before the flood or not, will be disputed by us in the book which next follows this one.3



ILLUD porro lectorem, quod supra etiam indicavimus, iterum hoc loco admonere nec alienum nec supervacaneum iudicavimus: licet multo plures his qui supra memorati sunt fuerint filii Sem, Cham et Iaphet, propterea tamen non alios quam supradictos fuisse hic a Mose commemoratos (ut recte sensit B. Augustinus), quia illi nascendo aliis gentibus accesserunt, nec ipsi diversas gentes condere ac denominare potuerunt. „Namque alia causa, cum filii Iaphet octo numerentur, ex duobus eorum tantum filii nati commemorantur? Et cum filii Cham quatuor nominentur, ex tribus tantum qui sunt nati adiiciuntur? Et cum filii Sem nominantur sex, duorum tantum posteritas attexitur? Nunquid ceteri sine filiis remanserunt? Absit hoc credere: sed gentes propter quas commemorari digni essent non utique fecerunt, quia sicut nascebantur, aliis gentibus addebantur.“ Sic Augustinus.
This, moreover, which we also indicated above, we have judged it neither foreign nor superfluous to remind the reader of again in this place: that although the sons of Sem, Cham, and Japheth were far more than those mentioned above, nevertheless no others than the aforesaid were here mentioned by Moses (as Blessed Augustine rightly judged), because they, in being born, were added to other nations, and could not themselves found and name different nations. „For what other cause is there that, while the sons of Japheth are counted as eight, the sons born of only two of them are mentioned? And while the sons of Cham are named as four, the sons of only three are added? And while the sons of Sem are named as six, the posterity of only two is appended? Did the rest perhaps remain without sons? Far be it to believe this: but they certainly did not produce nations on account of which they would be worthy to be mentioned, because, as they were born, they were added to other nations.“ So Augustine.4



Translator’s notes
	Gen 10:32 (verse lemma). ↩
	§159. Gen 10:32. The families are called Noah's (though begotten by his sons/grandsons) as their first source; ‘by these were the nations divided after the flood’ = all present national divisions came from Noah's three sons, after the flood. There was some pre-flood division: after Abel's death, Seth's line was separated from Cain's by Adam's command (Cain withdrew east of Paradise, Gen 4), lasting to the seventh generation — until Seth's line, lured by the beauty of Cain's women, intermarried, mingling the blessed seed with the impious against Adam's command and God's will, breeding the evils that provoked the flood (continues p. 469). Margins: what kind of division and distinction of men there was before the flood; Gen 4. ↩
	§159 (concl.). Besides the moral division, there was likely also a geographical one: in the 1,656 pre-flood years mankind multiplied so greatly that men were spread over diverse regions, not one — hence the flood covered the whole earth, not one region. Whether tongues also differed before the flood is reserved for the next book (Liber XVI). ↩
	§160. A reminder (per Augustine, City of God 16.3): Sem, Cham, and Japheth had far more sons than listed; Moses names only these because they founded and named distinct nations, while the rest were absorbed into other nations. (Augustine's argument: of Japheth's 8 sons only 2 have named posterity, of Cham's 4 only 3, of Sem's 6 only 2 — the rest had sons but founded no nameworthy nations.) This closes Liber XV. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 3. ↩




BENEDICT PERERIUS'S COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK SIXTEEN. On the eleventh chapter of the book of Genesis — that is, ON THE BUILDING OF THE TOWER OF BABEL and on the …

LatineEnglish


BENEDICT PERERIUS'S COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK SIXTEEN. On the eleventh chapter of the book of Genesis — that is, ON THE BUILDING OF THE TOWER OF BABEL and on the confusion and division of tongues.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER DECIMUS SEXTUS. In caput undecimum Libri Genesis, id est, DE AEDIFICATIONE TURRIS BABEL et de confusione ac divisione linguarum.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI title page (printed 470): on Gen 11 — the building of the Tower of Babel and the confusion/division of tongues. §-numbering restarts at §1. ↩




Chapter eleven of Genesis. And the earth was of one language and of the same speech. And when they removed from the East, they found a plain in the land of Sennaar, and …

LatineEnglish


Caput undecimum Genesis. Erat autem terra labii unius et sermonum eorundem. Cumque proficiscerentur de Oriente, invenerunt campum in terra Sennaar et habitaverunt in eo. Dixitque alter ad proximum suum: Venite, faciamus lateres et coquamus eos igni: habueruntque lateres pro saxis, et bitumen pro caemento. Et dixerunt: Venite, faciamus nobis civitatem et turrim cuius culmen pertingat ad caelum, et celebremus nomen nostrum antequam dividamur in universas terras. Descendit autem Dominus ut videret civitatem et turrim quam aedificabant filii Adam, et dixit: Ecce unus est populus et unum est labium omnibus, coeperuntque hoc facere, nec desistent a cogitationibus donec opere compleant.
{Chapter eleven of Genesis. And the earth was of one language and of the same speech. And when they removed from the East, they found a plain in the land of Sennaar, and dwelt in it. And each one said to his neighbor: Come, let us make bricks and bake them with fire. And they had brick instead of stones, and bitumen instead of mortar. And they said: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, the top whereof may reach to heaven; and let us make our name famous before we be scattered abroad into all lands. And the Lord came down to see the city and the tower which the children of Adam were building; and he said: Behold, it is one people, and all have one language; and they have begun to do this, neither will they leave off from their designs till they accomplish them in deed.}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:1–6 (verse lemma, opening the chapter on the title page). ↩




Come ye, therefore, let us go down and there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech. And so the Lord scattered them from that place …

LatineEnglish


Venite igitur, descendamus et confundamus ibi linguam eorum, ut non audiat unusquisque vocem proximi sui. Atque ita divisit eos Dominus ex illo loco in universas terras, et cessaverunt aedificare civitatem. Et idcirco vocatum est nomen eius Babel, quia ibi confusum est labium universae terrae, et inde dispersit eos Dominus super faciem cunctarum regionum. Hae sunt generationes Sem. Sem erat centum annorum quando genuit Arphaxad, biennio post diluvium. Vixitque Sem postquam genuit Arphaxad quingentis annis, et genuit filios et filias. Porro Arphaxad vixit triginta quinque annis et genuit Sale. Vixitque Arphaxad postquam genuit Sale trecentis tribus annis, et genuit filios et filias. Sale quoque vixit triginta annis et genuit Heber. Vixitque Sale postquam genuit Heber quadringentis tribus annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit autem Heber triginta quatuor annis et genuit Phaleg. Et vixit Heber postquam genuit Phaleg quadringentis triginta annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit quoque Phaleg triginta annis et genuit Reu. Vixitque Phaleg postquam genuit Reu ducentis novem annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit autem Reu triginta duobus annis et genuit Sarug. Vixitque Reu postquam genuit Sarug ducentis septem annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit vero Sarug triginta annis et genuit Nachor. Vixitque Sarug postquam genuit Nachor ducentis annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit autem Nachor viginti novem annis et genuit Thare. Vixitque Nachor postquam genuit Thare centum decem et novem annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixitque Thare septuaginta annis, et genuit Abram et Nachor et Aran. Hae sunt autem generationes Thare. Thare genuit Abram, Nachor et Aran. Porro Aran genuit Lot. Mortuusque est Aran ante Thare patrem suum in terra nativitatis suae in Ur Chaldaeorum.
{Come ye, therefore, let us go down and there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech. And so the Lord scattered them from that place into all lands, and they ceased to build the city. And therefore the name thereof was called Babel, because there the language of the whole earth was confounded; and from thence the Lord scattered them abroad upon the face of all countries. These are the generations of Sem. Sem was a hundred years old when he begot Arphaxad, two years after the flood. And Sem lived after he begot Arphaxad five hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. And Arphaxad lived thirty-five years, and begot Sale. And Arphaxad lived after he begot Sale three hundred and three years, and begot sons and daughters. Sale also lived thirty years, and begot Heber. And Sale lived after he begot Heber four hundred and three years, and begot sons and daughters. And Heber lived thirty-four years, and begot Phaleg. And Heber lived after he begot Phaleg four hundred and thirty years, and begot sons and daughters. And Phaleg lived thirty years, and begot Reu. And Phaleg lived after he begot Reu two hundred and nine years, and begot sons and daughters. And Reu lived thirty-two years, and begot Sarug. And Reu lived after he begot Sarug two hundred and seven years, and begot sons and daughters. And Sarug lived thirty years, and begot Nachor. And Sarug lived after he begot Nachor two hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. And Nachor lived twenty-nine years, and begot Thare. And Nachor lived after he begot Thare a hundred and nineteen years, and begot sons and daughters. And Thare lived seventy years, and begot Abram and Nachor and Aran. And these are the generations of Thare. Thare begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran. And Aran begot Lot. And Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of the Chaldees.}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:7–28 (verse lemma; the confusion at Babel concluded, then the genealogy of Sem down to Thare, Abram, and Aran). ↩




And Abram and Nachor took wives: the name of Abram's wife was Sarai, and the name of Nachor's wife, Melcha, the daughter of Aran, the father of Melcha and the father of …

LatineEnglish


Duxerunt autem Abram et Nachor uxores: nomen uxoris Abram Sarai, et nomen uxoris Nachor Melcha filia Aran patris Melchae et patris Ieschae. Erat autem Sarai sterilis nec habebat liberos. Tulit itaque Thare Abram filium suum et Lot filium Aran filii sui et Sarai nurum suam, uxorem Abram filii sui, et eduxit eos de Ur Chaldaeorum ut irent in terram Chanaan: veneruntque usque Haran et habitaverunt ibi. Et facti sunt dies Thare ducentorum quinque annorum, et mortuus est in Haran.
{And Abram and Nachor took wives: the name of Abram's wife was Sarai, and the name of Nachor's wife, Melcha, the daughter of Aran, the father of Melcha and the father of Iescha. And Sarai was barren, and had no children. And Thare took Abram his son, and Lot the son of Aran his son's son, and Sarai his daughter-in-law, the wife of Abram his son, and brought them out of Ur of the Chaldees to go into the land of Chanaan: and they came as far as Haran, and dwelt there. And the days of Thare were two hundred and five years, and he died in Haran.}1



PRAEFATIO. Tres praecipue res hoc undecimo capite narrat Moses. Primo exponit studium et conatum eorum qui aedificare aggressi sunt civitatem et turrim Babel, et eius operis eventum atque exitum. Deinde describit progeniem omnem Sem usque ad Abraham, inter utrumque percensendo octo generationes. Quanquam, si ipsum Sem atque Abraham comprehendere velis, decem generationes (plerique faciunt) numerari oportet, has videlicet: Sem, Arphaxad, Sale, Heber, Phaleg, Reu, Sarug, Nachor, Thare et Abram. Tertio loco agit de ortu Abrahae, de coniugio eius, et de migratione ex Chaldaea in Mesopotamiam. Docet enim ortum esse Abraham anno septuagesimo patris sui Thare; duxisse uxorem Saram, alio nomine appellatam Iescham, quae filia erat Aran fratris Abrahae; derelicta vero Ur Chaldaeorum, venisse eum in urbem Haran Mesopotamiae extremam, una cum uxore sua et patre et Lot filio Aran fratris sui.
PREFACE. Three things in particular Moses narrates in this eleventh chapter. First, he sets forth the zeal and endeavor of those who undertook to build the city and tower of Babel, and the outcome and end of that work. Then he describes the whole progeny of Sem down to Abraham, counting between the two eight generations. Although, if you wish to include Sem and Abraham themselves, ten generations (as most reckon) must be counted, namely these: Sem, Arphaxad, Sale, Heber, Phaleg, Reu, Sarug, Nachor, Thare, and Abram. In the third place he treats of the birth of Abraham, of his marriage, and of his migration from Chaldea into Mesopotamia. For he teaches that Abraham was born in the seventieth year of his father Thare; that he married Sara, called by another name Iescha, who was the daughter of Aran the brother of Abraham; and that, Ur of the Chaldees being left behind, he came to the city Haran, the farthest of Mesopotamia, together with his wife, his father, and Lot the son of Aran his brother.2



QUANTUM ad primam huius capitis partem, quae est de aedificatione turris et confusione linguarum, sciendum est Mosem eam rem brevissime quidem, sed admodum distincte et expresse narrasse, declaratis nempe quinque eius rei circumstantiis…
As to the first part of this chapter, which is about the building of the tower and the confusion of tongues, it must be known that Moses narrated that matter very briefly indeed, but quite distinctly and expressly, declaring namely five circumstances of the matter…3



…id est: qui fuerint illi homines qui opus illud facere voluerunt; qua materia usi sint ad effectionem eius operis; quodnam fuerit opus et quantum ex consilio et mente eorum esse debebat; ad quem finem illud opus facere voluerint; denique quomodo eorum audaciam et superbiam Deus punierit per confusionem linguarum et dispersionem eorum in diversas mundi partes: cuius tam memorabilis rei perpetuum deinde indicium et monimentum mansit, eius loci nomen Babel, significans confusionem. Quoniam autem supra cap. 10, volens docere Moses a tribus filiis Noë multiplicatum esse omne genus hominum, dixit ex illis tribus Noë filiis profectam esse omnem hominum divisionem secundum varias gentes, nationes, linguas ac regiones — quae quidem divisio proculdubio facta est post aedificationem turris Babel et confusionem linguarum — idcirco recte monent Augustinus libro 16 de Civitate Dei cap. 4 et Rupertus libro 4 Commentariorum in Genesim cap. 41, quae narrantur hoc 11 capite de confusione linguarum et dispersione hominum, commemorata hic esse per recapitulationem. Redit enim Moses ad id quod supra significaverat de divisione hominum secundum varias linguas et regiones, a prima repetens origine causam eius divisionis, videlicet docens qua ex occasione factum sit ut, dum antea una fuisset omnium hominum lingua, in tam multas deinde tamque dissonas divisa sit.
…that is: who those men were who willed to do that work; what material they used for the effecting of that work; what the work was, and how great it was to be according to their counsel and intent; to what end they willed to do that work; and finally, how God punished their audacity and pride by the confusion of tongues and their dispersion into the various parts of the world — of which so memorable a matter there afterward remained a perpetual token and monument: the name of that place, Babel, signifying confusion. Now since above, in chapter 10, Moses, wishing to teach that the whole race of men was multiplied from the three sons of Noah, said that from those three sons of Noah proceeded the whole division of men according to various peoples, nations, tongues, and regions — which division was without doubt made after the building of the tower of Babel and the confusion of tongues — therefore Augustine, in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 4, and Rupert, in book 4 of the Commentaries on Genesis, chapter 41, rightly observe that the things narrated in this eleventh chapter about the confusion of tongues and the dispersion of men are mentioned here by recapitulation. For Moses returns to what he had signified above about the division of men according to various tongues and regions, repeating from its first origin the cause of that division — namely, teaching from what occasion it came about that, whereas before there had been one tongue of all men, it was then divided into so many and so dissonant tongues.4



NOLO in praeteritis relinquere duo quae tradit Auctor Historiae Scholasticae super librum Genesis sub finem capitis 37 et initium 38, ne forte lectori non admodum intelligenti peritoque Sacrarum literarum imponant: et vero digna ea sunt correctione. Ait ille quae narrantur hic a Mose de aedificatione turris et confusione linguarum, ea contigisse post obitum Noë, in quo ille manifesto labitur errore Chronologiae. Siquidem Noë vixit post diluvium annos trecentos quinquaginta: divisio autem linguarum facta est eo anno quo natus est Phaleg, qui fuit unus et centesimus annus post diluvium. Secundum Hebraeos vero, qui divisionem linguarum reiiciunt in extremum annum vitae Phaleg (qui fuit trecentesimus quadragesimus post diluvium), ea linguarum divisio evenit decem annis ante mortem Noë: qua de re superiori libro decimo disputavimus. Quapropter istius auctoris sententia nullo modo a falsitate excusari potest.
I am unwilling to leave among things passed over two matters which the author of the Scholastic History hands down on the book of Genesis, toward the end of chapter 37 and the beginning of 38, lest perchance they impose upon a reader not very intelligent and skilled in the Sacred letters: and indeed they are worthy of correction. He says that the things here narrated by Moses about the building of the tower and the confusion of tongues happened after the death of Noah — in which he manifestly slips into an error of chronology. For Noah lived 350 years after the flood; but the division of tongues was made in the year in which Phaleg was born, which was the 101st year after the flood. And according to the Hebrews, who throw the division of tongues back to the last year of Phaleg's life (which was the 340th after the flood), that division of tongues happened ten years before the death of Noah: of which matter we disputed in the preceding tenth book. Wherefore the opinion of that author can in no way be excused from falsehood.5



AIT praeterea iste auctor toto eo tempore quo vixit Noë progeniem trium filiorum eius multiplicatam esse ad viginti quatuor millia virorum, quorum omnium tres illi Noë filii, Sem, Cham et Iaphet, principes ac duces erant. Ponam hic verba eius: „Narrat Philo Iudaeus (ait ille auctor), vel, ut alii volunt, Gentilis philosophus, in libro Quaestionum super Genesim, quod ex tribus filiis Noë adhuc ipso vivente sunt nati viginti quatuor millia virorum, extra mulieres et parvulos, habentes tres supra se duces quos praediximus.“ Sic ille. Verum nec Philo Iudaeus tale quiddam prodidit ullo in libro, nec id verum est aut verisimile. Etenim intra illos trecentos quinquaginta annos post diluvium quibus vixit Noë, non viginti quatuor millia hominum, sed plus ducentas myriades hominum exstitisse credendum est. Namque Abraham natus est extremo principatu Nini regis, in cuius regis exercitu et in eo quod Zoroaster rex Bactrianorum adversus Ninum comparaverat fuisse amplius vicies centena millia hominum auctor est Diodorus libro tertio. Et intra trecentos annos, ex uno Iacob gens Hebraea in Aegypto adeo propagata est ut habuerit sexcenta millia bellatorum, praeter parvulos, mulieres et senes, cum, duce Mose, Aegyptum egressa est. Verum, haec praefati, ad exponendam primam huius capitis partem in qua narratur aedificatio civitatis et turris et confusio linguarum aggrediamur.
This author says, moreover, that during the whole time in which Noah lived, the progeny of his three sons was multiplied to twenty-four thousand men, of all of whom those three sons of Noah — Sem, Cham, and Japheth — were the chiefs and leaders. I shall set down here his words: „Philo the Jew relates (says that author), or, as others will have it, a Gentile philosopher, in the book of Questions on Genesis, that from the three sons of Noah, while he was yet living, there were born twenty-four thousand men, besides women and little ones, having above them the three leaders we have mentioned.“ So he. But neither did Philo the Jew hand down any such thing in any book, nor is it true or likely. For within those 350 years after the flood in which Noah lived, it is to be believed that not twenty-four thousand men, but more than two hundred myriads of men, existed. For Abraham was born at the end of the reign of king Ninus, in whose army, and in that which Zoroaster king of the Bactrians had got ready against Ninus, there were more than two million men, as Diodorus is the author in the third book. And within three hundred years, from the one Jacob the Hebrew nation was so propagated in Egypt that it had six hundred thousand fighting men, besides little ones, women, and old men, when, under the leadership of Moses, it went out of Egypt. But, having said these things by way of preface, let us proceed to set forth the first part of this chapter, in which is narrated the building of the city and tower and the confusion of tongues.6



Explanatio primae partis capitis undecimi, de aedificatione turris Babel et confusione ac divisione linguarum, continens Disputationes decem. In explanatione huius primae partis capitis undecimi decem disputationes diligenter tractandae sunt, quibus explicatis, historia quam ea de re scripsit Moses — omni illustrata obscuritate enodataque difficultate quaecunque ex verbis eius exoriri posset — plana et manifesta erit. Prima Disputatio erit, qui fuerint illi homines qui aedificaverunt turrim Babel. Secunda, qua materia sint usi ad faciendum illud opus. Tertia, quantae magnitudinis opus illud facere voluerint, aut etiam fecerint. Quarta, quae causae moverint eos homines ad illud aedificium construendum. Quinta, quid sit illud quod narrat Moses, Deum descendisse ad videndum opus illud quod fiebat. Sexta: quia Moses Deum inducit loquentem cum aliis, quaeritur qui fuerint illi quibuscum locutus est Deus, et quorum societatem et operam exegit ad disturbandum consilium et conatum illorum hominum. Septima…
Explanation of the first part of the eleventh chapter, on the building of the tower of Babel and the confusion and division of tongues, containing ten Disputations. In the explanation of this first part of the eleventh chapter, ten disputations must be diligently treated; which being unfolded, the history which Moses wrote on this matter — every obscurity illuminated and every difficulty that could arise from his words untied — will be plain and manifest. The First Disputation will be, who those men were who built the tower of Babel. The Second, what material they used to make that work. The Third, of how great a size they willed to make that work, or even did make it. The Fourth, what causes moved those men to construct that building. The Fifth, what that is which Moses relates — that God came down to see that work which was being made. The Sixth: since Moses brings in God speaking with others, it is asked who they were with whom God spoke, and whose fellowship and aid He required to disturb the design and endeavor of those men. The Seventh…7



…Septima Disputatio est de confusione linguarum, qua Deus, tanquam convenienti eorum culpae supplicio, insanam eorum audaciam et superbiam punire voluit. Octava disputatio, an lingua illa quae ab initio erat communis omnium hominum fuerit Hebraea. Nona, qualis fuerit illa confusio linguarum et quemadmodum facta sit. Decima, de numero illarum linguarum, utrum fuerint septuaginta duae.
…The Seventh Disputation is about the confusion of tongues, by which God, as by a punishment fitting their fault, willed to punish their insane audacity and pride. The Eighth disputation, whether that tongue which from the beginning was common to all men was Hebrew. The Ninth, of what kind that confusion of tongues was, and how it was made. The Tenth, about the number of those tongues — whether they were seventy-two.8



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:29–32 (verse lemma, concluding the chapter). ↩
	Praefatio §1. The three chief matters of Gen 11: (1) the building of Babel and its outcome; (2) Sem's progeny to Abraham — 8 generations between them, or 10 counting both (Sem, Arphaxad, Sale, Heber, Phaleg, Reu, Sarug, Nachor, Thare, Abram); (3) Abraham's birth (Thare's 70th yr), marriage (Sara, also called Iescha, daughter of his brother Aran), and migration from Ur to Haran with his wife, father, and Lot. ↩
	Praefatio §2. The Babel narrative, though very brief, sets out five circumstances of the affair (continues p. 473). ↩
	Praefatio §2 (cont.). The five circumstances Moses declares: (1) who the builders were; (2) the material; (3) the work and its intended size; (4) its purpose; (5) how God punished their pride by confounding tongues and dispersing them — the name Babel (‘confusion’) a lasting monument. Since Gen 10 already said the nations divided from Noah's three sons (a division surely after Babel), Augustine (City of God 16.4) and Rupert (on Genesis bk. 4 ch. 41) rightly note that Gen 11 is told by recapitulation — Moses returns to explain the cause of that division. Margins: Augustine; Rupert. ↩
	Praefatio §2 (cont.). First error of the Scholastic History (Comestor, Gen ch. 37–38): that Babel happened after Noah's death — a chronological blunder, since Noah lived 350 yrs after the flood, while the division was at Phaleg's birth (yr 101), or even by the Hebrews at Phaleg's last year (yr 340 = 10 yrs before Noah's death; treated in his ‘tenth book,’ i.e. Liber XV). Margin: the author of the Scholastic History is refuted. ↩
	Praefatio §2 (concl.). Second error of the Scholastic History: that in Noah's lifetime his sons' progeny grew to only 24,000 men (falsely ascribed to Philo's Questions on Genesis) — Philo wrote no such thing, and it is incredible: in the 350 post-flood yrs more than 2,000,000 men existed (Ninus's and Zoroaster's armies alone exceeded 2 million, Diodorus bk. 3; Jacob's line grew to 600,000 fighting men in 300 yrs, by the Exodus). With this preface done, Pererius turns to the first part — Babel. Margins: Diodorus; Exod 12. ↩
	Praefatio (structural outline). The first part of Gen 11 (Babel) will be treated in ten disputations: (1) who the builders were; (2) the material used; (3) the intended size; (4) the causes; (5) the meaning of ‘God came down to see’; (6) with whom God spoke (continues p. 475). ↩
	Praefatio (outline, concl.). The remaining disputations: (7) the confusion of tongues as fitting punishment; (8) whether the first common tongue was Hebrew; (9) the nature and manner of the confusion; (10) the number of tongues — whether 72. ↩




FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether it was all the men who then were on the earth, or only some part of them, who came together to build the city and tower of Babel

LatineEnglish


FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether it was all the men who then were on the earth, or only some part of them, who came together to build the city and tower of Babel.1
PRIMA DISPUTATIO. Utrum fuerint omnes homines qui tunc erant in terris, an aliqua tantum eorum pars, qui convenerunt ad aedificandam civitatem et turrim Babel.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 1 (title): did all men then living, or only some, gather to build Babel? ↩




Upon those words of Moses, chapter 11: And the earth was of one language and of the same speech. And when they removed from the East, they found a plain in the land of …

LatineEnglish


{Upon those words of Moses, chapter 11: And the earth was of one language and of the same speech. And when they removed from the East, they found a plain in the land of Sennaar, and dwelt in it.}1
Super illis verbis Mosis, cap. XI: Erat autem terra labii unius et sermonum eorundem. Cumque proficiscerentur de Oriente, invenerunt campum in terra Sennaar et habitaverunt in eo.



CAIETANUS negat fuisse omnes homines qui convenerunt ad aedificandam turrim. Nam supradicta verba Mosis exponens ad hunc modum scribit: „Non intelligas universum genus humanum profectum fuisse ab Oriente et iisse in regionem Sennaar: quia nec litera hoc sonat, nec rationi hoc consentaneum est: sed sensus literae est quod, perseverante una lingua in universa terra, illi qui moverunt se ab Oriente venerunt in vallem Sennaar.“ Haec Caietanus. Verum contraria opinio longe probabilior est, quam nos ex supradictis verbis Mosis confirmabimus: quare necesse est ea verba per partes diligenter interpretari.
Cajetan denies that it was all men who came together to build the tower. For, expounding the aforesaid words of Moses, he writes in this manner: „Do not understand that the whole human race set out from the East and went into the region of Sennaar: because neither does the letter sound this, nor is this consonant with reason; but the sense of the letter is that, one tongue continuing in the whole earth, those who moved themselves from the East came into the valley of Sennaar.“ So Cajetan. But the contrary opinion is far more probable, which we shall confirm from the aforesaid words of Moses: wherefore it is necessary to interpret those words carefully, part by part.2



IN illis igitur verbis „Erat omnis terra labii unius“ est oratio dupliciter figurata: nam et „omnis terra“ dictum est pro „omnes homines qui erant in terris,“ et „labium“ est positum pro „sermone“ et oratione. Nam quia lingua et labiis sermo fingitur et formatur, idcirco lingua frequentissime ponitur, non solum apud Hebraeos sed apud Graecos etiam et Latinos, pro sermone. Vocabulum autem „labium“ sive „labia“ etiam creberrime usurpat Scriptura pro sermone: unde est illud, „Favus distillans labia tua,“ quasi diceret, ex ore tuo melle dulcior fluit oratio; et de Iob scriptum est non peccasse eum labiis suis, id est in sermone, vel in iis quae locutus fuerat; Moses quoque dixit se esse labiis incircumcisum, hoc est in dicendo inelegantem ac rudem. Illud vero quod subditur „Et sermonum eorundem“ expositio est eius quod…
In those words, then, ‘And the whole earth was of one lip,’ the speech is doubly figurative: for both ‘the whole earth’ is said for ‘all the men who were on the earth,’ and ‘lip’ is put for ‘speech’ and discourse. For because speech is fashioned and formed by the tongue and the lips, therefore ‘tongue’ is most frequently put — not only among the Hebrews but among the Greeks too and the Latins — for ‘speech.’ And the word ‘lip’ or ‘lips’ Scripture also very often uses for ‘speech’: whence is that, ‘Thy lips are a dropping honeycomb,’ as if it said, from thy mouth flows discourse sweeter than honey; and of Job it is written that he did not sin with his lips, that is, in speech, or in those things he had spoken; Moses too said that he was uncircumcised in lips, that is, inelegant and rude in speaking. But that which is subjoined, ‘And of the same speech,’ is an explanation of that which…3



…praecesserat, „Labii unius“: nam fuisse unum labium omnium hominum significat omnes homines eadem lingua atque sermone esse usos. QUAMQUAM inter ista discrimen aliquod esse nonnulli volunt. „Non solum,“ inquit Caietanus, „omnes homines conveniebant in unitate verborum, sed etiam in unitate labii, hoc est, modo proferendi. Contingit enim Italos communicantes in verbis differre in labiis, id est, modo pronuntiandi. Et simile est in Germanis, Hispanis aliisque. Ad tollendam itaque omnem diversitatem, utraque unitas explicatur.“ Sic Caietanus. Sed Aven-Ezra putat significari non tantum unam et eandem fuisse omnibus linguam, sed quod in ea de omnibus rebus non diversis sed eisdem vocibus omnes inter se locuti fuerint: quod hodie non fit; aliter enim docti, hoc est significantius, quam indocti loquuntur; tunc autem eadem phrasis, idem stylus, eademque verborum conformatio erat. Quaenam vero fuerit illa una lingua, utrum Hebraea necne, infra disputabitur. Septuaginta Interpretes locum hunc ita converterunt: „Erat omnis terra labium unum, et vox una omnibus.“
…preceded, ‘of one lip’: for that there was one lip of all men signifies that all men used the same tongue and speech. Although some will have there to be some distinction between these. „Not only,“ says Cajetan, „did all men agree in unity of words, but also in unity of lip — that is, of manner of utterance. For it happens that Italians, sharing in words, differ in lips, that is, in manner of pronouncing. And it is similar among the Germans, Spaniards, and others. To remove, therefore, all diversity, both unities are expressed.“ So Cajetan. But Aben-Ezra thinks it is signified not only that there was one and the same tongue to all, but that in it all men spoke to one another about all things with the same words, not different ones: which does not happen today; for the learned speak otherwise — that is, more expressively — than the unlearned; but then there was the same phrasing, the same style, and the same conformation of words. But what that one tongue was, whether Hebrew or not, will be disputed below. The Septuagint translators rendered this place thus: „The whole earth was one lip, and one voice to all.“4



EX his verbis Mosis elicitur prima ratio qua probatur eos qui convenerunt et conspirarunt in aedificationem turris fuisse omnes homines, ex omni videlicet gente quaecunque tunc in terris erat. Etenim Moses his verbis aperte declarat qui convenerunt in campum Sennaar fuisse eos qui erant unius labii et eorundem sermonum, et quorum, propter illam aedificationem turris, confusa sit lingua et varie multiplicata: sed omnes homines erant unius linguae; ergo omnes convenerunt ad aedificationem illius turris. Nam si non omnes convenissent, sed aliqui in aliis terrae locis remansissent, ergo, cum in illis qui aedificarunt turrim confusa et divisa est lingua, in iis qui non aderant sed alibi remanserant eadem quae prius erat remansisset lingua. At eam linguam quae prius una fuerat omnium, post confusionem linguarum in una tantum familia Heber mansisse (unde etiam nomen accepit, nam Hebraea quasi Heberea dicta est), certa est Hebraeorum sententia, etiam B. Augustino aliisque quamplurimis Christianis doctoribus probata. Sed pergamus ad alia.
From these words of Moses is drawn the first reason by which it is proved that those who came together and conspired in the building of the tower were all men — that is, of every nation whatsoever that then was on the earth. For Moses by these words plainly declares that those who came together into the plain of Sennaar were those who were of one lip and of the same speech, and whose tongue, on account of that building of the tower, was confounded and variously multiplied: but all men were of one tongue; therefore all came together to the building of that tower. For if not all had come together, but some had remained in other places of the earth, then, when the tongue was confounded and divided in those who built the tower, in those who were not present but had remained elsewhere the same tongue which was before would have remained. But that the tongue which before had been the one tongue of all, after the confusion of tongues remained in only the one family of Heber (whence it also got its name, for ‘Hebrew’ is, as it were, ‘Heberew’), is the certain opinion of the Hebrews, approved also by Blessed Augustine and very many other Christian doctors. But let us proceed to other matters.5



SEQUITUR illud in hac historia Mosis: „Cumque proficiscerentur de Oriente,“ etc. Orientem appellare hic videtur Moses Armeniam, quae magis Orientalis est quam Babylonia ubi erat campus Sennaar. Cumque Arca Noë, finito diluvio, resederit in montibus Armeniae (ut supra capite octavo dixit Moses), verisimile admodum sit in illis Armeniae locis habitasse Noë ac filios eius et posteros eorum per illos centum annos qui post diluvium fluxerunt ante aedificationem turris. Ex hac igitur Armeniae regione, quae Orientalis dicitur ratione ipsius Babyloniae, homines illi profecti sunt.
There follows in this history of Moses: „And when they removed from the East,“ etc. By ‘the East’ Moses here seems to call Armenia, which is more eastern than Babylonia, where the plain of Sennaar was. And since the Ark of Noah, the flood being ended, settled on the mountains of Armenia (as Moses said above in the eighth chapter), it is quite likely that in those places of Armenia Noah and his sons and their descendants dwelt during those hundred years which passed after the flood before the building of the tower. From this region of Armenia, then, which is called ‘eastern’ by reason of Babylonia itself, those men set out.6



SED cur inde profecti sunt? An pertaesi loca Armeniae, quae sunt montosa, aspera et sterilia, quaerentesque alias sedes commodiores, fertiliores atque amoeniores? An nimis iam per illos centum annos aucti numero et multiplicati, laxiorem et commodiorem desiderabant habitatio[nem]…
But why did they set out thence? Was it because they were weary of the places of Armenia, which are mountainous, rough, and barren, and were seeking other seats more convenient, more fertile, and more pleasant? Or because, now too much increased and multiplied in number through those hundred years, they desired a roomier and more convenient habitation…7



…habitationem? An potius affectantes maiorem potentiam, amplioremque ditionem atque opulentiam concupiscentes? Vix enim unquam homines sua sorte contenti sunt, nec rebus iam partis et praesentibus satiantur, sed alia semper et maiora cupiunt et consequi student; et, ut concupiscendi, ita quaerendi et habendi nullus est finis.
…habitation? Or rather, aspiring to greater power, and coveting an ampler dominion and opulence? For scarcely ever are men content with their lot, nor are they sated with things already gotten and present, but always desire other and greater things and strive to obtain them; and, as of coveting, so of seeking and having there is no end.8



AUDI morale documentum hoc loco traditum a Chrysostomo, nam exponens quod hic dicitur, homines non contentos regione Orientis quaesisse alias sedes: „Vide,“ inquit, „quoniam humanum genus non potest intra suos limites consistere, sed amplius semper concupiscens maiora subinde appetit. Atque hoc est quod maxime hominem perdit, quia non vult naturae suae mensuram agnoscere, semper maiora desiderans et quae supra conditionem suam et facultatem sunt votis concipiens. Hinc qui ad mundana respiciunt opera, si quando multis abundaverint divitiis et praepotentes fuerint, quasi obliti naturae suae, in tantum se fastigium efferri volunt ut non raro usque in profundum deiiciantur. Et quanquam hoc vident quotidie contingere, ne hac tamen ratione emendatiores fiunt: aut, si fiunt quidem aliqui eorum, tamen diuturna non est emendatio, sed eandem capessunt viam et in eadem praecipitia deferuntur.“ Hoc nobis ante oculos ponit historia haec Mosis: namque homines ab initio, non contenti locis quae circa Orientem perdiu inhabitaverant, alias sedes quaerere et maiora in dies moliri conati sunt, quamobrem gravissimis illi malis et calamitatibus afflictati sunt.
Hear the moral lesson taught in this place by Chrysostom — for, expounding what is here said, that men, not content with the region of the East, sought other seats: „See,“ he says, „that the human race cannot stay within its own limits, but, always coveting more, ever after seeks greater things. And this is what most destroys man: that he is unwilling to acknowledge the measure of his nature, always desiring greater things, and conceiving by his wishes things that are above his condition and ability. Hence those who look to worldly works, if ever they abound in much riches and become very powerful, as if forgetful of their nature, wish to be raised to such a height that not rarely they are cast down to the depths. And although they see this happen daily, yet they are not by this reckoning made more amended; or, if some of them are, yet the amendment is not lasting, but they take the same road and are carried into the same precipices.“ This history of Moses sets before our eyes: for men from the beginning, not content with the places about the East which they had long inhabited, endeavored to seek other seats and to attempt greater things day by day; wherefore they were afflicted with the gravest evils and calamities.9



TOSTATUS hoc loco citat Aven-Ezram aientem, inter illos homines qui profecti dicuntur esse ab Oriente, fuisse Noë et Abraham. Ac de Noë quidem, quantum ad rationem temporis, verum id quidem esse potest. Siquidem quod hic narratur centum annis post diluvium contigit: Noë autem trecentos quinquaginta annos vixit post diluvium; potuit igitur Noë unus esse ex iis qui profecti sunt ex Oriente, quanquam ipse alio animo alioque consilio profectionem illam susceperit quam plerique alii. Illud certe nullo modo credendum est, fuisse Noë in iis qui aedificarunt turrim Babel; quippe cum tale illorum hominum studium, inceptum et conatum non obscure improbet Scriptura, et a Deo minime levi poena punitum esse doceat.
Tostatus in this place cites Aben-Ezra, saying that among those men who are said to have set out from the East were Noah and Abraham. And concerning Noah indeed, as to the reckoning of time, that can be true. For what is here narrated happened a hundred years after the flood; but Noah lived three hundred and fifty years after the flood; Noah could therefore be one of those who set out from the East — although he undertook that journey with another mind and another purpose than most of the others. But this certainly is by no means to be believed: that Noah was among those who built the tower of Babel; since Scripture not obscurely disapproves such zeal, undertaking, and endeavor of those men, and teaches that it was punished by God with no light penalty.10



ABRAHAM porro, ait Tostatus, nullo modo inter illos homines esse potuisse; quippe qui natus sit centum et nonaginta annis post confusionem linguarum: haec enim centum annis post diluvium accidisse creditur, cum Abraham natus sit anno post diluvium ducentesimo nonagesimo secundo. Verum Tostatus non animadvertit Aven-Ezram locutum esse illud ex sententia Hebraeorum, qui divisionem linguarum referunt in ultimum annum Phaleg, qui fuit trecentesimus quadragesimus post diluvium et quadragesimus octavus aetatis Abrahae. FUISSE autem Noë ac filios eius principes et duces eorum qui, profecti ex Oriente, venerunt in campum Sennaar, firmare possum ab Iosephi testimonio, qui hoc modo scribit: „Tres Noe filii, Sem, Cham et [Iaphet]…“
Abraham, moreover, says Tostatus, could in no way have been among those men; since he was born a hundred and ninety years after the confusion of tongues — for this is believed to have happened a hundred years after the flood, while Abraham was born in the 292nd year after the flood. But Tostatus does not observe that Aben-Ezra said this according to the opinion of the Hebrews, who refer the division of tongues to the last year of Phaleg, which was the 340th after the flood and the 48th of Abraham's age. But that Noah and his sons were the chiefs and leaders of those who, setting out from the East, came into the plain of Sennaar, I can confirm from the testimony of Josephus, who writes in this manner: „The three sons of Noah, Sem, Cham, and [Japheth]…“11



…[Sem, Cham et Iaphet], centum annos ante diluvium nati, primi omnium, relictis montibus, planitiem habitare coeperunt; et aliis, recenti etiam tum cladis memoria pavidis nec audentibus a celsiore loco descendere, idem faciendi auctores et exemplum fuere. Campus autem quem primum colere sunt aggressi, nomen est Sennaar.“ Sic ille.
…[Sem, Cham, and Japheth], born a hundred years before the flood, were the first of all, the mountains being left, to begin to inhabit the plain; and to others — still then fearful from the recent memory of the calamity, and not daring to descend from the higher ground — they were the authors and example of doing the same. And the plain which they first set about to cultivate is named Sennaar.“ So he [Josephus].12



Ex hoc autem etiam loco argumentari possumus eos qui convenerunt in campum Sennaar ad aedificandam turrim fuisse omnes homines qui id temporis in terris erant. Etenim Moses non ait hos vel illos homines esse profectos ex Oriente, sed praecise ac simpliciter ait profectos esse homines ex Oriente, non obscure significans omnes qui tunc erant: illos nempe intelligi volens ex Oriente profectos, quos proxime commemoraverat fuisse labii unius eiusdemque sermonis; tales autem erant omnes homines, dixerat enim omnem terram fuisse tunc unius labii et eorundem sermonum.
From this place too we can argue that those who came together into the plain of Sennaar to build the tower were all the men who at that time were on the earth. For Moses does not say that these or those men set out from the East, but precisely and simply says that men set out from the East — not obscurely signifying all who then were: wishing, namely, those to be understood as having set out from the East whom he had just before mentioned to be of one lip and the same speech; but all men were such, for he had said that the whole earth was then of one lip and of the same speech.13



PHILO hunc locum Mosis allegorice tractat in eo libro quem De confusione linguarum edidit. Cuius ego allegoricam simul et moralem, nec sane inelegantem, orationem tacitam praeterire nolui. Sic ille scribit: „Narrat Moses homines illos ab Oriente profectos esse: id iuxta naturam dictum est. Sunt enim in anima duae species Orientis, altera melior, altera deterior: melior, quando, Solarium modo radiorum, in ea splendor virtutum exoritur; deterior, quando, his obscuratis, lucent alia. Prioris exemplum est hoc: Et plantavit Deus Paradisum in Eden contra Orientem — non quidem stirpium tantummodo terrestrium, sed caelestium maxime virtutum, quas a suo incorporeo lumine nunquam exstinguendas plantator ille accendit. Quid? etiam alius dixit: Ecce homo cui nomen Oriens. Nova appellatio, si intelligatur de homine qui constat ex animo et corpore: si autem de illa incorporea Deum referente imagine intelligatur, fateberis nomen hoc inditum aptissime. Hunc enim omnium antiquissimum Filium Deus Pater exoriri voluit, quem alibi primogenitum nominat. Hic, Patrem suum imitatus, qualia vidit apud eum exemplaria, tales et ipse formavit species.“
Philo treats this place of Moses allegorically in the book which he published On the Confusion of Tongues. His discourse — allegorical and at the same time moral, and indeed not inelegant — I was unwilling to pass over in silence. Thus he writes: „Moses relates that those men set out from the East: this is said according to nature. For there are in the soul two species of East, one better, the other worse: the better, when, in the manner of the Sun's rays, the splendor of the virtues rises in it; the worse, when, these being darkened, other things shine. An example of the former is this: And God planted a Paradise in Eden toward the East — not, indeed, only of earthly plants, but most of all of the heavenly virtues, which that planter kindled from his own incorporeal light, never to be extinguished. What? Another too said: Behold a man whose name is the East. A new appellation, if it be understood of a man who consists of soul and body; but if it be understood of that incorporeal image representing God, you will confess this name was most aptly given. For this most ancient Son of all God the Father willed to rise, whom elsewhere he names the firstborn. He, imitating his Father, formed the like species as the exemplars he saw with Him.“14



Deterioris autem Orientis exemplum exstat de illo qui volebat benedictum a Deo populum execrari. Nam et ille ad Orientem habitasse dicitur. Sed hic Oriens, quamvis commune cum priore nomen habeat, re tamen ipsa diversissimus est. „De Mesopotamia,“ inquit, „accivit me Balac, e montibus Orientis, dicens: Veni, ut execreris quem Deus non execratur.“ Interpretatur autem Balac „amens“: nec immerito, qui sperabat se posse decipere illum qui est, et certam eius sententiam humanis argutiis eludere atque irritam facere. Ideo Mesopotamiam habitat, mentem scilicet habens quasi submersam in medio duorum, erroris et improbitatis fluminum, nec enatare denique emergereque valentem. Talis autem affectus, ut exortus insipientiae est, sic est bonae mentis occasus. Proinde homines illi quorum narratur consona dissonantia, profecti ab Oriente dicuntur. Sed utrum ab Oriente vitiorum? Nimirum eos qui a virtutis Oriente proficiscuntur disiungi legimus; at vitiis pariter obnoxiorum unus motus est: quemadmodum manus, non seorsum suis artubus sed quae cum toto corpore cohaerent, una moventur. Nam insipientia malis dux est ad opera non naturalia, quae regio vitiorum est. Hactenus ex Philone.
But an example of the worse East exists in him who wished to curse the people blessed by God. For he too is said to have dwelt toward the East. But this East, although it has a name common with the former, is yet in the thing itself most different. „From Mesopotamia,“ it says, „Balac sent for me, from the mountains of the East, saying: Come, that thou mayest curse him whom God does not curse.“ Now Balac is interpreted „mad“: and not undeservedly, who hoped that he could deceive Him who is, and elude His sure sentence by human subtleties and make it void. Therefore he dwells in Mesopotamia — that is, having a mind, as it were, submerged in the midst of two rivers, of error and of wickedness, and not able at last to swim out and emerge. But such a disposition, as it is the rising of folly, so is it the setting of a good mind. Accordingly those men, of whom a harmonious discord is narrated, are said to have set out from the East. But whether from the East of vices? Doubtless we read that those who set out from the East of virtue are separated; but of those alike liable to vices there is one motion: just as the hands are moved together — not apart by their own joints, but as cohering with the whole body. For folly is the leader to evils, to works not natural, which is the region of vices. Thus far from Philo.15



SED perpendamus verba illa quae sequuntur: „Invenerunt campum in terra Sennaar et habitaverunt in eo.“ Scilicet eo loco valde illi quidem delectati sunt, quod esset planus, apertus, atque amplissime quoquoversus patens, necnon et irriguus interfluo Euphrate, et ob eam causam fertilis ac peramoenus. De hoc campo Sennaar ita scribit Iosephus: „De loco qui Sennaar in Babylonia nominatur meminit Hestiaeus hoc modo: Aiunt Sacerdotes cladis eius (Diluvii) superstites, Enyalii Iovis (Hieronymus Gemelium Iovem vocat) sacra ferentes, in Sennaar Babyloniae pervenisse.“ Epiphanius, sub initium eius operis quod scripsit adversus haereses, historiam huius loci attingens ita ait: „Cum homines se extenderent et ultra procederent a monte Lubar ac finibus Armeniae, hoc est a regione Ararat, consistunt in campo Sennaar quem sibi delegerant. Situs est autem campus Sennaar nunc in regione Persica quae olim erat Assyria.“ Sic Epiphanius: qui non aliud significat his verbis quam terram Sennaar, quae olim fuerat in ditione et sub dominatione Assyriorum, fuisse aetate sua sub ditione Persarum.
But let us weigh those words which follow: „They found a plain in the land of Sennaar and dwelt in it.“ That is, they were greatly delighted with that place, because it was level, open, and most amply extending in every direction, and also watered by the Euphrates flowing through it, and for that cause fertile and very pleasant. Of this plain of Sennaar Josephus writes thus: „Of the place which is named Sennaar in Babylonia, Hestiaeus makes mention in this manner: They say that the survivors of that calamity (the Flood), the priests, bearing the sacred things of Enyalian Jove (Jerome calls him Gemelian Jove), came to Sennaar of Babylonia.“ Epiphanius, near the beginning of the work he wrote against heresies, touching on the history of this place, says thus: „When men extended themselves and proceeded further from Mount Lubar and the borders of Armenia — that is, from the region of Ararat — they halt in the plain of Sennaar, which they had chosen for themselves. And the plain of Sennaar is situated now in the Persian region which once was Assyria.“ So Epiphanius: who by these words signifies nothing other than that the land of Sennaar, which once had been in the dominion and under the lordship of the Assyrians, was in his own age under the dominion of the Persians.16



NEC vero putandum est campum illum fuisse antea nominatum Sennaar; namque id temporis nullus hominum venerat in eum locum, ut eiusmodi nomen imponere ei potuerit; sed postea eo vocabulo campus ille appellatus est. Videlicet ab eventu campus ille congruo nomine (ut ait Rupertus) significatus est. Interpretatur enim Sennaar „excussio dentium,“ id est sermonum sive verborum, quae sine dentibus non fiunt: plurimum namque dentes iuvant ad loquendum; qui tunc illis quodam modo excussi sunt, quando solitam loquendi facultatem dentati, id est superbi vel fortes illi, perdiderunt. Interpretatur quoque hoc nomen, et recte dicitur, „fator eorum“; quia videlicet faetorem superbiae tali ausu et conatu usque ad nares Dei emiserunt. Cui, sicut humilitas vel spiritus contribulatus sacrificium est in odorem suavitatis, sic e contrario superbia faetor horribilis est.
Nor indeed is it to be thought that that plain was previously named Sennaar; for at that time no one of men had come to that place, so that he could impose such a name on it; but afterward that plain was called by that word. That is, the plain was signified by a fitting name from the event (as Rupert says). For Sennaar is interpreted „the shaking-out of teeth,“ that is, of speeches or words, which are not made without teeth: for the teeth greatly help in speaking; which were then in a manner shaken out for them, when those toothed ones — that is, the proud or strong — lost their accustomed faculty of speaking. This name is also interpreted, and rightly said, „their stench-maker“; because, namely, they sent forth the stench of pride, by such daring and endeavor, even to the nostrils of God. To whom, as humility, or a contrite spirit, is a sacrifice in an odor of sweetness, so on the contrary pride is a horrible stench.17



EX illis porro verbis quae sequuntur, „Invenerunt campum Sennaar, habitaverunt in eo,“ licet coniicere eos homines tunc primum invenisse loca campestria et ad habitandum commoda propter fertilitatem et amoenitatem et aquarum copiam: quocirca ibi substitisse, et constructis multifariam sparsis domiciliis aliquandiu habitasse; postea vero cogitasse ac deliberasse, scilicet maioris commoditatis et securitatis necnon et celebrioris famae causa, magnam et munitam civitatem turrimque mirandae celsitudinis aedificare. Non igitur statim ut in campum illum venerunt, turrim et civitatem aedificare aggressi sunt, sed postquam aliquandiu in eo campo habitassent.
From those words which follow, „They found the plain of Sennaar, they dwelt in it,“ it may be conjectured that those men then first found level places, convenient for dwelling on account of their fertility and pleasantness and abundance of waters: wherefore they halted there, and, dwelling-places being built scattered here and there, dwelt for a while; but afterward considered and deliberated — namely, for the sake of greater convenience and security, and also of more renowned fame — to build a great and fortified city and a tower of wondrous height. Not, therefore, immediately when they came into that plain did they set about building the tower and the city, but after they had dwelt for a while in that plain.18



PHILO, perpendens supradicta verba et ad allegoricam expositionem (ut pleraque solet) accommodans, ita scribit: „Hic observa quod non ait eos venisse in campum in quo manserunt, sed invenisse campum — scilicet cupide et curiose ab eis quaesitum, utique postquam dispexerunt ubi esset locus ad suam insaniam commodissimus. Ita est profecto. Insipiens non aliunde accipit, sed ipse sibi quaerendo mala invenit, non contentus iis per quae misera natura ultro incedit, sed cumulans ea malis artibus et exercitiis. Atque utinam paulum ibi commoratus migraret alio: at ipse habitare ibi gaudet. Dicit enim scriptura quod, invento campo, habitarunt in eo — scilicet tanquam in patria, non autem tanquam inquilini regionis externae…“
Philo, weighing the aforesaid words and accommodating them to an allegorical exposition (as he is wont to do with most things), writes thus: „Here observe that he does not say that they came into the plain in which they remained, but that they found the plain — namely, eagerly and curiously sought out by them, after they had looked about where there was a place most convenient for their madness. So it is indeed. The fool does not receive evils from elsewhere, but himself, by seeking, finds them for himself, not content with those through which wretched nature proceeds of itself, but heaping them up with evil arts and exercises. And would that, having tarried there a little, he migrated elsewhere: but he himself rejoices to dwell there. For Scripture says that, the plain being found, they dwelt in it — namely, as in a fatherland, and not as sojourners of a foreign region…“19



„…Levius enim malum fuisset, si, postquam in peccata inciderant, pro alienis ea peregrinisque habuissent, non pro cognatis et domesticis. Peregrini enim potuissent discedere; sedibus autem semel electis, immorandum fuit postea. Quapropter apud Mosen sapientes homines inducuntur peregrini: namque horum anima e caelo quasi in coloniam missa est, vivendi ac discendi gratia velut peregrinationem in terrenam naturam suscipientes. Ubi autem, hospitio corporis usae, sensibilia et mortalia omnia contemplatae sunt, retro unde venerant redeunt, memores caelum sibi civitatem esse ac patriam, in his vero terrae finitimis ut sese tantum hospitio. Ceteris enim colonis nova sedes veteris patriae desiderium adimunt: sed haec caelestis patria reditum suorum exspectat, et ipsi quamprimum redire eo gestiunt. Itaque merito Abraham, qui mortuam vitam sepulcrumque reliquit, mortuorum custodes et mortalium rerum dispensatores sic alloquitur: Advena ego sum et peregrinus inter vivos; quasi diceret: Vos indigenae estis, qui cinerem et pulverem pluris facitis quam animam, quippe qui principem vobis praefecistis Ephron, quod nomen pulverem significat. Iacob etiam se peregrinum appellavit dicens: Dies annorum meorum, quibus peregrinatus sum in terra, pauci et mali, nec pervenerunt ad dies patrum meorum quibus peregrinati sunt in terra.“ Hactenus ex Philone.
„…For the evil would have been lighter, if, after they had fallen into sins, they had held them as foreign and a stranger's, not as kindred and domestic. For sojourners could have departed; but, the seats being once chosen, they had afterward to remain. Wherefore in Moses wise men are brought in as sojourners: for their soul is sent from heaven, as it were into a colony, undertaking, for the sake of living and learning, a sort of pilgrimage into the earthly nature. But when, having used the hospitality of the body, they have contemplated all sensible and mortal things, they return back whence they had come, mindful that heaven is their city and fatherland, but in these things bordering on earth, they are as if only in a lodging. For to other colonists a new seat takes away the longing for the old fatherland; but this heavenly fatherland awaits the return of its own, and they themselves yearn to return thither as soon as possible. And so rightly Abraham, who left a dead life and a sepulchre, thus addresses the keepers of the dead and the dispensers of mortal things: I am a stranger and a sojourner among the living; as if he said: You are natives, who make more of ash and dust than of the soul, since you have set over you a prince, Ephron — which name signifies dust. Jacob too called himself a sojourner, saying: The days of the years of my pilgrimage are few and evil, and they have not come up to the days of my fathers wherein they were pilgrims on the earth.“ Thus far from Philo.20



ERGO filii et nepotes Noë eorumque posteri, ingenti metu diluvii iam defuncti, non statim e montibus in campos descenderunt, sed montana aliquandiu habitantes, postea humiliora et planiora loca petierunt. Sed primo ad radices montium locarunt sedes; tandem decrescente in dies metu, commodiorumque atque amoeniorum locorum cupidine crescente, campestria maxime loca quaesierunt. Scribit Plato paucos homines diluvio superstites fuisse, triaque apud homines post diluvium vitae atque habitationis genera esse instituta. Primo enim habitasse homines putat in ipsis montium cacuminibus, quod aquas adhuc formidarent quae in campis abundare solent, vitamque eos degisse agrestem et simplicem minimeque invicem infestam: huius autem vitae exemplum Plato ait adumbratum esse ab Homero, ubi Cyclopum vitam, mores ac sedes in montium antris ac speluncis describit. Alterum genus vitae fuit illorum qui in montium radicibus sedes locabant, cum iam campi arescere coepissent: huius secundae societatis hominum et habitationis exemplum profert ex Homero Dardanum, qui Dardaniam condidit cum homines in magnis habitarent vallibus Idae. Tertium vitae genus fuit cum, iam relictis montibus atque eorum radicibus et vallibus, in planos et patentes campos venire et ibi secure habitare non dubita[runt]…
Therefore the sons and grandsons of Noah and their descendants, the great fear of the flood being now over, did not at once descend from the mountains into the plains, but, dwelling for a while in the highlands, afterward sought the lower and more level places. But first they placed their seats at the roots of the mountains; at last, the fear decreasing day by day, and the desire of more convenient and pleasant places growing, they sought especially the level places. Plato writes that few men survived the flood, and that three kinds of life and habitation were established among men after the flood. For first he thinks men dwelt on the very summits of the mountains, because they still feared the waters which are wont to abound in the plains, and that they led a rustic and simple life, and least of all hostile to one another: of which life Plato says an image was sketched by Homer, where he describes the life, manners, and seats of the Cyclopes in the caves and dens of the mountains. The second kind of life was that of those who placed their seats at the roots of the mountains, when the plains had now begun to dry: of this second society of men and habitation he brings forward from Homer the example of Dardanus, who founded Dardania when men dwelt in the great valleys of Ida. The third kind of life was when, the mountains and their roots and valleys being now left, they did not hesitate to come into the level and open plains and there dwell securely…21



…tarunt. Huius exemplum ponit Plato Ilum, quem Ilii conditorem tradunt: unde consentaneum fuit illum in medio campo sepultum esse, ut ait Homerus, quoniam primus in campis habitare ausus fuerat.
…Of this Plato sets the example of Ilus, whom they hand down to be the founder of Ilium: whence it was fitting that he was buried in the middle of the plain, as Homer says, since he had first dared to dwell in the plains.22



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:1–2 (verse lemma, for Disputation 1). ↩
	§3. Disp. 1 opens. Cajetan denies all men gathered: the text means only that, one tongue continuing everywhere, those who moved from the East came to Sennaar. Pererius holds the contrary (all men) far more probable, to be proved from the text. Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	§3 (cont.). ‘The whole earth was of one lip’ is doubly figurative: ‘the whole earth’ = all men on earth; ‘lip’ = speech (so ‘tongue’ and ‘lip’ stand for speech in Hebrew, Greek, Latin — Cant 4 ‘thy lips a dropping honeycomb’; Job ‘sinned not with his lips’; Moses ‘uncircumcised in lips’). ‘And of the same speech’ explains the preceding… (continues p. 476). Margins: Cant 4; Job 1–2; Exod 6. ↩
	§3 (concl.)–§4. ‘Of one lip’ = all used the same tongue and speech. The distinction between ‘lip’ and ‘speech’: Cajetan — unity both of words and of ‘lip’ (manner of pronouncing; Italians/Germans/Spaniards share words but differ in pronunciation); Aben-Ezra — not only one tongue, but all spoke with the same words/phrasing/style (unlike today, where the learned speak more expressively than the unlearned). What that tongue was (Hebrew?) is deferred. LXX: ‘one lip, and one voice to all.’ Margins: Cajetan; Aben-Ezra. ↩
	§5. First argument that ALL men gathered: Moses says those at Sennaar were of one lip and same speech, and their tongue was confounded; but all men were of one tongue; therefore all gathered. Otherwise, those who remained elsewhere would have kept the original tongue — yet that tongue survived only in Heber's family (whence ‘Hebrew’ = ‘Heberew’), the certain view of the Hebrews, Augustine, and many Christian doctors. ↩
	§6. ‘When they removed from the East’: ‘the East’ = Armenia (more eastern than Babylonia/Sennaar). Since the Ark rested on the Armenian mountains (Gen 8), Noah's line likely dwelt there for the ~100 yrs before Babel; thence they set out (Armenia being ‘eastern’ relative to Babylonia). ↩
	§7. Why did they set out? Perhaps weary of mountainous, barren Armenia, seeking more fertile, pleasant lands; or, grown too numerous in 100 yrs, wanting a roomier dwelling (continues p. 477). ↩
	§7 (concl.). Or rather aiming at greater power and wealth — for men are never content with their lot, always craving more, with no end to coveting, seeking, and having. ↩
	§8. Chrysostom's moral lesson (homily 30 on Genesis): mankind cannot stay within its limits, always craving more; man's ruin is refusing to know the measure of his nature, reaching above his condition — the rich and powerful, forgetful of their nature, climb so high they are cast to the depths, and do not lastingly amend though they see it daily. So these men, not content with the East, sought more and were afflicted with grave calamities. Margin: Chrysostom, homily 30. ↩
	§9. Tostatus cites Aben-Ezra: Noah and Abraham were among the migrants from the East. Of Noah the timing fits (Babel was ~100 yrs after the flood; Noah lived 350 yrs after), so he could have been among them — but with a different purpose; certainly NOT among the tower-builders, whose enterprise Scripture condemns and God punished heavily. Margins: Tostatus; Aben-Ezra. ↩
	§10. Tostatus: Abraham could not have been among them, being born 190 yrs after the confusion (Babel ~yr 100; Abraham born yr 292). But Tostatus misses that Aben-Ezra spoke per the Hebrew view (division at Phaleg's last year = yr 340 = Abraham's 48th). Pererius adds that Noah and his sons led the migrants to Sennaar (Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1 — quote begins, continues next batch). Margin: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1. ↩
	§10 (concl.). End of the Josephus quotation (Antiquities bk. 1): Noah's sons, born 100 yrs before the flood, first left the mountains to settle the plain, leading the others (still afraid to come down) by their example; the plain they first cultivated is named Sennaar. ↩
	§11. A further argument that ALL men gathered: Moses says simply ‘men set out from the East,’ not ‘these or those,’ signifying all — those of one lip and speech he had just named; and all men were such (‘the whole earth was of one lip’). ↩
	§12. Philo's allegorical/moral reading (On the Confusion of Tongues). ‘From the East’ taken of the soul: two ‘Easts,’ a better (when the splendor of virtues rises like the sun — Eden ‘toward the East,’ Gen 2, = heavenly virtues) and a worse. The ‘man whose name is Orient’ (Zach 6) = the incorporeal image of God, the most ancient firstborn Son, who forms species after the Father's exemplars (continues p. 479). Margins: Philo's allegorical exposition; ‘the East’; a double East; Gen 2; Zach 6; a notable view of Philo on the Son of God. ↩
	§12 (concl.). The ‘worse East’: Balac, who sought to curse God's people, dwelt toward the East (Num 23, ‘from the mountains of the East’) — ‘Balac’ = ‘mad,’ his mind submerged between two rivers (error and wickedness) in Mesopotamia. Folly is the rising of a bad mind, the setting of a good; those of one accord in vice move together (like the body's hands). Margin: Num 23. ↩
	§13. The plain of Sennaar: level, open, fertile, watered by the Euphrates. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1): Hestiaeus says the flood-survivor priests of ‘Enyalian Jove’ (Jerome: Gemelian Jove) came to Sennaar of Babylonia. Epiphanius (Against Heresies): men proceeded from Mt. Lubar / Ararat in Armenia and settled in the chosen plain of Sennaar — in what was Assyria, in his day under the Persians. Margins: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1; Jerome, On Hebrew Places; Epiphanius. ↩
	§14. The name Sennaar came from the event, not before (no one had been there to name it). Rupert: ‘Sennaar’ = ‘the shaking-out of teeth’ (i.e. of speech, which needs teeth) — the proud lost their power of speaking; also ‘their stench-maker,’ since they sent the stench of pride to God's nostrils (whereas humility/a contrite spirit is a sweet sacrifice, Ps 50; pride a horrible stench). Margins: Rupert, Commentary on Genesis bk. 4 ch. 41; the origin of the name Sennaar; Ps 50. ↩
	§15. They first found the fertile, well-watered plain, settled in scattered dwellings, and only later resolved (for convenience, security, and fame) to build a great fortified city and a lofty tower — not immediately on arrival, but after dwelling there a while. ↩
	§16. Philo's allegory: Moses says they ‘found’ (not merely ‘came to’) the plain — eagerly sought as most fit for their madness. The fool seeks out his own evils, heaping them up, and rejoices to dwell in them as in a homeland, not as a passing sojourner (continues p. 480). Margin: Philo's allegorical exposition. ↩
	§16 (concl.). Philo: it would be a lighter evil to treat sins as a stranger's, not as one's own home. The wise are ‘sojourners’ — the soul sent from heaven on a pilgrimage into earthly nature, returning home, knowing heaven is its true city. So Abraham: ‘I am a stranger and sojourner among the living’ (Gen 23 — to the dust-loving natives whose prince ‘Ephron’ means ‘dust’); and Jacob: ‘the days of my pilgrimage are few and evil’ (Gen 47). Margins: the wise treat themselves as sojourners in the world, fools as citizens; Gen 23; Gen 47. ↩
	§17. Noah's descendants came down gradually — first the highlands, then the foothills, then (fear fading, desire for pleasant places growing) the plains. Plato (Laws bk. 3): three post-flood ways of life — (1) mountaintops (still fearing floods; rustic, peaceable — Homer's cave-dwelling Cyclopes); (2) foothills as the plains dried (Homer's Dardanus founding Dardania in the valleys of Ida); (3) the open plains, dwelling securely (continues p. 481). Margins: Plato, Laws bk. 3, makes three kinds of post-flood habitation; Homer. ↩
	§17 (concl.). The third stage's example (Plato): Ilus, founder of Ilium, buried in the middle of the plain (Homer) — fittingly, since he first dared to dwell in the plains. ↩




SECOND DISPUTATION. On the material out of which the city and tower of Babel were built
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SECOND DISPUTATION. On the material out of which the city and tower of Babel were built.1
SECUNDA DISPUTATIO. De materia ex qua civitas et turris Babel aedificata sunt.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 2 (title): the material of the city and tower of Babel. ↩




Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make bricks and bake them with fire. And they had brick instead of stones, and bitumen instead of mortar
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{Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make bricks and bake them with fire. And they had brick instead of stones, and bitumen instead of mortar.}1
Super illis verbis, Genes. cap. 11: Venite, faciamus lateres et coquamus eos igni: habueruntque lateres pro saxis, et bitumen pro caemento.



POSTQUAM aliquandiu in casis sparsisque domiciliis habitaverant, incessit eos homines ambitiosa quaedam et vesana cupido aggrediendi et perficiendi magna quaedam opera et in omne posteritatis aevum famosa, id est amplissimam construendi civitatem et incredibilis turrim altitudinis excitandi. His autem verbis significatur materia qua usi sunt ad construendum illud aedificium: usi enim sunt lateribus coctis igni, loco saxorum vel lapidum, et bitumine, vice calcis vel luti. SED cur usi sunt lateribus? Quatuor causae afferri possunt. Prima causa fuit penuria saxorum in campo Sennaar: nam cum sit terra campestris et plana, non abundat saxis; neque enim omnis fert omnia tellus. Audi Vitruvium: „De ipso,“ inquit, „muro, e qua materia struatur aut perficiatur, ideo non est praefiniendum, quod non in omnibus locis, quas optamus copias, eas possumus habere. Sed ubi sunt saxa quadrata, sive silex, sive caementum, aut coctus later sive crudus, his erit utendum. Non enim, ut Babylone abundantes liquido bitumine, pro calce et arena ex latere cocto factum habent murum, sic item possunt omnes regiones seu locorum proprietates habere tantas eiusdem generis utilitates, ut ex his comparationibus ad aeternitatem perfectus habeatur sine vitio murus.“
After they had dwelt for a while in huts and scattered dwellings, there came upon those men a certain ambitious and frenzied desire of undertaking and accomplishing certain great works, famous for all the ages of posterity — that is, of constructing a most ample city and raising a tower of incredible height. By these words is signified the material they used to construct that building: for they used bricks baked with fire, in place of rocks or stones, and bitumen, instead of lime or mud. But why did they use bricks? Four causes can be brought forward. The first cause was the lack of rocks in the plain of Sennaar: for since it is a level and flat land, it does not abound in rocks; for not every soil bears all things. Hear Vitruvius: „Concerning the wall itself, of what material it should be built or finished, it is therefore not to be prescribed beforehand, because we cannot have in all places the supplies we wish. But where there are squared stones, or flint, or rubble, or baked brick or unbaked, these must be used. For not, as at Babylon, abounding in liquid bitumen, they have a wall made of baked brick instead of lime and sand, can all regions or properties of places likewise have such great utilities of the same kind, that from these provisions a wall may be had, perfect unto eternity, without fault.“2



ALTERA causa fuit commoditas faciendi plurimos et optimos lateres. Quod autem genus laterum maxime idoneum sit aedificiis, breviter indicat Plinius illis verbis: „Lateres non sunt e sabuloso neque arenoso, multoque minus calculoso, ducendi solo, sed e cretoso et albicante aut ex rubrica; vel, si iam ex sabuloso, masculo certe. Finguntur optime vere, nam solstitio non sunt. Aedificiis non nisi bimos probant.“ Sic Plinius. Eadem fere ad verbum de lateribus disputat Vitruvius, ut ex Vitruvio sumpsisse Plinium non temere existimari queat. Quoniam igitur terra Babyloniae talis est quali opus est ad fingendos optimos lateres, idcirco aedificatores illi merito usi sunt lateribus.
The second cause was the convenience of making very many and very good bricks. And what kind of brick is most suitable for buildings Pliny briefly indicates in these words: „Bricks are to be drawn not from gravelly nor sandy soil, and much less from pebbly, but from chalky and whitish, or from red ochre; or, if from sandy, at least from the coarse-grained kind. They are best fashioned in spring, for in midsummer they are not [good]. For buildings they approve none but two years old.“ So Pliny. Almost the same things, word for word, Vitruvius disputes about bricks, so that it may not rashly be thought that Pliny took them from Vitruvius. Since, therefore, the soil of Babylonia is such as is needed for fashioning the best bricks, on that account those builders rightly used bricks.3



TERTIA causa fuit, quo solidius et firmius ac diuturnius esset aedificium. Lateritia enim structura, si recte facta sit, incredibilem habet diuturnitatem, et ad aeternitatem quodammodo perdurat. „Struebant,“ inquit Iosephus libro 1 Antiquitatum, „coctis lateribus, ad firmitatem bitumine ferruminatis.“ Audi Plinium: „Graeci,“ ait, „praeterquam ubi e silice fieri poterat structura, parietes lateritios praetulere. Sunt enim aeterni, si ad perpendiculum fiant: ideo et in publica opera et in regias domos adduntur. Sic extruxere murum Athenis qui ad montem Hymettum spectat; sic Patris aedes Iovis et Herculis, quamvis lapideas columnas et epistylia circumdarent.“ Idem Plinius alio loco, Epigenis gravissimi auctoris testimonio, firmat apud Babylonios septingentorum viginti annorum observationes siderum, coctilibus laterculis inscriptas, conservatas esse.
The third cause was that the building might be more solid and firm and lasting. For brickwork structure, if rightly made, has an incredible durability, and in a manner endures unto eternity. „They built,“ says Josephus in book 1 of the Antiquities, „with baked bricks, soldered for firmness with bitumen.“ Hear Pliny: „The Greeks, except where the structure could be made of flint, preferred brick walls. For they are everlasting, if made to the plumb-line: therefore they are admitted both in public works and in royal houses. So they built the wall at Athens which looks toward Mount Hymettus; so the temples of Jove and Hercules at Patrae, although they surrounded them with stone columns and architraves.“ The same Pliny in another place, on the testimony of Epigenes, a most weighty author, affirms that among the Babylonians observations of the stars for seven hundred and twenty years, inscribed on baked tiles, were preserved.4



QUARTA causa a nonnullis illa traditur: eos homines auditione et traditione maiorum cognovisse, sicut antea fuerat generale excidium orbis per aquam, ita fore aliquando generalem totius orbis cladem per ignem; et, sicut adversus diluvii exitium saluti hominibus fuerat arca lignea, ita putasse adversus illud incendium remedio et praesidio esse posse maximum aliquod et altissimum aedificium lateritium; siquidem lateres, cum decocti sunt, validissime resistunt igni, lapides vero igne solvuntur in calcem.
The fourth cause is handed down by some thus: that those men knew, by hearing and the tradition of their elders, that, as before there had been a general destruction of the world by water, so there would one day be a general calamity of the whole world by fire; and, as against the destruction of the flood the wooden ark had been for the salvation of men, so they thought that against that conflagration the remedy and protection could be some very great and very high brick building — since bricks, when baked, most strongly resist fire, but stones are dissolved by fire into lime.5



SED quid sibi vult illud, „Et bitumen habuerunt pro caemento“? Certe vox caementi, si ea proprie sumatur, significat rudem materiam ex qua conficiuntur aedificia, uti sunt lapides nulla arte ad aedificium accommodati nec politi, quales inveniuntur temere congesti. „Caementa,“ inquit quodam loco Livius, „calce durata non erant, sed luto tantum intelita.“ Sed hoc loco nomen caementi positum est pro glutine quo materia structurae, sive lapides fuerint sive lateres, conglutinatur et cohaerescit, quo tenacior et firmior fit, ut est calx, lutum, argilla vel creta, denique etiam bitumen. Pro bitumine Hebraice est „Chomer,“ quam vocem quidam interpretati sunt argillam, ut habet versio Vatabli; vel lutum, ut expressit Pagninus; aut cretam vel rubrum bitumen quod fit ex calce et pulvere laterum, unde etiam rubrum colorem accipit, id quod placet Oleastro. Septuaginta Interpretes reddiderunt Graece ἄσφαλτον, id est bitumen, quos Latinus interpres secutus est.
But what does that mean, „And they had bitumen for mortar (caementum)“? Certainly the word ‘caementum,’ if taken properly, signifies the rough material of which buildings are made — such as stones not fitted by any art to a building, nor polished, such as are found heaped up at random. „The rubble (caementa),“ says Livy in a certain place, „were not hardened with lime, but only daubed with mud.“ But in this place the word ‘caementum’ is put for the glue by which the material of the structure — whether they were stones or bricks — is glued together and coheres, that it may become more tenacious and firm: such as lime, mud, clay or chalk, and finally also bitumen. For ‘bitumen’ the Hebrew has ‘Chomer,’ which word some interpreted ‘clay,’ as Vatablus's version has; or ‘mud,’ as Pagninus rendered; or ‘chalk’ or ‘red bitumen,’ which is made of lime and brick-dust, whence it also takes a red color, which pleases Oleaster. The Septuagint translators rendered it in Greek ἄσφαλτον, that is bitumen, whom the Latin translator followed.6



DIODORUS Tarsensis, magister S. Chrysostomi, qui cum in alios divinae scripturae libros tum etiam in Pentateuchum Mosis edidit Commentarios (qui etiamsi interciderunt, in Catena tamen nonnulla ex illis Commentariis deprompta commemorantur), hoc loco scriptum reliquisse traditur Hebraeam et Syram vocem in hoc loco non significare bitumen sed calcem; idque longe probabilius esse, propterea quod bitumen non sit idoneum aedificiis, calx vero maxime sit acco[mmodata]…
Diodorus of Tarsus, the teacher of Saint Chrysostom — who published Commentaries both on other books of the divine Scripture and also on the Pentateuch of Moses (which, even though they have perished, yet some things drawn from those Commentaries are recorded in the Catena) — is handed down to have left it written in this place that the Hebrew and Syriac word in this place does not signify bitumen but lime; and that this is far more probable, because bitumen is not suitable for buildings, but lime is most suited…7



…accommodata. Verum nec vox Hebraica neque Chaldaica, quae est hoc loco, significat calcem, sed bitumen vel lutum.
…suited. But neither the Hebrew word nor the Chaldaic, which is in this place, signifies lime, but bitumen or mud.8



QUOCIRCA Theodoretus, tacito Diodori nomine, sententiam eius egregie refellit, ante quinquagesimam nonam quaestionem in Genesim ita scribens: „Dixerunt quidam e magistris bitumen esse calcem vivam; ignorantesque (ut verisimile est) fontes bituminis in Assyria exsistentes, putaverunt ex calce viva turrem aedificatam esse. Ego vero diligenter didici ab iis qui illinc veniunt esse illic fontes qui hanc materiam cum aqua effundunt; et in aedificiis construendis et compingendis coctilem laterem componant; et hoc pacto turrim illam aedificatam esse aiunt. Namque ipsi qui mihi haec narrabant, non tantum spectasse turrim contenti, etiam particulam aliquam effringentes, reperisse se dixerunt bitumen ex coctilibus lateribus substratum. Addebant praeterea illi magnam eo loco penuriam esse lapidum, et idcirco aedificantes uti lateribus pro lapidibus. Atqui sine lapidibus quomodo calx viva confici possit?“ Sic Theodoretus.
Wherefore Theodoret, the name of Diodorus being suppressed, excellently refutes his opinion, writing thus before the fifty-ninth question on Genesis: „Some of the teachers said that bitumen is quicklime; and, being ignorant (as is likely) of the springs of bitumen existing in Assyria, they thought that the tower was built of quicklime. But I have diligently learned from those who come from there that there are springs there which pour forth this material with water; and in constructing and joining buildings they lay the baked brick; and in this way they say that tower was built. For those who told me these things, not content to have only looked at the tower, breaking off some small particle too, said they had found bitumen laid under the baked bricks. They added besides that there is a great lack of stones in that place, and therefore the builders used bricks instead of stones. And yet, without stones, how could quicklime be made?“ So Theodoret.9



ERGO recte Latinus interpres vocem Hebraeam convertit Latine „bitumen,“ sic enim verterunt etiam Septuaginta Interpretes; et cum terra illa Sennaar, quae postea fuit Babylonia, magnam et perennem suppeditet copiam bituminis, quod optimum sit maximeque accommodatum aedificiis, cumque propter hanc causam certum sit Semiramidem cocto latere et bitumine Babylonem urbem incredibili magnitudine ac magnificentia aedificasse, profecto credibile admodum est primos illos aedificatores civitatis Babylonis et turris Babel eadem usos esse materia. Quod dixi de copia bituminis Babylonici et usu eius in aedificiis, testem eius rei laudare possum Strabonem, cuius haec sunt verba: „In Babylonia bitumen multum nascitur, cuius duplex genus est (auctore Eratosthene), liquidum et aridum. Liquidum vocant Naphtam, in Susiano agro nascens; aridum vero, quod etiam congelascere potest, in Babylonio fonte propinquo Naphthae. Ex hoc arido bitumine glebae maximae concrescunt, per quae idonea aedificiis quae ex coctilibus lateribus fiunt.“ Ita Strabo. Cum quo etiam Vitruvius consentit: „Babylone,“ inquit, „lacus est amplissima magnitudine, habens supra natans liquidum bitumen; quo bitumine et latere testaceo structum murum Semiramis Babyloni circumdedit.“ Idem testatur Diodorus libro 3 cap. 4.
Therefore the Latin translator rightly turned the Hebrew word into Latin „bitumen,“ for so the Septuagint translators too rendered it; and since that land of Sennaar, which afterward was Babylonia, supplies a great and perennial abundance of bitumen, which is excellent and most suited to buildings, and since for this cause it is certain that Semiramis built the city Babylon, of incredible size and magnificence, with baked brick and bitumen, it is assuredly quite credible that those first builders of the city of Babylon and the tower of Babel used the same material. What I said about the abundance of Babylonian bitumen and its use in buildings, I can cite Strabo as a witness, whose words are these: „In Babylonia much bitumen is born, of which there is a double kind (Eratosthenes being the author), liquid and dry. The liquid they call Naphtha, growing in the Susian territory; the dry, which can also congeal, in the Babylonian spring near Naphtha. From this dry bitumen the greatest lumps grow together, by which [it is] suitable for buildings which are made of baked bricks.“ So Strabo. With whom Vitruvius too agrees: „At Babylon,“ he says, „there is a lake of very great size, having liquid bitumen floating on top; with which bitumen and earthen brick Semiramis surrounded Babylon with a built wall.“ The same Diodorus testifies in book 3, chapter 4.10



MOSES porro, scribens illos aedificatores turris habuisse „lapides pro saxis et bitumen pro caemento,“ significat talis materiae usum in aedificiis non fuisse suo tempore, sed ex lapidibus et calce vel luto. Quanquam ipsemet scripsit in libro Exodi cap. 1 et 5 Aegyptios in aedificiis construendis luto et lateribus esse usos. Sed fortasse in aedificiis publicis et regiis utebantur illis, non autem promiscue in quibuslibet, ut in privatis et vulgaribus; namque id etiam Plinius indicavit.
Moses, moreover, in writing that those builders of the tower had „bricks for stones and bitumen for mortar,“ signifies that the use of such material in buildings was not [usual] in his own time, but [buildings were made] of stones and lime or mud. Although he himself wrote, in the book of Exodus chapters 1 and 5, that the Egyptians used mud and bricks in constructing buildings. But perhaps they used them in public and royal buildings, and not indiscriminately in any whatsoever, as in private and common ones; for Pliny too indicated this.11



SUPERIORA huius capitis verba, quae adhuc exposuimus, ad mysticam intelligentiam pulchre accommodans, B. Gregorius nonnulla tradit utilia disciplinae ac vitae spirituali monita ac documenta; docens eos qui, abiecta cura studioque rerum caelestium, totos dederunt se amandis et consectandis bonis terrenis, summum bonum in comparanda praesentis vitae felicitate collocantes, persimiles esse eorum qui, ex Oriente profecti et in campum Sennaar venientes, lateribus et bitumine altissimam aedificare turrim conati sunt. Ponam hic verba Gregorii ex Commentario eius in quartum Psalmum Poenitentialem excerpta. Exponens enim penultimum illius Psalmi versiculum, „Benigne fac, Domine, in bona voluntate tua Syon, ut aedificentur muri Hierusalem,“ ad hunc modum scribit:…
The earlier words of this chapter, which we have hitherto expounded, beautifully accommodating them to a mystical understanding, Blessed Gregory hands down some useful warnings and lessons for spiritual discipline and life; teaching that those who, the care and zeal of heavenly things being cast off, have given themselves wholly to loving and pursuing earthly goods, placing the highest good in the gaining of the felicity of the present life, are very like those who, having set out from the East and coming into the plain of Sennaar, tried to build a very high tower with bricks and bitumen. I shall set down here the words of Gregory, excerpted from his Commentary on the fourth Penitential Psalm. For, expounding the penultimate verse of that Psalm, „Deal favorably, O Lord, in thy good will with Sion, that the walls of Jerusalem may be built up,“ he writes in this manner:…12



„Unusquisque hominum aut Hierusalem aut Babylonis civis est. Sicut enim per amorem Dei sanctus quisque Hierusalem civis efficitur, ita per amorem saeculi omnis iniquus in Babylonia structura operatur. Ad construendum autem spiritalis Babyloniae aedificium, perversi omnes exemplum illius antiquae Babel imitantur. Cuius civitatis, ut inquit Scriptura, auctores pro saxis lateres et pro caemento bitumen habuerunt. Per quod intelligitur mundi amatores carnalis vitae construere municipium, quod ad vim ventorum et impetus fluviorum facili impulsu velociter sit subruendum. Legimus porro venisse homines illos ex Oriente et in campo Sennaar habitasse: cum autem Christum propheta quidam appellaverit Orientem dicens, Ecce vir Oriens nomen eius, constat de Oriente venisse qui a Christo male vivendo recesserunt. Sennaar autem interpretatur excussio dentium sive faetor eorum. In campo igitur Sennaar habitant qui, positi non in celsitudine virtutum sed in planitie vitiorum, et detractionum morsibus proximos lacerant, et in otiosae vitae volutabro iacentes infamia sua circumquaque faetorem exhalant; quorum dentes tum Deus excutit, cum illorum facta simul et verba confundit: de eo quippe scriptum est, Dentes peccatorum contrivisti, et iterum, Dominus conteret dentes eorum in ore ipsorum. Nam de faetore eorum per alium prophetam scriptum est, Computruerunt iumenta in stercore suo. Computrescere iumenta est carnales homines in faetore luxuriae vitam finire. Merito autem qui in Sennaar habitant de lateribus civitatem aedificant: quia qui voluptatibus carnis inserviunt, de fragili materia mentis mutationem attollunt. Qui autem, carnalis vitae abdicatis illecebris, per opera sanctitatis virtutum in se ipsis sanctificationem aedificant, hi profecto lateres in lapides mutant; qui cum Isaia possunt dicere, Lateres ceciderunt, sed quadris lapidibus aedificabimus. Lateribus quippe cadentibus ille aedificat lapidibus quadris, quicunque carnis lasciviam disciplinae strictioris rigore castigat; qui membrorum legem mentis lege superat; qui corporis fortitudinem spiritus virtute commutat. Quisquis igitur infirmam carnis fortitudinem in virile spiritus robur excitat, quasi lateres in saxa, quibus muri Hierusalem aedificentur, commutat.“ Sic Gregorius.
„Every one of men is a citizen either of Jerusalem or of Babylon. For as, through the love of God, each holy person is made a citizen of Jerusalem, so, through the love of the world, every wicked one labors in the structure of Babylon. And to construct the building of spiritual Babylon, all the perverse imitate the example of that ancient Babel. Of which city, as Scripture says, the builders had bricks for stones and bitumen for mortar. By which it is understood that the lovers of the world construct the township of carnal life, which by the force of winds and the assault of rivers is to be quickly overthrown by an easy impulse. We read, moreover, that those men came from the East and dwelt in the plain of Sennaar: and since a certain prophet called Christ the East, saying, Behold a man, the East is his name, it is clear that those came from the East who departed from Christ by living ill. And Sennaar is interpreted the shaking-out of teeth, or their stench. In the plain of Sennaar, therefore, dwell those who, placed not on the height of virtues but on the plain of vices, both lacerate their neighbors with the bites of detractions and, lying in the wallowing-place of an idle life, breathe out the stench of their infamy all around; whose teeth God then shakes out, when He confounds at once their deeds and words: for of this it is written, Thou hast broken the teeth of sinners, and again, The Lord shall break their teeth in their mouth. For of their stench it is written through another prophet, The beasts have rotted in their dung. For beasts to rot is for carnal men to end their life in the stench of luxury. Rightly do those who dwell in Sennaar build a city of bricks: because those who serve the pleasures of the flesh raise the change of their mind from fragile material. But those who, the enticements of carnal life renounced, build sanctification in themselves through the works of the holiness of the virtues, these indeed change bricks into stones; who with Isaiah can say, The bricks are fallen, but we will build with square stones. For when the bricks fall, he builds with square stones whoever chastises the wantonness of the flesh with the rigor of stricter discipline; who overcomes the law of the members by the law of the mind; who exchanges the strength of the body for the virtue of the spirit. Whoever, therefore, rouses the weak strength of the flesh into the manly vigor of the spirit, changes, as it were, bricks into stones, with which the walls of Jerusalem may be built.“ So Gregory.13



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:3 (verse lemma, for Disputation 2). ↩
	§18. Disp. 2. After dwelling a while, an ambitious, frenzied desire seized them to build a vast city and an incredibly tall tower. Their material: fire-baked bricks (for stone) and bitumen (for lime/mud). Why bricks? Four causes. (1) Lack of stone in the flat plain of Sennaar (not every soil bears all). Vitruvius (bk. 1 ch. 5): material depends on local supply — squared stone, flint, rubble, or brick; Babylon, abounding in bitumen, walls with baked brick instead of lime and sand. Margins: four causes why Babel was built of brick; Vitruvius bk. 1 ch. 5. ↩
	§19. (2) The ease of making very many and excellent bricks: Pliny (bk. 35 ch. 14) on the right brick-clay (chalky/whitish or red ochre, not gravel/sand; best made in spring; two years old for building) — Vitruvius (bk. 1 ch. 3) nearly verbatim. Babylonia's soil being ideal for brick, the builders rightly used it. Margins: Pliny bk. 35 ch. 14; Vitruvius bk. 1 ch. 3. ↩
	§20. (3) Durability: well-made brickwork lasts almost forever. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1): they built with baked bricks soldered with bitumen. Pliny (bk. 35 ch. 14): the Greeks preferred brick walls (everlasting if plumb), used in public works and temples (the Athens wall toward Hymettus; the temples of Jove and Hercules at Patrae); and (bk. 7 ch. 56) Epigenes attests the Babylonians kept 720 years of star-observations inscribed on baked tiles. Margins: the durability of brick structure; Pliny bk. 35 ch. 14; Pliny bk. 7 ch. 56. ↩
	§21. (4) Some say: knowing by tradition that, as the world was once destroyed by water, so it would one day be destroyed by fire — and as the wooden ark saved men from the flood — they thought a vast, tall brick building could be a refuge against the fire, since baked bricks resist fire (while stones dissolve into lime). ↩
	§22. ‘Bitumen for caementum’: ‘caementum’ properly = rough unworked building-stone (Livy: ‘caementa not hardened with lime but daubed with mud’); here it means the cement binding the material (lime, mud, clay, chalk, or bitumen). The Hebrew ‘Chomer’ is variously rendered: clay (Vatablus), mud (Pagninus), chalk/red bitumen of lime and brick-dust (Oleaster); the LXX ‘asphalt’ (bitumen), followed by the Vulgate. Margin: what ‘caementum’ signifies here; Livy. ↩
	§23. Diodorus of Tarsus (Chrysostom's teacher; his Pentateuch Commentaries survive only in catena-fragments) held that the Hebrew/Syriac word here means not bitumen but lime — more probable, he said, since bitumen is unsuited to building while lime is most suited (continues p. 483; to be refuted). Margin: Diodorus of Tarsus refuted. ↩
	§23 (concl.). But in fact neither the Hebrew nor the Chaldaic word here means lime — it means bitumen or mud. ↩
	§24. Theodoret (before Question 59 on Genesis), without naming Diodorus, refutes him: some, ignorant of Assyria's bitumen springs, thought the tower built of quicklime; but travelers report springs there pouring out bitumen (with water), used to lay the baked bricks — they even broke off a fragment and found bitumen under the bricks; and stone being scarce, they used brick (and without stones, how make quicklime?). Margin: Theodoret. ↩
	§25. So the Vulgate (with the LXX) rightly has ‘bitumen.’ Sennaar/Babylonia yields abundant bitumen, ideal for building; Semiramis built Babylon of baked brick and bitumen, so the first builders of Babel likely used the same. Witnesses: Strabo (bk. 16, citing Eratosthenes — liquid bitumen ‘Naphtha’ in Susiana, dry near Babylon, in great lumps for brick buildings); Vitruvius (bk. 8 ch. 3 — the Babylonian bitumen lake, Semiramis's wall); Diodorus (bk. 3 ch. 4). Margins: Strabo bk. 16; Vitruvius bk. 8 ch. 3; Diodorus. ↩
	§25 (cont.). By noting ‘brick for stone, bitumen for mortar,’ Moses implies such material was not the usual building practice in his day (which used stone and lime/mud) — though he himself records the Egyptians using mud and brick (Exod 1, 5); perhaps only in public/royal buildings, not private ones (Pliny too noted this). Margins: whether brick was used in buildings in Moses's time; Pliny bk. 35 ch. 14. ↩
	§26. Gregory's mystical reading (on the 4th Penitential Psalm, Ps 50:20 ‘that the walls of Jerusalem be built’): those who cast off heavenly things and give themselves wholly to earthly goods, placing their highest good in this life's felicity, are like the builders of Babel (continues p. 484). ↩
	§26 (concl.). Gregory's allegory: every man is a citizen of Jerusalem (by love of God) or Babylon (by love of the world); the perverse imitate ancient Babel. ‘Brick for stone, bitumen for mortar’ = worldly men building carnal life on fragile material, soon overthrown. ‘From the East’ = departing from Christ (the ‘Orient,’ Zach 6); ‘Sennaar’ (shaking-out of teeth / stench) = those on the plain of vices, tearing neighbors by detraction and reeking of infamy — God ‘shakes out their teeth’ (Ps 3, Ps 57) by confounding their deeds and words; their ‘stench’ (Joel 1, rotting beasts) = ending life in the stench of luxury. Those who chastise the flesh ‘change bricks into stones’ (Isa 9, ‘the bricks are fallen, but we will build with squared stones’), building the walls of Jerusalem. Margins: Zach 6; Ps 3; Ps 57; Joel 1; Isa 9. ↩




THIRD DISPUTATION. Of how great a size those men willed to construct the building, or even did construct it

LatineEnglish


THIRD DISPUTATION. Of how great a size those men willed to construct the building, or even did construct it.1
TERTIA DISPUTATIO. Quantae magnitudinis aedificium homines illi extruere voluerint, aut etiam extruxerint.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 3 (title): the intended (or actual) size of the Babel building. ↩




Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, the top whereof may reach to heaven

LatineEnglish


{Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, the top whereof may reach to heaven.}1
Super illis verbis, Genes. cap. 11: Venite, faciamus nobis civitatem et turrim cuius culmen pertingat ad caelum.



ILLUD „Venite“ Hebraismus est: apud Hebraeos enim „veni“ et „venite“ eandem vim et elegantiam habent atque apud Latinos „Eia“ et „Age“ vel „Agite“; sunt enim cohortantis. Principem autem atque ducem istius cohortationis et incitationis fuisse Nemrod, famosum illum gigantem de quo superiori libro decimo quarto disputavimus, affirmat Iosephus. „Hanc superbiam,“ inquit ille, „Deique contemptum excitavit in illis hominibus Nemrod, nepos Cham filii Noë, vir audax et manu promptus, subinde iactans non Deo sed suae virtuti felicitatem eos debere; atque ita paulatim rem ad tyrannidem trahens, ratus fore ut homines ad se deficerent si se illis ducem praeberet.“ Post haec subdit Iosephus Nemrod auctorem fuisse illis hominibus aedificandi turrim celsissimam: sed verba eius paulo infra, cum tractabimus quartam disputationem, commemoraturi sumus.
That „Come“ is a Hebraism: for among the Hebrews „come“ (singular) and „come“ (plural) have the same force and elegance as among the Latins „Eia“ and „Up!“ or „On!“; for they are [the words] of one exhorting. And that the chief and leader of this exhortation and incitement was Nemrod, that famous giant about whom we disputed in the preceding fourteenth book, Josephus affirms. „This pride,“ says he, „and contempt of God Nemrod stirred up in those men — the grandson of Cham the son of Noah, a man bold and ready of hand, repeatedly boasting that they owed their felicity not to God but to their own valor; and thus gradually drawing the matter toward tyranny, thinking that men would defect to him if he offered himself to them as leader.“ After this Josephus adds that Nemrod was the author to those men of building a very high tower: but his words we shall mention a little below, when we treat the fourth disputation.2



EADEM est Sancti Augustini sententia. Is enim, loquens de prima aedificatione Babylonis, cui nomen illud accidit ex confusione linguarum quae in eius constructione contigit, sic ait: „Unde colligitur gigantem illum Nemrod fuisse illius civitatis conditorem: qui propterea dictus est venator contra Dominum, quod erigere voluit cum suis popularibus turrem contra Dominum, quae est impia significata superbia.“ Sic Augustinus. Ergo Nemrod illius tam superbi et audacis consilii, conatus et incepti princeps et auctor fuit. Non recte igitur id negavit Caietanus, qui locum hunc Mosis explanans, „Neque Nemrod,“ inquit, „neque aliquem certum hominem auctorem fuisse illius fabricae declarat exhortatio et incitatio attributa vage et indefinite hominibus; ut intelligamus hinc quod Nemrod civitatem Babyloniae inchoatam communi voto et conatu, post confusionem linguarum ipse occupaverit, et ibidem regnare coeperit.“ Vult igitur Caietanus Nemrod non fuisse auctorem condendae Babylonis, sed eius iam conditae primum regnatorem: verum id contrarium esse Iosephi multorumque veterum sententiae superiori libro docuimus.
The same is the opinion of Saint Augustine. For he, speaking of the first building of Babylon, to which that name befell from the confusion of tongues that happened in its construction, says thus: „Whence it is gathered that that giant Nemrod was the founder of that city: who was therefore called a hunter against the Lord, because he wished to raise up, with his fellow-countrymen, a tower against the Lord — which is the impious pride signified.“ So Augustine. Therefore Nemrod was the chief and author of that so proud and bold design, endeavor, and undertaking. Not rightly, then, did Cajetan deny this, who, explaining this place of Moses, says: „That neither Nemrod nor any certain man was the author of that fabric is declared by the exhortation and incitement attributed vaguely and indefinitely to the men; so that we understand from this that Nemrod, after the confusion of tongues, himself occupied the city of Babylonia, begun by common vow and endeavor, and there began to reign.“ Cajetan, therefore, would have Nemrod to have been not the author of founding Babylon, but the first ruler of it when already founded: but that this is contrary to the opinion of Josephus and many of the ancients we taught in the preceding book.3



ILLUD autem quod hic dicitur, „Faciamus nobis turrim,“ duplicem intellectum habere potest: vel ut positum sit singulare pro plurali, id est turrim pro turres; vel ut, inter multas alias turres, unam aliquam omnium celsissimam, tanquam illius urbis Capitolium, excitare voluerint…
But that which is here said, „Let us make us a tower,“ can have a double understanding: either that the singular is put for the plural, that is ‘tower’ for ‘towers’; or that, among many other towers, they willed to raise some one, the highest of all, as it were the Capitol of that city…4



…sive una fuerit turris, quam inter omnes praecipuam moliebantur, inquit Augustinus, sive multae turres fuerint, quae per numerum singularem significatae sunt: quemadmodum enim „rana“ et „locusta“ dicitur, ita appellantur et intelliguntur millia militum; ut „rana et locusta“ sic dicitur multitudo ranarum et locustarum quibus Aegyptii percussi sunt per Mosen. Aedificatio turrium in civitatibus facit ad earum ornatum simulque munimentum, necnon et ad civium oblectationem, qui ex illis longinqua loca quoquoversus prospectantes, oculos atque animum iucundissime pascunt. Diodorus Siculus prodidit Semiramidem, quae ducentis circiter annis post Nemrod aedificavit Babylonem, cum extrueret Babylonem, turres in ea quinquaginta et ducentas excitasse, quarum altitudo latitudoque magnificentiam aequaret murorum.
…whether there was one tower, which they were building as the chief among all, says Augustine, or whether there were many towers, which are signified by the singular number: for just as „frog“ and „locust“ is said, so are thousands of soldiers called and understood; as „frog and locust“ is so said for the multitude of frogs and locusts with which the Egyptians were smitten through Moses. The building of towers in cities serves for their ornament and at the same time for defense, and also for the delight of the citizens, who, looking out from them at far-off places in every direction, feed their eyes and mind most pleasantly. Diodorus Siculus has handed down that Semiramis, who about two hundred years after Nemrod built Babylon, when she was constructing Babylon raised in it two hundred and fifty towers, whose height and breadth equaled the magnificence of the walls.5



EX hoc loco non bene argumentatur Caietanus non fuisse ibi universum genus humanum. Namque, inquit, „fuissent illi valde stulti, cogitando et dicendo, Aedificemus nobis civitatem: sed vox ista illorum tantum est qui profecti ex Oriente venerunt ad habitandum in campo Sennaar. Delectati enim planitie et forte amoenitate loci, tractarunt de aedificatione civitatis propriae.“ Sic ille. Significat autem his verbis Caietanus eos qui conspirarunt ad aedificandam illam civitatem non fuisse omnes homines qui tunc erant in terris, quia una civitas omnium hominum capax esse non poterat. Sed ratio haec infirma est. Cogitabant enim illi alias postea aedificare civitates; sed hanc unam primo extruere voluerant amplissimam et munitissimam, quae esset velut metropolis aliarum et quasi arx imperii et dominationis eorum.
From this place Cajetan does not argue well that the whole human race was not there. For, he says, „they would have been very foolish, in thinking and saying, Let us build us a city: but that saying is only of those who, having set out from the East, came to dwell in the plain of Sennaar. For, delighted with the level and perhaps the pleasantness of the place, they treated of the building of their own city.“ So he. By these words Cajetan signifies that those who conspired to build that city were not all the men who then were on the earth, because one city could not be capable of all men. But this reasoning is weak. For they were thinking afterward to build other cities; but this one they had willed first to construct, most ample and most fortified, which should be as it were the metropolis of the others, and as it were the citadel of their empire and dominion.6



ILLUD porro quod subditur, „Cuius culmen pertingat ad caelum,“ videtur Augustinus in libro Quaestionum in Genesim quaestione vigesima prima simpliciter et ut verba sonant intellexisse: nam tractans ea ipsa verba sic ait: „Si se hoc posse crediderunt, nimium stulta audacia et impietas eorum deprehenditur. Et quia ob hoc Dei vindicta secuta est, ut eorum lingua dividerentur, non absurde id cogitasse eos credi potest.“ Idem in libro 16 de Civitate Dei cap. 4, deridens illorum hominum amentiam: „Quid,“ inquit, „factura erat humana et vana praesumptio? Cuiuslibet enim et quantamlibet in caelum adversus Deum altitudinem molis extolleret, quando montes transcenderet universos? Quando spatium nebulosi aëris evaderet? Quid denique noceret Deo quantacunque vel spiritalis vel corporalis elatio?“
And that which is subjoined, „Whose top may reach to heaven,“ Augustine in the book of Questions on Genesis, question twenty-one, seems to have understood simply and as the words sound: for, treating those very words, he says thus: „If they believed that they could do this, their too foolish audacity and impiety is detected. And because for this the vengeance of God followed, that their tongues should be divided, it can not absurdly be believed that they thought this.“ The same in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 4, deriding the madness of those men: „What,“ he says, „was human and vain presumption going to do? For whatever and however great a height of mass it might raise to heaven against God, when would it pass beyond all the mountains? When would it escape the space of the misty air? What, finally, would any elevation, however great, whether spiritual or bodily, harm God?“7



PHILO, in exordio eius libri quem scripsit De confusione linguarum, commemorat Ethnicorum sapientum calumniam quandam adversus hanc historiam Mosis. „Quibus,“ inquit Philo, „maiorum nostrorum instituta displicent, homines impii et tantum ad iustas leges accusandas diserti, arreptis impietatis ansis, historiam hanc Mosis de aedificatione turris ita cavillantur nosque derident: Etiamnum extollitis,“ inquiunt, [praecepta…]
Philo, at the opening of the book which he wrote On the Confusion of Tongues, mentions a certain calumny of the pagan sages against this history of Moses. „Those,“ says Philo, „to whom the institutions of our elders are displeasing — impious men, and eloquent only for accusing just laws — having seized handles for impiety, thus cavil at this history of Moses about the building of the tower, and deride us: Do you still,“ they say, [extol your precepts…]8



…praecepta vestra ut veritatis regulas? Ecce sacri, quos vocatis, libri fabulas continent, quales vos, aliis referentibus, irridere soletis. Haec enim historia de aedificatione turris usque ad caelum persimilis est fabulae gigantum, adversus quos Homerus narrat conatos esse tres maximos montes, Pelium, Ossam et Olympum, alium super alium imponere, sperantes hac se via ascensuros in caelum et inde Iovem deturbaturos. Similiter legislator vester Moses inducit turrim exstructam ab eius saeculi hominibus, qui propter dementiam et immanem animum conati sunt caelum attingere, consilio sane stultissimo. Nam etiamsi universae terrae partes superstruerentur fundamento modico, ut in unius columnae formam attollerentur, longissimo tamen intervallo distarent a sphaera aetherea: praesertim iuxta opinionem Philosophorum, terram esse centrum Mundi asseverantium.“ Atque haec quidem erat illorum hominum calumnia.
„…your precepts as the rules of truth? Behold, the books you call sacred contain fables such as you are wont to deride when others relate them. For this history about the building of the tower up to heaven is very like the fable of the giants, against whom Homer relates that they tried to set three great mountains — Pelion, Ossa, and Olympus — one upon another, hoping by this way to ascend into heaven and thence to cast down Jove. Similarly your lawgiver Moses brings in a tower built by the men of that age, who, on account of madness and a monstrous spirit, tried to reach heaven, by a counsel surely most foolish. For even if all the parts of the earth were built up upon a modest foundation, so as to be raised into the form of a single column, they would yet be distant by a very long interval from the etherial sphere: especially according to the opinion of the Philosophers, who affirm that the earth is the center of the World.“ And this indeed was the calumny of those men.9



PHILO, quo eam calumniam depelleret, primum negat verba Mosis quibus haec narrat proprie esse accipienda, sed figurate et ad intellectum allegoricum esse conferenda. „Neque enim,“ inquit, „pars ulla terrae potest caelum attingere, quia nullum centrum tangit suam circumferentiam: terra vero centrum est caeli. Deinde, quoniam aether sacratus ignis, flamma est inexstinguibilis: testis est Sol, ignium quasi rex caelestium, qui ex tanto intervallo intima terrae penetrat suis radiis, nec tantum hanc sed et aërem, qui ad caelestem usque orbem ab ea pertinet, licet suapte natura frigidum, partim tepefacit, partim exurit. Nam quaecunque aut multum distant ab eius orbita aut ad latus alterutrum declinant, tepefacit tantum; quaecunque vero propinqua sunt aut directe opposita, maiore vi caloris pereunt. Quae cum ita se habeant, non erat opus ullis fulminibus contra conantes ascendere in caelum, cum per se ausus illorum tam magnifici evanescere necesse fuerit.“
Philo, in order to drive off that calumny, first denies that the words of Moses by which he narrates these things are to be taken properly, but [says] they are to be referred figuratively and to an allegorical understanding. „For neither,“ he says, „can any part of the earth reach heaven, because no center touches its circumference: and the earth is the center of heaven. Then, since the ether is sacred fire, an inextinguishable flame: witness is the Sun, as it were the king of heavenly fires, which from so great an interval penetrates the inmost parts of the earth with its rays, and not only this but also the air, which extends from it up to the heavenly sphere — though by its own nature cold — it partly warms, partly burns. For whatever things are far distant from its orbit, or decline to either side, it only warms; but whatever are near or directly opposite perish by the greater force of its heat. Which being so, there was no need of any thunderbolts against those trying to ascend into heaven, since of itself the daring of those so magnificent men had necessarily to vanish.“10



APERIENS igitur Philo allegoricum eius historiae intellectum, quem ipse putat veram atque germanam Mosis esse sententiam: „Duae,“ ait ille, „civitatis sunt species, una melior, altera deterior. Melior est in qua, sub populari administratione, cives aequo iure vivunt, legibus principatum obtinentibus: haec ad laudem Dei pertinet. Deterior autem et adulterina est, in qua penes vulgum est regimen, et inaequalitas est in pretio, praesidente iniustitia atque impietate. In prioris civitatis ius adscribuntur probi et pii: in posterioris autem ignavorum multitudo, perturbationem magis quam ordinem, et confusionem magis quam bene distinctam et temperatam gubernationem diligens. Insipiens igitur ad male agendum socios convocat, non contentos peccatis propriis, hortaturque ad navandam sibi operam nunc visum, nunc auditum, ceterosque sensus, ut praesto sint, et pro viribus suum quisque ministerium accommodet. Accersit etiam et concitat catervas affectuum qui suapte natura indomiti sunt.“
Philo, therefore, opening the allegorical understanding of that history — which he himself thinks is the true and genuine meaning of Moses: „There are,“ says he, „two kinds of city, one better, the other worse. The better is that in which, under popular administration, the citizens live by equal right, the laws holding the chief place: this pertains to the praise of God. But the worse and adulterine is that in which the rule is in the hands of the mob, and inequality is held in esteem, injustice and impiety presiding. To the right of the former city are enrolled the good and the pious; but to the latter, the multitude of the slothful, loving disturbance more than order, and confusion more than a well-distinguished and tempered governance. The fool, therefore, calls together associates for doing evil, not content with his own sins, and exhorts now sight, now hearing, and the other senses to do him service, that they may be at hand, and that each may apply his ministry according to his strength. He summons also and rouses the bands of the affections, which by their own nature are untamed.“11



HOS itaque socios his verbis concitat: „Aedificemus nobis civitatem et magistratus eligamus nobis commodos, opulentiam, honores, voluptates — exclusa iustitia, paupertatem et obscuritatem afferre secum solita; scribamus leges quae sancant potentioribus, quorum, ut reipublicae utiliorum, praecipua habenda est ratio. In primis turris extruatur, quae superbiae atque impietati sit pro arce…“
These associates, therefore, he rouses with these words: „Let us build us a city and choose for ourselves convenient magistrates, opulence, honors, pleasures — justice being excluded, which is wont to bring with it poverty and obscurity; let us write laws which sanction [things] for the more powerful, of whom, as more useful to the commonwealth, the chief account is to be had. First of all, let a tower be built, which may be for pride and impiety as a citadel…“12



…arce et regia; et fundata quidem sit in terra, sed caput etiam ad caelum erigat: ut non solum comparandis terrenis bonis inhiet, sed adversus quoque caelestia, per impios et Deo infestos sermones, sese erigat; dum aut caeli numen negat, aut providentiam eius, aut mundi conditi principium; vel, si hunc creatum concedit, tamen causas eius incertas putat, affirmans eum nunc perperam nunc fortuito agitari, sicut naves aut quadrigas Circensium, quae nunquam sine gubernatore aurigaque feruntur cursu prospero. At providentia non interdum (sed humana saepe), divina semper bonum habet eventum: nam error, omnium confessione, abest a divina providentia.“ Sic Philo.
…as a citadel and royal seat; and let it be founded indeed on earth, but let it raise its head also to heaven: so that it not only gapes after the gaining of earthly goods, but also rears itself against the things of heaven, by impious words hostile to God; while it either denies the deity of heaven, or His providence, or the beginning of the created world; or, if it grants this to have been created, yet thinks its causes uncertain, affirming that it is driven now amiss, now by chance, like the ships or the chariots of the Circus, which are never borne on a prosperous course without a pilot and a charioteer. But providence — not sometimes (as human providence often is), but the divine always — has a good outcome: for error, by the confession of all, is absent from divine providence.“ So Philo.13



ITAQUE brevissime respondemus non ea mente ac consilio homines illos aedificasse turrim, ut per illam ascendentes in caelum inde cum Deo belligerarent, quemadmodum de Gigantibus fabulati sunt poetae; sed ut admirandum aliquod sui nominis monumentum famamque apud omnes omnique aevo celeberrimam relinquerent. Et hanc fuisse illis aedificandi causam, propriis eorum hominum verbis expressam, sic exposuit Moses: „Et dixerunt: Venite, faciamus nobis civitatem et turrim cuius culmen pertingat ad caelum, et celebremus nomen nostrum antequam dividamur in universas terras.“ Illud porro „Cuius culmen pertingat ad caelum“ non proprie accipiendum est — insana enim fuisset eorum hominum cogitatio, nedum inceptum aut etiam votum — sed hyperbolica est ratio, plus nempe significans quam intelligi oporteat; cuiusmodi orationes et in sacris et in profanis litteris frequentes sunt. Ergo significatur illis verbis inusitata et incredibilis quaedam aedificii altitudo.
And so we answer most briefly that those men did not build the tower with that mind and design — that, ascending by it into heaven, they might thence war with God, as the poets fabled of the Giants — but that they might leave behind some wonderful monument of their name, and a fame most renowned among all and in every age. And that this was their cause of building, expressed in those men's own words, Moses thus set forth: „And they said: Come, let us make us a city and a tower whose top may reach to heaven, and let us make our name famous before we be scattered into all lands.“ Now that „Whose top may reach to heaven“ is not to be taken properly — for it would have been an insane thought of those men, much more an undertaking or even a wish — but it is a hyperbolic manner of speaking, signifying namely more than ought to be understood; of which kind of expressions there are many both in sacred and in profane letters. Therefore by those words is signified some unusual and incredible height of the building.14



NEC equidem non mihi perquam credibile videri potest quod a nonnullis proditum est: ex hac historia Mosis occasionem arripuisse poetas fingendi praelium gigantum cum Diis tantopere ab ipsis celebratum. Dixerunt enim eos, quo ascensum sibi pararent in caelum, ut inde tanquam ex castris caelum oppugnarent, altissimos Thessaliae montes alios super alios imposuisse: quem eorum tam impium atque infandum conatum et infelicem exitum eleganter Ovidius illis versibus exposuit: „Affectasse ferunt regnum caeleste Gigantes, / altaque congestos struxisse ad sidera montes. / Tum Pater omnipotens misso perfregit Olympum / fulmine, et excussit subiectum Pelion Ossae.“
Nor indeed can it seem to me other than quite credible what some have handed down: that from this history of Moses the poets took occasion to invent the battle of the giants with the gods, so greatly celebrated by them. For they said that those [giants], in order to prepare for themselves an ascent into heaven, that they might thence, as from a camp, assault heaven, piled the highest mountains of Thessaly one upon another: which so impious and unspeakable attempt of theirs, and unhappy outcome, Ovid elegantly set forth in those verses: „The Giants, they say, aimed at the celestial realm, / and heaped up mountains to the high stars. / Then the almighty Father, hurling his bolt, shattered Olympus, / and struck off Pelion set under Ossa.“15



BEATUS Ambrosius libro 3 de Fide: „Gigantes,“ inquit, „et vallem Titanum prophetici sermonis series non refugit.“ Huius poeticae fabulae non dissimile est quod apud Eusebium libro 9 de Praeparatione Evangelica capite 4 prodidit Abydenus his verbis: „Primos homines ferunt, terra natos, robore atque magnitudine confisos, Diis spretis, turrim eo in loco ubi nunc Babylon est ad Solem usque tollere contendisse; cumque iam fere ad caelum aedificando pervenissent, magna ventorum vi a diis missa, dirutam turrim super eos ipsos cecidisse; fuisseque tunc inter Saturni et Titanum inceptum bellum.“
Blessed Ambrose, in book 3 On the Faith: „The series of prophetic discourse does not shrink from the Giants and the valley of the Titans.“ Not unlike this poetic fable is what Abydenus handed down, in Eusebius, book 9 of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 4, in these words: „They say that the first men, born of the earth, trusting in their strength and size, the gods being despised, strove to raise a tower up to the Sun in the place where Babylon now is; and when they had now almost reached heaven by building, the tower, by a great force of winds sent by the gods, fell down upon those very men; and that there was then begun a war between Saturn and the Titans.“16



SED videamus, licet homines illi divinitus impediti fuerint aedificationem illius turris ad designatum animo et optatum fastigium perducere, inchoatum tamen opus quantae magnitudinis et altitudinis reliquerint. Iosephus, commemorans orationem qua Nemrod cohortatus est populares suos ad aedificandam turrim, ait promisisse illum turrim se aedificaturum celsiorem quam quo aqua diluvii ascendere posset. Ex quo intelligitur cogitasse eos turrim attollere supra altitudinem diluvii: diluvium autem quindecim cubitis transcendit altissimos terrae montes; quorum nonnulli, ut libro duodecimo docuimus, altitudine ad perpendiculum sumpta excedunt quatuor milliaria. Cogitabant igitur illi turrim ad altitudinem prope quinque milliarium excitare. Quantae vero magnitudinis fuerit opus quod ab illis relictum est imperfectum, proxime indicat Iosephus subiungens: „Cum ingens esset,“ inquit, „operarum numerus, surgebat opus supra quam speraverant: crassitudo enim erat tanta ut proceritatem superaret.“
But let us see — granting that those men were divinely hindered from carrying the building of that tower to the summit designed and wished in their mind — yet of how great a size and height they left the work begun. Josephus, recounting the speech by which Nemrod exhorted his fellows to build the tower, says that he promised that he would build a tower higher than the water of the flood could ascend. From which it is understood that they thought to raise the tower above the height of the flood: but the flood rose fifteen cubits above the highest mountains of the earth; some of which, as we taught in the twelfth book, taken in perpendicular height exceed four miles. They thought, therefore, to raise the tower to a height of nearly five miles. But of how great a size was the work which was left unfinished by them, Josephus next indicates, subjoining: „Since the number of workers was huge, the work rose above what they had hoped: for its thickness was so great that it surpassed its height.“17



BEROSUS Annianus narrat Nemrod, quem ipse appellat Saturnum primum, una cum filio suo Iove Belo et popularibus suis venisse in campum Sennaar, ibique designasse urbem et fundasse maximam turrim, anno post diluvium centesimo trigesimo primo, regnasseque annis quinquaginta sex; deduxisse turrim ad altitudinem ac magnitudinem montium, ut ea monimentum esset posteris primum in orbe terrarum esse populum Babylonicum et Regnum regnorum appellari debere; et illum quidem aedificasse turrim, sed eam tamen non complevisse, neque designatam a se urbem fundare potuisse. Sic ille.
Berosus Annianus relates that Nemrod, whom he calls Saturn the First, together with his son Jupiter Belus and his fellows came into the plain of Sennaar, and there marked out a city and founded a very great tower, in the 131st year after the flood, and reigned fifty-six years; that he brought the tower to the height and bulk of mountains, that it might be a monument to posterity that the Babylonian people was the first in the world and ought to be called the Kingdom of kingdoms; and that he indeed built the tower, but yet did not complete it, nor could he found the city he had marked out. So he.18



MIRUM dictu magis quam credibile est illud quod a B. Hieronymo proditum est libro quinto Commentariorum in Esaiam, in expositione illorum verborum capitis 14, „Et consurgam super eos, dicit Dominus exercituum, et perdam Babylonis nomen,“ etc. Ait enim se accepisse ab iis qui turrim illam propriis oculis curiose spectaverant, altitudinem eius turris quatuor millia tenere passuum. Hieronymi verba ita se habent: „Babylonem fuisse potentissimam, et in campestribus per quadrum sitam, et ab angulo usque ad angulum muri sexdecim millia tenuisse passuum (id est, simul per circuitum quadringenta octoginta stadia), refert Herodotus et multi alii qui Graecas historias conscripserunt. Arx autem, id est Capitolium illius urbis, est turris illa quae aedificata est post diluvium, quam in altitudine quatuor millia dicunt tenere passuum, paulatim ex lato in angustias coarctata, ut pondus immensum facilius a latioribus sustentetur. Describunt ibi templa marmorea, aureas statuas, plateas lapidibus auroque fulgentes, et multa alia quae paene incredibilia videantur.“ Sic B. Hieronymus.
More wonderful to tell than credible is that which was handed down by Blessed Jerome in the fifth book of his Commentaries on Isaiah, in the exposition of those words of chapter 14, „And I will rise up against them, says the Lord of hosts, and I will destroy the name of Babylon,“ etc. For he says that he had received from those who had carefully looked upon that tower with their own eyes, that the height of that tower was four thousand paces. Jerome's words are these: „That Babylon was most powerful, and situated in the plains in a square, and from corner to corner of the wall held sixteen thousand paces (that is, together by circuit four hundred and eighty stadia), Herodotus relates, and many others who wrote Greek histories. And the citadel, that is the Capitol of that city, is that tower which was built after the flood, which in height they say holds four thousand paces, gradually narrowed from broad into straits, so that the immense weight may more easily be sustained by the broader [parts below]. They describe there marble temples, golden statues, streets gleaming with stones and gold, and many other things that may seem almost incredible.“ So Blessed Jerome.19



SED profecto vere dixit Beatus Hieronymus ea quae relata ad se fuerant visa sibi esse paene incredibilia: sunt enim plane fabulosa et incredibilia. Neque enim turris illa, usque ad altitudinem quatuor milliarium, adiuncta congruenti crassitudine et amplitudine eius simulque profunditate fundamentorum (quo scilicet tantae molis pondus sustineretur), ulla hominum opera aut fabricari, aut fabricata…
But truly indeed Blessed Jerome said that the things reported to him seemed to him almost incredible: for they are plainly fabulous and incredible. For neither could that tower, up to the height of four miles — with a fitting thickness and breadth joined to it, and at the same time a depth of foundations (by which, namely, the weight of so great a mass might be sustained) — by any work of men either be built, or, once built…20



…tandiu consistere ac perdurare potuisset. Herodotus quidem narrat fuisse sua etiam aetate Babylone Iovis Beli templum aereis portis, duorum undecunque stadiorum amplitudine, figura quadrata. In templi medio turris erat solida, crassitudine simul et altitudine stadii; cui alia rursus erat superimposita turris, et huic subinde alia ad octavam usque. His forinsecus in circuitu erant scalae adhibitae, per quas ad singulas conscenderetur turres. In mediis gradibus ductus, sellaeque erant in usum ascendentium ad sedendum et requiescendum factae. In postrema turri sacellum erat, habens lectum splendide stratum et appositam mensam auream, nullam tamen habens statuam. Diodorus autem tradit in medio Babylonis templum fuisse Iovi Belo erectum a Semiramide, tantae magnitudinis ut, ob admirandam eius altitudinem, constet a Chaldaeis (tum Orientem tum Occidentem versus) astrorum in eo observationes esse factas.
…could it for so long have stood and endured. Herodotus indeed relates that there was in his own age at Babylon a temple of Jupiter Belus, with bronze gates, of two stadia in extent on every side, in a square shape. In the middle of the temple was a solid tower, of a stadium in thickness and likewise in height; upon which there was again another tower superimposed, and upon this presently another, up to the eighth. To these, on the outside in a circuit, stairs were applied, by which one ascended to each of the towers. In the middle of the steps there were halts and seats made for the use of those ascending, to sit and rest. In the topmost tower was a shrine, having a splendidly-spread couch and a golden table set by it, yet having no statue. Diodorus, however, hands down that in the middle of Babylon there was a temple raised to Jupiter Belus by Semiramis, of so great a size that, on account of its wonderful height, it is agreed that observations of the stars, both toward the East and toward the West, were made in it by the Chaldeans.21



APPARET igitur ex supradictis verbis Diodori, Herodoti et Hieronymi, necnon et iis quae refert Theodoretus in Quaestionibus in Genesim ante quaestionem quinquagesimam nonam, usque ad tempora B. Hieronymi et Theodoreti monumentum illius admirandae turris apud Babylonios permansisse. Illud tamen neque ex sacris literis, neque ex fideli et probabili maiorum traditione, neque ex auctoribus qui aliquid fide dignum tradant, exploratum et compertum est, ad quantam aedificium illius turris altitudinem perductum ab illis hominibus fuerit.
It appears, therefore, from the aforesaid words of Diodorus, Herodotus, and Jerome, and also from those things which Theodoret reports in the Questions on Genesis before the fifty-ninth question, that down to the times of Blessed Jerome and Theodoret the monument of that wonderful tower remained among the Babylonians. Yet this is neither from the sacred letters, nor from a faithful and probable tradition of the elders, nor from authors who hand down anything worthy of credence, explored and ascertained: to how great a height the building of that tower was carried by those men.22



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:4 (verse lemma, for Disputation 3). ↩
	§27. ‘Come’ (Venite) is a Hebraism (like Latin ‘Eia/Age’ — an exhortation). The leader of this incitement was Nemrod, the famous giant (treated in Liber XIV) — Josephus: Nemrod, grandson of Cham, bold and ready, stirred this pride and contempt of God, boasting they owed their fortune to their own valor not God, drawing things toward tyranny by offering himself as leader; he was the author of building the tower (his words deferred to Disp. 4). Margins: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1; Nemrod. ↩
	§28. Augustine agrees (City of God 16.4): Nemrod the giant was the founder of that city (called a ‘hunter against the Lord’ for raising the tower against God — signifying impious pride). So Nemrod was chief and author of the design. Cajetan wrongly denied this (the exhortation is attributed vaguely, so Nemrod merely occupied and ruled the already-begun city) — contrary to Josephus and many ancients (shown in the preceding book). Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 4; Gen 10; Cajetan. ↩
	§29. ‘Let us make a tower’ — two senses: the singular for the plural (‘tower’ = ‘towers’); or one tower, the highest of all, as the city's ‘Capitol’ (continues p. 486). ↩
	§29 (concl.). Augustine: one chief tower, or many (the singular for plural, as ‘frog’ and ‘locust’ for the plagues' swarms, Exod 8). Towers serve a city's ornament, defense, and the citizens' delight (the view). Diodorus: Semiramis (~200 yrs after Nemrod) raised 250 towers in Babylon, as high and broad as its walls. Margins: Augustine; the use of towers in cities; Exod 8; Diodorus bk. 3 ch. 3. ↩
	§30. Cajetan again argues (weakly) that not all men were there: ‘Let us build a city’ suits only those who came to Sennaar, since one city could not hold all mankind. Pererius rebuts: they meant to build other cities later; this first one was to be the vast, fortified metropolis — the citadel of their empire. Margin: Cajetan. ↩
	§31. ‘Whose top may reach to heaven’: Augustine (Questions on Genesis q. 21) takes it literally — if they believed they could, their foolish audacity and impiety is plain, and God's vengeance (dividing their tongues) followed. And (City of God 16.4) deriding their madness: whatever height they raised, when would it pass the mountains or the misty air? what could any elevation harm God? Margins: Augustine (cited just above); Augustine, Questions on Genesis q. 21. ↩
	§32. Philo (On the Confusion of Tongues) reports a calumny of the pagan sages against Moses's Babel history: impious men, eloquent only in accusing just laws, deride it (continues p. 487). Margins: the pagans' calumny against Moses's history of Babel, as Philo reports; Philo. ↩
	§32 (concl.). The pagan calumny (per Philo): the sacred books contain fables like the pagans' own — Moses's tower is like the giants piling Pelion, Ossa, and Olympus to scale heaven and cast down Jove (Homer); the builders foolishly tried to reach heaven, though even a column of all the earth would fall far short of the etherial sphere (the earth being the world's center). Margin: Homer. ↩
	§33. Philo's defense: Moses's words are not literal but figurative/allegorical. Literally, no part of earth can reach heaven (no center touches its circumference; earth is heaven's center); and the ether is inextinguishable fire — the Sun, king of heavenly fires, from afar penetrates earth and air with its rays (warming the distant, burning the near). So no thunderbolts were needed against the climbers — their daring would vanish of itself. ↩
	§34. Philo's allegory (which he takes as Moses's true sense): two kinds of city — the better (popular rule, equal law, the good and pious — to God's praise) and the worse (mob rule, prized inequality, injustice/impiety, the slothful loving confusion). The fool calls allies for evil, summoning his senses and the untamed bands of the passions to serve him (continues). ↩
	§35. Philo's allegory (cont.): the fool rouses his ‘associates’ — ‘Let us build a city and choose convenient magistrates, opulence, honors, pleasures (justice excluded, since it brings poverty and obscurity); let us write laws favoring the powerful; and first of all let a tower be built as a citadel for pride and impiety…’ (continues next batch). ↩
	§35 (concl.). End of Philo's allegory (On the Confusion of Tongues): the wicked ‘city/tower’ — founded on earth but raising its head to heaven — gapes after earthly goods and rears against heaven by impious words, denying God's deity, providence, or the world's created beginning (or making its causes mere chance, like a pilotless ship). But divine providence always has a good outcome, free of error. ↩
	§36. The true reply to the pagan calumny: they built the tower not to scale heaven and war with God (the poets' Giants), but to leave a wondrous monument and undying fame (Gen 11:4, their own words). ‘Top reaching heaven’ is not literal (that would be insane) but hyperbole (common in sacred and profane writing) for an unusual, incredible height. Margin: the true repulse of the pagans' calumny. ↩
	§37. It is quite credible (so some) that the poets' famous fable of the giants' war on the gods took its occasion from this history of Moses: the giants piled the highest Thessalian mountains to assault heaven, as in Ovid (Metamorphoses) — ‘The Giants aimed at the celestial realm… the Father shattered Olympus and struck off Pelion set under Ossa.’ Margins: that the war of the Giants is not rashly believed to take its origin from this history of Moses; Ovid, Metamorphoses. ↩
	§38. Ambrose (On the Faith bk. 3) notes prophetic discourse does not avoid ‘the Giants and the valley of the Titans.’ Like this fable is Abydenus (in Eusebius, Preparation bk. 9 ch. 4): the first earth-born men, trusting their strength and despising the gods, tried to raise a tower to the Sun where Babylon now is; nearing heaven, it was blown down on them by winds the gods sent — and then began the war of Saturn and the Titans. Margins: Abydenus in Eusebius; Ambrose. ↩
	§39. How high they meant the tower: Josephus — Nemrod promised one higher than the flood-water could reach. The flood rose 15 cubits above the highest mountains (some over 4 miles, per bk. 12), so they aimed at ~5 miles. The unfinished work's bulk: Josephus — the huge workforce raised it beyond hope, its thickness surpassing its height. Margins: how high they meant the tower; Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1; Gen 8. ↩
	§40. Berosus Annianus: Nemrod (‘Saturn the First’), with his son Jupiter Belus and his people, came to Sennaar, marked out a city and founded a great tower in yr 131 after the flood, reigned 56 yrs, raised the tower mountain-high as a monument of Babylonian primacy (‘the Kingdom of kingdoms’) — but left both tower and city unfinished. Margin: Berosus Annianus bk. 4. ↩
	§41. Jerome's astonishing report (Commentaries on Isaiah bk. 5, on Isa 14): eyewitnesses told him the tower was 4,000 paces high. Jerome: Babylon, most powerful, square in the plains, its wall 16,000 paces corner-to-corner (= 480 stadia round, per Herodotus and others); its citadel/Capitol is the post-flood tower, said to be 4,000 paces high, narrowing upward so the lower breadth bears the weight — with marble temples, golden statues, gold-gleaming streets, ‘almost incredible.’ Margins: Jerome reports a wondrous account of the height of the Tower of Babel; Herodotus. ↩
	§42. But Jerome rightly called it ‘almost incredible’ — it is plainly fabulous: no human work could build a 4-mile tower (with the requisite thickness, breadth, and deep foundations to bear such mass), or, once built… (continues p. 490). Margin: Jerome. ↩
	§42 (concl.). …nor could it have stood so long. Herodotus (bk. 1): in his day a square temple of Jupiter Belus at Babylon (bronze gates, 2 stadia each side), with a solid central tower (a stadium thick and high), seven more towers stacked on it (to the eighth), an external spiral stair with rest-seats, and a top shrine with a couch and golden table but no statue. Diodorus: Semiramis's temple of Jupiter Belus, so high the Chaldeans made their star-observations from it. Margins: Herodotus bk. 1; Diodorus bk. 1 & 3 ch. 4. ↩
	§43. So (from Diodorus, Herodotus, Jerome, and Theodoret on Gen, before q. 59) the monument of that wondrous tower remained at Babylon down to Jerome's and Theodoret's time. But to what height the builders actually carried it is not ascertainable — not from Scripture, nor reliable tradition, nor any credible author. Margin: Theodoret. ↩




FOURTH DISPUTATION. With what design, to what end, those men willed to build a city of so great a mass and a tower of so great a height

LatineEnglish


FOURTH DISPUTATION. With what design, to what end, those men willed to build a city of so great a mass and a tower of so great a height.1
QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Quo consilio, ad quem finem, homines illi tantae molis civitatem tantaeque altitudinis turrim exaedificare voluerint.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 4 (title): the design and purpose of building the city and tower. ↩




Upon those words of Moses, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, and let us make our name famous before we be scattered into all lands

LatineEnglish


{Upon those words of Moses, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, and let us make our name famous before we be scattered into all lands.}1
Super illis verbis Mosis, Genes. cap. 11: Venite, faciamus nobis civitatem et turrim, et celebremus nomen nostrum antequam dividamur in universas terras.



CAUSAS quibus homines illi ad tantum opus moliendum adducti fuerint, sex equidem a variis auctoribus expositas reperio: quas hic breviter commemorabo simul et examinabo, inanes quidem nec verisimiles refellens, idoneas vero ac probabiles confirmans. Prima causa est (quam plerique tradunt, est enim pervulgata haec opinio) finem illis hominibus aedificandi eam turrim fuisse, quo sibi securitatem pararent tutumque perfugium adversus generale diluvium, si quando iterum accideret. Huius sententiae sequendae et approbandae auctor multis fuisse videtur Iosephus, qui libro 1 Antiquitatum, ubi hanc historiam enarrat, Nemrod gigantem inducit gloriose vires suas iactantem, et sese hominibus illis ducem praebentem atque opem suam offerentem contra novum aliud diluvium, si Deus id vellet intentare. Turrim enim se exaedificaturum pollicitus est altiorem quam quo aqua posset ascendere; et insuper maiorum suorum qui diluvio interierant necem ulturum. Atque haec quidem oratio fuit Nemrod, ut refert Iosephus.
The causes by which those men were led to undertake so great a work I find expounded by various authors as six: which I shall here briefly recount and at the same time examine, refuting the empty and unlikely ones, but confirming the suitable and probable. The first cause is (which most hand down, for this is a widespread opinion) that the end for those men in building that tower was to procure for themselves security and a safe refuge against a general flood, if ever it should happen again. The author for following and approving this opinion seems to many to have been Josephus, who in the first book of the Antiquities, where he narrates this history, brings in the giant Nemrod gloriously vaunting his strength, and offering himself to those men as a leader and offering his aid against another new flood, if God should wish to threaten it. For he promised that he would build a tower higher than the water could ascend; and moreover that he would avenge the death of his ancestors who had perished in the flood. And this indeed was the speech of Nemrod, as Josephus reports.2



SED illos homines non esse metu diluvii adductos ad construendum illud aedificium, multis argumentis probari et facile cuivis minime contumaci persuaderi potest. Principio, duces atque principes illorum hominum erant Noë et tres filii eius: hi vero certissimi et securissimi erant nunquam iterum venturum diluvium, ob Dei promissionem ipsis datam divinoque pacto et symbolo iridis firmatam. Hi autem posteros suos hanc ipsam promissionem Dei docuerunt, omnemque illis venturi diluvii metum ademerunt. Deinde, plane stulta fuisset eorum cogitatio, inanis labor atque irritus conatus. Etenim diluvium ad quinque milliaria supra terras elatum est: facere autem turrim altiorem quinque milliaribus non artis, non opis, non virium humanarum est. Praeterea diluvium generale nec fuerat factum ex causis naturalibus, nec fieri potest, sed est opus divinae omnipotentiae: cum igitur Deus infinita vi ac potestate polleat, potest quantacunque altitudine maius facere diluvium; in tutum igitur atque invalidum fuisset quantaecunque altitudinis aedificium ad vim et exitium diluvii propulsandum.
But that those men were not led by fear of a flood to construct that building can be proved by many arguments, and easily persuaded to anyone not at all obstinate. First, the leaders and chiefs of those men were Noah and his three sons: but these were most certain and most secure that a flood would never come again, on account of the promise of God given to them and confirmed by the divine covenant and the symbol of the rainbow. And these taught their descendants this very promise of God, and took away from them all fear of a coming flood. Next, plainly foolish would their thought have been, vain the labor, and idle the endeavor. For the flood was raised five miles above the lands: but to make a tower higher than five miles is not within art, nor resources, nor human strength. Moreover, a general flood neither had been made from natural causes, nor can be, but is a work of divine omnipotence: since therefore God prevails with infinite force and power, He can make a greater flood, of whatever height; in vain, therefore, and weak would a building of whatever height have been, for repelling the force and destruction of a flood.3



ADHAEC, cum id temporis numerosissime multiplicatum esset genus humanum, et in dies magis ac magis multiplicandum esset, stolidum erat atque stultum sperare perfugium unius aut alterius turris tutum esse posse contra diluvium, cum pauci tantum homines in eam turrim possent recipi, aliis prope innumerabilibus exclusis et exitio diluvii expositis. Postremo, si ea fuisset hominibus illis praecipua aedificandae turris causa, eam sane non tacuisset hoc loco Moses: sed nec ipse nec alibi divina scriptura ullam eius causae dat significationem. Non igitur metus venturi diluvii homines illos ad aedificandam turrim impulit.
Besides, since at that time the human race was multiplied most numerously, and was to be multiplied more and more day by day, it was stolid and foolish to hope that the refuge of one or another tower could be safe against a flood, since only a few men could be received into that tower, the others, almost innumerable, being excluded and exposed to the destruction of the flood. Finally, if that had been the chief cause for those men of building the tower, Moses surely would not have kept silent about it in this place: but neither here nor elsewhere does the divine Scripture give any indication of that cause. Therefore the fear of a coming flood did not drive those men to build the tower.4



ALTERAM causam aedificandi turrim fuisse hominibus illis putant quidam, quod maiorum suorum commemoratione cognitum et persuasum habebant futurum aliquando generale exitium orbis per ignem, sicut antea fuerat per aquam. Itaque contra eam calamitatem et exitium comparare sibi perfugium et praesidium in illo aedificio civitatis et turris voluerunt. Sed futilis videtur, nec aliqua ex parte probabilis causa. Nam aedificium illud, si remedio esse poterat contra illud malum, paucissimis certe remedio esse potuisset; paucos enim turris illa capere poterat, ceteros autem fere innumerabiles cladi obiectos atque obnoxios esse necesse erat. Adiice quod incendium illud orbis ex terra erupturum non erat, sed superne et e caelo casurum: nihil igitur ad id mali vitandum quantalibet aedificii cuiuscunque altitudo mortalibus auxilio esse poterat. Quin potius, quemadmodum adversus fulmina, ita quoque contra incendium illud, profunda et abdita terrae conquirenda fuissent.
Some think the second cause for those men of building the tower was that, by the remembrance of their elders, they had known and were persuaded that there would one day be a general destruction of the world by fire, as before there had been by water. And so against that calamity and destruction they willed to procure for themselves a refuge and protection in that building of the city and tower. But it seems a futile cause, nor in any part probable. For that building, if it could be a remedy against that evil, could certainly have been a remedy for very few; for that tower could hold few, but the others, almost innumerable, had necessarily to be exposed and liable to the calamity. Add that that conflagration of the world was not going to burst forth from the earth, but to fall from above and from heaven: nothing, therefore, for avoiding that evil could any height of any building be of help to mortals. Nay rather, as against thunderbolts, so also against that conflagration, the deep and hidden places of the earth would have had to be sought out.5



TERTIAM causam fuisse arbitratur Hugo vesanam dominandi cupiditatem, qua gigas ille Nemrod incredibiliter flagrabat. Sic autem scribit Hugo: „Potest etiam dici a Nemrod factam esse turrim illam cupiditate regnandi. Unde, divisis linguis, ipse cum familia sua ibi remansit, ceteris recedentibus, et Assur expulso, cui paterno iure contingebat illa mansio, quia erat de stirpe Sem maioris filii Noë. Assur autem recedens in terram quae ab ipso dicta est Assyria, multiplicatus est usque ad regem Ninum, qui ab eius progenie ortus est.“ Sic Hugo. Ergo Nemrod tyrannicae dominationi, quam affectabat, civitatem et turrim quasi metropolim imperii et arcem comparare voluit, firmissimumque habere munimentum quo et ipse securus esset simulque alios facile coercere posset.
Hugo judges the third cause to have been the insane lust of domination, with which that giant Nemrod was incredibly inflamed. Hugo writes thus: „It can also be said that the tower was made by Nemrod out of a desire of reigning. Whence, the tongues being divided, he himself with his family remained there, the others departing, and Assur being expelled, to whom by paternal right that dwelling pertained, because he was of the stock of Shem the elder son of Noah. But Assur, departing into the land which from him was called Assyria, was multiplied up to king Ninus, who sprang from his progeny.“ So Hugo. Therefore Nemrod, for the tyrannical domination which he aimed at, willed to procure a city and tower as the metropolis and citadel of his empire, and to have a most firm fortification by which both he himself might be secure and at the same time easily coerce the others.6



QUARTA causa numerari potest ea quam exposuit Beatus Augustinus, scribens Nemrod, nimia quadam animi elatione et superbia et adversus Deum impietate, adductum esse ad illud aedificium extruendum, quasi eo aedificio vel seipsum contra Deum tueri ac defendere, vel etiam Deum ipsum infestare atque offendere posset. Verba B. Augustini sic habent: „Gigas ille Nemrod civitatem (quae postea dicta est Babylon) aedificare aggressus est, ut ea ceterarum civitatum gereret principatum, ubi esset tanquam in metropoli habitaculum regni; quamvis perfecta non fuerit usque in tantum modum quantum superba cogitabat impietas: nimia quippe disponebatur eius altitudo, quae idcirco dicta est usque ad caelum pertingere. Sed quid noceret Deo quantacunque vel spiritalis vel corporalis altitudo? Tutam veramque in caelum viam molitur humilitas, sursum levans cor ad Dominum, non contra Dominum: sicut gigas ille Nemrod dictus est venator contra Dominum. Quid autem significatur hoc nomine, quod est venator, nisi animalium terrigenarum deceptor, oppressor, extinctor? Erigebat ergo ille cum suis popularibus turrim contra Dominum, qua est impia significata superbia.“ Sic Augustinus.
The fourth cause may be reckoned that which Blessed Augustine expounded, writing that Nemrod, by a certain excessive elation of mind and pride and impiety against God, was led to construct that building, as if by that building he could either guard and defend himself against God, or even assail and offend God Himself. The words of Blessed Augustine are these: „That giant Nemrod set about to build the city (which afterward was called Babylon), that it might hold the chief place over the other cities, where it might be, as in a metropolis, the dwelling of the kingdom; although it was not completed to such a degree as proud impiety conceived: for its height was being planned excessive, which on that account is said to reach up to heaven. But what would any height, whether spiritual or bodily, harm God? Humility builds the safe and true way to heaven, lifting the heart upward to the Lord, not against the Lord: as that giant Nemrod was called a hunter against the Lord. And what is signified by this name, ‘hunter,’ but a deceiver, oppressor, destroyer of earth-born animals? He, therefore, with his fellows, was raising a tower against the Lord, by which impious pride is signified.“ So Augustine.7



QUINTA causa eruitur ex Hebraica lectione (eadem autem est et Chaldaica). Hebraice autem sic ad verbum est: „Aedificemus nobis civitatem et turrim, et caput eius in caelum, et faciamus nobis nomen, ne forte dispergamur super faciem universae terrae.“ His verbis, inquit Caietanus, duplex finis tangitur illius aedificii: alter est communis fama ex civitate munita et tam excelsa turri tanquam ex facto singulari; alter est continere seipsos simul: facile enim accidere potuisset ut, quemadmodum ipsi se segregaverant ab aliis, ita inter sese ipsi segregarentur, si non esset eis communis civitas. Habitantibus enim hominibus absque septis civitatis, facilis est aliquorum dilapsus et discessus ab aliis. Unde apparet merito eos haesitando dixisse „ne forte dispergamur,“ quoniam facile evenire poterat ut invicem distraherentur et varie dispergerentur. Ita Caietanus.
The fifth cause is drawn from the Hebrew reading (and the Chaldaic is the same). In Hebrew it is thus, word for word: „Let us build us a city and a tower, and its top in heaven, and let us make us a name, lest perchance we be scattered over the face of the whole earth.“ By these words, says Cajetan, a double end of that building is touched: one is the common fame from a fortified city and so lofty a tower, as from a singular deed; the other is to keep themselves together: for it could easily have happened that, just as they had segregated themselves from others, so they themselves might be segregated among themselves, if they had not a common city. For when men dwell without the enclosures of a city, an easy slipping-away and departure of some from others occurs. Whence it appears that they rightly said, hesitating, „lest perchance we be scattered,“ since it could easily come about that they should be drawn apart from one another and variously scattered. So Cajetan.8



VEL illud, „ne forte dispergamur,“ hanc reddit sententiam: ut, si contingat nos dispergi per varias terras, possimus huc, quando voluerimus, redire. Timebant igitur iam tunc ipsi quod illis paulo post evenit; et quodammodo impendentem sibi casum his verbis vaticinati sunt: quemadmodum Scribae et Pharisaei, quasi vaticinantes quod futurum erat, dixerunt: „Ne forte veniant Romani et tollant locum nostrum et gentem.“ Cupiebant igitur illi simul esse omnes, unamque velut rempublicam et societatem constituere. Est enim homo, ut inquit Aristoteles, animal politicum et societate gaudens; talis enim vita et securior est et iucundior, et iis rebus quae ad usum vivendi pertinent abundantior. Ad huiusmodi autem societatem et congregationem hominum instituendam atque tuendam, multum valebat magnarum et munitarum civitatum aedificatio.
Or that „lest perchance we be scattered“ renders this sense: that, if it should befall us to be scattered through various lands, we may be able to return hither when we will. They feared, then, even at that time, what befell them a little after; and in a manner they prophesied the disaster impending over them by these words: just as the Scribes and Pharisees, as if prophesying what was to come, said: „Lest perchance the Romans come and take away our place and nation.“ They desired, therefore, all to be together, and to establish as it were one commonwealth and society. For man, as Aristotle says, is a political animal and rejoicing in society; for such a life is both safer and more pleasant, and more abundant in those things which pertain to the use of living. And for instituting and maintaining such a society and congregation of men, the building of great and fortified cities availed much.9



IOSEPHUS ait mandatum fuisse illis hominibus a Deo, ut in varia terrae loca (quo facilius humanum genus multiplicari et terra ipsa habitatoribus compleri et coli posset) colonias diducerent; sed eos tamen optimis et utilissimis Dei iussis obtemperare recusasse, quin potius omnem movisse lapidem quo simul omnes uno in loco essent, et ne invicem separarentur obnixe contendisse. Audi Iosephum: „Deo iubente ut, propagandi multiplicandique humani generis gratia, colonias diducerent, homines illi rudes minime paruerunt; quamobrem calamitatibus implicati, offensum Deum errore suo damnoque sunt experti. Cum enim florerent iuventutis multitudine, subinde illos Deus de coloniis deducendis admonebat; illi vero, obliti se ipsius benignitate praesentibus commodis perfrui totamque illam felicitatem suis viribus acceptam ferentes, dicto eius non fuerunt obedientes. Et quod peius erat, consilium et mandatum divinum de coloniis ducendis non favorem Dei sed insidias interpretabantur, videlicet quo facilius dispersi possent opprimi. Hanc autem superbiam Deique contemptum excitavit in illis Nemrod, nepos Cham filii Noë.“ Haec Iosephus.
Josephus says that it had been commanded to those men by God that they should lead out colonies into various places of the earth (that the human race might more easily be multiplied, and the earth itself filled with inhabitants and cultivated); but that they nevertheless refused to obey God's best and most useful commands, nay rather moved every stone that they might all be together in one place, and strove obstinately not to be separated from one another. Hear Josephus: „God commanding that, for the sake of propagating and multiplying the human race, they should lead out colonies, those rude men by no means obeyed; wherefore, entangled in calamities, they experienced God offended by their error and to their loss. For when they flourished in a multitude of youth, God from time to time admonished them about leading out colonies; but they, forgetting that they enjoyed present advantages by His kindness, and ascribing all that felicity to their own strength, were not obedient to His word. And, what was worse, they interpreted the divine counsel and command about leading out colonies not as God's favor but as a snare — namely, that, being dispersed, they might more easily be oppressed. And this pride and contempt of God Nemrod, the grandson of Cham the son of Noah, stirred up in them.“ So Josephus.10



ILLUD autem mandatum Dei de coloniis deducendis (quod narrat Iosephus) per Noë hominibus illis denuntiatum est. Atque hoc secutus Berosus Annianus, in exordio libri quarti ad hunc modum scripsit: „Multiplicatum,“ inquit, „fuerat prope in immensum genus humanum; quapropter ad comparandas novas sedes necessitas compellebat. Tum Ianus Pater (sic ille appellat Noë) adhortatus est principes familiarum ad conquirendas novas sedes et communem coetum inter homines agendum urbesque aedificandas. Designavit itaque tres illas partes orbis, Asiam, Africam et Europam, ut ante diluvium viderat. Singulis autem principibus familiarum diversas certasque orbis partes, ad quas irent, partitus est; ipse vero per totum orbem colonias se traducturum pollicitus est.“ Haec Berosus Annianus.
But that command of God about leading out colonies (which Josephus narrates) was announced to those men through Noah. And following this, Berosus Annianus, at the opening of the fourth book, wrote in this manner: „The human race,“ he says, „had been multiplied almost to an immense degree; wherefore necessity compelled them to procure new seats. Then Janus the Father (so he calls Noah) exhorted the chiefs of the families to seek out new seats, and to carry on a common gathering among men, and to build cities. And so he designated those three parts of the world, Asia, Africa, and Europe, as he had seen before the flood. And to the several chiefs of families he apportioned diverse and fixed parts of the world, to which they should go; but he himself promised that he would lead colonies through the whole world.“ So Berosus Annianus.11



SEXTAM causam aperte indicant Graeca et Latina lectio, cuius haec sententia est: „Venite, faciamus nobis civitatem et turrim, et celebremus nomen nostrum antequam dividamur in universas terras.“ Namque his verbis…
The sixth cause the Greek and Latin reading plainly indicate, whose meaning is this: „Come, let us make us a city and a tower, and let us make our name famous before we be scattered into all lands.“ For by these words…12



…significatur mentem et consilium eorum hominum in aedificanda turri non fuisse ut venturi diluvii vel incendii exitium evaderent, sed ut aliquo mirabili facinore et memorabili monimento celebritatem nominis et famae apud posteros acquirerent. Itaque primum exemplo illorum apparuit quam sit naturalis, quam vehemens, quam in animis omnium mortalium infixus amor et cura posteritatis, ut sui memoriam et nomen cum laude posteritati commendent. Verum in eo plerique decipimur graviterque peccamus, quod, cum avidissimi simus laudis et gloriae, eas res fere adamamus et consectamur quibus insigne dedecus atque infamia est adiuncta, vel certe non solida et expressa semperque mansura, sed fucata tantum et adumbrata et fragilis gloria comparatur.
…it is signified that the mind and design of those men in building the tower was not to escape the destruction of a coming flood or fire, but to acquire by some wonderful deed and memorable monument the celebrity of their name and fame among posterity. And so first by their example it appeared how natural, how vehement, how fixed in the minds of all mortals is the love and care of posterity, that they may commend their memory and name with praise to posterity. But in this most of us are deceived and grievously sin: that, since we are most greedy of praise and glory, we generally love and pursue those things to which signal disgrace and infamy is joined, or at least by which is gained not a solid and distinct and ever-lasting glory, but only a painted and shadowed and fragile glory.13



AUDIAMUS Chrysostomum, ut alia, sic etiam hoc diserte tractantem. Nam cum exponeret illa verba, „Et faciamus nobis nomen“: „Vide,“ inquit, „radicem mali: ut perpetuam, inquiunt, memoriam consequamur, ut nostri semper memores sint posteri, tale opus, dum adhuc congregati sumus, faciamus, ut nunquam oblivioni tradatur. Sunt multi etiam hodie qui illos imitantur et talibus operibus celebrari volunt. Alii splendidas domos aedificant, balnea, porticus, ambulationes; quorum si quem rogaveris quare tantopere laboret tantosque sumptus faciat, non aliud respondebit quam ut immortalem sui memoriam celebritatemque nominis relinquat. At enim illis rebus non tam laudem quam probrum et crimen sibi parant: nam illa opera spectantes, contumeliose eos nominant. Aedificium hoc, inquiunt, est illius avari, illius raptoris, illius viduarum et orphanorum spoliatoris. Igitur hoc non est memoriam assequi, sed perpetuis obici criminibus, et infamari etiam post mortem, et spectatorum linguas in sui accusationem et blasphemiam acuere. Quid quod huiusmodi opera nomen et memoriam eius qui fecit aut possedit non diu custodiunt? Etenim sic res habet: subinde ab hoc ad alium transeunt, et ab illo item in alium; et hodie quidem domus dicitur huius, cras dicetur alterius. Itaque nos ipsi vehementer decipimus, dum putamus nos dominium quasi perpetuum habere, cum usu tantum fruamur; et, sive velimus sive nolimus, aliis (et nonnunquam iis quos minime amamus aut etiam odimus) relinquere cogamur.“
Let us hear Chrysostom, treating this too eloquently, as other things. For when he expounded those words, „And let us make us a name“: „See,“ he says, „the root of the evil: that we may obtain, they say, a perpetual memory, that posterity may always be mindful of us, let us make such a work, while we are still gathered together, that it may never be given over to oblivion. There are many even today who imitate them and wish to be celebrated by such works. Others build splendid houses, baths, porticoes, walks; of whom, if you ask any one why he toils so greatly and makes such expenses, he will answer nothing else than that he may leave behind an immortal memory of himself and celebrity of his name. But indeed by those things they procure for themselves not so much praise as reproach and accusation: for those beholding those works name them contemptuously. This building, they say, is that miser's, that robber's, that despoiler of widows and orphans'. Therefore this is not to attain memory, but to be exposed to perpetual accusations, and to be defamed even after death, and to sharpen the tongues of beholders to one's own accusation and blasphemy. What of the fact that works of this kind do not long preserve the name and memory of him who made or possessed them? For so the matter stands: they pass continually from this one to another, and from him again to another; and today indeed the house is said to be this man's, tomorrow it will be said to be another's. And so we ourselves are vehemently deceived, while we think we have ownership as it were perpetual, when we enjoy only the use; and, whether we will or not, we are compelled to leave them to others — and sometimes to those whom we least love or even hate.“14



„Si aeternam igitur memoriam amas, ego tibi viam monstrabo quae te celebrem omni saeculo faciet, quin etiam tibi fiduciam in futuro saeculo dabit: liberalitatem tuam et pecuniarum largitionem in pauperes confer, relictis villis, balneis aliisque aedificiis, rebus nempe mutis atque inanimatis. Larga eleemosyna immortalem viri memoriam reddit, sicut scriptum est: Dispersit, dedit pauperibus, iustitia eius manet in saeculum saeculi. Uno die dispersit divitias, sed iustitiae eius (id est, liberalitatis et misericordiae) aeternum mansura est memoria. Et rursus scriptum est: In memoria aeterna erit iustus; ab auditione mala non timebit. Recte: Ab auditione mala non timebit. Nam, sicut improbi male audiunt apud homines omniumque vituperatione et detestatione lacerantur, sic contra boni omnium praedicatione celebrantur. O hominem, inquiunt, misericordem! O benignum, mansuetum, suavem, o dignum immortalitate! Cuius dispersae divitiae non eum deseruerunt, sed perpetuo comitantur, ornant et tuentur, ac demum in aeterna deducunt tabernacula.“ Hactenus ex Chrysostomo.
„If, therefore, you love eternal memory, I will show you the way that will make you renowned in every age, nay, will even give you confidence in the age to come: confer your liberality and bestowal of money upon the poor, leaving aside villas, baths, and other buildings — things mute and inanimate. Large almsgiving renders a man's memory immortal, as it is written: He has dispersed, he has given to the poor, his justice remains forever and ever. In one day he dispersed his riches, but of his justice (that is, of his liberality and mercy) the memory shall remain eternal. And again it is written: The just shall be in eternal memory; he shall not fear the evil hearing. Rightly: He shall not fear the evil hearing. For, just as the wicked are ill spoken of among men and torn by the censure and detestation of all, so on the contrary the good are celebrated by the praise of all. O merciful man! they say; O kind, gentle, sweet, O worthy of immortality! Whose dispersed riches did not desert him, but perpetually accompany, adorn, and protect him, and at last lead him into the eternal tabernacles.“ Thus far from Chrysostom.15



CETERUM obiiciet fortasse aliquis: cum fama non sit ad seipsum sed ad alium, in illo autem campo Sennaar aderant omnes homines quotquot id temporis in terris erant, apud quos igitur vel a quibus illi nomen suum celebrari volebant? Sed facilis et brevis responsio est: eos voluisse celebrari non ab iis qui tunc erant, sed ab iis qui postea futuri erant; captabant igitur famam non apud praesentes sed apud posteros.
But perhaps someone will object: since fame is not toward oneself but toward another, and in that plain of Sennaar were present all the men, as many as at that time were on the earth, among whom then, or by whom, did they wish their name to be celebrated? But the answer is easy and brief: that they wished to be celebrated not by those who then were, but by those who would be afterward; they were therefore catching at fame not among the present but among posterity.16



PHILO autem putat homines illos, qui aedificando turrim celebrari se apud posteros cupiebant, typum et imaginem gessisse eorum qui sua ipsi vitia publicant et flagitiis nobilitari volunt: ut, quemadmodum probi homines virtutibus et benefactis, sic ipsi (non quibuslibet, sed inusitatis sceleribus ac maleficiis) claritatem nominis famaeque celebritatem assequantur. Tractans igitur Philo verba illa, „Faciamus nobis nomen priusquam dispergamur,“ ad hunc modum scribit: „O insignem impudentiam! Cum enim deberetis vestras iniquitates tenebris abdere, et praetextum aliquem vestris maleficiis (si non verum, certe verisimilem) quaerere, ne vel in bonorum et prudentium virorum offensionem incurratis, vel ut effugiatis poenas confessorum criminum: audetis vos in clarissima luce ostentare, contemptis hominum minis et suppliciis divinitus infligendis? Quin etiam innumerabiles omni aevo nuntios ac testes flagitiorum vestrorum habere vultis, ut nemo nesciat vestrum nomen. At quale tandem nomen cupitis? Certe quale factis vestris convenit: id vero innumeras continet vitiorum species, quas vobis posteri exprobrabunt. Inest enim vobis petulantia cum impudentia, contemptus cum violentia, caedes cum saevitia, cum immoderatis voluptatibus immensa concupiscentia, cum temeritate insolentia, cum calliditate malitia, cum mendaciis periuria, denique cum iniquitate erga homines etiam adversus Deum impietas. Egregia vero gloriatio, captare celebritatem nominis ex iis quae celari et sempiterno (si fieri posset) silentio obrui deberent.“
But Philo thinks that those men, who by building the tower desired to be celebrated among posterity, bore the type and image of those who publish their own vices and wish to be ennobled by disgraceful deeds: so that, as good men by virtues and benefactions, so these (not by any deeds whatever, but by unusual crimes and misdeeds) attain the brightness of their name and the celebrity of fame. Treating, therefore, those words, „Let us make us a name before we be scattered,“ Philo writes in this manner: „O signal shamelessness! For whereas you ought to hide your iniquities in darkness, and to seek some pretext for your misdeeds (if not a true, at least a plausible one), lest you either incur the offense of good and prudent men, or that you may escape the penalties of confessed crimes: you dare to show yourselves in the clearest light, despising the threats of men and the punishments to be inflicted from heaven? Nay, you even wish to have innumerable heralds and witnesses of your disgraceful deeds in every age, that no one may not know your name. But what kind of name at last do you desire? Surely such as befits your deeds: and that contains innumerable species of vices, which posterity will cast in your teeth. For there is in you wantonness with shamelessness, contempt with violence, slaughter with savagery, with immoderate pleasures immense concupiscence, with rashness insolence, with craft malice, with lies perjury, and finally, with iniquity toward men, impiety also against God. A fine boasting indeed, to catch at the celebrity of a name from those things which ought to be hidden and buried in everlasting silence, if it could be!“17



SUNT tamen etiam hodie qui valde sibi talibus rebus placeant, putantes inde se praeclaram apud homines existimationem acquirere. Sed his (quamvis improbissimi) ultricem tamen scelerum suorum Dei iustitiam praesagientes ac praevidentes dicunt, „priusquam dissipemur.“ Cur igitur peccatis, si vestra consilia et conatus dissipatum iri scitis? Sed profecto exemplo horum hominum exposuit nobis Moses morem insipientium, qui, etiam maximis poenis non obscure sed manifeste impendentibus, nihilo magis ab iniuriis et maleficiis sibi temperant. Omnino notissimae sunt artes malae quas ferire solet divina ultio; et vero pessimi quoque cogitant Deum non ignorare ipsorum maleficia, nec se illius posse animadversionem effugere. Alioquin unde sciebant illi se dissipandos esse? Attamen dixerunt, „Priusquam dispergamur.“ Profecto conscientia eos qui male agunt intra pectus ipsum redarguit; et vel ipsos Dei contemptores stimulat, ut etiam inviti cogantur intelligere humanas res divino consilio et ratione administrari, et esse iustitiam quandam quae, implacabiliter infensa malis hominibus, nullum eorum scelus impunitum atque inultum praeteritura sit. Sic Philo.
There are, however, even today those who greatly please themselves in such things, thinking thereby to acquire an excellent reputation among men. But these (although most wicked), foreseeing and presaging God's justice as the avenger of their crimes, say, „before we be dissipated.“ Why then do you sin, if you know that your designs and endeavors will be dissipated? But truly, by the example of these men, Moses has set forth to us the manner of the foolish, who, even when the greatest punishments hang over them not obscurely but manifestly, no more refrain from injuries and misdeeds. The evil arts which divine vengeance is wont to strike are entirely most well-known; and indeed even the worst men think that God is not ignorant of their misdeeds, and that they cannot escape His notice. Otherwise, whence did they know that they were to be dissipated? Yet they said, „Before we be scattered.“ Truly conscience convicts those who do evil within the very breast; and it goads even the despisers of God themselves, so that even unwilling they are compelled to understand that human affairs are administered by divine counsel and reason, and that there is a certain justice which, implacably hostile to evil men, will let pass no crime of theirs unpunished and unavenged. So Philo.18



AT enimvero potest hoc loco disputari, utrum homines illi, aedificando civitatem et turrim, graviter peccaverint necne. Negat Tostatus; et non peccasse eos id agendo ad hunc modum argumentatur: si peccarunt illi, vel igitur quia actio illa erat mala, vel quia malus erat finis ad quem actio referebatur; sed neutrum erat malum: ergo non peccarunt. Non fuisse autem per se malam eorum actionem non eget probatione: nempe civitatem vel turrim aedificare per se malum non est, sed actio est indifferens ad bonum et malum. Nec vero finis eorum (quantum ex historia quam narrat Moses hoc loco licet intelligere) malus fuit: sive enim aedificare voluerunt illam civitatem ne dispergerentur, ut indicat lectio Hebraica, sive ut nomen suum celebre facerent, ut significat lectio Graeca et Latina, neuter sane finis malus fuit. Nam dispergi et invicem separari nolle, sed velle congregatos simul vitam civilem degere, est naturale hominis desiderium. Siquidem homo, ut ait Aristoteles, est animal politicum, societate gaudens et civilem vitam amans: explere autem naturale desiderium cum debito modo et ordine non est peccatum, ut si quis, cum naturaliter sitit aut esurit, velit bibere et comedere.
But indeed it can here be disputed whether those men, by building the city and tower, grievously sinned or not. Tostatus denies it; and argues that they did not sin in doing it, in this way: if they sinned, then either because that action was evil, or because the end to which the action was referred was evil; but neither was evil: therefore they did not sin. Now, that their action was not in itself evil needs no proof: namely, to build a city or tower is not in itself evil, but is an action indifferent to good and evil. Nor indeed was their end (as far as can be understood from the history Moses narrates here) evil: for whether they wished to build that city lest they be scattered, as the Hebrew reading indicates, or to make their name famous, as the Greek and Latin reading signifies, neither end was evil. For to be unwilling to be scattered and separated from one another, but to wish, gathered together, to lead a civil life, is the natural desire of man. For man, as Aristotle says, is a political animal, rejoicing in society and loving the civil life: and to fulfill a natural desire with due manner and order is not a sin — as if one, when he naturally thirsts or hungers, wishes to drink and eat.19



CUPERE porro et quaerere claritatem et celebritatem nominis, si non fiat per malas artes, neque id contra Dei voluntatem et honorem sit, aut contra utilitatem et aedificationem proximi, culpari non debet tanquam peccatum. Aedificatio autem illius civitatis et turris nec per se mala erat, nec a Deo prohibita: fama vero et gloria quam illi concupiscebant nec divino honori, nec hominum cuiuspiam utilitatibus adversabatur. His adde quod Noë inter aedificatores illius civitatis et turris erat: quorum omnium cum esset ille parens et princeps, et ob eam ipsam causam summae apud eos homines auctoritatis et potestatis, non esset profecto passus perverso consilio pravoque animo aedificium illud construi.
Moreover, to desire and seek the brightness and celebrity of a name, if it be not done through evil arts, nor be against God's will and honor, or against the advantage and edification of one's neighbor, ought not to be blamed as a sin. And the building of that city and tower was neither in itself evil, nor forbidden by God: and the fame and glory which they coveted was opposed neither to the divine honor, nor to the advantages of any man. To these add that Noah was among the builders of that city and tower: of all of whom, since he was the parent and chief, and for that very cause of the highest authority and power among those men, he would assuredly not have allowed that building to be constructed with a perverse design and a depraved mind.20



NEC vero, quia Deus noluit consilium et conatum eorum hominum pervenire ad exitum, sed consilium eorum dissipavit opusque absolvi prohibuit, eo potest concludi malum fuisse consilium pravamque mentem eorum hominum. Etenim Deus, altissima et mortalibus incomprehensibili providentia, saepenumero aliud in rebus ipsis fieri vult et facit quam quod est ab hominibus etiam recte cogitatum et honeste optatum. Non igitur quia illud malum est impeditur vel dissipatur a Deo, sed quia hoc melius est; neque hoc effici posset nisi illud, ne fieret, impeditum esset. Ergo aedificatio illius civitatis et turris bona erat; bonum item erat simul eos homines uno in loco et intra unam civitatem degere; nec malum erat magnificis operibus faciendis famosos se posteris esse cupere. Verum, si hoc factum esset, homines illi aut nunquam, aut sero admodum, inde profecti essent ad varias terrae partes habitandas et colendas. Atqui longe maius erat bonum omnes orbis terrae partes habitatoribus et cultoribus compleri, quam erat aedificari civitatem vel turrim, aut in ea civitate homines illos simul vivere.
Nor indeed, because God was unwilling that the design and endeavor of those men should come to its end, but dissipated their design and forbade the work to be completed, can it be concluded thereby that the design and mind of those men was evil. For God, by His most high providence, incomprehensible to mortals, very often wills and does another thing in the affairs themselves than what is even rightly thought and honorably wished by men. Therefore [a thing] is not hindered or dissipated by God because it is evil, but because this [other] is better; nor could this be effected unless that were hindered, that it should not be done. Therefore the building of that city and tower was good; it was likewise good that those men should dwell together in one place and within one city; nor was it evil to wish to be famous to posterity by doing magnificent works. But, if this had been done, those men would either never, or very late, have set out thence to inhabit and cultivate the various parts of the earth. And yet it was a far greater good that all the parts of the world should be filled with inhabitants and cultivators, than it was that a city or tower should be built, or that those men should live together in that city.21



Ob hanc igitur causam Deus absolutionem et perfectionem huius aedificii impedivit, et dispersionis eorum hominum in varias mundi plagas auctor fuit. Atque haec est summa disputationis et opinionis Tostati.
For this cause, therefore, God hindered the completion and perfection of this building, and was the author of the dispersion of those men into the various regions of the world. And this is the sum of the disputation and opinion of Tostatus.22



VERUM Tostatus adversarios opinionis suae habet omnes fere Doctores, maxime vero Chrysostomum et Augustinum, quos secuti sunt quotquot fere hunc locum interpretati sunt, vel in Commentariis quos in librum Genesis ediderunt, vel in aliis scriptis suis. Chrysostomus certe ex maxima superbia opus illud profectum esse ait, et singula eorum hominum facta quae hic narrantur insignis alicuius vitii accusat et condemnat. Beatus autem Augustinus importunissimae superbiae etiam intolerandam illorum hominum impietatem coniunctam fuisse scribit. Quid quod auctorem et principem illius aedificationis fuisse Nemrod, hominem superbissimum atque impiissimum, constat auctoritate Iosephi et B. Augustini multorumque aliorum concessu? Iosephus sane non dubitanter ait homines illos, contemptis Dei iussis, perversissimo consilio pessimoque animo ad illud opus faciendum esse aggressos. His accedit Philonis testimonium, qui gravissimis ac disertissimis verbis (quae paulo supra exposuimus) multiplicem illorum hominum improbitatem descripsit atque confutavit.
But Tostatus has as adversaries of his opinion nearly all the Doctors, but especially Chrysostom and Augustine, whom nearly all who have interpreted this place have followed, whether in the Commentaries they published on the book of Genesis or in their other writings. Chrysostom certainly says that that work proceeded from the greatest pride, and accuses and condemns each of those men's deeds which are here narrated of some signal vice. And Blessed Augustine writes that to their most troublesome pride was joined also the intolerable impiety of those men. What of the fact that the author and chief of that building was Nemrod, a most proud and most impious man, as is established by the authority of Josephus and Blessed Augustine, and by the concession of many others? Josephus indeed says, not doubtfully, that those men, the commands of God being despised, with a most perverse design and a most evil mind set about doing that work. To these is added the testimony of Philo, who, in the gravest and most eloquent words (which we expounded a little above), described and refuted the manifold wickedness of those men.23



NARRATIO praeterea Mosis vehementer Tostati sententiae refragatur. Inducit enim Moses Deum descendentem ad videndam aedificationem illius civitatis et turris: „Descendit,“ inquit, „Deus ut videret civitatem et turrim“; et paulo post, „Venite, descendamus et confundamus linguam eorum.“ Solet autem scriptura, ad exaggerandam gravitatem alicuius peccati et vim divini supplicii quo peccatum illud puniendum est, inducere Deum descendentem ad videndum illud peccatum et ad sumendum de eo supplicium. Exempli causa, in hoc ipso libro cap. 18 scriptum est Deum descendisse ad videndum peccatum Sodomorum; et in libro Exodi capite tertio ait Deus se vidisse afflictionem populi sui in Aegypto et descendere ad excutiendum iugum servitutis Aegyptiorum a cervicibus populi sui. Quod si aedificatio illius civitatis et turris bona fuisset, et bono consilio ac mente suscepta, non dixisset Moses Deum descendisse ad videndum et impediendum illud aedificium.
Moreover, the narration of Moses vehemently opposes the opinion of Tostatus. For Moses brings in God descending to see the building of that city and tower: „God came down,“ he says, „to see the city and the tower“; and a little after, „Come, let us go down and confound their tongue.“ Now Scripture is wont, to magnify the gravity of some sin and the force of the divine punishment by which that sin is to be punished, to bring in God descending to see that sin and to take punishment of it. For example, in this very book, chapter 18, it is written that God came down to see the sin of the Sodomites; and in the book of Exodus, chapter three, God says that He had seen the affliction of His people in Egypt and was coming down to shake off the yoke of the servitude of the Egyptians from the necks of His people. But if the building of that city and tower had been good, and undertaken with a good design and mind, Moses would not have said that God came down to see and hinder that building.24



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:4 (verse lemma, for Disputation 4). ↩
	§44. Disp. 4. Six causes are alleged (to be sifted). (1) The common view: a safe refuge against another general flood. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1) seems its author — Nemrod the giant vaunting his strength, offering himself as leader and aid against a new flood (building a tower higher than the water could rise) and to avenge his flood-drowned ancestors. Margins: six causes of building Babel; Scholastic History; Lyra; the first cause; Josephus. ↩
	§45. Against cause 1: fear of a flood was not the motive. (a) The leaders were Noah and his sons, certain by God's covenant (the rainbow, Gen 9) that no flood would return, and they taught this to their descendants. (b) The thought would be foolish: the flood rose ~5 miles, and no human art can build a tower higher. (c) A universal flood is not natural but God's omnipotent work, so He could make one of any height — no building could repel it. Margins: fear of another flood was not the cause of building Babel; Gen 9. ↩
	§46. More against cause 1: mankind was too numerous (and growing) for one or two towers to shelter — most would be excluded and drowned. And had this been the chief motive, Moses would not have passed over it in silence (Scripture gives no hint of it). So fear of a flood did not drive them. ↩
	§47. (2) The second alleged cause: a refuge against a future destruction of the world by fire (as once by water). Futile and improbable: the tower could shelter only a few (the rest exposed); and the fire will fall from heaven, not rise from earth — so no height of building helps; rather (as against thunderbolts) one would seek the deep places of the earth. Margins: the second cause; that the tower was not built from fear of a general fire. ↩
	§48. (3) Hugo of St. Victor: the third cause was Nemrod's insane lust of domination — he built the tower out of a desire to reign; when the tongues divided, he kept Babel (the others leaving), expelling Assur (whose by Shem's elder right it was), who withdrew to ‘Assyria,’ his line leading to king Ninus. So Nemrod wanted the city and tower as the metropolis and citadel of his tyranny. Margins: Hugo of St. Victor, Annotations on Genesis; the third cause. ↩
	§49. (4) Augustine (City of God 16.4): Nemrod's excessive pride and impiety against God — as if by the building he could defend himself against God or even assail Him. Augustine: Nemrod began the city (later Babylon) as the metropolis/seat of his kingdom (unfinished as proud impiety wished, its planned height ‘reaching heaven’); but no height harms God — humility builds the true road to heaven, not the ‘hunter against the Lord’ (deceiver/oppressor) raising a tower of impious pride. Margins: the fourth cause; Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 4; Gen 10. ↩
	§50. (5) From the Hebrew (and Chaldaic) reading: ‘…and its top in heaven, and let us make us a name, lest we be scattered over the whole earth.’ Cajetan: a double end — fame (from a fortified city and lofty tower) and keeping themselves together (without a common walled city they might drift apart, as they had separated from others); hence ‘lest we be scattered.’ Margin: the fifth cause; Cajetan. ↩
	§51. Or ‘lest we be scattered’ = so that, if scattered, they could return there. They feared then what soon befell them — in a way prophesying it, like the Scribes/Pharisees ‘lest the Romans take our place and nation’ (Jn 11). They wished all to be together as one commonwealth — for man is a ‘political animal’ rejoicing in society (Aristotle, Politics bk. 1), a life safer, pleasanter, better supplied; great fortified cities serve such union. Margins: Jn 11; Aristotle, Politics bk. 1. ↩
	§52. Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1): God had commanded them to lead out colonies (to multiply mankind and fill the earth), but they refused, striving to stay together in one place. They flourished in youth, yet, ascribing their felicity to their own strength not God's kindness, disobeyed, and — worse — read the command as a snare to scatter and oppress them; Nemrod stirred up this pride and contempt of God. Margin: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1. ↩
	§53. That divine command (per Josephus) was announced through Noah. Berosus Annianus (bk. 4): mankind grown immense, necessity compelled new seats; ‘Janus the Father’ (Noah) urged the family-heads to seek new seats, gather, and build cities, dividing the world's three parts (Asia, Africa, Europe), assigning each chief his region, himself promising to lead colonies through the whole world. Margin: Berosus Annianus. ↩
	§54. (6) The sixth cause, plain from the Greek and Latin: ‘…let us make our name famous before we be scattered’ — i.e. fame (continues p. 494). Margin: the sixth cause. ↩
	§54 (concl.). The sixth cause: their aim was not to escape a flood or fire, but to win lasting fame by a wondrous deed/monument. Their example shows how natural and vehement is the love of being remembered — but most err and sin gravely here, pursuing fame joined to disgrace, or only a painted, fragile glory rather than a solid, lasting one. Margin: how vehement in man is the love of renown, yet in most it is vicious. ↩
	§55. Chrysostom (homily 30 on Genesis) on ‘let us make us a name’ — the root of the evil: men build splendid houses for an immortal name, but earn reproach (‘that miser's, that robber's house’), defamed after death; and such works do not even keep their name long, passing from owner to owner — we are deceived thinking we own what we only use, forced to leave it to others (even those we hate). Margins: Chrysostom homily 30 on Genesis; an excellent oration of Chrysostom on the false glory and fame of vainglorious men. ↩
	§56. Chrysostom (cont.): the true way to eternal memory (and confidence in the world to come) is almsgiving, not buildings — ‘He has dispersed, given to the poor; his justice remains forever’ (Ps 112); ‘The just shall be in eternal memory; he shall not fear the evil hearing’ — the good are praised by all, and their dispersed riches lead them ‘into the eternal tabernacles’ (Lk 16). Margins: Ps 112; Lk 16. ↩
	Objection (on the sixth cause): fame is toward others, yet all men were present at Sennaar — so before whom did they seek their name? Answer: they sought fame not from the present but from posterity. ↩
	§57. Philo: the fame-seeking tower-builders are a type of those who publicize their own vices, seeking renown by unusual crimes as good men by virtues. On ‘let us make a name before we are scattered’ Philo's invective: O shamelessness! you ought to hide your iniquities, yet flaunt them in broad daylight, wanting endless witnesses — but the ‘name’ you'll get befits your deeds, full of vices posterity will reproach (wantonness, violence, slaughter, lust, insolence, malice, perjury, impiety) — a fine glory, from things that should be buried in silence. Margin: Philo, On the Confusion of Tongues. ↩
	§58. Philo (cont.): even today some glory in such things for reputation. Yet, foreseeing God's avenging justice, they say ‘before we be scattered’ — so why sin, knowing it will be undone? Moses shows the foolish, who do not desist though punishment plainly looms. Even the worst know God sees their deeds (else how did they know they'd be scattered?) — conscience convicts the wrongdoer within, compelling even God's despisers to admit divine providence and a justice that leaves no crime unpunished. ↩
	§59. A question: did they sin gravely in building? Tostatus denies it: a sin requires either an evil act or an evil end; but building a city/tower is in itself indifferent, and the end (whether ‘lest we be scattered’ [Hebrew] or fame [Greek/Latin]) was not evil — wishing to live together in civil society is a natural human desire (man is a ‘political animal,’ Aristotle), and fulfilling a natural desire in due order is no sin (like eating when hungry). Margins: the question whether building Babel was a grave sin; Tostatus, on Gen 11 q. 8; Aristotle, Politics bk. 1. ↩
	§60. Tostatus (cont.): seeking renown is no sin if not by evil means, against God's honor, or against a neighbor's good — and the building was neither evil nor forbidden, the fame sought opposed neither God's honor nor any man's good. Moreover Noah was among the builders; as their parent, chief, and highest authority, he would not have allowed it built with a perverse, depraved mind. ↩
	§61. Tostatus (cont.): that God dissipated their design and stopped the work does not prove it evil — God's incomprehensible providence often does otherwise than men rightly intend, hindering a good thing not because it is evil but because something else is better. So the building was good, dwelling together good, seeking fame by great works not evil; but had it succeeded they would never (or late) have spread to fill the earth — and filling the whole world was a far greater good (continues p. 497). ↩
	§61 (concl.). So God hindered the building's completion and was the author of their dispersion over the world — this being the greater good. This is the sum of Tostatus's opinion. ↩
	§62. But against Tostatus stand nearly all the Doctors, especially Chrysostom and Augustine (followed by almost all interpreters): Chrysostom — the work sprang from the greatest pride, each deed a signal vice; Augustine — intolerable impiety joined to their pride; the author Nemrod a most proud, impious man (Josephus, Augustine, and many); Josephus — they set about it, despising God's commands, with a most perverse and evil mind; and Philo's eloquent description of their manifold wickedness. Margins: Tostatus refuted; Chrysostom homily 30 on Genesis; Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 4; Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1. ↩
	§63. Moses's narration also opposes Tostatus: he brings in God ‘coming down to see’ the city and tower, and ‘let us go down and confound their tongue.’ Scripture uses ‘God came down to see’ to magnify a grave sin and its punishment — as with Sodom (Gen 18) and Egypt's oppression (Exod 3). Had the building been good, Moses would not have said God came down to see and hinder it. ↩




FIFTH DISPUTATION
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FIFTH DISPUTATION.1
QUINTA DISPUTATIO.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 5 (title): what it means that Moses says God ‘came down to see’ the work being built (Gen 11:5). ↩




Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: The Lord came down to see the city and the tower which the children of Adam were building

LatineEnglish


{Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: The Lord came down to see the city and the tower which the children of Adam were building.}1
Super illis verbis, Genes. cap. 11: Descendit Dominus ut videret civitatem et turrim quam aedificabant filii Adam.



CUM Deus praesens sit omnibus rebus (non enim longe abest ab unoquoque nostri, ut inquit Paulus; in ipso enim vivimus, movemur et sumus), cumque cernat omnia clarissime quae fuerunt, quae sunt et erunt („Nulla enim creatura invisibilis in conspectu eius; omnia autem nuda et aperta sunt oculis eius“): quid est quod Moses ait Deum descendisse ut videret aedificationem civitatis et turris, quasi e caelo (ubi erat) propter locorum distantiam vel impedimentum aliorum corporum aedificium illud videre non potuerit? Sed profecto figuratam esse hanc orationem Mosis — nec tam divinae naturae proprietati convenientem quam ad similitudinem humanae consuetudinis et ad humilitatem nostrae mentis et intelligentiae accommodatam — nullo modo dubitandum est. Loquitur enim scriptura de Deo quemadmodum hominibus qui secundum carnem sapiunt videri solet: quibus, cum Deus punit homines vel adiuvat, videtur descendisse ad homines; cum autem dissimulat et ad tempus praetermittit vel castigare vel auxiliari, in caelo residere videtur et non curare mortalia.
Since God is present to all things (for He is not far from every one of us, as Paul says; for in Him we live, move, and are), and since He discerns most clearly all things that have been, that are, and that shall be („For there is no creature invisible in His sight; but all things are naked and open to His eyes“): what is it that Moses says, that God came down to see the building of the city and the tower, as if from heaven (where He was), on account of distance of places or the obstruction of other bodies, He could not see that building? But assuredly it must by no means be doubted that this expression of Moses is figurative — not so much suited to the property of the divine nature as accommodated to the likeness of human custom and to the lowliness of our mind and understanding. For Scripture speaks of God as He is wont to seem to men who are wise according to the flesh: to whom, when God punishes or helps men, He seems to have come down to men; but when He dissembles and for a time forbears either to chastise or to help, He seems to reside in heaven and not to care for mortal things.2



SIGNATE autem dictum est descendisse eum ut videret, quo significaretur longanimitas Dei non festinantis ad supplicium de peccatoribus sumendum, sed, quamvis optime sciat peccata hominum, subinde tandem differentis et quasi tempus ad ea cognoscenda et perpendenda sumentis. Declaratur item iustitia Dei, qui nullum punit nisi prius aperte convictum peccati: id quod et in Adamo atque Cain et in Sodomitis animadvertere licet. Docemur praeterea non temere iudicium faciendum et sententiam pronuntiandam esse nisi causa prius bene cognita, nec ullum indicta causa damnandum. Iam sane quieverat ira Dei post diluvium, et placatus homini promiserat se nunquam in posterum genus hominum dissipaturum et perditurum diluvio. Sed ecce filii hominum denuo intolerandis maleficiis eum provocant, et ad indignationem et vindictam quasi compellunt. Descendit igitur Deus, quia talis causa erat ut eam indiscussam et iniudicatam caeleste iudicium nullo modo debuerit omittere. Novit quidem interdum Deus dissimulare et quasi non advertere peccata, sed cum vel ex ignorantia vel ex infirmitate peccatur; non autem cum ex malitia.
And it was said pointedly that He came down to see, that the longanimity of God might be signified — not hastening to take punishment of sinners, but, although He knows perfectly the sins of men, deferring them at last from time to time, and as it were taking time to know and weigh them. Likewise the justice of God is declared, who punishes no one unless first openly convicted of sin: which may be observed both in Adam and Cain and in the Sodomites. We are taught besides that judgment must not be made rashly nor sentence pronounced unless the cause be first well known, nor anyone condemned with his cause unheard. Now indeed the anger of God had been quieted after the flood, and, appeased, He had promised man that He would never thereafter scatter and destroy the race of men by a flood. But behold, the children of men again provoke Him with intolerable misdeeds, and as it were compel Him to indignation and vengeance. God came down, therefore, because the cause was such that the heavenly judgment ought by no means to have left it undiscussed and unjudged. God knows indeed sometimes to dissemble and as it were not to notice sins — but when one sins either from ignorance or from weakness, not when from malice.3



NEC emphasi caret quod subditur, „Ut videret civitatem et turrim quam aedificabant filii Adam“: nam illud „Filii Adam“ denotat conditionem hominis, humilem nempe ac vilem, ut qui e luto primum formatus sit et propter peccatum innumerabilibus sit aerumnis et vitiis obnoxius. Talis igitur creatura audet, incredibili audacia et superbia, contra voluntatem regnatoris caeli omniumque rerum conditoris civitatem et turrim aedificare? Vel illud „Adam“ non solum notionem hominis habet in commune, sed hic singulariter denotat primum hominem qui vocabulo Adam primus omnium est appellatus. Hunc enim illi specialiter imitabantur, dum nomen aeternum sibi facere et usque in caelum turrim aedificare voluerunt: similiter enim Adam fructum vetitum comedit, divinam scientiam concupiscens et affectans.
Nor is that which is subjoined without emphasis, „To see the city and the tower which the children of Adam were building“: for that „children of Adam“ denotes the condition of man — namely, humble and vile, as one who was first formed of mud, and, on account of sin, is liable to innumerable miseries and vices. Does, then, such a creature dare, with incredible audacity and pride, against the will of the ruler of heaven and the founder of all things, to build a city and a tower? Or that „Adam“ has not only the notion of man in common, but here singularly denotes the first man, who was by the word ‘Adam’ first of all called. For him they specially imitated, while they wished to make for themselves an eternal name and to build a tower up to heaven: for similarly Adam ate the forbidden fruit, coveting and aiming at divine knowledge.4



CETERUM ea quae nunc presse ac breviter dixi, ex Patribus et antiquis scriptoribus deprompta sunt. Beatus sane Augustinus dupliciter exponit quemadmodum intelligi possit Deum descendisse ut videret aedificationem illius civitatis: primum quidem ratione novi effectus quem in illo loco produxit (fecit enim, impediendo processum aedificii et unam eorum hominum linguam in multas et varias mirabiliter dividendo, ut plane intelligeretur ab omnibus sibi aedificium illud vehementer displicuisse); deinde intelligi potest propterea Deum descendisse, quia fecit ut Angeli de caelo descenderent et in locum illum irent et, conatus illorum hominum impedita aedificatione, irritos facerent. Caietanus propterea dictum esse putat Deum descendisse ad videndam aedificationem civitatis, ut significaretur Dei providentiam non tantum in rebus caelestibus consistere, sed quantum ad scientiam, efficientiam, directionem et ordinationem etiam ad infima et minima quae fiunt in terris descendere ac pertinere. „Descendit Deus,“ inquit Caietanus, „id est, habuit se ad similitudinem descendentis, quatenus extendit se non quidem corporali motu sed cura et providentia usque ad haec infima, humanas scilicet actiones et singularia haec corporea qualia sunt civitas et turris.“
But the things which I have now said concisely and briefly are drawn from the Fathers and ancient writers. Blessed Augustine indeed expounds in two ways how it can be understood that God came down to see the building of that city: first, by reason of the new effect which He produced in that place (for He brought it about, by hindering the progress of the building and by wonderfully dividing the one tongue of those men into many and various, that it might be plainly understood by all that that building had greatly displeased Him); next, it can be understood that God came down for this reason, because He brought it about that the Angels came down from heaven and went to that place and, the building hindered, made the endeavors of those men vain. Cajetan thinks it was said that God came down to see the building of the city in order to signify that God's providence consists not only in heavenly things, but, as to knowledge, efficiency, direction, and ordering, descends and pertains even to the lowest and least things that are done on earth. „God came down,“ says Cajetan, „that is, He held Himself after the likeness of one descending, inasmuch as He extends Himself — not indeed by bodily motion, but by care and providence — even to these lowest things, namely human actions and these singular corporeal things, such as a city and a tower.“5



BEATUS Chrysostomus, quem sequitur Rupertus, arbitratur ob eam causam inductum esse Deum a Mose quasi descendentem ad videndam aedificationem turris, ut inde omnes discerent quanta cum cogitatione et cautione quamque accurata consideratione utendum sit in cognoscendis, iudicandis et puniendis aliorum factis et erratis. Audi Chrysostomum: „Humano more,“ inquit, „loquitur scriptura cum ait descendisse Deum: verum non vult id humano more intelligi. Vult igitur hinc erudiri nos, ne unquam temere fratres condemnemus, neque solo auditu iudicemus, nec nisi prius compluribus argumentis certi reddamur. Vide praeterea quam non festinanter ad castigandos illos homines processerit Deus: neque enim statim ab initio illorum repressit insaniam, sed longanimi utens lenitate exspectavit dum malitiam illi suam opere declararent, et tunc demum conatus eorum impedivit. Nam ne quis dicere posset voluisse quidem illos, sed quae cogitaverant et animo designaverant nequaquam in actum et effectum explicuisse, idcirco praestolatus est Deus donec animo destinatum opus aggrederentur…“
Blessed Chrysostom, whom Rupert follows, judges that God was for this cause brought in by Moses as if descending to see the building of the tower, that all might thence learn with how great thought and caution, and with how careful consideration, one must proceed in knowing, judging, and punishing the deeds and errors of others. Hear Chrysostom: „In human fashion,“ he says, „Scripture speaks when it says that God came down: but it does not wish this to be understood in human fashion. It wishes, therefore, that we be instructed hence, never rashly to condemn brothers, nor to judge by hearing alone, nor unless we are first made certain by several arguments. See, moreover, how unhastily God proceeded to chastise those men: for He did not at once from the beginning repress their madness, but, using long-suffering gentleness, waited until they should declare their malice by the deed, and then at last hindered their endeavors. For lest anyone could say that they indeed wished, but had by no means brought what they had thought and designed in mind into act and effect, therefore God waited until they should set about the work destined in their mind…“6



„…et tunc eis demonstravit quam inutilia attentassent. Considera item divinae misericordiae excellentiam: permisit illos laboribus sese affligere, ut rerum experientia praeceptoris loco illis esset. At enim quia vidit malitiam eorum invalescere morbumque incrudescere, non usque ad finem designati operis pervenire eos passus est, sed in dissipando eorum consilio et opere impediendo suam declaravit bonitatem: non secus ac bonus medicus, videns morbum augeri et ulcus fieri incurabile, non diutius cunctandum ratus statim sectione utitur, ut omnem mali causam excidat.“ Ita Chrysostomus.
„…and then He showed them how useless were the things they had attempted. Consider likewise the excellence of the divine mercy: He permitted them to afflict themselves with labors, that the experience of the matter might be to them in the place of a teacher. But because He saw their malice grow strong and the disease worsen, He did not suffer them to come to the end of the designed work, but in dissipating their design and hindering the work He declared His goodness: just like a good physician who, seeing the disease increase and the ulcer become incurable, judging that he must delay no longer, at once uses the knife, that he may cut out every cause of the evil.“ So Chrysostom.7



VERUNTAMEN aliquot saeculis ante Rupertum et Chrysostomum hanc ipsam loci huius interpretationem et similia documenta scriptis suis prodidit Philo. Namque in eo libro quem scripsit De confusione linguarum, tractans Mosis verba quae sunt hoc loco de descensu Dei ad videndam civitatem, sic ait: „Figurate accipienda sunt haec. Nam credere Deum accedere vel recedere, descendere item vel ascendere, vel omnino moveri loco, impietatis est deportanda in extremas (ut vulgus loquitur) insulas Oceani. Sed ista humano more legislator de Deo dixit (quamquam is non humana forma et natura est praeditus), sed ad legentium et discentium utilitatem. Etenim Deus implet omnia, non contentus sed continens, qui solus ubique simul et nusquam est. Nusquam, quia ipse locum omnem et regionem creavit una cum corporibus; nefas autem est Creatorem intra ullam rerum ab ipso creatarum includi. Ubique vero, quia potentia sua per terram, aquam, aërem et caelum extensa nullam partem mundi destituit, sed omnia inter se invicem astringit invisibilibus vinculis, ne unquam dissolvantur.“
Nevertheless, some ages before Rupert and Chrysostom, this very interpretation of this place and similar lessons Philo set forth in his writings. For in the book which he wrote On the Confusion of Tongues, treating the words of Moses which are in this place about the descent of God to see the city, he says thus: „These things must be taken figuratively. For to believe that God approaches or withdraws, descends likewise or ascends, or is at all moved in place, is an impiety to be banished to the farthest islands of the Ocean (as the common people say). But the lawgiver said these things of God in human fashion (though He is not endowed with human form and nature), for the benefit of readers and learners. For God fills all things, not contained but containing, who alone is everywhere at once and nowhere. Nowhere, because He Himself created every place and region together with the bodies; and it is unlawful that the Creator be enclosed within any of the things created by Himself. But everywhere, because His power, extended through earth, water, air, and heaven, leaves no part of the world destitute, but binds all things together among themselves by invisible bonds, that they may never be dissolved.“8



„ERGO vocabula migratorii motus nequaquam Deo conveniunt. Sed nihilominus tamen dicitur Deus descendens visere, qui omnia, prius etiam quam fiant, clarissime praevidet: ut doceamur ne quis homo de absentibus rebus et incertis putet se certum posse iudicium facere, sed, propius introspecto negotio, diligenter cuncta perlustret. Visus enim certus adhibendus est potius quam fallax auditus. Quapropter in optime constituta Republica lege cautum est ne quis audita dicat pro testimonio, quia iudicium auditus naturaliter obnoxium est corruptioni. Hanc igitur nos censemus esse causam cur Deus descendisse dicatur ut civitatem ac turrim viseret.“ Haec Philo.
„Therefore the words of migratory motion by no means befit God. But nonetheless God is said to come down to inspect, who most clearly foresees all things even before they come to be: that we may be taught that no man should think he can make a certain judgment about things absent and uncertain, but, the matter being more closely looked into, should diligently survey everything. For certain sight must be employed rather than fallacious hearing. Wherefore in a best-constituted Republic it is provided by law that no one give for testimony things heard, because the judgment of hearing is by nature liable to corruption. This, then, we judge to be the cause why God is said to have come down to inspect the city and the tower.“ So Philo.9



BEATUS Basilius, super Psalmum trigesimum secundum explanans illum versiculum „De caelo prospexit Dominus, vidit omnes filios hominum; de praeparato habitaculo suo,“ discrimen ponit inter „Videre Deum de caelo quid agant homines“ et „Descendere Deum ut videat quid agant homines“: illud enim de bonis ait dici et in bonam partem accipi, hoc autem ad malos homines referri et ad malum eorum pertinere. Sic enim scribit: „Eos qui in propria manent animae dignitate et congruentia naturae faciunt, de caelo aspicit Deus. Eos vero qui ad extremum flagitiorum prolapsi sunt, descendendo dicitur invisere Deus. ‘Clamor,’ inquit, ‘Sodomorum multiplicatus est, et peccata eorum magna nimis; descendam itaque et videbo an secundum clamorem qui ad me venit perfecerint.’ Et rursus: ‘Descendit videre civitatem quam aedificabant filii hominum.’“ Sic Basilius.
Blessed Basil, on the thirty-second Psalm, explaining that verse, „From heaven the Lord has looked forth, He has seen all the children of men; from His prepared dwelling-place,“ sets a distinction between „God seeing from heaven what men do“ and „God coming down to see what men do“: for the former, he says, is said of the good and taken in a good sense, but the latter is referred to evil men and pertains to their evil. For he writes thus: „Those who remain in their proper dignity of soul and do things agreeable to nature, God looks upon from heaven. But those who have fallen to the extreme of disgraceful deeds, God is said to visit by coming down. ‘The cry,’ He says, ‘of the Sodomites is multiplied, and their sins are exceedingly grievous; I will go down therefore and see whether they have done according to the cry that has come to me.’ And again: ‘He came down to see the city which the children of men were building.’“ So Basil.10



SED haec observatio et documentum Basilii non est perpetuo verum in sacris literis…
But this observation and lesson of Basil is not perpetually true in the sacred letters…11



…Siquidem, ut saepe Deus dicitur descendere ad consideranda et punienda hominum peccata, ita quoque non raro descendere dicitur ad bonos et sanctos viros adiuvandos, consolandos et erudiendos. Hinc est illud apud Isaiam: „Utinam dirumperes caelos et descenderes.“ Et Mosi dixit Deus: „Vidi afflictionem populi mei in Aegypto, et clamorem eius audivi; et sciens clamorem eius descendi ut liberem eum.“ Et in libro Exodi scriptum est Deum descendisse super montem Sinai, videlicet ad loquendum cum Mose eumque erudiendum, ut per eum legem suam promulgaret Hebraeis.
…Inasmuch as, just as God is often said to come down to consider and punish the sins of men, so also He is not rarely said to come down to help, console, and instruct good and holy men. Hence is that in Isaiah: „Would that Thou wouldst break open the heavens and come down.“ And to Moses God said: „I have seen the affliction of my people in Egypt, and I have heard their cry; and knowing their cry, I have come down to deliver him.“ And in the book of Exodus it is written that God came down upon Mount Sinai — namely, to speak with Moses and to instruct him, that through him He might promulgate His law to the Hebrews.12



VERUNTAMEN hoc loco descensus Dei significat animadversionem divinam in superbiam aedificatorum illius turris. Certe Rabbi Moyses Aegyptius annotavit descensum Dei hic debere intelligi iram et vindictam Dei adversus homines malos qui in terris sunt. „Cum poena,“ inquit, „et ira Dei venit super gentes mundi, quam poenam antea praedixerunt prophetae ipsius, dicitur Deus descendere ad illas gentes, id est, visitare et punire eorum opera.“ Ergo quando dicitur, „Venite, descendamus et confundamus eorum linguam,“ hoc significat: Non amplius dissimulemus eorum scelera, sed quamprimum ea puniamus confundendo linguam eorum.
Nevertheless, in this place the descent of God signifies the divine animadversion upon the pride of the builders of that tower. Certainly Rabbi Moses the Egyptian noted that the descent of God here ought to be understood as the wrath and vengeance of God against evil men who are on the earth. „When the punishment,“ he says, „and wrath of God comes upon the nations of the world, which punishment His prophets foretold beforehand, God is said to come down to those nations — that is, to visit and punish their works.“ Therefore, when it is said, „Come, let us go down and confound their tongue,“ this signifies: Let us no longer dissemble their crimes, but let us punish them as soon as possible by confounding their tongue.13



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:5 (verse lemma, for Disputation 5). ↩
	§64. Disp. 5. Since God is present to all and sees all (Acts 17; Heb 4), ‘God came down to see’ cannot be literal (as if distance hindered Him) — it is figurative, accommodated to human custom and our weak understanding: when God punishes or helps, He seems to ‘come down’; when He forbears, to ‘reside in heaven’ and not care. Margins: Acts 17; Heb 4. ↩
	§65. ‘He came down to see’ pointedly signifies God's longanimity (deferring punishment though He knows all) and His justice (punishing none unconvicted — Adam, Cain, Sodom): a lesson not to judge rashly nor condemn unheard. After the flood God's anger was appeased (the no-flood promise), but men again provoked Him by malice — so He ‘came down’ to judge. God overlooks sins of ignorance or weakness, not of malice. Margins: Gen 3; Gen 4; Gen 18. ↩
	§66. ‘Children of Adam’ is emphatic: it marks man's lowly, vile condition (formed of mud, liable to miseries and vices) — that such a creature should dare so proud a work against heaven's ruler. Or ‘Adam’ = the first man, whom they imitated: as he ate the forbidden fruit coveting divine knowledge, so they sought an eternal name and a tower to heaven. Margins: Gen 2; Gen 3. ↩
	§67. These points are from the Fathers. Augustine (City of God 16.5) two ways: God ‘came down’ (1) by a new effect there (hindering the work and dividing the tongues, showing His displeasure), (2) by sending the angels down to frustrate them. Cajetan: it signifies God's providence reaches not only heaven but even the lowest earthly things — ‘He held Himself like one descending,’ extending His care to human actions and corporeal things like a city and tower. Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 5; Cajetan. ↩
	§68. Chrysostom (followed by Rupert): God is shown ‘descending’ to teach us to judge others' deeds with great care — never condemn rashly, nor by hearsay, nor without proof. And see God's unhasty justice: He did not at once repress their madness but waited (long-suffering) until they declared their malice by deed, lest any say their thought never reached act (continues p. 500). Margins: Chrysostom on Genesis homily 30; Rupert, Commentary on Genesis bk. 4 ch. 41. ↩
	§68 (concl.). Chrysostom: God let them toil so the experience might teach them; but, seeing their malice worsen like a disease, He did not let them finish — dissipating the design, showing His goodness like a good physician who, seeing an ulcer turn incurable, cuts at once to remove the cause. ↩
	§69. Philo (On the Confusion of Tongues), ages before Chrysostom/Rupert, gave the same reading: these are figurative — to believe God moves in place is impiety; Moses spoke ‘in human fashion’ for readers' benefit. God fills all (not contained but containing), ‘everywhere at once and nowhere’: nowhere (He made all place, and cannot be enclosed in His creatures), everywhere (His power through earth/water/air/heaven binds all by invisible bonds). Margins: Philo; an excellent view of Philo on God's immobility and why words of local motion are ascribed to God. ↩
	§70. Philo (cont.): words of motion do not befit God, yet He is said to ‘come down to inspect’ — to teach us not to judge absent/uncertain things, but to look closely (sure sight over fallible hearsay; good law bars hearsay testimony, hearing being corruptible). This is why God is said to ‘come down’ to see the city and tower. ↩
	§71. Basil (on Ps 32/33:13–14, ‘From heaven the Lord looked forth…’) distinguishes ‘God sees from heaven’ (of the good, in a good sense) from ‘God comes down to see’ (of the wicked, for their evil): the good He looks upon from heaven; those fallen to the extreme of vice He ‘comes down’ to visit — as with Sodom (Gen 18) and ‘He came down to see the city.’ Margins: Basil; Gen 18. ↩
	§72. But Basil's distinction does not always hold in Scripture (continues p. 501). ↩
	§72 (concl.). God is also often said to ‘come down’ to help, console, and instruct the good: Isa 64 (‘would that Thou wouldst rend the heavens and come down’); Exod 3 (‘I have come down to deliver’ His people from Egypt); and God ‘came down’ on Sinai to speak with Moses (Exod 19). Margins: Isa 64; Exod 3; Exod 19. ↩
	§73. Here the ‘descent’ signifies God's animadversion on the builders' pride. Rabbi Moses the Egyptian (Maimonides): God's ‘descent’ = His wrath and vengeance on evil men — when His foretold punishment comes on the nations, He is said to ‘come down’ to visit and punish their works. So ‘let us go down and confound their tongue’ = let us no longer overlook their crimes but punish them at once. Margin: Rabbi Moses the Egyptian. ↩




SIXTH DISPUTATION. Who those were to whom Moses narrates that God spoke these words, whom God willed to be His associates in hindering the building of that tower and in …

LatineEnglish


SIXTH DISPUTATION. Who those were to whom Moses narrates that God spoke these words, whom God willed to be His associates in hindering the building of that tower and in confounding the tongue of those men.1
SEXTA DISPUTATIO. Qui fuerint illi quibus Deum haec verba locutum esse narrat Moses, quos Deus sibi voluerit esse socios in aedificatione illius turris impedienda et confundenda eorum hominum lingua.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 6 (title): to whom God said ‘let us go down and confound their tongue’ — His associates in the work. ↩




Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us go down and there confound their tongue

LatineEnglish


{Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us go down and there confound their tongue.}1
Super illis verbis, Genes. cap. 11: Venite, descendamus et confundamus ibi linguam eorum.



CUM paulo superius dixerit Moses descendisse Deum ut videret civitatem, quomodo nunc, quasi nondum descenderit, inducit eum vocantem alios ut secum una descendant? Animadvertit hoc B. Augustinus libro 16 de Civitate Dei cap. 5, et respondet quae hic dicuntur a Mose priora esse quam illa superiora, sed hic narrari per recapitulationem. Declarat enim Moses quemadmodum Deus descenderit, hoc est, sociatis sibi aliis eorumque ad faciendum id quod ipse fieri volebat ministerio utens.
Since a little above Moses had said that God came down to see the city, how does he now, as if He had not yet come down, bring Him in calling others to come down together with Him? Blessed Augustine notes this in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 5, and answers that the things here said by Moses are prior to those above, but are here narrated by recapitulation. For Moses declares in what way God came down — that is, by associating others with Himself and using their ministry to do what He Himself willed to be done.2



SED qui sunt illi quibus Deus locutus est, dicens „Venite, descendamus et confundamus eorum linguam“? Multi putarunt his verbis significatum esse mysterium sanctissimae Trinitatis: nam illa pluralia, „Venite, descendamus et confundamus,“ indicant multitudinem et distinctionem divinarum personarum; illud autem quod numero singulari subditur, „Divisit eos Dominus ex illo loco in universas terras, et dispersit eos super faciem cunctarum regionum,“ denotat unitatem naturae et potentiae divinae. Hanc intelligentiam sequitur Glossa quaedam Graeca super hunc locum, et Rabanus et Glossa Interlinearis, necnon et Rupertus, qui verba haec Mosis tractans ita scribit: „Hoc tam mirandae vindictae incommodum, quo maxime homines a semetipsis dividuntur, solus facere potuit Deus. Proinde cum dixit pluraliter, Venite, descendamus, confundamus, non Angelorum multitudines ad auxilium cohortatur, sed ad feriendam superbiam adesse testatur tota Trinitas unus Deus. Quod ex opposito remedio magis liquet: ubi enim in ore Apostolorum omnia revocantur genera linguarum, eadem Trinitas sese aperit hominibus, et ea die primum in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti homines baptizantur, quae vera structura est altissimae turris qua in caelum homo conscendit cum Deo regnaturus.“ Haec Rupertus.
But who are those to whom God spoke, saying „Come, let us go down and confound their tongue“? Many thought that by these words was signified the mystery of the most holy Trinity: for those plurals, „Come, let us go down and confound,“ indicate the multitude and distinction of the divine persons; but that which is subjoined in the singular number, „The Lord divided them from that place into all lands, and dispersed them over the face of all regions,“ denotes the unity of the divine nature and power. This understanding a certain Greek Gloss on this place follows, and Rabanus and the Interlinear Gloss, and also Rupert, who, treating these words of Moses, writes thus: „This misfortune of so wonderful a vengeance, by which men are most of all divided from themselves, God alone could do. Accordingly, when He said in the plural, Come, let us go down, let us confound, He does not exhort multitudes of Angels to aid, but the whole Trinity, one God, attests Itself to be present to strike pride. Which is clearer from the opposite remedy: for when in the mouth of the Apostles all kinds of tongues are recalled, the same Trinity opens Itself to men, and on that day first in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit men are baptized — which is the true structure of the highest tower, by which man ascends into heaven to reign with God.“ So Rupert.3



VERUM commodior est et planior atque ob eam ipsam causam etiam probabilior sententia eorum qui verba haec Angelis dicta esse a Deo interpretantur. Nam quamvis etiam ad personas divinas accommodari facile possint, attamen, quia commodissime de Angelis ipsis exponunt, satius videtur ad eos verba haec referri. „Potest,“ inquit Augustinus, „quod hic dicitur exponi de Sancta Trinitate, tanquam Pater dixerit ad Filium et ad Spiritum sanctum, Venite et descendentes confundamus linguam eorum, si aliquid esset quod Angelos prohiberet intelligi: quibus potius convenit venire ad Deum motibus sanctis, hoc est cogitationibus piis, quibus ab eis consulitur incommutabilis veritas, tanquam lex aeterna in illa earum curia aeterna. Neque enim sibi ipsi sunt veritas, sed creatricis participes veritatis, ad illam moventur tanquam ad fontem vitae, ut quod non habent in se ipsis capiant ex ipsa; et ideo eorum stabilis est iste motus quo veniant ad Deum, qui nunquam ab eo recedunt.“ Sic Augustinus.
But more convenient and plainer, and for that very cause also more probable, is the opinion of those who interpret these words as said by God to the Angels. For although they can easily be accommodated also to the divine persons, yet, because they expound them most conveniently of the Angels themselves, it seems better to refer these words to them. „It can be,“ says Augustine, „that what is here said is expounded of the Holy Trinity, as if the Father said to the Son and the Holy Spirit, Come and, descending, let us confound their tongue — if there were something to forbid the Angels being understood: to whom it rather befits to come to God by holy motions, that is, by pious thoughts, by which the immutable truth is consulted by them, as the eternal law in that eternal court of theirs. For they are not the truth to themselves, but partakers of the creating truth; toward it they are moved as toward the fountain of life, that what they have not in themselves they may receive from it; and therefore stable is that motion of theirs by which they come to God, who never withdraw from Him.“ So Augustine.4



ERGO illud „Venite, descendamus et confundamus“ dictum intelligitur Angelis. Sed cur non est dictum „descendite et confundite“? Scilicet quia per Angelos et cum Angelis descendebat Deus, qui in Angelis descendentibus erat. Ostendere enim voluit Deus ita se operari per ministros suos ut sint etiam ipsi cooperatores Dei, et sic ipsos operari ut per ipsos et in ipsis tamen magis etiam operetur Deus. „Quoniam ministerio Angelorum,“ inquit Caietanus, „Deus operatur, ideo pluraliter loquitur Deus. Et quia sic per Angelos operatur ut magis ipse operetur, ut ipse non procul absit (quemadmodum Philosophi fingunt) sed praesens sit Angelis operantibus circa haec infima tanquam praecipuus operans, ideo dixit Descendamus et confundamus. Et descendere quidem conveniet Deo secundum similitudinem effectus; confundere autem proprie ei convenit.“ Sic Caietanus. Idem sensit et multis verbis pertractat Beatus Gregorius libro secundo Moralium, cuius verba paulo infra commemorabimus.
Therefore that „Come, let us go down and confound“ is understood as said to the Angels. But why is it not said „go down and confound“? Namely, because through the Angels and with the Angels God came down, who was in the descending Angels. For God willed to show that He so works through His ministers that they too are co-workers of God, and that they so work that through them and in them God nonetheless works the more. „Since by the ministry of the Angels,“ says Cajetan, „God works, therefore God speaks in the plural. And because He so works through the Angels that He Himself works the more — so that He is not far off (as the Philosophers feign), but present to the Angels working about these lowest things as the chief worker — therefore He said, Let us go down and let us confound. And to go down indeed will befit God according to the likeness of the effect; but to confound befits Him properly.“ So Cajetan. The same Blessed Gregory held, and treats at length in book two of the Morals, whose words we shall mention a little below.5



AD horum auctorum sententiam Philo quoque adscribendus est, qui verba illa, „Venite, descendamus et confundamus eorum linguam,“ dicta esse Angelis a Deo interpretatur. Ponam eius disertam simul et eruditam orationem. „Videtur illis verbis Deus,“ inquit Philo, „quosdam alloqui tanquam operationis socios. Idemque antea de hominis creatione dictum legitur. ‘Dixit,’ inquit, ‘Dominus, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram’; ubi vox ‘Faciamus’ pluralitate significat. Illud igitur primo dicendum est: nihil in rebus aequiparari Deo, sed unum esse eum regem, a quo solo fas est administrari et dispensari universa. Namque illud, ‘Multos imperitare malum est, Rex unicus esto,’ non ad civitates et homines magis pertinet quam ad mundum et Deum: unum enim unius factorem, patrem ac dominum esse necesse est. Verum, etsi Deus unus est, dici tamen non potest quam multas habeat necesse socias potentias, quae salutem rerum procurant, quaedam etiam plectunt noxios: ea vero poena non est damnosa, cum per eam peccata castiget atque coërceat. Ex huiusmodi potentiis mundus ille incorporeus et intelligibilis constat, qui exemplar est huius mundi visibilis. Cuius mundi visibilis pulchritudinem admirati quidam praecipuas eius partes consecrarunt, Solem, Lunam, caelum, non veriti eas Deos appellare: quorum cogitationes Moses intelligens, supremum omnium regem nonnunquam Deum Deorum appellavit, ut indicaret eum praestantiorem esse quam subditos.‘“
To the opinion of these authors Philo too is to be added, who interprets those words, „Come, let us go down and confound their tongue,“ as said by God to the Angels. I shall set down his eloquent and at once learned discourse. „By those words God seems,“ says Philo, „to address certain ones as associates of His work. And the same is read to have been said before, about the creation of man. ‘The Lord said,’ it says, ‘Let us make man to our image and likeness’; where the word ‘Let us make’ signifies by its plurality. This first, then, must be said: that nothing among things is equaled to God, but that He is one king, by whom alone it is lawful that the universe be administered and dispensed. For that saying, ‘It is bad for many to rule; let there be one king,’ pertains no more to cities and men than to the world and God: for one maker, father, and lord of one [world] there must necessarily be. But, although God is one, it cannot be told how many associate powers He necessarily has, which procure the welfare of things, and some also punish the harmful: and that punishment is not hurtful, since by it He chastises and restrains sins. Of such powers consists that incorporeal and intelligible world, which is the exemplar of this visible world. The beauty of which visible world some, admiring, consecrated its chief parts — the Sun, the Moon, the heaven — not fearing to call them gods: whose thoughts Moses, understanding, sometimes called the supreme king of all the God of gods, to indicate that He is more excellent than the subjects.‘“6



„EST praeterea in aëre naturarum incorporearum sacratus chorus, assecla illarum caelestium. Has nominare solent Angelos divina oracula. Hic universus exercitus, in suos digestus ordines, Imperatoris summi iussa exequitur, et huic uni moderatori suo, sicut fas est, obsequitur; nec in his tam numerosis militum et ministrorum copiis vel unum muneris atque ordinis sui desertorem reperire licet. Rex ipse hisce ministris stipatus utitur eis duntaxat ad ea negotia quae decet non a solo Deo tractari. Quamvis enim nullius ope indigeat Pater omnium, qua sublevetur quoties vult aliquid facere, attamen videt quid se, quid creaturas deceat; et quaedam potentiis subditis efficienda permittit, nec his quidem concessa facultate in totum libera, ut ne quod erratum in generatione rerum et divinorum mandatorum effectione admittatur.“ Haec Philo.
„There is, besides, in the air a consecrated choir of incorporeal natures, attendant on those heavenly ones. These the divine oracles are wont to name Angels. This whole army, arranged into its own orders, executes the commands of the supreme Emperor, and obeys this one moderator of theirs, as is right; nor in these so numerous troops of soldiers and ministers can one find even one deserter of his office and order. The King Himself, surrounded by these ministers, uses them only for those affairs which it befits not to be handled by God alone. For although the Father of all needs no one's help, by which He might be relieved whenever He wishes to do something, yet He sees what befits Himself, what befits the creatures; and He permits some things to be effected by the subordinate powers — nor indeed with a faculty granted them wholly free, lest any error be admitted in the generation of things and the effecting of the divine commands.“ So Philo.7



SED in hac Philonis oratione illud quod dixit de creatione hominis veram non habet sententiam. Putat enim illa verba, „Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram,“ Deum dixisse Angelis: quod falsum esse convincit illud, „ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram.“ Neque enim una et communis est Dei et Angelorum imago, sicut nec natura; neque animus hominis, in quo potissimum elucet imago Dei, ab Angelis creatus est, sed a solo Deo et ad solius Dei similitudinem: unde mox subditur, „Fecit Deus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem suam.“ Merito igitur opinionem Philonis, tacito eius nomine, confutavit B. Augustinus. Nos quoque adversus Philonem copiose disputavimus in primo Tomo Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim, libro quarto, ubi explanavimus illa verba, „Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram.“
But in this discourse of Philo, that which he said about the creation of man does not hold a true opinion. For he thinks that those words, „Let us make man to our image and likeness,“ God said to the Angels: which that very phrase, „to our image and likeness,“ convicts of being false. For neither is there one and common image of God and the Angels, just as neither is there one nature; nor was the soul of man, in which the image of God especially shines, created by the Angels, but by God alone and to the likeness of God alone: whence presently it is subjoined, „God made man to His own image and likeness.“ Rightly, then, did Blessed Augustine refute Philo's opinion, his name being suppressed. We too have disputed copiously against Philo in the first volume of our Commentaries on Genesis, book four, where we explained those words, „Let us make man to our image and likeness.“8



SED profecto (lubet enim hoc quasi obiter monere lectorem, quod semel hic dictum deinceps in perpetuum valere cupio) Philonem mihi semper visum esse cum studiosiorem, tum etiam peritiorem disciplinae Platonicae quam doctrinae sacrarum literarum. Itaque in scriptis eius licet animadvertere sententias divinae scripturae ab eo tractari allegorice, sed fere secundum disciplinam et placita Platonis. Quo factum est ut, quia Platonis dicta et decreta maiori quam oportebat studio et assensu complexus est, in tractandis sacris literis multa permisceat ex Platonis fontibus hausta, sed impura et purissimae divinarum literarum veritati contraria. Magna igitur attentione animi magnoque iudicio legendus est Philo, ut vera internoscantur a falsis, nec Platonicae Philosophiae et eloquentiae (quam ille incredibiliter adamavit et scriptis suis exprimere vehementer contendit) magnifica quadam et illustri specie lector imperitus et incautus decipiatur. Possem multos ex libris eius errores, quasi carpens et colligens, indicare eos lectori, sed non est hic locus.
But assuredly (for it pleases me to admonish the reader of this in passing, which, once said here, I wish thenceforth to hold good forever) Philo has always seemed to me both more studious of, and also more skilled in, the Platonic discipline than in the doctrine of the sacred letters. And so in his writings one may observe that the sentences of divine Scripture are treated by him allegorically, but generally according to the discipline and tenets of Plato. Whence it came about that, because he embraced the sayings and decrees of Plato with greater zeal and assent than was fitting, in treating the sacred letters he mixes in many things drawn from the springs of Plato — but impure, and contrary to the most pure truth of the divine letters. With great attention of mind, therefore, and with great judgment must Philo be read, that the true may be distinguished from the false, and that the unskilled and incautious reader be not deceived by a certain magnificent and brilliant appearance of the Platonic philosophy and eloquence (which he incredibly loved and vehemently strove to express in his writings). I could, as if culling and gathering, indicate to the reader many errors from his books, but this is not the place.9



QUEMADMODUM porro ea verba Deus locutus sit Angelis, breviter disputans Beatus Augustinus hoc modo scribit: „Non sic loquitur Angelis Deus ut nos invicem loquimur nobis, vel Deo, vel Angelis, vel ipsi Angeli nobis, sive per illos Deus nobis, sed ineffabili suo modo; nobis autem indicatur nostro modo. Dei quippe sublimior ante suum factum locutio, ipsius sui facti est immutabilis ratio, quae non habet sonum strepentem atque transeuntem, sed vim sempiterne manentem et temporaliter operantem. Hac loquitur Deus Angelis sanctis, nobis autem aliter, longe positis; quando autem etiam nos aliquid eiusmodi locutionis interioribus auribus capimus, Angelis propinquamus. Aut igitur veritas incommutabilis per seipsam ineffabiliter loquitur rationalis creaturae mentibus, aut per mutabilem creaturam loquitur, sive spiritalibus imaginibus nostro spiritui, sive corporalibus vocibus nostri corporis sensui.“ Haec Augustinus.
In what manner, moreover, God spoke those words to the Angels, Blessed Augustine, disputing briefly, writes in this way: „God does not speak to the Angels as we speak to one another among ourselves, or to God, or to Angels, or the Angels themselves to us, or through them God to us, but in His own ineffable way; to us, however, it is indicated in our way. For God's loftier speech, prior to His deed, is the immutable reason of His own deed — which has no resounding and passing sound, but a power eternally remaining and operating in time. By this God speaks to the holy Angels, but to us otherwise, set far off; but when we too grasp something of such speech with our inner ears, we draw near to the Angels. Either, therefore, the immutable truth speaks by itself ineffably to the minds of the rational creature, or it speaks through a mutable creature — either by spiritual images to our spirit, or by corporeal voices to the sense of our body.“ So Augustine.10



VERUM eadem de re copiosior et luculentior est B. Gregorii oratio. Explanans enim ille libro 2 Moralium quod scriptum est in primo capite libri Iob dixisse Deum Satanae, „Unde venis? Nunquid considerasti servum meum Iob, quod non sit ei similis in terra?“ sic ait: „Dum natura invisibilis natura incomprehensibilis loquitur, dignum est ut mens nostra, qualitatem corporeae locutionis excedens, ad sublimes atque incognitos modos locutionis intima suspendatur. Nos enim, ut ea quae sentimus intrinsecus extrinsecus exprimamus, ea per organum gutturis per sonum vocis eicimus, alienis quippe oculis intra secretum mentis quasi post parietem corporis stamus; sed cum manifestare nosmetipsos cupimus, quasi per linguae ianuam egredimur, ut quales sumus intrinsecus ostendamus. Spiritalis autem natura, quae ex mente et corpore composita non est, nequaquam talis est: namque, quia spiritali naturae ex corporea appositione nihil obstat, loquitur Deus ad Angelos sanctos eo ipso quo eorum cordibus occulta sua invisibilia ostendit, ut quicquid agere debeant in ipsa contemplatione veritatis legant, ut velut quaedam praecepta vocis sint ipsa gaudia contemplationis. Quasi enim audientibus dicitur quod videntibus inspiratur.“
But on the same matter the discourse of Blessed Gregory is more copious and more brilliant. For he, in book 2 of the Morals, explaining what is written in the first chapter of the book of Job, that God said to Satan, „Whence comest thou? Hast thou considered my servant Job, that there is none like him on the earth?“ says thus: „While the invisible nature, the incomprehensible nature, speaks, it is fitting that our mind, exceeding the quality of corporeal speech, be suspended in its inmost parts toward the sublime and unknown modes of speech. For we, in order that we may express outwardly the things we feel inwardly, cast them out through the organ of the throat by the sound of the voice — for to others' eyes we stand within the secret of the mind, as it were behind the wall of the body; but when we desire to manifest ourselves, we go out, as it were, through the door of the tongue, to show what we are inwardly. But the spiritual nature, which is not composed of mind and body, is by no means such: for, since to the spiritual nature nothing is opposed from the addition of a body, God speaks to the holy Angels by that very thing by which He shows to their hearts His hidden invisible things, so that whatever they ought to do they may read in the very contemplation of truth, so that the joys of contemplation themselves are as it were certain precepts of a voice. For what is breathed into the seeing is, as it were, said to the hearing.“11



„UNDE cum eorum cordibus Deus contra humanam superbiam animadversionem ultionis impenderet, dixit, Venite, descendamus et confundamus ibi linguam eorum. Dicitur eis qui aderant Venite, quia nimirum hoc ipsum nunquam a divina contemplatione decrescere, in divina contemplatione semper accrescere est; et nunquam inde recedere, quasi quodam stabili motu est semper venire. Quibus et dicit Descendamus et confundamus linguam eorum: ascendunt Angeli in eo quod creatorem conspiciunt, descendunt Angeli in eo quod creaturam sese in illicitis erigentem examine districtionis premunt. Dicere ergo Dei, Descendamus et confundamus eorum linguam, est in seipso eis hoc quod recte agatur ostendere, et per vim internae visionis eorum mentibus exhibenda indicia occultis motibus inspirare.“ Hactenus quae sunt commemorata B. Gregorii sunt verba.
„Whence, when God laid upon their hearts the animadversion of vengeance against human pride, He said, Come, let us go down and there confound their tongue. It is said to those present, Come, because indeed this very thing — never to decrease from the divine contemplation, but in the divine contemplation always to increase — and never to withdraw thence, is, as it were by a certain stable motion, always to come. And to whom He also says, Let us go down and confound their tongue: the Angels ascend in that they behold the Creator, the Angels descend in that they press, with the examination of strictness, the creature raising itself in unlawful things. To say, therefore, on God's part, Let us go down and confound their tongue, is to show them in Himself what is rightly to be done, and by the force of inner vision to inspire into their minds, by hidden motions, the tokens that are to be displayed.“ Thus far are the words of Blessed Gregory, which have been recounted.12



APPARET igitur ex sententia B. Augustini et Gregorii Deum dixisse Angelis, „Venite, descendamus et confundamus eorum linguam,“ non aliud fuisse quam Deum revelasse Angelis voluntatis suae decretum, ut illorum hominum aedificatio civitatis et turris, confusa eorum lingua, procedere ulterius prohiberetur. Non enim aliud est Deum loqui Angelis ut aliquid illi vel sciant vel faciant, quam declarare illis quid ipse velit eos scire et facere. Tales autem revelationes divinae fiunt Angelis (sicut quibusdam Theologis placet) in essentia divina quam illi beatifica visione cernunt: ea quippe speculum quoddam est omnia intelligibilia repraesentans; sed est tamen speculum voluntarium, ea tantum manifestans quae Deus vult, et quantum vult, et quibus vult, et quando vult revelare. Quanquam probabilius videtur eiusmodi novas revelationes fieri Angelis per novas species intelligibiles intellectui eorum a Deo infusas, vel per priorum specierum novam quandam et propriam ad repraesentandas has vel illas res applicationem ac determinationem, vel denique per novas cognitiones sive conceptus harum vel illarum rerum, ad quos producendos conceptus Deus simul cum angelico intellectu concurrit: hac enim de re variant plurimum Theologorum sententiae.
It appears, therefore, from the opinion of Blessed Augustine and Gregory, that God's saying to the Angels, „Come, let us go down and confound their tongue,“ was nothing else than God's revealing to the Angels the decree of His will, that the building of the city and tower by those men, their tongue being confounded, should be hindered from proceeding further. For God's speaking to the Angels that they may know or do something is nothing else than declaring to them what He Himself wills them to know and to do. And such divine revelations are made to the Angels (as it pleases certain Theologians) in the divine essence, which they behold by the beatific vision: for that is a certain mirror representing all intelligible things; but it is a voluntary mirror, manifesting only those things which God wills, and as much as He wills, and to whom He wills, and when He wills to reveal. Although it seems more probable that such new revelations are made to the Angels by new intelligible species infused into their intellect by God, or by a certain new and proper application and determination of prior species to represent these or those things, or finally by new cognitions or concepts of these or those things, to the producing of which concepts God concurs together with the angelic intellect: for on this matter the opinions of the Theologians vary very much.13



ERGO illud quod dixit Deus, „Venite,“ significat imperium et mandatum Dei datum Angelis, vel potius certam quandam eorum determinationem vel applicationem ad unum aliquid potius quam ad aliud agendum. Namque Angeli per se sunt ad omnia Dei iussa capessenda paratissimi: determinantur autem a Deo et applicantur ad hoc potius quam ad illud exsequendum. Illud „Descendamus“ significat id quod volebat Deus fieri ab Angelis non in caelo fieri debere sed in terra et in campo illo Sennaar, ubi erant aedificatores illius civitatis et turris. Et descendere quidem Deo tribuitur metaphorice, videlicet quantum ad operationem et effectum quem Deus operatur in terra (quae infimus locus est comparatione caeli); at vero Angelis convenit descendere proprie, id est, non tantum secundum operationem et effectum, sed etiam secundum realem substantiae eorum praesentiam: secundum enim hanc, cum non sint ubique, varia loca adire et mutare possunt.
Therefore that which God said, „Come,“ signifies the command and mandate of God given to the Angels, or rather a certain determination or application of them to doing some one thing rather than another. For the Angels are of themselves most ready to undertake all God's commands: but they are determined by God and applied to executing this rather than that. That „Let us go down“ signifies that what God willed to be done by the Angels ought not to be done in heaven, but on earth and in that plain of Sennaar, where were the builders of that city and tower. And to go down indeed is attributed to God metaphorically — namely, as to the operation and effect which God works on earth (which is the lowest place in comparison with heaven); but to the Angels it befits to go down properly, that is, not only according to operation and effect, but also according to the real presence of their substance: for according to this, since they are not everywhere, they can go to and change various places.14



ILLUD denique „Confundamus eorum linguam“ proprie convenit tam Deo quam Angelis. Etenim illa confusio linguae a Deo profecta est non modo ut imperante et ordinante, verum etiam ut efficiente; sed quia non a solo Deo immediate effectus ille confusionis linguae profectus est, sed ab Angelis quoque cooperantibus et ministrantibus Deo, propterea pluraliter dictum est „Confundamus.“ Utitur autem Deus ad multas res perficiendas ministerio Angelorum, non propter indigentiam alieni auxilii (cum sibi ipse ad omnia plenissime sufficiens sit), sed propter decentem ac suavem providentiae atque gubernationis suae rationem, quae poscit ut terrena per caelestia, corporea per incorporea moveantur atque gubernentur. Accedit hinc praeterea naturae angelicae magna quaedam nobilitatis ac dignitatis excellentia, dum adhibentur Angeli divinae providentiae et gubernationis administri in regendo et movendo mundo corporeo. Verum de his satis: et ad ultimam huius disputationis quaestionem expediendam pergamus.
Finally, that „Let us confound their tongue“ befits properly both God and the Angels. For that confusion of tongue proceeded from God not only as commanding and ordaining, but also as effecting; but because that effect of the confusion of tongue proceeded not from God alone immediately, but also from the Angels co-operating and ministering to God, therefore it was said in the plural, „Let us confound.“ And God uses the ministry of the Angels for perfecting many things, not on account of need of another's help (since He is most fully sufficient to Himself for all things), but on account of the fitting and gentle plan of His providence and governance, which demands that earthly things be moved and governed by heavenly, corporeal by incorporeal. There accrues from this, besides, to the angelic nature a certain great excellence of nobility and dignity, while the Angels are employed as ministers of the divine providence and governance in ruling and moving the corporeal world. But enough of these things: and let us proceed to the last question of this disputation.15



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:7 (verse lemma, for Disputation 6). ↩
	§74. Disp. 6. Since Moses already said God ‘came down to see,’ why does He now call others to come down with Him? Augustine (City of God 16.5): this is prior, told by recapitulation — Moses declares HOW God came down, namely by associating others and using their ministry. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 5. ↩
	§75. Disp. 6: to whom did God speak ‘let us go down’? Many: the mystery of the Trinity — the plurals (‘let us go down, confound’) show the distinction of persons, the singular (‘the Lord divided them’) the unity of nature. So a Greek Gloss, Rabanus, the Interlinear Gloss, and Rupert: God alone could work this dividing vengeance; ‘let us go down’ attests the whole Trinity present to strike pride — clearer from the opposite at Pentecost (the tongues restored in the Apostles, baptism ‘in the name of the Father, Son, Holy Spirit,’ the true tower by which man ascends to heaven, Acts 2; Mt 28). Margins: Rabanus; Rupert, Commentary on Genesis bk. 4 ch. 42; Acts 2; Mt 28. ↩
	§76. But the more convenient, plainer, and likelier view (Pererius's): the words were said to the Angels. Augustine (City of God 16.6): it could be of the Trinity (Father to Son and Spirit), were there nothing to suggest the Angels — to whom it rather befits to ‘come to God’ by holy thoughts, consulting the immutable truth (the eternal law in their eternal court); not being truth themselves but partakers of the creating truth, they move toward it as toward life's fountain, with a stable motion, never withdrawing from God. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 6. ↩
	§77. So ‘let us go down and confound’ is said to the Angels. Why not ‘go down and confound’ (imperative)? Because God came down through and with the Angels, being in them. He shows His ministers are co-workers, yet He works the more in them. Cajetan: God works by the angels' ministry (hence the plural), being present as chief worker, not far off (as the Philosophers feign); ‘to go down’ befits God by likeness of effect, ‘to confound’ properly. Gregory (Morals bk. 2) agrees (quoted below). Margin: Cajetan on this place. ↩
	§78. Philo too refers ‘let us go down’ to the Angels (as ‘faciamus hominem,’ Gen 1, to fellow-workers). His discourse: nothing equals God, the one king ruling all (‘one maker of one world’); yet He has many ‘associate powers’ that tend things and punish the harmful (a punishment not hurtful, restraining sin) — of these the incorporeal/intelligible world consists, the exemplar of the visible; whose chief parts (Sun, Moon, heaven) some wrongly called gods, so Moses called God the ‘God of gods,’ above the subordinates. Margins: Philo, On the Confusion of Tongues; Gen 1. ↩
	§79. Philo (cont.): besides, a consecrated choir of incorporeal natures in the air, attendant on the heavenly — the divine oracles call them Angels. This whole well-ordered army executes the supreme Emperor's commands, obeying their one moderator with no deserter. The King uses these ministers only for what it does not befit God alone to handle — not from need (the Father of all needs no help) but seeing what befits Himself and the creatures, permitting the subordinate powers to effect some things (their faculty not wholly free, lest error creep into the work). ↩
	§80. But Philo errs on man's creation: he takes ‘let us make man to our image’ as said to the Angels — false, since ‘to OUR image’ implies one shared image, yet God and the Angels share neither image nor nature; and man's soul (where God's image chiefly shines) was made by God alone, to God's likeness alone (‘God made man to His own image’). Augustine rightly refuted Philo (unnamed); Pererius too argued it in Genesis vol. 1 bk. 4. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 6. ↩
	§81. An admonition (to hold good throughout): Philo was more devoted to and skilled in Platonism than in Scripture, treating Scripture allegorically but per Plato's tenets — so he mixes into Scripture impure Platonic matter contrary to its pure truth. Read him with great care and judgment, distinguishing true from false, lest the unskilled be deceived by his brilliant Platonic eloquence. Margin: an admonition to the reader to read Philo's books cautiously. ↩
	§82. How God speaks to the Angels (Augustine, City of God 16.6): not as we speak to one another, but in His own ineffable way — God's speech prior to His deed is the immutable reason of that deed, a power eternally abiding yet operating in time; by this He speaks to the holy Angels; we draw near to them when we grasp such speech with our inner ears. Either the immutable truth speaks ineffably to rational minds, or through a mutable creature (spiritual images to our spirit, or bodily voices to our senses). Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 6; how God speaks to the Angels (Augustine's notable view). ↩
	§83. Gregory (Morals bk. 2, on God's words to Satan in Job 1) more fully: when the invisible, incomprehensible nature speaks, our mind must rise above bodily speech. We, hidden ‘behind the wall of the body,’ go out ‘through the door of the tongue’ to show ourselves; but the spiritual nature (not composed of body) is otherwise — God speaks to the holy Angels by the very showing of His hidden things to their hearts, so they ‘read’ what they should do in the contemplation of truth: ‘what is breathed into the seeing is as it were said to the hearing.’ Margin: Job 1. ↩
	§84. Gregory (cont.): when God laid on the Angels' hearts the vengeance against human pride, He said ‘let us go down…’ — ‘Come’ to those present, since never to wane from but always to grow in divine contemplation, never withdrawing, is ‘by a stable motion always to come.’ The Angels ‘ascend’ in beholding the Creator, ‘descend’ in pressing (with strict scrutiny) the creature raising itself unlawfully. So God's ‘let us go down and confound’ = showing them in Himself what should be done, inspiring into their minds the tokens to be displayed. ↩
	§85. So (per Augustine and Gregory) God's ‘let us go down and confound their tongue’ to the Angels = revealing to them His will's decree, that the building be stopped by confounding the tongue. God's ‘speaking’ to Angels = declaring what He wills them to know/do. Such revelations: some theologians — in the divine essence (the beatific vision, a ‘voluntary mirror’ showing only what God wills); more probably — by new intelligible species infused, or a new application of prior species, or new concepts to which God concurs with the angelic intellect (the theologians vary). Margin: what it is for God to ‘speak’ to the Angels, and how He reveals what He wills them to know or do. ↩
	§86. ‘Come’ = God's command to the Angels, or rather His determining/applying them (ready of themselves) to one task rather than another. ‘Let us go down’ = what God willed done by the Angels was to be done not in heaven but on earth, in Sennaar. ‘To go down’ is said of God metaphorically (as to His operation/effect on earth, the lowest place); but of the Angels properly — not only by effect but by the real presence of their substance, since (not being everywhere) they can move from place to place. ↩
	§87. ‘Let us confound their tongue’ befits both God and the Angels: the confusion proceeded from God as commanding/ordaining AND effecting, but not from God alone immediately — also from the Angels co-operating (hence the plural). God uses angelic ministry not from need (He is all-sufficient) but for the fitting order of His providence (earthly things moved by heavenly, corporeal by incorporeal) — which also confers great dignity on the angelic nature. (Closes Disp. 6.) ↩




SEVENTH DISPUTATION. On the confusion of the tongue of those men and its division into various tongues

LatineEnglish


SEVENTH DISPUTATION. On the confusion of the tongue of those men and its division into various tongues.1
SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. De lingua illorum hominum confusione et in varias linguas divisione.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 7 (title): the confusion and division of the one tongue into many. ↩




Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Let us there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech. And so the Lord scattered them from that place …

LatineEnglish


Super illis verbis, Genes. cap. 11: Confundamus ibi linguam eorum, ut non audiat unusquisque vocem proximi sui. Atque ita divisit eos Dominus ex illo loco in universas terras, et cessaverunt aedificare civitatem. Et idcirco vocatum est nomen eius Babel, quia ibi confusum est labium universae terrae, et inde dispersit eos Dominus super faciem cunctarum regionum.
{Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Let us there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech. And so the Lord scattered them from that place into all lands, and they ceased to build the city. And therefore the name thereof was called Babel, because there the language of the whole earth was confounded; and from thence the Lord scattered them abroad upon the face of all countries.}1



IUXTA profecto tam impiae illorum hominum superbiae atque inobedientiae haec fuit poena, conveniensque culpae supplicium. Nam „quia dominatio imperantis in lingua est“ (inquit Augustinus), „ibi damnata est superbia, ut non intelligeretur iubens homini, qui noluit intelligere ut obediret Deo iubenti. Sic illa conspiratio dissoluta est, cum quisque ab eo quem non intelligebat abscederet…“
Suited indeed to so impious a pride and disobedience of those men was this punishment, and a fitting penalty of the fault. For „because the dominion of one commanding is in the tongue“ (says Augustine), „there pride was condemned, that the one commanding might not be understood by man, who would not understand so as to obey God commanding. So that conspiracy was dissolved, when each withdrew from him whom he did not understand…“2



„…nec se nisi cum quo loqui poterat aggregaret: et per linguas divisae sunt gentes, dispersaeque per terras sicut Deo placuit, qui hoc modis occultis nobisque incomprehensibilibus fecit.“ Linguarum igitur oborta repente confusio (ait Cassianus) sacrilegos ausus hominum nefandosque compescuit. „Permansisset enim ibi contra Deum consensus hominum noxius, nisi eos, dispensatione Dei, repugnans inter se diversitas linguae per dissonantiam vocis in meliorem statum proficere compulisset; et quos ad excidium sui animaverat perniciosa consensio, ad salutem revocasset bona utilisque discordia, incipientes scilicet humanam fragilitatem, intercedente divisione, sentire, quam per noxiam conspirationem elati ante nesciebant.“
„…nor did each join himself except with him with whom he could speak: and by tongues the nations were divided, and dispersed through the lands as it pleased God, who did this by hidden ways incomprehensible to us.“ The confusion of tongues, then, suddenly arisen (says Cassian), checked the sacrilegious and nefarious daring of men. „For the noxious agreement of men against God would have remained there, had not the diversity of tongue, conflicting among themselves, by the discordance of voice, by the dispensation of God, compelled them to advance to a better state; and a good and useful discord recalled to salvation those whom a pernicious agreement had inspired toward their own destruction — those, namely, beginning to perceive human frailty (the division intervening), which, being puffed up by a noxious conspiracy, they had not known before.“3



ERGO homines illi, quia unitate linguae et unanimi omnium consensu abusi sunt ut contra Dei voluntatem aedificium illud extruere conarentur (ne scilicet disiungerentur invicem atque dissiparentur, et ut aeternam sui memoriam famamque relinquerent), idcirco Deus, unitatem linguae eorum varie admodum discindens, aedificationem illius civitatis et turris (quam tanto illi studio conatuque susceperant) omittere coëgit; et cum, propter diversitatem linguae, inter se non intelligerent, invicem dissociari eos et in varias terrae partes disperdi necesse fuit. Fecit etiam ut, pro celebritate nominis et famae quam expetebant, immortale dedecus et infamiam consequerentur. Namque illius loci nomen esse voluit Babel, significans confusionem, idque omni aevo apud omnes manere, ut locus ipse suo nomine tam probrosae ac miserae illorum hominum confusionis memoriam perpetuo custodiret.
Therefore those men, because they had abused the unity of tongue and the unanimous consent of all, to attempt against the will of God to build that edifice (namely, that they might not be disjoined and scattered from one another, and that they might leave an eternal memory and fame of themselves), therefore God, dividing the unity of their tongue in very various ways, compelled them to give up the building of that city and tower (which they had undertaken with so much zeal and endeavor); and since, on account of the diversity of tongue, they did not understand one another, it was necessary that they be dissociated from one another and scattered into the various parts of the earth. He also brought it about that, in place of the celebrity of name and fame which they sought, they obtained immortal disgrace and infamy. For He willed the name of that place to be Babel, signifying confusion, and that this should remain in every age among all, that the place itself by its name might perpetually keep the memory of so shameful and wretched a confusion of those men.4



ATQUE huius quidem rei historia duo nobis utilia praebet documenta. Alterum est quam sint contrariarum rerum contrarii effectus — humilitatis, inquam, et superbiae, pietatis atque impietatis, audaciae et modestiae. Audi B. Gregorium, qui, explanans historiam descensus Spiritus sancti in Apostolos quam narrat B. Lucas (quemadmodum Spiritus sanctus in linguis igneis apparuerit Christi discipulis omniumque linguarum scientia dederit, quo miraculo praesignabatur sanctam Ecclesiam, eodem illo Spiritu repletam, omnium gentium voce locuturam), ad hunc modum scribit: „Qui contra Deum turrim aedificare conati sunt, communionem unius linguae perdiderunt. In iis autem qui Deum humiliter metuebant, linguae omnes unitae sunt. Hic ergo humilitas unitatem meruit, illic superbia confusionem.“
And the history of this matter furnishes us two useful lessons. The one is how contrary are the effects of contrary things — of humility, I mean, and pride, of piety and impiety, of audacity and modesty. Hear Blessed Gregory, who, explaining the history of the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles which Blessed Luke narrates (how the Holy Spirit appeared in fiery tongues to the disciples of Christ and gave them the knowledge of all tongues, by which miracle was prefigured that the holy Church, filled with that same Spirit, would speak with the voice of all nations), writes in this manner: „Those who tried to build a tower against God lost the communion of one tongue. But in those who humbly feared God, all tongues were united. Here, then, humility merited unity, there pride confusion.“5



ALTERUM documentum quod ex hoc loco elicitur, attenta consideratione animi perpendendum est et in memoria semper habendum: ut perniciosa est inter probos viros discordia, ita (ac magis etiam) malorum hominum conspirationem et concordiam esse perniciosam. Hoc nempe figurata oratione insinuavit Dominus apud Iob, cum de Leviathan (qui figuram gerit Diaboli et improborum hominum qui sunt eius membra) dixit: „Membra carnium eius cohae[rentia]…“
The other lesson, which is drawn from this place, must be weighed with attentive consideration of mind and always held in memory: that, just as discord among good men is pernicious, so (and even more) the conspiracy and concord of evil men is pernicious. This indeed the Lord insinuated in figurative speech in Job, when of Leviathan (who bears the figure of the Devil and of wicked men, who are his members) He said: „The members of his flesh cleav[ing together]…“6



…[cohae]rentia sibi. Quando enim homines improbi, qui membra sunt Diaboli, in perversis operibus suscipiendis aut peragendis a principio usque ad finem usquequaque inter se concordant, tunc membra Leviathan sibi invicem esse cohaerentia recte dicuntur.
…cleaving together. For when wicked men, who are members of the Devil, in undertaking or carrying through perverse works agree among themselves on every side from beginning to end, then the members of Leviathan are rightly said to be cleaving to one another.7



REPROBORUM hominum unitas (inquit Gregorius) bonorum vitam tanto durius praepedit, quanto ei se per collectionem durior opponit. Hanc unitatem reproborum perniciosam sibi Paulus conspiciens, cum in medio Pharisaeorum et Sadducaeorum esset, dixit: „De spe et resurrectione mortuorum ego iudicor.“ Qua voce vehementer percussa, protinus contra se invicem audientium turba dissiluit; et dum in duas partes tumultuantium multitudo scinditur, Paulo via ereptionis aperitur: quia quem turba persequentium unita constrinxerat, divisa laxabat. Eripiuntur ergo iusti dum dividuntur iniusti; et electorum vota ad perfectum perveniunt, dum reproborum agmina per discordiam confunduntur. Hoc bene maris rubri scissione designatur: nam dum in duas partes unda dividitur, ab electo populo ad terram promissionis tenditur; sic dum malorum unitas scinditur, bonae mentes ad hoc quod appetunt perducuntur. Si malorum unitas noxia non fuisset, nequaquam divina providentia eorum qui superbissimo animo civitatem et turrim aedificabant linguas in tanta diversitate dissipasset. Si malorum unitas noxia non fuisset, de sancta Ecclesia hostibus Propheta non diceret: „Praecipita, Domine, et divide linguas eorum.“ Haec Gregorius.
„The unity of reprobate men (says Gregory) impedes the life of the good so much the more harshly, as the harder it opposes itself to it by combination. Paul, perceiving this unity of the reprobate to be pernicious to himself, when he was in the midst of the Pharisees and Sadducees, said: ‘Concerning the hope and resurrection of the dead I am judged.’ At which word, vehemently struck, the crowd of hearers immediately leaped apart against one another; and while the multitude of the tumultuous is split into two parts, a way of escape is opened to Paul: because the divided crowd loosed him whom the united crowd of persecutors had bound fast. The just, then, are rescued while the unjust are divided; and the desires of the elect come to fulfillment while the ranks of the reprobate are confounded by discord. This is well signified by the dividing of the Red Sea: for while the wave is divided into two parts, the elect people is brought toward the land of promise; so while the unity of the evil is split, good minds are led to that which they seek. Had the unity of the evil not been harmful, divine providence would by no means have scattered, into so great a diversity, the tongues of those who with most proud spirit were building the city and tower. Had the unity of the evil not been harmful, the Prophet would not say, of the holy Church against its enemies: ‘Cast down, O Lord, and divide their tongues.’“ So Gregory.8



HOC etiam spectans et sequens beatissimus patriarcha Iacob, sceleratam et exitialem duorum filiorum suorum Simeonis et Levi conspirationem et concordiam ad necem Sichimitis tam atrociter et crudeliter inferendam non solum detestatus est, verum etiam iusta et utili dissociationis et dispersionis eorum poena mulctavit. „Dividam eos in Iacob,“ dixit ille, „et dispergam eos in Israel.“ Ergo iis qui magnae alicui hominum multitudini et societati praesunt, duae in primis res spectandae et curandae sunt: ut et bonorum dissidia tollant discordiaque conglutinent; nec minori etiam studio ac diligentia eos qui in malum conspirant et concordant inter se, quamprimum et quam maxime fieri possit, dissocient atque invicem distrahant.
Looking to and following this, the most blessed patriarch Jacob not only detested the wicked and deadly conspiracy and concord of his two sons Simeon and Levi for inflicting so atrociously and cruelly the slaughter of the Sichemites, but even punished it with a just and useful penalty of their dissociation and dispersion. „I will divide them in Jacob,“ said he, „and will scatter them in Israel.“ Therefore for those who preside over some great multitude and society of men, two things in particular must be looked to and cared for: that they both take away the dissensions of the good and glue together their discords; and with no less zeal and diligence dissociate and draw apart from one another, as soon and as much as can possibly be done, those who conspire and agree among themselves toward evil.9



VERUM nonnulla de supradictis verbis cursim exponamus. „Ecce unus est populus et unum est labium omnibus: coeperuntque hoc facere, nec desistent a cogitationibus suis donec eas opere compleant.“ Significatur his verbis duplex unitas qua illi homines confisi ausi sunt tantum opus aggredi. Altera fuit unitas communitatis et societatis popularis: nam licet amplissima esset eorum multitudo, unius tamen populi idem cupientis et perficere conantis communione atque unitate continebatur. Altera erat unitas labii, id est linguae, propter quam, cum omnes inter se intelligerent aliique alios proposita designati operis utilitate et gloria incredibiliter incitarent, nihil profecto attentassent illi quod non facile perficerent ac praestarent. „Si in tanta concordia et linguae unitate“ (ait Chrysostomus) „in tantam inciderunt insaniam, ubi processu temporis maiorem in modum eorum aucta esset multitudo et roborata potentia, sine dubio deteriora tentassent. Nihil enim impetum et ardorem…“
But let us briefly expound some of the aforesaid words. „Behold, it is one people, and all have one language: and they have begun to do this, neither will they leave off from their designs till they accomplish them in deed.“ By these words is signified a double unity, trusting in which those men dared to undertake so great a work. The one was the unity of community and popular society: for although their multitude was very great, yet it was held together by the communion and unity of one people desiring the same thing and striving to accomplish it. The other was the unity of lip, that is, of tongue, on account of which, since all understood one another, and one incited another incredibly by the proposed advantage and glory of the designed work, they would assuredly have attempted nothing which they would not easily accomplish and perform. „If in so great a concord and unity of tongue“ (says Chrysostom) „they fell into so great a madness, then, when in process of time their multitude had been increased to a greater degree and their power strengthened, they would without doubt have attempted worse things. For nothing could have retarded or quenched their force and ardor…“10



„…eorum retardare ac restinguere potuisset; quaecunque designassent animo et votis concepissent, ad effectum perduxissent.“ Ut igitur eorum insaniae non solum ad praesens, sed etiam in posterum occurrat Deus, duas res quarum fiducia efferuntur demolitur: unitatem linguae eorum discindendo, et communionem popularem dissolvendo, variasque in gentes et populos divisam in diversas terrae partes dissipando.
„…their force and ardor; whatever they had designed in mind and conceived in their wishes, they would have brought to effect.“ Therefore, that God may meet their madness not only for the present but also for the future, He demolishes the two things in whose confidence they are puffed up: by cutting apart the unity of their tongue, and by dissolving their popular communion, and by scattering it — divided into various nations and peoples — into the various parts of the earth.11



ILLUD „Non desistent a cogitationibus suis donec eas opere compleant“ significat: Nisi homines illi divinitus fuissent impediti, certissime designatum atque inceptum opus ad exitum fuisse perducturos. Noverat igitur Deus, et certissime noverat, non solum quod illi facturi erant, sed etiam quid fuissent facturi nisi essent impediti. Deus enim, propter infinitam intellectus sui perspicacitatem, non solum quae simpliciter aliquando futura sunt cognoscit, sed etiam conditionaliter futura, id est quae hac vel illa circumstantia et conditione posita essent futura. Quapropter Davidi dixit, si remaneret ipse Ceilae, futurum ut et Saul eo veniret et Ceilani eum dederent Sauli. Dixit etiam Ezechieli se non mittere eum ad gentem longinquam profundique sermonis et ignotae linguae; quod si ad eam gentem ipsum mitteret, fore tamen ut illa ipsum audiret et monita eius perciperet. Quo etiam spectat quod in Evangelio Dominus dixit, si miracula facta ab ipso in Capharnaum et Corozain essent facta apud Tyrios et Sidonios, futurum fuisse ut illi in cinere et cilicio paenitentiam agerent.
That „They will not leave off from their designs till they accomplish them in deed“ signifies: Unless those men had been divinely hindered, they would most certainly have brought the designed and begun work to its end. God knew, therefore — and knew most certainly — not only what they were going to do, but also what they would have done had they not been hindered. For God, on account of the infinite perspicacity of His intellect, knows not only the things that are simply at some time to be, but also things conditionally future, that is, the things that, this or that circumstance and condition being posited, would be. Wherefore He said to David that, if he himself should remain at Ceila, it would come to pass that Saul too would come thither and the men of Ceila would give him up to Saul. He also said to Ezekiel that He was not sending him to a far-off nation of deep speech and unknown tongue; but that, if He should send him to that nation, it would nevertheless come to pass that it would hear him and receive his admonitions. To this also looks what the Lord said in the Gospel: that, if the miracles done by Him in Capharnaum and Corozain had been done among the Tyrians and Sidonians, it would have come to pass that they would do penance in ashes and sackcloth.12



HINC etiam apparet aedificatores illius turris non voluisse eam usque ad caeli viciniam, vel supra diluvii Noëtici altitudinem, extollere: id enim, quia nulla arte nullisque hominum viribus fieri poterat, etiamsi a Deo non fuissent impediti, efficere nequaquam potuissent. At hoc loco Deus significat eos, nisi impedirentur, opus ab ipsis designatum atque inceptum perfecturos et absoluturos fuisse.
Hence it also appears that the builders of that tower did not will to raise it up to the neighborhood of heaven, or above the height of the Noachic flood: for that, because it could be done by no art and no human strength, even had they not been hindered by God, they could by no means have effected. But in this place God signifies that they, unless hindered, would have completed and finished the work designed and begun by them.13



DEUM porro impedivisse ne illorum hominum aedificatio ultra procederet magno illis bono fuit, ne scilicet eorum superbia et impietas magis ac magis cresceret et, vehementius corroborata, prorsus insanabilis esset graviorique digna supplicio: siquidem sinere Deum mala hominum consilia et conatus feliciter procedere, et quicquid illi agere voluerint sine impedimento perficere, omnia denique illis ex animi sententia votoque succedere, certissimum est divinae indignationis argumentum et gravissimi genus supplicii. Illud enim recte dictum est a Salomone Proverb. 1: „Prosperitas stultorum perdet illos.“ Contra vero obstare ne quod quispiam male cogitat et cupit efficere et assequi possit, maximum est benignitatis divinae beneficium. Etenim verissimum est quod posterioris libri Machabaeorum capite sexto legimus: „Multo tempore non sinere peccatoribus ex sententia agere, sed statim ultiones adhibere, magni beneficii est indicium.“ Quocirca B. Paulus, ut gravissimum poenae ac vindictae divinae genus adversus homines impios, commemorat illud: „Tradidit illos Deus in desideria cordis eorum.“
Moreover, that God hindered the building of those men from proceeding further was a great good to them — namely, lest their pride and impiety should grow more and more and, more vehemently strengthened, become utterly incurable and worthy of a graver punishment. For to let men's evil designs and endeavors proceed prosperously, and to accomplish without hindrance whatever they wished to do, and in short for everything to succeed for them according to their mind's purpose and wish, is a most certain proof of divine indignation and a kind of gravest punishment. For it was rightly said by Solomon, Proverbs 1: „The prosperity of fools shall destroy them.“ But, on the contrary, to stand in the way, that one may not be able to effect and obtain what he evilly thinks and desires, is the greatest benefit of divine kindness. For most true is what we read in the latter book of Maccabees, chapter six: „Not to suffer sinners to act according to their purpose for a long time, but to apply punishments at once, is a token of great benefit.“ Wherefore Blessed Paul, as the gravest kind of divine punishment and vengeance against impious men, mentions that: „God gave them up to the desires of their heart.“14



DAVID etiam cecinit de Hebraeis qui caeleste manna fastidiose respuentes carnes in deserto concupiverunt easque, a Deo cupiditati eorum indulgente, abundanter acceperunt: „Et manducaverunt,“ inquit, „et saturati sunt nimis, et desiderium eorum attulit eis; non sunt fraudati a desiderio suo.“ Sed attende quod mox subdit: „Adhuc,“ inquit, „escae eorum erant in ore ipsorum, et ira Dei descendit super eos.“
David too sang of the Hebrews who, fastidiously rejecting the heavenly manna, coveted flesh in the desert and received it abundantly, God indulging their craving: „And they ate,“ he says, „and were filled exceedingly, and He gave them their desire; they were not defrauded of their longing.“ But attend to what he presently adds: „As yet,“ he says, „their meat was in their mouth, and the wrath of God came down upon them.“15



SCITUM quoque est quod hac de re scriptum reliquit Philo: „Insignis poena et vindicta impietatis est,“ ait ille, „connivere Deum atque etiam indulgere peccantibus, nec solum longam eis impunitatem, verum magnam diuturnamque prosperitatem concedere. Hoc insipientes non damnum sed lucrum, non supplicium sed beneficium arbitrantur, et fortunatos iudicant quorum omnia consilia et vota, qualiacumque illa sint, optatos ipsis exitus et successus habent. Cum tamen desperatae animae indicium sit peccare absque ullo impedimento et prosperos maleficiorum successus habere. Nam quisquis non est plane insanabilis praeoptaverit se consilio potius mentis destitui quam in male agendo solertem et prudentem ac felicem esse. Nam cohibitio maximum morbum arcet, iniustitiam, quae, si adsit licentia peccandi, vitari non potest. Ac stulti quidem fortunam Tyrannorum suspiciunt, quibus non alia est quodlibet agendi lex et regula quam propria ipsorum libido: quam, quia nullo obsistente prout volunt explere possunt, fortunati iudicantur. Sed profecto lugenda magis et gemenda illorum est conditio. Nimirum inopia et infirmitas malis prodest, bonis vero potentia cum prospectu…“
Well known too is what Philo left written on this matter: „A signal punishment and vengeance of impiety is it,“ says he, „that God connives at and even indulges sinners, and grants them not only a long impunity but a great and lasting prosperity. This the foolish reckon not loss but gain, not punishment but benefit, and judge those fortunate whose every design and wish, of whatever sort they be, have the desired issues and successes for them. Whereas it is a token of a desperate soul to sin without any hindrance and to have prosperous successes of misdeeds. For whoever is not plainly incurable would rather be destitute of the counsel of the mind than be clever, prudent, and successful in doing evil. For restraint wards off the greatest disease, injustice, which, if license of sinning be present, cannot be avoided. And fools indeed look up to the fortune of Tyrants, who have no other law and rule of doing whatever they please than their own lust, which, because, with none resisting, they can fulfill as they will, they are judged fortunate. But assuredly their condition is rather to be mourned and bewailed. For want and weakness profit the evil, but power with prospect [the good]…“16



MAGNUM… et maius quam plerique putant malum est humanum animum, per se indomitum et ad flagitia ruentem, sine freno ac rectore sinere: cum is, etiam habenis et scutica et prudenti rectore adhibitis, aegre tamen coerceri queat. Quamobrem oraculum propitii Dei, plenum benignitate, spem egregiam ostentat disciplinae amatoribus, quod sic est editum: „Non dimittam te neque deseram.“ Nam laxatis animae vinculis quibus illa, velut constricta, in bono tenebatur, maxima sequitur calamitas, a Deo deseri. Cave igitur, quoties videris quempiam quicquid ei libuerit inoffense et expedite facientem, mireris eum tanquam fortunatum; sed potius ut infelicem miserare, cui scilicet virtutum sterilitas, vitiorum autem ubertas perpetuo contigit. Hactenus ex Philone.
„A great… and greater than most think, evil is it to leave the human soul — of itself untamed and rushing to disgraceful deeds — without bridle and ruler: since it, even when reins and whip and a prudent ruler are employed, can yet hardly be restrained. Wherefore the oracle of a propitious God, full of kindness, shows forth an excellent hope to the lovers of discipline, which was thus given: ‘I will not let thee go, neither will I forsake thee.’ For when the bonds of the soul are loosed, by which it was held as it were bound in the good, the greatest calamity follows — to be forsaken by God. Beware, therefore, whenever you see anyone doing whatever pleases him without obstacle and readily, of admiring him as fortunate; but rather pity him as unhappy, to whom, namely, a barrenness of virtues but an abundance of vices has perpetually befallen.“ Thus far from Philo.17



ILLUD autem „Ut non audiat unusquisque vocem proximi sui“ non est sic accipiendum, quasi nullus illorum hominum audierit alium loquentem: nam si id eis accidisset, fuissent proculdubio surdi; itaque non sola linguae confusio, verum praeterea surditas eis contigisset. Ergo significatur illis verbis non simplex auditio, sed auditio cum eorum quae alii loquebantur intellectu coniuncta. Audiebant illi sonos vocum, sed earum vim et significationem non intelligebant. Neque illud „Ut non audiat unusquisque vocem proximi sui“ significat in illa multitudine hominum neminem fuisse qui alium ullum intelligeret, sed quot erant numero homines, totidem fuisse diversas eorum linguas. Si enim hoc factum esset, omnes invicem dissociati fuissent, nullaque…
But that „That they may not understand one another's speech“ is not to be taken as if none of those men heard another speaking: for if that had happened to them, they would doubtless have been deaf; and so not only confusion of tongue but also deafness would have befallen them. Therefore by those words is signified not simple hearing, but hearing joined with the understanding of what the others were saying. They heard the sounds of the voices, but did not understand their force and meaning. Nor does that „That they may not understand one another's speech“ signify that in that multitude of men there was no one who understood any other, but that as many men as there were in number, so many were their diverse tongues. For if this had been done, all would have been dissociated from one another, and no…18



…nullaque fieri potuisset hominum societas aut communitas, quod erat certissimum humani generis exitium. Nulla enim civitas, nulla domus, nulla familia, nulla hominum coniunctio effici et constare potuisset. Adde quod id fuisset contrarium Dei consilio et proposito. Deus enim ob eam causam diversitatem linguarum induxit, ut homines illi segregari invicem cogerentur et in varias terrae partes dispergi, quo totus orbis terrarum habitatoribus cultoribusque completus plenior, cultior, fecundior et ornatior existeret. At si nullus hominum alterum hominem loquentem intellexisset, nullus cum alio homine congregari potuisset. Non igitur quod intendebat Deus ad effectum potuisset adduci.
…and no society or community of men could have come to be — which was the most certain destruction of the human race. For no city, no household, no family, no conjunction of men could have been made and stood. Add that this would have been contrary to God's counsel and purpose. For God for this cause introduced the diversity of tongues, that those men might be compelled to be segregated from one another and dispersed into the various parts of the earth, that the whole world, filled with inhabitants and cultivators, might be fuller, more cultivated, more fruitful, and more adorned. But if no man had understood another man speaking, none could have gathered with another man. Therefore what God intended could not have been brought to effect.19



ERGO quod hoc loco dictum est, nullum eorum hominum intellexisse vocem proximi sui, non de singulis hominibus accipiendum est, sed de certa quadam multitudine hominum. Exempli causa: qui unius erant familiae propriam habuere linguam, qua inter se loquebantur et intelligebant; et quia pro diversitate familiarum etiam linguarum diversitas exstitit, hinc factum est ut, quot tunc erant hominum familiae, totidem essent linguae; et qui eiusdem erant familiae, quoniam invicem quae loquebantur intelligebant, inter se congregati et consociati sunt. Quoniam vero qui ex aliis familiis erant eorum linguas non intelligebant, idcirco ab illis omnibus dissociari eos et separatim vivere necesse fuit. Omnino, quia superiori capite decimo Moses recensuit duos et septuaginta posteros trium filiorum Noë, quorum quilibet propriam reliquit familiam et gentem, ex eo permulti existimarunt unam illam omnium hominum linguam quae fuerat ante aedificationem turris Babel in duas et septuaginta linguas esse divisam. Verum de hoc paulo infra dicemus.
Therefore what is here said, that none of those men understood the speech of his neighbor, is not to be taken of individual men, but of a certain multitude of men. For example: those who were of one family had their own tongue, by which they spoke among themselves and understood one another; and because, according to the diversity of families, a diversity of tongues also arose, hence it came about that, as many families of men as there then were, so many were the tongues; and those who were of the same family, since they understood among themselves what they spoke, gathered and associated among themselves. But since those who were of other families did not understand their tongues, therefore it was necessary that they be dissociated from all those and live separately. Altogether, because in the foregoing tenth chapter Moses reviewed the seventy-two descendants of the three sons of Noah, each of whom left his own family and nation, from this very many have judged that that one tongue of all men which had been before the building of the tower of Babel was divided into seventy-two tongues. But of this we shall speak a little below.20



NEC videtur id non elici posse ex iis quae supra capite decimo prodita sunt. Legimus enim de filiis Iaphet ita scribentem Mosem: „Ab his divisae sunt insulae gentium in regionibus suis, unusquisque secundum linguam suam et familiam suam in nationibus suis.“ Et item de filiis Cham: „Hi sunt filii Cham in cognationibus et linguis et generationibus terrisque et gentibus suis.“ Denique de filiis quoque Sem: „Isti sunt filii Sem secundum cognationes et linguas et regiones in gentibus suis.“ Apparet igitur ex hac narratione Mosis, pro varietate familiarum et cognationum, varias quoque fuisse linguas, diversasque gentes et nationes exstitisse.
Nor does it seem that this cannot be drawn from the things set forth above in the tenth chapter. For we read Moses writing thus of the sons of Japheth: „By these were the islands of the Gentiles divided in their regions, every one according to his tongue and his family in their nations.“ And likewise of the sons of Cham: „These are the sons of Cham in their kindreds and tongues and generations and lands and nations.“ Finally of the sons of Sem too: „These are the sons of Sem according to their kindreds and tongues and regions in their nations.“ It appears, therefore, from this narrative of Moses, that according to the variety of families and kindreds, the tongues too were various, and that diverse peoples and nations arose.21



VERUM redeo ad id quod a primo dicere institui de confusione linguae. Reputet secum lector diligenterque consideret, cum tanta illa linguae confusio hominibus illis accidit, qui animus eis, quae mens, qui sensus fuerit. Credo equidem, cum inter se coeperunt non intelligere, ira primum eos et indignatione esse affectos, quod alii se derideri et illudi ab aliis putarent. Deinde similes evasisse amentibus atque furentibus puto. Verum postea, cum serio agi cognoverunt et rem ipsam, uti erat, compertam habue[runt]…
But I return to what I first set about saying concerning the confusion of tongue. Let the reader reckon with himself and diligently consider what mind, what disposition, what feeling those men had when so great a confusion of tongue befell them. I believe indeed that, when they began not to understand one another, they were affected first with anger and indignation, because some thought themselves derided and mocked by others. Then I think they became like the demented and raving. But afterward, when they recognized that the matter was in earnest and held the thing itself, as it was, ascertained…22



…habuerunt, neque id aliter quam Dei voluntate et potestate fieri potuisse intellexerunt, divinam suae impietatis ac superbiae vindictam agnoscentes, incredibili eos confusione animi et stupore simul ac pavore perculsos et obrutos esse non est dubitandum.
…and understood that it could be done in no other way than by the will and power of God, recognizing the divine vengeance of their impiety and pride, it is not to be doubted that they were stricken and overwhelmed with an incredible confusion of mind and with stupor and at once dread.23



SIMILE quiddam, sed in re tamen longe dissimili, sanctis Christi discipulis contigit in die Pentecostes. Hoc enim die linguarum omnium diversitas repente divino munere illis tributa est, ita ut unusquisque sanctorum discipulorum alios omnes cuiuscunque gentis et linguae essent loquentes intelligeret, et alii omnes, quamvis diversissimis uterentur linguis, quemlibet illorum discipulorum Domini quasi sua lingua loquentem planissime intelligerent. Itaque tunc diversissimae linguae in unius hominis os (ut ita loquar) congregatae sunt; olim vero una omnium hominum lingua in plurimas et diversissimas linguas discissa est. Tunc omnes quemlibet discipulorum Domini loquentem intelligebant; olim nemo alterius linguam intelligere poterat. Utrumque sane maximum fuit divinae potentiae miraculum. Verum diversus utriusque fuit exitus et effectus. Per illud enim, qui congregati uno loco erant, in omnes terrae plagas dispersi sunt; per hoc autem, qui dispersi omnibus terris erant, in unam fidei communionem unamque Ecclesiae societatem congregati sunt.
Something similar, but in a matter far dissimilar, happened to the holy disciples of Christ on the day of Pentecost. For on this day the diversity of all tongues was suddenly bestowed on them by a divine gift, so that each of the holy disciples understood all others speaking, of whatever nation and tongue they were, and all the others, although they used the most diverse tongues, understood most plainly any one of those disciples of the Lord speaking as if in his own tongue. And so then the most diverse tongues were gathered, so to speak, into the mouth of one man; but of old the one tongue of all men was cut up into very many and most diverse tongues. Then all understood any one of the Lord's disciples speaking; of old no one could understand another's tongue. Each indeed was a very great miracle of the divine power. But the issue and effect of each was diverse. For by the former, those who were gathered in one place were dispersed into all the regions of the earth; but by the latter, those who were dispersed through all lands were gathered into one communion of faith and one society of the Church.24



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:7–9 (verse lemma, for Disputation 7). ↩
	§88. Disp. 7. The punishment fit their impious pride. Augustine (City of God 16.4): since ‘the dominion of one commanding is in the tongue,’ pride was condemned there — the commander not understood, because man would not understand so as to obey God's command; thus the conspiracy dissolved, each withdrawing from whom he did not understand (continues p. 507). Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 4. ↩
	§88 (concl.). Augustine (cont.): each joined only those he could understand; so the nations were divided by tongues and dispersed as God pleased, by hidden ways. Cassian (Conferences): the sudden confusion checked men's sacrilegious daring — the noxious agreement against God would have lasted, had not the diversity of tongue compelled them toward a better state; a good and useful discord recalled to salvation those whom a pernicious unity had driven toward ruin, now perceiving (in the division) the human frailty their proud conspiracy had hidden. Margin: Cassian, Conference 8 ch. 25. ↩
	§89. So because they abused their one tongue and unanimous consent to build against God's will (to stay together and win eternal fame), God divided their tongue, forcing them to abandon the work; not understanding one another, they had to be dissociated and scattered over the earth. And instead of the fame they sought, they got immortal disgrace: God willed the place named ‘Babel’ (confusion), to keep forever the memory of their shameful, wretched confusion. ↩
	§90. The first of two moral lessons: how contrary are the effects of contrary things (humility vs. pride, piety vs. impiety). Gregory (homily 30 on the Gospels, on Pentecost, Acts 2): those who tried to build a tower against God lost the communion of one tongue; in those who humbly feared God, all tongues were united — ‘here humility merited unity, there pride confusion.’ Margins: two moral lessons; Gregory, homily 30 on the Gospels; Acts 2. ↩
	§91. The second lesson: as discord among good men is pernicious, so (even more) is the conspiracy and concord of evil men. The Lord hinted this figuratively in Job, of Leviathan (a figure of the Devil and the wicked, his members): ‘The members of his flesh cleaving together…’ (continues next batch). Margin: Job 41. ↩
	§91 (concl.). Completing the Job 41 figure: when wicked men (the Devil's ‘members’) agree wholly in perverse works, then ‘the members of Leviathan’ are rightly said to cleave together. ↩
	§92. Gregory (Morals bk. 34): the reprobate's unity harms the good the more it combines. Paul split the Pharisees and Sadducees by crying ‘concerning the resurrection I am judged’ (Acts 23) — the divided crowd freed whom the united would have bound; the just are rescued as the unjust divide (figured by the Red Sea, Exod 14). Had the wicked's unity not been harmful, God would not have scattered the tongues of the proud builders, nor would the Prophet pray ‘divide their tongues’ (Ps 54). Margins: Gregory, Morals bk. 34; Acts 23; Exod 14; Ps 54. ↩
	§93. So Jacob detested the deadly conspiracy of Simeon and Levi against the Sichemites, punishing it with a useful dispersion: ‘I will divide them in Jacob and scatter them in Israel’ (Gen 49). Hence rulers must do two things: heal the good's dissensions, and as quickly as possible break up those who conspire toward evil. Margin: Gen 49. ↩
	§94. Gen 11:6 exposition: a double unity emboldened them — (1) the unity of community/popular society (one people desiring the same), (2) the unity of tongue (all understanding one another, inciting each other). Chrysostom: if in such concord and one tongue they fell into such madness, with greater numbers and power they would have attempted worse (continues p. 509). Margin: Chrysostom on Genesis homily 30. ↩
	§94 (concl.). Chrysostom: whatever they designed they would have achieved. So, to meet their madness for present and future, God demolishes the two grounds of their confidence — cutting the unity of tongue and dissolving the popular union, scattering them divided into nations over the earth. ↩
	§95. ‘They will not leave off till they accomplish it’ means: but for God's hindrance they would have finished. So God knew not only what they would do but what they would have done unhindered — for His infinite intellect knows even conditional futures (what would be under given conditions): e.g. David at Ceila (Saul would come, the men would hand him over, 1 Sam 23); Ezekiel (a far nation would have heard him, Ezek 3); the Gospel (Tyre and Sidon would have repented had Capharnaum's miracles been done there, Mt 11). Margins: the infinite perspicacity of the divine intellect; 1 Sam 23; Ezek 3; Mt 11. ↩
	§96. Hence the builders did not aim at heaven or above the flood's height — impossible by any human art, hinder or not. But God signifies that, unhindered, they would have finished the work they had designed and begun. ↩
	§97. God's hindering was a great good — lest their pride grow incurable and deserve graver punishment. To let the wicked's designs prosper unhindered is a sure sign of God's indignation, a grave punishment (Prov 1, ‘the prosperity of fools shall destroy them’); to thwart their evil aims is God's great kindness (2 Macc 6, ‘not to let sinners act long but to punish at once is a token of great benefit’; Paul: ‘God gave them up to their heart's desires,’ Rom 1) (continues p. 510). Margins: that the wicked's success is most unhappy for them; Prov 1; 2 Macc 6; Rom 1. ↩
	§97 (concl.). David's example (Ps 78/77): the Hebrews who scorned the manna and craved flesh got it abundantly — ‘they ate and were filled… not defrauded of their longing’ — yet ‘while the meat was in their mouth, the wrath of God came down upon them.’ Margin: Ps 77. ↩
	§98. Philo: a signal punishment of impiety is that God connives at sinners, granting long impunity and prosperity — which fools take for gain and call such men fortunate, though to sin unhindered and prosper in misdeeds is a mark of a desperate soul. One not incurable would rather lack counsel than be clever and successful in evil; restraint wards off injustice, unavoidable if sinning is licensed. Fools admire tyrants (whose only law is their lust), but their state is to be mourned. Margins: Philo, On the Confusion of Tongues; that the wicked's prosperity in this life is most unhappy. ↩
	§99. Philo (cont.): it is a great evil to leave the untamed soul without bridle (it is hard to restrain even with reins, whip, and a prudent ruler). Hence God's kind oracle to disciples: ‘I will not let thee go nor forsake thee’ (Josh 1) — for when the soul's restraining bonds are loosed, the worst calamity follows: to be forsaken by God. So do not admire one who does whatever he pleases unobstructed as ‘fortunate,’ but pity him as unhappy, barren of virtues and abounding in vices. Margin: Josh 1. ↩
	§100. ‘That they may not understand one another's speech’ is not that none heard another (that would be deafness, not just confusion of tongue), but hearing without understanding — they heard the sounds but not the meaning. Nor that each man had his own distinct tongue (else all would be dissociated, and no…) (continues p. 511). ↩
	§100 (concl.). …no human society could exist (no city, household, family) — the ruin of mankind, and contrary to God's purpose: He introduced the diversity of tongues so they would split into groups and spread to fill and cultivate the whole earth. Had no one understood any other, none could gather — and God's intent would fail. ↩
	§101. So ‘none understood his neighbor's speech’ is not of individuals but of groups: those of one family shared a tongue (and gathered together), but did not understand other families' tongues (so were dissociated). Since Gen 10 listed 72 descendants of Noah's three sons, each leaving a family/nation, many hold the one tongue was divided into 72 (treated below). ↩
	§102. This can be drawn from Gen 10: of Japheth's sons ‘by these were the islands divided… each according to his tongue and family’; of Cham's ‘in their kindreds and tongues’; of Sem's ‘according to their kindreds and tongues and regions.’ So tongues varied with families, and diverse nations arose. ↩
	§103. Pererius returns to the confusion: imagine the men's state of mind. At first, anger and indignation (each thinking himself mocked); then like madmen; but afterward, recognizing it was in earnest… (continues p. 512). Margin: when the division of tongues was made, how great was the men's perturbation and confusion. ↩
	§103 (concl.). …and understood it was God's doing — the vengeance of their impiety and pride — they were doubtless stricken and overwhelmed with incredible confusion of mind, stupor, and dread. ↩
	§104. A like (yet contrary) thing happened to Christ's disciples at Pentecost: the gift of all tongues, so each understood all and all understood each (Acts 2) — the diverse tongues gathered into one mouth, vs. Babel's one tongue cut into many. Both great miracles, but opposite in effect: Babel scattered the gathered over the earth; Pentecost gathered the scattered into one communion of faith and one Church. Margins: Acts 2; a comparison of what happened at Babel with what happened at Pentecost regarding the variety of tongues. ↩




And they ceased to build the city

LatineEnglish


{And they ceased to build the city.}1
Et cessaverunt aedificare civitatem.



HINC apparet causam cur omissa fuerit aedificatio civitatis et turris fuisse confusionem linguae, quod unusquisque vocem proximi sui non audiret, ut narrat Moses. Non igitur verum est quod a Sibylla et Abydeno proditum esse referunt Iosephus et Eusebius. Dixerunt illi aedificatores illius urbis usos esse omnes una lingua, sed Deos, ventis procellisque immissis, eversam turrim super ipsos aedificatores deiecisse. Verum de illius turris eversione, et quod ruina eius aedificatores ipsius oppressi interierint, nullum verbum facit Moses; solamque confusionem linguae desistendi ab aedificatione turris causam fuisse indicat. Sane si Deus vel Angeli turrim destruxissent, cum Dei et Angelorum perfecta sint opera, funditus atque omnino eam turrim evertissent. Atqui aedificium illud multis postea seculis permansisse multi sunt gravesque testes quos supra nominavimus.
Hence it appears that the cause why the building of the city and tower was given up was the confusion of tongue — that each did not understand the speech of his neighbor, as Moses narrates. Therefore it is not true what Josephus and Eusebius report to have been handed down by the Sibyl and Abydenus. They said that the builders of that city all used one tongue, but that the gods, winds and storms being sent in, overthrew the tower and cast it down upon the builders themselves. But of the overthrow of that tower, and that its builders perished crushed by its ruin, Moses makes no word; and indicates that the confusion of tongue alone was the cause of desisting from the building of the tower. Surely, if God or the Angels had destroyed the tower — since the works of God and of the Angels are perfect — they would have overturned that tower utterly and completely. And yet that that building remained for many ages afterward there are many and weighty witnesses, whom we named above.2



VERUM dicet quispiam: cur gigas ille Nemrod, qui post divisionem linguarum inibi cum suis popularibus remansit ac regnavit, omissam aedificationem turris et civitatis non repetiit atque perfecit? Respondendum est opus illud fuisse maius quam ut a tanta paucitate hominum qui cum eo erant absolvi posset. Sed illud probabilius est: homines illos, recentis cladis quam experti fuerant memores, deterritos esse a prosecutione illius aedificii, verentes scilicet ne alia simili calamitate, aut etiam graviori, afficerentur. Et civitatis quidem aedificatio vacavit per annos ferme centum, videlicet usque ad Semiramidem, quae inchoatam civitatem Babel incredibili magnitudine et magnificentia absolvit. Turrim vero illam nequaquam altius extulit, sed, mirifice ornatam, in templum quod Belo consecraverat inclusit; eaque perduravit usque ad aetatem Herodoti, id est per annos mille quadringentos. Claruit enim Herodotus, ut ex eius scriptis licet perspicere, circa Olympiadem septuagesimam quintam.
But someone will say: why did that giant Nemrod, who after the division of tongues remained there with his fellows and reigned, not resume and finish the abandoned building of the tower and city? It must be answered that that work was greater than could be completed by so great a fewness of men who were with him. But this is more probable: that those men, mindful of the recent calamity which they had experienced, were deterred from the prosecution of that building, fearing namely lest they be afflicted with another like calamity, or even a graver one. And the building of the city indeed lay idle for nearly a hundred years — namely, until Semiramis, who finished the begun city of Babel with incredible size and magnificence. But that tower she by no means raised higher, but, marvelously adorned, enclosed it in the temple which she had consecrated to Belus; and it lasted until the age of Herodotus — that is, for fourteen hundred years. For Herodotus flourished, as may be perceived from his writings, about the seventy-fifth Olympiad.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:8b (verse lemma). ↩
	§105. Gen 11:8b. The cause of stopping was the confusion of tongue (each not understanding his neighbor) — so the Sibyl/Abydenus story (in Josephus and Eusebius) that the gods blew the tower down on the builders is false: Moses says nothing of an overthrow or builders crushed, only the confusion. Had God or angels destroyed it, it would have been utterly razed (their works are perfect); yet many weighty witnesses (above) attest it stood for ages. Margins: Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1; Eusebius, Preparation bk. 9; the Sibyl; Abydenus. ↩
	§106. Why did Nemrod (who stayed and reigned there) not finish? The work was too great for the few with him; more probably, mindful of the recent calamity, they feared a like or worse one. The city lay idle ~100 yrs until Semiramis finished it in great magnificence; she did not raise the tower higher but adorned it and enclosed it in the temple of Belus, which lasted to Herodotus's age (1,400 yrs; Herodotus flourished ~the 75th Olympiad). Margins: Nemrod; Herodotus bk. 1. ↩




And so the Lord scattered them from that place into all lands

LatineEnglish


{And so the Lord scattered them from that place into all lands.}1
Atque ita divisit illos Dominus ex illo loco in universas terras.



HIC nempe fuit unius linguae confusionis et variarum multiplicationis linguarum effectus simul et finis. Namque ad eum finem Deus unam illam linguam qua omnes utebantur confudit, invecta aliarum complurium linguarum varietate: ut, quia genus hominum maiorem in modum iam fuerat propagatum, vel inviti homines illi segregarentur invicem ac varie dispergerentur. Talis enim separatio et dispersio perquam utilis futura erat humano generi. Primo quidem propter cibi et victus commoditatem et abundantiam: neque enim una aliqua regio sufficientem tantae hominum multitudini, et quidem in dies magis ac magis crescenti, suppeditare victum potuisset. Deinde, si omne genus hominum uno in loco fuisset, exorto inter ipsos bello vel grassante peste alioque exitiali morbo, facile fuisset ut omnes communi clade interirent. Adde quod bonos mores corrumpunt colloquia prava, et societas improborum atque impiorum hominum, sensim quasi contagiosus morbus serpens, etiam bonos inficit atque corrumpit.
This indeed was at once the effect and the end of the confusion of the one tongue and the multiplication of the various tongues. For to this end God confounded that one tongue which all used, the variety of several other tongues being introduced: that, because the race of men had now been propagated to a greater degree, those men, even unwilling, might be segregated from one another and variously dispersed. For such a separation and dispersion was going to be exceedingly useful to the human race. First, on account of the convenience and abundance of food and sustenance: for no one region could have supplied sufficient food to so great a multitude of men, and one indeed increasing more and more day by day. Next, if the whole race of men had been in one place, war arising among them, or plague or some other deadly disease raging, it would easily have come about that all perished in a common calamity. Add that depraved conversations corrupt good morals, and the society of wicked and impious men, creeping on gradually like a contagious disease, infects and corrupts even the good.2



OB has igitur tres causas utilissimum generi humano erat in diversa et longinqua terrae loca dissipari, et dissitarum inter se regionum habitatores et cultores esse. Itaque, facta linguarum divisione, quisque cum suis eadem lingua loquentibus diversum terrae locum petiit. Tubal venit ad Hesperios, id est in Italiam et Hispaniam (non quod iam tunc ista essent nomina, sed quod postea talia vocabula locis illis sint indita); Iavan profectus est in Ioniam et Graeciam; Tharsis Ciliciam; Cethim Cyprum; Madai Mediam; Mesraim Aegyptum; Phut Africam; Lud Libyam; Chus Aethiopiam; Saba Sabaeam; Chanaan eam terram quae ab ipso postea dicta est Chananaea; idemque de aliis posteris filiorum Noë, de quibus superiori capite decimo dictum est, intelligi volo.
For these three causes, then, it was most useful for the human race to be scattered into diverse and far-off places of the earth, and to be the inhabitants and cultivators of regions distant from one another. And so, the division of tongues being made, each one, with his own who spoke the same tongue, sought a different place of the earth. Tubal came to the Hesperians, that is, into Italy and Spain (not that these were the names then, but that afterward such words were given to those places); Iavan set out into Ionia and Greece; Tharsis to Cilicia; Cethim to Cyprus; Madai to Media; Mesraim to Egypt; Phut to Africa; Lud to Libya; Chus to Ethiopia; Saba to Sabaea; Chanaan to that land which was from him afterward called Chananaea; and the same I wish to be understood of the other descendants of the sons of Noah, of whom it was spoken in the foregoing tenth chapter.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:8a (verse lemma). ↩
	§107. Gen 11:8a. The dispersion was the confusion's effect and end: God confounded the one tongue so the now-numerous race would (even unwillingly) split and spread — exceedingly useful for three reasons: (1) food/sustenance (no one region could feed so great and growing a multitude); (2) safety (all in one place, war or plague would destroy all in a common calamity); (3) morals (bad company corrupts even the good, like a contagion). Margins: three causes why it was very useful for men to be dispersed; 1 Cor 15. ↩
	§108. For these three causes the dispersion was most useful: so, the tongues divided, each (with his same-tongued kin) sought a region — Tubal to Italy/Spain, Iavan to Greece, Tharsis to Cilicia, Cethim to Cyprus, Madai to Media, Mesraim to Egypt, Phut to Africa, Lud to Libya, Chus to Ethiopia, Saba to Sabaea, Chanaan to Chananaea (and so the rest of Noah's descendants, Gen 10). ↩




And therefore the name thereof was called Babel, because there the language of the whole earth was confounded; and from thence the Lord scattered them abroad upon the …

LatineEnglish


{And therefore the name thereof was called Babel, because there the language of the whole earth was confounded; and from thence the Lord scattered them abroad upon the face of all countries.}1
Et idcirco vocatum est nomen eius Babel, quia ibi confusum est labium universae terrae; et inde dispersit eos Dominus super faciem cunctarum regionum.



ILLUD pronomen „eius“ Graece feminini generis est, referturque ad civitatem, de qua proxime ante dictum est, „Cessaverunt aedificare civitatem“; et subditur, „Idcirco vocatum est nomen eius Babel.“ Nec aliud sane fuit quod nomine Babel seu Babylonis sequentibus seculis appellaretur nisi civitas illa. Septuaginta interpretes nomen Hebraeum Babel interpretatum posuerunt in sua translatione, sic vertentes: „Idcirco vocatum est nomen eius confusio.“ Sed nullo tempore civitas illa appellata est confusio, vel ut illi Graece scripserunt σύγχυσις. Rectius igitur Latinus interpres Hebraeum nomen Babel retinuit.
That pronoun „its“ in Greek is of the feminine gender, and is referred to the city, of which it was said just before, „They ceased to build the city“; and it is subjoined, „Therefore the name thereof was called Babel.“ Nor indeed was there anything else which in the following ages was called by the name of Babel or Babylon except that city. The Septuagint translators put in their translation the Hebrew name Babel interpreted, rendering thus: „Therefore the name thereof was called Confusion.“ But at no time was that city called Confusion, or, as they wrote in Greek, σύγχυσις. More rightly, therefore, did the Latin translator retain the Hebrew name Babel.2



[Quia ibi confusum est labium universae terrae.] DICITUR „labium universae terrae“ lingua illa communis omnium hominum, qua tunc omnes qui erant in terris loquebantur. Dicitur autem confusa esse illa lingua, non quod tunc vitiata et corrupta sit (mansit enim eadem ut erat prius, non tamen apud omnes, sed in sola familia Heber); verum quoniam aliae plurimae et diversissimae linguae tunc invectae sunt, quo factum est ut alii alios non intelligerent loquentes nisi qui eiusdem erant linguae, quae res magnam initio attulit perturbationem et confusionem; propterea Moses dixit tunc esse confusam linguam omnis terrae, id est confusos esse homines qui antea indifferenter una lingua utebantur omnesque, quicquid loquerentur, inter se intelligebant. Atque hinc perspicuum fit Babylonem dictam esse Babel propter confusionem linguae ibi factam, non autem a Belo (ut quidam putarunt) qui pater fuit regis Nini, et quem ut deum in primis Chaldaei et Assyrii coluerunt. Voluit porro Deus manere omni aevo eius rei monumentum, multaque esse quae memoriam eius facti quasi recentem perpetuo conservarent. Namque indicium eius rei erat nomen urbis Babel, et vocabulum Phaleg quo filius Heber ob divisionem linguarum appellatus est, et item unitas linguae Hebraeae in familia Heber permanentis, quae cum antea fuisset eadem omnium hominum, postea paucorum fuit et a linguis aliorum omnium hominum maxime distincta. Audi Chrysostomum super haec ipsa verba Mosis quae nunc tractamus, hunc in modum scribentem: „Vide quot res fiunt ut memoria illius facti omnia in secula extendatur. Primum linguarum sit divisio; et ante hoc impositio nominis Phaleg, quod Heber filio suo imposuit, divisionem significans; deinde civitatis nomen Babel seu Babylon, quod sonat confusionem. Postremo Heber ipse mansit idem, servans idioma quod et ante habuerat, ut manifestum divisionis huius signum foret. Vidisti per quot res immortalem nullaque oblivione delendam servari huius facti memoriam Deus voluerit? Sic enim pater postea cogebatur dicere filio causam tam diversae vocis, et puer a patre discebat quare Babylon a confusione nomen sortita esset, nempe quod illic Deus confudisset labia universae terrae et quod inde homines dispersisset in omnes terrae plagas.“ Haec Chrysostomus.
[Because there the language of the whole earth was confounded.] The „language of the whole earth“ is called that tongue common to all men, by which then all who were on the earth spoke. And that tongue is said to have been confounded, not because it was then vitiated and corrupted (for it remained the same as it was before, yet not among all, but in the family of Heber alone); but because very many other and most diverse tongues were then introduced, whereby it came about that some did not understand others speaking, except those who were of the same tongue — which thing brought at the beginning great perturbation and confusion; therefore Moses said that then the tongue of the whole earth was confounded, that is, that the men were confounded who before indifferently used one tongue and all, whatever they spoke, understood among themselves. And hence it becomes clear that Babylon was called Babel on account of the confusion of tongue made there, and not from Belus (as some have thought) who was the father of king Ninus, and whom the Chaldeans and Assyrians worshipped chiefly as a god. God willed, moreover, that a monument of that matter should remain in every age, and that there should be many things which would perpetually preserve the memory of that deed as if recent. For an indication of that matter was the name of the city Babel, and the word Phaleg by which the son of Heber was named on account of the division of tongues, and likewise the unity of the Hebrew tongue remaining in the family of Heber, which, though it had before been the same of all men, was afterward of a few and most distinct from the tongues of all other men. Hear Chrysostom on these very words of Moses which we now treat, writing in this manner: „See how many things are done that the memory of that deed may be extended through all ages. First let there be the division of tongues; and before this the imposition of the name Phaleg, which Heber set upon his son, signifying division; then the name of the city Babel or Babylon, which sounds ‘confusion.’ Lastly Heber himself remained the same, keeping the idiom which he had before, that it might be a manifest sign of this division. Have you seen by how many things God willed the memory of this deed to be preserved, immortal and to be blotted out by no oblivion? For so the father was afterward compelled to tell his son the cause of so diverse a speech, and the boy learned from his father why Babylon had got its name from confusion — namely, that there God had confounded the lips of the whole earth and that thence He had dispersed men into all the regions of the earth.“ So Chrysostom.3



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:9 (verse lemma). ↩
	§109. Gen 11:9. The pronoun ‘its’ (feminine in Greek) refers to the city (‘they ceased to build the city’); ‘its name was called Babel’ — and nothing but that city was ever called Babel/Babylon. The LXX translated the name (‘its name was called Confusion,’ σύγχυσις), but the city was never called ‘Confusion’; so the Vulgate rightly kept the Hebrew ‘Babel.’ ↩
	§110. Gen 11:9 (‘the language of the whole earth was confounded’). ‘Language of the whole earth’ = the one common tongue all then spoke. ‘Confounded’ = not corrupted (it remained, but only in Heber's family); rather many diverse tongues were introduced, so none understood others save same-tongue speakers — great initial confusion. Hence Babylon = ‘Babel’ from the confusion of tongue, NOT from Belus (Ninus's father, worshipped by Chaldeans/Assyrians). God left lasting monuments of it: the name Babel, the name Phaleg (Heber's son, ‘division’), and the Hebrew tongue surviving only in Heber's family. Chrysostom (hom. 30): three things preserve the memory immortally — the division, the name Phaleg, the name Babel, and Heber keeping his idiom — so a father would tell his son why ‘Babylon’ means confusion. Margins: how the formerly-common tongue is ‘confounded’; Gen 10; Chrysostom on Genesis homily 30. ↩




EIGHTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Hebrew tongue, before the confusion of tongues, was in use among all men

LatineEnglish


EIGHTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Hebrew tongue, before the confusion of tongues, was in use among all men.1
OCTAVA DISPUTATIO. Utrum lingua Hebraea, ante confusionem linguarum, fuerit in usu omnium hominum.



CETERUM ex Mosaica narratione confusionis ac divisionis linguarum non sane ignobilis quaestio exsistit: utrum lingua quae dicitur a principio fuisse communis omnium mortalium fuerit lingua Hebraea necne. Theodoretus, in iis quaestionibus quas edidit in librum Genesis, hac de re disputans, tria reliquit in scriptis quae ad id quod nunc quaeritur directo spectant. Censet primo antiquissimam primamque omnium linguarum fuisse Syriacam, quod nomina illa, Adam, Cain, Abel, Noë, quae in prima mundi aetate imposita esse legimus, propria sint linguae Syriacae. Sic autem scribit Theodoretus: „Quaenam sit lingua omnium antiquissima nomina ipsa indicant. Adam enim et Cain, Abel et Noë propria sunt nomina linguae Syriacae: Syrorum enim mos est terram rubram appellare adam. Interpretatur ergo Adam terrenus aut pulverosus; et Cain possessio (hoc enim Adam laudans Deum dixit, Possedi hominem per Deum); et Abel idem est quod luctus (primus enim ille mortalium visus est mortuus, primusque parentibus luctum attulit); Noë vero idem est quod requies.“
But from the Mosaic narrative of the confusion and division of tongues there arises a question by no means ignoble: whether the tongue which is said to have been from the beginning common to all mortals was the Hebrew tongue or not. Theodoret, in those questions which he published on the book of Genesis, disputing on this matter, left in his writings three things which look directly to what is now asked. He judges, first, that the most ancient and first of all tongues was the Syriac, because those names — Adam, Cain, Abel, Noë — which we read to have been imposed in the first age of the world, are proper to the Syriac tongue. Theodoret writes thus: „What is the most ancient tongue of all, the names themselves indicate. For Adam and Cain, Abel and Noë are proper names of the Syriac tongue: for it is the custom of the Syrians to call red earth ‘adam.’ Adam, therefore, is interpreted ‘earthy’ or ‘dusty’; and Cain ‘possession’ (for this Adam said, praising God, ‘I have possessed a man through God’); and Abel is the same as ‘mourning’ (for he first of mortals was seen to die, and first brought mourning to his parents); but Noë is the same as ‘rest.’“2



HAEC Theodoretus; cuius non solum opinio non est vera (ut infra ostendemus) sed etiam ratio eius infirma est. Nomina enim illa, Adam, Eva, Cain, Seth, Noë, et eorum nominum interpretationes propria sunt Hebraeae linguae, ut manifestum est ex libro Genesis quem Moses Hebraice scripsit. Quod eas autem voces habeat etiam lingua Syriaca, nequaquam mirum est. Etenim ex Hebraea lingua tanquam ex fonte complures aliae linguae, ut Syriaca sive Chaldaica et Arabica, quasi rivuli quidam derivatae sunt. Cum igitur Syriaca perquam affinis sit Hebraicae, quid mirum si eadem in utraque lingua quaedam reperiantur vocabula?
So Theodoret; whose opinion is not only not true (as we shall show below), but his reason too is weak. For those names — Adam, Eve, Cain, Seth, Noë — and the interpretations of their names, are proper to the Hebrew tongue, as is manifest from the book of Genesis which Moses wrote in Hebrew. But that the Syriac tongue also has those words is by no means wonderful. For from the Hebrew tongue, as from a fountain, several other tongues — such as the Syriac or Chaldaic and the Arabic — are derived, as it were certain rivulets. Since, therefore, the Syriac is exceedingly akin to the Hebrew, what wonder if certain words be found the same in both tongues?3



DEINDE arbitratur Theodoretus Hebraeam linguam primum traditam Mosi a Deo fuisse, ideoque non fuisse eam ante Mosem. Quo fieret eam linguam plus sexcentis annis post confusionem et divisionem linguarum esse natam. Theodoreti verba sic habent: „Linguam Hebraeam equidem arbitror esse sacram. Quemadmodum enim in templis Graecorum quidam sunt literarum characteres peculiares quos sacros appellarunt, sic Deus per Mosem donavit hanc linguam, non quidem naturalem, sed ad docendum tamen aptam. Siquidem cum omnes loquantur lingua eius gentis in qua nati sunt, ut qui in Italia Italice, qui in Graecia Graece, qui in Aegypto Aegyptiace loquuntur, pueri tamen Hebraeorum non statim Hebraica utuntur lingua, sed eorum apud quos nati sunt; at vero cum adoleverint docentur literarum Hebraicarum characteres, et sacros libros Hebraicis et verbis et literis scriptos addiscunt. Quod puto indicasse beatum Davidem, cum de Ioseph loquens dixit, Linguam quam non noverat audivit.“ Sic Theodoretus.
Next, Theodoret thinks that the Hebrew tongue was first delivered to Moses by God, and therefore that it did not exist before Moses. Whereby it would come about that that tongue was born more than six hundred years after the confusion and division of tongues. Theodoret's words are these: „The Hebrew tongue I for my part judge to be sacred. For just as in the temples of the Greeks there are certain peculiar characters of letters which they called sacred, so God through Moses bestowed this tongue — not indeed natural, but yet apt for teaching. For since all speak the tongue of the nation in which they are born — as those in Italy speak Italian, those in Greece Greek, those in Egypt Egyptian — yet the children of the Hebrews do not at once use the Hebrew tongue, but that of those among whom they are born; but when they have grown up they are taught the characters of the Hebrew letters, and learn the sacred books written in Hebrew both words and letters. Which I think blessed David indicated, when, speaking of Joseph, he said, He heard a tongue which he knew not.“ So Theodoret.4



VERUM in hac Theodoreti sententia quaedam non sunt approbanda, ut est illud, ante Mosem non fuisse linguam Hebraeam, cum id sit contra sententiam omnium tam Hebraeorum quam Christianorum Doctorum; et in exordio Mundi fuisse usum linguae Hebraeae satis declarant vocabula illa quae dudum posui, Adam, Eva, Cain, Abel, Noë, eorumque nominum interpretationes, quae in primis quinque libri Genesis capitibus exponuntur, quae vim et locum non habent in ulla lingua praeter Hebraeam. Illud porro quod ait Theodoretus de pueris Hebraeis non statim Hebraice loquentibus, ad id quod vult ipse probandum nihil habet momenti. Dum enim stetit Respublica Hebraeorum omnes Hebraice loquebantur, eamque linguam a nutricibus una cum lacte pueri sugebant; at vero postquam ea gens in captivitatem abducta omnibus fere terris dispersa est, amissa libertate et politia, et ubique serviens aliis gentibus, usum naturalem propriae linguae perdidit, et alienis linguis (earum scilicet gentium quibus servit) ab initio eam imbui necesse est. Iam vero quod Ioseph Hebraeus et Hebraice loquens Aegyptiacam linguam ab Hebraea diversam, ut ignotam sibi, addisceret, nec mirum est nec ad firmandam Theodoreti sententiam vim affert ullam.
But in this opinion of Theodoret certain things are not to be approved — such as that the Hebrew tongue did not exist before Moses, since this is against the opinion of all the Doctors, both Hebrew and Christian; and that the use of the Hebrew tongue existed at the beginning of the world those words sufficiently declare which I set down a while ago — Adam, Eve, Cain, Abel, Noë, and the interpretations of their names, which are expounded in the first five chapters of the book of Genesis, which have no force and place in any tongue except Hebrew. Moreover, what Theodoret says about Hebrew children not at once speaking Hebrew has no weight for proving what he himself wishes. For while the Hebrew Republic stood, all spoke Hebrew, and the children sucked that tongue from their nurses together with the milk; but after that nation, led into captivity, was dispersed through almost all lands, having lost its freedom and polity, and everywhere serving other nations, it lost the natural use of its own tongue, and must from the beginning be imbued with the foreign tongues of those nations whom it serves. Now, that Joseph, a Hebrew and speaking Hebrew, learned the Egyptian tongue (diverse from the Hebrew) as unknown to himself, is neither wonderful nor brings any force to confirm Theodoret's opinion.5



QUOD autem Theodoretus non altius Mose repetit originem linguae et literarum Hebraicarum, videtur in eo secutus Eupolemum, qui (ut refert Eusebius) Mosem sapientissimum fuisse virum prodidit, et literas Iudaeis primum tradidisse, et a Iudaeis Phoenices, Graecos autem a Phoenicibus accepisse. Sed enim usum tam linguae quam literarum Hebraicarum fuisse antiquiorem Mose, mox docentem firmantemque beatum Augustinum inducemus.
But that Theodoret does not fetch the origin of the Hebrew tongue and letters higher than Moses, in this he seems to have followed Eupolemus, who (as Eusebius reports) handed down that Moses was a most wise man, and first delivered letters to the Jews, and that the Phoenicians received them from the Jews, but the Greeks from the Phoenicians. But that the use both of the Hebrew tongue and of the Hebrew letters was older than Moses, we shall presently bring in Blessed Augustine teaching and confirming.6



EXTREMO loco ait Theodoretus sibi opinionem eorum minime probari, qui arbitrantur tam Hebraeos ipsos quam eorum linguam Hebraicam nomen traxisse ab Heber, quia penes eum, cum facta est confusio et divisio linguarum, in eius tantum familia mansit ea lingua quae fuerat antea communis omnium, et idcirco ab Heber appellatam esse Hebraeam. At ob eam causam oportebat, inquit Theodoretus, omnes posteros Heber appellatos esse Hebraeos et usos lingua Hebraea: quod secus evenit. Posteri enim Heber fuerunt Syri, Moabitae, Ammonitae, Ismaelitae, Idumaei, Madianitae, Amalechitae, et qui ex filio eius Iectan progeniti varias in regiones Indiae gentes, variis differentes linguis, condiderunt…
In the last place, Theodoret says that the opinion of those is by no means approved by him who judge that both the Hebrews themselves and their Hebrew tongue drew their name from Heber, because, with him, when the confusion and division of tongues was made, in his family alone there remained that tongue which had before been common to all, and therefore it was called Hebrew from Heber. But for that cause, says Theodoret, it would have been necessary that all the descendants of Heber be called Hebrews and use the Hebrew tongue: which fell out otherwise. For the descendants of Heber were Syrians, Moabites, Ammonites, Ishmaelites, Idumaeans, Madianites, Amalekites, and those who, begotten of his son Iectan, founded in various regions of India nations differing in various tongues…7



Censet denique Theodoretus appellatos esse Hebraeos ex eo quod Abraham, e regione Chaldaeorum veniens in Palaestinam, transivit fluvium Euphratem: „Hebra“ enim Syrorum lingua (ut ipse ait) idem dicitur quod Euphrates. Concludit Theodoretus disputationem suam huiusmodi verbis: „Verum de hoc contendere,“ inquit, „supervacaneum est: nullum enim ex verbo pietati detrimentum accedit, sive hoc sive illud recipiamus.“ Et haec quidem Theodoreti est sententia.
Finally, Theodoret judges that they were called Hebrews from this, that Abraham, coming from the region of the Chaldeans into Palestine, crossed the river Euphrates: for „Hebra“ in the Syrian tongue (as he says) is said the same as ‘Euphrates.’ Theodoret concludes his disputation with words of this kind: „But to contend about this,“ he says, „is superfluous: for no detriment accrues to piety from the word, whether we accept this or that.“ And this indeed is Theodoret's opinion.8



VERUM enimvero quod putat Theodoretus Hebraeos dictos esse ab Hebra (qua voce significari ait Euphratem), quod magnus ille Patriarcha et Hebraeorum parens Abraham ex Chaldaea, transito Euphrate, venit in terram Chanaan: id sane a vero longe remotum est. Verum ea de re disputabimus, favente Deo, in tertio Tomo super illa verba capitis decimi quarti, „Ecce unus qui evaserat nuntiavit Abram Hebraeo.“ Sed ratio qua concludi existimavit Theodoretus nec Hebraeos nec eorum linguam nomen cepisse ab Heber perimbecilla est, eaque bene solvitur a B. Augustino, ut mox dicemus. Namque illi tantum posteri Heber dicti ab eo sunt Hebraei et usi lingua Hebraea, quos recta serie generationis ab Heber usque ad Iacob pertinentes recensuit Moses: in quibus scilicet veri Dei cognitio et cultus mansit ac viguit.
But indeed, that Theodoret thinks the Hebrews are called from ‘Hebra’ (by which word he says the Euphrates is signified), because that great Patriarch and parent of the Hebrews Abraham, from Chaldea, having crossed the Euphrates, came into the land of Chanaan — that is assuredly far removed from the truth. But about that we shall dispute, God favoring, in the third volume, upon those words of the fourteenth chapter, „Behold one who had escaped told Abram the Hebrew.“ But the reason by which Theodoret thought it concluded that neither the Hebrews nor their tongue took their name from Heber is very feeble, and is well solved by Blessed Augustine, as we shall presently say. For those descendants of Heber alone were called Hebrews by him, and used the Hebrew tongue, whom Moses reviewed as belonging by a direct series of generation from Heber down to Jacob: in whom, namely, the knowledge and worship of the true God remained and flourished.9



BEATUS Augustinus in libris de Civitate Dei quatuor tradit quae hanc disputationem proprie attingunt et ad confirmationem sententiae faciunt quam nos sequemur. Primo ait linguam illam quae fuerat omnium hominum communis fuisse Hebraeam, sic nominatam ab Heber, quod in eius solius familia post divisionem linguarum manserit. „Quoniam in familia Heber,“ inquit Augustinus, „communis antea omnium lingua remansit, divisis per alias linguas ceteris gentibus, ideo deinceps Hebraea est nuncupata: tunc enim opus erat distingui eam ab aliis linguis nomine proprio, sicut aliae quoque linguae vocatae sunt nominibus propriis. Quando autem erat una omnium, nihil aliud quam humana lingua vel humana locutio vocabatur, quod ea sola universum genus hominum loquebatur.“
Blessed Augustine, in the books of the City of God, hands down four things which properly touch this disputation and make for the confirmation of the opinion which we shall follow. First, he says that that tongue which had been common to all men was the Hebrew, so named from Heber, because in his family alone it remained after the division of tongues. „Since in the family of Heber,“ says Augustine, „the formerly common tongue of all remained, the other nations being divided through other tongues, therefore thereafter it was called Hebrew: for then there was need that it be distinguished from the other tongues by a proper name, just as the other tongues too were called by proper names. But when it was the one tongue of all, it was called nothing else than the human tongue or human speech, because that alone the whole race of men spoke.“10



DEINDE ex hoc Augustinus argumentatur in solo Heber et familia eius rectam veri Dei fidem, religionem ac pietatem remansisse. Nam confusio linguarum poena fuit impietatis illorum hominum; quibus igitur illa poena non contigit, eos par est credere impietatis illorum hominum non fuisse participes. „Quemadmodum (ait Augustinus) etiam cum erat una omnium lingua, non ideo tamen filii pestilentiae defuerunt (nam et ante diluvium una erat lingua, et tamen omnes deleri praeter unam Noë iusti domum diluvio meruerunt): ita quando elatioris impietatis…“
Next, from this Augustine argues that in Heber alone and his family the right faith of the true God, religion, and piety remained. For the confusion of tongues was the punishment of those men's impiety; to whom, therefore, that punishment did not befall, it is fitting to believe that they were not partakers of those men's impiety. „Just as (says Augustine), even when there was one tongue of all, yet for that reason the sons of pestilence were not lacking (for before the flood too there was one tongue, and yet all deserved to be destroyed by the flood except the one house of Noah the just): so when, of a more lofty impiety…“11



…[ita, quando elatioris impietatis] merito gentes linguarum diversitate punitae sunt, et civitas impiorum confusionis nomen accepit, ut appellaretur Babylon, non defuit domus Heber ubi et prior lingua et pietas conservaretur. Nam quia de poena venit multiplicatio mutatioque linguarum, utique praeter hanc poenam esse debuit populus Dei. Ergo ubi eadem lingua remansit, ibi non fuit illa poena quae facta est mutatione linguarum; et hoc sane non parvum iustitiae eius gentis apparuit vestigium, quod, cum aliae gentes plecterentur mutatione linguarum, ad istam non pervenit tale supplicium. Nec frustra lingua ista, quam Patriarcharum et Prophetarum non solum in sermonibus suis verum etiam in literis sacris custodivit auctoritas, non in omnes Abrahae vel Heber posteros transmissa est, sed in eos tantum quorum generationes recta serie perducuntur ad Abraham; et hinc praeterea in eos tantum qui, propagati per Iacob et insignius atque eminentius in Dei populum cohaerentes, Dei testamenta et stirpem Christi habere potuerint.“
…[so, when, of a more lofty impiety,] the nations were deservedly punished by the diversity of tongues, and the city of the impious received the name of confusion, so as to be called Babylon, there was not lacking the house of Heber, where both the former tongue and piety were preserved. For since the multiplication and change of tongues came from a punishment, the people of God ought certainly to be exempt from this punishment. Therefore, where the same tongue remained, there was not that punishment which was wrought by the change of tongues; and this surely appeared no small trace of the justice of that nation: that, while other nations were chastised by the change of tongues, to this one no such penalty came. Nor in vain was that tongue — which the authority of the Patriarchs and Prophets preserved not only in their speech but also in the sacred letters — transmitted not to all the descendants of Abraham or Heber, but only to those whose generations are led in a direct line down to Abraham; and from this, besides, only to those who, propagated through Jacob and more notably and eminently cohering in the people of God, could have the testaments of God and the stock of Christ.“12



TERTIO loco confirmat Augustinus non tantum linguam Hebraeam, sed etiam literas et characteres Hebraicos diu ante Mosem in usu fuisse, scilicet contra quam putavit Theodoretus. „Non est credendum quod nonnulli arbitrantur,“ inquit Augustinus, „Hebraeam tantum linguam per illum qui vocabatur Heber (unde Hebraeorum vocabulum est) fuisse servatam, atque inde pervenisse ad Abraham, Hebraeas autem literas a lege coepisse quae data est per Mosen; sed potius per illam successionem fratrum memoratam linguam cum suis literis custoditam. Denique Moyses in populo Dei constituit qui docendis literis praeessent, priusquam divinae legis ullas literas nossent. Hos appellat scriptura grammaton isagogos, qui Latine dici possunt literarum inductores vel introductores, eo quod eas inducant quodammodo in corda discentium, vel in eas potius ipsos quos docet.“ Sic Augustinus. Qui extremis hisce verbis spectare videtur ad id quod scriptum est Deuteronomii capite 31, ubi Latina lectio sic habet: „Congregate ad me omnes maiores natu per tribus vestras atque doctores, et loquar audientibus eis sermones istos, et invocabo contra eos caelum et terram.“ Pro illo vocabulo „doctores“ Graece est γραμμάτων εἰσαγωγεῖς, quam vocem interpretatus est Augustinus „literarum inductores“ vel „introductores,“ vel potius „introductores ad literas.“
In the third place Augustine confirms that not only the Hebrew tongue, but also the Hebrew letters and characters, were in use long before Moses — namely, against what Theodoret thought. „It is not to be believed, as some judge,“ says Augustine, „that the Hebrew tongue alone was preserved through him who was called Heber (whence the word ‘Hebrews’), and thence came down to Abraham, but that the Hebrew letters began from the law which was given through Moses; but rather, that through that succession of [Heber's] line the said tongue was kept together with its letters. Finally, Moses appointed in the people of God those who should preside over the teaching of letters, before they knew any letters of the divine law. These Scripture calls grammaton isagogos, who in Latin may be called ‘bringers-in’ or ‘introducers of letters,’ because they in a manner bring them into the hearts of learners, or rather [bring] into them those whom they teach.“ So Augustine. Who, by these last words, seems to look to what is written in Deuteronomy, chapter 31, where the Latin reading has thus: „Gather to me all the elders of your tribes, and your teachers, and I will speak these words in their hearing, and will call against them heaven and earth.“ For that word ‘teachers,’ in Greek it is γραμμάτων εἰσαγωγεῖς, which word Augustine rendered ‘bringers-in of letters’ or ‘introducers,’ or rather ‘introducers to letters.’13



QUARTO loco dubitationem hanc movet Augustinus: si in ortu Phaleg (ut superiori libro decimoquinto conclusum est) facta est divisio linguarum, fuit autem Phaleg primogenitus ipsius Heber, et post illum natus est frater eius Iectan; ergo tempore divisionis linguarum non erat Iectan, ac multo minus eius posteri quos supra capite decimo percensuit Moses. At, detractis posteris Iectan, non constat numerus duarum et septuaginta familiarum et gentium quae fuisse dicuntur cum aedificabatur turris Babel, nec numerus septuaginta duarum linguarum illis familiis pariter respondentium. Hanc dubitationem solvens Augustinus, negat Phaleg fuisse primogenitum ipsius Heber, sed Iectan multis annis ipso Phaleg priorem natu fuisse; priorem tamen esse nominatum Phaleg, vel propter notabilem casum confusionis et divisionis linguarum in quem ortus…
In the fourth place Augustine raises this doubt: if at the birth of Phaleg (as was concluded in the foregoing fifteenth book) the division of tongues was made, and Phaleg was the firstborn of Heber, and after him was born his brother Iectan; therefore at the time of the division of tongues Iectan did not exist, and much less his descendants, whom Moses reviewed above in the tenth chapter. But, the descendants of Iectan being subtracted, the number of seventy-two families and nations which are said to have been when the tower of Babel was being built does not hold, nor the number of seventy-two tongues corresponding equally to those families. Solving this doubt, Augustine denies that Phaleg was the firstborn of Heber, but that Iectan was born many years earlier than Phaleg himself; yet that Phaleg was named first, either on account of the notable event of the confusion and division of tongues, into which his birth…14



…ortus eius incurrit, vel propter eius posteritatis dignitatem, vel aliam quampiam ob causam. „Nequaquam putandum est,“ inquit Augustinus, „quod eo fuerint ordine geniti quos recenset Moses, quo ordine commemoratos ab eo legimus. Alioqui duodecim filii Iectan (qui erat alter filius Heber et frater Phaleg) quomodo potuissent iam tunc gentes facere, si Iectan post Phaleg natus esset, sicut post eum a Mose commemoratus est, quandoquidem tempore quo natus est Phaleg divisa est terra? Proinde intelligendum est priorem quidem Phaleg esse nominatum, sed natum esse longe post fratrem suum Iectan; cuius Iectan duodecim filii tam grandes iam tunc familias habuerunt ut in linguas proprias dividi potuerint. Sic igitur potuit prior commemorari qui erat aetate posterior, quemadmodum inter posteros trium filiorum Noë prius commemorati sunt filii Iaphet, qui erat minimus eorum; deinde filii Cham, qui erat medius; postremo filii Sem, qui erat primus et maximus.“ Hactenus ex Augustino: cuius opinionis summa est, Hebraeam linguam fuisse primam omnium, eaque usum esse omne genus hominum ante aedificationem turris Babel, et ab ipso Heber Hebraeam esse appellatam. Ex solutione autem huius dubitationis apparet quam infirma et futilis sit ratio qua Hebraei probant divisionem linguarum non in ortu sed prope obitum Phaleg esse factam: quod Iectan post Phaleg natus sit, cuius tredecim posteri fuerint cum sunt divisae linguae.
…his birth fell, or on account of the dignity of his posterity, or for some other cause. „It is by no means to be thought,“ says Augustine, „that those whom Moses reviews were begotten in the order in which we read them mentioned by him. Otherwise, how could the twelve sons of Iectan (who was the other son of Heber and brother of Phaleg) have then made nations, if Iectan was born after Phaleg, as he is mentioned after him by Moses — since at the time when Phaleg was born the earth was divided? Accordingly it must be understood that Phaleg was indeed named first, but was born long after his brother Iectan; whose twelve sons of Iectan had then already such great families that they could be divided into their own tongues. So, then, he could be mentioned first who was later in age, just as among the descendants of the three sons of Noah the sons of Japheth were mentioned first, who was the least of them; then the sons of Cham, who was the middle; lastly the sons of Sem, who was the first and greatest.“ Thus far from Augustine: the sum of whose opinion is that the Hebrew tongue was the first of all, that the whole race of men used it before the building of the tower of Babel, and that from Heber himself it was called Hebrew. And from the solution of this doubt it appears how weak and futile is the reason by which the Hebrews prove that the division of tongues was made not at the birth but near the death of Phaleg — namely, that Iectan was born after Phaleg, and had thirteen descendants when the tongues were divided.15



EADEM est B. Hieronymi sententia: is enim super tertium caput Sophoniae, explanans illa verba „Nugas qui a lege recesserunt congregabo,“ ad hunc modum scribit: „Id quod diximus ‘nugas,’ sciamus in Hebraeo ipsum Latinum esse sermonem, et propterea a nobis ita ut in Hebraeo erat esse positum, ut nosse possimus linguam Hebraicam omnium linguarum esse matricem; quod non est huius temporis disserere.“ Ad hanc quoque sententiam pertinet quod ait idem auctor, exponens illa verba Isaiae, „Ecce virgo concipiet“ — disputans enim vocabulo Hebraeo „alma“ proprie non solum puellam significari, sed virginem absconditam et secretam quae nunquam virorum patuerit aspectibus magnaque parentum diligentia custodita sit — ita scribit: „Lingua quoque Punica, quae de Hebraeorum fontibus manare dicitur, proprie virgo nominatur ‘alma.’ Et ut risum praebeamus Iudaeis, nostro quoque sermone ‘alma’ dicitur sancta. Omnium enim paene linguarum verbis utuntur Hebraei: ut est illud in Cantico Canticorum de Graeco φορεῖον, id est ferculum, ‘Ferculum sibi fecit Salomon,’ quod et in Hebraeo ita legimus. Verbum quoque ‘nugas’ et ‘mensuram’ Hebraei eodem modo et eisdem appellant sensibus.“ Sic Hieronymus.
The same is the opinion of Blessed Jerome: for on the third chapter of Sophonias, explaining those words, „The triflers who have departed from the law I will gather,“ he writes in this manner: „As for what we said, ‘triflers,’ let us know that in the Hebrew it is the very Latin word, and therefore was put down by us just as it was in the Hebrew, that we may be able to know that the Hebrew tongue is the mother of all tongues — which it is not the time to discuss here.“ To this opinion belongs also what the same author says, expounding those words of Isaiah, „Behold a virgin shall conceive“ — for, disputing that by the Hebrew word ‘alma’ is properly signified not only a girl, but a hidden and secret virgin who has never been open to the gaze of men and has been kept with great diligence by her parents — he writes thus: „The Punic tongue too, which is said to flow from the fountains of the Hebrews, properly names a virgin ‘alma.’ And — to give the Jews something to laugh at — in our own speech too ‘alma’ is called ‘holy.’ For the Hebrews use the words of almost all tongues: as is that in the Canticle of Canticles, from the Greek φορεῖον, that is a litter, ‘Solomon made himself a litter,’ which we read so in the Hebrew too. The words ‘nugas’ (triflers) and ‘mensura’ (measure) too the Hebrews call by the same form and the same senses.“ So Jerome.16



AD horum patrum sententiam, et gravi eorum auctoritate et optimis fundatam et firmatam coniecturis, posteriores fere omnes accesserunt et adhaeserunt. Non attinet omnium vel nomina vel dicta percensere. Quatuor exemplis contentus ero, uno proxime superioris saeculi, tribus aliis huius nostrae aetatis. Tostatus linguam ab exordio Mundi communem omnium hominum fuisse Hebraicam probat ex impositione nominum quae…
To the opinion of these Fathers — founded and confirmed both by their weighty authority and by excellent conjectures — nearly all later writers have acceded and adhered. It is not worthwhile to review the names or sayings of all. I shall be content with four examples: one of the age just past, three others of this our age. Tostatus proves that the tongue common to all men from the beginning of the world was Hebrew, from the imposition of the names which…17



…quae Adam imposuit rebus secundum eam linguam quae tunc erat. Talia enim nomina non inveniuntur in alia lingua significare id ad quod significandum imposita sunt ab Adamo, nisi in lingua Hebraea: nomina dico, Adam, Eva, Cain, Abel, Noë. Quod si ea nomina idem quoque aut simile quiddam in aliis quibusdam linguis significant, id propterea accidit quod illae linguae perquam similes sunt Hebraeae, ex ea scilicet derivatae, ut est Chaldaica vel Syriaca, Arabica, et in quibusdam etiam Punica. Divisis autem linguis, prima illa lingua mansit in sola stirpe Heber, unde vocata est Hebraica; nec in omnes posteros Heber transfusa est, sed in eos solos qui erant in recta linea per quam descendit Christus. Mansit igitur in solo Phaleg, et in huius tantum filio Reu, et sic deinceps usque ad Abraham et Isaac et Iacob. Hic autem cum duodecim filios habuerit, omnes ea lingua usi sunt, omnesque eorum posteri, id est duodecim tribus Israel; non autem sola tribus Iuda, licet ex ea tantum originem et genus duxit Messias.
…which Adam imposed on things according to that tongue which then was. For such names are not found to signify, in any other tongue, that for the signifying of which they were imposed by Adam, except in the Hebrew tongue: the names, I mean, Adam, Eve, Cain, Abel, Noë. And if those names signify the same, or something similar, in certain other tongues too, that happens because those tongues are exceedingly similar to Hebrew, being derived from it — such as the Chaldaic or Syriac, the Arabic, and in some respects even the Punic. And when the tongues were divided, that first tongue remained in the stock of Heber alone, whence it was called Hebrew; nor was it transfused into all the descendants of Heber, but only into those who were in the direct line through which Christ descended. It remained, therefore, in Phaleg alone, and in his son Reu only, and so on down to Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. And he, since he had twelve sons, all used that tongue, and all their descendants, that is the twelve tribes of Israel; not the tribe of Judah alone, although from it alone the Messiah drew His origin and stock.18



ILLUD igitur permirum est, cum supradicti patres ab Heber usque ad Iacob omnes filios suos docuissent linguam Hebraicam, eos tamen deinde, vel eorum posteros, diversas habuisse linguas, vel ab ipsis adinventas vel ab aliis gentibus acceptas apud quas versabantur. Et lingua quidem Hebraica olim completa et perfecta fuit, cunctis nempe vocibus instructa quae ad omnes res significandas valent, non minus sane quam alia quaevis ex copiosissimis et ditissimis linguis. At nunc, immo vero post captivitatem Babylonicam, imperfecta est, multorum scilicet verborum inops; quippe cum ea sola nomina manserint plane Hebraica quae in libris sacris continentur. Cuius rei illa fuit causa, quod Hebraei, cum aliis gentibus mixti, propriae linguae usum perdiderunt et aliarum gentium linguas usurparunt. Sic Tostatus.
It is therefore very wonderful that, although the aforesaid fathers from Heber down to Jacob had taught all their sons the Hebrew tongue, yet those afterward, or their descendants, had diverse tongues — either invented by themselves or received from the other nations among whom they dwelt. And the Hebrew tongue was once full and perfect, furnished namely with all the words that avail for signifying all things, no less indeed than any other of the most copious and richest tongues. But now — nay rather, after the Babylonian captivity — it is imperfect, destitute namely of many words; since those names alone have remained plainly Hebrew which are contained in the sacred books. The cause of which was that the Hebrews, mingled with other nations, lost the use of their own tongue and took up the tongues of other nations. So Tostatus.19



CAIETANUS idem quod Tostatus sentit, et ad hunc modum argumentatur: „Etsi divina Scriptura non explicat quae fuerit tunc omnium lingua communis, duas tamen coniecturas habemus eam fuisse Hebraeam. Altera coniectura est, quod lingua Hebraea fuerat ante diluvium, ut nomen Domini Tetragrammaton testatur. Altera est, quod Babylonis nomen, quod iuxta Hebraeam linguam sortita est civitas illa, apud omnes nationes perseverare videtur. Quod si ita esse constaret, efficax profecto haberetur eius rei hinc argumentum: praecipue vero quod civitas illa non fuerit Heber aut filiorum eius, sed Nemrod filii Cus filii Cham.“ Ita Caietanus.
Cajetan thinks the same as Tostatus, and argues in this manner: „Although divine Scripture does not explain what was then the common tongue of all, yet we have two conjectures that it was Hebrew. The one conjecture is that the Hebrew tongue existed before the flood, as the Tetragrammaton name of the Lord testifies. The other is that the name of Babylon, which that city obtained according to the Hebrew tongue, seems to persevere among all nations. And if this were established to be so, an effective argument of the matter would indeed be had from it: especially because that city was not Heber's or his sons', but Nemrod's, the son of Cus, the son of Cham.“ So Cajetan.20



OLEASTER autem, superiorum insistens vestigiis, similia prodidit: „Cum,“ inquit, „textus dicat totam terram fuisse unius linguae, equidem facile crediderim eam fuisse Chaldaicam vel Hebraicam: has enim duas nunc linguas unam et eandem fuisse a principio puto, cum sint admodum vicinae. Nec desunt huic opinioni rationes. Prima, quoniam nomina primis parentibus imposita, ut Adam et Chauach, a verbis Hebraicis originem habent. Sunt etiam aliquot nomina quae ab Hebraeis alias linguas esse mutuatas…“
Oleaster, treading in the footsteps of his predecessors, set forth similar things: „Since,“ he says, „the text says that the whole earth was of one tongue, I for my part would easily believe it to have been Chaldaic or Hebrew: for these two tongues, now [distinct], I think to have been one and the same from the beginning, since they are exceedingly close. Nor are reasons lacking for this opinion. The first, because the names imposed on the first parents — as Adam and Chauach (Eve) — have their origin from Hebrew words. There are also some names which it is not to be doubted that other tongues borrowed from the Hebrews…“21



…mutuatas non est dubitandum: ut ‘Sac,’ id est saccus; ‘Babel’; et ‘Tarsis,’ nomen lapidis pretiosi. Secunda ratio, quia credibile est primam linguam et communem omnium esse ibi relictam ubi primum fuit linguarum facta divisio, id est in terra Sennaar quae fuit Chaldaea. Tertia ratio, quia Abraham, qui Chaldaeus fuit, hac lingua loquebatur, a quo didicerunt eam posteri eius qui dicti sunt Hebraei. Quarta ratio, quia textus dicit eos qui unius erant linguae venisse ab Oriente: cum autem lingua Chaldaica et Arabica manserint in Oriente, videntur illae fuisse primae, vel potius Hebraea quae illarum parens fuit.“ Sic Oleaster. Origenes, quem primo loco ponere oportuit, Homilia 11 in librum Numerorum, linguam Hebraeam fuisse ait primam omnium et qua usus est Adam, eamque permansisse etiam post confusionem et divisionem linguarum.
…borrowed [from the Hebrews] is not to be doubted: such as ‘Sac,’ that is, sack; ‘Babel’; and ‘Tarsis,’ the name of a precious stone. The second reason, because it is credible that the first and common tongue of all was left there where the division of tongues was first made — that is, in the land of Sennaar, which was Chaldaea. The third reason, because Abraham, who was a Chaldean, spoke this tongue, from whom his descendants, who were called Hebrews, learned it. The fourth reason, because the text says that those who were of one tongue came from the East: and since the Chaldaic and Arabic tongues have remained in the East, those seem to have been the first — or rather Hebrew, which was their parent.“ So Oleaster. Origen, whom it would have been right to put in the first place, in Homily 11 on the book of Numbers, says that the Hebrew tongue was the first of all and the one Adam used, and that it remained even after the confusion and division of tongues.22



NEC a tam veteri et probabili sententia recessit Genebrardus (cuius ego viri, quoties mihi occasio incidit, libenter memoriam et nomen usurpo: eum quippe diligo ex animo, nec propter doctrinam tantum, verum multo magis ob singularem fidei Catholicae ac pietatis Christianae ardorem, quem ego cum e scriptis eius tum etiam multorum sermonibus perspectum et cognitum habeo). Genebrardus igitur Hebraeam linguam esse linguarum omnium matricem et mundo coaevam auctoritate firmat B. Hieronymi in Sophoniam, et Origenis Hom. 11 in librum Numerorum, et Hebraeorum (praeter Rabbi Iuda, qui in Tractatu Sanhedrin Adae sermonem Aramaeum, id est Syriacum, fuisse dixit). Non igitur voces vim habent a natura, ut disputat Plato in Cratylo, neque ex hominum instituto, ut visum est Aristoteli; sed Deus ipse linguas confudit, id est ex una multas fecit. Hebraica porro lingua, quae antea communis omnium fuerat, apud Hebrum (a quo linguae et populi nomen) remansit incorrupta, quod ille neque consiliis neque operi interfuisset eorum qui turrim Babel aedificare et in caelum erigere voluerunt. Hos autem aedificatores appellatos esse Meropes, ob divisam vocem, tradit Suidas in vocabulo Seruch.
Nor did Genebrardus depart from so ancient and probable an opinion (of which man, whenever occasion falls to me, I gladly use the memory and name: for I love him from my heart, and not only for his learning, but much more for the singular ardor of Catholic faith and Christian piety, which I have observed and known both from his writings and from the discourse of many). Genebrardus, therefore, confirms by authority that the Hebrew tongue is the mother of all tongues and coeval with the world — [by the authority] of Blessed Jerome on Sophonias, and of Origen in Homily 11 on the book of Numbers, and of the Hebrews (except Rabbi Judah, who in the Tractate Sanhedrin said that Adam's speech was Aramaic, that is Syriac). Therefore words do not have their force from nature, as Plato disputes in the Cratylus, nor from the institution of men, as it seemed to Aristotle; but God Himself confounded the tongues — that is, out of one made many. And the Hebrew tongue, which before had been common to all, remained incorrupt with Heber (from whom the name of the tongue and the people), because he had taken part neither in the counsels nor in the work of those who wished to build the tower of Babel and raise it to heaven. And that these builders were called ‘Meropes,’ on account of the divided speech, Suidas hands down under the word ‘Seruch.’23



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 8 (title): whether Hebrew was the one tongue common to all before Babel. ↩
	§111. Disp. 8: was the first common tongue Hebrew? Theodoret (Questions on Genesis) holds three things; first, that the oldest tongue was Syriac, since the first-age names (Adam, Cain, Abel, Noë) are Syriac: ‘adam’ = red earth (so Adam ‘earthy/dusty’), Cain ‘possession’ (‘I have possessed a man through God’), Abel ‘mourning’ (first to die), Noë ‘rest.’ Margins: Theodoret, Question 59 on Genesis; whether Hebrew was the first tongue of all, used commonly before the confusion. ↩
	§112. Theodoret's view is untrue (shown below) and his reason weak: those names (Adam, Eve, Cain, Seth, Noë) and their interpretations are proper to Hebrew (Moses wrote Genesis in Hebrew). That Syriac has them too is no wonder — from Hebrew, as from a fountain, Syriac/Chaldaic and Arabic are derived like rivulets; Syriac being so akin to Hebrew, shared words are unsurprising. Margins: Gen 4; Gen 6. ↩
	§113. Theodoret's second view: God first gave Hebrew to Moses, so it did not exist before him (born 600+ yrs after Babel). His words: Hebrew is ‘sacred’ (like Greek temple-letters), given through Moses, not natural — Hebrew children first speak their birthplace's tongue and only learn Hebrew (its letters and sacred books) when grown; ‘He heard a tongue he knew not’ (Ps 81, of Joseph). Margins: Theodoret thinks (wrongly) that Hebrew did not exist before Moses; Ps 80. ↩
	§114. But Theodoret's view is partly wrong: that Hebrew did not exist before Moses is against all Doctors, Hebrew and Christian; the world's first names (Adam–Noë) and their interpretations work only in Hebrew. His point about Hebrew children is worthless: while the Hebrew state stood, all spoke Hebrew from the nurse's milk; only in the dispersion/captivity, serving other nations, did they lose their tongue and learn foreign ones. And Joseph (a Hebrew) learning Egyptian as unknown proves nothing for Theodoret. ↩
	§115. Theodoret seems here to follow Eupolemus (in Eusebius): that Moses, most wise, first gave letters to the Jews, the Phoenicians got them from the Jews, the Greeks from the Phoenicians. But that both the Hebrew tongue and letters predate Moses, Augustine will be brought in to confirm. Margin: Eupolemus in Eusebius, Preparation bk. 9 ch. 4. ↩
	§116. Theodoret's third point: he rejects deriving ‘Hebrews’ and ‘Hebrew’ from Heber (in whose family alone the common tongue survived). His objection: then all Heber's descendants should be ‘Hebrews’ speaking Hebrew — but they were not (Syrians, Moabites, Ammonites, Ishmaelites, Idumaeans, Madianites, Amalekites, and Iectan's line in India, of various tongues) (continues p. 517). ↩
	§116 (concl.). Theodoret's own derivation: ‘Hebrews’ from Abraham's crossing the Euphrates from Chaldea into Palestine — ‘Hebra’ in Syriac = Euphrates. He closes: it is superfluous to contend, since piety suffers no harm either way. Such is Theodoret's opinion. ↩
	§117. Pererius rejects Theodoret's ‘Hebrew from Hebra/Euphrates’ (to be discussed in vol. 3, on Gen 14, ‘Abram the Hebrew’). And Theodoret's objection (that not all Heber's line are ‘Hebrews’) is feeble — well solved by Augustine: only those descendants of Heber down to Jacob (in whom the knowledge and worship of the true God remained) were the ‘Hebrews’ who used the Hebrew tongue. ↩
	§118. Augustine (City of God 16.11, 18.39) hands down four points supporting Pererius's view. First: the once-common tongue was Hebrew, named from Heber because it survived in his family alone after the division — for then it needed a proper name (like the other tongues); when it was the one tongue of all, it was simply called ‘the human tongue/speech.’ Margins: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 ch. 11, bk. 18 ch. 39. ↩
	§119. Augustine's second point: in Heber's family alone the right faith and worship of the true God remained — for the confusion was the punishment of the others' impiety, so those spared it were not partakers of that impiety. ‘Just as, even with one tongue, the sons of pestilence were not lacking (before the flood too there was one tongue, yet all but Noah's house deserved destruction), so when, of a loftier impiety…’ (cut off, continues next batch). Margin: Gen 7. ↩
	§119 (concl.). End of the Augustine quotation: when the nations were punished by the diversity of tongues (and the impious city named ‘Babylon’/confusion), the house of Heber kept both the former tongue and piety — since the change of tongues came from a punishment, God's people were exempt; a mark of that nation's justice. And that tongue (kept by the Patriarchs and Prophets in speech and Scripture) passed not to all Abraham's or Heber's line, but only to those in the direct line to Abraham, and thence through Jacob — bearing God's covenants and the stock of Christ. ↩
	§120. Augustine's third point: not only the Hebrew tongue but its letters/characters predate Moses (against Theodoret). Augustine: it is wrong to think only the tongue was kept through Heber while the letters began with the Mosaic law — rather, the tongue with its letters was kept through Heber's line; Moses appointed teachers of letters (‘bringers-in of letters,’ Gk grammaton isagogos) — looking to Deut 31's ‘teachers’ (Gk so rendered). Margin: not only the Hebrew tongue but the Hebrew letters/characters were in use before Moses. ↩
	§121. Augustine's fourth point — a doubt: if the division was at Phaleg's birth (per Liber XV), and Phaleg was Heber's firstborn with Iectan born after, then Iectan and his sons (Gen 10) did not yet exist — but without them the 72 families/tongues do not add up. Augustine's solution: Phaleg was not Heber's firstborn; Iectan was born many years earlier, though Phaleg is named first (because of the notable event of the division at his birth) (continues p. 519). Margin: a doubt from Augustine — whether Phaleg was Heber's firstborn. ↩
	§121 (concl.). Augustine: Moses does not list them in birth-order; else Iectan's twelve sons could not have made nations if Iectan were born after Phaleg (the earth was divided at Phaleg's birth). So Phaleg is named first though younger — as Japheth's sons (the youngest son) are listed before Cham's and Sem's. Augustine's sum: Hebrew was the first tongue, used by all before Babel, named from Heber. This also shows the weakness of the Hebrews' argument that the division was near Phaleg's death (since Iectan, born after, had thirteen descendants by then). ↩
	§122. Jerome agrees: on Soph 3 (‘the triflers [nugas] who departed from the law’) he notes the Hebrew uses the very Latin word, ‘that we may know the Hebrew tongue is the mother of all tongues.’ Likewise on Isa 7 (‘a virgin [alma]…’) — ‘alma’ properly a hidden, guarded virgin: the Punic (flowing from Hebrew springs) calls a virgin ‘alma,’ and Latin ‘alma’ = holy; the Hebrews use words of almost all tongues (e.g. the Greek φορεῖον/‘litter’ in Cant 3, ‘nugas,’ ‘mensura’). Margins: Isa 7; Cant 3. ↩
	§123. Nearly all later writers followed these Fathers. Four examples (one of the last age, three of the present): Tostatus proves the first common tongue was Hebrew from the imposition of names (continues p. 520). Margin: Tostatus on Gen 11, qq. 1–2. ↩
	§123 (concl.). Tostatus: the world's first names (Adam, Eve, Cain, Abel, Noë) signify, as Adam imposed them, only in Hebrew; if similar in Chaldaic/Syriac/Arabic/Punic, that is because those derive from Hebrew. At the division it remained only in Heber's stock (whence ‘Hebrew’), and not in all his line but only the direct line to Christ — Phaleg, Reu, … to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob; and through Jacob's twelve sons to all twelve tribes (not Judah alone, though the Messiah came from Judah). ↩
	§124. Tostatus marvels that, though Heber's line to Jacob taught all their sons Hebrew, their descendants later had diverse tongues (invented or borrowed). Hebrew was once full and perfect (as copious as any tongue), but since the Babylonian captivity it is imperfect, lacking many words — only the names in the sacred books remained plainly Hebrew — because the Hebrews, mingled with other nations, lost their tongue and took up others'. ↩
	§125. Cajetan (agreeing with Tostatus): two conjectures that the first tongue was Hebrew — (1) Hebrew existed before the flood (the Tetragrammaton); (2) the name ‘Babylon’ (Hebrew) persists among all nations — strong if established, especially since that city was not Heber's but Nemrod's (son of Cus, son of Cham). Margin: Cajetan on Gen 11. ↩
	§126. Oleaster, following them: the one tongue was Chaldaic or Hebrew (which he thinks were originally one and the same, being so close). His reasons: first, the first parents' names (Adam, Chauach/Eve) come from Hebrew words; and other tongues borrowed words from Hebrew (continues p. 521). Margin: Oleaster on this place. ↩
	§126 (concl.). Oleaster's reasons (cont.): other tongues borrowed Hebrew words (‘Sac’/sack, ‘Babel,’ ‘Tarsis’); the first tongue was likely left where the division happened (Sennaar/Chaldaea); Abraham the Chaldean spoke it, whence the Hebrews; those of one tongue ‘came from the East,’ where Chaldaic/Arabic remained — so those (or rather Hebrew, their parent) were first. Origen (Hom. 11 on Numbers, who should have been cited first): Hebrew was the first tongue, Adam's, and remained even after the confusion. Margin: Origen. ↩
	§127. Genebrardus (whom Pererius warmly praises for faith and learning) confirms, by Jerome (on Soph), Origen (Hom. 11 on Numbers), and the Hebrews (except Rabbi Judah, Sanhedrin, who made Adam's speech Aramaic/Syriac), that Hebrew is the mother of all tongues, coeval with the world. So words have force neither from nature (Plato, Cratylus) nor by human convention (Aristotle), but God confounded them (made many from one); Hebrew remained incorrupt with Heber (whence the name of tongue and people), who shared neither the counsel nor the work of the builders. Suidas (under ‘Seruch’): the builders were called ‘Meropes’ (from the divided speech). Margins: Genebrardus in his Chronology; Plato; Aristotle; Suidas. ↩
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NINTH DISPUTATION. Of what kind that confusion of tongues was, and how it was made.1
NONA DISPUTATIO. Qualis fuerit illa confusio linguarum, et quemadmodum facta sit.



DISPUTAT hac de re multis et disertis verbis Philo sub finem eius libri quem De confusione linguarum scripsit, tractans illa verba „Venite, descendamus et confundamus,“ etc. Tres autem partes habet eius disputatio. Primo loco exponit quid significet vox illa, „Confusio.“ „Res,“ inquit Philo, „quae per se non facile noscuntur, ex cognatarum rerum similitudine manifestae fiunt; saepe enim ignotos ex similium et eiusdem generis collatione cognoscimus…“
Philo disputes on this matter, in many and eloquent words, toward the end of the book which he wrote On the Confusion of Tongues, treating those words, „Come, let us go down and confound,“ etc. And his disputation has three parts. In the first place he sets forth what that word, „Confusion,“ signifies. „Things,“ says Philo, „which are not easily known of themselves become manifest from the likeness of kindred things; for we often come to know the unknown by the comparison of similar things and of the same kind…“2



„…Sed quid est confusionis simile? Mixtura scilicet et temperatura, ut a maioribus traditum est: mixtura in rebus aridis, temperatura in humidis. Est igitur mixtura corporum diversorum perturbata coniunctio, ut si quis hordeum, triticum, ceterarumque frugum species in unum acervum congerat. Temperatura vero non est coniunctio, sed dissimilium partium mutua penetratio, quarum semel temperatarum qualitates arte quadam secerni queunt. Id quod aiunt in vino et aqua contingere: nam haec duo si uniantur, temperaturam conficiunt, et nihilominus tamen per secretionem ad pristinas qualitates redire possunt. Si enim spongiam imbuas oleo, aquam ea colligi, vinum relinqui aiunt; fortassis quia spongia, ex aquis genita, cognatum sibi liquorem in temperamento attrahit, vinum vero ut alienum respuit. At confusio fit cum, penetrantibus se invicem partibus, qualitates earum pereunt, ut, corruptis rebus quae prius fuerant, unius nova et a prioribus diversa exsistat generatio: quod accidit in Medicorum compositione quam vocant Tetrapharmacum, quae constat e cera, pice, resina et adipe; haec semel composita et invicem confusa non possunt ulla arte separari ut redeant ad qualitates pristinas, sed, cum singula nusquam appareant, ex omnibus corruptis una egregia conficitur. Quid igitur vocabulum confusionis significet, ex his quae diximus apparet.“
„…But what is similar to confusion? Mixture, namely, and tempering, as has been handed down by our elders: mixture in dry things, tempering in moist. Mixture, then, is a disordered joining of diverse bodies — as if one should heap together barley, wheat, and the kinds of the other grains into one heap. But tempering is not a joining, but a mutual penetration of dissimilar parts, whose qualities, once tempered, can by some art be separated. Which they say happens in wine and water: for these two, if united, make a tempering, and nonetheless can, by separation, return to their former qualities. For if you soak a sponge in oil, they say the water is gathered by it and the wine left; perhaps because the sponge, born of waters, draws to itself in the tempering the kindred liquid, but rejects the wine as foreign. But confusion comes about when, the parts penetrating one another, their qualities perish, so that, the things that were before being corrupted, a new generation of one thing, different from the former, arises: which happens in the physicians' compound which they call Tetrapharmacum, made of wax, pitch, resin, and fat; these, once compounded and confounded together, cannot by any art be separated so as to return to their former qualities, but, since the single ingredients appear nowhere, one excellent thing is made from all the corrupted ones. What, therefore, the word ‘confusion’ signifies, from these things which we have said appears.“3



SECUNDO loco enarrat Philo eorum sententiam qui putarunt Mosem supradictis verbis locutum esse de vera confusione linguarum, quasi tunc primum diversitatis linguarum quae sunt inter homines origo extiterit. Hanc opinionem, etsi non plane improbat Philo, negat tamen eam Mosis consilio et proposito esse convenientem; ita scribens: „Qui aperta solum et obvia sectantur, putant hic describi ortum linguarum Graecarum ac Barbararum. Quos equidem non accuso: fortassis enim et ipsi recte sentiunt; sed istos tamen admonitos cupio ne hactenus processisse contenti sint, sed transeant ad tropologiam, sic existimando divina oracula esse umbras quasdam corporum, ceterum quae per has significantur esse res verissimas. Id si quis animo caecutiens parum acute cernit, occasionem ab ipso legis latore porrectam minime negligat, vel hoc ipso in loco: confusionem enim rem hanc appellat; qui si solum voluisset ortum linguarum indicare, aptius divisione appellasset quam confusionem. Non confunduntur enim quae in partes distribuuntur, sed discernuntur potius: ut non minor pugna sit inter haec vocabula quam inter res ipsas. Est enim confusio facultatum simplicium corruptio, quae simul congestae unam quampiam generant; separatio vero est unius in plura divisio. Itaque si Moses voluisset significare unam loquelam in plures partes divisam esse, aliis aptioribus et magis propriis usus fuisset appellationibus, divisionem vel separationem vocando, non autem confusionem, quae plane contrarium significat.“
In the second place Philo recounts the opinion of those who thought that Moses, by the aforesaid words, spoke of a true confusion of tongues — as if then for the first time arose the origin of the diversity of tongues which is among men. This opinion, although Philo does not plainly disapprove it, he yet denies to be agreeable to Moses's design and purpose, writing thus: „Those who pursue only the open and obvious things think that here is described the origin of the Greek and Barbarian tongues. Whom indeed I do not accuse: for perhaps they too judge rightly; but I wish them nevertheless admonished not to be content to have proceeded thus far, but to pass on to tropology, thus deeming the divine oracles to be certain shadows of bodies, but that the things signified by these are most true realities. If anyone, dim of mind, perceives this too dully, let him by no means neglect the occasion offered by the lawgiver himself, even in this very place: for he calls this thing ‘confusion’; who, if he had wished only to indicate the origin of tongues, would more fitly have called it ‘division’ than ‘confusion.’ For things that are distributed into parts are not confounded, but rather distinguished: so that there is no less a conflict between these words than between the things themselves. For confusion is a corruption of simple faculties, which, heaped together, generate some one thing; but separation is a division of one into many. And so, if Moses had wished to signify that one speech was divided into many parts, he would have used other, fitter and more proper, appellations, calling it ‘division’ or ‘separation,’ not ‘confusion,’ which signifies plainly the contrary.“4



EXTREMO loco declarat Philo quemadmodum oratio haec Mosis non historice, sed secundum tropologicam intelligentiam exponenda et intelligenda est. „Quoties Deus,“ inquit Philo, „minatur confusionem cogitationibus impiis, ea non singulis tantum vitiorum speciebus earumque viribus intentatur, sed et operibus eorum quae fiunt de communi sententia; ne vel singula, vel communicatis consiliis, vires universas colligant ad delendam par[tem praestantiorem]…“
In the last place Philo declares how this discourse of Moses is to be expounded and understood not historically, but according to the tropological understanding. „As often as God,“ says Philo, „threatens confusion to impious thoughts, it is aimed not only at the single species of vices and their forces, but also at their works which are done by common purpose; lest, either singly, or by their counsels communicated, they gather their whole forces to destroy the [more excellent part]…“5



…tem praestantiorem. Quapropter ait: Confundamus ibi linguam eorum, ne audiat vocem quisque sui proximi. Ac si diceret: Muta surdaque faciamus vitia singula, ut nec loquendo nec invicem consentiendo damnum afferant. Hoc igitur est nunc propositum sub figura confusionis linguarum: disiicere constipatum vitiorum cuneum, irrita facere improborum foedera, perniciosam societatem convellere, iunctas impiorum copias ideoque validas dissipare, malitiae imperium maximis iniquitatibus communitum demoliri.“
…the more excellent part. Wherefore He says: Let us there confound their tongue, that no one may hear the voice of his neighbor. As if He said: Let us make the single vices mute and deaf, that neither by speaking nor by agreeing with one another they may do harm. This, then, is the present purpose under the figure of the confusion of tongues: to scatter the packed wedge of vices, to make void the leagues of the wicked, to tear apart their pernicious society, to dissipate the joined and therefore strong forces of the impious, to demolish the empire of malice fortified by the greatest iniquities.“6



„NONNE vides ut mundi Opifex partes animae conspirare voluerit, sed propter ipsarum decorem atque incolumitatem loci disclusas et muneribus atque functionibus distinctas fecerit? Non possunt oculi quod aures praestant audire; non aures cernere; non odorari labia; non gustare nares; non ratio fungi sensuum officio, nec sensus formare vocem. Noverat ille omnium artifex non expedire ut haec invicem misceantur et confundantur, verum satius esse ut singulae partes animae intra suas quaeque functiones consistant et inconfusae maneant; idque non minus conferre in commune animantium generi quam privatim ipsis potentiis. E diverso autem vitia in confusionem et dispersionem adducit Deus, ne coadunata, iunctis nocendi viribus, insuperabile malum afferant. Sicut enim concentum virtutum a Deo foveri decet, ita dispergi et profligari vitia. Nec est aliud nomen quod vitio magis conveniat quam confusio: id quod evidens est in quovis insipiente, qui verbis, consiliis, factis perturbatis et confusis utitur.“ Atque haec est nostra (inquit Philo) super hoc textu et oratione Mosis sententia. Et hactenus quidem procedit Philonis disputatio.
„Do you not see how the Maker of the world willed the parts of the soul to conspire [together], but, for their own grace and safety, made them set apart in place and distinguished by their offices and functions? The eyes cannot hear what the ears furnish; nor the ears see; nor the lips smell; nor the nostrils taste; nor reason discharge the office of the senses, nor the senses form speech. That artificer of all knew that it was not expedient for these to be mingled and confounded among themselves, but better that the single parts of the soul should each stand within their own functions and remain unconfounded; and that this conduces no less to the common [good] of the race of living things than privately to the faculties themselves. But, conversely, God brings vices into confusion and dispersion, lest, united, with their powers of harming joined, they bring an insuperable evil. For just as the concord of the virtues ought to be fostered by God, so [it is fitting that] vices be dispersed and routed. Nor is there any other name that befits vice more than ‘confusion’: which is evident in any fool, who uses words, counsels, and deeds disordered and confused.“ And this (says Philo) is our opinion upon this text and discourse of Moses. And thus far indeed proceeds Philo's disputation.7



AT enim vero interpretationem hanc Philonis, in genere quidem tropologico, ut veram, acutam, nec ineruditam, laudo et amplector; at vero ut propriam et (quemadmodum vocant) literalem atque ab ipso Mose primo ac principaliter spectatam et designatam, plane improbo et abiicio. Namque orationem Mosis esse historicam et veram ac germanam rerum gestarum narrationem, praeter omnium tam Hebraeorum quam Christianorum auctoritatem, res ipsa loquitur. Totum enim genus dicendi Mosis in hoc libro historicum est, et nuda ac simplici narratione constans, non secus profecto quam in libris Iosue, Iudicum et Regum. Alioqui, cum liber Genesis tum ceteri omnes sacri libri qui nominantur historici, non essent quales nominantur et ab omnibus habentur, sed essent parabolici et allegorici aut etiam aenigmatici, similiter atque liber Salomonis qui inscribitur Cantica Canticorum.
But indeed this interpretation of Philo, in the tropological kind, as true, acute, and not unlearned, I praise and embrace; but as the proper and (as they call it) literal [interpretation], and as looked to and designed by Moses himself first and principally, I plainly disapprove and cast off. For that Moses's discourse is historical, and a true and genuine narration of things done, the matter itself proclaims — besides the authority of all, both Hebrews and Christians. For the whole manner of Moses's speaking in this book is historical, and consisting of a bare and simple narration, no otherwise indeed than in the books of Joshua, Judges, and Kings. Otherwise, both the book of Genesis and all the other sacred books which are called historical would not be such as they are named and held by all, but would be parabolic and allegorical or even enigmatic, similarly as the book of Solomon which is entitled the Canticle of Canticles.8



SED urget nos Philonis argumentum. Vocabulum enim confusionis, inquit ille, ad Mosis orationem minime quadrat: neque enim, si nudam spectes historiam, confusas esse linguas, sed divisas reperies. Nam ubi quaeso ista linguarum confusio est facta? An in illa prima et omnium communi lingua? At illa, etsi non apud omnes, attamen apud quos mansit, eadem mansit plane integra et incorrupta. Utrum in aliis linguis, quarum varietas tunc est invecta? Verum in illis nulla cernitur confusio. Quomodo enim confusae dici possunt quae nunquam antea fuerant et tunc primum ortae sunt? Cumque earum…
But Philo's argument presses us. For the word ‘confusion,’ says he, by no means fits Moses's discourse: for, if you look at the bare history, you will find the tongues not confounded but divided. For where, I ask, was that confusion of tongues made? In that first and common tongue of all? But that, even if not among all, yet among those with whom it remained, remained plainly the same, entire and incorrupt. Or in the other tongues, whose variety was then introduced? But in those no confusion is discerned. For how can those be called confounded which had never before existed and then for the first time arose? And since of them…9



…quaelibet sic esset ab alia qualibet distincta ut qui essent unius linguae nullam aliam intelligerent, non potuit ulla esse in illis confusio. Erant igitur omnes inconfusae atque omnino distinctae.
…each was so distinct from every other that those who were of one tongue understood no other, there could be no confusion in them. They were, therefore, all unconfounded and altogether distinct.10



SED huic argumento facile occurritur, si dicamus confusionem illam de qua loquitur Moses non fuisse in linguis, sed in hominibus, propter linguarum tamen repentinam varietatem. Etenim propter primae linguae oblivionem, quae plerisque illorum hominum accidit, et subitam variarum linguarum valde dissonantium ac discrepantium in magna illa hominum multitudine usurpationem, tanta illis hominibus animorum confusio accidit ut et ab incepta aedificatione desistere et invicem segregari diversaque terrarum loca ad habitandum capessere coacti fuerint. Et hanc quidem interpretationem vehementer adiuvant verba illa quibus Moses Deum ita loquentem facit: „Venite, descendamus et confundamus ibi linguam eorum, ut non audiat unusquisque vocem proximi sui.“ Vides in eo fuisse linguarum confusionem, quod in tanta illa multitudine hominum, propter repentinam linguarum varietatem, cum alii alios non intelligerent, supra quam credi possit perturbati animo et confusi fuerint?
But this argument is easily met, if we say that the confusion of which Moses speaks was not in the tongues, but in the men — yet on account of the sudden variety of tongues. For, on account of the oblivion of the first tongue, which befell most of those men, and the sudden use, in that great multitude of men, of various tongues very dissonant and discrepant, so great a confusion of minds befell those men that they were compelled both to desist from the begun building and to be segregated from one another and to take up diverse places of the earth for dwelling. And this interpretation those words greatly help, by which Moses makes God speak thus: „Come, let us go down and there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech.“ Do you see that the confusion of tongues was in this — that in that great multitude of men, on account of the sudden variety of tongues, since some did not understand others, they were perturbed and confounded in mind beyond what can be believed?11



SED quomodo linguarum illa confusio et divisio facta est? Hoc nempe modo. Primo quidem fecit Deus omnes illos homines (praeter Heber et familiam eius) oblivisci primae linguae quae antea fuerat omnium communis. Oblivionem vero attulit delendo ex animis eorum hominum habitum illum quo significationes omnium vocum illius linguae cognitas habuerant, iusque, quotiescunque volebant, ad loquendum uti promptissimum et facillimum illis fuerat. Hac inducta oblivione, tanta illis contigit eius linguae ignoratio ut, cum ea loquentes audirent ipsum Heber et Phaleg, quasi nihil de ea unquam vel novissent vel etiam audissent, nullo modo eos intelligerent.
But how was that confusion and division of tongues made? In this manner, namely. First, God made all those men (except Heber and his family) forget the first tongue which had before been common to all. And He brought the oblivion by deleting from the minds of those men that habit by which they had held known the significations of all the words of that tongue, and [by which] it had been most ready and most easy for them to use it for speaking whenever they wished. This oblivion being induced, so great an ignorance of that tongue befell them that, when they heard Heber and Phaleg themselves speaking it, as if they had never either known or even heard of it, they understood them in no way.12



DEINDE, pro diversitate illarum gentium quae tribus ex filiis Noë proseminatae concurrerant ad aedificationem civitatis et turris, diversos habitus variarum linguarum mentibus eorum inseruit Deus. Quo factum est ut unaquaeque illarum gentium eius linguae quae divina dispensatione ei contigerat non modo cognitionem (quantum ad verba, phrases, proverbia aliaque id genus propria cuiuslibet linguae), verum etiam ad loquendum facilem et promptum haberet usum. Itaque sic illi circa suam quisque linguam affecti erant ut affecti esse solent qui linguam aliquam probe noverunt eaque, quoties libet, expedite et facile utuntur.
Next, according to the diversity of those nations which, sprung from the three sons of Noah, had come together to the building of the city and tower, God inserted into their minds the diverse habits of the various tongues. Whereby it came about that each of those nations had not only the knowledge of that tongue which by divine dispensation had befallen it (as to the words, phrases, proverbs, and other such things proper to each tongue), but also a ready and easy use for speaking. And so they were each so disposed toward his own tongue as those are wont to be disposed who know some tongue well and use it, whenever they please, readily and easily.13



PAENE fugerat memoriam quod superiori disputatione de Philastrio dicendum fuerat. Id, quia illic praetermissum est, hic reddemus, satius rati alieno quam nullo loco dicere. Philastrius in Catalogo Haereseon capite 106 opinionem de unitate linguae omnium hominum ante aedificationem turris (quam nos supra gravissimis auctoritatibus optimisque rationibus firmatam secuti sumus) ut haereti[cam]…
It had almost escaped my memory what should have been said in the foregoing disputation about Philastrius. Since it was passed over there, we shall render it here, deeming it better to say it in the wrong place than in none. Philastrius, in the Catalogue of Heresies, chapter 106, the opinion concerning the unity of the tongue of all men before the building of the tower (which we above, confirmed by the weightiest authorities and best reasons, have followed) as heret[ical]…14



…ut haereticam improbat et damnat. Ait ille firmiter esse credendum etiam ante aedificationem Babel multis saeculis magnam fuisse inter homines linguarum et sermonum varietatem, quarum tamen omnium linguarum scientiam omnes homines, Dei munere, usque ad constructionem turris et linguarum confusionem tenuerunt. Quod autem Moses dixit terram fuisse labii unius, idcirco dictum putat quia, etsi varia erant linguarum genera, omnes tamen se invicem intelligebant; eratque omnibus lingua una et idem sermo, non quidem eorundem vocabulorum usu, sed eadem omnium loquentium et audientium intelligentia. Sic ille.
…disapproves and condemns as heretical. He says it must be firmly believed that even many ages before the building of Babel there was among men a great variety of tongues and speech, the knowledge of all which tongues, however, all men, by God's gift, held down to the construction of the tower and the confusion of tongues. And what Moses said, that the earth was of one lip, he thinks was said for this reason: that, although there were various kinds of tongues, yet all understood one another; and there was to all one tongue and the same speech — not indeed by the use of the same words, but by the same understanding of all speakers and hearers. So he.15



VERUM Philastrius, dum quod verissimum erat quasi falsum et haereticum damnavit, a vero ipse et a recta divinarum literarum intelligentia longe aberravit. Verum quia superiori disputatione satis de hoc est dictum, nihil attinet hoc loco contra Philastrium eadem de re disputare. Videtur autem Philastrius levi consideratione eorum quae supra scripsit Moses capite decimo in eum esse inductus errorem. Proditum enim est capite decimo filios Iaphet et Sem fuisse divisos in diversas familias, regiones et linguas, quasi ante aedificationem turris iam fuisset inter posteros filiorum Noë diversitas linguarum. Sed non animadvertit Philastrius illa esse scripta per anticipationem, figuram nempe sacris literis non infrequentem: id quod supra nos B. Augustini et Ruperti testimonio comprobavimus.
But Philastrius, while he condemned what was most true as if false and heretical, himself wandered far from the truth and from the right understanding of the divine letters. But since enough has been said about this in the foregoing disputation, it is not worthwhile here to dispute against Philastrius on the same matter. And Philastrius seems to have been led into this error by a light consideration of those things which Moses wrote above in the tenth chapter. For it is set forth in the tenth chapter that the sons of Japheth and Sem were divided into diverse families, regions, and tongues, as if before the building of the tower there had already been among the descendants of the sons of Noah a diversity of tongues. But Philastrius did not observe that those things were written by anticipation — a figure not infrequent in the sacred letters — which we above proved by the testimony of Blessed Augustine and Rupert.16



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 9 (title): the nature and manner of the confusion of tongues. ↩
	§128. Disp. 9. Philo (end of On the Confusion of Tongues) treats this in three parts. First, what ‘confusion’ means: things hard to know of themselves become clear by comparison with similar things (continues p. 522). Margin: Philo. ↩
	§128 (concl.). Philo distinguishes: ‘mixture’ (disordered joining of dry things, like grains heaped together); ‘tempering’ (mutual penetration of moist things, separable again — wine and water, drawn apart by a sponge); but ‘confusion’ (parts penetrating so their qualities perish, a new thing arising from the corrupted — the physicians' Tetrapharmacum of wax, pitch, resin, fat, inseparable). Margin: what confusion is. ↩
	§129. Philo's second part: those who take Moses to speak of a real confusion of tongues (the origin of Greek/Barbarian tongues) — Philo does not condemn them but says it does not fit Moses's intent, urging them to pass to tropology (the oracles are ‘shadows,’ the things signified the realities). His clue: Moses calls it ‘confusion,’ not ‘division’ — and the two are opposite (confusion = corruption of simples into one new thing; separation = one divided into many); so for a mere division of one speech Moses would have said ‘division,’ not ‘confusion.’ ↩
	§130. Philo's third part: the passage is to be taken tropologically, not historically. As often as God threatens ‘confusion’ to impious thoughts, it is aimed not only at single vices but at their works done by common conspiracy — lest, singly or together, they gather all their forces to destroy the better part (continues p. 523). ↩
	§130 (concl.). Philo: ‘let us confound their tongue’ = let us make the single vices mute and deaf, so they harm not by speech or agreement. The purpose under the ‘confusion of tongues’ figure: to scatter the packed wedge of vices, void the wicked's leagues, tear apart their society, dissipate the impious' joined forces, and demolish the fortified empire of malice. ↩
	§131. Philo (cont.): the world's Maker set the soul's parts distinct by function (eyes don't hear, ears don't see, etc.), unconfused — better for the whole and the faculties. Conversely God brings vices to confusion and dispersion, lest united they do insuperable harm: as virtue's concord is fostered, so vice is to be routed — ‘confusion’ being the fittest name for vice (evident in the fool's disordered words and deeds). This is Philo's view; thus far his disputation. ↩
	§132. Pererius: Philo's reading, as tropology, is true, acute, and learned — but as the proper/literal sense Moses primarily intended, it is to be rejected. Moses's discourse here is historical (a bare, simple narration, like Joshua/Judges/Kings) — per all Hebrews and Christians; else Genesis and the other ‘historical’ books would be not such but parabolic/allegorical/enigmatic, like the Canticle of Canticles. Margin: Philo refuted. ↩
	§133. Philo's pressing argument: ‘confusion’ does not fit — historically the tongues were divided, not confounded. Where was the confusion? Not in the first common tongue (which remained entire where it survived); not in the new tongues (no confusion there — how can what never existed before and then first arose be ‘confounded’?) (continues p. 524). ↩
	§133 (concl.). …each tongue was so distinct that one-tongue speakers understood no other — so there was no confusion in them; they were all unconfounded and wholly distinct. ↩
	§134. The answer: the ‘confusion’ Moses means was not in the tongues but in the men — through the tongues' sudden variety. By forgetting the first tongue and the sudden onset of many dissonant tongues, the men fell into such confusion of mind that they abandoned the building, split apart, and took up diverse lands. The words ‘let us confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another’ support this — the confusion was that, not understanding one another, they were confounded in mind beyond belief. Margin: how the confusion of tongues is to be understood. ↩
	§135. How the confusion/division was made: first, God made all (except Heber's family) forget the first common tongue — by deleting from their minds the habit by which they knew the words' meanings and spoke it readily; so completely that, hearing Heber and Phaleg speak it, they understood nothing, as if they had never known or heard it. Margin: how the division and multiplication of tongues was suddenly made. ↩
	§136. Next, God inserted into the minds of those nations (sprung from Noah's three sons) the diverse habits of the various tongues — so each nation had both the knowledge of its divinely-allotted tongue (words, phrases, idioms) and a ready use of it, disposed toward it as one who knows a tongue well and speaks it readily. ↩
	§137. (Almost forgotten from the previous disputation:) Philastrius, in his Catalogue of Heresies (ch. 106), condemns as heretical the view (which Pererius has followed, backed by the weightiest authorities) that one tongue was common to all before Babel (continues p. 525). Margin: Philastrius, who thinks even before Babel men had diverse tongues, is refuted. ↩
	§137 (concl.). Philastrius: it must be firmly believed that for many ages before Babel there was a great variety of tongues, the knowledge of all of which all men held by God's gift until the tower and the confusion; and ‘the earth was of one lip’ means only that, though tongues varied, all understood one another — one speech not by the same words but by the same mutual understanding. ↩
	§138. Philastrius, condemning the truth as heresy, wandered far from the right sense of Scripture (enough was said above). He was misled by a light reading of Gen 10 (the sons of Japheth and Sem ‘divided into families, regions, and tongues,’ as if tongues differed before Babel) — not seeing that this was written by anticipation (a figure not rare in Scripture; proved above from Augustine and Rupert). ↩
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TENTH DISPUTATION. On the number of tongues, into which that first and common tongue of all is said to have been divided or multiplied.1
DECIMA DISPUTATIO. De numero linguarum, in quas prima illa et communis omnium lingua vel divisa vel multiplicata esse dicitur.



PERVETUS opinio est, tam Hebraeorum quam Christianorum doctorum suffragiis approbata, praeter Hebraeam linguam (quae sola ab orbe condito usque id temporis in usu apud omnes fuerat) unam et septuaginta alias linguas tunc esse invectas, ita ut omnes linguae fuerint duae et septuaginta. Hoc autem ita probatur. Moses ait, cum est confusum labium universae terrae, tantam repente varietatem linguarum esse inductam ut unusquisque non intelligeret linguam proximi sui. Aut igitur cuilibet illorum hominum propria contigit lingua, aut tantum cuilibet genti et familiae. Non contigisse singulis hominibus singulas linguas supra ostendimus, docentes id futurum fuisse contra Dei consilium et propositum, id est contra id quod per talem confusionem linguarum et dispersionem hominum efficere Deus constituerat. Relinquitur igitur diversitatem linguarum fuisse pro di[versitate]…
It is a very ancient opinion, approved by the suffrages both of Hebrew and of Christian doctors, that besides the Hebrew tongue (which alone, from the founding of the world down to that time, had been in use among all) seventy-one other tongues were then introduced, so that all the tongues were seventy-two. And this is proved thus. Moses says that, when the lip of the whole earth was confounded, so great a variety of tongues was suddenly introduced that each one did not understand the tongue of his neighbor. Either, then, to each of those men a proper tongue befell, or only to each nation and family. That single tongues did not befall single men we have shown above, teaching that this would have been against God's counsel and purpose — that is, against that which God had determined to effect by such a confusion of tongues and dispersion of men. It remains, therefore, that the diversity of tongues was according to the di[versity]…2



…pro diversitate illarum gentium et familiarum. Sed Moses capite decimo recensuit septuaginta duas familias ac gentes ortas ex tribus filiis Noë; ergo totidem quoque linguas fuisse credendum est.
…according to the diversity of those nations and families. But Moses in the tenth chapter reviewed seventy-two families and nations sprung from the three sons of Noah; therefore it is to be believed that there were just as many tongues.3



MAGNAM huic opinioni fidem astruit auctoritas gravissimorum Patrum qui eam secuti sunt. Epiphanius in ipso paene initio Panarii ad hunc modum scribit, loquens de aedificatoribus civitatis et turris Babel: „Non habuit Deus,“ inquit, „complacentiam in opere dementiae ipsorum: dispersit enim et divisit ipsorum linguas, et ex una in septuaginta duas distribuit, iuxta numerum virorum tunc repertum; unde et Meropes vocati sunt propter divisam vocem; et turrim quoque ventorum impetu evertit Deus.“ Haec Epiphanius. Sed extremum hoc, de turri a ventis eversa, haud dubie sumptum ex Iosepho et Eusebio, falsum esse supra indicavimus. Eadem quoque fuit B. Hieronymi de septuaginta duabus linguis sententia: explanans enim illa verba Domini, „An putas quia non possum rogare Patrem meum, et exhibebit mihi modo plusquam duodecim legiones Angelorum?“ sic ait: „Duodecim legiones Angelorum continent septuaginta duo millia Angelorum: in quot scilicet gentes hominum lingua divisa est.“ Non quod Hieronymus velit linguas esse divisas in gentes septuaginta duo millia (id enim falsum esset), sed indicare voluit sacramentum illius numeri septuaginta duo etiam Gentium linguarum pari multitudine nobilitatum.
Great credence to this opinion is built up by the authority of the weightiest Fathers who followed it. Epiphanius, at the very beginning of the Panarion, writes in this manner, speaking of the builders of the city and tower of Babel: „God,“ he says, „had no pleasure in the work of their madness: for He dispersed and divided their tongues, and from one distributed them into seventy-two, according to the number of men then found; whence also they were called ‘Meropes,’ on account of the divided speech; and the tower too God overthrew by the force of the winds.“ So Epiphanius. But this last, about the tower overthrown by the winds — doubtless taken from Josephus and Eusebius — we have indicated above to be false. The same too was Blessed Jerome's opinion about the seventy-two tongues: for, explaining those words of the Lord, „Do you think that I cannot ask my Father, and He will presently give me more than twelve legions of Angels?“ he says thus: „Twelve legions of Angels contain seventy-two thousand Angels: into how many nations, namely, the tongue of men was divided.“ Not that Jerome means the tongues were divided into seventy-two thousand nations (for that would be false), but he wished to indicate the mystery of that number seventy-two, ennobled also by an equal multitude of the tongues of the Nations.4



IDEM sensit B. Augustinus in libris de Civitate Dei, ad hunc modum scribens: „In summa igitur omnes progeniti de tribus filiis Noë, id est quindecim de Iaphet et triginta unus de Cham et viginti septem de Sem, fiunt septuaginta tres. Sed quia Heber et Phaleg, qui in hoc numero distincte ponuntur, nec duas diversas gentes fecerunt nec duas diversas linguas habuerunt, propterea numerus illarum gentium et linguarum recte dicitur fuisse septuaginta duo.“
The same Blessed Augustine held, in the books of the City of God, writing in this manner: „In sum, then, all those begotten of the three sons of Noah — that is, fifteen of Japheth, and thirty-one of Cham, and twenty-seven of Sem — make seventy-three. But because Heber and Phaleg, who are put distinctly in this number, neither made two diverse nations nor had two diverse tongues, therefore the number of those nations and tongues is rightly said to have been seventy-two.“5



PROSPER libro 2 de Vocatione Gentium capite 4: „Iam vero,“ inquit, „procurrente humanae propagationis augmento, cum ipsa mortalium numerositas de suis multiplicationibus superbiret, et secundum elationis suae altitudinem caelo cuperet molem immodicae constructionis inferre, quam mirabilis ad cohibendam hanc insolentiam fuit divina censura iustitiae? Quae omnem illorum populorum loquelam, notis sibi invicem significationibus consonantem, septuaginta et duarum linguarum varietate confudit; ut et inter dissonas voces operantium, pereunte concordia, insana molitionis machina solveretur, et habitando orbi terrarum daret incolas mala congregationis opportuna dispersio.“
Prosper, in book 2 On the Calling of the Nations, chapter 4: „Now indeed,“ he says, „as the increase of human propagation ran on, when the very numerousness of mortals grew proud over its own multiplications, and, according to the height of its elation, desired to bring up to heaven the mass of an immoderate construction, how wonderful was the divine censure of justice for restraining this insolence! Which confounded all the speech of those peoples — consonant by significations mutually known — with the variety of seventy-two tongues; that both, amid the dissonant voices of the workers, concord perishing, the insane engine of the undertaking might be dissolved, and a dispersion, opportune for the evil of their gathering, might give inhabitants to the world to be dwelt in.“6



ARNOBIUS porro (non ille Lactantii magister, sed alius longe posterior) prodidit in illis trium filiorum Noë posteris, post unius linguae confusionem, fuisse septuaginta duas linguas quae per totum deinde orbem disseminatae sunt; fuisse item ex illis natas mille generationes, vel ut ipse vocat, patrias gentium. Audiat lector eius verba, quae sunt in Commentariis eius in Psalmos, ubi exponit illum versiculum Psalmi centesimi quarti, „Memor fuit in seculum testamenti sui, verbi quod mandavit in mille generationes“: „Has,“ inquit, „mille generationes gentium breviter edoceamus. Noë tres filios habuit, Sem, Cham, Iaphet. Sem primogenito pars facta est a Perside et Bactris usque in Indiam longe, et usque Rhinocoruras; quae spatia terrarum habent linguas sermone Barbarico viginti septem, in quibus linguis gentes sunt diversarum patriarum sex et quadringentae. Siquidem multo numerosius gentes multiplicatae sunt quam linguae: exempli gratia, cum una sit lingua Latina, sub ea tamen una lingua diversae sunt patriae, ut Brutiorum, Lucanorum, Apulorum, Calabrorum, Picentum, Tuscorum…“
Arnobius, moreover (not that teacher of Lactantius, but another far later), set forth that in those descendants of the three sons of Noah, after the confusion of the one tongue, there were seventy-two tongues which were then disseminated through the whole world; and likewise that from them were born a thousand ‘generations,’ or, as he calls them, ‘fatherlands of nations.’ Let the reader hear his words, which are in his Commentaries on the Psalms, where he expounds that verse of the hundred-and-fourth Psalm, „He has been mindful forever of His covenant, of the word which He commanded for a thousand generations“: „These thousand generations of nations,“ he says, „let us briefly set forth. Noah had three sons, Sem, Cham, Japheth. To Sem the firstborn a portion was made from Persia and Bactria as far as India afar, and as far as Rhinocorura; which spaces of lands have twenty-seven tongues of Barbarian speech, in which tongues are nations of four hundred and six diverse fatherlands. For nations have been multiplied much more numerously than tongues: for example, although the Latin tongue is one, yet under it, the one tongue, are diverse fatherlands — as of the Bruttii, the Lucanians, the Apulians, the Calabrians, the Picentes, the Tuscans…“7



„CHAM vero secundus filius Noë a Rhinocoruris tendit usque Gadira, habens linguas diversas, partim sermone Punico a parte Garamantum, partim Latina a parte Borea, partim Barbarico a parte Meridiani et Aegyptiorum aliorumque interiorum Barbarorum vario sermone utentium; habens, inquam, linguas viginti duas, patrias vero gentium trecentas nonaginta quatuor. Iaphet denique ultimus filius Noë habuit fluvium Tigridem, qui dividit Mediam a Babylonia, sicut Sem habuit Euphratem et Cham Geon qui vocatur Nilus. Posteritas autem Iaphet diffusa est in patrias ducentas, sermone vario utentes, id est in linguis viginti tribus. Fiunt ergo omnes simul linguae septuaginta duae, patriae vero generationum sive gentium mille, quibus universum genus hominum orbem terrarum inhabitantium continetur.“ Sic Arnobius.
„But Cham, the second son of Noah, extends from Rhinocorura as far as Gadira, having diverse tongues: partly in the Punic speech on the side of the Garamantes, partly Latin on the northern side, partly Barbarian on the side of the South and of the Egyptians and the other inner Barbarians using various speech; having, I say, twenty-two tongues, but three hundred and ninety-four fatherlands of nations. Japheth, finally, the last son of Noah, had the river Tigris, which divides Media from Babylonia — just as Sem had the Euphrates and Cham the Geon, which is called the Nile. And the posterity of Japheth was spread into two hundred fatherlands, using various speech, that is, into twenty-three tongues. There come to be, therefore, all together, seventy-two tongues, but a thousand fatherlands of generations or of nations, by which the whole race of men inhabiting the world is contained.“ So Arnobius.8



ORIGENEM hoc loco tacitum a nobis praeteriri minime convenit. Nam etsi certum ille numerum linguarum non praefinit, censet tamen multas et varias, pro multitudine et varietate illarum gentium, fuisse linguas. Putat etiam fuisse eas linguas ab Angelis (qui earum gentium tutores ac rectores erant) effectas, ita ut quisque Angelus ei genti cuius gerebat curam propriam linguam assignaverit et indiderit. Quot igitur erant gentes, tot fuisse earum rectores ac praesides Angelos, totidemque ab illis invectas esse linguas, secundum Origenis sententiam existimandum est. Ponam hic Origenis verba ex Homilia eius undecima in librum Numerorum: „Illud quoque,“ inquit, „quod in Genesi scriptum legimus, Deum (ad Angelos sine dubio loquentem) dicere, Venite, confundamus linguas eorum: quid aliud significare putandum est nisi quod diversi Angeli diversas in hominibus linguas ac loquelas operati sint? Ut, verbi gratia, unus aliquis Angelus fuerit qui Babylonicam tunc uni earum gentium impresserit linguam; alius qui alii Aegyptiam, et alius qui Graecam; et sic diversarum gentium ipsi illi fortasse principes fuerunt, qui linguarum et loquelae videbantur auctores. Mansit autem lingua per Adam primitus data (quam nos fuisse putamus Hebraeam) in ea parte hominum quae non pars alicuius Angeli vel principis facta est, sed quae Dei portio permansit. Excolit igitur unusquisque Angelus gentem sibi creditam, et ab erroribus ad Deum convertere studet. Et ab initio quidem seculi huius, cum dispergeret Deus filios Adam, statuit fines gentium iuxta numerum Angelorum Dei, et suo quaeque gens Angelo assignata est. Una autem fuit et electa gens Israël, quae portio Domini fuit, et funiculus haereditatis eius.“ Sic Origenes.
It by no means befits that Origen be passed over by us in silence in this place. For although he does not fix a certain number of tongues, he yet judges that there were many and various tongues, according to the multitude and variety of those nations. He also thinks that those tongues were effected by the Angels (who were the guardians and rulers of those nations), so that each Angel assigned and gave a proper tongue to the nation of which he bore the care. As many, therefore, as there were nations, so many were their ruling and presiding Angels, and just as many tongues were introduced by them — so, according to Origen's opinion, it must be reckoned. I shall set down here Origen's words from his eleventh Homily on the book of Numbers: „That too,“ he says, „which we read written in Genesis, that God (speaking, without doubt, to the Angels) says, Come, let us confound their tongues: what else is to be thought to signify, than that diverse Angels wrought diverse tongues and speeches in men? As, for example, there was some one Angel who then impressed the Babylonian tongue on one of those nations; another who [impressed] the Egyptian on another, and another the Greek; and so those very ones were perhaps the princes of the diverse nations, who seemed the authors of the tongues and speech. But the tongue first given through Adam (which we think to have been Hebrew) remained in that part of men which was made the part of no Angel or prince, but which remained God's portion. Each Angel, therefore, cultivates the nation entrusted to him, and strives to convert it from errors to God. And from the beginning of this age, when God dispersed the sons of Adam, He set the bounds of the nations according to the number of the Angels of God, and each nation was assigned to its own Angel. But one nation was the chosen, Israel, which was the Lord's portion, and the cord of His inheritance.“ So Origen.9



VERUM hanc commemorationem alienarum opinionum concludat Genebrardus, qui pervulgatam illam de septuaginta duabus linguis sententiam paulo quam superiores enucleatius et distinctius exposuit. „Dum,“ inquit, „septuaginta duas linguas dumtaxat Hebraei constituunt, hoc faciunt quia apud Mosem non plura stirpium capita et principes notantur: nempe ex Iaphet quindecim, ex Cham triginta, ex Sem viginti septem. Item quoniam non plures proferri possunt ceterarum innumerabilium linguarum matrices: tales sunt — Hebraica genitrix, Syriaca, Arabica, etc.; Latina, Italica, Valachica, Gallica et Hispanica; Graeca, Dorica, Ionica, Aeolica, Attica; Sclavonica, Polonica, Bohemica, Moscovitica, etc.; Germanica, Helvetica, Anglica, Flandrica, etc.; Tartarica, Turcica, Samarcanica, etc.; Abissina, Aethiopica, Sabaea, etc. Sic illo numero minime comprehenduntur singularum dialecti: sunt enim tantae diversitatis ut intra centum leucarum discrimen, in hominum labiis, occulta quadam causa versuram faciat tantam ut, vel propter accentum, vel mutationem aliquam literarum, vel additionem, vel detractionem, tam parvulo spatio non se mutuo intelligant, sicut in novo etiam orbe Americus Vesputius observasse se scripsit.“ Ita Genebrardus. Atque haec sunt (memoratu scilicet digna) quae ab aliis de numero illarum linguarum mandata literis reperi.
But let Genebrardus conclude this recital of others' opinions, who set forth that widespread opinion about the seventy-two tongues somewhat more clearly and distinctly than his predecessors. „When,“ he says, „the Hebrews fix only seventy-two tongues, they do this because in Moses no more heads and chiefs of stocks are noted — namely, fifteen from Japheth, thirty from Cham, twenty-seven from Sem. Likewise, because no more mother-tongues of the other innumerable languages can be brought forward: such are — the Hebrew mother; the Syriac, Arabic, etc.; the Latin, Italian, Wallachian, French, and Spanish; the Greek, Doric, Ionic, Aeolic, Attic; the Slavonic, Polish, Bohemian, Muscovite, etc.; the German, Swiss, English, Flemish, etc.; the Tartar, Turkish, Samarkand, etc.; the Abyssinian, Ethiopic, Sabaean, etc. Thus by that number the dialects of the individual tongues are by no means comprehended: for they are of such diversity that within the distance of a hundred leagues, on men's lips, by some hidden cause it makes so great a change that, whether on account of accent, or some change of letters, or addition, or subtraction, in so small a space they do not understand one another — as in the new world too Americus Vespucius wrote that he observed.“ So Genebrardus. And these are the things (worthy of mention, namely) which I have found committed to writing by others about the number of those tongues.10



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 10 (title): the number of tongues into which the one tongue was divided. ↩
	§139. Disp. 10. A very ancient view (Hebrew and Christian doctors): besides Hebrew (the one tongue from the world's founding) 71 others were then introduced — 72 tongues in all. Proof: Moses says so great a variety arose that none understood his neighbor; either a tongue per man or per nation/family; not per man (shown above, against God's purpose); so per the diversity (continues p. 526). Margin: whether there were then 72 tongues. ↩
	§139 (concl.). …according to the diversity of nations and families. But Moses (Gen 10) reviewed 72 families/nations from Noah's three sons; so there were just as many tongues. ↩
	§140. Weighty Fathers support the 72. Epiphanius (start of the Panarion): God, displeased, dispersed and divided their tongues from one into 72 (by the number of men then found), whence ‘Meropes’ (divided speech); and overthrew the tower by winds (this last, from Josephus/Eusebius, is false, as shown above). Jerome (on Mt 26, ‘twelve legions of Angels’): twelve legions = 72,000 angels — i.e. into 72 nations the human tongue was divided (not 72,000 nations, but the mystery of the number 72, matched by the nations' tongues). Margins: Epiphanius; Jerome on Mt 26; legions. ↩
	§141. Augustine (City of God) agrees: all begotten of Noah's three sons (15 of Japheth + 31 of Cham + 27 of Sem) = 73; but since Heber and Phaleg (counted distinctly) made no separate nations or tongues, the number of nations and tongues is rightly 72. Margin: Augustine, City of God bk. 16 chs. 3 & 11. ↩
	§142. Prosper (On the Calling of the Nations bk. 2 ch. 4): as mankind multiplied and grew proud, desiring to raise an immoderate mass to heaven, God's just censure confounded their mutually-understood speech with the variety of 72 tongues — so that, concord perishing amid the workers' dissonant voices, the mad engine was dissolved, and a dispersion (timely against their evil gathering) peopled the world. Margin: Prosper. ↩
	§143. Arnobius (the later, not Lactantius's teacher), in his Commentary on the Psalms (on Ps 104, ‘the word He commanded for a thousand generations’): after the confusion there were 72 tongues, and from them a thousand ‘fatherlands of nations’ (far more nations than tongues — e.g. one Latin tongue covers Bruttii, Lucanians, Apulians, etc.). Sem's portion (Persia/Bactria to India and Rhinocorura): 27 tongues, 406 fatherlands (continues p. 527). Margin: Arnobius. ↩
	§143 (concl.). Arnobius (cont.): Cham's portion (Rhinocorura to Gadira): 22 tongues (Punic, Latin, Barbarian), 394 fatherlands; Japheth's (by the Tigris, as Sem by the Euphrates, Cham by the Geon/Nile): 23 tongues, 200 fatherlands. Total: 72 tongues, 1,000 fatherlands of nations — containing the whole human race. ↩
	§144. Origen (not to be passed over): he fixes no certain number, but holds many tongues, per the nations' variety, made by the Angels (each nation's guardian-Angel giving it a tongue) — as many nations, so many ruling Angels and tongues. Origen (Hom. 11 on Numbers): God's ‘let us confound their tongues’ (to the Angels) means diverse Angels wrought diverse tongues (one the Babylonian, another the Egyptian, another the Greek), being the nations' princes and ‘authors’ of the tongues; but the tongue first given through Adam (Hebrew, we think) remained in the part that was no Angel's but God's portion. Each Angel cultivates his nation, converting it to God; ‘He set the nations' bounds by the number of God's Angels’ (Deut 32), each nation assigned its Angel — but Israel was the chosen, ‘the Lord's portion and the cord of His inheritance.’ Margins: Deut 32; Origen. ↩
	§145. Genebrardus concludes the survey: the Hebrews fix 72 because Moses notes no more stock-heads (15 Japheth, 30 Cham, 27 Sem) and no more ‘mother-tongues’ of the innumerable others (he lists the Hebrew mother and its families — Syriac/Arabic, Latin/Italian/French/Spanish, Greek dialects, Slavonic/Polish, Germanic, Tartar/Turkish, Ethiopic, etc.); the number does not include the dialects, which vary so within 100 leagues that men cannot understand one another (as Americus Vespucius observed in the New World). Margin: Americus Vespucius. ↩
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THE AUTHOR'S OPINION. On the number of tongues, into which the first tongue that was common to all is said to have been multiplied.1
AUCTORIS SENTENTIA. De numero linguarum, in quas prima lingua quae communis erat omnium multiplicata esse dicitur.



TAM antiqua huius opinionis via, totque ac tantorum auctorum trita et nobilitata vestigiis, equidem abstrahi me non facile patiar. Sed illud tamen quod semper soleo, etiam hoc loco facere non praetermittam: ut quid hac in re certum aut incertum, quid verum aut simile vero sit, vel nullam etiam verisimilitudinem nullamque probabilitatem habeat, distincte et breviter indicem lectori. ILLUD in hac quam tractamus controversia certum est, linguas tunc inventas fuisse multas admodum et varias. Hoc enim dupliciter ex narratione Mosis elicitur: tum quod ait ille confusum fuisse labium sive linguam universae terrae (quae quidem confusio non aliunde quam ex magna novarum atque ignotarum linguarum, quae tunc repente hominibus illis contigerunt, varietate accidit); tum quia tanta fuit linguarum varietas ut, sicut narrat Moses, nemo intelligeret vocem proximi sui.
From a way of this opinion so ancient, and worn and ennobled by the footsteps of so many and so great authors, I shall not easily suffer myself to be drawn away. But that which I am always wont [to do] I shall not omit to do in this place too: that I may indicate to the reader distinctly and briefly what in this matter is certain or uncertain, what is true or like the truth, or has even no verisimilitude and no probability. This in the controversy we are treating is certain: that the tongues then found were very many and various. For this is drawn in two ways from Moses's narrative: both because he says that the lip or tongue of the whole earth was confounded (which confusion happened from nothing else than the great variety of new and unknown tongues which then suddenly befell those men); and because so great was the variety of tongues that, as Moses narrates, no one understood the speech of his neighbor.2



ILLUD quoque pro certo haberi potest, non fuisse tot linguas quot erant in illa multitudine homines, nec singulis hominibus singulas attributas esse linguas: id enim fuisset incommodissimum, et Dei consilio atque proposito (ut paulo supra disputavimus) plane contrarium. Sed est tamen prope certum ac vehementer probabile cuilibet illarum gentium et familiarum propriam et differentem ab aliis assignatam esse linguam. Hac enim ratione efficiebatur ut, qui unius erant gentis, cum propter eiusdem linguae notitiam et usum inter se intelligerent, consociati invicem et ab aliis gentibus (quarum linguas minime intelligebant) dissociati ac disiuncti, diversa peterent ad habitandum terrarum loca; atque ita totus orbis terrarum (quod intendebat Deus) habitatoribus atque cultoribus compleretur. Si cuique autem genti ac familiae sua propria et ab aliis diversa contigit lingua, hic bene concluditur quot erant eo tempore et illo in loco gentes diversae, totidem illis esse inditas linguas.
This too can be held for certain: that there were not as many tongues as there were men in that multitude, nor were single tongues attributed to single men; for that would have been most inconvenient, and plainly contrary to God's counsel and purpose (as we disputed a little above). But it is nevertheless nearly certain and very probable that to each of those nations and families a proper tongue, different from the others, was assigned. For by this means it was brought about that those who were of one nation, since on account of the knowledge and use of the same tongue they understood one another, associated together and dissociated and disjoined from the other nations (whose tongues they did not understand), should seek diverse places of the earth to dwell in; and thus the whole world (which God intended) might be filled with inhabitants and cultivators. And if to each nation and family its own tongue, diverse from the others, befell, here it is well concluded that as many diverse nations as there were at that time and in that place, just so many tongues were given to them.3



AT enim vero gentes illas certo aliquo numero definire difficillimum est. Nam quod proditum est a multis fuisse eas septuaginta duas gentes, non modo certum non est, verum etiam non parum ab historia Mosis discrepare videtur. Aiunt illi Mosem in decimo capite huius libri commemorasse in posteritate Iaphet quindecim gentes, in stirpe Cham unam et triginta, in progenie Sem viginti sex; e quibus omnibus numerus ille septuaginta duarum gentium exsistit. Sed hoc refelli potest dupliciter. Nam codices Graeci, praesertim qui Romae nuper quam emendatissimi prodierunt, in posteritate Sem numerant viginti octo gentes; ex quo fieret ut gentes de tribus illis Noë filiis ortae fuissent tunc septuaginta quatuor. Deinde, licet Graeci libri et B. Augustinus numerent octo filios Iaphet, attamen lectio Hebraica et Chaldaica, necnon et Latina nostrae editionis vulgatae, septem tantum recenset: nam octavum illum filium Elisa, quem addit Graeca translatio, nec Hebraici nec Latini codices habent; hos enim tantum septem faciunt filios Iaphet: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch, Thiras. Si autem posteri Iaphet fuerunt duntaxat quatuordecim, necesse est gentes illas fuisse duntaxat unam et septuaginta. Quinimo fuerunt tantum septuaginta: namque Heber et Phaleg, qui in enumeratione illarum gentium distincte ac separate memorantur, pro una tantum gente ac lingua haberi debent; neque enim illi diversas fecere gentes, nec differentes linguas habuerunt, idque Beatus Augustinus acute vidit, et libro 16 de Civitate Dei capite 11 recte nos admonuit.
But indeed to define those nations by some certain number is most difficult. For what was handed down by many — that they were seventy-two nations — is not only not certain, but even seems to disagree not a little with Moses's history. They say that Moses, in the tenth chapter of this book, recorded in the posterity of Japheth fifteen nations, in the stock of Cham thirty-one, in the progeny of Sem twenty-six; from all of which arises that number of seventy-two nations. But this can be refuted in two ways. For the Greek codices, especially those which lately came forth at Rome most corrected, number in the posterity of Sem twenty-eight nations; from which it would come about that the nations sprung from those three sons of Noah were then seventy-four. Next, although the Greek books and Blessed Augustine number eight sons of Japheth, yet the Hebrew and Chaldaic reading, and also the Latin of our Vulgate edition, reckons only seven: for that eighth son, Elisa, which the Greek translation adds, neither the Hebrew nor the Latin codices have; for these make only seven sons of Japheth — Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch, Thiras. And if the descendants of Japheth were only fourteen, the nations must have been only seventy-one. Nay rather, they were only seventy: for Heber and Phaleg, who in the enumeration of those nations are recorded distinctly and separately, ought to be held as only one nation and tongue; for they neither made diverse nations nor had different tongues — which Blessed Augustine acutely saw, and in book 16 of the City of God, chapter 11, rightly admonished us.4



EX hoc praeterea septuagenario gentium numero demere oportet eos quorum posteri, in describenda progenie trium filiorum Noë, commemorantur a Mose. Hi autem in posteritate quidem Iaphet duo sunt, Gomer et Iavan; in stirpe autem Cham sunt quatuor, Chus, Mezraim et Chanaan et Regma; denique in progenie Sem sunt item quatuor, Arphaxad, Aram, Heber, Iectan. Hi omnes sunt decem, quibus detractis de illo numero septuagenario, relinquentur…
From this seventy-fold number of nations, moreover, one ought to remove those whose descendants, in the description of the progeny of the three sons of Noah, are mentioned by Moses. These, in the posterity of Japheth, are two — Gomer and Iavan; in the stock of Cham, four — Chus, Mezraim, Chanaan, and Regma; finally in the progeny of Sem, four likewise — Arphaxad, Aram, Heber, Iectan. These all are ten, which being subtracted from that seventy-fold number, there will remain…5



…tantum sexaginta. Esse autem illos quos dixi removendos e numero gentium quas recenset Moses, patet dupliciter: tum quod parentes non possunt per se ac separatim a suis posteris gentem ullam facere (neque enim faciunt ipsi gentem aliquam nisi per aliquem suorum filiorum; eaedem igitur gentes sunt patrum atque filiorum); tum etiam quia, si isti separatim et distincte a posteris suis numerandi sunt, ergo similiter Noë ac tres filii eius, Sem, Cham et Iaphet, separatim a suis posteris essent commemorandi, et diversas ab illis gentes fecisse eos dicendum esset: hoc si admittant isti, non iam duas et septuaginta, verum septuaginta sex linguas distinguere cogentur.
…only sixty. And that those whom I said are to be removed from the number of nations which Moses reviews is clear in two ways: both because parents cannot by themselves and separately from their descendants make any nation (for they do not make any nation except through one of their sons; the nations of the fathers and of the sons, therefore, are the same); and also because, if these are to be numbered separately and distinctly from their descendants, then similarly Noah and his three sons, Sem, Cham, and Japheth, would have to be mentioned separately from their descendants, and it would have to be said that they made nations diverse from them: which if these men admit, they will be compelled to distinguish not seventy-two but seventy-six tongues.6



IAM vero de personis illis quarum posteri, in exponenda progenie trium filiorum Noë, nulli a Mose recensentur, magna exsistit quaestio. Sunt autem isti in progenie Iaphet quinque, in Cham duo, in Sem quatuor. Quaeritur igitur utrum isti gentem aliquam ab aliis fecerint diversam necne. Si enim nullam gentem fecerunt diversam ab aliis (id quod videtur similius vero), ergo removendi sunt illi a numero gentium et familiarum; et cum illi decem fuerint, his detractis, numerus ille septuaginta duarum gentium quem supra restrinximus ad sexaginta magis etiam contrahendus erit, et ad quinquaginta redigendus. Sin autem personae illae gentem aliquam diversam ab aliis reliquerunt: primum quaero cur eam gentem Moses non memoraverit sicut aliorum (namque eadem ratio poscebat ut huius gentis similiter atque aliarum mentio et commemoratio fieret); deinde quaero utrum unam gentem fecerint an plures una? Nam cum nulla gens eorum tradatur a Mose, quicquid dicetur incertum erit et gratis dictum.
Now indeed concerning those persons whose descendants are reviewed by Moses not at all, in the setting forth of the progeny of the three sons of Noah, a great question arises. These are, in the progeny of Japheth, five; in Cham, two; in Sem, four. It is asked, therefore, whether these made any nation diverse from the others or not. For if they made no nation diverse from the others (which seems more like the truth), then they are to be removed from the number of nations and families; and since they were ten, these being subtracted, that number of seventy-two nations which we restricted above to sixty must be still more contracted, and reduced to fifty. But if those persons left some nation diverse from the others: first I ask why Moses did not mention that nation as he did the others (for the same reason demanded that mention of this nation be made similarly to the others); next I ask whether they made one nation or more than one? For since no nation of theirs is handed down by Moses, whatever is said will be uncertain and said gratuitously.7



VIDESNE igitur quam levi et infirmo illa de septuaginta duabus linguis sententia fulciatur et nitatur fundamento? Quanquam reor equidem in sententia Patrum qui id tradiderunt duo esse observanda et distinguenda. Alterum, quod illi, ex historia Mosis elicientes, ut certum dixerunt quot erant tunc gentes et familiae hominum, tot fuisse eis tributas linguas; alterum, quod, ut celebratum ab Hebraeis et vulgo iactatum etiam inter Christianos, non tanquam certum sed tanquam pervulgatum prodiderunt fuisse septuaginta duas gentes totidemque respondentes eis linguas. Namque hoc illi, si ad examen revocare et resecare ad vivum (ut nos fecimus) voluissent, haud dubie rem esse valde dubiam et incertam et ferme incomprehensibilem agnovissent.
Do you see, then, on how slight and weak a foundation that opinion about the seventy-two tongues is propped and rests? Although I for my part think that in the opinion of the Fathers who handed it down two things are to be observed and distinguished. The one, that they, drawing from Moses's history, said as certain that as many nations and families of men as there then were, just so many tongues were attributed to them; the other, that — as a thing celebrated by the Hebrews and commonly bandied about even among Christians — they set forth, not as certain but as widespread, that there were seventy-two nations and just as many corresponding tongues. For if they had wished to recall this to examination and to cut it to the quick (as we have done), they would doubtless have recognized the matter to be very doubtful and uncertain and almost incomprehensible.8



DUAE praeterea res in obscuro et incerto positae notitiam nostram latent. Altera est utrum aliqua de illis linguis processu temporis omnino perierit, deleta scilicet gente cuius illa erat propria lingua, vel per clades bellicas vel per generalem pestilentiam aliosve exitiales morbos. Namque interiisse penitus nonnullas gentes docet Plinius his verbis scribens: „Ex Asia interiisse gentes tradit Eratosthenes, Solymorum, Lelegum, Bebrycum, Colycantiorum, Trepsedorum.“ Isidorus, Arimos et Capretas, ubi sit Apamia condita a Seleuco rege.
Two things, moreover, set in obscurity and uncertainty, lie hidden from our knowledge. The one is whether any of those tongues, in process of time, has wholly perished — the nation, namely, being destroyed whose proper tongue it was — whether by the calamities of war or by general pestilence or other deadly diseases. For that some nations have utterly perished Pliny teaches, writing in these words: „Eratosthenes hands down that nations have perished out of Asia: the Solymi, the Leleges, the Bebryces, the Colycantii, the Trepsedi.“ Isidore [adds] the Arimi and Capretae, where Apamia was founded by king Seleucus.9



ALTERA res aeque dubia et incerta est, utrum linguae illae fuerint matrices aliarum omnium linguarum quaecunque post id temporis ad hanc usque diem in hominibus fuerunt: ita ut quae nunc sunt, et quae superioribus retro seculis usque ad illud tempus fuere unquam, vel illae ipsae linguae fuerint, vel certe ab illis ortae aut oriundae; an potius multae aliae diversis seculis institutae sint linguae ab illis omnino diversae, nec originem inde aliquo modo ducentes. Altercationem autem Iulii Scaligeri cum Cardano, de origine causisque tam multiplicis linguarum varietatis, non sine voluptate animi in eorum libris videbit lector.
The other matter, equally doubtful and uncertain, is whether those tongues were the mothers of all the other tongues whatsoever that have been among men from that time to this day: so that the tongues which now are, and those which in the foregoing ages back to that time ever were, are either those very tongues, or at least sprung or derived from them; or rather whether many other tongues, instituted in diverse ages, are wholly diverse from those and in no way drawing their origin from them. And the dispute of Julius Scaliger with Cardano, about the origin and causes of so manifold a variety of tongues, the reader will see, not without pleasure of mind, in their books.10



NONNIHIL etiam hoc loco dicendum est de eo quod Epiphanius et Suidas annotarunt, homines quasi quodam insigni epitheto a priscis illis poetis (ut Homero et Hesiodo) appellatos esse Meropes, id est habentes divisam vocem. Tripliciter enim eam appellationem interpretari licet. Primo, ut propterea dictus sit homo Merops quia solus omnium animalium habet et partitam et distinctam et quasi articulatam vocem, id est distincte expressam ac formatam et sensuum animi distincte significatricem; unde sermo et oratio propria hominis effingitur. Sic autem vim et notionem eius vocis interpretatus est Scholiastes Homeri libro primo Iliados. Deinde potest etiam intelligi voce illa Merops significari diversitatem linguarum quae inter homines sunt, primo propter superbiam et impietatem aedificatorum turris Babel a Deo invectam: ut Ethnici poetae eam vocem hauserint vel ex Mosis scriptorum lectione, vel ex antiqua fama et traditione; et in hac sententia fuisse apparet Epiphanium et Suidam.
Something, too, must be said in this place about what Epiphanius and Suidas noted: that men, as by a certain notable epithet, were called by those ancient poets (such as Homer and Hesiod) ‘Meropes,’ that is, having a divided voice. For that appellation may be interpreted in three ways. First, that man is called Merops because he alone of all animals has a voice both parted and distinct and as it were articulate — that is, distinctly expressed and formed, and distinctly signifying the senses of the mind; whence the speech and discourse proper to man is fashioned. So the Scholiast of Homer, in the first book of the Iliad, interpreted the force and notion of that word. Next, it can also be understood that by that word Merops is signified the diversity of tongues which is among men, first introduced by God on account of the pride and impiety of the builders of the tower of Babel: so that the pagan poets drew that word either from the reading of Moses's writings, or from ancient report and tradition; and it appears that Epiphanius and Suidas were of this opinion.11



ILLUD praeterea existimari potest, homines dictos esse Meropes quia divisam habent vocem, id est quia unusquisque hominum habet proprium vocis sonum et modum pronuntiandi, ut in tanta hominum multitudine ne duos quidem, indiscreto vocis sono, reperire liceat: quod etiam in ore ac facie similiter observatur. Quapropter duo haec, ut magna naturae miracula, mirabundus praedicat Plinius: „Parvum dictu,“ ait, „sed immensum aestimatione: tot gentium sermones, tot linguae, tanta loquendi varietas, ut externus alieno paene non sit hominis vice. Iam in facie vultuque nostro, cum sint decem aut paulo plura membra, nullas duas in tot millibus hominum indiscretas effigies exsistere: quod ars nulla in paucis numero praestet affectando.“
It can, moreover, be thought that men are called ‘Meropes’ because they have a divided voice — that is, because each of men has his own sound of voice and manner of pronouncing, so that in so great a multitude of men not even two can be found with an indistinguishable sound of voice: which is similarly observed also in the mouth and face. Wherefore Pliny, marveling, proclaims these two as great miracles of nature: „Small to tell,“ he says, „but immense in estimation: so many speeches of nations, so many tongues, so great a variety of speaking, that to one man another is almost not in the place of a man. Again, in our face and countenance, although there are ten or a little more members, no two indistinguishable likenesses exist among so many thousands of men: which no art could achieve by striving, in a few in number.“12



SED Explanationi primae partis capitis undecimi, in qua versati adhuc sumus et multas de aedificatione turris Babel et confusione ac divisione linguarum disputationes tractavimus, finem denique imponemus, adiecta tantum cuiusdam Ethnicorum calumniae adversus historiam Mosis de divisione linguarum confutatione. Hanc ego calumniam, praeter unum Philonem qui commemoret, alium reperi neminem. Eam igitur exponam ipse ac refellam, prout a Philone narratur. Aiebant illi quod scripsit Moses (cum una esset omnium hominum lingua, eam repente confusam esse atque in varias linguas multiplicatam) non esse historiam nec veram gestarum rerum narrationem; esset enim id prorsus incredibile; sed esse commentum eius, ad similitudinem poeticarum fabularum ab eo confictum: simillimum quippe eius quod narrat Moses, de una omnium animalium lingua, a fabularum scriptoribus est proditum. Narratur enim olim animantium omnium eandem fuisse vocem, et quemadmodum homines inter se sermonis habent commercium, sic illas de suis rebus invicem agitasse sermones; ita ut de communibus vel privatis tam bonis quam malis invicem et condolerent et gratularentur, quasi in una republica versantes. Verum lascivientes prae bonorum praesentium copia, ut saepe fieri solet, ultra decorum proruperunt, per legatos a diis immortalitatem, a senectute immunitatem perpetuamque iuventam sibi petentes: aequum se postulare dicentes, quando id iam uni ex eorum numero (et multis sane ignobiliori), serpenti, contigisset — hunc enim, exuta senectute, denuo repubescere. Hanc eorum audaciam merita mox poena secuta est. Nam confestim ita eorum lingua variata et confusa est ut non possent se invicem intelligere propter diversitatem vocum, in quas, quae prius omnium communis fuerat lingua, divisa est. Talis videtur narratio Mosis.
But to the Explanation of the first part of the eleventh chapter — in which we have been engaged so far, and have treated many disputations about the building of the tower of Babel and the confusion and division of tongues — we shall at last put an end, only adding the refutation of a certain calumny of the pagans against Moses's history of the division of tongues. This calumny, besides Philo alone who records it, I have found no other [to mention]. I shall therefore set it forth myself and refute it, as it is narrated by Philo. They said that what Moses wrote (that, when there was one tongue of all men, it was suddenly confounded and multiplied into various tongues) is not history nor a true narration of things done — for that would be utterly incredible — but is a fiction of his, devised after the likeness of poetic fables: for [it is] very like what was handed down by the writers of fables about one tongue of all animals. For it is narrated that of old all living things had the same voice, and that, just as men have an intercourse of speech among themselves, so those carried on speeches with one another about their affairs — so that about common or private goods and ills alike they both condoled and congratulated one another, as if dwelling in one commonwealth. But, growing wanton through the abundance of present goods (as often happens), they broke out beyond decorum, seeking from the gods, by envoys, immortality, exemption from old age, and perpetual youth — saying that they asked what was fair, since this had now befallen one of their number (and one far baser than many), the serpent, who, his old age sloughed off, grew young again. A deserved punishment soon followed this their audacity. For at once their tongue was so varied and confounded that they could not understand one another, on account of the diversity of voices into which the tongue, before common to all, was divided. Such, [they say,] seems the narration of Moses.13



QUOD si dicas (aiebant illi) aliud esse animalia loqui inter se (hoc enim, cum sit contra naturam eorum, fabulosum esse atque incredibile manifestum est), et aliud esse omnium hominum qui illo saeculo erant unam fuisse linguam (id enim nihil habet absurdum et incredibile): contra instabant illi esse illud incredibile, repente homines illos oblitos esse linguae quam prius noverant et qua usque ad id temporis usi fuerant, et subito novis et antea ignotis linguis esse locutos. Nam quod dicunt confusionem linguae accidisse in poenam simul et remedium peccati eorum hominum, quam sit futile vel ex eo apparet, quod post divisam linguam deductasque in tot diversa terrarum loca tot gentium colonias, nihilominus terrae ac maria innumeris sceleribus et malis completa sunt. Non enim unitas linguae, sed proclivitas naturae hominum ad peccandum, flagitiorum causa est. Siquidem etiam lingua mutilati, nutibus, aspectibus aliisque corporis motibus non minus quam verbis prolatis improbam voluntatem suam significant. Huc accedit quod saepe una gens, non eadem tantum lingua verum etiam eisdem utens legibus ac moribus, ad tantam procedit malitiam ut peccatis conferri possit cum reliquis omnibus hominibus. Quid quod unitas linguae maximorum bonorum causa esse solet? Sine hac enim nec quisquam hominum ab alio homine doceri nec adiuvari, nec ulla inter homines amicitia conciliari, nec ulla societas hominum stare aut coalescere posset. Cur…
But if you say (they said) that it is one thing for animals to speak among themselves (for this, since it is against their nature, is manifestly fabulous and incredible), and another that all the men who were in that age had one tongue (for this has nothing absurd and incredible): against this they insisted that it was incredible that those men suddenly forgot the tongue which they had before known and which they had used up to that time, and suddenly spoke with new and previously unknown tongues. For as to their saying that the confusion of tongue happened as at once a punishment and a remedy of those men's sin, how futile it is appears even from this: that after the tongue was divided and so many colonies of so many nations were led off into so many diverse places of the earth, the lands and seas were nonetheless filled with innumerable crimes and evils. For not the unity of tongue, but the proclivity of men's nature to sinning, is the cause of disgraceful deeds. For even those mutilated of tongue [the dumb] signify their wicked will no less by nods, looks, and other motions of the body than by words uttered. To this is added that often one nation, using not only the same tongue but also the same laws and manners, advances to such malice that in sins it can be compared with all the rest of men. What of the fact that the unity of tongue is wont to be the cause of the greatest goods? For without it no man could be taught or helped by another man, nor any friendship be procured among men, nor any society of men stand or coalesce. Why…14



…igitur, quasi malorum causa esset lingua communis, adempta ea est hominibus, quae, ut perquam utilis humano generi, confirmari potius debuerat? Haec isti adversus historiam Mosis cavillabantur.
…then, as if the common tongue were the cause of evils, was it taken from men — which, as exceedingly useful to the human race, ought rather to have been confirmed? These things they cavilled against Moses's history.15



PHILO autem, praeter fores (ut dicere solet Aristoteles) occurrens huic calumniae, omisso vero (id est historico) Mosaicae narrationis intellectu, confert se ad Allegorias, quasi vero quae scripsit Moses de divisione ac confusione linguarum, ea nisi allegorice interpretata aliter vera esse nec a calumniis vindicari possint. Sed Philonem ipsum loquentem audiamus. „Has,“ inquit Philo, „malitiosorum hominum cavillationes seorsum redarguent, quibus promptum est ad tales quaestiones ex aperta legum scriptura sine contentione respondere: qui non sophismatibus repellunt sophismata, sed sequuntur veritatis seriem nusquam sinentem offendere et impedimenta facile dimoventem, ut veritatis sermo ex his possit evadere. Dicimus igitur istis: verbis ‘Erat universa terra labium unum, vox una’ significari magnorum malorum consonantiam, quibus civitates a civitatibus, gentes a gentibus, regiones a regionibus vicissim impetuntur; et quibus homines non tantum iniusti sunt adversus homines, verum etiam in Deum impii.“
But Philo, meeting this calumny ‘at the door’ (as Aristotle is wont to say), the true (that is, the historical) understanding of the Mosaic narration being omitted, betakes himself to Allegories — as if indeed what Moses wrote about the division and confusion of tongues could not be true otherwise, nor be vindicated from calumnies, unless interpreted allegorically. But let us hear Philo himself speaking. „These cavils of malicious men,“ says Philo, „those will separately refute who are ready to answer such questions from the open Scripture of the laws without contention: who do not repel sophisms by sophisms, but follow the series of truth, which nowhere lets [one] stumble and easily removes obstacles, that the discourse of truth may escape from these. We say, then, to these men: by the words ‘The whole earth was one lip, one voice’ is signified the consonance of great evils, by which cities are assailed by cities, nations by nations, regions by regions in turn; and by which men are not only unjust against men, but even impious toward God.“16



„CUMQUE tres sint animae nostrae partes — Mens, Cupiditas, Ira — et mentis quidem vitia (tanquam morbi) sint Imprudentia, Error, Malitia; Cupiditatis, effusa voluptatum et libidinum intemperantia; Irae, furiosi et rabidi ad nocendum impetus et conatus: si tres hae partes animae nostrae, suis quaeque vitiis instructae, ad male agendum conspirent atque concurrant, supremum homini exitium afferent. Tunc enim, tanquam in navi, nautis, vectoribus et gubernatoribus in eius perniciem per dementiam consonantibus, etiam qui perdunt una pereunt. Gravissimum enim malorum est, et paene solum insanabile, omnium animae partium ad peccandum consensus: cum, tanquam in publica pestilentia, nihil sani sit reliquum quod aegrotis mederi possit; sed et medici una cum vulgo laborant, eadem qua ceteri lue correpti.“ Haec Philo.
„And since there are three parts of our soul — Mind, Desire, Anger — and the vices of the Mind (as it were diseases) are Imprudence, Error, Malice; of Desire, the unbridled intemperance of pleasures and lusts; of Anger, the furious and rabid impulses and endeavors to harm: if these three parts of our soul, each furnished with its own vices, conspire and concur to do evil, they will bring the utmost destruction on man. For then, as in a ship, when the sailors, passengers, and helmsmen consonant through madness toward its ruin, even those who destroy perish along with it. For the gravest of evils, and almost the only incurable one, is the consent of all the parts of the soul to sinning: when, as in a public pestilence, nothing sound is left that can heal the sick; but the physicians too labor along with the common people, seized by the same plague as the rest.“ So Philo.17



VERUM nobis, ad propulsandam eam calumniam, allegoriarum perfugio non est opus. Tria itaque breviter dicemus, ex quibus quam ea calumnia inanis et plane nugatoria sit liquido intelligetur. Principio, nemini videri debet incredibile omnium eorum hominum qui primo illo post diluvium saeculo fuerunt unam fuisse linguam. Cur enim magis id videatur incredibile quam omnium, exempli gratia, Germanorum (quae amplissima natio est) unam esse linguam? Praesertim autem cum omnes illi homines progeniti essent ex tribus tantum filiis Noë, et hi viverent eo tempore atque illo in loco et inter illos homines versarentur.
But for us, to repel that calumny, there is no need of the refuge of allegories. We shall therefore say three things briefly, from which how empty and plainly trifling that calumny is will be clearly understood. First, it ought to seem incredible to no one that all those men who were in that first age after the flood had one tongue. For why should that seem more incredible than that all the Germans, for example (which is a most ample nation), have one tongue? Especially since all those men were begotten of only three sons of Noah, and these were living at that time and dwelt in that place and among those men.18



DEINDE repentinam prioris linguae oblivionem et subitam aliarum linguarum cognitionem atque usum non ex causis naturalibus contigisse illis hominibus, nec hominum voluntate, industria ac potestate accidisse dicimus, sed unius Dei (cui nihil difficile est) voluntate ac potentia, simulque Angelorum Dei iussa exsequentium ministerio. Si quis autem ne a Deo quidem ipso id fieri potuisse censet, omnemque divinis miraculis fidem abrogat, is tanquam extremae impietatis ac dementiae dimittendus est, nec tam refellendus argumentis quam meritis plectendus suppliciis.
Next, we say that the sudden oblivion of the former tongue, and the sudden knowledge and use of the other tongues, befell those men not from natural causes, nor happened by men's will, industry, and power, but by the will and power of the one God (to whom nothing is difficult), and at the same time by the ministry of the Angels of God executing His commands. But if anyone judges that this could not be done even by God Himself, and abrogates all faith in divine miracles, he is to be dismissed as of utter impiety and madness, and not so much to be refuted by arguments as to be punished with deserved penalties.19



ILLUD quoque tertio loco adiicimus, non inficiari nos linguae unitatem saepe utilem esse hominibus, contra vero diversitatem inutilem et damnosam esse. Affirmamus tamen unitatem linguae fuisse hominibus illis perniciosam. Siquidem propter unitatem linguae conspirarunt omnes in aedificationem eius civitatis et turris contra Dei voluntatem, et inibi una in societate simul omnes manere deliberaverunt; quod erat tamen contra publicum et humani generis et orbis terrae bonum. Sublato igitur unius linguae usu tantaque inducta linguarum varietate ut inter se illi non intelligerent, factum est ut et inceptum opus desererent et invicem dissociati diversas mundi partes peterent ad habitandum. Ergo illo tempore et loco et apud illos homines unius linguae confusio et divisio et iusta fuit superbiae atque impietatis eorum poena, et ingens humano generi ac terrarum orbi emolumentum atque ornamentum attulit.
This too we add in the third place: that we do not deny that the unity of tongue is often useful to men, but, on the contrary, that the diversity is useless and harmful. We affirm, nevertheless, that the unity of tongue was pernicious to those men. For, on account of the unity of tongue, all conspired in the building of that city and tower against God's will, and deliberated to remain all together there in one society — which was, however, against the public good both of the human race and of the world. The use of the one tongue being therefore taken away, and so great a variety of tongues introduced that they did not understand one another, it came about both that they deserted the begun work and that, dissociated from one another, they sought diverse parts of the world to dwell in. Therefore at that time and place and among those men the confusion and division of the one tongue was both a just punishment of their pride and impiety, and brought an immense benefit and adornment to the human race and the world.20



Translator’s notes
	Section heading: Pererius's own view on the number of tongues (within Disputation 10). ↩
	§146. Pererius's own view: he will not lightly abandon so ancient and well-attested an opinion, but will state what is certain or uncertain. Certain: many various tongues then arose — proved twice from Moses (the ‘lip of the whole earth confounded’ = the great variety of new tongues; and ‘none understood his neighbor’). Margins: not single men had single tongues; single nations and families had their proper tongues. ↩
	§147. Also certain: not a tongue per man (most inconvenient, against God's purpose, as shown), but very probably a proper tongue per nation/family — so each nation, understanding its own, gathered together and split from others, seeking diverse lands (God's aim to fill the earth). So there were as many tongues as there were then diverse nations in that place. ↩
	§148. But fixing the number of nations is very hard. The ‘72’ is uncertain and seems to clash with Moses. The reckoning (15 Japheth + 31 Cham + 26 Sem) is refuted twice: (1) the corrected Greek codices (lately at Rome) give 28 for Sem → 74 total; (2) the Greek and Augustine give 8 sons of Japheth, but Hebrew/Chaldaic/Vulgate only 7 (omitting the added ‘Elisa’: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch, Thiras) → only 71; indeed only 70, since Heber and Phaleg (listed distinctly) made no separate nation or tongue (Augustine, City of God 16.11). Margins: whether there were 72 nations at the building of Babel; Augustine. ↩
	§149. From the 70, one must also remove those whose own descendants Moses names (since a parent makes no nation apart from his sons): Japheth's 2 (Gomer, Iavan), Cham's 4 (Chus, Mezraim, Chanaan, Regma), Sem's 4 (Arphaxad, Aram, Heber, Iectan) = 10; subtracted, there remain… (continues p. 530). ↩
	§149 (concl.). …only sixty. They are rightly removed: parents make no nation apart from their sons (the nations of fathers and sons are the same); and if they were counted separately, then Noah and his three sons too should be — yielding not 72 but 76 tongues. ↩
	§150. A further great question: of those whose descendants Moses does NOT name (Japheth 5, Cham 2, Sem 4 = 10) — did they make distinct nations? If not (more likely), remove them too: 60 → 50. If yes, why did Moses not name them as he did the others? and did each make one nation or more? Since Moses records none, any answer is uncertain and gratuitous. ↩
	§151. So the ‘72’ rests on a weak foundation. Two things to distinguish in the Fathers: (1) they rightly said, as certain (from Moses), that there were as many tongues as nations; (2) but the specific ‘72 nations and tongues’ they reported not as certain but as a widespread, Hebrew-celebrated commonplace — had they examined it closely (as Pererius has), they would have found it very doubtful and almost incomprehensible. ↩
	§152. Two further obscure matters. First: whether any of those tongues perished outright with its nation, through war, plague, or disease. Some nations have utterly perished — Pliny (bk. 5 ch. 30, from Eratosthenes): the Solymi, Leleges, Bebryces, Colycantii, Trepsedi; Isidore adds the Arimi and Capretae (where Seleucus founded Apamia). Margins: whether any of those tongues perished; Pliny bk. 5 ch. 30. ↩
	§153. Second obscure matter: whether those tongues were the mothers of all later tongues (so that all present and past tongues either are those or derive from them), or whether many wholly new tongues arose in later ages. The reader may pleasantly consult the dispute of Julius Scaliger with Cardano on the origin and causes of this variety. Margins: whether those tongues were the mothers of all tongues; Cardano, On Subtlety bk. 12 / On the Variety of Things bk. 17 ch. 93; Julius Scaliger against Cardano, Exercise 259. ↩
	§154. On the name ‘Meropes’ (Epiphanius, Suidas: men so called by the old poets, Homer and Hesiod — ‘having a divided voice’). Three interpretations: (1) man (Merops) alone has a parted, distinct, articulate voice signifying the mind (the Homer Scholiast, Iliad bk. 1); (2) it signifies the diversity of tongues introduced at Babel for the builders' pride — the pagan poets drawing the word from Moses or ancient tradition (so Epiphanius and Suidas). Margins: Epiphanius; Suidas (under ‘Saruch’); Homer; Hesiod; why men are called μέροπες; the Scholiast. ↩
	§155. (3) Or men are called ‘Meropes’ because each has his own voice and pronunciation, so that in all the multitude not two have an indistinguishable voice — as with the face. Pliny marvels at these two natural wonders: ‘so many tongues that one man is almost not a man to another; and in the face, with ten-odd features, no two indistinguishable among thousands — which no art could match.’ ↩
	§156. The first part of ch. 11 closes with a refutation of a pagan calumny against Moses's history (recorded only by Philo). The calumny: that Moses's story (one tongue suddenly confounded) is not history but a fiction like the poets' fable of all animals once having one speech — they conversed as in one commonwealth, but, grown wanton, sent envoys asking the gods for immortality and perpetual youth (since the serpent renews itself by sloughing), and were punished with a confusion of voices. So, they say, is Moses's tale. Margins: a pagan calumny against this history of Moses on the division of tongues; a fable of one tongue of all animals. ↩
	§157. The calumny continued: granting one human tongue is credible (unlike talking animals), it is incredible that men suddenly forgot it and spoke new tongues. And the ‘punishment-and-remedy’ claim is futile, since after the dispersion the world was still full of crimes — for not unity of tongue but man's proclivity to sin causes wickedness (even the dumb signify evil by gestures; one same-tongued, same-lawed nation can rival all others in sin). Besides, unity of tongue is the cause of the greatest goods (without it no teaching, help, friendship, or society) — why then… (continues p. 533). ↩
	§157 (concl.). …why then was the common tongue taken away as if the cause of evils, when, being so useful, it ought rather to have been confirmed? Such were their cavils against Moses's history. ↩
	§158. Philo meets the calumny ‘at the door’ (Aristotle's phrase) by abandoning the literal/historical sense for allegory — as if Moses could only be true and defended allegorically. Philo: some answer such cavils from the open text without sophistry, following truth's thread. He says: ‘The whole earth was one lip, one voice’ signifies the concord of great evils — by which cities, nations, regions assail one another, and men are unjust to men and impious to God. Margins: Aristotle; Philo, On the Confusion of Tongues; Gen 11. ↩
	§159. Philo (cont.): the soul's three parts (Mind — with vices Imprudence, Error, Malice; Desire — intemperance of pleasures; Anger — rabid impulses to harm), if they conspire in evil, bring man's utter ruin — as in a ship whose crew madly conspire to wreck it, even the destroyers perish; the gravest, almost only incurable evil is all the soul's parts consenting to sin, as in a plague where even the physicians are stricken. ↩
	§160. Pererius needs no allegory to repel the calumny; three brief points. First: that all men of the first post-flood age had one tongue is not incredible — no more than that all the Germans (a vast nation) have one tongue, especially since all sprang from only three sons of Noah, then living among them. Margin: the true repulse of the aforesaid calumny. ↩
	§161. Second: the sudden forgetting of the first tongue and the sudden knowledge of the new ones came not from natural causes nor human power, but from the one God (to whom nothing is hard) and the ministry of His Angels executing His commands. Whoever thinks even God could not do this, denying all divine miracles, is to be dismissed as utterly impious and mad — punished, not refuted. ↩
	§162. Third: granting that unity of tongue is often useful and diversity generally harmful, yet for THOSE men the unity was pernicious — by it all conspired to build against God and to stay together (against the world's good). So removing it and introducing variety made them abandon the work and disperse to dwell over the world. Thus, for that time and people, the confusion was both a just punishment of their pride and a great benefit and adornment to mankind and the world. (Ends the first part of Gen 11.) ↩
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THE SECOND PART OF THE ELEVENTH CHAPTER OF GENESIS. On the progeny of Sem down to Abram.1
SECUNDA PARS CAPITIS UNDECIMI GENESIS. De progenie Sem usque ad Abram.



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Second Part of Gen 11 (title): the genealogy of Sem down to Abram. (Disputation numbering continues — Disp. 11 onward.) ↩




These are the generations of Sem. Sem was a hundred years old when he begot Arphaxad, two years after the flood. And Sem lived after he begot Arphaxad five hundred …

LatineEnglish


Hae sunt generationes Sem: Sem erat centum annorum quando genuit Arphaxad, biennio post diluvium. Vixitque Sem postquam genuit Arphaxad quingentis annis, et genuit filios et filias. Porro Arphaxad vixit triginta quinque annis et genuit Sale. Vixitque Arphaxad postquam genuit Sale trecentis tribus annis, et genuit filios et filias. Sale quoque vixit triginta annis et genuit Heber. Vixitque Sale postquam genuit Heber quadringentis tribus annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit autem Heber triginta quatuor annis et genuit Phaleg. Et vixit Heber postquam genuit Phaleg quadringentis triginta annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit quoque Phaleg triginta annis et genuit Reu. Vixitque Phaleg postquam genuit Reu ducentis novem annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit autem Reu triginta duobus annis et genuit Sarug. Vixit quoque Reu postquam genuit Sarug ducentis septem annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit vero Sarug triginta annis et genuit Nachor.
{These are the generations of Sem. Sem was a hundred years old when he begot Arphaxad, two years after the flood. And Sem lived after he begot Arphaxad five hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. And Arphaxad lived thirty-five years, and begot Sale. And Arphaxad lived after he begot Sale three hundred and three years, and begot sons and daughters. Sale also lived thirty years, and begot Heber. And Sale lived after he begot Heber four hundred and three years, and begot sons and daughters. And Heber lived thirty-four years, and begot Phaleg. And Heber lived after he begot Phaleg four hundred and thirty years, and begot sons and daughters. And Phaleg lived thirty years, and begot Reu. And Phaleg lived after he begot Reu two hundred and nine years, and begot sons and daughters. And Reu lived thirty-two years, and begot Sarug. And Reu lived after he begot Sarug two hundred and seven years, and begot sons and daughters. And Sarug lived thirty years, and begot Nachor.}1



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:10–22 (verse lemma, opening the Second Part: the genealogy of Sem through Reu and Sarug; continues p. 536). ↩




And Sarug lived after he begot Nachor two hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. And Nachor lived twenty-nine years, and begot Thare. And Nachor lived after he …

LatineEnglish


Vixitque Sarug postquam genuit Nachor ducentis annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixit autem Nachor viginti novem annis et genuit Thare. Vixitque Nachor postquam genuit Thare centum decem et novem annis, et genuit filios et filias. Vixitque Thare septuaginta annis, et genuit Abram et Nachor et Aran.
{And Sarug lived after he begot Nachor two hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. And Nachor lived twenty-nine years, and begot Thare. And Nachor lived after he begot Thare a hundred and nineteen years, and begot sons and daughters. And Thare lived seventy years, and begot Abram and Nachor and Aran.}1



PRAEFATIO. PERTEXIT hoc loco Moses seriem generationum a Sem usque ad Abram, quemadmodum supra capite quinto percensuerat generationes ab Adam usque ad Noë. Sunt autem decem generationes a Sem usque ad Abram, si in hanc enumerationem includas tam Sem quam Abram. Tres porro disputationes, tum materiae praestantia tum obscuritatis et difficultatis magnitudine perquam nobiles ac celebres, hic tractandae sunt: Prima, an inter Arphaxad et Sale interponenda sit generatio Cainan, quam Septuaginta Interpretes interposuerunt; altera, de discrepantia computationis annorum circa supradictas generationes, quam cernimus inter codices Graecos et Hebraicos (cum quibus Latini consentiunt); tertia, quoto anno aetatis Thare generatus sit Abram.
PREFACE. Moses here weaves through the series of generations from Sem down to Abram, just as above, in the fifth chapter, he had reviewed the generations from Adam down to Noah. And there are ten generations from Sem down to Abram, if you include in this enumeration both Sem and Abram. Three disputations, moreover — most notable and celebrated both for the excellence of their matter and for the magnitude of their obscurity and difficulty — are to be treated here: the first, whether between Arphaxad and Sale the generation of Cainan is to be interposed, which the Septuagint translators interposed; the second, concerning the discrepancy of the reckoning of years about the aforesaid generations, which we discern between the Greek and the Hebrew codices (with which the Latins agree); the third, in what year of Thare's age Abram was begotten.2



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:23–26 (verse lemma, concluding the genealogy: Nachor, Thare, and Abram). ↩
	Praefatio (Second Part). Moses weaves the line from Sem to Abram (as Gen 5 did from Adam to Noah) — ten generations counting both Sem and Abram. Three disputations follow: (11) whether Cainan is to be interposed between Arphaxad and Sale (the LXX add him); (12) the discrepancy in the year-reckonings between the Greek and the Hebrew/Latin codices; (13) in what year of Thare's age Abram was begotten. ↩




ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Upon those words, Genesis 11: Arphaxad lived thirty-five years and begot Sale. Whether between Arphaxad and Sale the generation of Cainan is to be interposed

LatineEnglish


ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Upon those words, Genesis 11: Arphaxad lived thirty-five years and begot Sale. Whether between Arphaxad and Sale the generation of Cainan is to be interposed.1
UNDECIMA DISPUTATIO. Super illis verbis, Genes. 11: Arphaxad vixit triginta quinque annis et genuit Sale. Utrum inter Arphaxad et Sale interponenda sit generatio Cainan.



ARDUUM hic locus, et quorundam doctorum hominum iudicio plane inexplicabilem quaestionem affert: an generatio Cainan interponenda sit inter Arphaxad et Sale. Namque eam generationem nec habet Scriptura Hebraica, nec paraphrasis Chaldaica, nec Latina editio vulgata; at eam commemorant hoc loco Septuaginta Interpretes, et B. Lucas eam ponit capite 3 Evangelicae historiae, genealogiam Domini nostri describens. Alterutram porro scripturam esse mendosam necessarium videtur: illam quidem, si desit haec generatio, mancam ac mutilam; hanc vero, si ea redundet, non supervacaneam modo sed etiam mendacem: utraque certe vera esse non potest. Neque enim fieri potest ut Arphaxad, cum esset triginta quinque annorum, genuerit Sale, et eo ipso tempore genuerit Cainan patrem ipsius Sale: ut, quo anno Cainan natus est, eodem ipso anno genuerit filium Sale.
This place is arduous, and, in the judgment of certain learned men, brings a question plainly inexplicable: whether the generation of Cainan is to be interposed between Arphaxad and Sale. For that generation neither the Hebrew Scripture has, nor the Chaldaic paraphrase, nor the Latin Vulgate edition; but the Septuagint translators record it in this place, and Blessed Luke puts it in the third chapter of the Evangelical history, describing the genealogy of our Lord. It seems necessary that one or the other Scripture is faulty: the one, indeed, if this generation be lacking, maimed and mutilated; but the other, if it be redundant, not only superfluous but even false: certainly both cannot be true. For it cannot be that Arphaxad, when he was thirty-five years old, begot Sale, and at that very time begot Cainan the father of Sale himself — so that, in the year in which Cainan was born, in that same year he begot his son Sale.2



QUINQUE modis nodum hunc solvere conatos esse video scriptores Ecclesiasticos: quos ego modos hic breviter exponendo perstringam. Primus modus propositae difficultatis explicandae is est quem sequitur Eugubinus. Hunc non puduit dicere Septuaginta duos Interpretes, addendo generationem Cainan, errasse, eorumque errorem secutum esse B. Lucam. Quam vocem, cuius (obsecro) pii aut etiam Christiani hominis aures non perhorrescant? Si enim in Scripturis canonicis quicquam, quale quale illud sit, falsum esse concedimus, amplam profecto fenestram ad omnem divinae scripturae firmitudinem et auctoritatem labefactandam aperiemus. Certum enim est Spiritum Sanctum non affuisse B. Lucae in eo quod ille falsum scripsit. Cur igitur non itidem merito vereamur ne, in aliis quoque rebus quas scriptis prodidit Lucas, Spiritus sanctus eum deseruerit atque in errorem labi passus sit?
In five ways I see that ecclesiastical writers have tried to loose this knot: which ways I shall here briefly run over by setting them forth. The first way of explaining the proposed difficulty is that which Eugubinus follows. He was not ashamed to say that the seventy-two Translators, by adding the generation of Cainan, erred, and that Blessed Luke followed their error. At which word, I pray, whose ears — of a pious, or even of a Christian, man — would not shudder? For if we concede that in the canonical Scriptures anything whatsoever is false, we shall surely open a wide window for undermining all the firmness and authority of the divine Scripture. For it is certain that the Holy Spirit was not present to Blessed Luke in that which he wrote falsely. Why, then, should we not likewise rightly fear lest, in other matters too which Luke set forth in writing, the Holy Spirit deserted him and suffered him to slip into error?3



NEQUE vero translatio Septuaginta Interpretum tam fastidiose respui aut tam facile contemni debet, cum affirmasse Origenem legamus, apud Eusebium libro 6 Historiae Ecclesiasticae capite 23, id pro vero in divinis scripturis habendum esse quod Septuaginta Interpretes transtulerunt, cum et Apostolica id firmatum sit auctoritate et longo Ecclesiae usu comprobatum. Quid quod illam generationem Cainan, cum Eusebius in exordio sui Chronici multique scriptores Graeci, tum de Latinis B. Augustinus libro 16 de Civitate Dei capite 10 aliique agnoscunt et recipiunt?
Nor indeed ought the translation of the Septuagint translators to be so fastidiously rejected or so easily despised, since we read that Origen affirmed — in Eusebius, book 6 of the Ecclesiastical History, chapter 23 — that that is to be held for true in the divine Scriptures which the Septuagint translators rendered, since it is both confirmed by Apostolic authority and approved by the long use of the Church. What of the fact that that generation of Cainan both Eusebius (at the opening of his Chronicle) and many Greek writers, and among the Latins Blessed Augustine (book 16 of the City of God, chapter 10) and others, acknowledge and receive?4



ALTER modus expediendae huius quaestionis placuit Caietano. Is enim, verba illa explanans Lucae „Qui fuit Sale, qui fuit Cainan,“ dupliciter respondet ad propositam difficultatem. Primum ait (id quod proxime ostendimus sensisse Eugubinum) generationem illam Cainan esse supervacuam, immo nullam; quare Septuaginta Interpretes eam addendo errasse, B. vero Lucam propterea excusari ab errore, quia id sequi voluit quod scriptum repererat in translatione Septuaginta Interpretum, quae id temporis ubique gentium pervulgata et recepta erat: scilicet veritus ne, si contra communem hominum sensum atque inveteratam opinionem secus quam esset apud Septuaginta quicquam scriberet, minus vulgo scripta sua proba[rentur]…
Another way of dispatching this question pleased Cajetan. For he, explaining those words of Luke, „Who was [the son] of Sale, who was [the son] of Cainan,“ answers the proposed difficulty in two ways. First he says (which we just now showed Eugubinus to have held) that that generation of Cainan is superfluous, nay, non-existent; wherefore the Septuagint translators erred in adding it, but Blessed Luke is for this reason excused from error, because he chose to follow what he had found written in the translation of the Septuagint translators, which at that time was everywhere among the nations widespread and received — namely, fearing lest, if he wrote anything against the common sense of men and the inveterate opinion, otherwise than it was in the Septuagint, his writings should be less approved by the common people…5



…rentur. Huic etiam responso Iansenius & Genebrardus adhaerescunt: sed hoc Caietani responsum perquam leve est. Non enim decebat B. Lucam in scribendo Evangelio maiorem existimationis vulgi, falsae praesertim, quam veritatis habere rationem: & à sacris & Canonicis scriptoribus scriptisque omnem erroris vel imprudenter vel scienter admissi suspicionem propulsare oportet.
…approved. To this answer also Jansenius and Genebrardus adhere; but this answer of Cajetan is exceedingly weak. For it was not fitting that Luke, in writing the Gospel, should have greater regard for the esteem of the common people — especially a false esteem — than for the truth; and from sacred and canonical writers and their writings one ought to repel every suspicion of error admitted, whether imprudently or knowingly.6



ILLVD praeterea respondet Caietanus, verè addendam esse generationem Cainan: non enim esse credibile Septuaginta Interpretes, viros nempe cùm sapientes, tum etiam pios, aliquid de suo divinae scripturae ausos affingere, conniuente Eleazaro summo eius temporis Iudaeorum pontifice, à quo illi ad regem Philadelphum missi fuerant; & dissimulantibus Synagogae doctoribus, quorum est iudicio atque suffragio illorum probata translatio. Verisimilius igitur putat Caietanus codices Hebraeos quibus usi sunt Septuaginta Interpretes, & in quibus erat generatio Cainan, fuisse veros & integros: quos autem B. Hieronymus nactus est, quique ad nos pervenere, mancos & mutilos esse. Siquidem etiam ipsi Hieronymo explananti tertium caput Epistolae ad Galatas non est visum incredibile, codices Hebraeos multa secus habuisse ante passionem Domini, Hebraeosque vel invidia vel odio Christianorum, aliqua vel detraxisse vel addidisse.
Cajetan responds besides that the generation of Cainan is truly to be added; for it is not credible that the Seventy Translators — men both wise and also pious — would have dared to forge anything of their own into the divine Scripture, with Eleazar, the high priest of the Jews of that age, conniving (he by whom they had been sent to King Philadelphus), and the doctors of the Synagogue dissembling, by whose judgment and vote their translation was approved. Cajetan therefore thinks it more likely that the Hebrew codices the Seventy used — in which the generation of Cainan stood — were true and intact, whereas those Jerome obtained, and which have come down to us, are maimed and mutilated. For even to Jerome himself, expounding the third chapter of the Epistle to the Galatians, it did not seem incredible that the Hebrew codices had many things otherwise before the Lord's Passion, and that the Hebrews, out of either envy or hatred of Christians, had either taken away or added some things.7



SED hoc ut credam vix possum in animum inducere. Cui enim persuaderi queat omnes sacrae Scripturae libros ab Hebraeis, nemine reclamante, fuisse corruptos? in ea praesertim re, quae ipsis adversus Christianos decertantibus nec prodesse quicquam nec obesse poterat. Atque haec ipsa est Beati Augustini in libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei sententia. Iosephus certè, qui recens fuit ab obitu Domini nostri, in enumeratione priorum generationum quae fuerunt ante diluvium, secutus erat Septuaginta Interpretes; in descriptione autem posteriorum generationum, scripturam Hebraicam sequens, generationem Cainan praetermisit.
But I can scarcely bring my mind to believe this. For who could be persuaded that all the books of sacred Scripture were corrupted by the Hebrews, with none protesting? — especially in a matter which, while they contended against the Christians, could neither profit them at all nor harm them. And this very same is the opinion of blessed Augustine in book fifteen of the City of God. Josephus certainly, who lived close to the death of our Lord, in enumerating the earlier generations which were before the flood, had followed the Seventy Translators; but in describing the later generations, following the Hebrew scripture, he omitted the generation of Cainan.8



TERTIVM modum ad eandem quaestionem enodandam, hunc nonnulli adinvenerunt: aiunt illi Cainan & Sale non fuisse duos homines sed unum, binomium tamen, id est, qui & Sale & Cainan appellaretur: quare putant isti apud Beatum Lucam mendosè legi, Quis fuit Sale, qui fuit Cainan, sed legi debere, Qui fuit Sale, qui & Cainan; ut sint posita duo eiusdem hominis nomina. Haec est opinio Ioannis Lucidi in libro primo de emendatione temporum capite sexto, & libro septimo capite primo: eademque fuit ante illum & Naucleri & Hermanni Contracti in Chronicis.
A THIRD way of unravelling the same question some have devised: they say that Cainan and Sale were not two men but one — yet of two names, that is, one who was called both Sale and Cainan; wherefore these think that in blessed Luke it is read corruptly, 'who was Sale, who was Cainan,' but ought to be read, 'who was Sale, who [was] also Cainan,' so that two names of the same man are set down. This is the opinion of Ioannes Lucidus in book one On the Emendation of Times, chapter six, and book seven, chapter one; and the same was, before him, the opinion of both Nauclerus and Hermannus Contractus in their Chronicles.9



VERVM istorum sententia tribus refellitur argumentis. Etenim omnes codices tam Graeci quàm Latini, & qui olim fuerunt, & qui nunc sunt, habent hoc loco apud Lucam eam lectionem quam isti mendosam censent. Vnde igitur isti probant illam esse mendosam, non satis apparet, ni id esse ab istis temerè confictum, quod aliud ipsi…
But the opinion of these is refuted by three arguments. For all the codices, both Greek and Latin, both those that once were and those that now are, have in this place in Luke that reading which these judge corrupt. Whence, then, these prove it to be corrupt does not sufficiently appear — unless it be rashly contrived by them, because they themselves [found] no other…10



…ipsi propositae difficultatis effugium non invenirent? Deinde, qui sit credibile B. Lucam unius illius hominis tantùm duo nomina exponere voluisse, & nullius aliorum quos ibi recenset, cùm eorum non paucos & binomios & trinomios fuisse constet? Ad haec, isti non adverterunt ad translationem Septuaginta Interpretum quae est hoc loco, & quam secutus est B. Lucas: in hac enim ponitur Cainan ut genitor & pater ipsius Sale: quo fit ut Cainan & Sale duos fuisse homines inter se diversos necesse sit.
…they themselves found no escape from the proposed difficulty? Next, how is it credible that Luke wished to set forth two names of that one man only, and of none of the others whom he there recounts — when it is established that not a few of them were of two and even three names? Besides, these did not advert to the translation of the Seventy in this place, which Luke followed: for in it Cainan is set as the begetter and father of Sale himself; whence it must be that Cainan and Sale were two men distinct from each other.11



QVARTVS modus eiusdem dissolvendae quaestionis videtur nonnullis facilior & planior ceteris adhuc expositis, ob idque probabilior. Hunc modum tenent recentiores quidam scriptores, ut Lippomanus in Catena in Genesim super undecimum caput eius libri, & Canus lib. 2 de Locis Theologicis cap. 18. Censent isti generationem Cainan re vera inter Arphaxad & Sale intercessisse; eamque Septuaginta vel ex certa maiorum traditione, vel ex historiis fide dignis cùm haberent compertam, merito suae translationi inseruisse: quam Moses sciens prudensque praetermisit. nimirum voluit Moses seriem generationum ab Adamo usque ad Diluvium, & à Diluvio usque ad Abraham, in duas decades distinguere, ob aliquam certe causam, mysticam illam quidem, sed nobis occultam; quemadmodum B. Matthaeus in genealogia Salvatoris nostri, quam in exordio sui Evangelii descripsit, generationes ab Abraham usque ad Christum dominum, duas & quadraginta duntaxat, compluribus aliis praeteritis, recensuit.
A FOURTH way of resolving the same question seems to some easier and plainer than the others so far set forth, and for that reason more probable. This way certain more recent writers hold, as Lippomanus in the Catena on Genesis on the eleventh chapter of that book, and Canus, book 2 On Theological Topics, chapter 18. These judge that the generation of Cainan truly did intervene between Arphaxad and Sale, and that the Seventy, having ascertained it either from a sure tradition of the elders or from histories worthy of belief, rightly inserted it into their translation; which Moses knowingly and prudently passed over. For Moses wished to distinguish the series of generations from Adam to the Flood, and from the Flood to Abraham, into two decades, for some cause certainly mystical but hidden from us — just as blessed Matthew, in the genealogy of our Saviour which he set down at the opening of his Gospel, recounted the generations from Abraham to Christ the Lord as only forty-two, several others being passed over.12



HAEC ab istis acutè cogitata & probabiliter dicta non inficior. Verùm ne sic quidem omnino excussum & demptum esse scrupulum video. nam esto, potuerit generatio Cainan sine ullo vitio & à Mose praetermitti, & à Septuaginta Interpretibus commemorari: illud certè nullo modo fieri potuit, ut quo tempore Cainan genitus est ab Arphaxad, eodem ipse tempore generaret filium suum Sale. At enim secundum scripturam Hebraicam, Arphaxad cùm esset triginta quinque annorum genuit Sale; secundum verò translationem Septuaginta Interpretum, eo ipso tempore Arphaxad genuit Cainan patrem ipsius Sale. Si igitur utraque scriptura vera est, necesse fuerit eodem anno generatum esse Cainan & Sale, id est patrem & filium, quod plane absurdum est; si tamen quod est impossibile, absurdum dicere convenit.
These things acutely thought out and plausibly said by these I do not deny. But not even thus do I see the scruple wholly shaken out and removed. For granted that the generation of Cainan could, without any fault, both be passed over by Moses and be commemorated by the Seventy: this certainly could in no way come about — that at the time Cainan was begotten by Arphaxad, at that same time he himself should beget his son Sale. For according to the Hebrew scripture, Arphaxad, when he was thirty-five years old, begot Sale; but according to the translation of the Seventy, at that very same time Arphaxad begot Cainan, the father of Sale himself. If, then, both scriptures are true, it must be that in the same year both Cainan and Sale were begotten — that is, father and son — which is plainly absurd; if indeed it is fitting to call absurd what is impossible.13



CETERVM dicere aliquis posset pro istius modi expositionis defensione: cùm in scriptura Hebraica dicitur Arphaxad natus annos triginta quinque genuisse filium Sale, non id esse intelligendum quasi tunc actu genuerit, sed tantùm virtute ac potentia; quia eo anno genuit Cainan patrem ipsius Sale, in quo ipse Sale, ut in patre filius, virtute ac potestate continebatur. Nec verò modus hic loquendi insolens est in sacris literis: namque in genealogia Salvatoris nostri quam tradit B. Matthaeus, dicitur Ioram genuisse Oziam; non sanè…
But someone could say, in defence of this kind of exposition: when in the Hebrew scripture Arphaxad is said at thirty-five years to have begotten his son Sale, it is not to be understood as if he then begot him in act, but only in virtue and potency; because in that year he begot Cainan, the father of Sale himself, in whom Sale — as a son in a father — was contained in virtue and power. Nor indeed is this manner of speaking unusual in the sacred letters: for in the genealogy of our Saviour which blessed Matthew hands down, Joram is said to have begotten Ozias; not indeed…14



…actu sed virtute, quia Ioram genuit proximè Ochoziam proavum Oziae. Verum nos hoc dissimulemus, & sine examine praetereamus.
…in act but in virtue, because Joram begot, in the nearest line, Ochozias, the great-grandfather of Ozias. But let us dissemble this, and pass it by without examination.15



ILLVD certè mihi videtur inextricabile: sic enim cum animo meo reputare soleo: aut haec generatio Cainan ignota fuit Mosi, aut nota: ignotam fuisse Mosi, quae perspecta fuerit & cognita Septuaginta Interpretibus, quis audeat dicere, cùm Moses tanto propior quàm illi fuerit illi aetati, solusque illorum temporum Historiam tanta cum diligentia & cura conscripserit? Sin autem ea generatio nota fuit Mosi, cur igitur eam praetermisit? praesertim autem cùm eius generationis vel adiectio vel detractio non parùm variet Chronologiam quae inter Diluvium & Abraham à Mose describitur: quam quidem Chronologiam voluisse Mosem integrè, exactè ac perfectè tradere, illud est clarissimum indicium, quod seriem generationum quae fuerunt inter diluvium & Abraham distinctè & accuratè percenset, & suos cuique generationi annos subtiliter computatos propriè assignat. qui sit igitur credibile, Mosen, generatione Cainan praetermissa, vitiosam nobis Chronologiam aut voluisse tradere, aut cùm minimè vellet, inscienter tamen tradidisse?
This certainly seems to me inextricable; for I am wont to reason thus with myself: either this generation of Cainan was unknown to Moses, or known. That it was unknown to Moses — which was clearly perceived and known by the Seventy — who would dare to say, since Moses was so much nearer to that age than they, and alone wrote the History of those times with such diligence and care? But if that generation was known to Moses, why then did he pass it over? — especially since the addition or subtraction of that generation varies not a little the Chronology which is described by Moses between the Flood and Abraham: that Moses wished to hand down this Chronology whole, exactly, and perfectly is shown by the clearest indication, namely that he recounts the series of generations between the Flood and Abraham distinctly and accurately, and properly assigns to each generation its own years subtly computed. How, then, is it credible that Moses, the generation of Cainan being omitted, either wished to hand down to us a faulty Chronology, or — when he by no means wished it — nevertheless unknowingly handed it down?16



EQVIDEM diu multùmque cogitans nullam rationem (quae mihi animum expleret) reperire adhuc potui, cur Moses generationem Cainan, siquidem ea inter Arphaxad & Sale intercessit, praeterire debuerit aut potuerit. Nam quod aiunt quidam voluisse Mosen generationes quae fuerunt ante & post diluvium, ad duas tantùm decades redigere; id nec probari ab istis potest, & leve ac futile est, nec tale ut propter id debuerit Moses Chronologiam (cuius exacta cognitio magni erat momenti) perturbare atque confundere. His adde, quod saltem in libris Paralipomenon, in quibus supplentur quae alibi in sacris literis derelicta fuerant, unde nomen etiam illi habent, commemorata fuisset generatio haec Cainan: siquidem in exordio prioris libri Paralipomenon series generationum quae fuerunt ante & post diluvium similiter atque hic recensetur, nec ullum tamen verbum fit de generatione Cainan.
Indeed, thinking long and much, I have so far been able to find no reason (that would satisfy my mind) why Moses ought, or could, have passed over the generation of Cainan, if indeed it intervened between Arphaxad and Sale. For what some say — that Moses wished to reduce the generations before and after the flood to only two decades — this can neither be proved by them, and is light and futile, nor is it such that on its account Moses ought to disturb and confound the Chronology (whose exact knowledge was of great moment). Add to these that at least in the books of Paralipomenon (Chronicles), in which the things left out elsewhere in the sacred letters are supplied — whence indeed they have their name — this generation of Cainan would have been commemorated; for at the opening of the first book of Paralipomenon the series of generations before and after the flood is recounted just as here, and yet not a single word is made about the generation of Cainan.17



RESTAT quintus & ultimus modus, quem ad hanc quaestionem profligandam quidam expeditiorem atque aptiorem esse arbitrantur. Aiunt inter Arphaxad & Sale nullam intercessisse generationem; nec generationem Cainan esse vel à Septuaginta Interpretibus proditam, vel à B. Luca positam in genealogia Salvatoris, sed ab aliquo, nescio quo, eam mendosè adiectam esse, primùm quidem translationi Septuaginta Interpretum hoc loco; hinc autem postea in genealogiam Domini nostri quae est apud Lucam, fuisse transfusam. hoc isti non probant. Sed ad eius tamen opinationis confirmationem triplex coniectura, nec ea sanè levis aut contemnenda, afferri potest. Prima coniectura haec est; Beatus Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim omnem dissonantiam lectionis quae est in libro Geneseos inter codices Hebraeos & Septuaginta Interpretum…
There remains a fifth and last way, which some judge more expeditious and apt for dispatching this question. They say that no generation intervened between Arphaxad and Sale; and that the generation of Cainan was neither produced by the Seventy Translators nor set by Luke in the genealogy of the Saviour, but was corruptly added by someone — I know not whom — first, indeed, to the translation of the Seventy in this place, and thence afterward transfused into the genealogy of our Lord which is in Luke. This these do not prove. Yet for the confirmation of that opinion a threefold conjecture — and that truly not light or to be despised — can be brought. The first conjecture is this: blessed Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, curiously investigating and diligently noting every dissonance of reading which is in the book of Genesis between the Hebrew codices and the Seventy Translators…18



…curiosè pervestigans ac diligenter annotans, dissonantiam hanc quae est circa generationem Cainan adeo insignem & notabilem, ne verbo quidem attigit. Ex quo licet intelligere non fuisse eam generationem in libris Septuaginta Interpretum quos tunc habuit Hieronymus.
…curiously investigating and diligently noting [them], did not touch even with a word this dissonance about the generation of Cainan, so signal and notable. From which one may understand that that generation was not in the books of the Seventy which Jerome then had.19



ALTERA coniectura est, Iosephum qui ferè sequi solet Septuaginta Interpretes, primo libro Antiquitatum percensentem generationes quae fuerunt à diluvio usque ad Abraham, in iis hanc generationem Cainan minimè commemorasse: nec Epiphanium disputantem contra 55. haeresim, id est, contra Melchisedechianos, cùm secundum translationem Septuaginta Interpretum exponat annos singularum generationum quae fuerunt inter diluvium & Abraham, mentionem generationis Cainan nullam planè facere. Tertia coniectura est in exordio prioris libri Paralipomenon, ubi series generationum à diluvio usque ad Abraham, similiter atque hoc loco commemoratur: antiqui & emendati codices Septuaginta Interpretum (qualis est qui Romae nuper auctoritate & cura Illustrissimi Cardinalis Carafae prodiit) non habent generationem Cainan.
The second conjecture is that Josephus, who is wont almost always to follow the Seventy, in the first book of the Antiquities, reviewing the generations from the flood to Abraham, by no means commemorated this generation of Cainan; nor does Epiphanius, disputing against the 55th heresy — that is, against the Melchisedechians — when according to the translation of the Seventy he sets out the years of the several generations between the flood and Abraham, make any mention at all of the generation of Cainan. The third conjecture is at the opening of the first book of Paralipomenon, where the series of generations from the flood to Abraham is commemorated just as in this place: the ancient and emended codices of the Seventy (such as the one that lately came out at Rome by the authority and care of the most illustrious Cardinal Carafa) do not have the generation of Cainan.20



EX his rectè concluditur generationem Cainan non fuisse in omnibus libris Septuaginta Interpretum. Vnde probabiliter etiam coniicitur eam non fuisse traditam à Septuaginta Interpretibus: atque eos libros qui ea generatione carebant, ut qui cum Hebraeis codicibus congruerent, veros & integros esse iudicandos: eos autem qui generationem Cainan habebant, ut corruptos atque mendosos esse abiudicandos ac reiiciendos. facile autem fuit aliquem nactum libros Septuaginta Interpretum in quibus erat generatio Cainan, inde eam transtulisse in Evangelium Lucae: quod à principio non animadversum, non solùm inhaesisse in uno eo libro, sed in eos posteà qui usque ad hanc diem exscripti sunt esse derivatum.
From these it is rightly concluded that the generation of Cainan was not in all the books of the Seventy. Whence it is also probably conjectured that it was not handed down by the Seventy; and that those books which lacked that generation, as agreeing with the Hebrew codices, are to be judged true and intact, while those which had the generation of Cainan are to be condemned and rejected as corrupt and faulty. It was easy, moreover, for someone, having got hold of books of the Seventy in which the generation of Cainan was, to transfer it thence into the Gospel of Luke; which, not noticed at the beginning, not only stuck in that one book but was derived into those that, down to this day, have been copied out.21



AT enimvero, si quod de veritate librorum Septuaginta Interpretum circa generationem Cainan satis benè probatum est, idem quoque de libro Evangelico B. Lucae probaretur, equidem sententiam hanc toto assensu complecterer. Verùm neque hac aetate ullus est liber B. Lucae qui in genealogia Salvatoris non habeat generationem Cainan, nec legi fuisse unquam aliquem, qui diceret vel à se, vel ab aliis visum esse codicem ullum B. Lucae qui tali generatione careret. Quocirca coniectura istorum, ut in libris Septuaginta Interpretum minimè infirma est, sic in Evangelio Lucae videtur levissima atque temeraria: quin potiùs, propter auctoritatem B. Lucae qui secutus est Septuaginta Interpretes, eos libros Graecos in quibus fuit generatio Cainan integros atque incorruptos, eos autem qui generationem Cainan non habuerunt vitiatos & mendosos fuisse existimare oportet.
But indeed, if what about the truth of the books of the Seventy concerning the generation of Cainan has been well enough proved were also proved about the Gospel book of blessed Luke, I would for my part embrace this opinion with full assent. But in this age there is no book of Luke that in the genealogy of the Saviour does not have the generation of Cainan, nor have I ever read that anyone said that, either by himself or by others, any codex of Luke was seen that lacked such a generation. Wherefore the conjecture of these — as it is by no means weak in the books of the Seventy — so in the Gospel of Luke seems most light and rash; nay rather, on account of the authority of blessed Luke (who followed the Seventy translators), one ought to judge those Greek books in which the generation of Cainan was to be sound and uncorrupted, but those which did not have the generation of Cainan to be faulty and corrupt.22



QVAENAM igitur est nostra sententia? illud quod, si quibus hic modus non probabitur lectori, ex iis dictis quatuor modis…
What, then, is our opinion? This: that, if to any reader this way [the fifth] shall not be approved, of those four ways stated…23



…modis quartum ego ceteris minus improbabilem minusque reprehensioni obnoxium esse iudico, ac mihi, quamvis in hac disputatione iam acciderit, contentiùs quod sibi obtigit scribit Venerabilis Beda in Praefatione Commentariorum suorum in Acta Apostolorum his verbis: Lucas in primis Graecis visus est credere magis quàm Hebraeis: Ex quo accidit quod maximè miror, & propter ingenii tarditatem vehementissimo stupore perculsus, nescio perspicere qua ratione, cùm in Hebraica veritate à diluvio usque ad Abraham decem tantùm generationes inveniantur, ipse Lucas qui, Spiritu Sancto calamum regente, nullatenus falsum scribere potuit, undecim generationes iuxta Septuaginta Interpretes, adiecto Cainan, in Evangelio ponere maluit. Sic eo loco Beda.
…of the [four] ways, I judge the fourth less improbable and less liable to censure than the rest; and to me, although it has already happened in this disputation, [there befalls] more vexingly what befell the Venerable Bede, who writes in the Preface of his Commentaries on the Acts of the Apostles in these words: 'Luke in the first place seemed to trust the Greeks rather than the Hebrews. From which arises what I most wonder at — and, struck with most vehement astonishment by reason of the slowness of my wit, I cannot perceive by what reason — that, whereas in the Hebrew verity from the flood to Abraham only ten generations are found, Luke himself, who, with the Holy Spirit guiding his pen, could in no way write anything false, chose rather to set in his Gospel eleven generations according to the Seventy Translators, Cainan being added.' Thus Bede in that place.24



Translator’s notes
	Liber XVI, Disputation 11 (title; Gen 11:12 lemma): whether Cainan is to be interposed between Arphaxad and Sale. ↩
	§163. Disp. 11. The hard question: is Cainan to be interposed between Arphaxad and Sale? The Hebrew, Chaldee, and Vulgate lack him; but the LXX have him, and Luke (Lk 3, the Lord's genealogy) puts him in. One Scripture seems faulty — the one maimed (if Cainan is missing), the other false (if redundant); both cannot be true (Arphaxad could not at 35 beget both Sale and Cainan, Sale's father). ↩
	§164. Five ways to loose the knot. (1) Eugubinus: the LXX erred in adding Cainan, and Luke followed their error. Pererius recoils: any pious ear shudders — to concede anything false in canonical Scripture opens a window to undermine all its authority; for the Holy Spirit was not with Luke in what he wrote falsely, and we would then fear the Spirit deserted him elsewhere too. Margin: a remark on Eugubinus. ↩
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	§170 (begins). Pererius refutes the third solution with three arguments. First: ALL codices Greek and Latin, ancient and modern, have in Luke exactly the reading these call corrupt — so they cannot prove it corrupt; their claim looks rashly invented because they found no other escape (continues next page). ↩
	§170 (concl.). Second argument: why would Luke give two names only of this one man and of no other, when several of those listed had two or three names? Third argument: the solution ignores the LXX (which Luke followed), where Cainan is the FATHER of Sale — so they must be two distinct men. ↩
	§171. Fourth solution (held by Lippomanus in his Catena on Gen 11, and Melchior Cano, Loci Theologici bk. 2 ch. 18): Cainan really did intervene between Arphaxad and Sale; the LXX rightly inserted him from sound tradition or trustworthy histories, while Moses deliberately omitted him to fit the generations into two decades (Adam→Flood, Flood→Abraham) for a hidden mystical reason — just as Matthew (Mt 1) reduced Abraham→Christ to 42 generations, omitting several. Margin: 'Lippomanus; Melchior Cano.' ↩
	§172. Pererius grants the fourth solution is clever but says it leaves a scruple: the Hebrew has Arphaxad beget Sale at age 35, while the LXX has Arphaxad at the same age beget Cainan, the father of Sale. If both are true, Cainan (father) and Sale (son) were begotten in the same year — plainly absurd/impossible. ↩
	§173 (begins). A possible defense of the fourth solution: the Hebrew 'Arphaxad at 35 begot Sale' means not actually but in virtue/potency — that year he begot Cainan, Sale's father, in whom Sale was virtually contained. Such speech is not unusual in Scripture: Matthew says Joram begot Ozias, not actually (continues next page). Margin: 'Matthew 1.' ↩
	§173 (concl.). The Matthew parallel explained: Joram begot Ozias only 'in virtue,' since he immediately begot Ochozias, Ozias's great-grandfather (Mt 1 skips three kings). Pererius sets this defense aside without pressing it. ↩
	§174. Pererius calls the matter inextricable: either Cainan was unknown to Moses (incredible — he was nearer the age than the LXX and wrote so carefully) or known (then why omit him, when adding/subtracting him alters the Flood→Abraham chronology?). Moses clearly meant the chronology to be exact, assigning precise years to each generation, so he would neither deliberately nor unknowingly hand down a faulty one. ↩
	§175. Pererius can find no satisfying reason Moses would omit Cainan if he existed. The 'two decades' motive is unproven, light, futile, and not worth confounding an important chronology for. Moreover Chronicles (Paralipomenon) — whose very purpose is to supply what was left out elsewhere — recounts these same pre- and post-flood generations at the start of 1 Chronicles and says nothing of Cainan. ↩
	§176 (begins). Fifth and last solution: no generation came between Arphaxad and Sale; Cainan was produced neither by the LXX nor by Luke, but corruptly inserted by some unknown hand — first into the LXX here, then carried over into Luke's genealogy. Unproven, but supported by a threefold conjecture. First conjecture: Jerome, in his Hebrew Traditions (Quaestiones) on Genesis, who carefully noted every reading-difference between the Hebrew and the LXX… (continues next page). Margin: 'Beroaldus in his Chronicle'; 'St. Jerome.' ↩
	§176 (concl.). First conjecture concluded: Jerome, who noted every Hebrew-vs-LXX difference in Genesis, never mentioned so notable a difference as the Cainan generation — which shows the LXX copies Jerome had did not contain it. ↩
	§177. Second conjecture: Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1), who usually follows the LXX, omits Cainan from the flood-to-Abraham generations; and Epiphanius, against the 55th heresy (the Melchisedechians), expounding the LXX years between flood and Abraham, never mentions Cainan. Third conjecture: at the start of 1 Chronicles, the ancient corrected LXX codices (e.g. the recent Roman edition under Cardinal Carafa) lack Cainan. Margin: 'Josephus; Epiphanius.' ↩
	§178. Conclusion from the three conjectures: Cainan was not in all LXX books, so probably not handed down by the LXX at all; the books lacking it (agreeing with the Hebrew) are sound, those having it corrupt. Someone with a corrupted LXX easily transferred Cainan into Luke, where, unnoticed, it spread into all later copies. ↩
	§179. Pererius would fully accept the fifth solution IF the same were proved of Luke as of the LXX. But no copy of Luke in this age lacks Cainan in the genealogy, nor has anyone ever reported seeing a codex of Luke without it. So the interpolation-conjecture, though by no means weak for the LXX books, is ‘most light and rash’ for Luke; rather, given Luke's authority (he followed the LXX), one ought to judge the Cainan-bearing Greek codices sound and the Cainan-lacking ones corrupt. (Pererius's own verdict follows in §180.) ↩
	§180 (begins). Pererius states his own view: if the reader will not accept this (fifth) way, then of the [other] ways stated… (continues next page). Margin: 'A very notable opinion of Bede.' ↩
	§180 (concl.). Pererius's verdict: of the ways laid out, he judges the FOURTH (Cainan really intervened; LXX inserted, Moses omitted) least improbable and least open to censure. He confesses the same perplexity that befell the Venerable Bede, quoted from the Preface to his Commentary on Acts: astonished that, though the Hebrew gives only ten generations from flood to Abraham, Luke — who under the Holy Spirit could write nothing false — chose to put eleven, with Cainan added per the LXX. Margin: 'Bede's opinion, very notable.' ↩




TWELFTH DISPUTATION. On the discrepancy of reading which exists between the Hebrew and Latin books, and among the Codices of the Seventy Translators, concerning the …

LatineEnglish


TWELFTH DISPUTATION. On the discrepancy of reading which exists between the Hebrew and Latin books, and among the Codices of the Seventy Translators, concerning the computation of the years that elapsed from the flood to the birth of Abraham.1
DVODECIMA DISPVTATIO. De discrepantia lectionis quae est inter libros Hebraeos & Latinos, atque inter Codices Septuaginta Interpretum circa computationem annorum qui fluxerunt à diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae.



EX quibus Hebraica scriptura & Latina vulgata editio in capite undecimo libri Geneseos tribuunt singulis generationibus eorum qui fuerunt à diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae, evidenter colligitur inter utrumque qui interfluxit annorum descriptio. Siquidem Sem duobus annis post diluvium genuit Arphaxad: Arphaxad genuit Sale, cùm esset triginta quinque annorum: Sale triginta annos natus genuit Heber: Heber natus triginta quatuor annos genuit Phaleg: Phaleg triginta annos natus genuit Reu: Reu triginta & duos annos natus genuit Sarug: Sarug cùm annorum esset triginta genuit Nachor: Nachor cùm annorum esset viginti novem genuit Thare: Thare septuaginta annis praeditus genuit Abraham. His omnibus annis simul collectis efficitur summa annorum ducentorum nonaginta duorum qui à diluvio excurrerunt usque ad Abraham; ut apparet in subiecta descriptione. Sem 2. Arphaxad 35. Sale 30. Heber 34. Phaleg 30. Reu…
From the [years] which the Hebrew scripture and the Latin Vulgate edition assign, in the eleventh chapter of Genesis, to the several generations of those who lived from the flood to the birth of Abraham, there is plainly gathered the reckoning of years that elapsed between the two. For Sem, two years after the flood, begot Arphaxad; Arphaxad begot Sale when he was thirty-five years old; Sale, at thirty years, begot Heber; Heber, at thirty-four years, begot Phaleg; Phaleg, at thirty years, begot Reu; Reu, at thirty-two years, begot Sarug; Sarug, at thirty years, begot Nachor; Nachor, at twenty-nine years, begot Thare; Thare, endowed with seventy years, begot Abraham. With all these years gathered together there is made a sum of two hundred ninety-two years, which ran from the flood to Abraham — as appears in the table set below. Sem 2; Arphaxad 35; Sale 30; Heber 34; Phaleg 30; Reu…2



Reu 32. Sarug 30. Nachor 29. Thare 70. SVMMA CCXCII.
Reu 32; Sarug 30; Nachor 29; Thare 70. SUM: 292.3



ADDITA porrò generatione Cainan, de qua proxima disputatione explicatum est, excrescit supradicta summa annis triginta: siquidem annorum erat Cainan triginta cùm genuit Sale. Nam licet codices Graeci habeant fuisse eum tunc annorum centum triginta, illos tamen centum annos, qui & in aliis generationibus adiecti sunt annis quos habent Hebraei Latinique codices, mendosos & à Septuaginta Interpretibus positos non esse, in septimo libro (qui est ultimus primi tomi Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim) diligenter à nobis copiosèque disputatum ac demonstratum est. Ergo supradictis ducentis nonaginta duobus annis adiecti triginta anni Cainan, efficiunt summam annorum trecentorum viginti duorum, qui à diluvio transacti sunt usque ad ortum Abrahae.
Furthermore, with the generation of Cainan added — about which it was explained in the last disputation — the aforesaid sum increases by thirty years; for Cainan was thirty years old when he begot Sale. For although the Greek codices have that he was then a hundred and thirty years old, those hundred years — which in the other generations too are added to the years that the Hebrew and Latin codices have — are corrupt and were not set down by the Seventy Translators, as we have diligently and at length disputed and demonstrated in the seventh book (which is the last of the first volume of our Commentaries on Genesis). Therefore, to the aforesaid two hundred ninety-two years the thirty years of Cainan being added make a sum of three hundred twenty-two years, which passed from the flood to the birth of Abraham.4



CETERVM triplex hoc loco discrepantia lectionis inter codices Graecos, atque inter Hebraeos simulque Latinos annotanda est. Prima discrepantia: Graeci codices, praeter Sem & Thare, in aliis omnibus generationibus, annis quos (secundum Hebraeos & Latinos codices) nati dicuntur patres priusquam genuerint filios, addunt alios centum: quinimò ipsi Nachor adiiciunt annos centum quinquaginta; ut videre licet in subiecta descriptione. Sem genuit Arphaxad post Diluvium annos 2. Arphaxad genuit Cainan cùm esset annorum 135. Cainan 130. Sale 130. Heber 134. Phaleg 130. Reu 132. Sarug 130. Nachor 179. Thare cùm genuit Abraham, erat annorum 70. SVMMA M.CLXXII.
Besides, a threefold discrepancy of reading must here be noted between the Greek codices on the one hand and the Hebrew together with the Latin on the other. The first discrepancy: the Greek codices, except for Sem and Thare, in all the other generations add another hundred to the years at which the fathers (according to the Hebrew and Latin codices) are said to have lived before they begot their sons; indeed to Nachor himself they add a hundred and fifty years — as may be seen in the table set below. Sem begot Arphaxad two years after the Flood; Arphaxad begot Cainan when he was 135 years old; Cainan 130; Sale 130; Heber 134; Phaleg 130; Reu 132; Sarug 130; Nachor 179; Thare, when he begot Abraham, was 70 years old. SUM: 1,172.5



Secuti autem sumus in hac computatione annorum emendatissimos codices Graecos qui nunc extant, praesertim verò Romanum codicem Graecum nuper editum. Verùm additionem illorum centum annorum ad annos quos habent Hebraei & Latini codices mendosam esse, nec verè à Septuaginta Interpretibus profectam, sed in eorum translationem ab aliquo insultam, docuimus in libro Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim, in Disputatione de Chronologia quae est ab exordio Mundi usque ad Diluvium, quaestione tertia.
In this computation of years we have followed the most corrected Greek codices now extant, especially the Roman Greek codex lately published. But that addition of those hundred years to the years which the Hebrew and Latin codices have is corrupt, and did not truly proceed from the Seventy Translators, but was foisted into their translation by someone — as we taught in [the first volume] of our Commentaries on Genesis, in the Disputation on the Chronology from the beginning of the World to the Flood, the third question.6



ALTERA discrepantia quae est hoc loco inter Hebraeos & Latinos…
The second discrepancy that exists here between the Hebrew and Latin…7



…nos libros, atque inter codices Graecos, in eo est quod Graeci codices in singulis generationibus quae fuerunt post Diluvium addunt his verbis, Et mortuus est: & exempli causâ sic illi habent: Vixit Arphaxad postquam genuit Cainan trecentis annis, & genuit filios & filias, & mortuus est: itemque hoc, Et mortuus est, adiiciunt singulis sequentium generationum: quae tamen verba non habet scriptura Hebraica, nec Latina editio vulgata, neque paraphrasis Chaldaica. Quin hoc ipsum ponderans Beda in Annotationibus suis in Genesim super hunc locum: Nusquam, inquit, in tota hac serie generationum quae fuerunt à diluvio usque ad Abraham additur illud, Et mortuus est, sicut in aetate illa quae praecessit diluvium: quia nemo erat in tota hac complexione mortuorum de quo, tanquam mortuo & non vivente, dici posset quod tunc de Henoch dictum est, Ambulavit cum Deo, & non apparuit, quia tulit illum Deus. Videtur igitur ex eo quod Moses singulis generationibus quae praecesserunt diluvium apposuerit illud, Et mortuus est; deinde illud idem in caeteris generationibus quae diluvium subsecutae sunt, à Graecis translatum.
…books, and between them and the Greek codices, consists in this: that the Greek codices, in each of the generations after the Flood, add the words 'And he died'; and, for example, they have it thus: 'Arphaxad lived, after he begot Cainan, three hundred years, and begot sons and daughters, and he died'; and likewise this, 'And he died,' they attach to each of the following generations — words which, however, the Hebrew scripture does not have, nor the Latin Vulgate edition, nor the Chaldee paraphrase. Indeed, weighing this very thing, Bede in his Annotations on Genesis upon this place says: ‘Nowhere in this whole series of generations which were from the flood to Abraham is added that phrase {And he died}, as in the age that preceded the flood; because there was none in this whole company of the dead of whom, as of one dead and not living, it could be said what was then said of Henoch, {He walked with God, and was not seen, because God took him}.’ It seems therefore that, from the fact that Moses appended to each of the generations preceding the flood that phrase 'And he died,' it was then carried over by the Greeks into the other generations that followed the flood.8



TERTIA discrepantia in numero annorum quos patres qui fuerunt post diluvium usque ad Abraham (praeter Sem, Thare & Cainan) vixisse dicuntur. Namque secundum Hebraeos & Latinos codices Arphaxad vixit quadringentos triginta octo annos; secundum Graecos codices Arphaxad vixit quadringentos triginta quinque: Sale secundum illos quadringentos triginta tres, secundum hos quadringentos sexaginta: Heber secundum illos quadringentos sexaginta quatuor, secundum hos quadringentos quatuor: Phaleg secundum illos ducentos triginta novem, secundum hos trecentos triginta novem: Reu secundum illos ducentos triginta novem, secundum hos trecentos triginta septem: Sarug secundum illos ducentos triginta, secundum hos trecentos triginta: Nachor secundum illos centum quadraginta octo, secundum hos trecentos quatuor. Verùm in subiecta descriptione licet apertiùs hoc cernere. Secundum Hebraeos & Latinos libros — Secundum codices Graecos. Arphaxad 438 — 435. Sale 433 — 460. Heber 464 — 404. Phaleg 239 — 339. Reu 239 — 337. Sarug 230 — 330. Nachor 148 — 304.
The third discrepancy is in the number of years which the fathers who lived after the flood down to Abraham (except Sem, Thare, and Cainan) are said to have lived. For according to the Hebrew and Latin codices Arphaxad lived 438 years; according to the Greek codices Arphaxad lived 435. Sale, according to the former, 433; according to the latter, 460. Heber, according to the former, 464; according to the latter, 404. Phaleg, according to the former, 239; according to the latter, 339. Reu, according to the former, 239; according to the latter, 337. Sarug, according to the former, 230; according to the latter, 330. Nachor, according to the former, 148; according to the latter, 304. But in the table set below one may discern this more plainly. According to the Hebrew and Latin books — According to the Greek codices: Arphaxad 438 — 435; Sale 433 — 460; Heber 464 — 404; Phaleg 239 — 339; Reu 239 — 337; Sarug 230 — 330; Nachor 148 — 304.9



Translator’s notes
	Disp. 12 title (the second of the Second Part's three disputations). On the discrepancy in the year-count from the Flood to Abraham's birth — between the Hebrew and the Latin (Vulgate), and even among the LXX codices themselves. ↩
	§181 (begins Disp. 12). Per the Hebrew and Vulgate (Gen 11), the years from the flood to Abraham's birth: Sem begot Arphaxad 2 yrs after the flood; Arphaxad begot Sale at 35; Sale begot Heber at 30; Heber begot Phaleg at 34; Phaleg begot Reu at 30; Reu begot Sarug at 32; Sarug begot Nachor at 30; Nachor begot Thare at 29; Thare begot Abraham at 70 — total 292 years (2+35+30+34+30+32+30+29+70). A table follows (Sem 2, Arphaxad 35, Sale 30, Heber 34, Phaleg 30, Reu… continues next page). ↩
	§181 (table concl.). The Hebrew/Vulgate generation-table completed: Reu 32, Sarug 30, Nachor 29, Thare 70 — grand total 292 years from the flood to Abraham's birth. ↩
	§182. If Cainan (Disp. 11) is counted, the total rises by 30 (his age at begetting Sale), giving 322 years from flood to Abraham. The Greek codices' figure of 130 for Cainan includes a spurious extra 100 years — added in the other generations too — which Pererius showed (vol. 1, bk. 7 of his Genesis Commentary, the Disputation on chronology) are corrupt and not from the genuine LXX. ↩
	§183 (first discrepancy). The Greek (LXX) codices, except for Sem and Thare, add 100 years to each father's age-at-begetting (e.g. Arphaxad 35→135, Sale 30→130), and to Nachor 150 (29→179). The LXX age-at-begetting table: Sem 2, Arphaxad 135, Cainan 130, Sale 130, Heber 134, Phaleg 130, Reu 132, Sarug 130, Nachor 179, Thare 70 — total 1,172 years (vs. the Hebrew/Vulgate 292, or 322 with Cainan). ↩
	§183 (concl.). Pererius's tables follow the best current Greek codices, especially the recent Roman edition; but he reaffirms that the spurious +100 years per generation was not the genuine LXX but a later interpolation (cross-referencing his vol. 1 Disputation on chronology, question 3). ↩
	§184 (begins). The second discrepancy between the Hebrew/Latin books and the Greek codices (continues next page). ↩
	§184 (concl.). Second discrepancy: the Greek codices append 'And he died' (Et mortuus est) to each post-flood generation (e.g. Arphaxad lived 300 years after begetting Cainan… and he died), which the Hebrew, Vulgate, and Chaldee (Targum) lack. Bede's Annotations note that the phrase appears in the pre-flood generations (to distinguish the dead from Henoch, who 'walked with God and was not seen, for God took him'), so the Greeks apparently transferred it into the post-flood list. Margin: 'Bede.' ↩
	§185 (third discrepancy). The total lifespans differ (excepting Sem, Thare, Cainan). Hebrew/Latin vs. Greek: Arphaxad 438/435, Sale 433/460, Heber 464/404, Phaleg 239/339, Reu 239/337, Sarug 230/330, Nachor 148/304. This closes Disp. 12 (the discrepancy of the flood-to-Abraham reckoning across Hebrew, Latin, and Greek texts). ↩




THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon these words: 'Thare lived seventy years, and begot Abraham, Nachor, and Aram.' In what year of Thare's age Abraham was born

LatineEnglish


THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon these words: 'Thare lived seventy years, and begot Abraham, Nachor, and Aram.' In what year of Thare's age Abraham was born.1
DECIMA TERTIA DISPVTATIO. Super illis verbis: Vixit Thare septuaginta annis, & genuit Abraham, Nachor & Aram. Quoto anno aetatis Thare natus sit Abraham.



ALDA perplexa & litigiosa quaestio est hoc loco, utrùm Abraham natus sit anno septuagesimo patris sui Thare, ut supradictis verbis significari videatur; an potiùs anno centesimo trigesimo, id quod ex aliis scripturae locis videtur posse colligi. Siquidem Thare vixit ducentis & quinque annis, ut extremis verbis capitis undecimi narrat Moses: post mortem autem eius Abraham ex Mesopotamia profectus in terram Chanaan, dicitur fuisse tunc septuaginta quinque annorum, ut scriptum est in capite duodecimo huius libri: ergo si Abraham septuaginta quinque annorum erat post mortem patris qui vixerat quinque & ducentos annos, necesse est eum trigesimo & centesimo patris anno esse natum. Tres vias & rationes invenio explicandi hanc quaestionem.
Here is a perplexed and contentious question: whether Abraham was born in the seventieth year of his father Thare, as the aforesaid words seem to signify; or rather in the hundred and thirtieth, which seems able to be gathered from other places of Scripture. For Thare lived two hundred and five years, as Moses narrates in the last words of the eleventh chapter; but after his death Abraham, setting out from Mesopotamia into the land of Canaan, is said to have been then seventy-five years old, as is written in the twelfth chapter of this book. Therefore, if Abraham was seventy-five years old after the death of his father, who had lived two hundred and five years, it must be that he was born in his father's hundred and thirtieth year. I find three ways and reasons for explaining this question.2



PRIMA est sententia Hebraeorum aientium, cùm Abraham defuncto patre primùm venit in terram Chanaan, fuisse eum tunc reverà centum triginta annorum, sed appellari tamen à Mose septuaginta quinque annorum, computatis scilicet eius annis non ab ortu ipsius, sed ab eo tempore quo à Chaldaeis in Charran (quòd Deum more rituque ipsorum adorare nollet) confessus est Dei unius cultum, & incolumis è flammis evasit. quia enim tunc verè quodammodo regeneratus est Abraham, propterea Moses ex eo tempore annos eius computare voluisse. Fuisse autem Abraham ex incendio ereptum, cognitum habent Hebraei ex traditionibus maiorum, idque significari putant istis verbis quae dixit Deus ad Abraham: Ego sum Deus qui eduxi te de Vr Chaldaeorum. nam Hebraicè Vr ignem significat; idque convertit Latinus Interpres in capite nono libri secundi Esdrae illo loco: Tu es Deus qui eduxisti Abraham de igne Chaldaeorum. Sic Hebraei.
The first is the opinion of the Hebrews, who say that when Abraham, his father being dead, first came into the land of Canaan, he was then in truth a hundred and thirty years old, but is nevertheless called by Moses seventy-five years old — his years being reckoned not from his birth, but from the time when, among the Chaldees at Charran (because he would not worship God after their manner and rite), he confessed the worship of the one God and came forth unharmed from the flames. For because Abraham was then in a manner truly reborn, therefore Moses chose to reckon his years from that time. That Abraham was snatched from the burning the Hebrews hold known from the traditions of their elders, and they think it is signified by those words which God said to Abraham: 'I am the God who led you out of Ur of the Chaldees.' For in Hebrew 'Ur' means fire; and the Latin Translator rendered it so in chapter nine of the second book of Esdras, in that place: 'You are the God who led Abraham out of the fire of the Chaldees.' Thus the Hebrews.3



HANC opinionem B. Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim, quibus solet super caput undecimum, ut fabulam commemoratam refutat: sed paulò pòst, quòd alium commodiorem quaestionis exitum non reperiret, ad eam se ita applicuit: Indissolubilis, inquit, quaestio nascitur. si enim Thare genuit filium suum Abraham septuaginta annis, & posteà cùm Thare ducentorum quinque annorum vixerit (ut est in fine capitis), quomodo post mortem eius veniens Abraham in terram Chanaan septuaginta quinque annorum fuisse memoratur, cùm à morte Thare centum triginta quinque annorum fuisse à nobis demonstratum sit? Vera est igitur…
This opinion blessed Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis (with which he is wont to comment on the eleventh chapter), recounts as a fable and refutes; but a little afterward, because he could find no more convenient way out of the question, he applied himself to it thus: 'An insoluble question arises,' he says. 'For if Thare begot his son Abraham at seventy years, and afterward Thare lived two hundred and five years (as is at the end of the chapter), how is Abraham, coming after his death into the land of Canaan, recorded to have been seventy-five years old, when from the death of Thare he must (as we have demonstrated) have been a hundred and thirty-five years old? It is therefore true…'4



…illa Hebraeorum traditio quam supra diximus, quòd egressus sit Thare cum filiis suis de Vr Chaldaeorum, & venerit in Charran &c. cùm enim Abraham Babylonico incendio (quia illud adorare nollet) Dei nutu liberatus, & ex illo Charran cum patre & cognatione habitaverit; tempore quo egressus est de Charran septuaginta quinque annorum fuisse memoratur, non ab ortu suo, sed à confessione qua Deum confessus est in igne Chaldaico computatis annis vitae suae, ex eo tempore quo Dominus servavit eum de igne Chaldaeorum. Sic Hieronymus.
…that tradition of the Hebrews which we mentioned above, namely that Thare went out with his sons from Ur of the Chaldees and came to Charran, and so forth. For since Abraham, freed by the will of God from the Babylonian burning (because he would not worship it), dwelt thereafter at Charran with his father and kindred, he is recorded, at the time he went out from Charran, to have been seventy-five years old — not from his birth, but the years of his life being reckoned from the confession by which he confessed God in the Chaldean fire, from the time when the Lord saved him from the fire of the Chaldees. Thus Jerome.5



SED haec opinio Hebraeorum partim fabulosa est, partim infirma & duriore scriptura contraria. Fabulosam censeo quod illi tradunt de incendio Chaldaico, unde mirabiliter Abraham liberatus est: verùm hac de re paulò infrà propriè & accuratè disputabitur. Contrariam porrò eam opinionem esse divinis literis, manifestum lectori est ob ea ipsa quae à nobis sub finem superioris disputationis sunt posita. Si enim Abraham, cùm venit primùm in terram Chanaan, reverà fuit annorum centum triginta quinque, ut illi volunt; cùm igitur Moses dicat eum, cùm eò venisset, fuisse tantùm annorum septuaginta quinque, sequitur eum, prius quàm in terram Chanaan veniret, à morte Thare patris sui intercessisse sexaginta annos: id quod apertè est contra scripturam libri Geneseos, ubi dicitur Moses statim post mortem Thare venisse Abraham in terram Chanaan.
But this opinion of the Hebrews is partly fabulous, partly weak and contrary to the harder [sense of] Scripture. I judge fabulous what they relate about the Chaldean burning, whence Abraham was miraculously freed — but on this matter it will be disputed properly and accurately a little below. That this opinion is, moreover, contrary to the divine letters is manifest to the reader from the very things we set down toward the end of the preceding disputation. For if Abraham, when he first came into the land of Canaan, was in truth a hundred and thirty-five years old, as they would have it — since Moses says that when he had come there he was only seventy-five years old — it follows that, before he came into the land of Canaan, sixty years had passed from the death of his father Thare; which is plainly against the scripture of the book of Genesis, where Moses says that immediately after the death of Thare Abraham came into the land of Canaan.6



QVOD si, ut effugiant illud incommodum, fingant Abraham non eo anno quo defuncto patre, sed aliquot annis pòst, abiisse à Charran in terram Chanaan; ad illud dico, hanc esse coniecturam plane sine ullo scripturae fundamento: quin contra apertam scripturae sententiam, quae statim post mortem Thare profectionem Abrahae in Chanaan collocat. Quare nec hoc effugio se expediunt. Quocirca prior haec sententia, ut partim fabulosa, partim divinae scripturae contraria, repudianda est.
But if, to escape that difficulty, they should feign that Abraham went away from Charran into the land of Canaan not in the year his father died, but some years afterward — to that I say that this is a conjecture plainly without any foundation in Scripture; indeed, against the open sense of Scripture, which places Abraham's departure into Canaan immediately after the death of Thare. Wherefore neither do they extricate themselves by this escape. Therefore this first opinion, as partly fabulous and partly contrary to the divine scripture, must be repudiated.7



ALTERA sententia est Theodoreti (quaestione 60 in Genesim), eademque sententia est Nicolai de Lyra & Caietani. Arbitrantur isti, ex eo loco capitis undecimi Geneseos non posse colligi Abraham fuisse filium primogenitum ipsius Thare; sed cùm tres filios eo ordine quo nominantur (Abram, Nachor & Aram) genuerit Thare, non eo anno primùm genuit Abram; nempe cùm esset annorum septuaginta, genuit aliquem ex illis tribus, sed non Abram, qui posteà centesimo trigesimo anno patris natus est. Nam inter…
The second opinion is that of Theodoret (in the 60th question on Genesis), and the same is the opinion of Nicholas of Lyra and Cajetan. These judge that from that place of the eleventh chapter of Genesis it cannot be gathered that Abraham was the firstborn son of Thare himself; but that, though Thare begot three sons in the order in which they are named (Abram, Nachor, and Aram), he did not in that year first beget Abram — namely, when he was seventy years old he begot one of those three, but not Abram, who was afterward born in his father's hundred and thirtieth year. For among…8



…inter filios Thare primus nominatur Abram, intelligendum tamen est non fuisse eum primum ordine generationis sed dignitatis, propter electionem & benedictionem Dei, qui eum elegerat, ex eoque populus Hebraeus, & in eo populo cùm multi viri clarissimi, tum etiam omnes Messiae ipse generaretur: quemadmodum in primo libro Paralipomenon capite quarto inter filios Abrahae prior Isaac nominatur quàm Ismael, & Iacob quàm Esau; quin etiam Sem non fuit primogenitus Noe, cui tamen in enumeratione filiorum Noe primus ubique locus datur. Haec opinio vel ex eo nomine meretur videri probabilis, quòd omnes propositae quaestionis difficultates penitus exhaurit, nullamque in hac specie quidem in sacris literis dissonantiam atque discrepantiam relinquit: siquidem verè Abraham, postquam venit in terram Chanaan, septuaginta quinque annorum fuit, ut narrat Moses. Haec illi.
…among the sons of Thare Abram is named first; yet it is to be understood that he was not first in the order of generation but of dignity, because of the election and blessing of God, who had chosen him, and from whom the Hebrew people, and in that people both many most illustrious men and also the Messiah himself, would be begotten — just as in the first book of Paralipomenon, chapter four, among the sons of Abraham Isaac is named before Ismael, and Jacob before Esau; indeed, Sem was not the firstborn of Noah, to whom nevertheless, in the enumeration of Noah's sons, the first place is everywhere given. This opinion deserves to seem probable, if only because it thoroughly exhausts all the difficulties of the proposed question and leaves, in this matter at least, no dissonance or discrepancy in the sacred letters: for in truth Abraham, after he came into the land of Canaan, was seventy-five years old, as Moses narrates. Thus they.9



VERVM contra hoc duo validissimè pugnant. Ac primò quidem, si Thare septuagesimo anno genuit tres filios, sicut ait Moses, necesse est ut verum sit vel omnes illos tres eo anno genitos, vel certè unum aliquem eorum: nam si nullum tunc genuit, quorsum commemorat Moses illum annum septuagesimum Thare in generatione illorum trium? Genuit igitur Thare aliquem illorum trium septuagesimo anno aetatis suae: at quem? non Abraham tunc esse genitum [aiunt isti]; ergo vel Nachor vel Aram eo tempore genitus est. Verùm rationi minimè consentaneum est Mosem explicare voluisse tempus generationis Nachor & Aram, & tacuisse tempus generationis Abrahae, cùm de Abrahamo totaque eius genealogia & aetate praecipuè agatur, de ceteris autem non nisi obiter & quasi per accidens. Cùmque Moses capite undecimo Geneseos describens generationes quae post diluvium fuerunt, in singulis illarum generationum diligenter annotaverit tempus quo quisque genitus fuerat, id profectò in Abraham, in quo terminabatur series illarum generationum, omittere non debuit.
But against this two things fight most strongly. And first indeed: if Thare in his seventieth year begot three sons, as Moses says, it must be true either that all those three were begotten in that year, or at least some one of them; for if he begot none then, to what purpose does Moses record that seventieth year of Thare in the begetting of those three? Thare therefore begot some one of those three in the seventieth year of his age; but which? Not Abraham then begotten [these say]; therefore either Nachor or Aram was begotten at that time. But it is by no means consonant with reason that Moses should have wished to explain the time of the begetting of Nachor and Aram and to be silent about the time of the begetting of Abraham — when the whole concern is chiefly about Abraham and his genealogy and age, but about the others only in passing and as it were by accident. And since Moses, in the eleventh chapter of Genesis describing the generations that were after the flood, in each of those generations diligently noted the time at which each one was begotten, that surely he ought not to have omitted in the case of Abraham, in whom the series of those generations was terminated.10



DEINDE, si cùm Thare dicitur annos septuaginta genuisse tres illos filios suos, eo sensu intelligatur ut referatur ad solum unum aliquem ex tribus, non autem ad Abraham; incommodè efficeretur ut tempus secundae aetatis Mundi, quae à diluvio usque ad Abraham numeratur, incertum redderetur, & confunderetur Chronologia quam Moses tanta cura & diligentia ubique tradere studuit.
Next, if when Thare is said at seventy years to have begotten those three sons of his, it be understood in such a sense that it refers to only some one of the three, and not to Abraham, it would inconveniently come about that the time of the second age of the World — which is numbered from the flood to Abraham — would be rendered uncertain, and the Chronology which Moses everywhere strove to hand down with so much care and diligence would be confounded.11



ATQVE hoc etiam B. Augustini testimonio confirmatur. Is enim libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite decimo quinto, tractans illa verba Mosis quae sunt in capite undecimo Geneseos secundum translationem Septuaginta, Et fuerunt dies Thare in Charran ducenti quinque, & mortuus est in Charran, sic ait…
And this too is confirmed by the testimony of blessed Augustine. For in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter fifteen, treating those words of Moses which are in the eleventh chapter of Genesis according to the translation of the Seventy, 'And the days of Thare in Charran were two hundred and five, and he died in Charran,' he says thus…12



Non est hoc sic accipiendum quasi hos omnes dies ibi egerit, sed quia omnes dies vitae suae, qui fuerunt anni ducenti quinque, ibi compleverit. Alioquin nesciretur quot annos vixerit Thare, quoniam non legitur quoto anno vitae suae in Charran venerit: & absurdum est existimare in ista serie generationum, ubi diligenter commemoratur quot annos quisque vixerit, huius solius numerum annorum vitae non commendatum esse memoriae. Quod enim quorundam quos eadem scriptura commemorat tacentur anni, non sunt illi in hoc ordine in quo temporum dinumeratio decessione gignentium & genitorum successione contexitur. Iste autem ordo, qui dirigitur ab Adam usque ad Noe, & inde usque ad Abraham, sine numero annorum vitae suae neminem continet. Hactenus verba sunt Augustini. Quod si pro magno Chronologiae incommodo duxit Augustinus non commemorari in scriptura tempus aetatis ipsius Thare, ut propter eius reticentiam putaverit perturbatum iri Chronologiam sacram; quanto verius hoc ipsum de tempore ortus & vitae ipsius Abrahae, cuius historiae scribendae praecipua fuit cura Mosis, existimare oportet?
“This is not to be taken as though he spent all those days there, but because he completed there all the days of his life, which were two hundred and five years. Otherwise it would not be known how many years Thare lived, since it is not read in what year of his life he came to Charran; and it is absurd to think that in this series of generations, where it is diligently recorded how many years each one lived, the number of this one man's years of life alone was not committed to memory. For as to those some of whom the same scripture mentions while their years are passed over in silence, they are not in this order in which the reckoning of times is woven together by the death of the begetters and the succession of the begotten. But this order, which runs from Adam to Noah, and thence to Abraham, contains no one without the number of his years of life.” Thus far the words of Augustine. And if Augustine reckoned it a great inconvenience to the Chronology that the time of Thare's age is not recorded in scripture — so that, on account of its silence, he supposed the sacred Chronology would be disturbed — how much more truly ought this same thing to be judged of the time of the birth and life of Abraham himself, in the writing of whose history Moses took chief care?13



AT enim propugnatores huius opinionis quam refellimus respondere possent, quando natus fuerit Abraham, ex ipsa Mosis narratione evidenter cognosci. Nam si, cùm post mortem patris ex urbe Haran venit in terram Chanaan, erat Abraham septuaginta quinque annorum, pater autem eius Thare vixit quinque & ducentos annos; ex his necessario concluditur anno centesimo trigesimo Thare natum esse Abraham, & à diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae numerari debere trecentos quinquaginta duos annos; addita verò generatione Cainan, quae triginta annos continet, confici summam annorum à diluvio usque ad Abraham trecentorum octoginta duorum annorum.
But the defenders of the opinion we are refuting could reply that when Abraham was born is evidently known from Moses's own narration. For if, when after his father's death he came from the city of Haran into the land of Canaan, Abraham was seventy-five years old, while his father Thare lived two hundred and five years, from these it is necessarily concluded that Abraham was born in Thare's hundred and thirtieth year, and that from the flood to Abraham's birth three hundred and fifty-two years must be reckoned; but with the generation of Cainan added, which contains thirty years, the sum from the flood to Abraham is made three hundred and eighty-two years.14



ANDREAS Masius, scriptor nostrae aetatis non minus sanè (ut de aliis taceam) pius quàm eruditus ac disertus, in Commentariis quos edidit in librum Iosue, caput ultimum eius libri explanans, cùm hanc ipsam quaestionem obiter tractaret, scripsit videri sibi similius vero Abraham primùm venisse in Chananaeam septuagesimo quinto aetatis suae anno, patre nimirum vivente & annum agente centesimum quadragesimum quintum. Quod autem B. Stephanus ait venisse eum in terram Chanaan post mortem patris, interpretandum esse…
Andreas Masius, a writer of our age no less pious (to say nothing of his other qualities) than learned and eloquent, in the Commentaries he published on the book of Joshua, explaining the last chapter of that book, when he treated this very question in passing, wrote that it seemed to him nearer the truth that Abraham first came into Canaan in the seventy-fifth year of his age — his father, that is, being alive and in his hundred and forty-fifth year. But that blessed Stephen says he came into the land of Canaan after his father's death is to be interpreted…15



…esse putat de morte non quidem naturali, sed spirituali. nam quia Thare obstinatissima voluntate constituerat in Chananaeam regionem, quo Deus vocabat, non ire, sed apud suos deos, quorum vanissimo cultui erat deditus, manere, & filio suo Abrahamo spem omnem illius profectionis ademerat: propterea B. Stephanus eum appellavit mortuum. neque enim infrequens est in sacris literis, praesertim verò apud Paulum, eos qui iacebant in peccatis, maximè verò in peccato idololatriae, mortuos appellari; quale est illud Domini: Dimitte mortuos sepelire mortuos suos. Verùm haec interpretatio nec mihi probatur, nec, ut opinor, cuiquam divinarum literarum prudenti & perito probanda est. Siquidem orationem B. Stephani à propria verborum significatione ac sententia detorquens ad Tropologiam intelligendam, pervertit narrationem historicam, qualem esse eo loco Stephani orationem nemo non videt.
…to be understood of a death not natural indeed, but spiritual. For because Thare had, with most obstinate will, resolved not to go into the region of Canaan whither God was calling, but to remain among his own gods, to whose most vain worship he was given, and had taken from his son Abraham all hope of that journey — therefore blessed Stephen called him dead; for it is not infrequent in the sacred letters, especially in Paul, that those who lay in sins, and most of all in the sin of idolatry, are called dead, such as that saying of the Lord, “Let the dead bury their own dead.” But this interpretation neither pleases me, nor, as I think, ought it to please anyone prudent and skilled in the divine letters. For, twisting Stephen's speech from the proper signification and sense of the words to a tropological understanding, it perverts the historical narrative — which everyone sees Stephen's speech in that place to be.16



NEC illa nonnullis displicet enodandae huius difficultatis via & ratio: putant profectionem illam Abrahae in regionem Chanaan, cùm is septuaginta quinque annorum esset, fuisse multis annis ante mortem Thare; sed eam tamen à Mose post mortem eius commemoratam esse per figuram quae nominatur recapitulatio, qua posterius narrantur quae prius gesta fuerant. Hac figura usus est Moses infra capite vigesimo quinto, narrans prius mortem Abrahae, post eam verò ortum Iacob & Esau; cùm manifestum sit ex historia huius libri mortem Abrahae quindecim annis posteriorem fuisse ortu Iacob. Ergo quia Moses voluit quaecunque pertinebant ad historiam Thare breviter expedire, exinde autem orsus historiam Abrahae diligenter & copiosè pertexere; propterea prius exposuit mortem Thare, deinde autem, orsus historiam Abrahae, initium eius repetiit à profectione eius in terram Chanaan, licet id multis annis Thare mortem antecesserit.
Nor does that way and reason of unravelling this difficulty displease some: they think that journey of Abraham into the region of Canaan, when he was seventy-five years old, was many years before the death of Thare; but that it was nevertheless recorded by Moses after his death, by the figure which is called recapitulation, whereby things done earlier are narrated later. Moses used this figure below in the twenty-fifth chapter, narrating first the death of Abraham, and after it the birth of Jacob and Esau — though it is manifest from the history of this book that the death of Abraham was fifteen years later than the birth of Jacob. Therefore, because Moses wished to dispatch briefly whatever pertained to the history of Thare, and then, beginning Abraham's history, to weave it diligently and copiously, he first set out the death of Thare, and then, beginning Abraham's history, took its beginning from his journey into the land of Canaan — although that preceded Thare's death by many years.17



SED huic expositioni adversatur narratio B. Stephani, quae est in Actis Apostolorum, ut proximè dictum est: quippe quae distinctè & propriè habet Abraham venisse in terram Chanaan post patris sui mortem; quae verba refugium illud ad figuram recapitulationis prorsus excludunt. Verùm respondent ad hoc quidam scriptores, sacros appellare res ipsas non ex eo quod verè sunt, sed ex eo quod in aliis Scripturae locis sic commemoratae sunt: quemadmodum Beatus Paulus ad Hebraeos septimo scripsit Melchisedec fuisse sine patre, sine matre, sine fine aut initio dierum, propterea quòd Moses in libro Genesis, ubi mentionem eius facit, repente inducit ipsum, nulla eius vel parentum vel aetatis eius facta mentione. Similiter igitur quia Moses egressum Abrahae ex patria sua narravit post mortem Thare, idcirco Stephanus modum narrationis Mosaicae spectans dixit Abraham egressum esse de terra sua post mortem patris sui.
But against this exposition stands the narration of blessed Stephen in the Acts of the Apostles, as was just said: for it distinctly and properly holds that Abraham came into the land of Canaan after his father's death — words which utterly exclude that refuge to the figure of recapitulation. But to this some writers reply that the sacred [authors] name things themselves not from what they truly are, but from how they are recorded in other places of Scripture: just as blessed Paul, in Hebrews chapter seven, wrote that Melchisedech was without father, without mother, without end or beginning of days, because Moses in the book of Genesis, where he mentions him, suddenly introduces him with no mention made of him, or of his parents, or of his age. Similarly, then, because Moses narrated Abraham's going out from his homeland after the death of Thare, therefore Stephen, regarding the manner of the Mosaic narration, said that Abraham went out from his land after his father's death.18



SED enim huic interpretationi obstat, quod Stephanus eo loci…
But this interpretation is opposed by the fact that Stephen in that place…19



…narrat Deum Abrahae, cùm esset in Mesopotamia & priusquam habitaret in Charran, dixisse verba illa: Exi de terra tua & de cognatione tua, &c. quae si voluisset Stephanus ordinem narrationis Mosaicae sequi, dixisset utique illa verba locutum esse Deum Abrahae post mortem Thare, post quam mortem dixerat eum venisse in terram Chanaan; non, ut in exordio capitis duodecimi, à verbis ea commemorat.
…narrates that God, when Abraham was in Mesopotamia and before he dwelt in Charran, spoke those words: “Go out from your land and from your kindred, etc.” If Stephen had wished to follow the order of the Mosaic narration, he would surely have said that God spoke those words to Abraham after the death of Thare — after which death he had said Abraham came into the land of Canaan — and not have reported them, as at the opening of the twelfth chapter, from [their first] words.20



RESTAT quinta & ultima explicandae huius quaestionis ratio, superioribus meo iudicio praeferenda. Existimare oportet Abraham bis ex urbe Charran venisse in regionem Chananaeam: primùm quidem venit, cùm esset ipse septuaginta quinque annorum, relicto in Charran patre vivo & annum tunc centesimum quadragesimum quintum agente. Post hunc primum in Chananaeam terram adventum, Abraham per sexaginta annos in ea regione peregrinatus est, aliquoties fortasse patrem revisens. Postremùm, renunciata patris morte, reversus est Charran, ut vel patris funus curaret, vel ne bona quae paterna haereditate sibi obvenerant perderet; & tunc iterùm, mortuo iam patre, egressus est de Mesopotamia firmissimo animo certissimoque proposito nunquam eò in posterum reversurus, profectusque est in terram Chanaan, ut ibi deinceps stabilem haberet habitationem. Atque hoc significari putat B. Augustinus iis verbis quibus usus est B. Stephanus: Et inde, postquam mortuus est pater eius, transtulit illum in terram istam. pro illo, inquam, verbo transtulit, Augustinus legit collocavit. Graecè est μετῴκισεν, id est, colonum & habitatorem fecit, eique quasi nunquam amplius in Mesopotamiam reversuro domicilium in terra Chanaan statuit. siquidem vox μετοικία non simplicem translationem, sed quasi coloniam denotat.
There remains a fifth and last way of explaining this question, in my judgment to be preferred to the foregoing. One must hold that Abraham came twice from the city of Charran into the region of Canaan. First indeed he came when he himself was seventy-five years old, his father being left alive in Charran and being then in his hundred and forty-fifth year. After this first coming into the land of Canaan, Abraham sojourned in that region for sixty years, perhaps revisiting his father a few times. Last of all, the death of his father being announced, he returned to Charran, either to attend to his father's funeral or lest he lose the goods that had come to him by paternal inheritance; and then again, his father being now dead, he went out of Mesopotamia with most firm mind and most fixed resolve never thereafter to return there, and set out into the land of Canaan to have henceforth a settled dwelling there. And this blessed Augustine thinks is signified by those words that blessed Stephen used: “And thence, after his father died, He removed him into this land.” For that word 'removed,' Augustine reads 'settled.' In Greek it is μετῴκισεν, that is, He made him a colonist and inhabitant, and appointed for him a dwelling in the land of Canaan, as for one never again to return to Mesopotamia; for the word μετοικία denotes not a simple transfer, but as it were a colonization.21



ERGO Abraham ante mortem patris sui, per annos sexaginta, dici potest non tam habitasse in terra Chanaan, quàm peregrinatum esse, quòd per intervalla patrem & fratres reviseret; post mortem autem patris ita Mesopotamiam dereliquit, ut perpetuus deinceps terrae Chananaeae colonus & habitator esset. Huic rei fidem illud facit, quod in libro Geneseos capite vigesimo tertio legitur, Abraham, cùm esset centum triginta septem annorum, hoc est, duobus annis post mortem Thare patris sui, primùm possedisse partem aliquam terrae Chanaan, empta spelunca duplici in sepulturam uxoris Sarae: quod sanè non est ab Augustino non animadversum & annotatum.
Therefore Abraham, before his father's death, throughout those sixty years can be said not so much to have dwelt in the land of Canaan as to have sojourned, because at intervals he revisited his father and brothers; but after his father's death he so abandoned Mesopotamia that he was thenceforth a perpetual colonist and inhabitant of the land of Canaan. To this is given confirmation by what is read in the book of Genesis, chapter twenty-three: that Abraham, when he was a hundred and thirty-seven years old — that is, two years after the death of Thare his father — first possessed some part of the land of Canaan, having bought the double cave for the burial of his wife Sara; which indeed was not left unnoticed and unannotated by Augustine.22



HANC sententiam Tostatus sequitur; sed eius sententiae principem partem convenit Augustino. Is enim in Quaestionibus super Genesim, quaestione vigesima quinta, & in libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite decimo quinto, licet tres enodandae huius quaestionis rationes exponat, id est, de iis quas supra commemoravimus, primam, secundam & quintam, in hanc tamen quintam videtur ipse propensior. Nam cùm in eo libro, quem proximè dixi, de Civitate Dei, difficultatem indicasset quam nos in hac disputatione tractamus, quomodo Abraham post mortem patris, qui ducen-…
Tostatus follows this opinion; but the chief part of his opinion agrees with Augustine. For Augustine, in the Questions on Genesis, question twenty-five, and in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter fifteen, although he sets out three ways of unravelling this question — that is, of those we mentioned above, the first, the second, and the fifth — yet seems himself more inclined to this fifth. For when, in that book of the City of God just mentioned, he had pointed out the difficulty which we treat in this disputation — how Abraham, after the death of his father, who [had lived] two hundred…23



…ducentos quinque annos vixerat, & ipsum genuerat septuagesimo aetatis suae anno, quòd Abraham tunc venit in terram Chanaan, respondet igitur revera Abraham fuisse tunc septuaginta quinque annorum, neque eo tempore fuisse mortuum Thare patrem eius, sed annum egisse centesimum quadragesimum quintum: Mosen tamen quasi per recapitulationem discessum illum Abrahae ex Mesopotamia narrasse post mortem patris sui Thare à se commemoratam. Sic autem scribit B. Augustinus: Intelligendum est more suo scripturam recapitulando redisse ad tempus quod iam narratio transierat: nam cùm dictum esset, Et fuerunt dies Thare in Charran quinque & ducenti anni, & mortuus est Thare, &c. deinde scriptura redeundo ad id quod ideo praetermiserat, ut prius de Thare id quod inchoatum erat compleret, subiunxit praecepti Domini datum Abrahae de egrediendo ex terra sua; & quod tunc Abraham fuerit septuaginta quinque annorum. Tunc autem revera hoc factum est, cùm pater eius centesimum quadragesimum quintum annum ageret aetatis: tunc enim fuit Abraham septuagesimum quintum annum agens.
…had lived two hundred and five years, and had begotten him in the seventieth year of his age, [says] that Abraham then came into the land of Canaan — he answers, therefore, that in truth Abraham was then seventy-five years old, and that at that time Thare his father was not dead, but was in his hundred and forty-fifth year; yet that Moses, as it were by recapitulation, narrated that departure of Abraham from Mesopotamia after the death of his father Thare, which he had [already] recorded. And thus blessed Augustine writes: “It is to be understood that scripture, after its custom, by recapitulating has returned to a time which the narrative had already passed; for when it had been said, ‘And the days of Thare in Charran were two hundred and five years, and Thare died,’ etc., then scripture, returning to that which it had passed over for this reason — that it might first complete concerning Thare what had been begun — subjoined the giving of the Lord's command to Abraham about going out from his land; and that Abraham was then seventy-five years old. But this truly happened when his father was in his hundred and forty-fifth year of age; for then Abraham was in his seventy-fifth year.”24



POST haec Augustinus tractans verba illa B. Stephani, Inde postquam mortuus est pater eius, transtulit eum [Deus] in terram istam (ubi pro illo verbo transtulit legit Augustinus collocavit, quibus verbis significatur Abraham post mortem patris sui venisse in terram Chanaan), haec, inquam, verba tractans ait Augustinus: Non dixit Stephanus, postquam mortuus est pater eius, exiit de Charran, sed dixit, postquam mortuus est pater eius hic eum collocavit. Intelligendum igitur est locutum fuisse Deum cùm Abraham esset in Mesopotamia, priusquam habitaret in Charran; sed eum in Charran pervenisse cum patre, retento apud se praecepto Dei, & inde exisse septuagesimo & quinto suo, patris autem sui centesimo quadragesimo quinto anno. Nec sanè incredibiliter existimatur, cùm postea secutus esset Nachor frater Abrahami patrem suum Thare, tunc Abrahamum Dei praeceptum implevisse, & cum Sara coniuge sua & Lot filio fratris sui exisse de Charran; collocationem verò Abrahae in terra Chanaan post mortem patris, non autem profectionem de Charran appellasse Stephanum, quia iam mortuus erat pater eius quando emit terram, cuius ibi iam, ut suae rei, coepit esse possessor. Quod autem iam in Mesopotamia constituto, hoc iam egresso de terra Chaldaeorum dixit Deus, Exi de terra tua & de cognatione tua & de domo patris tui, non ut corpus inde exiret, quod iam fecerat, sed ut animam evelleret, dicitur. Non enim exierat inde animo, si spe redeundi & desiderio tenebatur, quae spes & desiderium, Deo iubente ac iuvante & illo obediente, fuerat amputanda. Haec Augustinus.
After these things Augustine, treating those words of blessed Stephen, “Thence, after his father died, God removed him into this land” (where, for that word 'removed' Augustine reads 'settled,' by which words it is signified that Abraham came into the land of Canaan after his father's death) — treating, I say, these words, Augustine says: “Stephen did not say, after his father died he went out of Charran, but said, after his father died He settled him here. It is therefore to be understood that God spoke when Abraham was in Mesopotamia, before he dwelt in Charran; but that he came to Charran with his father, keeping the command of God with him, and went out thence in his seventy-fifth, but his father's hundred and forty-fifth, year. Nor indeed is it incredibly supposed that, when afterward Nachor the brother of Abraham had followed his father Thare, then Abraham fulfilled God's command, and went out of Charran with Sara his wife and Lot his brother's son; and that Stephen named the settling of Abraham in the land of Canaan after his father's death, but not his departure from Charran, because his father was already dead when he bought the land, of which there he now began to be possessor as of his own property. And that to him, now established in Mesopotamia, now gone out from the land of the Chaldees, God said, ‘Go out from your land and from your kindred and from your father's house,’ is said not that he should go out thence in body, which he had already done, but that he should tear out his soul. For he had not gone out thence in soul, if he was held by the hope of returning and by desire — which hope and desire, with God commanding and helping and him obeying, had to be cut off.” Thus Augustine.25



ERGO duplicem cogitare oportet Abrahae profectionem ex Mesopotamia in terram Chanaan: alteram quidem vivo patre eius & centesimum quadragesimum quintum annum agente, ipso autem Abraham annos nato septuaginta quinque; & de hac profectione locutus est Moses capite duodecimo huius libri. Altera verò eiusdem profectio sexaginta annis post facta est, quibus annis peregrinatus est Abraham in terra Chanaan, nonnunquam revisens patrem suum; post cuius mortem ita dereliquit Mesopotamiam, ut nunquam eò…
Therefore one must conceive a double journey of Abraham from Mesopotamia into the land of Canaan: the one indeed while his father was alive and in his hundred and forty-fifth year, and Abraham himself seventy-five years old — and of this journey Moses spoke in the twelfth chapter of this book; but the other journey of his was made sixty years afterward, during which years Abraham sojourned in the land of Canaan, sometimes revisiting his father; after whose death he so abandoned Mesopotamia that never thither…26



…eò reversurus esset, ut superius diximus. Atque hac posteriori decessione Abrahae ex Mesopotamia & profectione in terram Chanaan locutus est B. Stephanus. Atque haec sententia, quae est B. Augustini, plus apud me ponderis habet quàm quod tradit S. Chrysostomus homilia trigesima prima in Genesim, Abraham non ante mortem patris sui Thare ex urbe Haran unquam discessisse.
…he would return, as we said above. And of this latter departure of Abraham from Mesopotamia and journey into the land of Canaan blessed Stephen spoke. And this opinion, which is that of blessed Augustine, has with me more weight than what Chrysostom hands down in the thirty-first homily on Genesis — that Abraham never departed from the city of Haran before the death of his father Thare.27



HVIVS autem duplicis profectionis Abrahae Tostatus causam reddit sanè idoneam & probabilem. Causa, inquit Tostatus, duplicis exitus Abrahae de Charran & adventus in Chanaan fuit, quia primùm venit Abraham cum patre suo in Charran, & mansit ibi diu, eratque tunc pater eius Thare verus Dei cultor; sed postea, processu temporis, depravatus est, fortasse ex consortio filii sui, factusque est idololatra in terra Chaldaeorum, ut scribit Augustinus libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite decimo quarto. Ne igitur Abraham perverteretur propter pravam conversationem idololatrarum & propter alias causas, iussit eum Deus exire de Charran & de domo patris sui, & venire in terram Chanaan; eratque tunc Abraham septuaginta quinque annorum, pater autem eius centum quadraginta quinque. Et tunc Abraham peregrinatus est in terra Chanaan sexaginta annis; sexagesimo autem anno, qui erat aetatis Abrahae centesimus trigesimus quintus, mortuus est pater eius Thare. Tunc Abraham rediit in Charran, partim ut sepulturae patris operam suam navaret, partim ut bona paterna quae sibi haereditario iure obvenerant possideret. Post haec omnino ex Mesopotamia profectus est in Chanaan, animo nunquam illuc rediturus; & de hac ultima profectione locutus est B. Stephanus. Haec Tostatus. Sed utrùm Nachor & Thare fuerint Idololatrae (ut hoc loco ait Tostatus) nec ne, dispiciemus infrà in alia disputatione, quam secundo post hanc loco tractaturi sumus.
Of this double journey of Abraham, Tostatus renders a cause indeed fitting and probable. The cause, says Tostatus, of Abraham's double going out from Charran and coming into Canaan was this: that first Abraham came with his father into Charran and stayed there a long time, and his father Thare was then a true worshipper of God; but afterward, in process of time, he was corrupted — perhaps from the company of his [other] son — and became an idolater in the land of the Chaldees, as Augustine writes in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter fourteen. Therefore, lest Abraham be perverted on account of the wicked conduct of the idolaters and for other causes, God commanded him to go out from Charran and from his father's house and come into the land of Canaan; and Abraham was then seventy-five years old, but his father a hundred and forty-five. And then Abraham sojourned in the land of Canaan sixty years; but in the sixtieth year, which was the hundred and thirty-fifth of Abraham's age, his father Thare died. Then Abraham returned to Charran, partly to bestow his care on his father's burial, partly to possess the paternal goods that had come to him by hereditary right. After all this he set out entirely from Mesopotamia into Canaan, with mind never to return thither; and of this last journey blessed Stephen spoke. Thus Tostatus. But whether Nachor and Thare were idolaters (as Tostatus here says) or not, we shall examine below in another disputation, which we are going to treat in the second place after this one.28



Translator’s notes
	Disp. 13 title (the third and last disputation of the Second Part). On Gen 11:26, 'Thare lived seventy years and begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran' — the question being in what year of Thare's life Abraham was actually born. Margin: 'Genesis 11, v. 26.' ↩
	§186 (the problem). Gen 11:26 seems to make Abraham born in Thare's 70th year; but Thare lived 205 years (Gen 11:32), and Abraham was 75 when he left for Canaan after Thare's death (Gen 12:4) — which puts Abraham's birth in Thare's 130th year (205−75). Pererius will give three solutions. ↩
	§187 (first solution — the Hebrews). Abraham was really 130 at Thare's death, but Moses counts only 75 years — reckoned not from birth but from his 'rebirth' when, at Charran, he refused Chaldean idolatry, confessed the one God, and emerged unharmed from a fire. They support this fire-legend from elder traditions and from reading 'Ur of the Chaldees' as 'fire of the Chaldees' (Hebrew 'Ur' = fire), citing Neh 9:7 ('who led Abraham out of the fire of the Chaldees'). Margin: 'The Hebrews.' ↩
	§188 (begins). Jerome (Hebrew Questions/Traditions on Genesis) first records the fire-legend as a fable and refutes it, but then, finding no better exit, leans on it: he frames the 'insoluble question' — if Abraham was born in Thare's 70th year and Thare lived to 205, then at Thare's death Abraham would be 135, yet Gen 12 calls him 75. (Jerome's resolution continues next page.) Margin: 'Jerome.' ↩
	§188 (concl.). Jerome's adopted resolution: Abraham's 75 years are counted from his confession of God amid the 'Babylonian/Chaldean fire' (when God delivered him), not from his birth — so the 75 dates from his deliverance, harmonizing with the Hebrew fire-tradition. ↩
	§189 (refutation of the Hebrews). Their view is partly fabulous (the Chaldean-fire deliverance — to be treated below) and partly contrary to Scripture: if Abraham was really 135 at his coming yet Moses calls him 75, then 60 years would have elapsed between Thare's death and that coming — flatly against Gen 12, which has Abraham enter Canaan immediately after Thare died. Margin: 'The Hebrews refuted.' ↩
	§190. Pererius blocks the Hebrews' escape-route (claiming Abraham left Charran some years after Thare's death): that is a baseless conjecture against the plain text, which sets the departure immediately after Thare died. The first opinion is therefore repudiated. ↩
	§191 (begins — second solution). Theodoret (Questions on Genesis, q. 60), Nicholas of Lyra, and Cajetan: Gen 11:26 does not prove Abraham was Thare's firstborn. Thare at 70 began begetting (one of the three, not Abram); Abram was actually born in Thare's 130th year. The three are named by dignity, not birth order (argument continues next page). Margin: 'Nicholas of Lyra; Cajetan.' ↩
	§191 (concl.). Abram is named first by dignity (God's election — source of the Hebrew people and the Messiah), not birth order, as Isaac before Ismael and Jacob before Esau (1 Chron 4), and Sem listed first though not Noah's firstborn. The view is attractive because it removes all the difficulty: Abraham truly was 75 on entering Canaan (Gen 12), being born in Thare's 130th year. ↩
	§192 (first objection). If Thare at 70 begot three sons, at least one was born that year (else why does Moses note the 70th year?). Per the Lyra/Cajetan view it was not Abraham, so Nachor or Aram — but it is unreasonable that Moses would date Nachor's/Aram's birth and omit Abraham's, when the whole passage centers on Abraham, the others mentioned only incidentally; and Moses carefully dates every post-flood begetting. Margin: 'Abraham's birth.' ↩
	§193 (second objection). If the 70th year refers to one of the other sons and not to Abraham, then the length of the world's second age (flood→Abraham) becomes uncertain and the chronology Moses everywhere kept exact would be confounded. ↩
	§194 (begins). Pererius adds Augustine's testimony: in City of God bk. 16 ch. 15, commenting on Gen 11:32 (LXX: 'the days of Thare in Charran were 205, and he died in Charran'), Augustine says… (continues next page). Margin: 'Augustine.' ↩
	§194 (concl.). The close of Augustine's testimony (City of God 16.15 on Gen 11:32 LXX): 'the days of Thare were 205 years' means he completed his life there, not that he spent it all there; and the genealogical order from Adam through Abraham records everyone's lifespan — so the silence about Thare's age at Abraham's begetting is deliberate. Pererius's a-fortiori: if such silence about Thare worried Augustine for the chronology, far more does the silence about Abraham's own birth-date, the very subject of the history. ↩
	§195. The opposing side's rejoinder: Abraham's birth-date IS knowable from Moses — Abraham was 75 at his coming to Canaan after Thare's death, Thare lived 205, so Abraham was born in Thare's 130th year. This makes the flood-to-Abraham total 352 years (the earlier 292 + 60, since Thare was 130 not 70 at the birth), or 382 with Cainan's 30. ↩
	§196 (begins — third opinion). Andreas Masius (16th-c. scholar), in his Commentary on Joshua (last chapter), treating this question in passing, holds it likelier that Abraham first came to Canaan at 75, while his father Thare was still alive and in his 145th year. Stephen's 'after his father's death' (Acts 7) Masius takes... (continues next page). Margin: 'Andreas Masius said'; 'Third opinion'; 'Acts 7.' ↩
	§196 (concl.). Masius reads Stephen's 'after his father died' as a SPIRITUAL death: Thare obstinately refused to go to Canaan, clinging to his idols and dashing Abraham's hope, so Stephen called him 'dead' (as Scripture, esp. Paul, calls those in sin — and the idolatrous — dead; cf. the Lord's 'Let the dead bury their dead,' Mt 8). Pererius rejects this: it twists Stephen's plainly historical speech into a tropology. Margin: 'Matthew 8.' ↩
	§197 (fourth opinion). Some resolve it by 'recapitulation' (narrating earlier events later): Abraham's journey to Canaan at 75 actually happened many years before Thare died, but Moses placed it after Thare's death as a literary device — just as Gen 25 narrates Abraham's death before Jacob and Esau's birth, though Abraham died 15 years after Jacob was born. So Moses finished Thare's brief history first, then began Abraham's at his journey to Canaan, though it preceded Thare's death. Margin: 'Fourth opinion.' ↩
	§197 (concl.). Objection to the recapitulation view: Stephen (Acts 7) distinctly says Abraham came to Canaan AFTER his father's death, which excludes recapitulation. A defense: sacred writers may describe things as Scripture elsewhere records them, not as they literally were — as Paul (Heb 7) calls Melchisedech 'without father, mother, beginning of days' merely because Moses introduces him abruptly (Gen 14). So Stephen followed Moses's narrative order. Margin: 'Genesis 14.' ↩
	§198 (begins). Pererius's counter: but Stephen in that passage [narrates that God spoke the Gen 12:1 call to Abraham while still in Mesopotamia, before Charran — so Stephen does not simply follow Moses's order; continues next page]. ↩
	§198 (concl.). The objection completed: Stephen places God's call ('Go out from your land,' Gen 12:1) while Abraham was in Mesopotamia, BEFORE Charran. Had Stephen merely followed Moses's order, he would have set the call after Thare's death; so he is reporting the real sequence, not Moses's literary order — which undercuts the recapitulation defense. ↩
	§199 (fifth/preferred solution — the two journeys). Abraham came to Canaan TWICE: first at age 75 (Thare alive, in his 145th year); he then sojourned 60 years, occasionally revisiting his father; finally, on news of Thare's death, he returned to Charran (for the funeral and his inheritance), then left Mesopotamia for good to settle permanently in Canaan. Augustine takes Stephen's 'removed him' (Acts 7:4) as 'settled' (collocavit; Greek μετῴκισεν, μετοικία = a colonization, not a mere transfer). ↩
	§200. During the 60 years Abraham was a sojourner rather than a settler (revisiting kin); only after Thare's death did he become a permanent inhabitant. Confirmation: Gen 23 records Abraham first possessing land in Canaan — the double cave bought for Sara's burial — when he was 137, i.e. two years after Thare's death (Abraham being 135 when Thare died). Augustine noted this. ↩
	§201 (begins). Tostatus follows this fifth view, its main part agreeing with Augustine. Augustine (Questions on Genesis q. 25; City of God 16.15) lays out three of the solutions (the first, second, and fifth listed here) but inclines to the fifth. He had raised the same difficulty treated here — how Abraham, after his father's death (Thare having lived 205…)... (continues next page). Margin: 'Tostatus; Augustine.' ↩
	§201 (concl.). Augustine's resolution (City of God 16.15): Abraham was truly 75 at his coming to Canaan, with Thare not yet dead but in his 145th year; Moses, by recapitulation, narrated the departure after recording Thare's death. Augustine quoted: scripture returned by recapitulation to a passed time — having said 'the days of Thare were 205… and Thare died,' it then went back to complete Thare's account and subjoined God's command to Abraham (Abraham being 75, his father 145). ↩
	§202. Augustine on Stephen's wording (Acts 7:4): Stephen says not 'after his father died he left Charran' but 'after his father died God settled him here' (Augustine reads 'settled' for 'removed'). So God's call came in Mesopotamia before Charran; Abraham reached Charran with his father, then left at 75 (father 145). Stephen dates the SETTLING (not the departure) after Thare's death, since Thare was already dead when Abraham bought land and became a possessor. And 'Go out from your land…' meant tearing out his soul (cutting off the hope/desire of returning), not bodily departure, which he had already made. ↩
	§203 (begins). Summation: Abraham made a double journey from Mesopotamia to Canaan — the first at age 75 (father alive, 145), which Moses recounts in Gen 12; the second 60 years later, after sojourning and occasionally revisiting his father, when on Thare's death he left Mesopotamia never to return (continues next page). ↩
	§203 (concl.). Stephen (Acts 7) spoke of this LATTER departure (after Thare's death). Pererius judges Augustine's two-journey view weightier than Chrysostom's (Homily 31 on Genesis), which held Abraham never left Haran before Thare died. ↩
	§204 (concl. of Disp. 13 and of Liber XVI). Tostatus's account of WHY Abraham journeyed twice: Thare was at first a true worshipper of God but later became an idolater among the Chaldees (Augustine, City of God 16.14); so God called Abraham out (at 75, Thare 145) to keep him from corruption. Abraham sojourned 60 years; in the 60th (his 135th year) Thare died; Abraham returned to Charran for the burial and inheritance, then left Mesopotamia for good — the journey Stephen meant. Pererius defers the question whether Nachor and Thare were truly idolaters to a later disputation (the second after this). This ends Liber XVI / Genesis 11. ↩




THE THIRD PART OF THE ELEVENTH CHAPTER OF GENESIS. On Abraham's birth, marriage, and migration from Chaldea into Mesopotamia

LatineEnglish


THE THIRD PART OF THE ELEVENTH CHAPTER OF GENESIS. On Abraham's birth, marriage, and migration from Chaldea into Mesopotamia.1
TERTIA PARS CAPITIS UNDECIMI GENESEOS. DE ABRAHAE ORTU, CONIUGIO & de migratione ex Chaldaea in Mesopotamiam.



Translator’s notes
	Third-Part title page of Liber XVI (printed 553): covering Gen 11:27–32 — Abraham's birth, his marriage, and the family's migration from Ur of the Chaldees toward Canaan, halting at Haran. (Still Liber XVI, not a new book.) ↩




These are the generations of Thare: Thare begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran. And Aran begot Lot. And Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of …

LatineEnglish


Hae sunt generationes Thare. Thare genuit Abram, Nachor & Aran. Porro Aran genuit Lot. Mortuusque est Aran ante Thare patrem suum in terra nativitatis suae in Ur Chaldaeorum. Duxerunt autem Aran & Nachor uxores: nomen uxoris Abram Sarai, & nomen uxoris Nachor, Melcha filia Aran patris Melchae & patris Iescha. Erat autem Sarai sterilis nec habebat liberos. Tulit itaque Thare Abram filium suum, & Lot filium Aran filii sui, & Sarai nurum suam, uxorem Abram filii sui, & eduxit eos de Ur Chaldaeorum, ut irent in terram Chanaan: veneruntque usque Haran & habitaverunt ibi. Et facti sunt dies Thare ducentorum quinque annorum, & mortuus est in Haran.
{These are the generations of Thare: Thare begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran. And Aran begot Lot. And Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of the Chaldees. And Abram and Nachor took wives: the name of Abram's wife was Sarai, and the name of Nachor's wife, Melcha, the daughter of Aran, father of Melcha and father of Iescha. And Sarai was barren, and had no children. And Thare took Abram his son, and Lot the son of Aran his son's son, and Sarai his daughter-in-law, the wife of Abram his son, and brought them out of Ur of the Chaldees, to go into the land of Chanaan: and they came as far as Haran, and dwelt there. And the days of Thare were two hundred and five years, and he died in Haran.}1



PRAEFATIO. Super haec verba Mosis quinque disputationes tractandae sunt; quarum prima erit, An Abraham fuerit primogenitus Thare: secunda, An Sara coniux Abrahae fuerit vera eius soror: tertia, An, quia noluit Abraham adorare ignem iussu Chaldaeorum, coniectus ab illis in ignem sit, & inde mirabiliter à Deo liberatus: quarta, An Thare pater Abrahae fuerit cultor Idolorum: quinta, Utrum Abraham aliquando coluerit Idola, an semper veri Dei cultor fuerit.
PREFACE. Upon these words of Moses five disputations are to be treated; of which the first will be: Whether Abraham was the firstborn of Thare; the second: Whether Sara, Abraham's wife, was truly his sister; the third: Whether, because Abraham refused to worship fire at the command of the Chaldees, he was cast by them into the fire and thence miraculously freed by God; the fourth: Whether Thare, Abraham's father, was a worshipper of idols; the fifth: Whether Abraham ever worshipped idols, or was always a worshipper of the true God.2



Translator’s notes
	Gen 11:27–32 (verse lemma, vv. 27–32 numbered in the margin). The Scripture text for the whole Third Part — Thare's descendants, Aran's death at Ur, the marriages of Abram (to Sarai) and Nachor (to Melcha), Sarai's barrenness, and the migration from Ur to Haran where Thare died. ↩
	Praefatio to the Third Part. Outlines its five disputations: (1) was Abraham Thare's firstborn; (2) was Sara truly Abraham's sister; (3) the Chaldean-fire legend (cast in for refusing fire-worship, divinely rescued); (4) was Thare an idolater; (5) did Abraham ever worship idols. ↩




FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon those same words: ‘Thare, when he was seventy years old, begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran.’ Whether Abraham was the firstborn of Thare, and …

LatineEnglish


FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon those same words: ‘Thare, when he was seventy years old, begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran.’ Whether Abraham was the firstborn of Thare, and whether Sara his wife was his uterine sister or not.1
DECIMA QUARTA DISPUTATIO. Super iisdem illis verbis: Thare cùm esset septuaginta annorum genuit Abram, Nachor & Aran. Utrum Abraham fuerit primogenitus Thare, & an Sara uxor eius fuerit soror uterina ipsius nec ne.



SI Thare septuagesimo aetatis anno coepit generare tres illos filios, & illo septuagesimo anno (ut suprà ostensum est) genitus est Abraham, necesse est reliquos duos post Abraham esse genitos, & Abraham fuisse primogenitum patris sui Thare. Ex adverso autem gravissimum huic sententiae opponitur argumentum. Si enim Abraham, ut multorum fuit opinio, uxorem duxit Saram filiam Aran fratris sui, erat autem Abraham decem annis natu grandior quàm Sara, ut tradit Genes. 17: si fuisset Abraham primogenitus, eoque maior natu quàm Aran, necesse esset ipsum Aran ante decimum aetatis suae annum generasse filiam Saram, quod est incredibile: non igitur Abraham primogenitus fuit Thare, nec septuagesimo eius anno natus. Ex quo apparet huius disputationis tractationem ad plenam & absolutam superioris disputationis explicationem atque confirmationem esse necessariam.
If Thare in the seventieth year of his age began to beget those three sons, and in that seventieth year (as was shown above) Abraham was begotten, it must be that the other two were begotten after Abraham, and that Abraham was the firstborn of his father Thare. But on the contrary a very weighty argument is opposed to this opinion. For if Abraham, as was the opinion of many, married Sara the daughter of Aran his brother, while Abraham was ten years older than Sara (as Genesis 17 records): if Abraham had been the firstborn, and so older than Aran, it would be necessary that Aran begot his daughter Sara before the tenth year of his age, which is incredible. Therefore Abraham was not the firstborn of Thare, nor born in his seventieth year. From which it appears that the treatment of this disputation is necessary for the full and complete explanation and confirmation of the preceding disputation.2



MULTI tam veterum quàm recentiorum non obscuri nec ignobiles auctores, eo argumento quod proximè exposui permoti atque persuasi, putarunt Saram veram fuisse sororem Abrahae, non tamen uterinam; id est, eodem patre sed non eadem matre natam.
Many authors, both of the ancients and of more recent times, neither obscure nor ignoble, moved and persuaded by the argument I have just set out, thought that Sara was the true sister of Abraham, yet not uterine; that is, born of the same father but not of the same mother.3



Haec sententia placuisse videtur Clementi Alexandrino, cuius sub finem libri secundi Stromatum haec sunt verba: Abraham dixit de uxore sua, Soror mea est filia patris mei, sed non matris meae: docens eas quae ex eadem matre natae sunt, non esse ducendas uxores. Eidem sententiae adhaesit Lippomanus in Catena super vigesimum caput Genesis, & Sotus lib. 2 de Iustitia & Iure quaestione tertia. Caietanus verò sine dubitatione ulla id ipsum sentit: nam super illa verba capitis undecimi, Nomen uxoris Abrahae Sara, & nomen uxoris Nachor Melcha filia Aran patris Melchae & Iescha, ita scribit: Ex quo, nominando uxores Abrahae & Nachor Saram & Melcham, de sola Melcha dicitur quod erat filia Aran, argumentum habetur quod Sara non erat filia Aran. Non enim constat Saram fuisse appellatam duobus nominibus, videlicet Sare & Iescha; id enim multo rationabilius repellitur quàm facile dicitur.
This opinion seems to have pleased Clement of Alexandria, whose words near the end of the second book of the Stromata are these: “Abraham said of his wife, ‘She is my sister, the daughter of my father, but not of my mother’ — teaching that those who are born of the same mother are not to be taken as wives.” To the same opinion adhered Lippomanus in the Catena on the twentieth chapter of Genesis, and Soto, book 2 On Justice and Law, question three. Cajetan, moreover, without any doubt holds this same thing: for on those words of the eleventh chapter, “The name of Abraham's wife Sara, and the name of Nachor's wife Melcha, daughter of Aran, father of Melcha and of Iescha,” he writes thus: “From the fact that, in naming the wives of Abraham and Nachor as Sara and Melcha, it is said of Melcha alone that she was the daughter of Aran, an argument is had that Sara was not the daughter of Aran. For it is not established that Sara was called by two names, namely Sare and Iescha; for that is much more reasonably rejected than easily asserted.”4



SED idem Caietanus super caput vigesimum Geneseos, expendens illa verba Abrahae de Sara uxore sua, Vere soror mea est, filia patris mei sed non matris meae, multo apertioribus verbis maioreque asseveratione hoc ipsum docet; hoc enim modo scribit: Refert Iosephus Saram fuisse filiam Aran fratris sui, & sororem carnalem Lot. Sed contra textum Mosis nonnunquam scribere Iosephum, liquet conferentibus Historiam Mosis cum illius libris de Antiquitatibus Iudaicis; & propterea non est mirum si in hac etiam re aliquid finxerit. Nam secundum proprietatem supradictorum verborum Mosis, apertè dicitur Saram fuisse sororem carnalem Abrahae, non tamen uterinam. Si dixisset duntaxat, Soror mea est, irem (ait Caietanus) in communem sensum; sed adiungendo, filiam patris mei ipsa est, non autem matris meae, apertè significatur eam fuisse filiam patris sui, non autem avi sui aut fratris sui: Et hic est sensus literalis.
But the same Cajetan, on the twentieth chapter of Genesis, weighing those words of Abraham about Sara his wife, “Truly she is my sister, the daughter of my father but not of my mother,” teaches this same thing with much plainer words and greater assertion; for he writes thus: “Josephus reports that Sara was the daughter of Aran his brother, and the carnal sister of Lot. But that Josephus sometimes writes against the text of Moses is clear to those comparing Moses's History with his books of Jewish Antiquities; and therefore it is no wonder if in this matter too he invented something. For according to the propriety of the aforesaid words of Moses, it is plainly said that Sara was the carnal sister of Abraham, yet not uterine. If he had said merely, ‘She is my sister,’ I would go (says Cajetan) with the common sense; but by adding, ‘she is the daughter of my father, but not of my mother,’ it is plainly signified that she was the daughter of his father, and not [the daughter] of his grandfather or of his brother: and this is the literal sense.”5



Licitum enim erat tunc coniugium cum sorore non uterina. Nam si nomine patris intellexisset Abraham suum avum, non adiunxisset significatum illam, non filia matris meae. Et rursus sicut matris nomine utitur propriè, ita & patris. Denique si illis verbis, Vere soror mea est de patre sed non de matre mea, non significatur soror carnalis non uterina; quibus quaeso aliis verbis (etiam si fingere velis) id clarius & significatius demonstrare poteris? Haec Caietanus. NEC ab hac opinione abhorruisse videtur B. Hieronymus. Is enim in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim super illa verba capitis vigesimi, Etenim verè soror mea est de patre sed non de matre mea, inquit fratris eius Aran filiam fuisse, non autem sororis. Sed quia in Hebraeo, inquit Hieronymus, sic est: Verè soror mea est, non filia matris meae, quod magis sonat Saram sororem fuisse Abrahae; in excusationem eius dicimus, nec dum illo tempore tales nuptias lege Mosis fuisse prohibitas. Sic ibi Hieronymus.
“For marriage with a non-uterine sister was then lawful. For if by the name ‘father’ Abraham had understood his grandfather, he would not have added the signification, ‘not the daughter of my mother.’ And again, just as he uses the name ‘mother’ properly, so also ‘father.’ Finally, if by those words, ‘Truly she is my sister, of my father but not of my mother,’ a carnal non-uterine sister is not signified — by what other words, I ask you (even if you should wish to invent them), could you demonstrate it more clearly and significantly?” Thus Cajetan. Nor does blessed Jerome seem to have shrunk from this opinion. For he, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, on those words of the twentieth chapter, “For truly she is my sister, of my father but not of my mother,” says that she was the daughter of his brother Aran, but not of his sister. But because in the Hebrew, says Jerome, it is thus: “Truly she is my sister, not the daughter of my mother,” which rather sounds that Sara was the sister of Abraham — in his excuse we say that such marriages were not yet at that time prohibited by the law of Moses. Thus Jerome there.6



Idem tamen in eodem libro super caput undecimum Geneseos, contrariam sequens opinionem, ait Aran fratrem Abrahae genuisse filias duas, Melcham & Saram, quae alio nomine appellata est Iescha: & Melcham quidem uxorem duxit Nachor, Saram verò Abraham, ambo fratres ipsius Aran; nec dum quippe inter patruos & fratrum filias nuptiae fuerant lege prohibitae, quae in primis hominibus etiam inter fratres & sorores…
Yet the same Jerome, in the same book, on the eleventh chapter of Genesis, following the contrary opinion, says that Aran the brother of Abraham begot two daughters, Melcha and Sara, who by another name was called Iescha; and Melcha indeed Nachor took to wife, but Sara, Abraham — both being brothers of Aran himself; for marriages between paternal uncles and brothers' daughters had not yet been prohibited by law, which among the first men [were entered into] even between brothers and sisters…7



…initae sunt. Hactenus ex Hieronymo. NON est autem intelligendum ex verbis Hieronymi, nuptias inter patruum & filiam fratris fuisse Mosaica lege interdictas; siquidem nec in capite decimo octavo Levitici, inter gradus cognationis & affinitatis ad contrahendum matrimonium prohibitos, qui eo loco distinctè omnes explicatèque commemorantur, ulla fit mentio coniugii inter patruum & filiam fratris: & post legem Mosis fuisse licitum atque usitatum tale coniugium, declarat exemplum Othonielis, qui uxorem duxit Axam filiam Caleb fratris sui, ut in libro Iudicum capite primo scriptum est. Sed redeo ad primam opinionem: quam ne Tostatus quidem dissimulat esse admodum (ut ipse ait) rationabilem & consonam textui scripturae; sed tamen propterea se eam non sequi, quòd è contraria sit communis Doctorum opinio, & quia tale coniugium tempore Abrahae illicitum fuisse videatur. Sed hoc pernegant illius opinionis sectatores.
…were entered into. Thus far from Jerome. But it is not to be understood from Jerome's words that marriages between a paternal uncle and a brother's daughter were forbidden by the Mosaic law; since not even in the eighteenth chapter of Leviticus, among the degrees of consanguinity and affinity prohibited for contracting matrimony — which are there all distinctly and explicitly recounted — is any mention made of marriage between an uncle and a brother's daughter; and that such marriage was lawful and customary after the law of Moses is shown by the example of Othoniel, who married Axa the daughter of Caleb his brother, as is written in the book of Judges, first chapter. But I return to the first opinion: which not even Tostatus dissembles to be (as he himself says) quite reasonable and consonant with the text of scripture; but he nevertheless does not follow it, because the common opinion of the Doctors is to the contrary, and because such marriage seems to have been unlawful in Abraham's time. But the followers of that opinion utterly deny this.8



NEC ad eam opinionem firmandam & multa & firma desunt argumenta. Primum argumentum. In capite undecimo sic est: Duxerunt Abraham & Nachor duas uxores: nomen uxoris Abraham Sarai, & nomen uxoris Nachor Melcha filia Aran patris Melchae & patris Iescha. Ecce si Sara filia fuisset Aran, sicut hoc dictum est de Melcha, ita dictum esset de Sara. Non placet illud quorundam responsum, id fuisse dictum de Sara sub nomine Iescha, quasi uxor Abrahae duplex habuerit nomen, alterum Sarai, & alterum Iescha: hoc, dico, responsum non videtur probandum; non est enim credibile voluisse Mosen eo loco ludere ambiguitate verbi. Quorsum enim, quam & eo capite vocavit Sarai & deinceps in hoc libro semper eo nomine appellat, semel tantùm nominasset nomine Iescha, non indicando haec duo nomina fuisse eiusdem mulieris? Certè si quis non aliqua opinione occupatus legat narrationem illam Mosis, proculdubio intelliget & credet aliam fuisse mulierem Sarai & aliam Iescham.
Nor for confirming that opinion are arguments, both many and firm, lacking. First argument. In the eleventh chapter it stands thus: “Abraham and Nachor took two wives: the name of Abraham's wife Sarai, and the name of Nachor's wife Melcha, daughter of Aran, father of Melcha and father of Iescha.” Behold, if Sara had been the daughter of Aran, then, as this was said of Melcha, so would it have been said of Sara. That answer of certain people does not please — that it was said of Sara under the name Iescha, as if Abraham's wife had a double name, one Sarai and the other Iescha: this answer, I say, does not seem to be approved; for it is not credible that Moses wished there to play on the ambiguity of a word. For why, when he called her Sarai both in that chapter and ever after in this book always names her by that name, would he have named her just once by the name Iescha, without indicating that these two names belonged to the same woman? Certainly, if anyone not preoccupied by some opinion reads that narration of Moses, he will doubtless understand and believe that Sarai was one woman and Iescha another.9



ALTERUM argumentum. Magis etiam roborant hanc sententiam verba Mosis quae eo loco proximè sequuntur. Subdit enim: Tulit Thare Abraham filium suum, & Lot filium Aran filii sui, & Sarai nurum suam uxorem Abrahae filii sui. Si Sara fuisset filia Aran, sicut Lot filius fuit Aran, quemadmodum Moses nominavit Lot filium Aran, ita quoque Saram nominasset eius filiam. Cumque multò maior sit necessitudo & propinquitas inter avum & neptem quàm inter socerum & nurum, non debebat Moses dicere de Thare, Tulit Sarai nurum suam, sed dicere debuit, Tulit Thare neptem suam, vel filiam filii sui.
Second argument. The words of Moses which follow next in that place strengthen this opinion even more. For he subjoins: “Thare took Abraham his son, and Lot the son of Aran his son, and Sarai his daughter-in-law, the wife of Abraham his son.” If Sara had been the daughter of Aran, as Lot was the son of Aran — just as Moses named Lot the son of Aran, so too would he have named Sara his daughter. And since the bond and kinship between a grandfather and granddaughter is much greater than between a father-in-law and a daughter-in-law, Moses ought not to have said of Thare, “He took Sarai his daughter-in-law,” but ought to have said, “Thare took his granddaughter,” or “the daughter of his son.”10



TERTIUM argumentum supra indicatum est, cùm verba Caietani commemoraremus; sumptum autem est ex verbis quae Abraham dixit Regi Abimelec expostulanti secum quòd ipse decepisset eum, dicens Saram esse sororem suam, cùm in re verà esset uxor. Sic enim respondit ei Abraham: Vere soror mea est, filia patris mei, & non filia matris meae, & duxi eam in uxorem. Quae verba apertè declarant Saram germanam…
Third argument: it was indicated above, when we recounted Cajetan's words; it is taken from the words which Abraham said to King Abimelech, who expostulated with him that he had deceived him by saying Sara was his sister when in fact she was his wife. For Abraham answered him thus: “Truly she is my sister, the daughter of my father, and not the daughter of my mother, and I took her to wife.” These words plainly declare Sara to be the full [sister]…11



…nam fuisse sororem Abrahae, non tamen uterinam: hoc enim significat tum illud, Verè soror mea est, tum etiam illud, Filia patris mei, sed non matris meae; neque enim apertius vel expressius aliis verbis significari posset soror non uterina. Quartum argumentum: Si non erat Sara verè soror Abrahae, fefellit igitur Abraham & in errorem induxit regem Abimelec, qui verba Abrahae secundum propriam eorum significationem & sententiam accipiens, credidit Saram fuisse veram Abrahae sororem, ideoque non fuisse eius uxorem.
…to have been the sister of Abraham, yet not uterine: for this is signified both by that, “Truly she is my sister,” and also by that, “The daughter of my father, but not of my mother”; for a non-uterine sister could not be signified more openly or expressly by other words. Fourth argument: If Sara was not truly the sister of Abraham, then Abraham deceived and led into error King Abimelech, who, taking Abraham's words according to their proper signification and sense, believed Sara to be the true sister of Abraham, and therefore not his wife.12



ATQUE haec quidem est opinio multorum, ut ostendimus, gravium & nobilium scriptorum. Ex his autem plerique putarunt illo tempore fuisse licitum matrimonium inter sorores & fratres non uterinos; idque sensit Clemens Alexandrinus, & significat B. Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim super caput vigesimum; idemque Caietanus, Lippomanus & Sotus opinati sunt. Cui opinationi fidem ex eo astrui volunt, quòd Thamar dixit fratri suo Amnon volenti eam violare & opprimere, ut scriptum est libro secundo Regum capite decimo tertio: Noli, frater mi, dixit illa, facere stultitiam hanc; quin potius loquere ad regem, & non negabit me tibi. Credidit igitur puella, licet tale coniugium tunc esset lege Mosis vetitum, attamen, quia ipsum audierat fuisse quondam ante legem apud Patriarchas usitatum, posse etiam tunc per dispensationem legis concedi, maximè verò ob spem vehementer cupienti. Quidam etiam putant Abraham contraxisse id matrimonium ex singulari quadam Dei revelatione, quo scilicet Abraham, generaturus populum fidelem, ad id muneris uxorem idoneam, nempe religiosam fidelemque sororem, acciperet. Nec desunt qui, lege illa Iustiniani adducti, inter fratrem sororemque nuptias esse prohibitas, sive eodem utroque parente sive altero tantùm nati sint, verùm si per adoptionem soror facta sit quandiu manet adoptio prohiberi, at si per emancipationem adoptio dissoluta sit posse inter eos rite iniri connubium; hac, inquam, lege adducti, coniectant fieri potuisse ut Sara filia fuerit Thare adoptiva, quam postea, emancipatam à patre adoptivo, Abraham legitimè ducere uxorem potuerit.
And this indeed is the opinion of many grave and noble writers, as we have shown. Of these, most thought that at that time marriage between non-uterine brothers and sisters was lawful; and this Clement of Alexandria held, and blessed Jerome signifies (in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, on the twentieth chapter); and the same Cajetan, Lippomanus, and Soto thought. To which opinion they wish credit to be built from this, that Thamar said to her brother Amnon, who wished to violate and oppress her (as is written in the second book of Kings, thirteenth chapter): “Do not, my brother,” she said, “do this folly; but rather speak to the king, and he will not deny me to you.” The girl therefore believed that, although such a marriage was then forbidden by Moses's law, nevertheless — because she had heard it had once before the law been customary among the Patriarchs — it could even then be granted by dispensation of the law, especially as she vehemently desired it through hope [of escape]. Some also think Abraham contracted this marriage from a certain singular revelation of God, namely that Abraham, who was to beget a faithful people, might take for that office a fitting wife — a religious and faithful sister. Nor are there lacking those who, led by that law of Justinian — that marriage between brother and sister is prohibited, whether born of both the same parents or of only one; but that if she became a sister by adoption, it is prohibited as long as the adoption remains, while if by emancipation the adoption is dissolved, marriage can rightly be entered between them — led, I say, by this law, conjecture that it could have happened that Sara was Thare's adoptive daughter, whom afterward, emancipated from her adoptive father, Abraham could lawfully take to wife.13



ALTERA est communis ferè doctorum sententia, Saram fuisse filiam Aran fratris Abrahae, veramque sororem Lot: verùm consuetudine gentis Hebraeae, quae patruum sive avunculum, & filium vel filiam fratris, appellabat fratres vel sorores, Abraham appellasse eam sororem suam; quemadmodum idem cap. decimo tertio huius libri Lot fratris sui filium appellavit fratrem suum, & cap. 29 Laban fratrem appellavit Iacob, qui filius erat Rebeccae sororis suae. Qua loquendi consuetudine etiam Romanos non abhorruisse non obscurè indicavit Cicero initio libri quinti de Finibus, ubi Lucium Ciceronem patruelem suum appellavit fratrem. Romani enim filios…
The other is the well-nigh common opinion of the doctors: that Sara was the daughter of Aran, the brother of Abraham, and the true sister of Lot; but that, by the custom of the Hebrew nation — which called a paternal or maternal uncle, and the son or daughter of a brother, ‘brothers’ or ‘sisters’ — Abraham called her his sister; just as the same Abraham, in chapter thirteen of this book, called Lot, his brother's son, his ‘brother,’ and in chapter 29 Laban called Jacob ‘brother,’ who was the son of Rebecca his sister. That the Romans too did not shrink from this manner of speaking, Cicero indicated not obscurely at the beginning of the fifth book of On Ends, where he called Lucius Cicero, his cousin, ‘brother.’ For the Romans [called] sons…14



…duorum appellabant patrueles, filios autem duarum sororum, consobrinos; at filios fratris & sororis, amitinos.
…[the sons] of two [brothers] they called ‘patrueles’ (paternal cousins), the sons of two sisters ‘consobrini’ (maternal cousins), but the sons of a brother and a sister ‘amitini.’15



SED audi Augustinum, idipsum quod docui clarissimis verbis enarrantem atque confirmantem: in libro enim vigesimo secundo adversus Faustum, capite trigesimo quinto, hoc modo scribit: Cum Abraham eo tempore viveret in rebus humanis, quo tempore iam fratres ex utroque aut altero alterave parente natos necti coniugio non licebat, filios autem fratrum, aliosque longinquiore gradu generis consanguineos, nulla lege, nulla potestate prohibita consuetudo iungebat: quid mirum si sororem suam, id est ex patris sui sanguine procreatam, habebat uxorem? nam hoc ipse reddendi sibi eam regi dixit, de patre esse sororem, non de matre. Ubi certè ut sorori mentiretur, nullo erat timore coactus: quando ille uxorem eius esse didicerat, & eam divinitus territus non motam reddebat. Fratres autem istae sorores generali nomine consanguineos vel consanguineas solere apud veteres appellari, scriptura testatur. Nam & Tobias iunior, quam accipiebat uxorem, appellavit sororem, non quidem eiusdem matris aut matris satu natam, sed ex eadem tribu cognationis exorta. Et Lot Abrahae frater dicitur, cuius tamen patruum fuisse Abraham eadem scriptura declarat. Similiter in Evangelio fratres Domini nominantur, non iisdem matris filii, sed ex eadem consanguinitate propinqui. Haec ibi Augustinus, idem quoque scribens libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite decimo nono, quem secutus est S. Thomas Secunda secundae quaestione centesima decima.
But hear Augustine, narrating and confirming in clearest words the very thing I have taught: for in the twenty-second book against Faustus, chapter thirty-five, he writes thus: “Since Abraham lived among human affairs at a time when brothers born of both parents, or of one or the other, could not be joined in marriage, while the sons of brothers, and others kindred in a more distant degree of stock, custom joined together, prohibited by no law and no authority — what wonder if he had as wife his sister, that is, one procreated from the blood of his father? For he himself said this in giving her back to the king, that she was his sister on the father's side, not on the mother's. Where certainly he was constrained by no fear to lie that she was his sister, since the king had learned she was his wife, and, divinely terrified, was restoring her unmoved. But that those more distant sisters are wont to be called among the ancients by the general name of consanguineous [kin], Scripture attests. For Tobias the younger called her whom he took to wife ‘sister,’ not indeed born of the same mother or of his mother's stock, but sprung from the same tribe of kindred. And Lot is called the brother of Abraham, of whom yet the same scripture declares Abraham to have been the uncle. Similarly in the Gospel the ‘brethren’ of the Lord are named, not sons of the same mother, but near in the same consanguinity.” Thus Augustine there, writing the same also in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter nineteen, whom St. Thomas followed (Secunda Secundae, question one hundred and ten).16



SED huius sententiae vetustissimus auctor est Iosephus, in libro primo Antiquitatum ita scribens: Abraham fratris sui Aran filiam Saram in matrimonium duxit, & Lot eiusdem filium adoptavit sibi filium, quod germani sibi fuerant. Idque factum esse subindicat Iosephus, cùm Abraham Dei monitu proficisceretur ex Mesopotamia in terram Chanaan. Hoc tamen Iosephi dictum non sit verisimile: siquidem post adventum Abrahae in terram Chanaan, ut narrat Moses capite decimo tertio, Abraham appellavit Lot fratrem suum, dicens ei: Ne quaeso sit iurgium inter me & te, & inter pastores meos & pastores tuos: fratres enim sumus; at si filius eius per adoptionem fuisset, non appellasset eum fratrem sed filium.
But the most ancient author of this opinion is Josephus, who in the first book of the Antiquities writes thus: “Abraham took in marriage Sara the daughter of his brother Aran, and adopted Lot, the son of the same [Aran], as a son to himself, because they were his near kin.” And Josephus intimates that this was done when Abraham, at God's admonition, was setting out from Mesopotamia into the land of Canaan. Yet this saying of Josephus may not be likely [in one part]: since after Abraham's coming into the land of Canaan, as Moses narrates in the thirteenth chapter, Abraham called Lot his brother, saying to him: “Let there be no quarrel, I pray, between me and you, and between my shepherds and your shepherds: for we are brothers”; but if Lot had been his son by adoption, he would not have called him brother, but son.17



SUNT qui putent Chrysostomum alienum fuisse ab hac sententia: quibus ego minimè assentior. Ponam verba Chrysostomi ex homilia eius in Genesim quadragesima quinta, ubi explanans illam sententiam Abrahae quae est in capite vigesimo libri Geneseos, Etenim soror mea est ex patre, sed non ex matre, sic ait: Idque eundem illum patrem vocat quem & ego patrem appello; idcirco & ipsam ego sororem vocavi. Non ait Chrysostomus, quia eundem patrem habet quem ego, sed quia eundem patrem appellat: nam quia Thare avus erat ipsius Sarae, idcirco Sara ritè nominabat eum patrem suum; quemadmodum enim avi nepotes & neptes appellare solent filios vel filias, ita vicissim nepotes & neptes avos vocant patres suos. Erat praeterea quaedam propria & praecipua ratio cur id faceret Sara: Aran enim pater eius multò ante Thare obierat; quare Sara, mortuo patre, ipsum Thare non solùm in avi sed etiam in patris loco habebat. Sed non attinet plures huius opinionis probatores ac defen-…
There are those who think Chrysostom was averse from this opinion; with whom I by no means agree. I will set down Chrysostom's words from his forty-fifth homily on Genesis, where, explaining that saying of Abraham in the twentieth chapter of Genesis, “For she is my sister by the father, but not by the mother,” he says thus: “And she calls the same one ‘father’ whom I too call father; therefore I also called her sister.” Chrysostom does not say ‘because she has the same father as I,’ but ‘because she calls [him] the same father’: for since Thare was the grandfather of Sara herself, Sara rightly named him her father; for just as grandfathers are wont to call grandsons and granddaughters their sons or daughters, so in turn grandsons and granddaughters call their grandfathers their fathers. There was besides a certain special and chief reason why Sara did this: for Aran her father had died long before Thare; wherefore Sara, her father being dead, held Thare not only in the place of a grandfather but also of a father. But it does not pertain [to recount] more approvers and defenders of this opinion…18



…sores nominari, cùm ea sit communis, ut dixi, Doctorum sententia: extra quam nec ipsum B. Hieronymum fuisse, satis indicat quae scribit ille in Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim super caput undecimum, cuius verba paulò suprà commemoravimus. Cumque Iosephus, qui vixit seculo illo Christi domini & Apostolorum, id senserit, perquam credibile sit eam fuisse id temporis apud Hebraeos & Synagogae sententiam.
…[approvers and defenders] to be named, since this is, as I said, the common opinion of the Doctors; and that not even blessed Jerome himself was outside it is sufficiently indicated by what he writes in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis on the eleventh chapter, whose words we recounted a little above. And since Josephus, who lived in that age of Christ the Lord and the Apostles, held this, it is very credible that this was at that time the opinion among the Hebrews and of the Synagogue.19



CONFIRMATUR porrò multis & validis rationibus haec opinio. Prima ratio. Proditum est in capite undecimo Geneseos Aran, qui frater fuit Abrahae & Nachor, duas genuisse filias, Melcham dico & Iescham; cùm igitur Nachor Melcham sibi matrimonio iunxerit, verisimile sit Abraham quoque alteram filiam Aran, quae Iescha dicebatur, uxorem duxisse, haec autem alio nomine appellata est Sarai. Id enim & Thare & Abrahae & ipsi Ieschae seu Sarae optatissimum & gratissimum esse debuit; praesertim cùm mos fuerit illorum Patriarcharum, non alieni generis & gentis mulieres, sed ex sua gente ac stirpe uxores accipere. Quocirca Abraham adiuravit servum suum ne acciperet uxorem filio suo Isaac de gente Chananaeorum: Sed ad terram, inquit, & cognationem meam proficisceris, & inde accipies uxorem filio meo Isaac. Et ipse Isaac mittens filium suum Iacob in Mesopotamiam: Noli, ait, accipere coniugem de gente Chanaan; sed vade ad domum Bathuelis patris matris tuae, & accipe inde tibi uxorem de filiabus Laban avunculi tui.
This opinion is moreover confirmed by many and strong reasons. First reason. It is set down in the eleventh chapter of Genesis that Aran, who was the brother of Abraham and Nachor, begot two daughters, Melcha I say and Iescha; since therefore Nachor joined Melcha to himself in matrimony, it is likely that Abraham too married the other daughter of Aran, who was called Iescha, and she by another name was called Sarai. For this must have been most desired and most pleasing to Thare and to Abraham and to Iescha (Sara) herself — especially since it was the custom of those Patriarchs to take wives not of another race and nation, but of their own race and stock. Wherefore Abraham adjured his servant not to take a wife for his son Isaac of the Chanaanite nation: “But you shall go,” he said, “to my land and my kindred, and thence shall take a wife for my son Isaac.” And Isaac himself, sending his son Jacob into Mesopotamia: “Do not,” he said, “take a wife of the nation of Chanaan; but go to the house of Bathuel your mother's father, and take thence a wife for yourself of the daughters of Laban your uncle.”20



ALTERA ratio. Ex ipsa narratione Mosis elicitur non leve argumentum, Saram non fuisse filiam Thare & sororem Abrahae. Sic enim scribit Moses capite undecimo: Tulit Thare Abram filium suum, & Lot filium Aran filii sui, & Sarai nurum suam, uxorem Abram filii sui, & eduxit eos de Ur Chaldaeorum, ut irent in terram Chanaan. Si Sara fuisset filia Thare, cùm longè maior sit necessitudo patris & filiae quàm soceri & nurus, non appellasset Moses Saram nurum Thare, sed filiam eius. Itaque argumentum quod ex hoc loco ducunt qui opinantur Saram non fuisse filiam Aran fratris Abrahae, sed sororem ipsius Abrahae, propterea quod Moses hoc loco non appellavit Saram filiam Aran sicut Lot, sed tantùm nurum Thare & uxorem Abrahae: hoc, inquam, argumentum, si quam vim habet, eam certè maiorem contra istos quàm contra nos habet; namque consimili ratione argumenti possumus [colligere] Saram non fuisse filiam Thare, quòd eam Moses potius filiam Thare quàm nurum eius appellasset.
Second reason. From Moses's own narration no slight argument is drawn that Sara was not the daughter of Thare and the sister of Abraham. For Moses writes thus in the eleventh chapter: “Thare took Abram his son, and Lot the son of Aran his son, and Sarai his daughter-in-law, the wife of Abram his son, and brought them out of Ur of the Chaldees, to go into the land of Chanaan.” If Sara had been the daughter of Thare — since the bond of father and daughter is far greater than that of father-in-law and daughter-in-law — Moses would not have called Sara the daughter-in-law of Thare, but his daughter. So the argument which those draw from this place who think Sara was not the daughter of Aran, the brother of Abraham, but the sister of Abraham himself — because Moses here did not call Sara the daughter of Aran, as he did Lot, but only the daughter-in-law of Thare and wife of Abraham — this argument, I say, if it has any force, certainly has more against them than against us; for by a like reasoning of argument we can [conclude] that Sara was not the daughter of Thare, since Moses would rather have called her the daughter of Thare than his daughter-in-law.21



TERTIA ratio. Tempore Abrahae nec in usu erat, nec licitum erat coniugium inter fratrem & sororem, sive utroque sive altero tantùm parente natos: ergo Sara uxor Abrahae non fuit eius soror; neque enim sanctorum hominum Abrahae & Sarae matrimonium contra proborum hominum eius temporis consuetudinem & honesta instituta contractum esse, fas est credere. Non fuisse autem id genus coniugii usitatum eo tempore ac licitum, patet eo argumento, quod propterea suasit Abraham Sarae ut, dissimulans se uxorem esse ipsius, diceret se esse sororem eius; quasi quae soror esset, eadem non posset esse…
Third reason. In Abraham's time marriage between brother and sister, whether born of both parents or of only one, was neither in use nor lawful: therefore Sara the wife of Abraham was not his sister; for it is not right to believe that the marriage of the holy persons Abraham and Sara was contracted against the custom and honorable institutions of upright men of that time. That this kind of marriage was not customary or lawful at that time is clear from this argument: that Abraham for this reason persuaded Sara that, concealing that she was his wife, she should say she was his sister — as if she who was [his] sister could not also be [his wife]…22



…esse uxor: quapropter cùm primùm Abimelech cognovit Saram esse uxorem Abrahae, sine dubitatione intellexit non esse veram sororem: eodemque postea indicio deprehendit idem Rebeccam veram esse uxorem Isaac, non autem germanam sororem, ut narrat Moses infra capite vigesimo sexto.
…also be [his] wife: wherefore as soon as Abimelech recognized that Sara was the wife of Abraham, he understood without doubt that she was not [his] true sister; and by the same indication he afterward detected likewise that Rebecca was truly the wife of Isaac, and not his full sister, as Moses narrates below in the twenty-sixth chapter.23



ACCEDIT ad huius rei confirmationem, quod matrimonium inter fratrem & sororem, cùm sit in primo gradu consanguinitatis, naturali iure vetitum est. Extat apud Innocentium caput Gaudemus de Divortiis, decretum ut eiusmodi matrimonia infidelium, cùm ipsi venerint ad fidem Christi, rescindantur & dissolvantur tanquam invalida & planè nulla. Namque effugium illius distinctionis uterinae & non uterinae sororis, primùm à Clemente Alexandrino inventum, & posteà tum à Caietano tum etiam à quibusdam aliis approbatum, cùm nulla ratione probabili nitatur, infirmissimum est, & à B. Augustino libro vigesimo secundo contra Faustum capite trigesimo quinto (cuius verba paulò superius exposuimus) refutatum & reiectum. Quod autem dixerint alii id fecisse Abraham ex singulari revelatione & concessu Dei, cùm ex sacra scriptura id minimè probari queat, temerè dicitur, & qua facilitate dicitur, eadem contemnitur.
There is added to the confirmation of this matter that marriage between brother and sister, since it is in the first degree of consanguinity, is forbidden by natural law. There exists in Innocent [III] the chapter ‘Gaudemus’ on Divorces, a decree that marriages of this kind among unbelievers, when they come to the faith of Christ, are to be rescinded and dissolved as invalid and utterly null. For that evasion of the distinction of a uterine and a non-uterine sister — first invented by Clement of Alexandria, and afterward approved both by Cajetan and also by certain others — since it rests on no probable reason, is most weak, and was refuted and rejected by Augustine (book 22 against Faustus, chapter 35, whose words we set out a little above). But that others have said Abraham did this from a singular revelation and concession of God — since this can by no means be proved from sacred scripture — is rashly said, and with the same ease with which it is said, it is despised.24



QUOD verò nonnulli dixerunt Saram fuisse adoptivam filiam Thare & sororem Abrahae, duplici cum errore exploditur: tum quia, cùm id sine ratione ulla dicatur, temerè dicitur, quare pro nihilo ducendum est; tum quia, etiam si esset, sequeretur Saram non fuisse veram uxorem Abrahae, vel non potuisse iure appellari sororem eius: nam manente adoptione, non poterat esse legitima uxor eius, ut ostendimus; soluta autem adoptione, simul quoque desineret omnino esse soror: cùm tamen nec dubitare liceat legitimam fuisse eius uxorem, & ipsemet dixerit verè appellatam à se illam fuisse sororem suam.
But what some have said — that Sara was the adoptive daughter of Thare and the sister of Abraham — is exploded with a double error: both because, since it is said without any reason, it is rashly said, and so is to be reckoned as nothing; and because, even if it were so, it would follow that Sara was not the true wife of Abraham, or could not rightly be called his sister: for while the adoption remained, she could not be his lawful wife, as we have shown; but the adoption being dissolved, she would at the same time cease altogether to be a sister — whereas it is not permitted even to doubt that she was his lawful wife, and he himself said that she was truly called by him his sister.25



DENIQUE non fuisse temporibus Abrahae coniugium fratrum & sororum in usu apud probos viros, nec licitum, expressa est B. Augustini sententia. Nam praeter locum illum quem proximè nominavi ex libro vigesimo secundo contra Faustum, quo loco id apertissimis verbis tradit, idem quoque confirmat libro decimo quinto de Civitate Dei capite decimo sexto, ubi de coniugio fratrum & sororum disputans, quod in exordio Mundi propter hominum paucitatem necessitate compellente usurpatum fuerat, sic ait: Quod profectò coniugium, quantò est antiquius compellente necessitate, tantò post factum est damnabilius religione prohibente. Et paulo infrà: Fuit, inquit, antiquis patribus religiosae curae, ne ipsa propinquitas, se paulatim propaginum ordinibus dirimens, longius abiret & propinquitas esse desisteret, eam nondum longè positam rursus matrimonii vinculo colligere, & quodammodo revocare fugientem. Unde, etiam cùm iam plenum esset hominibus terrarum, non quidem sorores ex patre vel matre vel ex ambobus suis parentibus natas, sed tamen amabant de suo genere ducere uxores.
Finally, that marriage of brothers and sisters was not, in Abraham's times, in use among upright men, nor lawful, is the express opinion of Augustine. For besides that passage I just named from book 22 against Faustus, where he hands this down in the plainest words, he confirms the same also in book 15 of the City of God, chapter 16, where, disputing about the marriage of brothers and sisters which at the beginning of the world, on account of the fewness of men, had been practiced under compelling necessity, he says thus: “Which marriage indeed, the more ancient it is under compelling necessity, the more damnable it became afterward, when religion forbade it.” And a little below: “It was,” he says, “a matter of religious care to the ancient fathers, lest kinship itself, gradually severing through the ranks of the generations, should go further off and cease to be kinship — to gather it again, while not yet far removed, by the bond of matrimony, and in a manner to call back kinship as it fled. Whence, even when the earth was now full of men, they did not indeed [choose] sisters born of their father or mother, or of both their parents, yet they loved to take wives of their own stock.”26



ET paulo ante haec verba, cùm de coniugii sororum & fratrum evitatione locutus esset, ita dixerat: Quod, inquit, humano genere cres-…
And a little before these words, when he had spoken of the avoidance of marriage of sisters and brothers, he had said thus: “Which,” he says, “as the human race grows…”27



…cente & multiplicante, etiam inter impios deorum multorum falsorumque cultores sic observari cernimus, ut etiam si perversis legibus permittantur fraterna coniugia, melior tamen consuetudo ipsam malit exhorrere licentiam: & cùm sorores accipere in matrimonium primis humani generis temporibus omnino licuerit, sic aversetur quasi nunquam licere potuerit. Ad humanum enim sensum vel alliciendum vel offendendum mos valet plurimum, qui cùm in hac causa immoderationem concupiscentiae coerceat, eum perverti atque corrumpi meritò esse nefarium iudicaretur. Si enim iniquum est aviditate possidendi transgredi limitem agrorum, quanto est iniquius libidine concumbendi subvertere limitem morum? Haec Augustinus.
“…and multiplies, we see this observed even among the impious worshippers of the many false gods, so that even if fraternal marriages are permitted by perverse laws, yet a better custom prefers to shrink from that license itself; and although in the first times of the human race it was wholly lawful to take sisters in marriage, [custom] so abhors it as if it could never have been lawful. For custom is most powerful to allure or to offend human feeling; and since in this case it restrains the immoderation of concupiscence, [a custom] perverting and corrupting it would deservedly be judged nefarious. For if it is unjust, from greed of possessing, to transgress the boundary of fields, how much more unjust is it, from the lust of lying together, to subvert the boundary of morals?” Thus Augustine.28



QUOD autem Augustinus dixit fraterna coniugia perversis legibus apud nonnullas gentes fuisse permissa, haud dubiè pertinet ad Persas & Aegyptios, qui coniugia sororum & fratrum sine ulla religione usurpabant. Aegyptii (ait Diodorus) hanc legem praeter communem omnium morem sanxere, ut esse uxorem à fratre sororem capi. Quam legem & consuetudinem quidam Ethnicus poëta, ut planè barbaram & ferinam, execratur: Tale est, inquit, omne barbarum genus: pater cum filia, filius cum matre miscetur, soror cum fratre. Nuptias quidem Ptolemaei Philadelphi regis Aegypti cum sorore sua Arsinoe Theocritus poëta sordida adulatione celebravit carminibus, comparans eas nuptiis Iovis & Iunonis: sed eas saniori iudicio veriore sententia, ut honestis Macedonum institutis contrarias & foedissimis Aegyptiorum moribus convenientes, damnavit Pausanias. Coniugium porrò & commixtio fratris & sororis, sive utroque sive altero tantùm parente nati fuerint, quàm sit indecens & naturali reverentiae atque honestati repugnans, satis ostendit turpissima & atrocissima poena qua Deus eos qui id attentassent puniri voluit, commixtionem cum commixtione qua quis cum iumento vel masculo coit consocians & comparans. Sic enim scriptum est Levitici vigesimo: Qui acceperit sororem suam, filiam patris sui vel filiam matris suae, & viderit turpitudinem eius, illaque conspexerit fratris ignominiam, nefariam rem operati sunt; occidentur in conspectu populi sui, eo quod turpitudinem suam mutuo revelaverint, & portabunt iniquitatem suam.
But what Augustine said — that fraternal marriages were permitted by perverse laws among some nations — doubtless pertains to the Persians and Egyptians, who practiced marriages of sisters and brothers without any scruple. “The Egyptians (says Diodorus) sanctioned this law, contrary to the common custom of all, that a sister be taken as wife by a brother.” Which law and custom a certain pagan poet [Euripides] execrates as plainly barbarous and beastly: “Such,” he says, “is every barbarian race: father is mingled with daughter, son with mother, sister with brother.” The marriage indeed of Ptolemy Philadelphus, king of Egypt, with his sister Arsinoe, the poet Theocritus celebrated in verses with base flattery, comparing it to the marriage of Jupiter and Juno; but Pausanias, with sounder judgment and a truer opinion, condemned it as contrary to the honorable institutions of the Macedonians and conformable to the most foul customs of the Egyptians. Moreover, how indecent the marriage and commingling of brother and sister is — whether born of both or of only one parent — and how repugnant to natural reverence and honor, the most base and atrocious penalty sufficiently shows by which God willed those who attempted it to be punished, associating and comparing that commingling with the commingling by which one lies with a beast or a male. For thus it is written in Leviticus 20: {He who shall take his sister, the daughter of his father or the daughter of his mother, and shall see her shame, and she shall behold her brother's disgrace: they have done a nefarious thing; they shall be slain in the sight of their people, because they have mutually revealed their shame; and they shall bear their iniquity.}29



RESTAT ut rationes pro contraria opinione supra expositas, quae videntur officere huic sententiae, breviter diluamus. Principio, quod Moses Saram non appellaverit filiam filii Thare, causa fuit quia iam erat matrimonio iuncta Abrahae, id quod honorificentius erat. Et hoc argumentum, ut supra dixi, vehementius & validius retorquetur in adversarios: si enim Sara filia Thare fuisset, ut isti volunt, cur eam Moses non potius appellasset filiam Thare quàm nurum eius? Quod autem Sara fuerit eadem quae ibi appellatur nomine Iescha, sententia est Hieronymi, Augustini, aliorumque complurium & nobilium scriptorum. Fortasse priusquam Thare familiam suam…
It remains that we briefly dissolve the reasons set out above for the contrary opinion, which seem to oppose this opinion. First, that Moses did not call Sara the daughter of Thare's son [Aran], the cause was that she was already joined in matrimony to Abraham, which was more honorable [to note]. And this argument, as I said above, is more forcibly and validly turned back upon the adversaries: for if Sara had been the daughter of Thare, as these wish, why would Moses not rather have called her the daughter of Thare than his daughter-in-law? But that Sara was the same who is there called by the name Iescha is the opinion of Jerome, Augustine, and several other noble writers. Perhaps before Thare [led] his family…30



…educeret ex Chaldaea, vel utroque nomine appellabatur, vel etiam frequentius nomine Ieschae: posteà verò ferè Sara appellata est. Quorsum autem Moses inseruisset eo loco nomen Ieschae, si ea non pertinuisset ad Abraham vel ad Nachor? Nec verò Abraham, cùm dixit Saram esse sororem suam, fefellit aut regem Abimelech: verum enim dixit, licet Abimelech secus ac dictum fuerat intellexerit. Et fortasse non, ut in Chaldaea vel in familia Thare, sic in Aegypto vel in regione Chanaan, nomen sororis simpliciter dictum in usu erat tam pro vera sorore quàm pro filia fratris, sed tantùm pro filia eiusdem patris vel matris.
…led his family out of Chaldea, [Sara] was called either by both names, or even more frequently by the name Iescha; but afterward she was generally called Sara. And to what purpose would Moses have inserted the name Iescha in that place, if she had not pertained to Abraham or to Nachor? Nor indeed did Abraham, when he said Sara was his sister, deceive King Abimelech: for he said what was true, although Abimelech understood it otherwise than it was said. And perhaps the name ‘sister,’ said simply, was not — in Egypt or in the region of Canaan, as in Chaldea or in the family of Thare — in use as much for a true sister as for a brother's daughter, but only for the daughter of the same father or mother.31



ILLUD porrò ex capite vigesimo Genesis, Vere soror mea est, non est dictum ab Abraham ut significaret Saram esse veram & germanam sororem suam (id est, ab eodem patre proximè genitam), sed ut ostenderet se non esse mentitum cùm dixit illam esse sororem suam; verè enim id esse dictum, quia suae gentis ac familiae, & eiusdem patris filius vel filia, verum etiam avunculi & fratrum filii aut filiae, verè nominabantur fratres & sorores. Itaque illud adverbium Vere non iungitur cum vocabulo soror, quasi diceret illam fuisse veram & germanam sororem, sed pertinet ad veritatem sententiae quam dixerat Abraham; ut sit sensus, Non sum mentitus cùm dixi esse sororem meam, nam verè, id est reverà, soror mea est. Addidit autem & illud, Filia patris mei & non matris meae, quia omnes qui erant ex familia Thare, ipsum appellabant patrem: hunc verò credibile sit ex alia uxore generasse Abraham, & ex alia ipsum Aran patrem Lot & Sarae.
That phrase, moreover, from the twentieth chapter of Genesis, “Truly she is my sister,” was not said by Abraham to signify that Sara was his true and full sister (that is, immediately begotten of the same father), but to show that he had not lied when he said she was his sister; for it was truly said, because [members] of his own race and family, and the son or daughter of the same father, but also truly the son or daughter of an uncle and of brothers, were truly named brothers and sisters. So that adverb ‘truly’ is not joined with the word ‘sister’ as though he said she was his true and full sister, but pertains to the truth of the statement which Abraham had made; so that the sense is: “I did not lie when I said she was my sister, for truly — that is, really — she is my sister.” But he added also that, “The daughter of my father, and not of my mother,” because all who were of Thare's family called him father; and it is credible that Thare begot Abraham of one wife, and that same Aran, the father of Lot and Sara, of another.32



RELIQUUM est ut ad principale argumentum, supra in initio huius disputationis positum, brevissimè respondeamus. Argumentabamur Saram non fuisse filiam Aran fratris Abrahae, ad hunc modum: Sara decem duntaxat annis natu minor erat quàm Abraham; sed Abraham natus fuerat ante Aran, quippe cùm Moses, commemorando filios Thare, primum nominaverit Abraham, secundum Nachor, tertium Aran; ergo Aran ante decimum aetatis suae annum genuisset Saram, quod est incredibile: vel igitur Sara non fuit filia Aran, vel Abraham non fuit primogenitus. Ad hoc igitur ita respondendum est: Abraham revera non fuisse primogenitum filiorum Thare, sed multis annis posteriorem ipso Aran: recenseri autem primum inter filios Thare, non modò propter virtutis eius praestantiam, aut propter praerogativam dignitatis quòd futurus esset pater multarum gentium & populi Dei, quin etiam omnium credentium; sed quia ipse verè genitus fuerat anno illo septuagesimo aetatis Thare, Aran verò multis annis ante. Et quia Moses voluit eum tantùm Thare annum nominare quo anno genitus fuerat Abraham, ut per ipsum series & ordo temporum continuaretur, idcirco in anno septuagesimo Thare signavit ortum Abrahami. Nachor autem & Aran pro-…
It remains that we respond very briefly to the principal argument set out above at the beginning of this disputation. We argued that Sara was not the daughter of Aran the brother of Abraham, in this way: Sara was only ten years younger than Abraham; but Abraham had been born before Aran, since Moses, in recounting the sons of Thare, named first Abraham, second Nachor, third Aran; therefore Aran would have begotten Sara before the tenth year of his age, which is incredible: therefore either Sara was not the daughter of Aran, or Abraham was not the firstborn. To this, then, it must be answered thus: that Abraham was really not the firstborn of Thare's sons, but many years later than Aran himself; and that he is recounted first among the sons of Thare not only on account of the excellence of his virtue, or on account of the prerogative of dignity because he would be the father of many nations and of the people of God — indeed, of all believers — but because he was truly begotten in that seventieth year of Thare's age, while Aran [was begotten] many years before. And because Moses wished to name only that year of Thare in which Abraham was begotten, so that through it the series and order of the times might be continued, therefore he marked the birth of Abraham in Thare's seventieth year. But Nachor and Aran…33



…propterea nominavit, quòd illi quoque ad seriem huius Historiae quodammodo pertinerent: Nachor quidem propter uxores Isaac & Iacob quae ab illo genus duxerunt; Aran verò propter Lot & Saram.
…he named for this reason, that they too pertained in a manner to the series of this History: Nachor indeed on account of the wives of Isaac and Jacob, who traced their descent from him; but Aran on account of Lot and Sara.34



ERGO illorum verborum Mosis, Vixit Thare septuaginta annis & genuit Abraham, Nachor & Aran, hic est germanus & verissimus intellectus: cùm Thare esset septuaginta annorum, iam genuerat istos tres filios; sed ita ut septuagesimo anno genuerit Abraham, ante ipsum verò genuerat Nachor, & ante utrumque genuerat Aran, quem quadragesimo vel quinquagesimo anno Thare genitum esse credi posset. Cùm igitur tota via illius argumentationis eo niteretur quod pro certo sumeret Abraham fuisse primogenitum omnium filiorum Thare, hoc sublato, necesse est infirmatam esse ac nullam eius rationis conclusionem; illam dico conclusionem, Saram non fuisse filiam Aran fratris Abrahae.
Therefore, of those words of Moses, “Thare lived seventy years and begot Abraham, Nachor, and Aran,” this is the genuine and truest understanding: when Thare was seventy years old, he had already begotten those three sons; but in such wise that in his seventieth year he begot Abraham, while before him he had begotten Nachor, and before both he had begotten Aran, who may be believed to have been begotten in Thare's fortieth or fiftieth year. Since therefore the whole way of that argumentation rested on taking it for certain that Abraham was the firstborn of all Thare's sons, this being removed, the conclusion of that reasoning must be weakened and made null — that conclusion, I say, that Sara was not the daughter of Aran the brother of Abraham.35



POSSET praeterea quispiam dicere Saram non fuisse filiam Aran, nec fuisse eam quam Moses nominavit Iescham, sed fuisse natam ex alio quopiam filio Thare quem is genuerit ante septuagesimum annum quo natus est Abraham. Itaque cogitare licet Thare ante illos tres filios, Abraham, Nachor & Aran, genuisse ex diversa uxore aliquos alios, vel unum aliquem ex quo nata sit Sara; illos autem filios propterea tacuisse Mosem, quòd illi ad argumentum & seriem Historiae quam scribendam Moses susceperat minimè pertinerent. Quemadmodum prisci illi patres, quos ante & post diluvium fuisse narrat Moses, alios filios genuerunt etiam priores iis quos Moses commemorat, sicut docet Augustinus libro decimo quinto, & à nobis probatum est libro septimo Commentariorum nostrorum in Genesim, in Disputatione de Chronologia quae describitur ante diluvium, in quaestione quarta. Et hac quidem solutione admissa, devitatur incommodum aliquod quo premi videbatur opinio eorum qui censent Saram fuisse filiam Aran fratris Abrahae; simulque concedi potest Abraham natu priorem fuisse quàm Nachor & Aran.
Besides, someone could say that Sara was not the daughter of Aran, nor was she the one Moses named Iescha, but was born of some other son of Thare whom he begot before the seventieth year in which Abraham was born. So one may suppose that Thare, before those three sons Abraham, Nachor, and Aran, begot of a different wife some others, or some one from whom Sara was born; and that Moses was silent about those sons because they did not pertain to the argument and series of the History which Moses had undertaken to write. Just as those ancient fathers, whom Moses narrates to have lived before and after the flood, begot other sons even earlier than those Moses mentions — as Augustine teaches in book 15, and as we have proved in book 7 of our Commentaries on Genesis, in the Disputation on the Chronology described before the flood, question four. And with this solution admitted, some inconvenience is avoided by which the opinion of those who think Sara was the daughter of Aran the brother of Abraham seemed to be pressed; and at the same time it can be conceded that Abraham was elder in birth than Nachor and Aran.36



NEQUE verò illud quod paulò suprà de Iescha dictum est, valdè urget. Dicebatur enim, nisi Iescha fuisset uxor Abrahae quae alio nomine dicta est Sara, nullam fuisse rationem cur mentionem eius facere eo loco Moses voluisset. Ad hoc autem facilis est responsio: saepe enim nominantur in sacris literis aliquae personae, non quòd per se attingant Historiam quae tractatur, sed quòd habeant coniunctionem cum iis quae ad seriem & ordinem Historiae propriè spectant. Atque hoc quidem non in viris modò, verùm etiam in feminis verum est, sicut licet animadvertere: siquidem in capite quarto libri Geneseos memorantur duo filii Lamech & filia nomine Noema; in vigesimo secundo capite eiusdem libri nominatur concubina Nachor quae appellabatur Roma; denique in eiusdem libri trigesimo sexto…
Nor indeed does that which was said a little above about Iescha press very hard. For it was said that, unless Iescha had been the wife of Abraham who by another name was called Sara, there would have been no reason why Moses would have wished to make mention of her in that place. But to this the answer is easy: for often in the sacred letters certain persons are named, not because they of themselves touch the History being treated, but because they have a connection with those things which properly regard the series and order of the History. And this is true not only of men, but also of women, as one may observe: for in the fourth chapter of Genesis are mentioned the two sons of Lamech and a daughter by name Noema; in the twenty-second chapter of the same book is named the concubine of Nachor who was called Roma [Reuma]; finally in the thirty-sixth chapter of the same book…37



…capite traditur Anam genuisse filium Dison & filiam Oolibamam: neque tamen istarum trium mulierum alibi quàm in his locis mentio fit in sacra Scriptura.
…chapter it is recorded that Ana begot a son Dison and a daughter Oolibama; and yet of these three women no mention is made anywhere else than in these places in sacred Scripture.38
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	Disp. 14 title (the 14th disputation of Liber XVI overall; first of the Third Part). On Gen 11:26/27 — whether Abraham was Thare's firstborn, and whether his wife Sara was his full (uterine) sister. ↩
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	§220 (concl.). The proof that sibling marriage was not lawful, completed: Abimelech, once he learned Sara was Abraham's wife, concluded she was not truly his sister — and inferred the same of Rebecca and Isaac (Gen 26). So ‘sister’ and ‘wife’ were taken as mutually exclusive. ↩
	§221. Confirmation against the half-sister view: sibling marriage is barred by natural law (first degree); Innocent III's decretal ‘Gaudemus’ (on Divorce) nullifies such marriages of converts. The uterine/non-uterine distinction (Clement, Cajetan) is groundless and was refuted by Augustine (Contra Faustum 22.35); the ‘special revelation’ defense is unprovable and dismissed. Margin: 'Pope Innocent; Augustine.' ↩
	§222. The adoptive-daughter theory (from §213, via Justinian's law) is rejected on a double error: it is asserted without reason, and it is self-defeating — while the adoption stands Sara could not be Abraham's lawful wife, and once dissolved she would no longer be a ‘sister’; yet she was indubitably his lawful wife and truly called his sister. ↩
	§223. Augustine's express testimony (besides Contra Faustum 22.35, also City of God 15.16): sibling marriage, practiced from necessity at the world's start, became damnable once religion forbade it; the ancient fathers married within their kindred (to keep kinship from dissolving) but no longer took actual sisters. Margin: 'Augustine.' ↩
	§224 (begins). A further Augustine excerpt (City of God 15.16) on the avoidance of sibling marriage — ‘as the human race grows…’ (continues next page). ↩
	§224 (concl.). Augustine's excerpt completed: even pagans came to abhor sibling marriage; custom powerfully shapes feeling, and to transgress the ‘boundary of morals’ by lust is worse than to encroach on a neighbor's fields. ↩
	§225. Augustine's ‘perverse laws’ point applied: the Persians and Egyptians practiced sibling marriage shamelessly (Diodorus, bk. 1; Euripides condemns it as barbarous; Theocritus flattered Ptolemy II Philadelphus's marriage to his sister Arsinoe, but Pausanias condemned it). Its gravity is shown by Lev 20, which ranks brother–sister incest with bestiality and sodomy and decrees death. Margin: 'Among which nations marriages between brothers and sisters were in use; Diodorus bk. 1 ch. 2; Euripides in Andromeda; Ptolemy Philadelphus; Theocritus; Pausanias in the Attica; Leviticus 20.' ↩
	§226 (begins). Pererius now dissolves the opponents' arguments. First: Moses called Sara Thare's ‘daughter-in-law’ (not ‘daughter of Aran’) because she was already Abraham's wife, the more honorable title — and the argument rebounds on the opponents (else why not call her Thare's daughter?). That Sara = Iescha is held by Jerome, Augustine, and others (continues next page). ↩
	§226 (concl.). Before the migration Sara was called Iescha (or both names); Moses named Iescha there precisely because she married into the family (Abraham). Abraham did not deceive Abimelech — he spoke truly, though Abimelech misunderstood; perhaps in Egypt/Canaan ‘sister’ (unlike in Chaldea) meant only a true sister, not a niece, hence the misunderstanding. Margin: 'A passage of Genesis ch. 20.' ↩
	§227. Reconciling Gen 20:12 with the niece view: the ‘truly’ in ‘truly she is my sister’ affirms the truth of Abraham's statement (he didn't lie), not that she was a full sister — since kin (including a brother's children) were truly called ‘brother/sister.’ And ‘daughter of my father, not my mother’ works because all Thare's family called him ‘father,’ and Abraham and Aran (Sara's father) were likely born of different wives of Thare. ↩
	§228 (begins). Answering the opening dilemma (§205): Abraham was NOT the firstborn — Aran was many years older. Abraham is named first by dignity (father of many nations / the people of God / all believers, cf. Rom 4) and because he was born in Thare's 70th year, which Moses used as the chronological anchor; Nachor and Aran were begotten earlier (continues next page). Margin: 'Genesis 17; Romans 4.' ↩
	§228 (concl.). Moses named Nachor and Aran because they bear on the history — Nachor as ancestor of the wives of Isaac (Rebecca) and Jacob (Leah, Rachel), Aran as father of Lot and Sara. Margin: 'Genesis 24; below, ch. 29.' ↩
	§229. The true sense of Gen 11:26: by his 70th year Thare had begotten all three — Abraham in the 70th year, Nachor before him, and Aran first (around Thare's 40th or 50th year). Since the opponents' argument rested on Abraham being firstborn, it collapses, and so does their conclusion that Sara was not Aran's daughter. ↩
	§230. An alternative solution: Sara may have been the daughter of some other, unnamed, earlier son of Thare (not Aran, not Iescha) — Moses omitting such sons as irrelevant to his history, just as the pre/post-flood patriarchs had earlier unnamed children (Augustine, City of God 15; Pererius's own vol. 1 bk. 7, q. 4). This would let Abraham still be elder than Nachor and Aran. Margin: 'Augustine.' ↩
	§231 (begins). Answering an objection to §230's alternative: that Iescha is named does not force Iescha = Sara, for Scripture often names persons (even women) only for their connection to the history — e.g. Lamech's daughter Noema (Gen 4), Nachor's concubine Reuma (Gen 22), and [Oolibama, Gen 36] (continues next page). ↩
	§231 (concl.). The third example: Ana's daughter Oolibama (Gen 36). None of these three women (Noema, Reuma, Oolibama) is mentioned elsewhere — so Iescha too could be named once for connection's sake without being Sara. This closes Disp. 14. ↩




FIFTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon these words: ‘Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of the Chaldees.’ Whether Abraham was cast into the fire …

LatineEnglish


FIFTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon these words: ‘Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of the Chaldees.’ Whether Abraham was cast into the fire by the Chaldees, and thence freed by a divine miracle.1
DECIMA QUINTA DISPUTATIO. Super illis verbis: Mortuus est Aran ante Thare patrem suum in terra nativitatis suae, in Ur Chaldaeorum. Utrum Abraham coniectus fuerit in ignem à Chaldaeis, & inde divino miraculo liberatus.



ILLUD ante patrem suum dupliciter exponitur: vel, vidente & praesente patre, ut idem sit atque coram patre; vel, vivente adhuc patre, ut significetur ipsum fuisse mortuum ante patrem suum, & patrem fuisse superstitem filio: & hoc ipsum sonant Hebraea verba quae sic habent, Super faciem patris sui, id est, ipso vivente ac vidente. Illud autem, de Ur Chaldaeorum, dupliciter interpretari licet. Namque vocabulum Ur potest sumi ut nomen appellativum, idem significans Hebraeis quod Latinis vocabulum ignis; vel potest sumi ut nomen proprium urbis seu regionis, quemadmodum acceperunt Septuaginta interpretes, qui pro illo de Ur Chaldaeorum verterunt, de regione Chaldaeorum. Ex hac igitur ambiguitate vocis nata est famosa illa quaestio, Num Abraham, quòd noluerit more Chaldaeorum ignem adorare, coniectus sit in ignem, indeque salvus & incolumis divino beneficio liberatus.
That phrase ‘before his father’ is expounded in two ways: either, with the father seeing and present, so that it is the same as ‘in his father's presence’; or, while his father was still living, so that it is signified that he [Aran] died before his father, and the father survived the son — and this very thing the Hebrew words sound, which are thus, ‘Upon the face of his father,’ that is, while he was living and seeing. But that phrase, ‘of Ur of the Chaldees,’ may be interpreted in two ways. For the word ‘Ur’ can be taken as an appellative noun, meaning to the Hebrews the same as the word ‘fire’ to the Latins; or it can be taken as the proper name of a city or region, as the Seventy translators took it, who for ‘of Ur of the Chaldees’ translated ‘of the region of the Chaldees.’ From this ambiguity of the word, therefore, arose that famous question: Whether Abraham, because he refused to worship fire after the manner of the Chaldees, was cast into the fire, and thence safe and unharmed was freed by divine favor.2



EXTAT apud Lyranum & alios tradita quaedam Hebraeorum [traditio], quàm esse pervetustam indicio est quòd eam commemorat etiam B. Hieronymus. Aiunt Hebraei Thare patrem Abrahae adeo fuisse vesanum cultorem Idolorum, ut etiam filium suum Abraham, quòd ab idolatria Chaldaeorum vehementer abhorreret, detulerit ad Nemrod regnantem id temporis in Chaldaea; cuius ille iussu proiectus est in ignem, sed inde (Deo ipsum mirabiliter conservante) prorsus illaesus exiit. Interim, dum in igne esset, frater eius Aran, qui cultor erat Idolorum, ita cum animo suo reputabat: si Abraham ex igne salvus evaserit, ego quoque fidem & religionem eius sequar. Iussus igitur à Chaldaeis ignem adorare, respondit ita cum fratre suo Abraham unius tantùm Dei cultum & fidem tenere. Coniectus igitur & ipse in ignem, quia tantae fidei & virtutis non erat quanta praeditus fuerat…
There exists, handed down in Lyra and others, a certain tradition of the Hebrews — which is an indication of its being very ancient, that blessed Jerome also mentions it. The Hebrews say that Thare, the father of Abraham, was so insane a worshipper of idols that he even denounced his son Abraham — because he vehemently abhorred the idolatry of the Chaldees — to Nemrod [Nimrod], who reigned at that time in Chaldea; by whose command he was cast into the fire, but thence (God marvelously preserving him) he came out wholly unharmed. Meanwhile, while he was in the fire, his brother Aran, who was a worshipper of idols, thus reasoned within himself: ‘If Abraham comes out safe from the fire, I too will follow his faith and religion.’ Being therefore ordered by the Chaldees to worship the fire, he answered that he, with his brother Abraham, held the worship and faith of only one God. Being therefore himself also cast into the fire, because he was not endowed with such great faith and virtue as [Abraham had been]…3



…fuerat Abraham, incendio illo consumptus interiit. Et hoc significasse dicunt Mosen cùm dixit Aran mortuum esse ante Thare patrem suum, idest, patre spectante, procurante, & approbante eius interitum. Sic Hebraei.
…[as Abraham] had been [endowed with], he [Aran] perished, consumed by that fire. And they say Moses signified this when he said that Aran died before Thare his father — that is, with his father watching, procuring, and approving his destruction. Thus the Hebrews.4



HANC traditionem Hebraeorum commemorat B. Hieronymus, & videtur eam quasi fabulam commemorare. Nam referens lectionem Septuaginta Interpretum quae habet Aran fuisse mortuum in regione Chaldaeorum, Tradunt, inquit, Hebraei ex hac occasione huiusmodi fabulam: quod Abraham in ignem missus sit, quia ignem adorare noluerit quem Chaldaei colunt, & Dei auxilio liberatus de idolatria sit; Aran quoque, quia similiter & ipse ignem adorare nollet, in igne Chaldaeorum positus incendio consumptus sit. Sic ibi Hieronymus. Ubi licet Traditionem illam appellet fabulam, idem tamen paulò infrà videtur eam ut veram approbare, ad hunc modum scribens: Vera est igitur illa Hebraeorum Traditio, quod Abraham Babylonio vallatus incendio, quia illud adorare nolebat, Dei sit auxilio liberatus; & ex illo tempore & dies vitae & tempus aetatis reputari, ex quo confessus est Deum spernens idola Chaldaeorum. Hactenus ex Beato Hieronymo.
This tradition of the Hebrews blessed Jerome mentions, and seems to mention it as a kind of fable. For, reporting the reading of the Seventy translators which has that Aran died in the region of the Chaldees, he says: “The Hebrews hand down, from this occasion, a fable of this sort: that Abraham was put into the fire because he refused to worship the fire which the Chaldees worship, and was freed by God's help from idolatry; Aran too, because he likewise would not worship the fire, was placed in the fire of the Chaldees and consumed by the burning.” Thus Jerome there. And though he calls that Tradition a fable, yet the same Jerome a little below seems to approve it as true, writing thus: “True therefore is that Tradition of the Hebrews, that Abraham, hemmed in by the Babylonian fire because he would not worship it, was freed by God's help; and that from that time both the days of his life and the period of his age are reckoned, from when he confessed God, spurning the idols of the Chaldees.” Thus far from blessed Jerome.5



PAULUS etiam Burgensis, in quadam sua Additione ad Postillam Lyrani super hunc locum capitis undecimi, etsi ait fabulosam videri Traditionem illam Hebraeorum quantum ad id quod ait de Thare, quia nullum, & contra literam Mosis, fundamentum habet; eam tamen prorsus fide carere non putat quantum ad divinam liberationem Abrahae vel ab igne, vel ab alio aliquo magno periculo in quo versatus ille fuerit in Chaldaea: id enim significari videtur verbis illis Dei Geneseos decimo quinto, Ego sum Dominus qui eduxi te de Ur Chaldaeorum; quae quidem verba sonant liberationem quandam divinitùs factam, non secus ac verba illa Dei Hebraeis dicta Exodi vigesimo, Ego sum Dominus Deus tuus qui eduxi te de terra Aegypti. Firmat hoc ipsum Burgensis testimonio Rabbi Moysis, qui in libro suo de Directione perplexorum refert, in quodam libro de agricultura Aegyptiaca narrari insignem quendam virum nomine Abraham publicè disceptasse cum idolorum cultoribus, affirmantem non esse Ignem pro Deo colendum; verùm regem, ne ille sua auctoritate & oratione populum ab illo cultu averteret, detrusisse eum in carcerem, & spoliatum bonis omnibus ex omni ditione sua exterminasse. Posset etiam Traditioni Hebraeorum fides adiungi ex eo quod scriptum est in libro secundo Esdrae capite nono: Tu ipse Domine Deus, inquit, qui elegisti Abram, & eduxisti eum de igne Chaldaeorum, & posuisti nomen eius Abraham. Atque haec est Traditio & opinio Hebraeorum.
Paul of Burgos also, in a certain Addition of his to Lyra's Postilla on this place of chapter 11, although he says that Tradition of the Hebrews seems fabulous as to what it says about Thare — because it has no foundation, and is against the letter of Moses — yet does not think it wholly lacking in credit as to the divine deliverance of Abraham, whether from the fire or from some other great danger in which he was involved in Chaldea: for this seems to be signified by those words of God (Genesis 15), “I am the Lord who led you out of Ur of the Chaldees”; which words indeed sound a certain deliverance divinely wrought, just as do those words of God spoken to the Hebrews (Exodus 20), “I am the Lord your God who led you out of the land of Egypt.” Burgos confirms this same thing by the testimony of Rabbi Moyses [Maimonides], who in his book the Guide of the Perplexed reports that, in a certain book on Egyptian agriculture, it is narrated that a notable man named Abraham publicly disputed with the worshippers of idols, affirming that Fire is not to be worshipped for God; but that the king, lest by his authority and eloquence he should turn the people away from that worship, thrust him into prison, and, having despoiled him of all his goods, banished him from all his dominion. Credit could also be added to the Hebrews' Tradition from what is written in the second book of Esdras, chapter nine: “You yourself, Lord God,” it says, “who chose Abram, and led him out of the fire of the Chaldees, and set his name Abraham.” And this is the tradition and opinion of the Hebrews.6



SED eam Traditionem ratione ac fide vacuam esse, futilemque ac fabulosam, duplici argumento convincitur. Aiunt Hebraei coniectum esse Abraham in ignem iussu Nemrod, qui eo tempore regnabat apud Chaldaeos: sed id manifestum est in Chronologiis errorem continere. Nos enim superiore libro decimo quinto ostendimus…
But that this Tradition is empty of reason and of credit, and futile and fabulous, is convicted by a twofold argument. The Hebrews say that Abraham was cast into the fire at the command of Nemrod, who at that time reigned among the Chaldees: but it is manifest that this contains an error in the Chronologies. For in the foregoing fifteenth book we showed…7



…eundem hominem fuisse Nemrod atque Belum patrem Nini: Ninus autem post mortem Beli patris sui suscepit imperium, ut omnes tradunt qui eorum temporum historiam pertexuerunt. Abraham porrò natum esse quadragesimo tertio anno regni Nini, sententia est Eusebii, Hieronymi, Augustini, Cyrilli, Bedae, Isidori, & ut verbo dico, omnium scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum qui eius aetatis memoriam scripserunt. Ex his concluditur Abraham esse natum tribus & quadraginta annis post mortem Nemrod, qui alio nomine appellatus est Belus. Quomodo igitur fieri potest ut (quemadmodum nugantur Hebraei) Abraham proiectus sit in ignem iussu Nemrod tunc regnantis in Chaldaea?
…that the same man was Nemrod and Belus the father of Ninus. Now Ninus, after the death of Belus his father, took up the empire, as all hand down who have woven the history of those times. But that Abraham was born in the forty-third year of the reign of Ninus is the opinion of Eusebius, Jerome, Augustine, Cyril, Bede, Isidore, and — to say it in a word — of all ecclesiastical writers who have written the record of that age. From these it is concluded that Abraham was born forty-three years after the death of Nemrod, who by another name was called Belus. How then can it be that (as the Hebrews trifle) Abraham was cast into the fire at the command of Nemrod, then reigning in Chaldea?8



ILLUD verò quis credere inducat in animum, Thare adeo fuisse insanum cultorem idolorum ut, sensum omnem exuens humanitatis, paternumque affectum in saevissimi hostis vertens odium ac rabiem, atrocissimo mortis supplicio proprium filium sciens & volens obiiceret? Adde quod isti pro certo sumunt Thare fuisse idolatram, quod vel incertum est, vel (ut placet magnis viris) etiam falsum: sed ea de re paulo infrà propriè & accuratè disputabitur.
But who could bring himself to believe that Thare was so insane a worshipper of idols that, stripping off all sense of humanity and turning his fatherly affection into the hatred and rage of a most savage enemy, he would knowingly and willingly cast his own son into the most atrocious punishment of death? Add that these take for certain that Thare was an idolater — which is either uncertain, or (as great men hold) even false: but that matter will be properly and accurately disputed a little below.9



ILLUD praeterea fundamentum istius traditionis & opinionis, quod vocabulum Ur hoc loco significet ignem vel incendium, est profecto infirmissimum, aut, ut verius dicam, planè nullum. Namque eo vocabulo significari nomen proprium urbis quae erat in Chaldaea, quatuor argumentis firmare possum. In hoc enim capite undecimo Geneseos ita scriptum est: Tulit Thare Abraham filium suum & Lot filium Aran filii sui, & Sarai nurum suam, & eduxit eos de Ur Chaldaeorum, ut irent in terram Chanaan. Ecce tibi vocabulum Ur hoc loco non potest significare ignem vel incendium, sed esse proprium nomen civitatis, luce ipsa meridiana clarius est. Neque enim Thare eduxit Abraham ex igne Chaldaeorum, cùm secundum istos ipse auctor fuisset Chaldaeis ut Abraham coniiceretur in ignem. Septuaginta quoque interpretes illud Ur Chaldaeorum verterunt hoc loco regionem Chaldaeorum: scilicet tollere illi voluerunt ambiguitatem vocabuli Hebraei, quod significare poterat & proprium nomen loci & ignem. Idem confirmat Iosephus, qui libro primo Antiquitatum historiam huius loci enarrans ita scribit: Aran mortuus est in regione Chaldaeorum, in urbe quae Ur Chaldaeorum vocatur, & sepulchrum eius nunc usque ostenditur. Apud Eusebium item, libro nono de Praeparatione Evangelica capite quarto, Eupolemus pervetustus scriptor prodidit Abraham natum esse in Camarina urbe Babyloniae, quam alii appellant Ur.
That foundation, moreover, of that tradition and opinion — that the word Ur in this place signifies fire or burning — is indeed most weak, or, to speak more truly, plainly null. For that by this word is signified the proper name of a city that was in Chaldea, I can confirm by four arguments. For in this eleventh chapter of Genesis it is written thus: “Thare took Abraham his son and Lot the son of Aran his son, and Sarai his daughter-in-law, and brought them out of Ur of the Chaldees, to go into the land of Chanaan.” Behold, the word Ur in this place cannot signify fire or burning, but must be the proper name of a city — clearer than the noonday light itself. For Thare did not bring Abraham out of the fire of the Chaldees, since, according to these, he himself was the author to the Chaldees that Abraham should be cast into the fire. The Seventy translators too rendered ‘Ur of the Chaldees’ in this place ‘the region of the Chaldees’: namely, they wished to remove the ambiguity of the Hebrew word, which could mean both a proper name of a place and fire. The same Josephus confirms, who in the first book of the Antiquities, narrating the history of this place, writes thus: “Aran died in the region of the Chaldees, in the city which is called Ur of the Chaldees, and his tomb is shown to this day.” Likewise in Eusebius, the ninth book of the Preparation of the Gospel, chapter four, Eupolemus, a very ancient writer, reported that Abraham was born in Camarina, a city of Babylonia, which others call Ur.10



DEINDE, tantum Dei miraculum & tam gloriosum Abrahae facinus non tacuisset Moses in hoc libro, in quo alia multa eius facta, minus sanè clara & mira, tam expressè & distinctè commemorat. Auctor quoque libri Ecclesiastici, capite quadragesimo quarto laudes Abrahae praedicans, hoc factum eius, summa dignum praedicatione, non praetermisisset. Nec verò…
Next, so great a miracle of God and so glorious a deed of Abraham, Moses would not have passed over in silence in this book, in which he commemorates so expressly and distinctly many other deeds of his that are certainly less clear and wonderful. The author of the book of Ecclesiasticus too, proclaiming the praises of Abraham in chapter forty-four, would not have omitted this deed of his, worthy of the highest proclamation. Nor indeed…11



…verò B. Paulus id reticuisset in Epistola ad Hebraeos capite undecimo, ubi magnis laudibus effert magnitudinem & devotionem fidei Abrahae: quòd divinis iussis obtemperans, derelicto natali solo, in extraneam sibi atque ignotam venisset terram Chanaan; quòd contra spem in spem credens, ex sterili uxore proprium naturae cursum & ordinem filium procreasset; quòd denique Deo filii caedem imperante, immolare eum paratissimus fuerit. Cùm igitur, si Abraham propter unius veri Dei confessionem & praedicationem vivus flammis uri non recusasset, in hoc maximè eius praestantia fidei enituisset, non id profecto Paulus in praeteritis dereliquisset, sed ut maxima dignum admiratione & commendatione ante omnia celebrasset. Quid quod Iosephus in primo libro Antiquitatum, quae insignia erant ad laudem Abrahae non tantùm ex sacris verum etiam ex profanis scriptoribus carpens & colligens, nullum de hoc Abrahae facto verbum fecit? nam neque vir Iudaicarum rerum peritissimus istud ignorasse credendus est, nec, si non ignoravit (cùm esset in primis memorandum), praetermittere voluisse. Philo quoque nullam huius rei mentionem fecit, qui tamen duos libros de Abraham edidit, virtutes & facta eius diligenter exponens.
…would blessed Paul have kept silent about it in the Epistle to the Hebrews, chapter eleven, where with great praises he extols the greatness and devotion of Abraham's faith: that, obeying the divine commands, he abandoned his native soil and came into the land of Chanaan, foreign and unknown to him; that, believing in hope against hope, he begot a son from a barren wife beyond the proper course and order of nature; that finally, when God commanded the slaying of his son, he was most ready to immolate him. Since therefore, if Abraham had not refused to be burned alive in the flames for the confession and preaching of the one true God, his excellence of faith would have shone forth most of all in this, Paul certainly would not have left it out among things past, but would have celebrated it before all else as worthy of the greatest admiration and commendation. And what of the fact that Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, culling and gathering the notable things to Abraham's praise not only from sacred but also from profane writers, made no word of this deed of Abraham? For neither is so expert a man in Jewish matters to be believed to have been ignorant of it; nor, if he was not ignorant of it (since it was among the foremost things to be recorded), to have wished to omit it. Philo too made no mention of this matter, who yet published two books on Abraham, diligently expounding his virtues and deeds.12



VERUM age, contrarias rationes supra positas diluamus. Urgebant illi verba illa capitis decimi quinti Geneseos: Ego dominus qui eduxi te de Ur Chaldaeorum, ut darem tibi terram istam & possideres eam, quasi Deus his verbis significaverit eductionem illam Abrahae ex Ur Chaldaeorum fuisse valdè mirabilem ac memorabilem. Sed cur? Nam eduxisse Abraham ex terra Chaldaeorum in terram Chanaan, quid obsecro habuit mirabile aut memorandum? reperitur igitur illis verbis memoria divini beneficii, quòd Abraham eductus fuerat ex Ur, id est, ex igne Chaldaeorum. Sic isti. Sed profecto alia est illorum verborum Dei sententia. Nam ut excitaret atque firmaret Deus in animo Abrahae fidem fiduciamque eius promissionis quam tunc ei dabat, de innumerabili multiplicatione posteritatis eius & de possessione terrae Chanaan in qua tunc Abraham versabatur, renovare voluit in eo memoriam eius promissionis, cùm iussit proficisci eum ex Mesopotamia in terram Chanaan. Sic enim ei locutus est, ut narrat Moses capite duodecimo: Egredere de terra tua & de cognatione tua & de domo patris tui, & veni in terram quam monstravero tibi; faciamque te in gentem magnam & benedicam tibi, & magnificabo nomen tuum, erisque benedictus. Benedicam benedicentibus tibi, & maledicam maledicentibus tibi, atque in te benedicentur universae cognationes terrae. Haec Deus tunc dixit & promisit Abrahae. Huius igitur primae promissionis commemoratione voluit ipse firmare animum Abrahae, ut sine ulla dubitatione fore crederet ac speraret quod ei promittebat. Ergo sententia illorum Dei verborum haec est: Ego qui nunc tibi promitto possessionem terrae…
But come, let us dissolve the contrary reasons set out above. They urged those words of the fifteenth chapter of Genesis: “I am the Lord who brought you out of Ur of the Chaldees, to give you this land and that you should possess it” — as if God by these words signified that that leading-out of Abraham from Ur of the Chaldees was greatly wonderful and memorable. But why? For what, I ask, was wonderful or memorable in having led Abraham out of the land of the Chaldees into Canaan? Therefore in those words is [supposedly] found the memory of a divine benefit — that Abraham had been led out of Ur, that is, out of the fire of the Chaldees. Thus these. But surely the meaning of those words of God is otherwise. For, to rouse and strengthen in Abraham's mind the faith and confidence of the promise which He then gave him — about the innumerable multiplication of his posterity and the possession of the land of Canaan in which Abraham then dwelt — God wished to renew in him the memory of that promise, when He commanded him to set out from Mesopotamia into the land of Canaan. For thus He spoke to him, as Moses narrates in the twelfth chapter: “Go out from your land and from your kindred and from your father's house, and come into the land which I shall show you; and I will make you into a great nation and will bless you, and will magnify your name, and you shall be blessed. I will bless those who bless you, and curse those who curse you, and in you shall all the kindreds of the earth be blessed.” This God then said and promised to Abraham. By the commemoration of this first promise, therefore, He wished to strengthen Abraham's mind, that he might believe and hope without any doubt that what He promised would come to pass. Therefore the meaning of those words of God is this: ‘I who now promise you the possession of the land…13



…terrae Chanaan & multiplicationem posteritatis, sum ille ipse Deus qui te ex Mesopotamia transmigrare iussi in terram Chanaan, & haec tibi tam magnifica promissa tunc primùm dedi; ut omnino certus esse debeas de huiusmodi promissis saepius à me datis atque confirmatis.
…of the land of Canaan and the multiplication of your posterity, am that same God who commanded you to migrate from Mesopotamia into the land of Canaan, and who then for the first time gave you these so magnificent promises; so that you ought to be wholly certain about promises of this kind, given and confirmed by me more than once.’14



AD illud porrò quod, ex capite nono libri secundi Esdrae depromptum, nonnihil negotii facessere videbatur — quòd eo loco disertis verbis scriptum erat Deum eduxisse Abraham ex igne Chaldaeorum — dupliciter responderi potest. Etenim verisimile putet quispiam Latinum interpretem proposuisse eo ipsum vocabulum Hebraeum Ur, sicut fecit in aliis locis ubicunque idem vocabulum occurrit; sed aliquem in margine posuisse eius vocabuli interpretationem, id est, ignem, quae postea vox ignis inserta atque intexta fuerit historiae: nam nonnulla fuisse hoc modo admixta textui Scripturae, animadverterunt & prodiderunt Lyranus, Tostatus, Caietanus, Melchior Canus. Neque haec vana videtur coniectura. Si enim aliis omnibus locis Latinus interpres retinuit ipsum vocabulum Hebraicum Ur, ut nuspiam interpretatus sit illud per ignem, non sit sanè credibile uno tantùm eo in loco vocem Ur interpretari voluisse ignem: praesertim cùm Septuaginta interpretes semper id nomen pro certa regione & loco Chaldaeae posuissent. Verùm si hoc lectori non placet, illud aliud commodius & probabilius responsum: cùm dicitur Abraham eductus de igne Chaldaeorum, vocabulum ignis non propriè sed metaphoricè positum esse pro persecutione, tribulatione & afflictione. Etenim persaepe in sacris literis ignis ponitur pro tribulatione, ut in Psalmis: Igne me examinasti, & non est inventa in me iniquitas; & in alio loco: Transivimus per ignem & aquam, & eduxisti nos in refrigerium; & apud Hieremiam in Lamentationibus capite primo: De excelso misit ignem in ossibus meis, & erudivit me. Sic etiam interpretantur quidam illud Ioannis Baptistae de Christo domino dictum: ipse vos baptizabit in Spiritu Sancto & igni; quanquam hîc verius dictum fuerit significari abundantiam illam Spiritus sancti sub specie ignis in die Pentecostes datam discipulis: verbum enim baptizandi nonnunquam idem significat quod copiosè & abundanter dari, ut ex illis verbis Domini nostri quae post resurrectionem suam dixit Apostolis licet perspicere: Ioannes quidem, inquit, baptizavit aqua, vos autem baptizabimini Spiritu sancto.
To that, moreover, which, taken from the ninth chapter of the second book of Esdras, seemed to cause some trouble — that there it was written in express words that God led Abraham out of the fire of the Chaldees — a twofold answer can be given. For someone might think it likely that the Latin translator set down there the Hebrew word itself, Ur, as he did in other places wherever the same word occurs; but that someone put in the margin the interpretation of that word, namely ‘fire,’ which word ‘fire’ was afterward inserted and woven into the text: for that some things were in this way mixed into the text of Scripture, Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan, and Melchior Cano have noted and reported. Nor does this conjecture seem vain. For if in all other places the Latin translator retained the Hebrew word Ur, so that nowhere did he interpret it by ‘fire,’ it is surely not credible that in that one place alone he wished to interpret the word Ur as ‘fire’: especially since the Seventy translators always set down that name for a certain region and place of Chaldea. But if this does not please the reader, here is another more fitting and probable answer: that when Abraham is said to have been led out of the fire of the Chaldees, the word ‘fire’ is set down not properly but metaphorically for persecution, tribulation, and affliction. For very often in the sacred letters fire is put for tribulation, as in the Psalms: “You have tried me by fire, and iniquity was not found in me”; and in another place: “We have passed through fire and water, and you have led us out into refreshment”; and in Jeremiah, Lamentations chapter one: “From on high He sent fire into my bones, and instructed me.” So also some interpret that saying of John the Baptist about Christ the Lord: “He shall baptize you in the Holy Spirit and fire” — although here it is more truly said to signify that abundance of the Holy Spirit given to the disciples under the appearance of fire on the day of Pentecost: for the word ‘to baptize’ sometimes means the same as to be given copiously and abundantly, as may be perceived from those words of our Lord which He said to the Apostles after His resurrection: “John indeed baptized with water, but you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.”15



QUONIAM igitur Abraham gravem insectationem & tribulationem propter unius Dei cultum passus est à Chaldaeis, qua tribulatione liberatus à Deo est, propterea dicitur Deus eduxisse Abraham de igne Chaldaeorum. Abraham verò passum esse persecutionem à Chaldaeis, testis est Iosephus libro primo Antiquitatum: Cùm videret, inquit, Abraham, quòd veri Dei cultum palam & liberè praedicaret, Chaldaeos & Mesopotamios contra se insurgere, consilium migrandi cepit…
Since therefore Abraham suffered grave persecution and tribulation from the Chaldees for the worship of the one God, from which tribulation he was freed by God, therefore God is said to have led Abraham out of the fire of the Chaldees. That Abraham suffered persecution from the Chaldees, Josephus is witness (first book of the Antiquities): “When Abraham saw,” he says, “that, because he openly and freely preached the worship of the true God, the Chaldees and Mesopotamians were rising up against him, he took the resolve of migrating…”16



…cepit, & voluntate ac favore Dei fretus terram Chanaan tenuit. Testis quoque est Beatus Augustinus libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite decimo tertio, ita scribens: unde manifestum est domum Thare persecutionem passam fuisse à Chaldaeis pro vera pietate qua unus & verus ab eis colebatur Deus.
…[took the resolve of migrating], and, relying on the will and favor of God, held the land of Chanaan. Blessed Augustine too is witness, in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter thirteen, writing thus: “Whence it is manifest that the house of Thare suffered persecution from the Chaldees for the true piety by which the one and true God was worshipped by them.”17



Translator’s notes
	Disp. 15 title (on Gen 11:28). Whether Abraham was thrown into a fire by the Chaldees (for refusing fire-worship) and miraculously delivered by God — the third of the Third Part's questions. Margin: 'Genesis ch. 11, v. 28.' ↩
	§232. Two phrases of Gen 11:28 parsed: ‘before his father’ = either ‘in his father's presence’ or ‘his father surviving him’ (the Hebrew ‘upon the face of his father’ supports the latter); and ‘Ur of the Chaldees’ = either ‘fire’ (Hebrew ‘Ur’ = fire) or a place-name (the LXX's ‘region of the Chaldees’). From this ambiguity sprang the famous question of Abraham's deliverance from the fire. ↩
	§233 (begins). The Hebrew legend (from Nicholas of Lyra and others; its antiquity shown by Jerome mentioning it): Thare, a fanatical idolater, denounced Abraham to Nimrod for abhorring Chaldean idolatry; Abraham was cast into the fire but came out unharmed by God's preservation. His brother Aran, watching, resolved to follow Abraham's faith if he survived; ordered to worship the fire, he professed the one God, was cast in, but — lacking Abraham's faith — [perished] (continues next page). Margin: 'Lyra.' ↩
	§233 (concl.). The Hebrew legend completed: Aran, lacking Abraham's faith, perished in the fire; and ‘Aran died before his father’ (Gen 11:28) is taken to mean Thare watched, even procured and approved, his son's death. ↩
	§234. Jerome reports the legend (on the LXX's ‘Aran died in the region of the Chaldees’) and calls it a ‘fable,’ yet a little later seems to approve it as ‘true’ — even reckoning Abraham's years from his confession amid the fire (the same idea behind Disp. 13's Hebrew solution). Margin: 'Jerome in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis.' ↩
	§235. Paul of Burgos (Additions to Lyra) deems the legend fabulous as to Thare (no scriptural basis, against the text), but credits Abraham's divine deliverance — from the fire or some great Chaldean danger — citing Gen 15:7 (‘who led you out of Ur of the Chaldees,’ parallel to Exod 20:2's ‘out of Egypt’), and Maimonides (Guide of the Perplexed), who reports an ‘Egyptian agriculture’ book in which a man named Abraham publicly disputed the fire-worshippers and was imprisoned, despoiled, and banished by the king; plus Neh 9:7 (‘led him out of the fire of the Chaldees’). It closes: ‘And this is the tradition and opinion of the Hebrews.’ Margin: 'Paul of Burgos; Genesis 15; Rabbi Moses.' ↩
	§236 (begins — the refutation). The Hebrew tradition is convicted as groundless and fabulous by a twofold argument. First (chronology): the Hebrews say Abraham was cast into the fire by Nemrod, then reigning in Chaldea — but this is chronologically impossible, as shown in Bk. 15 (continues next page). Margin: 'The aforesaid Hebrew tradition refuted; Nemrod did not live in Abraham's time.' ↩
	§236 (concl.). The first (chronological) argument completed: Nemrod (= Belus, father of Ninus) died, and Abraham was born only in Ninus's 43rd regnal year — i.e. 43 years after Nemrod's death (per Eusebius, Jerome, Augustine, Cyril, Bede, Isidore). So Abraham could not have been cast into the fire by Nemrod, who was long dead. ↩
	§237. A second consideration: it is incredible that Thare would so strip off humanity as to have his own son put to death. Moreover, the legend assumes Thare was an idolater, which is uncertain or even false (to be settled in the next disputation, Disp. 16). ↩
	§238 (the second main argument). ‘Ur’ here means a Chaldean city, not ‘fire’ — confirmed by four arguments. (1) Gen 11:31, ‘Thare brought them out of Ur of the Chaldees,’ cannot mean ‘out of the fire’ (Thare himself was the legend's cause of the fire). (2) The LXX rendered it ‘region of the Chaldees.’ (3) Josephus (Antiquities 1) names Ur a city where Aran's tomb is shown. (4) Eupolemus (in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 9.4) says Abraham was born in Camarina, ‘which others call Ur.’ Margin: 'That Ur of the Chaldees was a city or region of Chaldea; Josephus; Eupolemus in Eusebius.' ↩
	§239 (begins — a further argument). Moses would not have omitted so great a miracle (he records lesser deeds of Abraham distinctly); nor would Sirach (Ecclesiasticus 44, in praise of Abraham) (continues next page). ↩
	§239 (concl.). The argument from silence completed: Paul (Heb 11) extols Abraham's faith (leaving his homeland; the son from barren Sara; readiness to sacrifice Isaac) and would surely have crowned the list with the fire-confession had it happened; and Josephus (Antiquities 1) and Philo (two books On Abraham), who gathered all his praiseworthy deeds, say nothing of it. Margin: 'Hebrews 11; below ch. 15; below ch. 22; Josephus; Philo.' ↩
	§240 (begins — dissolving the pro-fire arguments). The fire-party cite Gen 15:7 (‘I am the Lord who brought you out of Ur of the Chaldees’) as implying a wonderful rescue (from fire). Pererius answers: there was nothing wonderful in merely leaving Chaldea; rather, God recalled the promise (Gen 12:1–3 — a great nation, a blessed name, all kindreds blessed in him) to strengthen Abraham's faith in the pledged posterity and land (continues next page). Margin: 'Solution of the contrary reasons; a passage of Genesis ch. 15; ch. 12.' ↩
	§240 (concl.). The sense of Gen 15:7 completed: God identifies Himself as the one who first called Abraham out of Mesopotamia with the great promises, so that Abraham may be wholly certain of the repeated, confirmed pledges — no reference to a fire. ↩
	§241. The Nehemiah 9:7 objection (‘out of the fire of the Chaldees’) answered two ways: (1) ‘fire’ was a marginal gloss on ‘Ur’ that crept into the Latin text — such interpolations are noted by Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan, Cano; the translator kept ‘Ur’ everywhere else, and the LXX always read it as a place. (2) ‘Fire’ is a metaphor for persecution/tribulation, as often in Scripture (Ps 17:3; Ps 66:12; Lam 1:13), and as in ‘baptize with fire’ (the Pentecost abundance, Acts 1:5). Margin: 'A passage of Esdras bk. 2 ch. 9; Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan on 2 Kings ch. 8, Cano, Loci Theologici bk. 2; fire put for tribulation often in Scripture; Ps 16[17]; Ps 65[66]; Acts 1.' ↩
	§242 (begins). So ‘led out of the fire of the Chaldees’ = delivered from the persecution Abraham suffered for preaching the one God. Josephus (Antiquities 1) attests this persecution: seeing the Chaldees and Mesopotamians rise against him for his open worship of the true God, Abraham resolved to migrate (continues next page). Margin: 'Josephus.' ↩
	§242 (concl., closing Disp. 15). Augustine (City of God 16.13) confirms that the house of Thare suffered Chaldean persecution for worshipping the one true God — which both explains ‘out of the fire’ as persecution and bears on the next question (Thare's house worshipped the true God). Margin: 'Augustine.' ↩




SIXTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Thare, the father of Abraham, was at any time a worshipper of false gods

LatineEnglish


SIXTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Thare, the father of Abraham, was at any time a worshipper of false gods.1
DECIMA SEXTA DISPUTATIO. Utrum aliquando Thare pater Abrahae falsorum deorum cultor fuerit.



EX occasione eorum quae proximè disputavimus, offert se nobis alia quaestio, dignissima profecto quae cum cura tractetur & explicetur: Num Thare aut etiam Abraham dediti aliquando fuerint idolatriae; an potius vel ambo, vel certe Abraham, semper verum Deum coluerint. Primò igitur id disquiramus de Thare, tum de Abraham.
From the occasion of what we have just disputed, another question presents itself to us, most worthy indeed to be treated and explained with care: Whether Thare, or even Abraham, were at any time given to idolatry; or rather whether both, or at least Abraham, always worshipped the true God. First, then, let us inquire this concerning Thare, then concerning Abraham.2



AC à Thare quidem non tantùm falsos deos coluisse, sed etiam flagrantissimum cultorem Idolorum & acerrimum fuisse oppugnatorem eorum qui ab idolatria abhorrebant, Hebraei senserunt, ut Traditio eorum, quam superiori disputatione tractavimus, manifestè declarat. Epiphanius quoque in hac videtur fuisse sententia. Nam sub initium eius operis quod scripsit adversus haereses, docet tempore Sarug (qui avus fuit Thare) coeptam esse inter homines idolatriam: Velut, inquit, cognitio quae ad nos devenit habet. Nondum autem id [erat] in statuis aut in sculpturis lapidum aut lignorum, aut ex argento & auro aliave materia factis, sed solùm per colores & imagines; hominis mens in se ipsa malitiam excogitavit, & per liberum arbitrium rationisque ac mentis vim pro bonitate iniquitatem reperit. Nascitur ipsi Sarug filius Nachor, Nachor autem genuit Thare. Hinc fieri coeperunt statuae ex luto & arte figulari per industriam huius Thare. Et tunc primùm ex prioribus hominibus filius ante patrem mortuus est: nam priùs patres ante filios vitam finiebant, & filios successores relinquebant. Nec obiiciat quispiam Abel: neque enim ille propria morte defunctus, sed à fratre interemptus est. Primus igitur Thare aemulum Deo per propriam versutiam Idolum commentus erexit; sed similia his quae fecerat recepit, quia etiam ipse per proprium filium ad aemulationem provocatus est. Unde admiratione ducta divina scriptura hoc annotavit, dicens: Et mortuus est Aran in conspectu Thare patris sui, in terra nativitatis suae. Hactenus ex Epiphanio.
And that Thare not only worshipped false gods, but was a most ardent worshipper of idols and a most bitter assailant of those who abhorred idolatry, the Hebrews held — as their Tradition, which we treated in the previous disputation, manifestly declares. Epiphanius too seems to have been of this opinion. For at the beginning of the work he wrote against heresies, he teaches that in the time of Sarug (who was the grandfather of Thare) idolatry began among men: “As,” he says, “the knowledge which has come down to us has it. But it was not yet in statues, or in carvings of stones or woods, or made of silver and gold or other material, but only through colors and images; the mind of man devised malice in itself, and through free will and the force of reason and mind found iniquity instead of goodness. To Sarug himself is born a son Nachor, and Nachor begot Thare. Hence statues began to be made of clay and by the potter's art through the industry of this Thare. And then for the first time, among the earlier men, a son died before his father: for before, the fathers ended their life before their sons, and left sons as successors. Nor let anyone object Abel: for he did not die his own death, but was slain by his brother. First, therefore, Thare, by his own craftiness, devising an Idol, set up a rival to God; but he received the like of what he had made, because he too was provoked to grief through his own son. Whence the divine scripture, led by wonder, noted this, saying: ‘And Aran died in the sight of Thare his father, in the land of his nativity.’” Thus far from Epiphanius.3



CONSIMILIA horum tradit Suidas, ut mihi quidem ille mutuatus videatur ex Epiphanio. In vocabulo enim Abraham, testimonio Philonis Iudaei confirmat cultum imaginum à Sarug viguisse usque ad Thare patrem Abrahae; qui [Abraham] patrem suum Thare gravissimis verbis de fabricatione & cultu Idolorum coarguit, eiusque…
Similar things Suidas hands down — so that to me indeed he seems to have borrowed from Epiphanius. For in the entry ‘Abraham,’ by the testimony of Philo the Jew, he confirms that the worship of images flourished from Sarug down to Thare the father of Abraham; and that Abraham reproached his father Thare with very grave words concerning the fabrication and worship of Idols, and his…4



…simulacra partim confregit, partim exussit. Idem Suidas in vocabulo Saruch ad hunc modum scribit: Saruch defunctos praestantes viros quotannis adorari iussit, tanquam adhuc viventes, & memoriam eorum celebrari, & in sacros commentarios referri, & deos eos iudicari tanquam benefactores.
…[Abraham] partly broke, partly burned the images [his father's idols]. The same Suidas, in the entry ‘Saruch,’ writes thus: “Saruch ordered eminent dead men to be worshipped yearly, as though still living, and their memory to be celebrated, and to be entered into sacred records, and that they be judged gods as benefactors.”5



HINC orta est Idolatria, & usque ad Thare patrem Abrahae duravit. Is enim statuarius fuit, qui ex diversa materia imagines faceret, easque ut deos adorandas diceret tanquam benefactorum auctores. Inde orta opinio haec plerasque nationes pervasit, maximè verò Graeciam. Hi enim errorem cùm iam accepissent, & Hellenem venerabantur gigantem è filiis Iaphet oriundum, & condendae turris socium, ob quam linguae hominum sunt divisae, ipsique ex eo dicti sunt μέροπες, id est, divisi. Haec prodit Suidas. Quae quidem etiam firmari possunt testimonio Iosue, cuius scriptum est in libro eius capite vigesimo quarto, in oratione novissima quam habuit ad populum Hebraeum, his verbis exorsus: Haec dicit Dominus Deus Israel, trans flumen habitaverunt patres vestri ab initio, Thare pater Abraham & Nachor, servieruntque diis alienis. Hinc liquidò apparet Thare deditum fuisse Idolatriae, & alienos ac falsos deos coluisse.
Hence arose Idolatry, and it lasted down to Thare the father of Abraham. For he was a statue-maker, who made images out of various material, and said they were to be worshipped as gods, as authors of benefits. Thence this opinion, having arisen, pervaded most nations, but especially Greece. For these, when they had now received the error, also venerated Hellen, a giant sprung from the sons of Iaphet and an associate in building the tower (on account of which the tongues of men were divided, and from which they themselves were called μέροπες, that is, ‘divided’). These things Suidas reports. Which indeed can also be confirmed by the testimony of Joshua, whose [words] are written in his book, chapter twenty-four, in the last oration which he made to the Hebrew people, beginning with these words: “Thus says the Lord God of Israel: Beyond the river your fathers dwelt from the beginning, Thare the father of Abraham and Nachor, and they served strange gods.” Hence it clearly appears that Thare was given to Idolatry, and worshipped strange and false gods.6



VERUM huic opinioni contraria est Beati Augustini sententia. Is enim libro decimo sexto de Civitate Dei capite decimo tertio quaerit cur, cùm Thare discessit è Chaldaea & venit in Mesopotamiam ducens secum filium suum Abraham & Lot filium filii sui Aran & Saram nurum suam uxorem Abrahae, cur (inquam) non etiam tulerit secum Nachor filium suum? Respondet Augustinus Thare cum aliis fugisse Idolatriam, & propter eam insectationem Chaldaeorum; at verò Nachor idolatriae deditum ibi remanere voluisse: sed postea tamen etiam ipsum, derelicta Chaldaea, venisse in Mesopotamiam, & habitavisse in urbe Charran ubi Thare & frater Abraham habitaverant, perspicuè docet liber Geneseos capite vigesimo secundo. Sed audiat lector Augustini verba: Cur, inquit, Scriptura non dixit etiam Nachor una cum Thare patre suo & Abraham fratre suo discessisse ex Chaldaea & venisse in Mesopotamiam? Cur putamus, nisi forte quod à paterna & fraterna religione descivisset & superstitioni adhaesisset Chaldaeorum? Et postea inde, sive poenitendo sive persecutionem passus, & ipse migraret.
But contrary to this opinion is the opinion of blessed Augustine. For he, in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter thirteen, asks why, when Thare departed from Chaldea and came into Mesopotamia leading with him his son Abraham, and Lot the son of his son Aran, and Sara his daughter-in-law the wife of Abraham — why, I say, did he not also take with him Nachor his son? Augustine answers that Thare with the others fled Idolatry, and on its account the persecution of the Chaldees; but that Nachor, given to idolatry, wished to remain there; yet that afterward he too, Chaldea being abandoned, came into Mesopotamia and dwelt in the city of Charran, where Thare and his brother Abraham had dwelt, the book of Genesis chapter twenty-two plainly teaches. But let the reader hear Augustine's words: “Why,” he says, “did Scripture not say that Nachor too, together with Thare his father and Abraham his brother, departed from Chaldea and came into Mesopotamia? Why do we think, unless perhaps because he had defected from the paternal and fraternal religion and adhered to the superstition of the Chaldees? And afterward thence — whether by repenting or having suffered persecution — he too migrated.”7



DEINDE Augustinus hanc suam coniecturam probat iis verbis quae dixit Holoferni Achior dux Ammonitarum, ut habet liber Iudith capite quinto: exponens enim ille originem Hebraeorum, Populus, inquit, iste ex progenie Chaldaeorum est: hic primùm in Mesopotamia habitavit, quoniam noluerunt sequi deos patrum suorum qui erant in terra Chaldaeorum; deserentes itaque ceremonias patrum suorum quae in multitudine deorum erant, unum Deum coeli coluerunt, qui & praecepit eis ut exirent inde & habitarent in Chanaan. Ex his illud concludit Augustinus: unde, inquit, manifestum est domum Thare persecutionem passam fuisse à Chaldaeis pro vera pietate qua unus & verus ab eis colebatur Deus.
Then Augustine proves this conjecture of his by those words which Achior, leader of the Ammonites, said to Holofernes, as the book of Judith chapter five has: for he, expounding the origin of the Hebrews, says: “This people is of the progeny of the Chaldees: it first dwelt in Mesopotamia, because they would not follow the gods of their fathers who were in the land of the Chaldees; deserting therefore the ceremonies of their fathers, which were in a multitude of gods, they worshipped one God of heaven, who also commanded them to go out thence and dwell in Chanaan.” From these Augustine concludes: “whence it is manifest that the house of Thare suffered persecution from the Chaldees for the true piety by which the one and true God was worshipped by them.”8



…colebatur Deus. Hactenus ex Augustino. IDEM significare videtur Philo in libro de Somniis, ubi facit virum quidem bonum & amatorem virtutis, sed eius tamen nondum possessorem; at verò Iacob virum omnino perfectum, quique virtutem numeris omnibus absolutam comprehenderet. Sed quo facilius verba Philonis, quae commemoraturi sumus, lector intelligat, praedicendum oportet significationes trium vocabulorum quibus eo loco utitur Philo; ea verò sunt Charra, Thare, & Iacob. Est, inquit Philo, quantum equidem video, Charra metropolis quaedam sensuum: interpretatur enim nunc fossa, nunc specus, unam rem significantibus duobus nominibus. Nam corpora nostra ad sensuum instrumenta quodammodo perfossa sunt, & visus quisque sensus pro instrumento habet suam quasi foveam & specum. Thare nomen, si evolvas notionem vocis, significare reperies odoris speculationem. Iacob autem significat athletam, luctatorem & supplantatorem. His cognitis, planior erit sententiae Philonis intelligentia. Vult enim Philo Thare imaginem gessisse hominis cupidi potius virtutis quàm eam possidentis; Iacob autem praetulisse typum hominis qui virtutem possidet perfectèque comprehendit.
…the true God was worshipped. Thus far from Augustine. The same Philo seems to signify in the book On Dreams, where he makes [Thare] a man indeed good and a lover of virtue, but not yet its possessor; but Jacob a man wholly perfect, who comprehended virtue absolute in all its numbers. But that the reader may more easily understand the words of Philo which we are about to recount, the significations of three words which Philo uses in that place must be premised; these are Charra, Thare, and Jacob. “Charra (says Philo), as far as I see, is a certain metropolis of the senses; for it is interpreted now ‘ditch,’ now ‘cave,’ one thing being signified by two names. For our bodies are in a manner dug through for the instruments of the senses, and each sense has, as its instrument, its own pit and cave, as it were.” The name Thare, if you unfold the notion of the word, you will find signifies ‘the contemplation of smell.’ Jacob signifies an ‘athlete, wrestler, and supplanter.’ These being known, the understanding of Philo's opinion will be plainer. For Philo means that Thare bore the image of a man desirous of virtue rather than possessing it, but that Jacob presented the type of a man who possesses virtue and perfectly comprehends it.9



SED audiat lector Philonem, cuius allegorica haec tractatio perelegans est. Legitur in libro Mosis, ait Philo, Abraham discessisse Charra, patrem autem eius Thare inibi mansisse ad mortem. Siquidem speculator virtutis, non possessor, odoribus non alimentis fruebatur, nondum idoneus ut saturaretur prudentia, nec degustare quidem sed tantùm olfacere: quemadmodum enim canes venaticos aiunt, quòd eximio sensu odorandi sint praediti, è longinquo feras insequi & comprehendere, odorem earum sectantes; eodem modo amator scientiae, suaves auras quas iustitia ceteraeque virtutes exhalant consectans, cupiensque originem tantae voluptatis assequi, hinc illuc cursitat, vel ipso honestatis odore tanquam sacro nidore se se recreans. Ita ergo quibus datum est bibere de amatorio sapientiae poculo, fusique contemplatione eius & documentorum epulis, cùmque inebriati fuerint, sitire denuo propter inexplebile scientiae desiderium. His proximi censendi sunt qui, tametsi ad sacram mensam non accedant, nidore tamen ipso mentes suas pascunt: nam vel ipsa virtutis aura resumitur, sicut aegrotis deficientibus propter inediam & fastidium cibi odores remedium salutare procurant, ut vires recipiant.
But let the reader hear Philo, whose allegorical treatment of this is most elegant. “It is read in the book of Moses (says Philo) that Abraham departed from Charra, but his father Thare remained there until death. For the contemplator of virtue, not its possessor, enjoyed odors, not foods, not yet fit to be filled with prudence, nor even to taste but only to smell: for just as they say hunting-dogs, because they are endowed with an exceptional sense of smell, pursue and catch beasts from afar, following their scent; in the same way the lover of knowledge, pursuing the sweet breezes which justice and the other virtues exhale, and desiring to attain the origin of so great a pleasure, runs hither and thither, refreshing himself with the very odor of virtue as with a sacred fragrance. So therefore those to whom it is given to drink from the loving cup of wisdom, and to be poured out in its contemplation and the feasts of its teachings, and, when they are inebriated, to thirst again because of the unfillable desire of knowledge. Next to these are to be reckoned those who, though they do not approach the sacred table, yet feed their minds with the very fragrance: for the very breeze of virtue is taken in, just as, for the sick failing from lack of food and loathing of food, odors procure a saving remedy, that they may recover strength.”10



ATTAMEN, Chaldaea relicta, Charra migrasse Thare dicitur, ducens secum Abraham & ceteros consentientes domesticos: non ut putemus eos fuisse desertores patriae, cui sedes earum praetulerint, sed ut penitius intelligi discamus quiddam utilissimum vitae humanae. Sed hoc quidnam est? Chaldaei vacant observandis siderum cursibus; Charrenses circa sensus occupantur. Divina igitur scriptura scrutantem sese interpellat: Quid de Sole quaeris, sit ne pedali magnitudine, an rota terra maior sit; de Luna, suo ne lumine an mutuato luceat? cur in terra incedens super nubes exsilis, & res aethereas attingere conaris cùm terra affixus haereas? cur audes coniectari…
But nevertheless, Chaldea being left, Thare is said to have migrated to Charra, leading with him Abraham and the rest of his consenting household: not that we should think they were deserters of their fatherland, to which they preferred those seats, but that we may learn to understand more deeply something most useful for human life. But what is this? The Chaldees are occupied in observing the courses of the stars; the Charrenses are occupied about the senses. The divine scripture therefore interrupts the inquirer: “Why do you ask about the Sun, whether it is of a foot's size, or whether the earth is greater than [its] wheel; about the Moon, whether it shines by its own or by borrowed light? Why, walking on earth, do you leap above the clouds, and try to touch ethereal things while you cleave fixed to the earth? Why do you dare to conjecture…”11



…de rebus omni coniectura superioribus? O bone, propinqua tibi potius considera, immo te ipsum absque adulatione scrutare. I mente Charras, id est, civitatem cavernosam & perfossam corporis; considera singulos sensus eorumque munia & visus: prius enim quàm propriam domum bene lustres & noveris, universalem domum quae mundus est curiosè perscrutari & pernosse velle, non extrema est insania?
“…about things higher than all conjecture? O good [man], rather consider the things near you, nay, scrutinize yourself without flattery. Go with your mind to Charra, that is, to the cavernous and perforated city of the body; consider the single senses and their functions and aspects: for to wish, before you well survey and know your own house, to scrutinize curiously and thoroughly know the universal house which is the world — is that not the height of madness?”12



HUIUSMODI homines Hebraei Thare vocant, Socratem Graeci nominant: nam & hunc ferunt usque ad senectutem in hoc praeceptum, Nosce teipsum, incubuisse, omissa reliqua philosophia. Thare autem significat virum cupidum & amatorem virtutis fructum carpendi, & iucundissimo ac saluberrimo eius pabulo animum satiandi. At enim athletarum & luctatorum (hoc autem significat nomen Iacob) natura est perfectior: nam hi, postquam perdidicerunt & enixi sunt rationem sensuum, dignos se iudicant maioribus contemplationibus, relinquentes sensus quasi cavernas quae Charra vocabulo signabantur. Ex hoc numero fuit ille Abraham, qui ad multiplices profectus ad summam scientiam progressus est. Cùm enim se maximè cognovit, tunc despexit maximè se ipsum, ut eum qui verè est perfectè cognosceret. Sic enim evenire solet: nam qui seipsum valde cognoscit, etiam valde contemnit, reputans quàm nihil sit quicquid creatum sit; qui autem seipsum contemnit, ad praeclaram eius [Dei] cognitionem pervenit. Hactenus oratio fuit Philonis. His autem verbis significat Philo Thare fuisse hominem non quidem perfectum, sed bonum tamen & curiosum pervestigandae virtutis. At si fuisset cultor Idolorum, non aptè gessisset typum & imaginem hominis cupidi percipiendae virtutis, eamque sibi comparare obnixe contendentis.
Men of this kind the Hebrews call Thare, the Greeks name Socrates: for they say that he too, down to old age, applied himself to this precept, ‘Know thyself,’ the rest of philosophy set aside. Thare signifies a man desirous and a lover of plucking the fruit of virtue, and of satisfying the mind with its most pleasant and healthful food. But the nature of athletes and wrestlers (this is what the name Jacob signifies) is more perfect: for these, after they have thoroughly learned and striven beyond the reckoning of the senses, judge themselves worthy of greater contemplations, leaving the senses like the caverns signified by the word Charra. Of this number was that Abraham, who by manifold advances progressed to the highest knowledge. For when he knew himself most, then he most despised himself, that he might perfectly know Him who truly is. For so it is wont to happen: he who greatly knows himself also greatly despises himself, reckoning how nothing is whatever is created; but he who despises himself attains to the illustrious knowledge of Him. Thus far was Philo's discourse. By these words Philo signifies that Thare was a man not indeed perfect, but yet good and eager in thoroughly investigating virtue. But if he had been a worshipper of idols, he would not aptly have borne the type and image of a man desirous of perceiving virtue and earnestly striving to acquire it for himself.13



HUIC ego sententiae libentissimè adhaereo, non tam propter Philonis quàm propter Beati Augustini auctoritatem. Sed ab ea, me quasi manu prehendens, videtur avellere locus ille Iosue capite vigesimo quarto quem supra posuimus, in quo non obscurè significatur Thare diis alienis servisse: sic enim ibi legitur: Trans fluvium habitaverunt patres vestri ab initio, Thare pater Abraham & Nachor, servientes diis alienis. Inter patres igitur Hebraeorum qui trans fluvium (id est, in Chaldaea, quae trans flumen Euphratem est comparatione terrae promissionis ubi haec locutus est Iosue) habitaverunt & servierunt diis alienis, nominatim memoratur Thare. Ad hoc fortasse quispiam responderet duo illic dici: unum est, maiores Hebraeorum habitasse trans fluvium ab initio, id est, in Chaldaea (illud autem ab initio significat statim post factam linguarum divisionem dispersionemque hominum, disturbata turris Babel aedificatione); alterum est, illos servisse diis alienis. Illud igitur prius pertinet ad omnes maiores Hebraeorum, etiam ad ipsum Thare; hoc autem posterius, de cultu deorum alienorum, non ad ipsum Thare sed ad alios eo priores referri debet. Sed profecto & contextus ipse verborum (ut patet ea consideranti) indicat Thare fuisse in iis qui servierunt diis alienis; & ita sentiunt omnes…
To this opinion I most gladly adhere, not so much on account of Philo's authority as of blessed Augustine's. But from it, as if taking me by the hand, that passage of Joshua chapter twenty-four which we set down above seems to pull me away, in which it is not obscurely signified that Thare served strange gods; for thus it is read there: “Beyond the river your fathers dwelt from the beginning, Thare the father of Abraham and Nachor, serving strange gods.” Among the fathers of the Hebrews, therefore, who dwelt beyond the river (that is, in Chaldea, which is beyond the river Euphrates in comparison with the land of promise where Joshua spoke this) and served strange gods, Thare is named expressly. To this perhaps someone might respond that two things are said there: one is, that the ancestors of the Hebrews dwelt beyond the river from the beginning, that is, in Chaldea (‘from the beginning’ signifying immediately after the division of tongues and dispersion of men, the building of the tower of Babel being disturbed); the other is, that they served strange gods. The former, then, pertains to all the ancestors of the Hebrews, even to Thare himself; but the latter, about the worship of strange gods, ought to be referred not to Thare himself but to others earlier than he. But surely the very context of the words (as is clear to one considering them) indicates that Thare was among those who served strange gods; and so think all…14



…omnes interpretes eius libri, cùm eum locum explanant; & inter hos apertissimis verbis id docet Theodoretus quaestione decima octava in Iosue.
…all the interpreters of that book, when they explain that passage; and among these Theodoret teaches it in the plainest words, in question eighteen on Joshua.15



NOS igitur dicamus utrumque verum esse, & quod Beatus Augustinus tradidit, & quod isti prodiderunt. Nam, ut rectè monet Tostatus quaestione vigesima super caput undecimum Geneseos, dum Thare mansit in Chaldaea, cultor fuit veri Dei purusque ab Idolatria: quin etiam propter eam causam, concitato adversus se odio & insectatione Chaldaeorum, inde fugit & profectus est in Mesopotamiam; & hoc sensit Augustinus, & in libro Iudith capite quinto significatur (nos supra & verba Augustini & quae sunt in eo loco libri Iudith exposuimus). At verò postquam Thare venit Haran seu Charras, extremam Mesopotamiae urbem, paulatim ibi corruptus, vel consuetudine eius gentis, vel adventu Nachor filii ex Chaldaea, vel discessu & absentia ipsius Abraham, lapsus est in Idolatriam: atque hoc significavit Iosue supra dicto loco, & plerique interpretes senserunt. Quemadmodum igitur Thare dici verè possit servisse & non servisse diis alienis, videlicet diversis temporibus diversisque locis, hinc manifestum est. Non me fugit Beatum Chrysostomum in Homilia trigesima prima in Genesim scriptum reliquisse, etiam priusquam Thare venisset Haran, fuisse eum infidelem: sed mihi quod ex sententia Beati Augustini dixi, multò probabilius videtur.
Let us therefore say that both are true — both what blessed Augustine handed down, and what these [others] reported. For, as Tostatus rightly advises (question twenty on chapter eleven of Genesis), while Thare remained in Chaldea, he was a worshipper of the true God and pure from Idolatry: indeed, for that very cause, the hatred and persecution of the Chaldees being stirred up against him, he fled thence and set out into Mesopotamia; and this Augustine held, and it is signified in the book of Judith chapter five (we above set out both Augustine's words and what is in that place of the book of Judith). But after Thare came to Haran or Charra, the farthest city of Mesopotamia, being gradually corrupted there — whether by the custom of that nation, or by the coming of his son Nachor from Chaldea, or by the departure and absence of Abraham himself — he lapsed into Idolatry: and this Joshua signified in the aforesaid place, and most interpreters held. How therefore Thare can truly be said both to have served and not to have served strange gods — namely at different times and in different places — is hence manifest. It does not escape me that blessed Chrysostom, in the thirty-first homily on Genesis, left in writing that even before Thare came to Haran he was an unbeliever: but what I have said from the opinion of blessed Augustine seems to me much more probable.16



Translator’s notes
	Disp. 16 title (the fourth question of the Praefatio). Whether Thare was ever an idolater. ↩
	§243. The question framed: were Thare or even Abraham ever idolaters, or did both (or at least Abraham) always worship the true God? Thare first, then Abraham. ↩
	§244. The case that Thare WAS an idolater: the Hebrew Tradition (of Disp. 15) made him a fierce idol-worshipper and persecutor of the faithful. Epiphanius (opening of the Panarion) likewise: idolatry began in Sarug's time (only painted images at first); Thare, son of Nachor, first made clay idols by the potter's art — and as a fit retribution his son Aran was the first son to die naturally before his father (Abel excepted, being murdered), which Scripture marked with ‘Aran died in the sight of Thare.’ Margin: 'That Thare was an idolater, the opinion of some; the Hebrews; Epiphanius; Genesis 4; the first son after creation to die before his father was Aran son of Thare, and why, per Epiphanius.' ↩
	§245 (begins). Suidas (apparently borrowing from Epiphanius), in the ‘Abraham’ entry and citing Philo, confirms image-worship flourished from Sarug to Thare; and that Abraham sharply reproached his father Thare for making and worshipping idols (continues next page). Margin: 'Suidas; Philo; Thare; Abraham.' ↩
	§245 (concl.). Completing Suidas/Philo: Abraham broke and burned his father's idols; and Suidas (entry ‘Saruch’/Sarug) gives the euhemerist origin of idolatry — Sarug ordered eminent dead benefactors worshipped yearly as gods. Margin: 'Thare; Abraham.' [§-numbering: Liber XVI is numbered continuously across all three Parts; the Third Part runs from §205 (Disp. 14) onward — this is §245.] ↩
	§246. Idolatry spread from Sarug down to Thare, who made and promoted idols; it pervaded Greece (deifying Hellen). The strongest scriptural proof that Thare was an idolater: Joshua 24:2, ‘Thare the father of Abraham and Nachor… served strange gods.’ Margin: 'Genesis 11; that Thare was an idolater.' ↩
	§247. The contrary view (Thare NOT an idolater): Augustine (City of God 16.13) asks why Thare did not take Nachor when he left Chaldea — answering that Thare's family fled idolatry and its persecution, while the idolater Nachor stayed (only later coming to Charran, Gen 22). So for Augustine, Thare worshipped the true God and Nachor was the idolater. Margin: 'St. Augustine.' ↩
	§248. Augustine grounds his view in Judith 5: Achior the Ammonite tells Holofernes the Hebrews left Chaldea because they refused their fathers' many gods and worshipped the one God of heaven, who bade them go to Canaan — proof (for Augustine) that Thare's house was persecuted for true piety, not idolatrous. ↩
	§248 (concl.) + §249. Closing Augustine, Pererius turns to Philo (On Dreams), who allegorizes Thare as a lover of virtue not yet its possessor, vs. Jacob the perfect possessor — with etymologies: Charra = ‘metropolis of the senses’ (ditch/cave), Thare = ‘contemplation of smell,’ Jacob = ‘athlete/wrestler/supplanter.’ Margin: 'Philo; mystical interpretation of Charra, Thare, and Jacob.' ↩
	§250. Philo's elegant allegory: Abraham left Charra but Thare stayed till death, because Thare was a ‘smeller’ (contemplator) of virtue, not its ‘eater’ (possessor) — like hunting-dogs tracking by scent, the lover of wisdom is drawn by virtue's fragrance; the perfect drink from wisdom's cup, while lesser souls are fed by its very aroma. ↩
	§251 (begins). Philo continues: Thare's move from Chaldea to Charra (with his household) is a moral lesson — the Chaldees study the stars, the ‘Charrenses’ the senses; Scripture rebukes the would-be astronomer, telling him to scrutinize himself rather than leap to the heavens (continues next page). ↩
	§251 (concl.). Philo's rebuke completed: before presuming to know the cosmos, ‘go to Charra’ (the body, the seat of the senses) and know yourself — astronomy without self-knowledge is madness. ↩
	§252. Philo's allegory: Thare = the Hebrews' ‘Socrates’ (devoted to ‘know thyself’), a sincere virtue-seeker; Jacob/Abraham the more perfect possessors (self-knowledge → self-contempt → knowledge of God). Pererius's point: if Thare had been an idolater, Philo would not have made him the very type of a virtue-seeker — so Philo's allegory tells against Thare's idolatry. Margin: 'A notable saying.' ↩
	§253 (begins). Pererius adheres to the view that Thare was no idolater (chiefly on Augustine's authority) — but Joshua 24:2 (‘Thare… serving strange gods’) pulls him the other way. An attempted dodge (the ‘serving strange gods’ refers to earlier ancestors, not Thare) is rejected: the context names Thare among the idol-servers (continues next page). Margin: 'The author's opinion, whether Thare was an idolater; a passage of Joshua ch. 24; Genesis 11.' ↩
	§253 (concl.). All commentators on Joshua, especially Theodoret (Questions on Joshua, q. 18), read Joshua 24:2 as making Thare one who served strange gods. Margin: 'Theodoret.' ↩
	§254 (closing Disp. 16). Pererius's reconciliation: BOTH are true at different times/places (so Tostatus, q. 20 on Gen 11). In Chaldea Thare worshipped the true God and fled the Chaldees' persecution (Augustine; Judith 5); but at Haran he gradually lapsed into idolatry (Joshua 24:2). Thus he both ‘served’ and ‘did not serve’ strange gods. Against Chrysostom (Homily 31), who made Thare an unbeliever even before Haran. Margin: 'Tostatus.' ↩
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SEVENTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Abraham was always a worshipper of the true God, or whether he was at some time polluted with the superstition of Idolatry.1
DECIMA SEPTIMA DISPUTATIO. Semperne Abraham veri Dei cultor fuerit, an verò superstitione Idolatriae aliquando pollutus sit.



VISUS [est] Abraham aliquando superstitione Idolatriae velut adflatus & infectus, docet Genebrardus in sua Chronologia, auctoritate Hebraeorum id affirmantium, ex sententia duorum nobilium Rabbinorum, Iohanan & Haninae; à quibus proditum est Abraham quadragesimo octavo aetatis anno coepisse agnoscere verum Deum, omnemque Idolatriae superstitionem abiecisse. Id autem, secundum Chronologiam Hebraeorum (de qua superiori libro decimo quinto diximus), contigisse eo tempore quo facta est linguarum divisio: siquidem eam ipsi factam volunt extremo vitae anno Phaleg, qui fuit aetatis Abraham quadragesimus octavus annus.
That Abraham was at some time as it were breathed-upon and infected by the superstition of Idolatry, Genebrardus teaches in his Chronology, by the authority of the Hebrews who affirm it, from the opinion of two noble Rabbis, Iohanan and Hanina; by whom it is reported that Abraham in the forty-eighth year of his age began to recognize the true God, and cast off all superstition of Idolatry. And this, according to the Chronology of the Hebrews (of which we spoke in the previous fifteenth book), happened at the time when the division of tongues was made: since they hold it was made in the last year of Phaleg's life, which was the forty-eighth year of Abraham's age.2



IN hanc quoque sententiam propensior videtur Andreas Masius, qui aetate nostra commentarios edidit in librum Iosue, non minus sanè Catholicos & pios quàm eruditos & disertos. In his explanans verba illa Iosue capitis vigesimi quarti, Trans flumen habitaverunt…
To this opinion also Andreas Masius seems more inclined, who in our age published commentaries on the book of Joshua, no less Catholic and pious than learned and eloquent. In these, explaining those words of Joshua chapter twenty-four, ‘Beyond the river they dwelt…’3



…patres vestri ab initio, & servierunt diis alienis, ita scribit: Valet haec oratio Iosue ad explicandam Dei benignitatem quam ille in populum Israeliticum contulit. Quod porrò ait maiores ipsorum trans flumen coluisse deos alienos, non ad Sem & Noë aliosque remotiores, sed ad proximos maiores tantùm pertinet. Hoc enim solùm agitur, ut constet gratuitò ipsos esse à Deo adoptari pro populo; neque gratia solùm, verùm cùm etiam maioribus suis divinum cultum atque honorem non vero Deo cui debebatur, sed alienis falsisque diis adhibuerint. Nominatim autem ponitur ante oculos Thare, & duo eius filii Abraham & Nachor, quòd ex his universi populi Hebraei stirps esset prognata, namque à Nachor maternum genus duxit per Rebeccam, Liam & Rachelem. Neque enim eos audire possum qui magno conatu Abrahamum ab hoc Idolatriae turpissimo scelere vindicare nescio quibus argutiis student. Quasi verò non tantò illustrior sit Dei gratia qua illum complexus est, quantò ipse fuit sceleratior minusque tantò dignus favore. An non pro admirabili beneficio Dei toties commemorat atque inculcat animis nostris sacra historia, quòd illum quasi manu arreptum è patria atque Idolatrarum consortio extraxerit? Nam Iudaei qui fabulam de Ur Chaldaeorum (hoc est igne quem Abrahamus noluerit patriis ritibus adorare) commenti sunt, refelli non merentur, cùm sit certissimum Ur loci nomen esse. Sic Masius. Apparet igitur eum putasse Abrahamum, cùm esset in Chaldaea priusquam à Deo vocaretur, patrio more deos eius gentis coluisse.
“…your fathers from the beginning, and they served strange gods,” he writes thus: “This oration of Joshua avails to explain the benignity of God which He conferred on the Israelite people. As for what he says, that their ancestors beyond the river worshipped strange gods, it pertains not to Sem and Noah and others more remote, but only to the nearer ancestors. For this only is at issue: that it be established that they were gratuitously adopted by God as a people; and not by grace only, but the more since even their ancestors had given divine worship and honor not to the true God, to whom it was owed, but to strange and false gods. And by name Thare is set before our eyes, and his two sons Abraham and Nachor, because from these the stock of the whole Hebrew people was begotten; for from Nachor the maternal line was drawn through Rebecca, Leah, and Rachel. For I cannot listen to those who, with great effort, strive by I-know-not-what subtleties to vindicate Abraham from this most base crime of idolatry. As if the grace of God by which He embraced him were not the more illustrious the more wicked he himself was, and the less worthy of such favor. Does not sacred history so often commemorate and inculcate in our minds, as an admirable benefit of God, that He drew him out, as if seized by the hand, from his fatherland and the fellowship of idolaters? For the Jews who invented the fable about Ur of the Chaldees — that is, the fire which Abraham refused to worship by ancestral rites — do not deserve to be refuted, since it is most certain that Ur is the name of a place.” Thus Masius. It appears, therefore, that he thought Abraham, when he was in Chaldea before he was called by God, worshipped the gods of that nation after the manner of his fathers.4



HANC etiam opinionem apertissimis verbis confirmare videtur Philo, in libro qui inscribitur Abraham. Philo enim sic ait: Chaldaei, exercitati scientia siderali, omnia tribuentes stellarum motibus, à quibus dispensari credunt mundi potentias quae constant ex numeris eorumque proportionibus, venerabantur visibilia, non percipientes invisibilia & intelligibilia; atque ita, ex conversionibus stellarum tam errantium quàm inerrantium, & anni in quatuor tempora distincti ordinatis vicibus, miroque rerum caelestium ac terrestrium consensu, Mundum ipsum existimabant esse Deum, profana sanè opinione creaturam facientes Creatori similem. Huic innutritus dogmati Abraham, & per tempus longum Chaldaico imbutus delirio, tanquam post altum somnum aperto mentis oculo, postquam puram lucem pro densis tenebris coepit intueri, secutus eius splendorem, animadvertit quod prius non viderat: praeesse Mundo quendam aurigam gubernatoremque qui sui operis saluti provideat.
This opinion also Philo seems to confirm in the plainest words, in the book entitled ‘Abraham.’ For Philo says thus: “The Chaldees, exercised in the science of the stars, attributing all things to the motions of the stars (by which they believe the powers of the world, which consist of numbers and their proportions, are dispensed), venerated visible things, not perceiving the invisible and intelligible; and thus, from the revolutions of the stars, both wandering and fixed, and from the year distinguished into four seasons by ordered changes, and from the wonderful consent of celestial and terrestrial things, they thought the World itself to be God — by a profane opinion indeed making the creature like the Creator. Nourished in this dogma, Abraham, and for a long time imbued with the Chaldaic madness, as if after a deep sleep with the eye of the mind opened, after he began to behold the pure light instead of dense darkness, following its splendor, perceived what he had not seen before: that a certain charioteer and governor presides over the World, who provides for the welfare of his own work.”5



[praeesse Mundo gubernatorem] qui non totius modò, sed eius quoque partium omnium curator tutorque sit: Mundum autem, omnium opus maximum atque pulcherrimum, à quo velut partes pendeant omnia, [absurdum esse] destitutum esse rectoris sui providentia, per quam & incolumis conservetur ipse & legitimè administretur. NEC verò non maximè facit ad huius rei confirmationem, quod legitur Deum apparuisse Abrahae cùm primùm ille profectus est ex Chaldaea: videlicet prius non fuerat ei notus, quando more Chaldaeorum intentus siderum cursibus, supra Mundum sensibilem nullam prorsus esse naturam intelligentem credebat. At postquam solum vertit, statim agnoscit Mundum esse subditum non dominum, nec regere sed regi ab auctore suo. Nam prius sensibilia magna…
[that a Governor presides over the World] who is the curator and guardian not only of the whole but also of all its parts; but that the World, the greatest and most beautiful work of all, from which all things hang as parts, [it is absurd] should be destitute of the providence of its ruler, by which it is both kept safe and lawfully administered. Nor indeed does it not greatly serve for the confirmation of this matter, that it is read that God appeared to Abraham when he first set out from Chaldea: namely, He had not been known to him before, when, after the manner of the Chaldees, intent on the courses of the stars, he believed there was no intelligent nature at all above the sensible World. But after he changed his soil, he immediately recognized that the World is subject, not lord, and does not rule but is ruled by its author. For before, the great sensible things…6



…magnam ei caliginem offuderant: quam ubi discussit, tandem potuit, veluti in serenitate pura, ea quae prius latuissent cernere. Deum verò pro sua benignitate venientem ad se illum non est aversatus; quin etiam ultro ei procedens obviam, ostendit naturam suam quatenus videri poterat. Quamobrem non dicitur Abraham vidisse Deum, sed Deus apparuisse Abrahae: non enim quisquam per se ipsum potuisset videre eum qui verè est, nisi ille se ultro videndum praebuisset. Hactenus ex Philone. Ex cuius verbis palam est existimasse eum, priusquam Abraham, vocatus à Deo, demigraret ex Chaldaea, in Chaldaeorum errore atque idolatria esse versatum.
…had cast a great darkness over him: which, when he had dispelled it, he could at last, as in pure serenity, discern those things which before had lain hidden. But God, coming to him in His benignity, he did not turn away from; nay, [God] going forth of His own accord to meet him, showed His nature so far as it could be seen. Wherefore it is not said that Abraham saw God, but that God appeared to Abraham: for no one could of himself see Him who truly is, unless He of His own accord offered Himself to be seen. Thus far from Philo. From whose words it is plain that he thought that, before Abraham — called by God — departed from Chaldea, he had been involved in the error and idolatry of the Chaldees.7



SUFFRAGARI huic sententiae non parum videtur locus ille Iosue supra toties memoratus: duo enim inibi dixit Iosue; altero quidem, patres Hebraeorum habitasse trans fluvium; altero verò, eos servisse diis alienis; & utrumque de illis similiter dixit. Inter illos autem patres Hebraeorum nominatim posuit Thare, Nachor & Abraham: ad illos igitur tres referri debet quod dictum est tam de habitatione trans flumen, quàm de cultu deorum alienorum: sicut enim tres illos habitasse trans flumen negari non potest, ita quoque eosdem illos tres aliquando servisse diis alienis concedendum esse videtur. Ac de Thare quidem paulò suprà probatum est; de Nachor autem concesso omnium manifestum est: neque igitur de Abraham id negandum videtur. Quò enim Iosue mentionem Abrahae intulisset, docens maiores Hebraeorum servisse aliquando diis alienis, & benignitate Dei ad sui nominis agnitionem & cultum & possessionem terrae Chanaan esse adductos, si nunquam Abraham servisset diis alienis, nulloque tempore non veri Dei cultor fuisset? Atque haec est istorum opinio.
That passage of Joshua, so often mentioned above, seems to favor this opinion not a little: for Joshua there said two things; by the one, that the fathers of the Hebrews dwelt beyond the river; by the other, that they served strange gods; and he said both alike of them. Now among those fathers of the Hebrews he expressly placed Thare, Nachor, and Abraham: to those three, therefore, ought to be referred what is said both about dwelling beyond the river and about the worship of strange gods. For just as it cannot be denied that those three dwelt beyond the river, so also it seems must be conceded that those same three at some time served strange gods. And concerning Thare it was proved a little above; and concerning Nachor it is manifest by everyone's concession: nor therefore does it seem that it should be denied concerning Abraham. For to what end would Joshua have introduced mention of Abraham — teaching that the ancestors of the Hebrews at some time served strange gods, and by God's benignity were brought to the recognition and worship of His name and to the possession of the land of Chanaan — if Abraham had never served strange gods, and at no time had failed to be a worshipper of the true God? And this is the opinion of these [authors].8



VERUM contraria huic sententia, & longè probabilior, mihi non solùm semper magis placuit, sed ita meo in animo penitus insedit, ut à nullis auctoritatibus nullisque argumentis evelli possit. Arbitror igitur nunquam falsorum deorum superstitione occupatum & infectum esse Abraham, sed ab initio usque ad extremum spiritum verum Deum coluisse. Et mecum quidem stat Iosephus, qui primo libro Antiquitatum de Abraham ad hunc modum scribit: Fuit, inquit, Abraham vir sapiens aequè ac eloquens, & in coniectando sagax. Cùmque ob virtutem eximiam sapiens esse prae cunctis habitus, ausus est vulgo receptam de Deo opinionem convellere, & in melius vertere. Ergo primus omnium clara voce praedicavit unum esse Deum universitatis rerum conditorem; quae autem ad felicitatem conferunt, à nobis non nostris viribus, sed eius benignitate contingere. Namque ex terrae ac maris siderumque observatione argumentabatur, vim esse quandam ac potestatem quae deorum horum omnium curam gerat omniaque decenter administret: quae cessante, nihil utilitatis nostris [rebus contingeret], cùm nihil suapte virtute polleant, sed universa omnipotenti ipsius voluntati obsecundent: quapropter huic uni bonorum acceptorum gratias agi oporteret. Quamobrem cùm Chaldaei & Mesopotamitae contra ipsum insurgerent, consilium ille cepit inde migrandi…
But the contrary opinion to this, and far more probable, has not only always pleased me more, but has so deeply settled in my mind that it can be torn out by no authorities and no arguments. I think, therefore, that Abraham was never occupied and infected by the superstition of false gods, but from the beginning to his last breath worshipped the true God. And Josephus indeed stands with me, who in the first book of the Antiquities writes about Abraham thus: “Abraham was a man wise as well as eloquent, and shrewd in conjecturing. And since, on account of his eminent virtue, he was held wise above all, he dared to overturn the commonly received opinion about God, and to turn it to the better. Therefore he first of all proclaimed with a clear voice that there is one God, the creator of the universe of things; and that the things which confer felicity come to us not by our own powers, but by His benignity. For from the observation of earth and sea and stars he argued that there is a certain power presiding, which takes care of all these [seeming] gods and administers all things becomingly: which ceasing, nothing of utility [would come] to our affairs, since they avail nothing by their own power, but all obey His omnipotent will: wherefore to this One alone thanks ought to be given for goods received. And so, when the Chaldees and Mesopotamians rose up against him, he took the resolve of migrating thence…”9



…grandi; & voluntate ac favore Dei adiutus, terram Chananaeam tenuit, ubi, sedibus positis, Deo struxit aram & hostias mactavit. Sic Iosephus.
…greatly; and, aided by the will and favor of God, he held the land of Chanaan, where, his seats being established, he built an altar to God and slew victims. Thus Josephus.10



IOSEPHO autem consona & simillima tradit Suidas: namque in vocabulo Abraham, inter alia sic de eo scribit: Abraham è Chaldaeorum terra oriundus fuit, qui in observatione stellarum earumque rerum quae in sublimi sunt aetatem omnem consumpsit. Exercitatus igitur more patrio in siderum motibus observandis, sagaciter animadvertit magnificentiam rerum conditarum non sua vi constare, sed aliquem habere opificem à quo esse, moveantur & regantur. Quocirca non in his rebus cogitationes & desiderio substitit, sed ultra sidera enixus, animo permagnatus, non antè destitit anhelando inquirendo, quàm is se patefecisset, typis nempe quibusdam atque imaginibus, & iis rationibus quibus is qui cerni non potest conspiciendum praebet. Cùmque cultus imaginum, coeptus à Sarug, usque ad Thare patrem eius viguisset, Abraham natus annos quatuordecim, Dei cognitione illustratus, patrem iis verbis compellabat: Quid seducis homines, lucri causa? non est alius Deus nisi coelestis ille, totius mundi opifex. Itaque cùm videret homines creaturae cultum deserentes, unum ipse Deum animo religioso exquirebat. Tandem illi Deus apparuit, & de terra sua exire iussit: cuius ille praeceptis obtemperans, sumptis patris imaginibus & simulacris, iisque partim confractis partim exustis, patriam dereliquit. Hactenus ex Suida.
To Josephus, Suidas hands down consonant and very similar things: for in the entry ‘Abraham,’ among other things he writes thus of him: “Abraham was sprung from the land of the Chaldees, who in the observation of the stars and of those things which are on high consumed his whole youth. Exercised therefore after his fathers' manner in observing the motions of the stars, he shrewdly perceived that the magnificence of created things does not subsist by its own power, but has some maker by whom they are, and are moved, and are governed. Wherefore he did not stop at thoughts and desire in these things, but, straining beyond the stars, greatly stirred in mind, did not cease panting and inquiring until He had revealed Himself — namely by certain figures and images, and by those reasons by which He who cannot be seen offers Himself to be beheld. And when the worship of images, begun from Sarug, had flourished down to Thare his father, Abraham, being fourteen years old, illumined by the knowledge of God, addressed his father with these words: ‘Why do you seduce men for the sake of gain? There is no other God than that heavenly One, the maker of the whole world.’ And so, when he saw men deserting the worship of the Creator, he himself with a religious mind sought out the one God. At last God appeared to him, and bade him go out from his land: obeying whose precepts, having taken his father's images and idols, and these being partly broken, partly burned, he abandoned his fatherland.” Thus far from Suidas.11



FIDES quoque adiungi potest huic sententiae ex iis quae Iudaeos dixisse narrat Ioannes in Evangelio capite octavo. Ubi cùm Dominus noster dixisset eis, Si Filius vos liberaverit, verè liberi eritis, & vos ex patre diabolo estis, & opera patris vestri vultis facere; responderunt illi: Nos semen Abraham sumus, & nemini servivimus unquam… [&] non ex fornicatione nati sumus, unum patrem habemus Deum. Ubi vocabulum fornicationis, ut saepe alias in scriptura, positum est pro cultu Idolorum. Illis autem verbis significare voluerunt Iudaei nec se Idolatras esse, nec ex Idolatris genus & ortum ducere: quippe cùm principem generis sui, auctorem & parentem, agnoscant Abraham, qui nunquam falsis diis servierat, sed perpetuus fuerat veri Dei cultor.
Credit may also be added to this opinion from those things which John in the Gospel, chapter eight, narrates the Jews to have said. Where, when our Lord had said to them, “If the Son makes you free, you shall be truly free; and you are of your father the devil, and you wish to do the works of your father,” they answered him: “We are the seed of Abraham, and have never been in bondage to anyone… [and] we are not born of fornication; we have one Father, God.” Where the word ‘fornication,’ as often elsewhere in scripture, is put for the worship of idols. By those words the Jews wished to signify that they were neither idolaters, nor drew their race and origin from idolaters: since they acknowledge as the founder of their race, their author and parent, Abraham, who had never served false gods, but had been a perpetual worshipper of the true God.12



ET verò si aliquando fuisset Abraham impia falsorum deorum superstitione obstrictus & contaminatus, & fuisset ex ea per Dei gratiam extractus, eius rei tam memorabilis & tam insignis, ad commendationem divinae misericordiae erga peccatores, exemplum & documentum non fuisset tacitum in sacris literis vel novi vel veteris Testamenti. Usus est in primis Paulus in Epistola ad Romanos, cùm illud disputat: Omnes peccaverunt, & egent gloria Dei; iustificati gratis per gratiam ipsius. Et quemadmodum exemplo Abrahae argumentatur Paulus hominem non haberi iustum apud Deum ex propriis ipsius operibus, sed per gratiam Dei gratuitò condonantis peccata hominemque in suam gratiam & amicitiam recipientis; ita eiusdem Abrahae usus esset exemplo ad demonstrandam inenarrabilem Dei benignitatem, qui ex impio faciat iustum, ex hoste amicum…
And truly, if Abraham had at some time been bound and contaminated by the impious superstition of false gods, and had been drawn out of it by God's grace, the example and document of so memorable and so signal a thing — for the commendation of divine mercy toward sinners — would not have been kept silent in the sacred letters of either the New or the Old Testament. Paul especially uses [Abraham] in the Epistle to the Romans, when he argues that: “All have sinned, and need the glory of God; being justified freely by His grace.” And just as Paul argues, by the example of Abraham, that a man is not held just before God by his own works, but by the grace of God freely forgiving sins and receiving the man into His grace and friendship; so he would have used the same Abraham as an example to demonstrate the unspeakable benignity of God, who makes the just out of the impious, a friend out of an enemy…13



…ex mancipio diaboli, filium Dei. Et cùm paulò pòst disputet, Ubi abundavit delictum, ibi superabundavit & gratia, ad id vel comprobandum vel illustrandum huiusmodi exemplum Abrahae mirificè accommodatum fuisset. Denique sicut ipse fatetur ingenuè & prae se fert se contumeliosum, blasphemum & persecutorem Ecclesiae fuisse, sed misericordiam esse consecutum à Deo, ut per ipsum Deus inaestimabiles bonitatis & clementiae suae erga peccatores divitias ostenderet; ita quoque tam illustri exemplo Abrahae id ipsum confirmasset.
…a son of God out of a slave of the devil. And since he disputes a little afterward, “Where the offense abounded, there grace did more abound,” for proving or illustrating this, such an example of Abraham would have been wonderfully fitting. Finally, just as he frankly confesses and proclaims that he himself had been contumelious, a blasphemer, and a persecutor of the Church, yet had obtained mercy from God, that through him God might show the inestimable riches of His goodness and clemency toward sinners; so too he would have confirmed this same thing by so illustrious an example of Abraham.14



NEQUE verò locus ille Iosue adversatur vel officit quicquam huic sententiae. Nam quod ibi dicitur patres Hebraeorum servisse diis alienis, intelligi debet de patribus qui praecesserunt Thare, & de ipso Thare postquam ex Chaldaea venit in Mesopotamiam, ut supra declaratum est. Nominatur autem Thare pater Abraham & Nachor, non quod uterque fuerit cultor Idolorum, sed quod ex his duobus universus populus Hebraeus genus exortum est, ex illo paternum, ex hoc autem maternum. Sed praecipua ratio cur ibi nominetur Abraham ea videtur fuisse, quod, cùm is habitaret in Mesopotamia, scilicet trans flumen Euphratem, inde translatus à Deo fuerit in terram Chananaeam, cuius terrae possessionem ei & semini eius Deus attribuit: quocirca post illa verba proximè subiecit Iosue: Tuli ergo patrem vestrum Abraham de Mesopotamiae finibus, & adduxi eum in terram Chanaan, &c. FINIS.
Nor indeed does that passage of Joshua oppose or hinder this opinion at all. For what is there said — that the fathers of the Hebrews served strange gods — ought to be understood of the fathers who preceded Thare, and of Thare himself after he came from Chaldea into Mesopotamia, as was declared above. And Thare is named the father of Abraham and Nachor, not because each of them was a worshipper of idols, but because from these two the whole Hebrew people took its origin — from the one [Abraham] the paternal line, from the other [Nachor] the maternal. But the chief reason why Abraham is named there seems to have been this: that, since he dwelt in Mesopotamia (namely beyond the river Euphrates), he was thence translated by God into the land of Chanaan, the possession of which land God attributed to him and to his seed: wherefore, after those words, Joshua immediately subjoined: “I took therefore your father Abraham from the borders of Mesopotamia, and led him into the land of Chanaan, etc.” THE END.15
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LatineEnglish


This second Volume on Genesis first came forth, printed at Rome, in the year after the Birth of Christ the Lord 1592, in the month of August, but in the 56th year of the Author's age. PRAISE TO GOD AND TO THE EVER-VIRGIN MARY, MOTHER OF GOD.1
Hic secundus Tomus in Genesim primùm Typis excusus Romae prodiit, anno post Christi Domini Ortum M.D.XCII., Mense Augusto, aetatis verò Auctoris anno LVI. LAUS DEO ET DEIPARAE SEMPER VIRGINI MARIAE.
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		SIXTH DISPUTATION. On the rain of forty days, from which the flood was chiefly made


		SEVENTH DISPUTATION. What that means which Moses said: “In the joint (articulus) of that day Noah entered the Ark”?


		EIGHTH DISPUTATION. What that is which Moses says, “And the Lord shut him in from outside.”


		NINTH DISPUTATION. On the magnitude of the flood: whether, when Moses said that in the time of the flood all the mountains which are under the whole heaven were covered …


		TENTH DISPUTATION. Whether the flood reached the middle region of the air


		ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. How long the flood lasted, holding the earth


		TWELFTH DISPUTATION. Whether Noah's flood proceeded from natural causes alone, or whether, to bring it about, the supernatural power of God was also needed


		THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether among the pagans there was any knowledge and record of this flood of Noah


		FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the flood of Ogyges and of Deucalion







		Book Thirteen — the diminution and cessation of the flood
		THE THIRTEENTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, ON THE DIMINUTION AND CESSATION OF THE FLOOD


		The eighth chapter of the book of Genesis


		“And God remembered Noah, and all the living creatures, and all the cattle that were with him in the Ark, and brought a wind upon the earth, and the waters were …


		“And when she found not where her foot might rest, she returned to him into the ark: for the waters were upon the whole earth. And he put forth his hand, and caught her …


		“And God spoke to Noah, saying: Go out of the ark, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of thy sons with thee. All living things that are with thee of all flesh — …


		PREFACE


		FIRST DISPUTATION. What that spirit was which the Lord brought upon the earth to dry the waters of the flood


		SECOND DISPUTATION. When the closing of the fountains of the deep was made


		THIRD DISPUTATION. In what month and on what day of the month the decrease of the flood began


		A BRIEF MORAL DIGRESSION. On the words of the eighth chapter thus far explained


		FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whence that seventh month is to be counted, in which month Moses said the Ark rested upon the mountains of Armenia


		FIFTH DISPUTATION. On the discrepancy of the Latin reading from the Hebrew, which is in this place concerning the day on which the Ark is said to have rested on the …


		SIXTH DISPUTATION. On those words: “And in the tenth month, on the first day of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared.”


		SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How great a part of the Ark was submerged in the waters, when the waters were at their highest increase — that is, when they exceeded the highest …


		EIGHTH DISPUTATION. On the raven. Upon those words of Moses: “He sent out the raven, which went out and did not return, until the waters were dried up upon the earth.”


		NINTH DISPUTATION. On the Dove sent out after the raven: Upon those words: “He sent forth also a dove after him, to see if the waters had now ceased upon the face of the …


		“Therefore in the six hundred and first year, in the first month, on the first day of the month, the waters were diminished upon the earth: And Noah, opening the …


		TENTH DISPUTATION. How long the flood lasted, and how long Noah remained in the Ark: Upon those words: “In the second month, on the twenty-seventh day of the month, the …


		ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. On Noah's going out of the Ark: Upon those words: “And God spoke to Noah, saying, Go out of the Ark, thou and thy wife, thy sons and the wives of …


		TWELFTH DISPUTATION. On the Altar and the sacrifice which Noah made to God, and the divine approbation of his sacrifice: Upon those words: “And Noah built an altar to …


		THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the divine approbation of Noah's Sacrifice: Upon those words: “The Lord smelled a sweet savor.”


		FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. On the Promise of God Given to Noah. Upon those words: “Neither will I any more curse the earth for the sake of men: for the sense and thought of …







		Book Fourteen — Genesis 9
		BENEDICT PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FOURTEEN. On the ninth chapter of the book of Genesis. On the eating of flesh granted to men; on the precept of not …


		The ninth chapter of Genesis


		…was man made


		And the sons of Noah who came out of the Ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth: and Ham is the father of Canaan. These three are the sons of Noah: and from these was all …


		…and their faces were turned away, and they saw not their father's nakedness


		And God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. And let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth, etc


		Everything that moves and lives shall be food for you: even as the green herbs have I delivered them all to you


		FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether the eating of flesh was lawful for man before the flood


		Save that flesh with the blood you shall not eat. For I will require the blood of your lives at the hand of all beasts, and at the hand of man, at the hand of every man …


		SECOND DISPUTATION. On the eating of blood forbidden to men


		And God said, I will set my bow in the clouds, and it shall be the sign of a covenant between me and the earth: And when I shall cover the sky with clouds, my bow shall …


		THIRD DISPUTATION. On the heavenly bow which God established as a sign of a flood never to come; containing Eight questions


		And the sons of Noah who came out of the ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth: and Ham is the father of Canaan. These three are the sons of Noah, and from these was all …


		And Noah, a husbandman, began to till the ground, and planted a vineyard


		And drinking of the wine, he was made drunk, and lay uncovered in his tent


		Which when Ham the father of Canaan had seen, namely that his father's nakedness was uncovered, he told it to his two brethren without


		But Shem and Japheth put a cloak upon their shoulders, and going backward, covered the nakedness of their father: and their faces were turned away, and they saw not …


		And Noah awaking from the wine, when he had learned what his younger son had done to him


		Cursed be Canaan


		FOURTH DISPUTATION. How it is not unjust for some to be punished by God for the sins of others


		A servant of servants shall he be to his brothers


		And he said: Blessed be the Lord God of Shem: be Canaan his servant


		May God enlarge Japheth, and may he dwell in the tents of Shem: and let Canaan be his servant


		And Noah lived after the flood three hundred and fifty years. And all his days were nine hundred and fifty years, and he died


		FIFTH DISPUTATION. On the Chronology of Noah's life: also on a certain son of his whom they call Ionithus, and on his dwelling after the flood







		Book Fifteen — the multiplication of mankind after the flood
		BENEDICT PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FIFTEEN. On the tenth chapter. ON THE MULTIPLICATION OF THE HUMAN RACE MADE AFTER THE FLOOD FROM THE THREE SONS OF NOAH …


		These are the generations of the sons of Noah, Shem, Cham, and Iaphet: and sons were born to them after the flood. The sons of Iaphet: Gomer and Magog and Madai, Iavan …


		…he began to be mighty in the earth. And he was a stout hunter before the Lord. From him came forth the proverb, “Even as Nemrod the stout hunter before the Lord.” And …


		These are the generations of the sons of Noah, Shem, Cham, and Iaphet


		The sons of Iaphet: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Iavan, Thubal, Mosoch, and Thiras


		And the sons of Gomer: Ascenez and Riphath and Thogorma


		And the sons of Iavan: Elisa and Tharsis, Cethim and Dodanim


		And the sons of Cham: Chus and Mesraim and Phut and Chanaan


		FIRST DISPUTATION. What region or nation is denoted by the word Chus — whether Ethiopia or Arabia


		SECOND DISPUTATION. On the Antiquity of the Egyptians


		And the sons of Chus: Saba, and Heuila, and Sabatha, and Regma, and Sabathacha


		The sons of Regma: Saba and Dadan


		Now Chus begot Nemrod: he began to be mighty in the earth, and he was a robust hunter before the Lord. From him went forth the proverb: As Nemrod a robust hunter before the Lord


		THIRD DISPUTATION. Who among men that Nemrod was


		FOURTH DISPUTATION. Whether Nemrod was the first founder and builder of Babylon


		Out of that land went forth Assur, and built Niniue, and the streets of the city, and Chale: Resen also between Niniue and Chale: this is the great city


		FIFTH DISPUTATION. Who Assur the founder of the city Niniue was, and concerning the kingdom of the Assyrians


		SIXTH DISPUTATION. On the Kings of the Assyrians


		SEVENTH DISPUTATION. How long the Monarchy of the Assyrians stood


		EIGHTH DISPUTATION. How long the city of Niniue stood


		But Mesraim begot Ludim, and Anamim, and Laabim, Nephtuim, and Phetrusim, and Chasluim: of whom came forth the Philistines and the Caphtorim


		And Chanaan begot Sidon his firstborn, the Hethite, the Jebusite, the Amorrhite, the Gergesite, the Hevite, the Aracite, the Sinite, the Aradian, the Samarite, and the …


		NINTH DISPUTATION. On Emath


		And the borders of Chanaan were, as one comes from Sidon to Gerara, even to Gaza, until you enter Sodom, Gomorrah, Adama, and Seboim, as far as Lasa


		Of Sem also, the father of all the children of Heber, the elder brother of Japheth, there were born children


		TENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Sem was the eldest-born of the sons of Noah


		The sons of Sem: Aelam, and Assur, and Arphaxad, and Lud, and Aram


		The sons of Aram: Hus, and Hul, and Gether, and Mes


		To Heber were born two sons: the name of one was Phaleg, because in his days the earth was divided


		ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Whether that name Phaleg was imposed from the division of the earth already made, or one to come long after


		Jectan begot Elmodad, and Saleph, and Asamoth, Iare, Adoran, Uzal, Decla, Hebal, Abimael, Saba, Ophir, Heuila, and Iobab: all these are the sons of Jectan


		And their habitation was from Messa, as one goes on, even to Sephar, the Eastern mountain


		These are the sons of Sem according to their kindreds and tongues and regions in their nations


		These are the families of the sons of Noah according to their peoples and nations. By these were the nations divided in the earth after the flood







		Book Sixteen — the tower of Babel and the division of tongues
		BENEDICT PERERIUS'S COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK SIXTEEN. On the eleventh chapter of the book of Genesis — that is, ON THE BUILDING OF THE TOWER OF BABEL and on the …


		Chapter eleven of Genesis. And the earth was of one language and of the same speech. And when they removed from the East, they found a plain in the land of Sennaar, and …


		Come ye, therefore, let us go down and there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech. And so the Lord scattered them from that place …


		And Abram and Nachor took wives: the name of Abram's wife was Sarai, and the name of Nachor's wife, Melcha, the daughter of Aran, the father of Melcha and the father of …


		FIRST DISPUTATION. Whether it was all the men who then were on the earth, or only some part of them, who came together to build the city and tower of Babel


		Upon those words of Moses, chapter 11: And the earth was of one language and of the same speech. And when they removed from the East, they found a plain in the land of …


		SECOND DISPUTATION. On the material out of which the city and tower of Babel were built


		Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make bricks and bake them with fire. And they had brick instead of stones, and bitumen instead of mortar


		THIRD DISPUTATION. Of how great a size those men willed to construct the building, or even did construct it


		Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, the top whereof may reach to heaven


		FOURTH DISPUTATION. With what design, to what end, those men willed to build a city of so great a mass and a tower of so great a height


		Upon those words of Moses, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us make us a city and a tower, and let us make our name famous before we be scattered into all lands


		FIFTH DISPUTATION


		Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: The Lord came down to see the city and the tower which the children of Adam were building


		SIXTH DISPUTATION. Who those were to whom Moses narrates that God spoke these words, whom God willed to be His associates in hindering the building of that tower and in …


		Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Come, let us go down and there confound their tongue


		SEVENTH DISPUTATION. On the confusion of the tongue of those men and its division into various tongues


		Upon those words, Genesis ch. 11: Let us there confound their tongue, that they may not understand one another's speech. And so the Lord scattered them from that place …


		And they ceased to build the city


		And so the Lord scattered them from that place into all lands


		And therefore the name thereof was called Babel, because there the language of the whole earth was confounded; and from thence the Lord scattered them abroad upon the …


		EIGHTH DISPUTATION. Whether the Hebrew tongue, before the confusion of tongues, was in use among all men


		NINTH DISPUTATION. Of what kind that confusion of tongues was, and how it was made


		TENTH DISPUTATION. On the number of tongues, into which that first and common tongue of all is said to have been divided or multiplied


		THE AUTHOR'S OPINION. On the number of tongues, into which the first tongue that was common to all is said to have been multiplied


		THE SECOND PART OF THE ELEVENTH CHAPTER OF GENESIS. On the progeny of Sem down to Abram


		These are the generations of Sem. Sem was a hundred years old when he begot Arphaxad, two years after the flood. And Sem lived after he begot Arphaxad five hundred …


		And Sarug lived after he begot Nachor two hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. And Nachor lived twenty-nine years, and begot Thare. And Nachor lived after he …


		ELEVENTH DISPUTATION. Upon those words, Genesis 11: Arphaxad lived thirty-five years and begot Sale. Whether between Arphaxad and Sale the generation of Cainan is to be interposed


		TWELFTH DISPUTATION. On the discrepancy of reading which exists between the Hebrew and Latin books, and among the Codices of the Seventy Translators, concerning the …


		THIRTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon these words: 'Thare lived seventy years, and begot Abraham, Nachor, and Aram.' In what year of Thare's age Abraham was born


		THE THIRD PART OF THE ELEVENTH CHAPTER OF GENESIS. On Abraham's birth, marriage, and migration from Chaldea into Mesopotamia


		These are the generations of Thare: Thare begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran. And Aran begot Lot. And Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of …


		FOURTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon those same words: ‘Thare, when he was seventy years old, begot Abram, Nachor, and Aran.’ Whether Abraham was the firstborn of Thare, and …


		FIFTEENTH DISPUTATION. Upon these words: ‘Aran died before Thare his father, in the land of his nativity, in Ur of the Chaldees.’ Whether Abraham was cast into the fire …


		SIXTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Thare, the father of Abraham, was at any time a worshipper of false gods


		SEVENTEENTH DISPUTATION. Whether Abraham was always a worshipper of the true God, or whether he was at some time polluted with the superstition of Idolatry


		This second Volume on Genesis first came forth, printed at Rome, in the year after the Birth of Christ the Lord 1592, in the month of August, but in the 56th year of the …
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