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Of NICOLAUS SERARIUS, of the Society of Jesus, Theologian —

JOSHUA [Iosue],

From the womb up to the very tomb — explained out of Moses's Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, [and] Deuteronomy, and out of his own whole book [the Book of Joshua], and the Paralipomena [Chronicles], in five books:

of which

the FORMER VOLUME comprises his deeds up to the wars; the LATTER VOLUME comprises all the wars waged by him, and the things which — after the wars, up to his death — were done.

[printer's device: the French royal arms (three fleurs-de-lis) framed by allegorical figures, with a motto banner.]

AT PARIS [Lutetia Parisiorum],

from the Typographic workshop of EDMUND MARTIN [Edmundus Martinus].

1610.

With the Privilege of the King.


Dedication

To the Most Reverend and Most Illustrious Prince and Lord, Lord JOHANN SCHWEIKARD [Ioanni Svicardo], Archbishop of the Holy See of Mainz, Arch-Chancellor of the Holy Roman Empire throughout Germany, and Prince-Elector — his most clement Prince and Lord —

the College of the Society of Jesus at Mainz [wishes] Felicity.

It was not, indeed, unknown to us, Most Reverend and Most Illustrious Prince, that upon the receipt of these commentaries of Nicolaus Serarius, that grief would be renewed of which — at the recently-heard report of his untimely death — thou hadst given no doubtful proofs; since thou seest the lucubrations of that man offered to thee by another's hand — [that man] who, not so long ago, was himself accustomed to inscribe his own [works] to thee, and to commend [them] to thee in person; and who strove, as far as he was allowed, to propagate and increase — by the renown of his name (which he had among all the learned everywhere, on account of the exceptional riches of his genius and learning) — thy splendor, and that of this thy Academy [of Mainz], in which he flourished, now in [his] twelfth year, in teaching and writing. Since, however, that man — by [his] incredible zeal and unceasing labors, in the exertion of which he laid down [his] life — attained this: that even [when] buried he might be able to serve thy glory, we should seem to study too little either the honor of thee, [our] most excellent Prince, or the ardent will of that most learned Man, if [those works] which he had long ago destined to thy Highness as a perpetual testimony of his devotion toward thee, we should either begrudge to the public, or [assign] to another, rather than bring [them] forth adorned with thy Most Illustrious name.

There comes forth, therefore, under thy auspices, that most holy and most valiant Commander, Joshua — bearing, in his very name and in his illustriously accomplished deeds, an express image of Christ our Best and Greatest Savior. We hope, indeed, that it will come to pass that — at the [very] time [in] which thou hast received into this thy city [Mainz], with splendid ceremony, two Most Reverend Prelates and [two] of the Empire's Seven-men [the Electors], and with them the Most Serene Ferdinand, Prince of Bavaria — thou wilt reckon it honorable also not to have repulsed this [Joshua]: [him] who brought an end to the long-continued errors of the sacred people, and to the most savage wars and the fury of enemies; to whom the walls of the most fortified city [Jericho], collapsing of their own accord, fell; to whom the rivers [the Jordan], flowing back to their source, gave way; whose victories, that it might behold them, the Sun itself — prince of the stars — obeying his voice, with the night deferred and the day prolonged, stood still.

He will also be pleasing to thee, as we suppose, by a certain fellowship of praise with thee. For just as that which the most holy man Moses had before wished for in vain — [namely] that he [Joshua], [as their] prince, should settle the nation beloved of God in the land promised by so many oracles of God, overflowing with an abundance of all things — [so accomplished]: so to thee no small part of the peoples subject to thy dominion attributes [i.e., owes] that they have come to the communion of the Catholic Church. And although thy most wise and most religious ancestral Princes often attempted this thing, it nevertheless seems to have been reserved for thy felicity that thou shouldst impose an end upon a long, and (in the opinion of many) dangerous, labor. Indeed, that which once seems admirable to us in the deeds of Joshua — [namely] that, with him as leader, as the sacred procession went around the city and the trumpets sounded, the firm and lofty walls fell down first of all — this we perceive to befall thee daily: that minds most stubborn in their [own] opinions, by the mere sight of thy religion and piety (which thou daily commendest to the minds of all by so many illustrious examples), as though by a certain battering-ram, are struck down. But thou wilt not scorn even that cause of this dedication — [namely] that this very illustrious Prince [Joshua] has the name of Jesus, by which name this our least Society has been marked [distinguished] by the Church's decree.

Since, therefore, that [Society] has been endowed with immortal benefits by thy Highness — to which we are not equal even to recount — suffer, we beseech [thee], that we summon this most illustrious man [Joshua], even from those very times of the Heroes, to give thanks in our words, and to beg that thou wilt not at any time lay aside this thy so-favorable good-will toward this College. And we, meanwhile, will beseech our true Savior Jesus, that he too — lest [thy good-will] be shaken — may command the Sun [soli]: that is, that he may will thy Highness, the most illustrious light of [thy] fatherland, to stand in this rank as long as possible, for the salvation and honor of his people, and — as far as can be [done] — to be willing to set [to sink, to die] as late as possible.


Dedicatory Poem

A Typological Comparison of JOSHUA, son of Nun, Leader of the Hebrews, with JESUS, Son of God, our Lord.

Joshua, the leader [of the age], bore signs foretelling the true JESUS — [signs] shadowed in mysterious figures.

He indeed, waging God's sacred wars with heaven as his auspice, shattered walled JERICHO by the roar of men and the sound of trumpets: this One [Christ], consummating the war upon the Cross with a mighty cry, and arming the Twelve Chiefs [the Apostles] with clarions and a sounding voice, subdued Acheron [hell].

The scarlet cord, hanging from the double-open window, delivered RAHAB's property and kindred from the avenging sword: [so] the purple blood of CHRIST, from his open wound, guards the sick nation of men from the wrath of Satan.

Because ACHAN stole two hundred shekels of silver, he falls under a shower of stones and is burned with rushing fire: so JUDAS turned aside the money, so he betrayed JESUS for a price of silver — [Judas,] the prey of smoking Gehenna.

Titan [the Sun] halted at GIBEON, and drew back his course at JOSHUA's command, gladdening the sons of Isaac [Israel] and their Leader: [and] the Sun stuck fast and stiffened, astonished, in mid-heaven, when JESUS [in his Passion] fought the bitter battle at Jerusalem [Solyma].

He [Joshua] brought forth a peaceful [peace] for his own after the dreadful battles, restoring the first repose with affairs set in order: this One [Christ], reconciling the heavens to the earth, and the angry Deity to the guilty, set the world in [its] longed-for station [of rest].

He [Joshua] divided the Palestinian shore [Canaan] for the Hebrews: [but] JESUS [Christ] destines the Empyrean World [heaven] for the victors — so much greater than that [Joshua], and so much more august than he, is JESUS, as it is right to set the Thunderer [God] before a man.


Approbations

Whereas, by decree of His Sacred Imperial Majesty, it is seriously and firmly forbidden to each and every Printer and Bookseller, and to [all] others carrying on any book-trade whatsoever, that anyone should dare or presume — within the bounds of the kingdoms of the Holy Roman Empire and of the hereditary dominions of His Imperial Majesty — to reprint (whether in whole or in part), in a like or another kind or form of type, any books hitherto published or hereafter to be published by our Fathers [of the Society], or to send [them] to be reprinted elsewhere, or to bring in, sell, and distribute [copies] printed elsewhere, secretly or openly, without the judgment and testimony of the aforesaid Fathers: I, HENRY SCHERER [Henricus Scherenus], of the Society of Jesus, Provincial through the Rhine province, grant to Johann Albin and Balthasar Lippius, printers of Mainz, the faculty of printing the Commentaries on JOSHUA, JUDGES, [and] RUTH — written by Fr. Nicolaus Serarius, Theologian of the Society of Jesus, and approved by the Fathers deputed for that [purpose] — now to be printed by the power granted to me by our Very Reverend Father General, CLAUDIO AQUAVIVA. In faith of which [things], we have willed to give to them this testimony, subscribed by our hand and secured with [our] seal. At Mainz, on the 3rd of the Nones of April [3 April], in the year 1609.

HENRY SCHERER.



Summary of the Royal Privilege, and the Faculty of the Provincial Superior of France.

IGNATIUS ARMAND [Ignatius Armandus], Provincial Superior of the Society of Jesus in the Province of France — in accordance with the privilege granted to the same Society by the Most Christian Kings, Henry III (on the 10th day of the month of May, in the year 1583) and Henry IV (on the 20th of December, in the year 1606), by which all booksellers and printers are forbidden to print books composed by men of the same Society without the permission of [their] Superiors — permits Edmund Martin, printer of Paris, that he may, for the next six years, print and freely sell the book which is entitled "A Commentary of Nicolaus Serarius on the Book of Joshua, divided into two volumes." Given at Paris, 4 January 1610.

IGNATIUS ARMAND.


The Royal Privilege

SUMMARY OF THE PRIVILEGE.

It is provided by the King's authority that no one, in the Kingdom of France or [in] other places subject to his dominion, shall — within six years, without the permission of Edmund Martin, printer of Paris — print or sell "A Commentary of Nicolaus Serarius, of the Society of Jesus, Theologian, on the book of Joshua, divided into two volumes"; a fine being imposed, after the publication of the copies, if anyone shall have done otherwise, as is more fully contained in the diploma itself. Paris, 16 November 1609.

Thus signed, By the King's mandate,

POTIER.


Index of Questions

This index is generated from the translated question- and chapter-headings of this volume; each entry cites the original column number (which matches the (col. N …) markers running through the text). It stands in place of the original's Latin Index Quaestionum (pp. 14–24 of the 1610 edition), a tabular list of the same questions.

DE IOSUE — THE FIRST BOOK  (col. 1)

PROEM, in which [is set out] THE DIVISION AND METHOD OF THE WHOLE WORK

CAPUT I  (col. 5)

On the Genealogy of Joshua
- QUESTION I — Whether the Ephraim whose sons are here recounted is the Patriarch?  (col. 7)
- QUESTION II — Whether the first nine [named] are properly called sons of the Patriarch Ephraim?  (col. 7)
- QUESTION III — Did these sons of Ephraim invade the Gethites?  (col. 9)
- QUESTION IV — Beria — why was he so named by Ephraim?  (col. 11)
- QUESTION V — Who [was] Sara, and whether [she was] properly the daughter of Ephraim, or of Beria?  (col. 11)
- QUESTION VI — How many cities, and how, did the same Sara build?  (col. 11)
- QUESTION VII — Whose sons, properly, [were] Rapha, Reseph, and the others?  (col. 13)
- QUESTION VIII — How various [is] the name of Joshua's father, and what does it signify?  (col. 15)
- QUESTION IX — [The typological genealogy of Joshua.]  (col. 15)

CAPUT II  (col. 15)

On the Name of Joshua
- QUESTION I — What [is] Osee, and Joshua?  (col. 17)
- QUESTION II — How was this change of name made?  (col. 19)
- QUESTION III — By whom was this same change of name made?  (col. 19)
- QUESTION IV — What, in general, [is] the cause of changing names?  (col. 19)
- QUESTION V — Why specifically was the change of Joshua's name made?  (col. 25)
- QUESTION VI — When was this change of the name made?  (col. 27)
- QUESTION VII — Whether Joshua is rightly called Auses by some?  (col. 29)
- QUESTION VIII — Whether Iehova is the same, among the Hebrews, as Iesua?  (col. 29)
- QUESTION IX — Whether Iehosua is rightly called Iosue?  (col. 29)
- QUESTION X — Whether Iosue and Iesus are one and the same name?  (col. 29)
- QUESTION XI — How, out of the Hebrew, was the name Jesus made?  (col. 33)
- QUESTION XII — Whether this name Jesus is the highest, above every name?  (col. 33)
- QUESTION XIII — How efficacious [is] this same most august name of Jesus?  (col. 37)
- QUESTION XIV — In what way [is] this same name of Jesus so efficacious?  (col. 41)
- QUESTION XV — Whether this name is to be venerated?  (col. 47)
- QUESTION XVI — How [the name is to be venerated / Iosue]  (col. 49)
- QUESTION XVII — How excellent, above the rest, this name is  (col. 49)
- QUESTION XVIII — Whether anyone can be called Jesus or Joshua?  (col. 51)
- QUESTION XIX — Whether at least anything can be denominated from this name — for example's sake, Iesuanus, Iesuinus, or Iesuita [Jesuit]?  (col. 53)

CAPUT III  (col. 61)

On Joshua's deeds; and specifically now on the first of those deeds, which is the Amalekite war.
- QUESTION I — Who is Amalek?  (col. 61)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) Who was the King of the Amalekites then? And how much time [had passed] from the Egyptian exodus?  (col. 63)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) What was the place of this war?  (col. 63)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) What was the cause of that same war?  (col. 63)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) How was the war waged? And with what arms?  (col. 65)
- QUESTION VI — (marg.) Why was Joshua appointed leader in this war?  (col. 65)
- QUESTION VII — (marg.) Why was Joshua bidden by Moses to choose the men [himself]?  (col. 65)
- QUESTION VIII — (marg.) Which hill [was it] onto which Moses ascended?  (col. 67)
- QUESTION IX — (marg.) Why did Moses ascend thither?  (col. 67)
- QUESTION X — (marg.) Who ascended with Moses — who [were they]? and especially [who was] Hur?  (col. 67)
- QUESTION XI — (marg.) What did Moses do on that top [of the hill]?  (col. 69)
- QUESTION XII — (marg.) What did Aaron and Hur do with Moses?  (col. 71)
- QUESTION XIII — (marg.) How, meanwhile, was Joshua fighting?  (col. 71)
- QUESTION XIV — (marg.) Why, when Moses's hands were lifted up, did the Israelites conquer; [and] when [they were] lowered, were [they] conquered?  (col. 73)
- QUESTION XV — (marg.) What did Aaron and Hur signify?  (col. 77)
- QUESTION XVI — (marg.) The stone placed under Moses — of what thing [is it] a sign?  (col. 77)
- QUESTION XVII — (marg.) What was the outcome of the battle?  (col. 79)
- QUESTION XVIII — (marg.) What things followed the victory?  (col. 81)
- QUESTION XIX — (marg.) What things did the Lord say after the victory? And about the first of them.  (col. 81)
- QUESTION XX — (marg.) What [was] the second of those things which the Lord said after the victory?  (col. 83)
- QUESTION XXI — (marg.) What [was] the third of those same sayings of the Lord?  (col. 83)
- QUESTION XXII — (marg.) What things did Moses do after the victory? And about the first of them.  (col. 83)
- QUESTION XXIII — (marg.) Of those things which Moses did after the victory, which [was] the second?  (col. 85)
- QUESTION XXV — (marg.) What is the meaning of this third deed, according to the Greeks, the Hebrews, and the Latins?  (col. 87)
- QUESTION XXVI — (marg.) Is Scaliger's version and explanation correct?  (col. 89)
- QUESTION XXVII — (marg.) When were these [commands] concerning the destruction of the Amalekites carried into execution?  (col. 91)
- QUESTION XXVIII — (marg.) Why was so great a punishment exacted only of the Amalekites?  (col. 93)
- QUESTION XXIX — (marg.) Why did God defer the same punishments of the Amalekites to so long a time afterward?  (col. 97)
- QUESTION XXX — (marg.) What is signified by these ruins of the Amalekites?  (col. 97)

CAPUT IV  (col. 99)

Joshua's second deed: namely, his ascent of Mount Sinai with Moses.
- QUESTION I — (marg.) Why did Moses have a minister, and whether more [than one]?  (col. 101)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) In what did Joshua minister to Moses?  (col. 101)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) Why was this — that Joshua was Moses's minister — committed to writing? (e.g. Exod. 24; Deut. 1, v. 38; Num. 11, v. 28)  (col. 103)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) To what [mountain] did Joshua go with Moses?  (col. 105)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) Why did Moses lead him [Joshua] with him onto the mountain?  (col. 109)
- QUESTION VI — (marg.) When did the same Joshua ascend the mountain?  (col. 109)
- QUESTION VII — (marg.) What number of day from the Egyptian departure was it, on which the arrival at Sinai [took place]?  (col. 113)
- QUESTION VIII — (marg.) On what day was that [command] of Exod. 19, v. 11, spoken — "let them be ready against the third day"?  (col. 113)
- QUESTION IX — (marg.) On what day, both of the third month and from the Egyptian exodus, was the Law given?  (col. 113)
- QUESTION X — (marg.) On what day was the Law confirmed?  (col. 115)
- QUESTION XI — (marg.) Was the Jewish Pentecost [instituted] for the memory of the Law's giving?  (col. 115)
- QUESTION XII — (marg.) Does our Pentecost agree, as to time, with the Jewish?  (col. 117)
- QUESTION XIV — (marg.) How long did Joshua remain on Mount Sinai?  (col. 119)
- QUESTION XV — (marg.) Was Joshua together with Moses in the highest part of the mountain, and the noblest part of the cloud?  (col. 121)
- QUESTION XVI — (marg.) In so many days on the mountain, what did Joshua do?  (col. 123)
- QUESTION XVII — (marg.) Did Joshua make use of food and drink on the mountain?  (col. 123)
- QUESTION XVIII — (marg.)* What was Joshua's food and drink on the mountain?  (col. 123)

CAPUT V  (col. 125)

Joshua's descent from Mount Sinai.
- QUESTION I — (marg.) Did Joshua hear when the Lord told Moses the people had sinned?  (col. 125)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) Whether [Joshua helped] in carrying the tables of the Decalogue?  (col. 125)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) Whether Joshua rightly said he heard the howl of battle?  (col. 127)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) To Joshua saying those things, what [replied] Moses?  (col. 127)
- QUESTION V — (marg.)* Which of the two heard the shouts of the reveling Israelites sooner — Moses or Joshua?  (col. 129)

CAPUT VI  (col. 129)

Joshua's studies and deeds after the descent from Mount Sinai, in the same first year of the Egyptian departure.
- QUESTION I — (marg.) How was Joshua at this time a "boy" [puer]?  (col. 129)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) What kind was that tabernacle from which Joshua did not depart?  (col. 131)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) What did Joshua do in that tabernacle?  (col. 133)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) How, and why, did Joshua not depart from that tabernacle?  (col. 135)
- QUESTION V — (marg.)* How long did Joshua keep this manner of life and constancy in that tabernacle?  (col. 135)

CAPUT VII  (col. 137)

Joshua's zeal on behalf of his Lord.
- QUESTION I — (marg.) Was the boy [puer] who told Moses that Eldad and Medad were prophesying — Joshua? or at least some one of Moses's ministers?  (col. 137)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) How is Joshua said to be "chosen out of many"?  (col. 137)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) What, on hearing that boy, did Joshua say?  (col. 139)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) For what cause did Joshua wish to forbid Eldad and Medad?  (col. 139)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) Was it true that Joshua showed emulation for Moses's glory?  (col. 141)
- QUESTION VI — (marg.) Was Joshua's emulation for Moses a good one?  (col. 141)
- QUESTION VII — (marg.) Was the emulation of the disciples of John and of Christ the Lord better than this of Joshua?  (col. 143)
- QUESTION VIII — (marg.) Why did Joshua not ask that the rest [the seventy] also be forbidden to prophesy?  (col. 145)
- QUESTION IX — (marg.) What may one be allowed to learn from this zeal of Joshua for Moses?  (col. 145)
- QUESTION X — (marg.) Was Joshua himself in the number of those seventy?  (col. 147)

CAPUT VIII  (col. 149)

Joshua's sending to explore the land, [his] return, and other deeds.
- QUESTION I — (marg.) When the explorers were sent, was Joshua one of the princes of the people?  (col. 151)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) Did two men carry that cluster on a pole, and who [were they]?  (col. 155)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) Ought Joshua to have opposed the explorers' first speech?  (col. 157)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) Ought Joshua to have opposed the same explorers' second or third speech?  (col. 159)
- QUESTION VI — (marg.) Did Joshua stand against these same querulous, lying, and seditious speeches of the explorers?  (col. 161)
- QUESTION VII — (marg.) Why did Joshua and Caleb rend their garments, while Moses and Aaron fell down [prostrate]?  (col. 165)
- QUESTION VIII — (marg.) What [did] Joshua and Caleb [say] in their speech to the people?  (col. 167)
- QUESTION IX — (marg.) Did the people wish to stone Joshua and Caleb?  (col. 167)
- QUESTION X — (marg.) How did the Lord approve and commend the zeal and constancy of Joshua and Caleb in that murmuring?  (col. 169)
- QUESTION XI — (marg.) In this sedition, which of the two behaved better and more bravely — Joshua or Caleb?  (col. 171)
- QUESTION XII — (marg.)* What did Joshua signify in this exploration, and the murmuring that followed?  (col. 171)

CAPUT IX  (col. 175)

On the election, and the inauguration, of Joshua as ruler and prince of the people.
On the election, and the inauguration, of Joshua as ruler and prince of the people.
- QUESTION II — (marg.) What did Moses, about to die, ask of the Lord?  (col. 179)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) Why is Moses, about to die, so anxious about a successor?  (col. 181)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) Whom did Moses ask for as successor?  (col. 181)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) What is the best way of constituting a successor?  (col. 185)
- QUESTION VI — (marg.) Why does Moses shudder to leave the people without a Prince?  (col. 187)
- QUESTION VII — (marg.) In the designation of a successor, how should Princes imitate Moses?  (col. 189)
- QUESTION VIII — (marg.) Whom did God name as successor to Moses, praying so earnestly?  (col. 189)
- QUESTION IX — (marg.) In the divine naming of a successor, did Moses grieve or rejoice?  (col. 191)
- QUESTION X — (marg.) To the naming of the successor, what did the Lord add?  (col. 193)
- QUESTION XI — (marg.) The imposition of hands — how manifold, and which [kind is] here?  (col. 193)
- QUESTION XII — (marg.) Where, and how, was this imposition of hands made?  (col. 193)
- QUESTION XIII — (marg.) By what effect was this same imposition of hands made?  (col. 195)
- QUESTION XIV — (marg.) Was Joshua at once, with the imposition of hands, filled with that spirit?  (col. 195)
- QUESTION XV — (marg.) [Did Moses act] as a political prince, or as an Ecclesiastic or Prophet, [when] the same imposition of hands was made?  (col. 197)
- QUESTION XVI — (marg.) How was Joshua set before the Pontiff and the people?  (col. 197)
- QUESTION XVII — (marg.) Which was done first — the imposition of hands, or this setting [him] before all?  (col. 197)
- QUESTION XVIII — (marg.) What did Moses command Joshua, now consecrated? and why?  (col. 197)
- QUESTION XIX — (marg.) Ought Moses to have given of his own glory to the succeeding Joshua?  (col. 199)
- QUESTION XX — (marg.) How ought Moses to give Joshua of his own glory?  (col. 199)
- QUESTION XXI — (marg.) How many actions of the created prince are here handed down?  (col. 201)
- QUESTION XXII — (marg.) How ought Joshua to stand before the Pontiff, and himself inquire?  (col. 203)
- QUESTION XXIII — (marg.) What, at least universally and confusedly, were the Urim?  (col. 203)
- QUESTION XXIV — (marg.) How was that [ornament], in which the Urim were, wont to be called?  (col. 205)
- QUESTION XXV — (marg.) How were the Urim otherwise called?  (col. 207)
- QUESTION XXVI — (marg.) More distinctly, what were the Urim and Thummim?  (col. 207)
- QUESTION XXVII — (marg.) What was the use of the same Urim and Thummim, and what the cause of the names? [the printed marginal numeral is worn — it reads like "XXV"; but by the run of the questions this is the 27th.]  (col. 209)
- QUESTION XXVIII — (marg.) What is the manner of inquiring through Urim and Thummim? and first, among the Priests? [the printed marginal numeral reads "XXVI"; but by the run of the questions this is the 28th — the printed marginal Q-numbers lag by two from col 210 on.]  (col. 211)
- QUESTION XXIX — (marg.) What is the manner of inquiring, for those interrogating the priest? [printed marginal numeral "XXVII"; = XXIX by the run of the questions.]  (col. 213)
- QUESTION XXX — (marg.) What is the manner of responding through Urim and Thummim? and first, according to Josephus? [printed marginal numeral "XXVIII" (set oddly as "XXV.III"); = XXX by the run of the questions.]  (col. 215)
- QUESTION XXXI — (marg.) What manners of responding through the same Urim and Thummim do other authors hand down? [printed marginal numeral "XXIX"; = XXXI by the run of the questions.]  (col. 221)
- QUESTION XXXII — (marg.) What is the fixed opinion, at last, about the same manner of responding? [printed marginal numeral "XXX"; = XXXII by the run of the questions.]  (col. 223)
- QUESTION XXXIII — (marg.) About what matters did the Lord respond through Urim and Thummim? [printed marginal numeral "XXXI"; = XXXIII by the run of the questions.]  (col. 225)
- QUESTION XXXIV — (marg.) How ought Joshua to go out and to go in at the Priest's word? [printed marginal numeral "XXXII"; = XXXIV by the run of the questions.]  (col. 227)
- QUESTION XXXV — (marg.) Was it Joshua alone who had to obey the Priest's command? [printed marginal numeral "XXXIII"; = XXXV by the run of the questions.]  (col. 229)
- QUESTION XXXVI — (marg.) Did Joshua ever use Urim and Thummim? [printed marginal numeral "XXXIV"; = XXXVI by the run of the questions.]  (col. 229)
- QUESTION XXXVII — (marg.) What things are gathered from what has been said? and first, what [is it] to interrogate concerning, or in, the judgment of Urim, and what [is] the certitude of these? [printed marginal numeral "XXXV"; = XXXVII by the run of the questions.]  (col. 229)
- QUESTION XXXVIII — (marg.) What, secondly, is gathered from these things said? [printed marginal numeral "XXXVI"; = XXXVIII by the run of the questions.]  (col. 229)
- QUESTION XXXIX — (marg.) What is gathered from what has been said, thirdly? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XXXVII"; = XXXIX by the run of the questions.]  (col. 233)
- QUESTION XL — (marg.) What, fourthly, is to be gathered from the [things] which have thus far been disputed? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XXXVIII"; = XL by the run of the questions.]  (col. 233)
- QUESTION XLI — (marg.) What is to be noted in this election of the successor [Joshua, son of Nun]? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XXXIX"; = XLI by the run of the questions; marginal partly abraded — "…& whether the people's [consent was needful]."]  (col. 233)
- QUESTION XLII — (marg.) What [did] Eleazar the Pontiff [do] in the same election? *[printed marginal numeral "Q. XL"; = XLII by the run of the questions.]  (col. 235)

CAPUT X  (col. 235)

On the remaining deeds of Joshua, up to after Moses's death.
- QUESTION I — (marg.) Was Joshua the leader in the Midianite war? [Caput X — question-numbering restarts.]  (col. 235)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) Whether Joshua the successor received the Cabala [oral tradition] from Moses? [Caput X, quest. II — marginals accurate here.]  (col. 237)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) Whether now for the first time the Lord speaks to Joshua, and why? [Caput X, quest. III.]  (col. 243)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) How is Joshua said, together with Moses now about to die, both to have written and to have sung the canticle? [Caput X, quest. IV.]  (col. 243)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) Whether Joshua was present at Moses's death? [Caput X, quest. V.]  (col. 243)
- QUESTION VI — (marg.) Whether Joshua was present at the burial of the same Moses? [Caput X, quest. VI.]  (col. 245)
- QUESTION VII — (marg.) Whether Joshua wrote the last chapter of Deuteronomy, or at least a certain part of it? [Caput X, quest. VII.]  (col. 245)
- QUESTION VIII — (marg.) What was signified by this — that Joshua succeeded Moses? [Caput X, quest. VIII — the final question of Book I.]  (col. 247)

LIBER SECVNDVS  (col. 249)

which explains the very Book of Joshua.
- PROLEGOMENA — EIGHT.  (col. 249)
Prolegomenon I
- (subheading) What is the argument [subject-matter] of the book of Joshua?  (col. 249)
Prolegomenon II
- (subheading) Who is the Author of the same book?  (col. 249)
Prolegomenon III
- (subheading) What is the authority of the same book?  (col. 251)
Prolegomenon IV
- (subheading) What is the order [position] of the same book relative to the other biblical books?  (col. 251)
Prolegomenon V
- (subheading) Why is the same book entitled "Joshua"?  (col. 253)
Prolegomenon VI
- (subheading) What is the utility of the same book?  (col. 253)
Prolegomenon VII
- (subheading) Who are the interpreters [commentators] of the same book?  (col. 253)
Prolegomenon VIII
- (subheading) What is the division of the whole book?  (col. 255)

THE FIRST PART OF THE BOOK [OF JOSHUA]  (col. 257)

CHAPTER ONE
COMMENTARY
- QUESTION I — (marg.) When, how, and now for which turn [time] did the Lord speak to Joshua? [Caput I, quest. I.]  (col. 259)
- QUESTION II — (marg.) How is Moses called "servant of the Lord"? [Caput I, quest. II.]  (col. 259)
- QUESTION III — (marg.) Why is Moses so often affected with [given] this title, "servant of GOD"? [Caput I, quest. III.]  (col. 261)
- QUESTION IV — (marg.) Whether, because dead Moses is called "servant of God," it is gathered [that] he was saved? [Caput I, quest. IV; the printed marginal reads "Q. VI" — a transposition of "IV."]  (col. 265)
- QUESTION V — (marg.) What is the land into which the Lord bids Joshua, and the Israelite people, cross? [Caput I, quest. V.]  (col. 265)
- (marg.) Whether that land is circumscribed by any [particular] boundaries? [Caput I, quest. VI.]  (col. 267)
- (marg.) What are the boundaries of that same [land]? [Caput I, quest. VII.]  (col. 267)
- (marg.) By which Lebanon is the boundary here constituted? [the third of the sub-inquiries]  (col. 269)
- (marg.) Is the eastern boundary of this land truly [the Euphrates]? [a sub-inquiry]  (col. 269)
- (marg.) In what manner was this land given by God to the Israelites? [Caput I, quest. VIII.]  (col. 271)
- (marg.) Whether this land was ever afterwards possessed by the Israelites? [Caput I, quest. IX.]  (col. 273)
- (marg.) If so great a land was promised, why is it commanded that Joshua — and all the people — cross the Jordan? [Caput I, quest. X.]  (col. 275)
- (marg.) Why does the Lord so often confirm Joshua himself? [Caput I, quest. XI.]  (col. 275)
- (marg.) In what manner does the Lord confirm the same Joshua? [Caput I, quest. XII.]  (col. 277)

THE SECOND PART OF THE CHAPTER  (col. 293)

In which [is treated] the preparation of the people.
- (marg.) What was this preparation? [Caput I, Second Part, quest. I.]  (col. 295)
- (marg.) Why was this preparation commanded? [Caput I, Second Part, quest. II.]  (col. 295)
- (marg.) Through whom was this same preparation commanded? [Caput I, Second Part, quest. III.]  (col. 297)
- (marg.) When was this same preparation commanded? [Caput I, Second Part, quest. IV.]  (col. 299)
- (marg.) What is to be learned from this preparation? [Caput I, Second Part, quest. V.]  (col. 301)

THE SECOND PREPARATION  (col. 303)

Of a certain part of the people.
- (marg.) Why does Joshua warn these tribes specially? [Caput I, quest. I of the second preparation.]  (col. 303)
- (marg.) Of what did Joshua warn the same tribes? [Caput I, quest. II of the second preparation — marginal at foot of col. 304.]  (col. 303)
- (marg.) What weight have these responses given to Joshua? [Caput I, second preparation, quest. V.III — marginal at foot of col. 310.]  (col. 309)
- (marg.) By whom was this response given to Joshua? [Caput I, second preparation, quest. VI.]  (col. 313)
- (marg.) Why did Joshua warn [them] of such things? [Caput I, second preparation, quest. V.]  (col. 313)
- (marg.) What can be learned from the response of the three tribes? [Caput I, second preparation, quest. VI — printed marginal (the numbering of this section's marginals is erratic/repeating).]  (col. 315)

CAPVT II  (col. 317)

COMMENTARIVS  (col. 319)


	(marg.) To what [end], and whether rightly, were the spies sent by Joshua? [Caput II, quest. I.]  (col. 319)

	(marg.) How many were these spies? [Caput II, quest. II.]  (col. 321)

	(marg.) Who, then, were these same spies? [Caput II, quest. III.]  (col. 321)

	(marg.) When were the spies sent? [Caput II, quest. V.]  (col. 327)

	(marg.) In what manner were the spies sent? [Caput II, quest. VI.]  (col. 329)

	(marg.) What is to be learned from this mission? [Caput II, quest. VII.]  (col. 331)



ALTERA CAPITIS PARS  (col. 333)

Teaching what befell the spies in that exploration.
- (marg.) How were the spies able to reach Jericho? [Caput II, second part, quest. I.]  (col. 333)
- (marg.) Rahab — what [is] the name? [Caput II, second part, quest. II.]  (col. 333)
- (marg.) Was Rahab a harlot? [Caput II, second part, quest. III.]  (col. 335)
- (marg.) When the spies came, was Rahab still exercising harlotry? [Caput II, quest. IV.]  (col. 341)
- (marg.) Of what kind was this same Rahab a harlot — whether at once a caupona-woman, a common [prostitute], [and] an idolatress? [Caput II, quest. V.]  (col. 343)
- (marg.) Of how many years [old] was Rahab then? [Caput II, quest. VI.]  (col. 345)
- (marg.) When did they come, and did the spies lodge overnight in Rahab's house? [Caput II, quest. VII.]  (col. 345)
- (marg.) Whether the spies surveyed all [those things] which Josephus says? [Caput II, quest. VIII.]  (col. 347)
- (marg.) About the same spies, what [did] the Jericho[ite] King and his guards [do]? [Caput II, quest. IX.]  (col. 347)
- (marg.) Where, when, and how did Rahab hide the spies? [Caput II, quest. X.]  (col. 349)
- (marg.) Did Rahab lie? [Caput II, quest. XI.]  (col. 351)
- (marg.) Whether, in order that the spies be preserved, Rahab necessarily lied [Caput II, quest. XIII — the printed marginal numeral is "Q. XII," a misprint; this is the thirteenth question, between quest. XII above and quest. XIV below]  (col. 353)
- (marg.) Whether Rahab lied more gravely than the midwives of Exodus ch. 1 [Caput II, quest. XIV]  (col. 353)
- (marg.) Did Rahab betray [her] fatherland? [Caput II, quest. XV]  (col. 355)
- (marg.) Whether Rahab could, without sin, have indicated and handed over the spies [Caput II, quest. XVI]  (col. 355)
- (marg.) Whether the knowledge which was in Rahab concerning the God of the Israelites was natural or supernatural [Caput II, quest. XVII]  (col. 357)
- (marg.) What [was] the nature of the terror which had rushed upon the Jerichoites [Caput II, quest. XVIII]  (col. 359)
- (marg.) What did Rahab seek from the spies [Caput II, quest. XIX]  (col. 361)
- (marg.) Whether the spies granted Rahab's demands, and how [Caput II, quest. XX]  (col. 363)
- (marg.) How the spies escaped from the shut-up city of Jericho [Caput II, quest. XXI]  (col. 365)
- (marg.) How could Rahab let them down from the city wall [Caput II, quest. XXII]  (col. 369)
- (marg.) By what [way] did the spies go straight from Jericho, and when did they return [to Joshua] [Caput II, quest. XXIII]  (col. 369)
- (marg.) In what order were all these [things] said and done [Caput II, quest. XXIV]  (col. 371)
- (marg.) In what language did Rahab and the spies speak with one another [Caput II, quest. XXV]  (col. 373)
- (marg.) In the whole three-day hiding, what did the spies eat and do [Caput II, quest. XXVI]  (col. 377)
- (marg.) In that same three-day period, and thenceforward until the city was captured, what did Rahab do [Caput II, quest. XXVII]  (col. 377)
TERTIA CAPITIS PARS — The Third Part of the Chapter
- (marg.) What lessons of life do the spies give [Third part of Caput II, quest. I]  (col. 379)
- (marg.) What lessons does Rahab likewise give [Third part of Caput II, quest. II]  (col. 383)
- QVAESTIO III — What allegory is in the same Rahab [Third part of Caput II, quest. III]  (col. 385)
- QVAESTIO IV — Could Rahab in any way be compared with the Blessed Virgin [Third part of Caput II, quest. IV]  (col. 387)
CAPVT III
IORDANIS TRANSITVS — The Crossing of the Jordan
- QVAESTIO I — When did the Israelites come to the bank of the Jordan [Caput III, quest. I]  (col. 389)
- QVAESTIO II — How long did the Israelites stop on that bank of the Jordan [Caput III, quest. II]  (col. 391)
- QVAESTIO III — What [was] the latter preparation for the imminent crossing of the Jordan [Caput III, quest. III]  (col. 393)
- QVAESTIO IV — Who [were] the heralds, and what [about] the time of the advance itself [Caput III, quest. IV]  (col. 395)
- QVAESTIO V — About the manner of the advance, [do] the same heralds [say] anything? [Caput III, quest. V]  (col. 397)
- QVAESTIO VI — Whether the appointed distance between the people and the ark is to be taken geometrically, or ethically [morally] [Caput III, quest. VI]  (col. 397)
- QVAESTIO VII — Whether in the Hebrew [the reading] is that the interval must be between the people and several arks [Caput III, quest. VII]  (col. 399)
- QVAESTIO VIII — What [were] the causes, that the manner of advancing, as expounded, should be prescribed [Caput III, quest. VIII]  (col. 399)
- QVAESTIO IX — What [did] the leader Joshua [say] to the people? [Caput III, quest. IX]  (col. 401)
- QVAESTIO X — What [was] the cause of the sanctification proclaimed by Joshua? [Caput III, quest. X]  (col. 403)
- QVAESTIO XI — What [did] Joshua [say] to the priests? and whether he could command them? [Caput III, quest. XI]  (col. 405)
- QVAESTIO XII — What [did] the Lord [say] to Joshua? [Caput III, quest. XII]  (col. 407)
- QVAESTIO XIII — What [did] the Lord [say] to the same Joshua, about the priests? [Caput III, quest. XIII]  (col. 409)
- QVAESTIO XIV — What again [did] Joshua [say] to the people? [Caput III, quest. XIV]  (col. 409)
- QVAESTIO XV — About the twelve men, and the dividing of the Jordan, what further [did] Joshua [say]? [Caput III, quest. XV]  (col. 413)
ALTERA CAPITIS PARS — The Second Part of the Chapter
- QVAESTIO I — How many, and which, priests carried the ark? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. I]  (col. 415)
- QVAESTIO II — In what manner did the same priests carry that ark? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. II]  (col. 417)
- QVAESTIO III — About the Jordan. Whence is it derived [traced]? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. III]  (col. 417)
- QVAESTIO IV — How far does the Jordan flow, and where does it end? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. IV]  (col. 419)
- QVAESTIO V — How wide, and [how] deep, [is] the Jordan? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. V]  (col. 421)
- QVAESTIO VI — In what manner was the Jordan divided? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. VI]  (col. 427)
- QVAESTIO VII — By what efficient cause was the Jordan divided? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. VII]  (col. 427)
- QVAESTIO VIII — From that efficient cause, what came to be, by which the Jordan was divided? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. VIII]  (col. 431)
- QVAESTIO IX — The Jordan being divided, in what manner did that part of the waters behave, which [was] toward the source and the North? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. IX]  (col. 433)
- QVAESTIO X — In what manner did the other part of the waters, [that] toward the South, behave? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. X]  (col. 435)
- QVAESTIO XI — Was the bottom of the divided Jordan dried up? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. XI]  (col. 439)
- QVAESTIO XII — At what place did the Israelites cross the Jordan? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. XII]  (col. 439)
- QVAESTIO XII (bis) — How much time did the Israelites consume in crossing that same Jordan? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS — so printed, a duplicate "XII"; the second Q XII]  (col. 441)
CAPVT IV [Joshua ch. 4 — the twelve memorial stones]
COMMENTARIVS
- QVAESTIO I — About the 12 men taking up the 12 stones from the Jordan: were they now chosen for the first time? and from which tribes? [Caput IV, quest. I]  (col. 445)
- QVAESTIO II — How great, and of what sort, [were] those 12 stones? [Caput IV, quest. II]  (col. 445)
- QVAESTIO III — Whence, by what author, by whom, and why were those 12 stones taken up, and where are they today? [Caput IV, quest. III]  (col. 447)
- QVAESTIO IV — Where were the OTHER 12 stones set up in the Jordan, and were they brought into it from one or the other bank? [Caput IV, quest. IV]  (col. 447)
- QVAESTIO V — How were those same 12 stones set up in the Jordan? [Caput IV, quest. V]  (col. 447)
- QVAESTIO VI — By whom were these other 12 stones erected, and how long did they so remain? [Caput IV, quest. VI]  (col. 449)
- QVAESTIO VII — Are these the stones out of which St John the Baptist said the sons of Abraham could be raised up? [Caput IV, quest. VII]  (col. 451)
- QVAESTIO VIII — How did the priests, holding the ark, stand in the middle of the Jordan? [Caput IV, quest. VIII]  (col. 451)
- QVAESTIO IX — How long did those same priests stand in the same Jordan? [Caput IV, quest. IX]  (col. 453)

ALTERA CAPITIS PARS *[THE SECOND PART OF THE CHAPTER]  (col. 453)

On the Jordan's return to its former flow.
- QVAESTIO I — How was the Jordan poured back into its former channel? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. I]  (col. 453)
- QVAESTIO II — In what year, month, [and] day did this marvellous crossing of the Israelites through the Jordan happen? [ALTERA CAPITIS PARS, quest. II]  (col. 455)

TERTIA PARS CAPITIS *[THE THIRD PART OF THE CHAPTER]  (col. 457)


	QVAESTIO I — What does the crossing through the Jordan signify? *[TERTIA PARS CAPITIS, quest. I]  (col. 457)

	QVAESTIO II — What more does the same crossing signify? *[TERTIA PARS CAPITIS, quest. II]  (col. 461)

	QVAESTIO III — What other things are to be noted in the same crossing? *[TERTIA PARS CAPITIS, quest. III]  (col. 463)

	QVAESTIO IV — How is this dividing of the Jordan to be compared with [that of] the Gyndes, the Euphrates, the Pamphylian [sea], and the Red Sea — and with other divisions of the same Jordan too? *[TERTIA PARS CAPITIS, quest. IV]  (col. 467)



LIBER TERTIVS.  (col. 471)

ALTERA LIBRI PARS, DE IIS, QVÆ POST IORDANIS TRANSITVM ACCIDERVNT.
- QVAESTIO I — Why were there no enemies on the Canaan bank of the Jordan?  (col. 471)
- QVAESTIO II — Whether, after the crossing of the Jordan, they halted on its bank, and greeted the land?  (col. 471)
- QVAESTIO III — Whether they greeted God himself?  (col. 475)
- QVAESTIO IV — How did they depart from the very bank of the crossing now made, and where did the Israelites pitch camp?  (col. 475)
- QVAESTIO V — What things bearing on the practical use of the spiritual life can be gathered from these?  (col. 477)
- QVAESTIO VI — When, where, and how were the stones which had been taken up from the Jordan set in place?  (col. 479)
- QVAESTIO VII — To what end were the same stones set up?  (col. 483)
- QVAESTIO VIII — Whether it was lawful for Joshua to set up those stones?  (col. 485)
- QVAESTIO IX — What did the same stones signify?  (col. 487)

ALTERA LIBRI PARS,  (col. 493)

DE IIS, QVÆ POST IORDANIS TRANSITVM CONTIGERVNT.
- I. God — [the things] before the wars.  (col. 493)
CAPVT V.

COMMENTARY.  (col. 495)


	QVAESTIO I — In what sense is [it] here called the "second circumcision"?  (col. 497)

	QVAESTIO II — Whether circumcision was intermitted for the whole forty years in the wilderness?  (col. 499)

	QVAESTIO III — What was the cause of that intermission?  (col. 501)

	QVAESTIO IV — Why were the Israelites circumcised at once after the crossing of the Jordan?  (col. 507)

	QVAESTIO V — Who were circumcised in that iterated circumcision?  (col. 509)

	QVAESTIO VI — How many were circumcised?  (col. 513)

	QVAESTIO VII — By whom were so many circumcised?  (col. 513)

	QVAESTIO VIII — With what instrument were they circumcised? Namely, whether knives of stone?  (col. 513)

	QVAESTIO IX — When were they circumcised?  (col. 517)

	QVAESTIO X — In what place were the Israelites then circumcised?  (col. 517)

	QVAESTIO XI — What reproach of Egypt did the Lord now take away from the Israelites?  (col. 519)

	QVAESTIO XII — After the wound of circumcision, when did the circumcised recover [heal]?  (col. 523)

	QVAESTIO XIII — On which day of the circumcision do the circumcised feel more pain? And why?  (col. 525)

	QVAESTIO XIV — How, mystically, is [this] made a "second circumcision"?  (col. 527)

	QVAESTIO XV — What other things pertain mystically to the iterated circumcision?  (col. 529)
On the Passover Celebrated at Gilgal.

	QVAESTIO XVI — Whence [is] "Pascha," what does [it] signify, and how is [it] both translated and written?  (col. 531)

	QVAESTIO XVII — What is it "to make [do] the phase, or pascha"?  (col. 537)

	QVAESTIO XVIII — For what end was the pascha instituted?  (col. 537)

	QVAESTIO XIX — What was the material of the Passover, or what animal was immolated?  (col. 539)

	QVAESTIO XX — How ought the paschal animal, or lamb, to have been affected [qualified]?  (col. 541)

	QVAESTIO XXI [printed "XII"] — Why did the Lord will the paschal animal to be of such a kind?  (col. 543)

	QVAESTIO XXII — What is the formal and efficient cause of the same Passover?  (col. 545)

	QVAESTIO XXIII — Who ate the Passover?  (col. 549)

	QVAESTIO XXIV — What is the manner of eating the Passover?  (col. 551)

	QVAESTIO XXV — What was the place of the Passover?  (col. 563)

	QVAESTIO XXVI — On the time of the Passover; and first, what was its year?  (col. 567)

	QVAESTIO XXVII — In what month was the Passover to be kept?  (col. 569)

	QVAESTIO XXVIII — Was it lawful to keep the Passover in some other month?  (col. 571)

	QVAESTIO XXIX — What was the day for keeping the Passover?  (col. 577)

	QVAESTIO XXX — Was the Passover ever transferred to some other day?  (col. 583)

	QVAESTIO XXXI — At what hour was the Passover to be immolated and eaten?  (col. 593)

	QVAESTIO XXXII — As what number is this Passover — celebrated by Joshua and the Jews — to be reckoned?  (col. 599)

	QVAESTIO XXXIII — Whether after this third Passover [its celebration] both was, and always would be, perpetuated?  (col. 599)

	QVAESTIO XXXIV — Which [are] the unleavened breads, of which the text [speaks] (v. 11)?  (col. 603)

	QVAESTIO XXXV — When did the manna cease?  (col. 619)

	QVAESTIO XXXVI — Why did the manna then cease?  (col. 621)

	QVAESTIO XXXVII — Whether after this time the manna never fell [again]?  (col. 623)

	QVAESTIO XXXVIII — What does the paschal lamb signify?  (col. 623)

	QVAESTIO XXXIX — How do the Jews keep [act] their Passover today?  (col. 627)



De apparitione ipsi Iosuae facta  (col. 629)


	QVAESTIO XL — Who appeared to Joshua — who was he?  (col. 631)

	QVAESTIO XLI. — Which Angel [was it] that appeared to Joshua? Michael, or Gabriel?  (col. 639)

	QVAESTIO XLII. — Who [is] the Michael who appeared to Joshua? Is [he] Christ the Lord himself?  (col. 639)

	QVAESTIO XLIII. — How may reply be made to the reasons which prove Michael [to be] Christ alone, and reasons be opposed to reasons?  (col. 643)

	QVAESTIO XLIV. — Whether by other reasons also [it] can be proved that S. Michael is not Christ the Lord?  (col. 647)

	QVAESTIO XLV. — Since S. Michael is not Christ, can [he] at least be reckoned the supreme of all the Angels?  (col. 657)

	QUESTION XLVI — When, & how, & in what form did S. Michael appear to Joshua?  (col. 675)

	QUESTION XLVII — Why did S. Michael appear to Joshua so armed, & martial [Martius]?  (col. 677)

	QUESTION XLVII [printed number repeated] — Where was Joshua then?  (col. 681)

	QUESTION XLVIII — What was Joshua doing there then?  (col. 681)

	QUESTION XLIX [printed "LXIX"] — What did Joshua do, [and] say, when the Angel appeared?  (col. 683)

	QVAESTIO L. — What did the Angel say to Joshua himself?  (col. 701)




Proem — The Division and Method of the Whole Work

Joshua was a plainly admirable man, a very great hero, the truest image and type of Jesus Christ our Lord and Saviour — who, both by [his] own name, and by [his] deeds most illustriously, and most fittingly to that very name, not only foreshadowed Him, but also expressed [Him] most clearly, [more] than any other in that ancient age. Him I undertake to expound — relying on his holy prayers, and on the grace of my Christ and God — but in such a way that I do not confine and restrict the exposition to that book alone which took its name from him in the heavenly and divinely-inspired Library [i.e. Holy Scripture]; but I shall begin higher up, from the first origin and stock of Joshua himself, and shall gather together all those various and notable [things] which, concerning him, stand [written] outside that book, in the other divine books — but especially in the Pentateuch and the Paralipomena [Chronicles].

There are, therefore, two chief parts of this whole work: in the former of which is contained that [material] which, as I have said, is fetched from elsewhere; in the latter, the book of Joshua itself entire. And here, indeed, [the work] might seem to be sufficiently distinctly laid out and explained if its individual chapters were set forth and explained in order; yet it seemed to me more convenient to distinguish into several "books" the [matters] which are discussed on the individual chapters. For I see also, from antiquity, the most wise and most learned Fathers — St. Jerome, Ambrose, Gregory, and not a few others — who divided their lucubration [study] on some one book of Scripture into several books; and I think St. Augustine [is] the author and advocate of a partition of this kind, when in his book Against the Adversary of the Law and the Prophets (chapter 24) he says: "I know not how the Reader's attention is thus refreshed by the ending of a book, just as the labor of a traveler [is refreshed] by an inn." Of the great Joshua, therefore, five "books" are now given by me.

The first contains Joshua's genealogy, [his] name, and his deeds up to the beginning of [his] leadership.

The second treats the Prolegomena to the book of Joshua, and [the things] which the Leader did once [his] leadership had already begun, up to the crossing of the Jordan — namely, from the first chapter of Joshua's book up to the nineteenth verse of the fourth chapter.

The third sets forth [the things] which happened after the crossing of the Jordan, up to the very wars with the Chananaeans themselves — from the nineteenth verse of the fourth chapter of Joshua's book to the sixth chapter.

The fourth pursues the wars with the Chananaeans — the Jericho[-war], the Ai[-war], the Gabaonite, the Adoni-zedekian, the Jabinite (or Northern) [war] — from the sixth chapter of Joshua's book up to the thirteenth.

The fifth takes up [the things] which, after those wars, occupied our Joshua: namely, the division of the land; the designation of cities both for the dwellings of the Levites and for the refuge of certain men; the dismissal of the two tribes; and at last the death of so great a Leader — from the thirteenth chapter to the very end of the book.

And the sum and division of each individual book will be indicated afterward in their own places, sometimes more in detail; but of the first, [it] is this:

The first book has ten chapters:


	I. treats of Joshua's genealogy.

	II. of [his] name.

	III. of the Amalecite war.

	IV. of the ascent with Moses onto Mount Sinai.

	V. of the descent from the same mountain.

	VI. of [his] great assiduity in the tabernacle.

	VII. of [his] zeal for Moses.

	VIII. of the exploration of the land of promise.

	IX. of [his] election and inauguration to the leadership of the Israelite people.

	X. of various things done before the death of Moses.



But the method of treating and explaining these [matters] I have kept in that manner which I judged suited to the things to be set forth, or to be called into disputation. Someone may perhaps require another. No wonder — as many chapters, so many senses; and I myself will perhaps embrace another on other occasions. For since there are several good ways of arriving somewhere, it is possible that — by the same traveler at different times, and by different travelers at the same time — different [ways] be so held, that none of them all is to be blamed. And indeed either never, or certainly very rarely, does it happen that all the seasonings please the palates of all, and that one cook suits the taste of all guests in all dishes.


A thousand kinds of men, and the varied practice of things:
each has his own wish; nor is it written by one desire.



But let the first chapter of the first book now begin.


Caput I (opening)

That we may thoroughly know great and outstanding heroes, it is worth the effort to look also at their ancestors; and this the divine letters [the Scriptures] teach — not only as the school of the Rhetoricians [does], but also by their own act and example. For to what end, otherwise, [are there] so many genealogies in Genesis, in Exodus, and especially in the Paralipomena themselves? To what end the book of the generation of JESUS CHRIST in St. Matthew and in Luke? For St. Paul (1 Timothy 1, verse 4) does not speak of these [sacred] genealogies — as Beza ineptly hands down in his Annotations — but of those which certain vain men among the Jews daily wove and boasted of with full cheeks; or which the Gentiles [made] concerning the lineages of their empty gods, of the kind Hesiod supplies in his Theogony, as St. Chrysostom notes on that passage. And therefore, on St. Luke chapter 1, St. Ambrose [says]: "Divine Scripture teaches that not only the character in those who are praiseworthy, but also [their] parents, ought to be praised, so that, as it were, a transmitted inheritance of unstained purity may stand pre-eminent in those whom we wish to praise." Sidonius (book 7, Epistle to Perpetuus): "Reverence is to be kept for [good] birth, since the Evangelist too showed that these [ancestries] are not to be omitted; for Luke, undertaking the praise of John, reckoned it most excellent that he came of a priestly stock."

Our hero JOSHUA, then, was [one] of the descendants of the most holy and most chaste Joseph. For since Joseph had two sons, Manasseh and Ephraim — to whom his father Jacob, now about to die, willed to give origin and name for two tribes (Genesis 48, verse 5) — JOSHUA arose from the tribe of Ephraim (Numbers 13, verse 9); and he had as forefather Elisama, who (Numbers chapter 2, verse 18) was Prince of all the Ephraimites, and as father Nun, the successor of his own father in the same dignity. And for that reason JOSHUA is so often called "son of Nun," as [the son] of a very outstanding and much-praised man (Exodus 33; Numbers 11, 13, 14, 27, 32, 34; Deuteronomy 23, 32; Judges 2; 3 Kings [1 Kings] 16; Nehemiah 8; and elsewhere). But that the other ancestors of JOSHUA too may be known, and that the difficulties concerning them may be resolved, I shall set down here the sacred words themselves from Paralipomenon chapter 7, verse 20 and following; then several little questions. They stand thus:


[1 Paralipomenon (Chronicles) 7:20–27:] Now the sons of Ephraim [were]: Suthala, Bared his son, Thalath his son, Elada his son, Thalath his son, whose son [was] Zabad, and whose son [was] Suthala, and whose son [was] Ezer and Elad. And the men of Geth, born [in the land], slew them, because they had come down to invade their possessions. Ephraim therefore, their father, mourned [for] many days; and his brethren came to comfort him. And he went in to his wife, who conceived and bore a son, and he called his name Beria, because he had arisen amid the evils of his house. And his daughter was Sara, who built lower and upper Beth-horon, and Ozensara. Moreover his son [was] Rapha, and Reseph, and Thale, of whom was born Thaan, who begot Laadan; whose son also [was] Ammiud, who begot Elisama, of whom was born Nun, who had a son, JOSHUA.
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Question I. Whether the Ephraim whose sons are here recounted is the Patriarch?

Lyranus makes two different Ephraims in this text: one, whose sons are related [to have been] slain by the Gethites — and this one he will have [to be] of the posterity of that first Patriarch, [a descendant] who dwelt in Chanaan after the departure from Egypt; but the other, the Patriarch himself, whose sons are Rapha, Reseph, and the others who are thereafter mentioned. Now the reasons for positing the former are chiefly two. One: those sons could not have gone down into the land of Geth unless [the Chananaeans] were already inhabiting Chanaan. For it was most diligently guarded against that any of the Jews should depart out of Egypt — so much so that, when they sought that the power of departing be granted them, the King could not be brought to consent, unless broken and subdued by intolerable evils and calamities. And again, their father [Ephraim] had to be dwelling at that same time still in Chanaan — [the father] who drew the greatest grief from their slaughter, and who, when he afterward begot a son, therefore called him Beria, that is, "begotten in evil and grief." But these things cannot fit the Patriarch Ephraim. For he would then have had to prolong [his] life beyond 250 years. For since he himself was born at the time in which there was the greatest abundance of grain and of all things in Egypt (Genesis 41, verse 52), before Jacob went down into [Egypt] (Genesis 48, verse 5), it is necessary that he was born in the year before the 188th from the birth of Isaac, and the 38th of Joseph. And from then to the departure out of Egypt there remained at least 212 years (from Genesis chapter 15, and from what I have disputed and established on Exodus chapter 12, verse 40). And if to those 212 years you add the 40 years of the desert, Ephraim's age will become more than 252 years. Let there be added also those seven [years] in which Joshua subdued the land (chapter 14 of Joshua): you see that Ephraim would then have been at least 260 years [old]. But that former age did not now bear so great an age of a man — since Isaac, although very long-lived, yet died in his 180th year (Genesis 35, verse 28); Jacob in [his] 147th (Genesis 47, verse 28); Levi, 137 (Exodus 6, verse 16); Moses, in [his] 120th year (Deuteronomy 34, verse 7). And indeed, granted that Ephraim could live so long, would he even still beget sons? Yet it would have had to happen, because, as has been said, after the slaughter of the former sons he begot Beria. But the other reason is that his daughter Sara is said to have built lower and upper Beth-horon, which were cities in Chanaan, as will be clear below (chapter 16). But how could she build there except after the land was occupied by the Israelites? For even if we grant that she was born to Ephraim in [his] 90th year of age, she would still herself be, after the peaceful possession of Chanaan, more than 130 years [old] — [an age] which was not granted even to Joshua himself, who reached only 110 (below, chapter [24], verse 29).

Nevertheless, only one Ephraim is here described, and he is that Patriarch, the son of Joseph. For look diligently at the context, and you will see that only one is named, and that all things are said of that one and the same [Ephraim]. He loses sons, begets another, and — without any mention of another [Ephraim] — it is subjoined: "his son Rapha." Whom does this relative or demonstrative pronoun "his" look back to? Whom does it point out? Certainly none but that Ephraim who before
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had been named — [no one else]. And that this [Ephraim] is the same Patriarch cannot be doubted. First, because, in the description of any tribe whatsoever, that book of Paralipomenon is wont to give the first place immediately to the father and originator of that tribe. Then, because those whom Lyranus gives as sons to the other Ephraim — Suthala, Bared, and the rest — the same [ones] Numbers chapter 26, verse 35, testifies to be sons of the Patriarch Ephraim. And indeed, who [is] the father of that other Ephraim? Whence does he so suddenly come forth? Why would the beginning of the narration about this tribe be drawn from him?

But [Lyra's] reasons must be answered. For Lyranus carved this other Ephraim out of his own brain for this [reason]: that he thought those [reasons] most firm — which, however, are weak. For it was not necessary that either those sons or their father were already dwelling in Chanaan, [in order] that they made an onset upon the fields of the Gethites; but they could make this attack from Egypt itself — and that, either before they were pressed by that dreadful servitude and held by those very strict watches which were afterward applied, or even afterward, by the nod and will of the Egyptian King, as will be made plain below when I speak of the cause of this incursion. And this foundation being taken away, all the rest that Lyranus built upon it collapse. But in the other reason there would truly be nothing absurd, if we should say that Sara lived even beyond her 130th year, and then built those cities. For it is not necessary that we believe no one at that very time was older than Joshua — just as, in the first age of the world, we see that Adam himself was surpassed in age by some (Genesis 5, verse 27 and following), and, after Isaac, Abraham. But of this woman herself [I shall speak] more a little later.


Question II. Whether the first nine [named] are properly called sons of the Patriarch Ephraim?

It is agreed among all that he is sometimes called "father" who has given origin to some, whether immediately or mediately, and that all those [descendants] are called "sons." But he who gives origin immediately is properly the father, and because from him they thus spring, [they are] properly sons; the rest [are so called] as it were improperly — like a grandfather, great-grandfather, grandsons, great-grandsons, and likewise other ancestors or descendants. It may therefore seem to someone, with Vatablus, that not all those nine are properly, or immediately, sons. First, because, since "his son" is sometimes added and sometimes omitted, it seems to be signified that he to whom it is added is the immediate son of the one just named — and so that Bared is the son of Suthala, Thahath the son of Bared himself, and so of the others; for why otherwise would this distinction of speech be employed? Then, [because at] Numbers 26 Bared is not called "son of Ephraim," but Becher; nor Thahath, but Theben [Tahan]. Thirdly, several brothers would have the same proper name, and those all surviving; for among those nine [there are] two Suthalas [and] two Thahaths. Fourthly, our text seems accurately to signify that Zabad is the son of the later Thahath, and likewise Suthala the later [son] of Zabad, and of this Suthala [that] Ezer and Elad [are the sons] — because of all these it says, not simply "his son," but, with the phrase changed, "and the son of this one." Fifthly, often elsewhere, in the same manner of speaking, it is narrated that one is the son of him who immediately preceded — as in the same 1 Paralipomenon 5, verses 4 & 5, as is understood from [the man] whom [the Assyrian] is there said to have carried away captive…
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…whom the King of the Assyrians is there said to have carried away captive; for that happened only after several generations of Reuben himself.

Yet I would think that all are immediate sons of Ephraim. First, because, since no better reason is brought forward, the proper signification of words is always to be retained in the Scriptures — as the rule of St. Augustine holds, which I set forth in another place; and nothing compels us [to take] "father" here either for "grandfather" or for "great-grandfather," as will be clear from the refutation of the [reasons] which have been objected. Then, because either the first alone would properly be his son, or, by equal reasoning, all the rest — most of all down to the last two. For in the Hebrew, of those others, in one and the same manner of speaking, is said beno, that is, "his son"; and in the Greek likewise υἱὸς αὐτοῦ. But it cannot be said that only the first is his son, because [otherwise] Ephraim would have seen not only the third and fourth, but the fifth and sixth generation of his descendants — and indeed in such a way that his descendants were all fit to bear arms when they broke out into the borders of the Gethites. All the rest, therefore, are his sons — except that the author of the Hebrew traditions in the Paralipomenon thinks the last two are sons of the later Suthala, because, namely, that customary little appendage "his son" is not added to them. But from that it is rather gathered that they are sons not of Suthala, but of Ephraim himself. For either they are the sons of no one — since in these [two] that appendage is entirely omitted — or it will have to be repeated and understood from the preceding [names]; and then, why should he not make, in these, the same sense which he made before in the others? And therefore it can much less be said — as Lavater insinuates in that passage — that these two are not sons of Suthala, but of Zebad, and brothers of Suthala himself. Finally, when it is said, "having gone in to his wife after some consolation received from [his] brethren," is it not signified that he had lost his own crop [offspring], and therefore made a new sowing? For otherwise some would survive for him from Suthala — the grandsons Bared and Thehen (Numbers 26, verses 35, 36). To the contrary reasons, therefore, I reply — and indeed thus:

To the first: Scripture is sometimes wont to express specifically, by certain added particles, what it [first] said generally — either for the sake of greater clarity, or from the idiom and simplicity of the Hebrew speech. And so, although it would have been enough to have said "sons," yet that "his son" is added to several of them. Just as also in the same book, 1 Paralipomenon chapter 4, verse 24, when it treats of one father, Saul, it is said, "Sellum his son, Mapsam his son, Masma his son," as Abulensis rightly proves there.

To the second: those [names] were of a double form — as [with] very many others in the Scriptures: Jacob [and] Israel, Esau [and] Edom, Seir, Azarias [and] Ozias, Daniel [and] Celeab, the son of David (1 Paralipomenon 3, verse 1; and 2 Kings [2 Samuel] 3, verse 2); Suppim [in] this 7th chapter of Paralipomenon (verse 12), [and] Muppim [in] Genesis 46, verse 21 — yet in such a way that between the two forms there is not very much [difference]. For Bered and Becer differ by only two letters, just as by one Chatan and Chathat — although in the former of these [pairs] there is also a transposition of one letter. Thus the sons of David, Elisua and Nepheg (2 Kings [2 Samuel] 5, verse 15), are called (1 Paralipomenon 3, verse 7) Elisama and Naphes, as indeed some copies of the book have it; Ir, in the same 7th chapter (verse 12), [is] Iri at verse 7; Sallum, in the same 7th chapter, [is] Sellum [at] Genesis 46, [verse] 24.
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Yet in the Numbers book [the name] fell out among the Seventy at Becer, and for Cathan is written Ταναχ; just as also, a little later, for Heran (or Eran), ἰεδὲρ — who [in] Paralipomenon chapter 7, verse 26, [is] Hadan (as pleases some) and, in our [Latin] text, not badly, Laadan. But of this [more] below, question 7.

To the third: that several brothers are called by the same name is indeed very rare — as I say in [my comment on] the 2nd Epistle of John — yet not unusual. For in the same 1 Paralipomenon chapter 3, verses 6 & 8, among the sons of David [there is] a double Elisama, [and] a double Eliphalet (or Eliphelet). I remember that similar [things] are noted also in profane history — as in Spartianus, the brothers of Antoninus. And I have already one or two domestic examples [at hand]. Moreover, Vatablus records that certain sisters sometimes had the same name as their brothers (1 Paralipomenon 7, verse 15), concerning Huppim and Suppim. Yet, so that there might be some distinction between them, the four Hebrew Punctators [Masoretes] seem here — and, more clearly, the Seventy — to have applied some little changes, when the [Hebrews] name them Schutablach and Sebuthelach, but these [the Greeks] σωταλὲθ, σωθελὶ, θαδὲ θαλὲ. Certainly, in the year of the Lord 1276, the Batavian Lady Margaret is said to have brought forth 365 children, and they were baptized by the Most Reverend Guido; and to all the males the name "John" was given, [and] to all the girls "Elizabeth" — as her epitaph shows, in the church of Loosduinen; all of which P. Bertius cites (folio 219).

To the fourth: the sense of our text is understood from the Hebrew and Greek set forth above; for "his son" and "the son of this one" signify the same thing.

To the fifth: when one and the same phrase can, in Scripture, have several senses, whether in this or that place it has this or that [sense] is to be decided from the circumstances and adjuncts. For the Assyrian captivity, placed there [in 1 Chron 5], leads us to the other sense; but here there is no circumstance of that kind.


Question III. Did these sons of Ephraim invade the Gethites?

Almost all affirm [this] as certain — as we saw in the first question: Lyranus, Abulensis, the Author of the Hebrew Questions, and others. But to me it seems far otherwise: namely, that the Gethites themselves made the incursion upon the Ephraimites, and slew them. For, first, it is agreed that Geth was in Palestine (1 Kings [Samuel] 6). Again, from what was said in question 1, it is clear that this was done at the time in which the Israelites were still stuck in Egypt. Now thus: those who wished to snatch away the possessions of others — the text says that [these] "went down" to them. But in Scripture, those who go from Egypt into Palestine or Judaea are always said to "go up," and, on the contrary, those [who go] from here [to Egypt], to "go down." Therefore it is not the Ephraimites who went down to the Gethites, but the Gethites [who came down] to the Ephraimites. Read, if you please: Genesis 44, verse 24, "When we had gone up to thy servant, our father"; Exodus 12, verse 38, "An innumerable mixed multitude went up with them"; Numbers 13[:17], "Go up by the south side," and afterward, "and when they had gone up, they explored [it], and went up to the south"; the same [book], chapter 32, verse 11, "these men, who went up out of Egypt"; Deuteronomy 1, verse 22, "let him report by what way we ought to go up," [and] verse 26, "you would not go up," and "we went up by the way of Basan"; Genesis 26[:2], "Go not down into Egypt"; [and Genesis 46], "the people went down into Egypt." But now what, I pray, [was] the cause for these sons of Ephraim, that [they should invade] the Gethites…
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…[But now what, I pray, was the cause for these sons of Ephraim, that they should invade and harass the Gethites?] I find four causes in Abulensis (on 1 Paralipomenon 7, question 8), but of which none can please. The first: that, first of all, they were planning to carry out the bones of Joseph — concerning which they had received a command at the end of Genesis. But since they were then slain in the land of Geth, the [bones] they had carried out with them would have remained there, against Exodus chapter 13, verse 18. And whether this command had been given to the Ephraimites alone, or rather to all the Israelites: Moses rightly understood and expounded [it] of all, in the place already cited. The second: that, on account of Manasseh being preferred before Ephraim himself (Genesis 48), they bore [proud] spirits — the Ephraimites [being] rather lofty, and therefore wishing to occupy the promised Chanaan at once. This could indeed derive some color from their later pride (Judges 8 & 12), and perhaps from Psalm 77 [78], verse 9 — but in vain. For how would the Ephraimites alone attempt so great a thing? How would a very few, while their father was still living, attack not merely one city (as Simeon and Levi did, Genesis 34), but a whole nation and region? Were they so proud as to leave the rest of the Israelites behind in Egypt? The third: that [they did it] to wipe away the fault and infamy of the murmuring which the wickedness of the spies had stirred up (Numbers 14, verse 40). But there you would find that the Ephraimites and all the Israelites were not of the same will (verses 34, 44) — to say nothing of [the fact] that this incursion of which we treat happened long before Egypt was left, as [was] indicated above (question 1). The fourth, finally, of Abulensis himself: that the same Ephraimites, while they dwelt in the land of Gessen [Goshen] (Genesis 46), wished to enlarge their borders, and so made an onset upon neighboring Geth. But how would strangers — in a foreign kingdom, like exiles, and not very many — provoke a neighboring nation? And would not this whole thing be brigandage? I should indeed prefer to think that they contrived this incursion with the Egyptian Pharaoh knowing and permitting [it] — perhaps even commanding [it], on account of some quarrel of his with the neighboring nation. But there is no need of conjectures and figments. The end and cause for which those [men] of whom we here speak invaded others, the text clearly declares: "that they might invade their possessions" — whether those were placed in gold and silver, or in clothing and cattle (although the Seventy seem to understand [it] more of cattle, who translated κτήνη). But to plunder the wealth of neighbors, and to drive off cattle, unless there be a just cause — which here appears none — is the plainest brigandage, robbery, and rustling. But shall we impute so great a crime to the sons of Ephraim, and even to Ephraim himself, still surviving and an old man? This is surely rather worthy of the Gethites — whom we can understand [to be] bold, warlike, and quite troublesome, even from Goliath alone. For so also the Chaldaeans (Job 1, verse 17) invaded the herds of Job's camels; and, agreeably to the customs of the Gethites — among whom he was then hiding — David rushed upon various [peoples] (1 Kings [1 Samuel] 27, verse 8 and following). But you will say: why are the "men of Geth" here called "natives," unless [it was] to signify that they, being acquainted with the places into which the Ephraimites were rushing from elsewhere, easily overpowered them? [No,] the cause is another: namely, that the Gethites — not [as] mercenaries or stipendiaries, but [as] natives — did this very thing, so that it might be understood [to be] consonant with their institutions; and indeed against
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men who [are], in a foreign kingdom, tenants and newcomers. So, therefore, while the Ephraimites defend their own property from the robbers and rustlers who had come down from Geth into neighboring Egypt to them, they were wickedly slain. And from this it is understood why (Exodus 13, verse 17), when Pharaoh had sent forth the people, the Lord did not lead them by the way of the land of the Philistines, which is near. For the Israelites dreaded the Gethites, and indeed all the other Philistines — inasmuch as, from those breaking in upon them into Egypt, they had received no light damages and slaughter.


Question IV. Beria — why was he so named by Ephraim?

That raha means "evil" to the Hebrews, and be [means] "in," is almost not unknown even to the common people. He was therefore called Beria (or Beriha), as if Berahaha — that is, because he had arisen amid the evils of Ephraim's house, [that is,] after the funerals of the brothers, in the greatest grief and mourning of the parent. But the Hebrew text is more obscure: "And she called his name Beria, because it was in evil in his house." Yet our Interpreter [the Vulgate] has rendered the sense rightly for us; but those words are to be understood thus: because "in evil was" she — namely, Ephraim's wife — conceiving and bearing in his house; for that [word] "was" is feminine in the Hebrew. And the Seventy [render] the same, but with the wording changed, so that the speech is Ephraim's own: ὅτι ἐν κακοῖς ἐγένετο ἐν οἴκῳ μου, "because he was born amid evils in my house."


Question V. Who [was] Sara, and whether [she was] properly the daughter of Ephraim, or of Beria?

Someone might suspect that this most choice woman had the same name as Abraham's wife. But it is not so. For she [Sarah], in Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, is called simply Sara (Genesis 17, verse 15); but this our [woman] is called in Hebrew Scheerah, in Greek Σαραά, and so perhaps it was written in the Latin copies. Nearly all judge her the daughter of Ephraim, and sister of those slain [sons] and of Beria. But since the discourse had been about Beria, it is immediately subjoined, "and his daughter was" — so that she seems the daughter rather of Beria than [his] sister; just as also a little below, "Moreover his son Rapha." And the author of the Traditions wished to say this, when he says, "the sons of Beria — that is, Sara." But because Scheera may be interpreted "surviving" or "remaining," therefore, from someone's [interpretive] note, or from another version, it is added in the Seventy — I know not in what sense — καὶ ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς καταλοίποις. What if, for the sake of explanation, it had been written καὶ ἐν ἐκείνοις ἡ κατάλοιπος? That is: among those, or between those, who were cut down, she herself was the surviving one.


Question VI. How many cities, and how, did the same Sara build?

Which [cities] this [woman] built — our [Latin] text and the Hebrew count three cities: namely, two Beth-horons, and third, Ozen Sara; but out of this [last] the Greek makes two [sons] of the same woman, or rather sons of Beria: καὶ υἱοὶ Ὀζὰν Σαπρά. But since in the other texts this is not the name of sons, and the author of the Traditions, Lyranus, [and] Abulensis, and all, teach that it is a place built by her, I would think that from someone's suspicion noted in the margin [the words] ἡ οἱ crept into the Greek — like the similar [thing] I noted in the preceding question. But it is deservedly wont to be asked how she could have built those cities, since, before the Israelites went up from Egypt into Chanaan, those cities already existed, as will be clear below (chapters 10 & 16). Some answer that those were indeed cities in Chanaan, but that Sara raised up two others of the same name; and Abulensis thinks this probable (1 Paralipomenon 7, question 8), because the Israelites built certain cities in Egypt (Exodus 1). But these [they built] not, surely, except pressed by hard servitude and altogether compelled…
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…[But these they built] not, surely, except pressed by hard servitude and altogether compelled. And why, in another kingdom — whence [Sara] hoped for a departure soon — would she make so great expenses in vain? Nor does anyone easily impose the same names on other cities, except on account of some memory or likeness of some thing. But what memory or likeness, in Egypt, of the Chananaean Beth-horon could be [an object of] concern to this woman? Nor indeed did anyone reckon any Beth-horon in the same Egypt. The same Abulensis adds that perhaps Sara had been given in marriage to some Prince of the Chananaeans, and so, among them, had founded the cities which the Israelites afterward found. I would scarcely believe that such profane marriages, procured with a Gentile and Chananaean, [were made] either by Ephraim or by Sara herself. For although the laws which would forbid this had not yet been enacted (Exodus 34; Deuteronomy 7) — and Judah himself married a Chananaean woman (Genesis 38) — nevertheless there was one circumstance while they were still dwelling in Chanaan, before they went down into Egypt, and another while in Egypt (whence, before the years predetermined by God, Genesis 15, nothing of the Israelite seed seems to have so gone out that it did not return into Egypt, as Moses did, Exodus 5). And while Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were still in Chanaan, they nevertheless made clear enough, openly, that such marriages were little approved by them (Genesis 24, 28, 34).

It is therefore more like [the truth], what the same Abulensis at last subjoins: that the word "to build" is taken not properly, but for "repair" or "rebuilding." For [she] rebuilt those cities, which had been laid waste either by [the passage of] years or by wars. And this can be confirmed from chapter 11, verses 12 & 13 below, and from the customary use of this word elsewhere. For Gad, Reuben, and Manasseh are said to have "built" many [things] out of cities and places which had already existed before (Numbers 32); and of these same, Solomon is written to have "built" one of the Beth-horons (3 Kings [1 Kings] 9, verse 17), because he renewed it, and fortified [it] with walls and adorned [it]. In the same way, the city Patara — which Patarus had once built — Ptolemy Philadelphus [re]built, and called [it] Arsinoe (in Strabo, book 14); and others [rebuilt] other cities, as I taught [on] Judith 1, question 7. Perhaps [Sara] constructed the third city, to which she gave her own name Saraa, by the same reasoning; or, if she raised up an entirely new [one], the word "build" here will be taken not improperly, but commonly and most broadly, so as to embrace at once the proper and the less-proper signification.


Question VII. Whose sons, properly, [were] Rapha, Reseph, and the others?

Although one might think that the Latin text, "Moreover his son [Rapha]," is to be referred to her who was last named, Sara — so that these would be called her sons — nevertheless it must be explained from the Hebrew and the Greek, where that [word] "his" is masculine, and therefore is to be referred either to Ephraim or to Beria. Abulensis refers [it] to Ephraim, and attributes to him three of these [as] sons — Rapha, Reseph, and Thale — who [would be] brothers of the previously-named Beria. Others prefer the same three [to be] sons of Beria, as Lyranus [does]. To some, also, only the two former are sons of Beria, but the third [is the son] of the second — namely, Thela, [son] of Reseph. To me it seems that, first, Rapha is the son of Beria, [and] grandson of Ephraim; for there is no reason why that "his" should not be referred to him of whom mention was made in the last place. Then, the sons of Rapha are Reseph and Thela; for in the Hebrew these two are joined, with the phrase changed, thus: "And Reseph, and Thela his son"
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[his]. In the Greek [it is] still more open: …καὶ Θαλὲε υἱὸς αὐτοῦ. Thereafter, the son of this Thala is Thaan; of Thaan, Laadan; of Laadan, Ammiud; of Ammiud, Elisama; of Elisama, Nun; of Nun, Joshua. So that from Ephraim Joshua is the ninth, from Joseph the tenth, from Abraham the thirteenth. Thus:




	#
	Name
	(from Abraham)





	
	Abraham
	



	
	Isaac
	1



	
	Jacob
	2



	
	Joseph
	3



	1
	Ephraim
	4



	2
	Beria
	5



	3
	Rapha
	6



	4
	Thala
	7



	5
	Thaan
	8



	6
	Saadan
	9



	7
	Ammiud
	10



	8
	Elisama
	11



	9
	Nun
	12



	10
	Joshua
	13





Yet there are those who judge that [the one] who is here reckoned in the sixth place, Laadan, must be said [to be the son] of Suthala himself — who (question 2) was a son of Ephraim — and that the same son is called (Numbers 26, verse 36) Heran, but here (1 Paralipomenon 7, verse 25) Hadan. For that [syllable] La, which is set before him in the Latin text, seems to be only a Hebrew article — or rather, the mark of the genitive or dative case; so that there it could have been translated, "to Hadan his son." Secondly, Heran in Numbers 26 is called by the Seventy ἰαδὲν, as was said above (question 2, [reply] to the second), as if Hadan; and it is agreed that the letters resh and daleth, among the Hebrews, are, on account of their likeness, easily and frequently interchanged. But expressly, [in] Numbers 26, verse 36, he is called "son of Suthala." And therefore, according to those [scholars], the genealogy of Joshua is [thus]:




	#
	Name





	1
	Ephraim



	2
	Suthala



	3
	Hadan (or Heran)



	4
	Ammiud



	5
	Elisama



	6
	Nun



	7
	Joshua





But the Latin text refuses this Genealogy, since after Thaan it expressly subjoins (1 Paralipomenon 7, verse 26), "Who begot Laadan." Secondly, because the two arguments put forward prove nothing. For as to the first: it is agreed that there are many other proper names, both of men and of places, which begin not dissimilarly with la — as Labana (Genesis 24), Labana (Joshua 15 & 19), Latussim and Laomim (1 Paralipomenon 1), Laad and Laada (in the same book, chapter 4, verses 2 & 21). As to the latter: there are many names which have a great kinship, and are almost entirely the same, yet denote different men — as was clear above in Suthala (question 2, [reply] to the third). It is added that a kind of rack seems to be applied to the text when Junius and Tremellius (in the Annotations) refer that phrase, "to Hadan his son" (Paralipomenon 7, verse 25), to Suthala — since between this one and that Hudan so many other [names] are interposed, and there is not even the least little letter which would call us back up to him. And therefore I not unwillingly rest in the former genealogy.
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Question VIII. How various [is] the name of Joshua's father, and what does it signify?

In the Hebrew [it] is commonly said Nun, but in this [passage of] Paralipomenon (chapter 7, verse 27) Non; in this same place [it is] in Greek Non, [but] very frequently elsewhere Naue and Nauē. Whence, among the Latins too, both those forms, Nun and Nave, are in common use; in Josephus (book 3, chapter 2) Nauēkou, [in] chapter 13 Nauēchou. By some, however, it is derived from Naveh, which is "to dwell," and sometimes "to be beautiful" — because [the things] kept at home are wont to be more beautiful. Whence, among the Rabbis, Noi is "beauty," and Naeh "beautiful"; and in Rupert (book 1, on Numbers): "Joshua, that is, Saviour, son of beauty." Others, to whom I more willingly give ear, derive it from nin, which is "son"; and then Nun is, so to say, "sonship," or "sonned," or "he who has been made a son." For that Hebrew root seems to have been in use of old; whence comes that [passage of] Proverbs 29, verse 21: "He who delicately nourishes his servant from childhood shall afterward find him manon" — that is, "made a son," or "contumacious," as our interpreter rightly translates. For such a servant will conduct himself as though he were not a servant but a son, heir, and master, and therefore will observe obedience less, and be less willing to undertake work and labor — as R. Emmanuel expounds in his commentary on that book, against R. Judah and Tremellius and Junius, the Innovators, to whom there manon is "bereft of children." And [in] Psalm 71 [72], verse 17: "Before the sun iinnon," that is (as Burgensis translates), "shall be sonned," or "shall be called a son" — as R. Abraham and Eliezer teach in the Commentary there (chapter 3); or, as R. Emmanuel and R. David [say], "the memory and praise of his name shall be strengthened and shall endure, no otherwise than if he were forever 'sonned'" — that is, "increased with sons," who are wont to guard and preserve the memory of a father as by a kind of monument. It is added that, just as nin is said, so also for ben is read bin (Exodus 33, verse 11; Numbers 27, verse 19; Deuteronomy last [chapter], verse 9). And perhaps the same with that name was that most celebrated [name] among the Assyrians, Ninus — from whom Nineve, as if Nin-naveh, that is, "the dwelling and habitation of Ninus." For Naveh is "a dwelling" or "lodging," as [in] Exodus 15, verse 13; Proverbs 3, verse 31; chapter 21, verse 20; chapter 24, verse 5; Isaiah 27, verse 10; 32, verse 18; 33, verse 20; 34, verse 13; 65, verse 10; Jeremiah 23, verse 3; 25, verse 30; 31, verse 23; 49, verse 20; 50, verses 19 & 44; Ezekiel 25, verse 5; 34, verse 14; Job 5, verse 3, and 23; 2 Kings [2 Samuel] 15, verse 24. In the Talmudic Tractate Pesachim (chapter 10, folio 119, page 2), and Rashbam in the same place, note that Joshua is called the "son," not the "father," as will be noted again below, book 5, chapter 24, question 14.


Question IX. [The typological genealogy of Joshua.]

The typological [figurative] genealogy of Joshua has no small difficulties, as we have seen; the true genealogy of Joshua has [them] too. Concerning which, besides the ancients, [there are] many of our own among the more recent [writers] — Maldonatus, Barradius, Toletus (on Luke), Alphonsus Salmerón.
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Now Joshua is a type, from the tribe in which there was also a kingdom — but much more unhappily than that [kingdom] which [was] in the tribe of Judah, from which [came] our Lord. And the tribe was Ephraim, which — although otherwise here the younger in age — was divinely preferred before Manasseh himself (Genesis 49 [48]); Judah too, though later as to birth, was set before Reuben, and adorned with the highest wealth and prerogatives of the birthright. The Ephraimites [were] harassed by the Gethites, and many of their brothers slaughtered by them. What [of] the Gethite Goliath (1 Kings [1 Samuel] 17)? Did he not harass the Israelites with the greatest injury and infamy? Was not the terror of these [Gethites] the greatest? But, so many being slain and routed by one of the ancestors of the true Joshua — namely, David — that one [Goliath] was at last laid low and thrust out of life. Sara, a most noble woman of the Ephraimites, built three cities; and one of the women of the Jews built, in her womb, the head and metropolis of all cities — the humanity of our most holy Lord. What [of] Beria? He was born in the bereavement, grief, and squalor of the Ephraimite house, yet in such a way that he brought consolation and the remedy of a most numerous posterity. Amid the huge evils of the whole world, amid the most bitter slaughters of innumerable souls, in the utmost despair of all things, [there] arose from the Tribe of Judah — Mathanes, of Jacob, and of Joseph; and she too was born, who (as I said [on] Exodus 1) may seem to have received her name from bitterness: Mary — so that from these might arise the expectation of the Gentiles and the salvation of the whole world. But Joshua's father is always Nun — namely, the son of another man, and himself much increased in fame and celebrity through his son. But the true Father of our Joshua [Christ] is not the son of any man, but Father only — from whom [is] all paternity in heaven and on earth (Ephesians 3). Yet He Himself is, in a certain way (as I said above), "sonned" through this His Son, since through Him He has been increased with an innumerable offspring of sons and of heirs of the heavenly inheritance — when the Son gave "power to men to become sons of God" (John 1). But Joseph [Nun] is, in both ways, a true "Nun," since he is both the son of another and, on account of that son, is praised by all, and is borne about with great praise in the memory and mouth of all — [being] made, in a certain way, the father of all the sons of God, and himself a most blessed father.


Caput II (opening)

That the society of men among men, and [their] union for the mutual usefulness of life and of all works, may flourish, a proper name of his own is wont to be imposed on each [person] — among almost all nations — either immediately from birth, or not very long after. For, as Pliny says (book 5, chapter 8) from Herodotus: "The Atlantes were degenerate from human customs, among whom [there was] no usual calling by names." Which [saying] Stobaeus (oration 42) transfers to the Abarantes, who alone are wont even to curse the rising sun [the East]. St. Paulinus indeed said: "And [he] who reigned soon without a name: Sesostris" — but…

…but "without a name," that is, "without heirs," as Scaliger expounds (book 3 of the Isagoge, page 310). Among the Greeks, names were given to newborn infants on the tenth day — at the [festival] of the Amphidromia, which for that reason are also called Nominalia, or "the solemnity of the Nominalia," by Tertullian (book On Idolatry, chapter 16); [and] it is noted by a proverb in Suidas. [Names] which afterward, at Athens, were given so that they might conduct themselves as citizens — among the curiales [ward-members] at the fifteenth year of age (as the scholiast of Aristophanes' Wasps wrote out of Aristotle), but among the populares at the eighteenth year, when they were enrolled from boys into Ephebi, and so into men — as Sigonius notes (book 2, On the Republic of the Athenians, chapter 2). Among the Romans, although Valerius said that names were not imposed on boys before they took the manly toga, [nor] on girls before they married, Festus [held otherwise] — with whom, in the Roman Questions, Plutarch agrees, and Macrobius (book 1 of the Saturnalia, chapter 16); this is the teaching: "the lustral days of infants are named — the eighth for girls, the ninth for boys — because on these they are purified, and names are imposed on them." And therefore that day too [was] called Nominalis ["Naming-day"], as I said it was called by Tertullian; it was not the seventh of the week from the birth of the infant (as Scaliger suspects, on Ausonius book 2, chapter 22), but at least the eighth, as has been said. Yet afterward Antoninus the Philosopher ordered (Capitolinus [being] witness) that this imposition be done on the third day. Among the Jews, the day which was the eighth from birth, for circumcising the boy, was decreed the same also for naming, as appears from St. Luke 1 & 2 — and that either by a divine precept, known by tradition, or by a human [one], which arose from that long and old custom. For this is the opinion of the book On the Cardinal Works of Christ, when it says: "On the eighth day it was intimated that the name is fitted to the circumcised — [those] who were reckoned worthy of the fellowship of the saints, because their names were being written in heaven, and [that they are] heirs of the eternal beatitude which follows, on the eighth [day], after the week of this life." Among us Christians, by a custom drawn now from the Apostles themselves — as Bellarmine shows against Illyricus (book 1 On Baptism, chapter 26) — when baptism is given to infants, the name too is given, so that by that very [act] they may profess that they are enrolled in the book of life, in the Christian warfare, and be held such by all.

Joshua, therefore, in his circumcision, was called Hosea, or Osee; but afterward, by Moses, with a very slight change, Iehosua, or Iosue. For so we read (Numbers 13, verse 16): "And Moses called Osee, the son of Nun, Josue" — of which [we] must treat a little more [fully], for this is a very great [matter], as will be clear below. And that names of this kind are not without cause either imposed or changed, Origen beautifully teaches (homily 23 on the book of Joshua): "It is not to be thought," he says, "that it happened by chance that that Angel was called Michael, and another Gabriel, and another Raphael; and — to descend to human [examples] — as it was not by chance that that Patriarch was called Abraham, and that [other] Isaac, and another Israel; but not even in human [namings] did it happen by chance, but by a certain and divine reasoning — [as] that Sara was named from Sarai, or Israel from Jacob, or Abraham from Abram." And it is certain that each one, whether of angels or of men, obtains names also from those duties and deeds which are enjoined [on him].


Question I. What [is] Osee, and Joshua?
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Among the Hebrews there is one word, iescha, which — Psalm 19, verse 6; 49, verse 23; 131 [132], verse 16; and often elsewhere — signifies "salvation"; and from that word are derived other words of the same signification: ieschovah, heschovah, thebah, theschovath, moscheveth; and finally the verb hoschiah, "to save." And hence those two [are] proper names: Osee and Iosue — or, to speak more in Hebrew, Hoseah and Iehosuah — each of which (as St. Jerome explains, on Hosea chapter 1, and as the very reasoning of the origin declares) signifies "Saviour." And therefore Ecclesiasticus 46, verse 1, [says] of Joshua: ἐγένετο… "he was great according to his name, unto the salvation of His elect" — or, "for the salvation of His elect." But whether, as some say, [it means] "the Saviour of the Lord," and how the same word may signify [this], will be said below (question 5). And our Joshua is also called Hosee in the Talmud (Tractate Berachoth, chapter 6, folio 63b) — unless someone should wish, without cause, to suspect that in the preceding [word] there is a scribal error in the vau.

But because there have arisen today — not only [young] lads, but also old men — new orators, or rather word-artificers [logodaedali], who, lest they sin against Cicero, make it a [point of] scruple to say "Salvator" [Saviour], so much so that that [saying] of the Apostle (1 Timothy 1, verse 15), "CHRIST JESUS came into the world to save sinners" [salvos facere],
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the Innovator Beza translated, "that he might preserve [servaret] sinners" — I shall set down here, above all, the words of a great Ciceronian, Manutius, I mean, from [his] commentary on the second Verrine book: "Soter is a Greek name, and that it signifies 'he who has given salvation,' is established by Cicero himself [as] interpreter; whence appears the common error of those who call JESUS CHRIST — whose immortal merits can be sufficiently expressed by no single Latin word — Servator [Preserver]. For it is one thing to preserve, another to give salvation. He preserves who, by some means, brings it about that safety is not lost; he gives salvation who restores [it when] lost. And so, since a servator is not a soter — because it means less — while salvator [is] as it were unusual, Cicero avoided [it], and preferred to say, 'he who has given salvation.' Namely, if we are speaking of Him who did not preserve the afflicted human race in the same state, but led [it] from everlasting destruction to the perpetual goods of life — which the Son of the most high God both did and alone could do — it is necessary either to call [Him] Salvator (which in Greek is sōtēr), a new word being employed for a new thing (which the ancients too approved), or, by Cicero's example, to use a periphrasis and to say, 'He who has given salvation.' Although a periphrasis, as [it is] sometimes not only convenient but even necessary, [yet] thus, [if] repeated too often, both loses [its] dignity and breeds satiety." Thus that [famous] Ciceronian [Manutius].
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But Abulensis (on Numbers 3, questions 3 & 27) will have [it] that in Joshua the change of the name was not properly made, but rather an addition. Yet this very addition is a kind of change — just as, among the natural philosophers, accretion too is motion and change. If Abulensis were called Stabulensis, would there be only an addition to the name, and not [also] a change?


Question II. How was this change of name made?

Very many say that only one little letter was added — iod, or ioth — among whom [is] Abulensis too (on Numbers chapter 13, question 37). For "at first," he says, "among the Hebrews he was called Osua; afterward he was called Iosua, by adding one letter." But in the Hebrew he was called not Osua, but Osea; and by the most ancient Greek Interpreters [it was rendered] now Αὐσῆ, now ἰωσῆ; by the Latins it was turned into Osee. And therefore, besides the iod, there was added also a change of the vowel itself, e into a; and with the iod itself, the vowel e also [was] added, so that a threefold change was made. For it must not be thought that vowels — because among the Hebrews they are today marked by [pointing] dots — therefore do not pertain to the nature of Hebrew words. For what word among any nations [exists] without a vowel? The Hebrews indeed are wont to remove them from the number of their letters, as is agreed from the alphabet and from the term "tetragrammaton"; but they by no means confess that [the vowels] are not necessary to the essence of words — as R. Benjamin Bar-Jehudah very copiously treats, in [his] preface to the Dikduk [Grammar] of R. Moses.


Question III. By whom was this same change of name made?

St. Jerome, at the beginning [of his commentary] on Hosea chapter 1, says [it was] made by God; but the text cited from Numbers chapter 13 [says it was] by Moses — yet both [are] true. For by a divine inspiration, through prophecy, Moses did this very thing, as Masius acknowledges in the preface to [his] commentaries on Joshua. Otherwise it mattered little whether he was called Osee or Iosue, especially since one and the same notion is subject to both, as was expounded in question 1. And so the name given to JESUS our Lord is wont to be said [given] sometimes by GOD, because the heavenly messenger Gabriel bore His commands; sometimes by this same Archangel — but rather by that [former, i.e. God], as Cyril says (book On the Faith, to Theodosius), and beautifully St. Bernard (sermon 4, on the Circumcision): "The name," he says, "was called by the Angel, not imposed [by him]; for this name is His from eternity. He has [it] from His own nature, that He is Saviour: this name is innate to Him, not put upon Him by human or angelic nature."


Question IV. What, in general, [is] the cause of changing names?

If Philo's book, On Those Whose Names Are Changed, and Why They Are Changed — which Eusebius mentions (book 2 of the History, chapter 18), and St. Jerome in [his] Catalogue — were extant, I might perhaps now spare myself this labor. Now, two causes are chiefly to be regarded here: the efficient and the final.

To the [efficient] pertains [the one] who, by authority and by a certain right of his own — [whether] true or usurped — gives or changes a name to someone. Of which kind, first, is GOD, by whom Abram was called Abraham (Genesis 17); Sarai, Sara — or, as in the Greek (yet corruptly, as St. Jerome warns in the [Hebrew] Traditions), Sarra — (Genesis 17); Jacob, Israel (Genesis 28 [32]); Simon, Cephas or Peter (Matthew 16); James and John, Boanerges (Mark 13 [3]). Whence also [in] Apocalypse 2, verse 17: "To the conqueror I will give a white pebble, and on the pebble a new name written." One may consult St. Chrysostom (volume 1, homily On the Name of Abram), [and] St. Jerome on Isaiah 62 and Jeremiah 23. Then, the good Angel gives names — Luke 1, verse 13: "Thou shalt call his name John"; Luke 2,
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verse 21: "His name was called JESUS, which was called by the Angel before He was conceived in the womb." For if [the angel], at least as herald of a divine decree, can give a name, he will be able also to change [it]. A bad Angel too [does this]. For he who dares to transform himself into an angel of light (2 Corinthians [11]) does not scruple to usurp this power too — of giving names — as regards men; as when, having accomplished his oracles, he called [the man] — the former name being dropped, which was Alcaeus, and afterward Palaemon — Hercules, in Aelian (book 2 of the Various History). The Pythian verses, which Scaliger deservedly derides in [his] Animadversions on Eusebius, are of this kind:


"For he shall not be called Alcaeus, nor Palaemon;
but Phoebus names thee Heracles by surname;
for, bearing glory to men, thou shalt have imperishable [fame]."



For it is the opinion of some that Satan changed the former names of his angels — when, out of angels of God, he changed them into most foul Demons — [the names] which indicated their rank, office, and excellence; and they confirm it even from recent exorcisms, which the divine goodness has favored. Thirdly, finally, men change [names] — either those themselves whose names they are, or others — as further examples will show.

But it must be observed that it is one thing to take up or impose some name at first, [and] another to change [a name] already taken and imposed. For the former is permitted to all, the latter not likewise. For thus the Emperors decree (Codex, book 9, title 25): "Just as at the beginning the imposition of a name, surname, [or] praenomen — for distinguishing individuals — is free to private persons, so the changing of them is not dangerous to the innocent." To change, therefore, a name, or praenomen, or surname, without any fraud, [is] by lawful right; if [you do so] freely, according to what has often been decreed, you will by no means be forbidden, no prejudice being about to arise from this. Where note that [phrase], "without any fraud." For the assertion of a false name is forbidden by the decree of the Cornelian law (Digest, book 48, title 10, the law "on a false name"); and on this one may consult Blessius (chapter 40, On the Change of Name), Berberius (part 1, rubric 11), John de Landris of Poitiers (in the Breviary of Laws, book 9, folio 111), Peter Gregory (36, Syntagma 4), Brissonius (book 7 of the Formulae, folio 671), Albericus Gentilis (book 1 On War, chapter 4). But now let us look at the final [cause].

For some, the cause of changing names is impiety — as [with] those of whom I spoke [on] 2 Maccabees chapters 3 & 4, Jason and Menelaus; and [with] him who, in this our age, named himself Pomponius Laetus, when he was Peter Caleti, according to Platina (in [the life of] Paul IV); and nearly all who turn aside from the Christian faith to Turcism [Islam]. Nay, [there are] even certain most wicked impious sorcerers, who take up an impious baptism from the devil, as our [author] Delrio shows (book 5, Magical Disquisitions, section 16, folio 78). And again, some suspect — with Anania (book 4, folio 145) — by a remarkable and insane superstition, that a change of names avails against adversaries of every kind, [both] visible and invisible, as the same Delrio asserts (book 6, chapter 2, section 1, question 1, page 146). And I know not whether it does not also smack of superstition, what Ammianus reports (book 16): namely, that a son had been born to Mederichus, brother of Chonodomarius, and was regularly called by the birth-name Agenarichus; but the father, long held as a hostage-pledge in Gaul, and having learned certain Greek mysteries, transferred [the boy's name] to the name of Serapion. For others, [the cause is] ambition and fraud — as [those] who [seize] the kingdoms of others…
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…[For others, the cause is ambition and fraud — as those who] seek the kingdoms and princedoms of others by feigned titles of birth: as in Josephus (book 14, chapter 13), the Pseudo-Alexander; and in Valerius Maximus (book 9, chapter 15); and, in these last several years, the Pseudo-Sebastians in Lusitania [Portugal]; nay, even those who gape after private inheritances and advantages, like that [man] in Demosthenes (oration against the Boeotians), Mantitheus; and all who bring forth spurious births of children under others' names — as in the Gospels [there are] a Pseudo-Thomas, a Pseudo-Barnabas; in histories, a Pseudo-Berosus, a Pseudo-Megasthenes; in an epistle, a Pseudo-Udalricus; in others, others. What of Porphyry? He was formerly called Malchus, but, as Eunapius relates, by putting down this [Greek] name of his he wished it to appear that he had laid aside all barbarism.

Others are moved by danger, which impends either on the guilty — as on traitors, or [those] otherwise sometimes deservedly criminal — or on the innocent, and undeservedly; as, in Virgil (book 7 of the Aeneid), Aesculapius, raised up from the dead, and "the man twice made," Virbius; [and] in St. Augustine (heresy 49), Manes, who was formerly Urbicus — who in Cyril (Catechesis 6) [is] Curbicus, [and] in Scaliger (Notes on Eusebius, page 221) Cubricus; [and] in the same Cyril, there, the heretic Mane, earlier [named] Terebinthus, was afterward called by himself Buddas; in Xiphilinus, after the murder of Caesar, Casca and Terentius Varro, tribunes of the plebs; and so, in the times of the Emperor Valens, very many heretics — Theodotus, Theodorus, and Theodosius (Sigonius witnessing, book 8 of the Western Empire). But most apt to this matter seem the words of St. Ambrose against Auxentius — who also sometimes took the name of Mercurinus — [in] book 5 of the Epistles: "Auxentius is cast out, Mercurinus is shut out. One [man is] a portent, [with] two names. For, lest it be known who he was, he changed his appellation; so that, because he had here been Bishop Auxentius, [now, as] Adrianus, to deceive the people whom that one had held, he called himself Mercurinus. He changed, therefore, [his] appellation, but he did not change [his] treachery. He put off the wolf, and put on the wolf. It profits nothing that he changed the name. What he is, is recognized. In the parts of Scythia he was called one [thing], here he is called another. He has names according to [his] regions… For how would he suffer that an appellation should remain to him for the indication of so great a crime?"

I hear that some are led [to change names] by a foolish shame — as [Pope] Sergius [II], since he was formerly called "Pig's-mouth" [Os porci], according to Polydore (book 4, chapter 10) [and] Reinulph (chapter 31) — just as that house at Aachen, where Calvin's Synagogue was, is also [so] called (although Baronius, at the year 1009, rightly denies that Sergius had this name before). And to this perhaps pertains, among the Grammarians, Crassitius, surnamed Passidius (or [was it] Pachyus, or Pachydius?), who soon renamed himself Pansa, as Suetonius says (in the book On the Grammarians). And for the same cause — so that provision might be made for the shame and reputation of families — the names of harlots were changed, with the magistrates assenting. Plautus, in the Poenulus:


"Thou hast come hither today at the very time…
For today their names would be changed,
and they would make a shameful gain unworthy [and] by [their] body."



Another cause draws others, concerning which I also treated more fully on St. Paul (number 6): [namely,] a more honorable [motive] — as [those] who, when they were once initiated by sacred baptism, shook off their old proper names, drawn from wherever. Since certain of the Egyptian Christians and Confessors, when they were asked their name by a Gentile Judge, [instead], for [their] proper name,
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gave forth some name of a Prophet. For this had often been done by them, says Eusebius (book 8 of the History, chapter 21): that, instead of the names of idols — which had perhaps been imposed [on them] by [their] parents — they had taken to themselves new names, a change being made. For you might have heard that they called themselves by the name of Elias, Jeremiah, Isaiah, Samuel, and Daniel, and that they pointed out the genuine and true Israel of God — [the Israel] which among the Jews was hidden — not only by the things themselves, but also by [their] names, properly and significantly expounded. So, in Bede (book 5 of the History, chapter 7), King Ceadualla, afterward Peter — because, led by love of God and of St. Peter, he had left [his] kingdom, come to his [Peter's] threshold, and there wished to be baptized. In Marcellinus (in the Life of St. Swithbert, chapter 24), [one] who before was Herigerus, afterward was Peter, because he was baptized on St. Peter's feast-day; [and one] who [was] Hathagerus, afterward Swithbert, because he was snatched by St. Swithbert from a palsy of body and soul (in the same [book], chapter 29); [one] who [was] ELDAK, afterward Bruno (in St. Ludger's Epistle to Rixfrid, chapter 8); in [John] Damascene (oration On Images), and Nicephorus and others; in Lipomanus (volume 6), St. Eustathius and his wife Theopiste, when they were formerly called Placidas and Traiana. In the Saxon [Grammaticus] (book 10), Olaus, King of Sweden, afterward James; and in our age, so many Kings, princes, and other mortals in India, Japan, and the Peruvian region. For a new life seems to be entered upon in baptism; and therefore new manners too, and a new zeal, and — perhaps — the imitation of those whose names they bore, is to be taken up. Otherwise, in the state of nature, it happens as Quintilian wrote (book 9, chapter 1): "Men, if they have received another name than that which they had, are nevertheless the same." But in the state of grace [it is necessary that] they be others — not indeed in essence, but in mind and life.

So, in the sacrament of Confirmation, Hermenigild, son of King Leovigild — when he was made a Catholic out of a heretic, and was chrismated (for I think the very word of the Turonensian [Gregory of Tours] historian, book 5, chapter 38, must be kept) — was called John; and he who had been named Wenceslaus was afterward Charles the Fourth, according to Aeneas Sylvius in the Bohemian History. In that same sacred chrismation, too — when he received it recently, that is, in the year 1602, in September, on the feast-day of the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin, at Rome, from our most holy Lord Clement VIII himself — D. Justus Calvinus, formerly [surnamed] Calvinianus, cast off this his surname, in detestation of the heresy and of the unspeakable heresiarch [Calvin], and was called Justus Baronius — namely, by the most Reverend and most Illustrious Cardinal Baronius, who, as he received him together with his brother into [his] hospitality for some months, so also always followed [him] with all humanity and beneficence, and brought both to that sacred anointing and confirmation. But about this Justus himself published a letter to him. St. Adalbert, Bishop of Prague, in the same sacred chrismation took this name, when before he was called Woicech, as is [told] in his life, and in Pontano (books 2 & 3 of the Bohemia Pia, pages 15 & 36), and likewise in the Roman [Martyrology], in the notes on St. Abundantius (page 133).

So [also] at the entry into the religious life: as St. Antony of Padua, who formerly [was] Ferdinand; and today, among the Capuchins, [one is] named Seraphim, another Spiritus, another otherwise. Concerning our [friend] Bencius, Lipsius [says] thus, in the Miscellanea, century [1], epistle 87: "I was at Rome a most intimate [friend] of Plautus Bencius, who afterward took the holier name of Francis, with a holier life" (folio 93). And truly…
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…[And truly,] even today [it is] most usual among the Greeks that those who become Monks, and take up the schema "of penitence and angelic" [habit] (for so the monastic habit is called by them), change [their] name as [they change] their life; as D. Nectarius, Archbishop of Ochrid — who in baptism had been called Nicholas — related to me about himself.

There have also been [women] who, that they might guard [their] chastity and lie hidden safely and holily among the assemblies of the religious, laid aside [their] feminine names — as John, formerly called Susanna (December 15, [in] the Martyrology and the Menaeum of Raderus, page 110); Dorotheus, formerly Eugenia; Eugenius, formerly Eugenia, of whom [wrote] Alcimus, Fortunatus, and Aldhelm; Smaragdus, who [was] Euphrosyne; Josephus, who [was] Hildegundis; and several others, of whom [see] our Raderus, in the cited book, page 5.

So also in sacred ordination: when St. Ansgar and Ibo wished to send a certain Gaudelbert into Sweden, [and] made him Bishop, they marked him with the name of Simon (Crantzius, book 1 of the Metropolis, chapter 32). St. Willibrord was called by the Pontiff Clement; for Winfrid, Boniface, our first Archbishop of Mainz, as I showed in note 16, book 3, of the Affairs of Mainz. And in the Supreme Pontiffs, this is now a solemn change [of name] (concerning which [see] Polydore and Ranulph in the places cited) — derived, namely, from His [Christ's] own example, who named Simon, Cephas or Peter (as I touched on above), so that, as [there was] a change of name, so [there was] a change of the man. "From the words," says St. Jerome (on Jeremiah 23), "and the interpretation of names, things are often shown" — as [when] the changed appellations of Abraham, of Sara, of Peter, and of the sons of Zebedee signify a change of things. Certainly, for honor's sake, the Priest of Ephesian Diana — even though before he was Pyrrhus or Dromo — was afterward called Megacles, Megabyzus, Protarchus, as the Scholiast noted on Xenophon in [Diogenes] Laertius. And to those who were consecrated [deified], a new name was assigned, so that — [once] invoked and received among the Gods — it was forbidden to utter [the old] name; and all passed by the temples of the heroes in silence, as Gothofredus notes on Livy (book 1).

Now the Babylonian and Assyrian Kings, with the new majesty of empire — as [they put off] the old garments of private persons, so also they put off [their] names, as Scaliger discusses (book 6 of the Emendations); and the infant to whom the surname Thurinus had been given was, in course of time, Augustus Caesar (Suetonius relating it); and the Emperor Zeno, before Ariomesius (Nicephorus, book 15, chapter 27); the Empress Eudocia, before Athenais (Paul the Deacon, Miscellany, book 13) — all, namely, either to rouse themselves by a new name to better and greater [things], or, some of them perhaps, to increase their own dignity and fame. Herodian, in [the life of] Heliogabalus: "Alexianus, son of Mammaea, the ancestral name being changed into the name of the Macedonian king, was called Alexander" — for fame had greatly honored that king [Alexander the Great], famous of himself. The wife of Philip, King of the Macedonians, Olympias, when she was a little girl, was called Myrthale, as Justin says (book 9).

And to nearly the same [purpose] look all those who impose new names on other men; but with this distinction: that the good and wise always [look to] the good — partly of him whose name is in question, partly of others; but the bad, and the less wise,
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[look to] laughter, sometimes contempt, or [mere] chance — as in Plautus, many trifling [name-changes]; as [the character] who said in the Pseudolus: "May I abound in grain, so that the city may change my name for me, and that you may proclaim me — from Ballio, a Pander — King Jason." And in the Amphitruo: "I am badly afraid, lest I here should change my name, and become Quintus out of Sosia." A certain Centurion was called "Give-me-the-rod?"; one of the Kings of the Egyptians, Doso. And somewhere, in these past years, I have heard this distich tossed about:


"Do [I-give] has lately changed his name with a Prince:
the King has the name Do; Do takes up Accipio [I-receive]."



Phassur, the Priest [in] Jeremiah 20, [was renamed] Magor afterward. Priam [was] before Podarces (Eustathius, on Iliad 1). Achilles, in Apollodorus (book 3), had been named Ligyras by his father; and his herald Homer was once Melesigenes (Heliodorus, book 3, and Plutarch in his life). Plato — the habit of his body gave him the surname, says Apuleius (at the beginning of the book On the Doctrines of Plato), for he had before been named Aristocles. Tarquinius was before called Lucumo (Strabo, book 5). The Massilian woman Belsa, afterward Aristoxena; Milto, Aspasia; Melita, Mania; Charitoblepharos, Lampeto (as Athenaeus relates, book 13). Diocletian, says [Aurelius] Victor, until he took the empire, was called Diocles; when he seized the power of the Roman world, he changed the Greek name into the Roman fashion.

But this [next] is common — as our Reverend Father Alphonsus Salmerón teaches (in the Evangelical prolegomena, published not long ago): that to give new appellations to some (which should indeed be held valid) is reckoned a proof of power and dominion. So masters of old gave to their slaves whatever names they pleased — whence [names like] Quinctipor, Publipor, and the like (Politian, Miscellany, chapter 31); nay, when they gave them liberty, they adorned them with their own name too, either with the addition of some syllable, or simply, as Sigonius affirms (in the book On Roman Names). Hence, in Gellius (book 17, last chapter), Livius Andronicus; in Cicero (book 4, to Atticus, epistle 14), M. T. Tiro, M. T. Laurea. And [so] for those who were adopted (Dio, books 40 & 46); for those presented with citizenship (Cicero, To Friends 3, epistle 36; Caesar, book 1 On the Gallic War); for those who passed into another family (the same Cicero, book 2 On the Laws); for those written [in] as heirs (Cicero, book 7 to Atticus, epistle 8; Ovid, book 15 of the Metamorphoses; Brissonius, book 7 On the Formulae). So, in Spartianus, the Emperor Severus wishes his brother to be called no longer Bassianus, but Aurelius Antoninus; Theodosius [renamed] his wife — not Athenais, but Eudocia (Nicephorus, book 14, chapter 24). And in these divine books [Scripture] — was not Joseph called by the Egyptian Pharaoh Zaphnath-paaneah (Genesis 41, verse 45)? [Was not] Eliakim, son of Josiah, [called] Jehoiakim by [Pharaoh] Necho (4 Kings [2 Kings] 23, verse 34)? [And] Mattaniah, uncle of this Jehoiakim, [called] Zedekiah by Nebuchadnezzar (in the same book, chapter 24, verse 17)? [And] by the overseer of the Babylonian eunuchs, [were not] Daniel, Ananias, Misael, and Azarias [called] Baltassar, Sidrach, Misach, and Abdenago (Daniel 1, verse 7)? To Henry II, King of the French, certain difficult names of some nobles were displeasing, and therefore he wished to change them, as [is] written by Michel de Montaigne (book 1, chapter 46), where [there are] also many other [things] about names. These [changes] are in the power of those who hold the dominion over certain things. (Moses says…
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…in the power of those who hold the dominion over certain things. (Moses Bar-Cepha says, in [his] Commentary, part 1, chapter last:) "By whatever names they will, they reckon those things [as theirs], just as an owner [reckons] those which he possesses." And St. Jerome relates the same on chapter 1 of Daniel; and it is clearly gathered from Genesis 2, verse 19 [Adam naming the animals]. This cause is also common to the holy Angels and to God Himself — nay, [it is] the more proper to Him, the truer Lord He is; and likewise [with regard to] all the other good ends, whether they look to the doctrine and usefulness of him who is named or of any other whatsoever — [it is] the more [His], the wiser and better He is, and inasmuch as He is Wisdom and Goodness itself. And therefore, to show what He Himself is, and what [He wills] for His servants, or what He wills to do for others through them, He gives, takes away, [and] changes names. St. Jerome, on Daniel chapter 1: "The Lord," he says, "changes the ancient names into a good part [sense], and from things imposes appellations of virtues — as Abram, Sara. In the Gospel too, Simon received the name of Peter." St. Chrysostom (homily 18 on John): "He called Simon, Peter; but James and John, the sons of thunder. Why? That He might show Himself to be the same [God] who gave the Old Testament. It is He who fittingly imposes names — who called Abram, Abraham, and Sarai, Sara, [and] Jacob, Israel." To many He gave names from birth — as Isaac, Samson, and those whom Isaiah and Hosea mention. To some He changed the appellation which they had received from [their] parents — as [with] the aforesaid, and [with] Jesus [Joshua]. It was also an ancient custom that names be imposed from things — which Elias too did; but this is not done rashly, but so that that appellation may be imposed which is a perpetual monument of a divine benefit, and [so that] the memory of it may be impressed, through the aforesaid names, on the minds of hearers. But after the death of Sara, there was a [second] wife of Abraham, concerning whom, in the Questions on Genesis, St. Jerome [says] thus: "Cetura [Keturah], in the Hebrew tongue, is interpreted 'joined' or 'united.' For which cause the Hebrews suspect that she is the same as Agar [Hagar], with the name changed — [she] who, Sara being dead, passed from concubine into wife." So indeed. This is a conjecture of the Jews, as R. Eliezer shows (chapter 30); yet he gives two other causes of the changed name: one, that she was mekutera miccol mine besamim — that is, furnished and steeped with every kind of aromatics and perfumes; the other, that mahescha nahim cakketoreth — that is, [that] her good and pleasant works were like incense and spice.


Question V. Why specifically was the change of Joshua's name made?

Since, then, those two names [Osee and Joshua] signify (as I said) the same thing, it is now rightly asked why out of the one the other was made. For in the same language, although synonyms have the same force, yet not without cause is one put for another in the proper appellations of men. These four have the same notion: Nicodemus, Demonicus, Laonicus, Nicolaus — for all signify "conqueror of the people" (or "house of the people," as Scaliger, not long ago, interpreted [it] against me in his Elenchus; or "tamer of the people") — yet if anyone should call me by any of the first three names (as a certain heretic Doctor did, when, inflamed by I know not what wrath, he had prepared a book against our Society [the Jesuits]), I would not answer to it. Why, then, was Iehosua made out of Hosea? Nearly all note that something great and blessed is portended when God adds some one of the letters of His sacred tetragrammaton name Iehova to someone — just as, above, it was seen that He added he (ה) to Abraham. But another cause of this addition is mentioned in that same [chapter], Genesis 17; and if, by an addition of this kind, something great [is signified]
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and auspicious were portended, would not, by a subtraction, something abject and inauspicious be shown? And therefore Sara would have been wretchedly and very badly punished by God, had she lost the first letter of that sacred name, Iod (as was said above, question 4). R. P. Salmerón, in the cited place, says that by the addition of this Iod a certain communication of divinity and of perpetuity is often marked. But by that very [fact], Sara would have been despoiled of so great a gift, and that incestuous Ammon, son of David, would have been increased with the same — [Ammon] who (2 Kings [2 Samuel] 13, verse 20) is called Aminon [with the added letter]. These [objections] can indeed be thus raised; nevertheless it must be confessed that one and the same letter does not everywhere have one and the same force, but what [force] it has in this or that place is to be sought from the circumstances — as I also remember I said above (chapter 1, question 2, [reply] to the fifth), about the sense of some phrase. This letter, therefore, of which the question now is [the Iod], sometimes performs the function of a pronoun. And so, when God wished to amplify the dignity of Abraham's wife, He said, "I will not [have] her called any longer Sarai" — that is, "my princess" — "but," infinitely or absolutely, "Sara," that is, "Princess." For this is much greater than that; since any [one] of the menservants and maidservants could call her "Sarai," that is, "my mistress," "my princess," but not precisely and without restriction "Sara," that is, "Princess." Otherwise, the same Iod is paragogic, as is noted by the Hebrew Grammarians; and otherwise [it is] a meiotic or diminutive [particle], as in Aminon. It is permissible, therefore, to agree with those who judge that, by that sacred name, something great and auspicious — and a certain foretaste of divinity and eternity — is signified [as] attributed to Joshua. For this addition of this letter to the former name was neither made in vain nor for reproach, but for praise and glory. And this Rupert too seems to me to assert (chapter 13 on Joshua), and before him, in the cited place, St. Jerome, when he says: "Osee, in our tongue, sounds 'saviour'; which name Joshua, son of Nun, also had, before the appellation was changed for him by God; and there was added to his name 'the Lord,' so that he might be called 'the Saviour of the Lord.'" How was "the Lord" added to the former name Osee, according to this holy Father? How, out of merely "Saviour," was made "the Saviour of the Lord"? Surely no otherwise than that the leading letter of that tetragrammaton name — which, as I set forth [on] Exodus 6, is almost always rendered "the Lord" by our Interpreter and by the Seventy — was prefixed to that old name; and even today, among the Rabbis, those two letters sometimes signify "the Lord God." Yet, if anyone wished, he might also be of the opinion that it seemed to St. Jerome that, by the addition of this letter, there was added the mark and signification of the name [which] not rarely also [is] κύριος, and "the Lord" (as [in] Psalm 117 [118], three or four times). And he is called "the Saviour of the Lord," not because he saves the Lord, but because through him the Lord saves.

But I add yet four [things]. The first is: [that] this was done by divine instinct and prophecy, so that Joshua might be — not in the thing only, but by the very name too — a figure and most express type of the true Saviour, and our Lord, JESUS CHRIST; concerning which [more] fully later (question 6). The second: Iod is the least of all the Hebrew letters, as is handed down in Lucian (dialogue On the Judgment of the Vowels), in appearance…
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…[in appearance] the least and vilest, and it designates our lowest, vilest nature, which — that He might save us — the Lord JESUS CHRIST assumed. But wittily, rather than truly, the Rabbis of the Jews wrote an apologue about this least letter's being joined to this name, in the Jerusalem Talmud (Seder 2, Tractate Sanhedrin, ch. 9, tome 2, folio 20, column 3). For they feign that Iod itself complains at God's tribunal that it is very badly treated: [that] it had once been in the name Sarai, [but] now, by the greatest injury, has been thrust out. [It complains] of Solomon, in that, [although] it is written Deuteronomy 17, "The king shall not multiply wives to himself" (לא ירבה), he took away the Iod and made [it] "לו ירבה" [lo yirbeh], that is, "he shall multiply wives to himself." But the Supreme Judge answers it three things. First: [that] it had been in a woman's name, but would hereafter be in a man's — and the supreme man's, namely in Joshua's appellation. Second: [that] it had once been at the end, [but] would now be at the beginning. Third: [that] Iod has indeed the value of the number ten, but in Sarah and in Abraham it is compensated by the addition of a double he (ה ה), which are twice five. St. Epiphanius (heresy 8, p. 14, Greek) teaches, by the three lowest strokes, that Iod signifies "tens," which were the symbol or type of IESUS, whose first letter is Iod. Fourth [Tertium in the print, but the third of these points]: Thus that Iod was so added to the former name Osee that it thrust out none of its letters, took away nothing, but left the name whole out of its own letters. Our nature too was united to the divine hypostasis and nature in such a way that it changed nothing of that [divine nature], took nothing at all from it; but our Lord retained that [divine nature] whole, and at the same time took ours to Himself. In sound, indeed — which is wont to be uttered by vowels, and today among the Hebrews is expressed by points — something seems changed (for once it was Osee, afterward it was called Iehosua), unless one should wish to side with the Abulensis, about whom above. But by that very [fact] is signified that change which was made in JESUS CHRIST, composed to a certain extent out of those two natures, when — on account of the accession of the new nature — God is born, grows up, walks, hungers, thirsts, dies. [Fourth, truly]: Although Iod is the least of letters, yet among the Hebrews, Syrians, and Chaldeans it is the fount and origin of them all, from which they themselves are composed and formed, as Postellus shows in the book On the Letters of the Phoenicians. And our humanity, though itself vile, yet when it is joined to Osee himself and to the Saviour God, is made the head of all creatures, on which depend the Angels and all things that were made in heaven and on earth. What of that Iod is also the characteristic mark of the future — so that this Joshua, about to bring salvation, might be signified, and the type of the future true Joshua or Saviour be understood? He [Christ] indeed would be so truly the Saviour that, nevertheless, true salvation is rather to be expected from Him in the age to come; for of Him the Angel says, [speaking] of the future (Matthew 1, v. 21): "He shall save His people from their sins." But of these [matters], let the judgment be to each his own.


Question VI. When was this change of the name made?
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This change is written by Moses in very few [words] (Numbers 13), at that time when he sent the spies into Canaan. But that it had already been done before seems to be proved from those places where, before that time, Joshua is always [called] Joshua, but nowhere Osee: Exodus 17, 24, 32, 33; Numbers 11. There are three opinions. The first: that this change was made when that legation of the spies was being established, and therefore, beforehand, by anticipation, he was called Joshua. For since the books of Exodus and Numbers were written after almost all the things done in Egypt and the desert, they can, in the narration of the deeds, use names which were imposed later. So [holds], in question 55, Anastasius of Nicaea; Justin, Against Trypho; St. Augustine, book 16 Against Faustus, ch. 19; Tostatus and Oleaster. The second opinion, of Origen himself (homily 1 on Joshua): [that] he was so called after the return from that legation, when — the [people being] tumultuous, mourning, despairing — he himself, by warning and exhorting, restrained, consoled, [and] raised them up. The third: indicated by Oleaster, and approved from its origin (homily 11 on Exodus) by St. Augustine (sermon 93, On the Season), by Theodoret (question 34 on Exodus): [that] already once, when he was first to be sent to wage war against the Amalekites, he obtained this name. And this seems more consonant with the truth. Just as Scripture did not call [him] Abraham before he received this name from God, but always Abram, both in the Hebrew and Greek and the Latin text, so also it would not [have called him] Joshua, but Osee. For what need would there have been of that anticipation? And does this opinion rightly agree with those things which the same [Origen] noted, in the same homily, about the most beautiful type of our JESUS? Origen, when he says: "I first find the name JESUS in Exodus, and I wish to observe when first the name JESUS is named. 'Amalech,' it says, 'came on the morrow.' Moses confesses he cannot, and Israel was being beaten, and Moses said to Jesus [Joshua] in Raphidim. This is the first appellation of Jesus. 'Choose,' he says, 'for yourself mighty men out of all the sons of Israel, and go out and fight with Amalech on the morrow.' Moses confesses that he himself cannot lead the army, confesses that he cannot obtain [the victory], although he had led it out of the land of Egypt; and therefore, he says, he called [him] Jesus and said, 'Choose for yourself men, and go out.' You see to whom the waging of war against Amalech was yielded. In this first [instance] we learn the name, where we see him first as leader of the army — not [him] on whom Moses enjoined the leadership, but [him] to whom he yielded the leadership. Moses cannot choose mighty men: 'Thou,' he says, 'choose for thyself mighty men out of all the sons of Israel.' And it came to pass, when he lifted up his hands, Israel prevailed; when he let down his hands, Amalech prevailed. Then, therefore, Jesus prevails the more, and then conquers, when Moses lifts up his hands. But that people was overcome by Amalech, because now he was not lifting up his hands, but they were let down downward. For these are they to whom it is said: 'If you believed Moses, you would perhaps believe me also; and behold, you wish to kill me, who keep not the law.' For, the law ceasing among them, and the works of the law — [they] who, while they seek to establish their own justice, are not subject to the justice of God — the hands of Moses are let down, unbelief prevailed, the people is overcome." And therefore the text of Numbers could be rendered from the Hebrew and Greek thus: "And Moses called Osee, son of Nun, Joshua." Lactantius (book 4, ch. 17): "That Jesus [Joshua] bore the figure of Christ, who — when he was first called Auses — Moses, foreseeing the future, ordered him to be called Jesus, so that, since he had been chosen leader of the army against Amalech (who was attacking the sons of Israel) and was to war down the adversary, he might, through the figure of the name, lead the people into the land of promise. And therefore he also succeeded Moses, to show that the new law…
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…[to succeed the old law, that is,] the [law] given through CHRIST JESUS was to succeed the old law, which had been given through Moses." Tertullian (Against the Jews): "When Auses, son of Nave, was destined to be Moses' successor, he is certainly transferred from his former name: he begins to be called JESUS. For we say beforehand that this was a figure of things to come. For, since JESUS CHRIST was to bring the second people — which is we, the nations that formerly tarried in the desert of the world — into the land of promise flowing with milk and honey (that is, into the possession of life eternal, than which nothing is sweeter); and [since] this was to come about not through Moses (that is, not through the discipline of the law), but through JESUS (that is, through the grace of the new law), we being circumcised with a rock-knife — that is, with CHRIST'S precepts (for CHRIST was foretold as a Rock in many ways and figures) — therefore that man, who was being prepared for the images of this mystery, was also inaugurated with the figure of the Lord's own name, so that he might be named JESUS. And again afterward: JESUS, on account of the future mystery of His name, confirmed to him His own name, which He Himself had given him — because He had ordered that he be called thenceforth not Angel, nor Auses, but Jesus."


Question VII. Whether Joshua is rightly called Auses by some?

In the Recognitions of Clement he notes certain blemishes — [Clement], who edited them with certain notes of his own — [namely] Lambert Gruter; and he hands down as a fourth [blemish] this: that they call that Joshua Ausem. Yet he adds, "unless it were a double name, or its epithet" — and then perhaps [it would be] Amsi, a man's name in Nehemiah ch. 11, which signifies "strong" and "robust." But [to insist on this] is to be in the dark at midday. For that former name Iosue — Osee, namely — the Septuagint themselves render (Numbers 13) [as Hebrew] אוסי, Ause. Whence, so that it might come nearer to the Greek and Latin form of names, it was made Auses, in the same manner in which Anchises is said. And so not only the Greek Fathers (as, in the place cited, Origen, and Cyril) but the Latins too speak [thus] — as in the book Against the Jews, ch. 9, [and] book 3 Against Marcion, Tertullian: "But Jesus, son of Nave, [was] called Auses before." Yet St. Jerome, in the place often cited: "Wrongly," he says, "in the Greek codices and the Latin, is Ause read for Osee." But here one [rule] from that same St. Jerome — in the epistle on Melchizedek, to Evagrius — a rule which is useful for very many [things], is to be set down. "The Hebrews," he says, "very rarely use vowels as letters; and according to the will of the readers and the variety of regions, the same words are uttered with different sounds and accents." Now, therefore, since in Ause there are two syllables, the dispute is either about the former or about the latter. About the former I say, first, that [those letters] which among the Hebrews are aspirated are very often uttered by Greeks and Latins, for the sake of greater sweetness, more softly [without aspiration] — as Josephus also warns in his Life. Then, that which is read by us in Hebrew as ho is by some pronounced au or o — as in Mose [Moses], I was saying (Exodus ch. 2), and the land of Hus [Uz] is by the Seventy called Ausitis (Job 1); and it is clear among the Syrians, for whom Ioseph is Iauseph, as in the Syriac Testament it is always written (Matthew 1, and elsewhere). Yet it is a blemish [an error] in Anastasius of Nicaea (question 55) when Nauses is said. About the latter syllable I shall speak not long after. But you will observe, in Herodotus (book 4), that there are certain peoples of Africa who are called Máchlyes and Auses, of whom the former [wear] the back of the head only, the latter the front of the head only, with hair.


Question VIII. Whether Iehova is the same, among the Hebrews, as Iesua?

In his Evangelical Harmony — while [treating] that most insipid [derivation], about which afterward — the heretic Andreas Osiander brings forth the origination of the name IESUS: about Iehosua he always [contends], about Iesua he never at all disputes [that they are the same]; so that [he seems] either [to think] these two are absolutely the same, or [rather] to have
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wandered, or rather to have been ignorant [of the matter]. But behold, most clear light from the Scriptures themselves. Haggai ch. 1, v. 1, the son of Josedech is called High Priest in the Hebrew Iehosua, and afterward always so, both in the same Prophet (v. 12 and 14, and ch. 2, v. 3) and in Zechariah (ch. 2, v. 1, 3, and 8). But in Ezra 3, v. 2, the same [man] is Iesua, and [so] v. 9, ch. 10, [and] 18; Nehemiah ch. 12, v. 26. And the same name can be read [in] Esdras ch. 2, v. 36 and 40; 2 Paralipomenon [Chronicles] 31, v. 15 — where our Interpreter retained the name itself, except that for the last letter he puts e, about which in the following questiuncula. It may be seen [in] chapter 1, on the passages of the New Testament; [in] Caninius and Carbaiala, book On the Institution of Theology, ch. 36.


Question IX. Whether Iehosua is rightly called Iosue?

The Innovators [Protestants] have, not infrequently, in their mouth and in their own versions, Iosua: Luther, indeed, in the German [Bible]; Castalio, in the Latin. But by the Latin Interpreter [the Vulgate], Iehosua or Iosua [is] never [used], but often Iosue, [and] sometimes even Iesus, as it is in Greek too, about which afterward. And Iosue, indeed, has been made current in the usage of all the Fathers, Writers, and Churches, so that it can be doubted in no way at all that he is rightly called in this manner. Yet the cause must be explained. The Hebrews are wont, even today — when they subscribe that sheva [half-vowel] of theirs — to utter that first syllable so hastily that from it and the second they seem to make only one, so that it becomes Ihosua; in which, however, both Greeks and Latins willingly wear away the aspiration too, as was said above. And so likewise, from Iehuda [is made] Ihuda, and [then] Iuda. But the last final letter, which among the same Hebrews is hain [ʿayin] — why [is it] changed into e? It must be answered [that] the letter hain is most difficult to pronounce, not for us only, but even for the Hebrews and Syrians themselves, as Elias testifies in the Tishbi, and as will be repeated again in the following question. And therefore it happens in it especially [what falls under] that rule of St. Jerome's, which was set down at question 7: that it be uttered and written variously by various [people], according to the variety of places and times. Moreover, it sometimes seems to be uttered as if [it were] e; and thence [come], from us, Iosue, Bersabee [Beersheba], Sue, Bale, Osee — as Antonius of Nebrija rightly noted (Quinquagena, ch. 23). Nay, even among Eusebius (book 6 of the History, ch. 25), in the Greek, this book is called iōsoue. And therefore too great a zeal of novelty and vanity appears, if Iosue is shuddered at, and only Iosua is said — especially since, from the Scriptures, Iesua at least could be said (which, nevertheless, as was also noted before, is for the same reason called Iosue by our Interpreter). Yet the Calvinian brow [i.e., Calvinist boldness] disapproved, in this matter, the Lutheran and Castalian rashness — [the Calvinists,] by whom also, in the French Bibles, Iosue is retained.


Question X. Whether Iosue and Iesus are one and the same name?

Men of three kinds deny it. The first are those to whom Jesus seems to be derived from [the Greek] apò toû iásasthai — Ionice, iḗsasthai — that is, "to heal": Epiphanius (heresy 29), St. Cyril of Jerusalem (catechesis 10); and this perhaps St. Bernard too wished, when he treats of JESUS the physician (sermon 6, on the Vigil of the Nativity), and Moschopulus clearly affirms it (On the Scraps). The others [second kind] are Galatinus (book 3, ch. 20), Pagninus (in the Interpretation of Hebrew Names), Jansenius (Concordia, ch. 7) — who interprets Iehosuam as "GOD WILL SAVE," or "God [is] salvation." Besides these, a third is the before-cited [one] from the crowd of the Innovators, Osiander; and, from among the Catholics, a certain one [is found] in Alphonsus Mendoza (question 10, positively [maintaining it]). For he wished that name JESUS itself to be derived from the Hebrew tetragrammaton — or rather, to be the same with it…
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…[the same with it,] as though it were Iehesuh. But all [these] are refuted most clearly — first, indeed, from the Greek text, which, in this whole book and in so many other places where the Hebrew is Iehosua or Iesua, always renders [it] Iesus [Ἰησοῦς]; once [only] Iēsou (1 Paralipomenon [Chronicles] 7, v. 27). But our [Interpreter], sometimes Iosue or Iesue, frequently even Iesus — as [in] Habakkuk 3, Haggai 1 and 2, Zechariah 3, and Esdras 2, v. 2, ch. 3, v. 2; Nehemiah 12; Ecclesiasticus 46, v. 1; 1 Maccabees 2, and book 2, ch. 12. Then Matthew 1, v. 21, the Angel says: "Thou shalt call his name JESUS." Why so? "For he shall save his people." It aims directly, in the name Iehosua or Iosue, at the very root of salvation — just as if of someone it were said, "He shall be called Doctor, for he shall teach others; let him be styled King, because he shall reign; let him be named Judge, for he shall judge." And Jesus [ben] Sirach himself teaches the same (Ecclesiasticus 46, v. 1), when he says, "Iosue, great according to his name in the salvation" — or, as it is in Greek: "Iesus was great according to his name, for the salvation of his elect." I would add also Origen, St. Jerome, Theophylact on Matthew, Justin (Apology 2, for the Christians), Damascene (book 1, ch. 12), and the other Fathers, and the throngs of all the Doctors. But he who does not believe the Angel — what men should he reverence? In Claudian (a Gentile, otherwise), as we take it from St. Augustine (book 5, On the City of God) — a Poet — there is, against the vain Poets, an epigram, in which [it runs] thus:


"The reigning Lord the tongue now confesses [to be] JESUS —
the Name whereon our salvation, founded, stands, and [our] faith
rests, reaching toward life in the eternal ages."



Yet it must not be passed over in silence that that word which Osiander invented, Iehesuh, is most inept. For the orthographic reckoning of the Hebrews does not allow that, when some word ends in he, there go before it a vav-shureq — so that those [words] which among them are said "to rest" in he [i.e., have a quiescent final he], they should sometimes change this very [ending] into iod. Caninius adds, in the place cited, [pointing to] another thing which above all ought to be present in a name — [namely, that] this word would still lack it: signification, that is. For it would have to arise from יְשׁוּעָה, from יָשַׁע — which in the Hebrew tongue is no verb at all. Yet I do not judge this firm enough; because most usual among the Hebrews is Iesch [יֵשׁ], "[there] is," and the others which are from יָשַׁע. But if Caninius should say this [form] is not usual, he will hear the same about that יָשַׁע itself. Quite enough, altogether, to explode this figment of the Innovator, are the other [arguments] that have been brought — especially since not even one, in which there is any weight, does he adduce with a reason. The first is: [that] in certain books it is written only יְשׁוּ. But if it were from "salvation," there would be no way at all it could be borne that the last y [iod] be taken away. "But in the Talmudic books of the Jews it is thus written in that way only." So it is. And yet that this is done ill, the Jew Aben Ezra himself confesses and teaches (in his preface on Genesis), and likewise another Rabbi, Elias, in the Tishbi, saying: "JESUS the Christians say to be their Messiah. He was called יֵשׁוּעַ by the precept of the Angel Gabriel [as] יְהוֹשֻׁעַ, that is, because he was to save the whole world from Gehenna." Do you see how perspicuously they point out the proposed root of salvation, and understand [it] better — the Jews — than the heretic Osiander?

Yet there are two causes why the impious Talmudists wished to write [it] without hain [ʿayin]. One is that they do not acknowledge their Saviour JESUS CHRIST, our Lord, and they begrudge him so noble a name, as the same Elias confesses. The other
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is that they imitated the sound which the Christians, with whom they dwell, [make] in uttering this name. For they do not sound that Hebrew Ieschua, but Iesu or Iezus, says the same Rabbi Elias — who [gives] the cause [too] above, question 9. He subjoins a third: "that hain is of the most difficult pronunciation." Whence he also cites this canon from Aben Ezra: "Whosoever has not learned the reading of cheth and hain in his first years, those letters he will never, in his whole life, be able to pronounce." And indeed, for this very cause, the same Talmudists — and the Syrians — omit the same letter in other names too, in which there is either a reason of hatred and impiety, or none of imitating the Christians. For they say, for schaba, sab — that is, "seven"; for Ketzia, Ketz — that is, "cut off"; for there-hesar or basar, theresar — that is, "twelve" (by which name [they call] the book of the Minor Prophets, because these are the twelve Prophets, as in the Galeatus Prologue holy Jerome shows); for arba-aser, arbisar — that is, "fourteen." For Behal, Bel — that is, Belus. And this one cause give Genebrard (in his Isagoge on the Rabbis, ch. 37) and the Chaldee [Tables] of Mercer, or the Tables of Drusius at the beginning. Another, however, is Osiander's reasoning: that, if Iesus were Iehosua, it should rather be interpreted "to-be-saved" [saluandus] than "Saviour" [Salvator]. But the imprudent man speaks so, as if either Iehosua or Iesua were participles (which are called peʿulim), when they are proper names — and as if that former [name] did not even have the beginnings of participles, which otherwise would be Iaschuah, or rather monschah, just as Mochia, who "saves" in the book of Judges, as will there be said. Third: Iesu is written among the Arabs, disyllabic, namely Isa; or, as in the book of Christ [the Qur'an?], with [pious] zeal, is written Ice. What then, I ask? Even among us, when we do not pronounce [it] in the Greek [way], IESU is disyllabic. And likewise Iesua among the Hebrews, who labor to pronounce [it] more accurately, as one may learn from ch. 2, p. 1, of Bellarmine's Grammar. Nor, indeed, does that which, in the Arabic Qur'an of the Turks, is a disyllabic name make anything to the matter — since there it is written at the beginning with hain, as also [the name of] Bajazet's son, Sultan Isa, [is written] in the Iuchasin, and [as] Scaliger [notes], book 2 of the Isagoge, p. 149. And it is certain that many things in the Qur'an are written and read most corruptly — as, for Esau, Beelzebub, and, [from] the Gospel, Eles, Iblis, and Engil [Injil]. In other Arabic books, frequent [is] Iasue through hain, as Caninius warns in the indicated place. Therefore no reasoning of any moment [belongs] to the Innovator.

But, concerning [him] cited in the first opinion, St. Epiphanius: let the Reader know that he, on account of the similitude of the Greek verb, derived IESUS from "medicine" [healing] — just as others, too, [derive it] from the Syrian asa, which likewise signifies "to heal"; as also certain ones said [that] Cepham [comes from the Greek] kephalēn, because St. Peter is the head of the Church; and Ierosolyma, as though "sacred Solyma" [Hierà Solyma] — Eusebius and Hegesippus. [It is,] however, by no means true [to say] that [these Fathers] denied the etymon which is handed down by the Angel and here expounded; rather, [they] added it too — as, against Joseph Scaliger, I taught (book 3 of the Trihaeresis, ch. 1, and book 5 of the Mineralia, ch. 1). That same allusion of names St. Cyril had in view. But St. Bernard seems always to have held the Angelic etymology, who also (sermon 1, on the Vigil of the Nativity): "Why," he says, "shalt thou call his name JESUS, unless because he himself shall save his people from their sins? The piety of JESUS exceeds every quantity — or multitude — of sins." Let St. Augustine also be seen (sermon 8, On the Words of the Apostle)…
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…[on the Words of the] Apostle, ch. 6 and 7. Nor does it stand in the way that St. Bernard called JESUS a "Physician." For that is affirmed from the works, not from the name JESUS; or, if from the name, not from its etymology, but from its signification — because it belongs to Physicians too to "cure health" [salutem curare] and to "save bodies" [corpora salvare]. Whence (book 7, ch. 25), Caesarius, out of Ecclesiasticus ch. 38: "The Most High created medicine out of the earth" — that is, out of the flesh of the Virgin MARY, the Saviour. JESUS is interpreted "Saviour," or "salutary" [saving], because the Saviour is a physician, and a salutary medicine. But what is it, that Eusebius (book 4 of the Demonstration, ch. last) [says] — [that] Jesus or Joshua [signifies] not simply "Saviour" and "salvation," but sōtērion of God, that is, "the salvation of God"? I answer: they seem to have thought two words to have coalesced in this name — iescha, that is, "salvation," and Iah or Iehovah, which they expressed by iaō — as is understood from Theodoret (question 15 on Exodus). And thence Theophylact (on Matthew 1) and Moschopulus (de schedis) are either to be corrected or to be [charitably] understood, when they seem to say that IESUS comes from iaō, because among the Hebrews that word iaō signifies sōtērion [salvation].


Question XI. How, out of the Hebrew, was the name Jesus made?

The manner of explaining this seems desperate to Maldonatus (on Matthew 1), when he says: "The Septuagint reduced the Hebrew word to a Greek form [either] as they were able, or as they knew how." But more spirited is he who writes, in these words (ch. 23 of his Quinquagena), Antonius of Nebrija: "The Seventy interpreters, who first dared to turn the sacred letters from Hebrew into Greek, made out of Iehosua Iēsoun — the letter he being erased, [that is,] with the point holem — which they did in very many other places too, especially in those three letters which are altogether unknown to Greeks and Latins (cheth, he, hain), which sometimes, the points being retained, [and] sometimes with their points, they separated [pricked out] — which one may see by running through the sacred names of Scripture. But why the Greeks gave to this particle a termination in the syllable -us, through the diphthong ou, and set upon that same [syllable] a circumflex accent, I could not find anyone to tell me. But since the Greeks never circumflex the last syllables of words, unless they are contracted from synaeresis — and not from just any synaeresis, but only from that which is made out of an acute and a grave — I began to inquire whether there were, in the Hebrew syllable, [accents] of such a kind as could, by synaeresis, be compacted into one syllable. Which was manifestly caught [out]: since, in Iehosua, on the penult there is an acute accent, and on the last a grave, out of which, contracted, the syllable coalesces, in which a circumflex accent is required to be placed. But those two syllables which that learned man makes in Iehosua [I say] to be only one. And therefore we shall say, more truly and more easily, that immediately — not out of Iehosua, but out of Iesua — JESUS was made.

(This one and the same [I say] to be of the same value with those Seventy, as was shown above:) and because, without aspiration at the beginning, it was softer, that most difficult final guttural (of which already treated often) they changed into s; and, so that it might still have some force from the throat, they circumflexed [it]; and so, out of the disyllable Iesua, disyllabic — or, when we utter it in a more Greek manner, trisyllabic — IESUS came forth. This the Syrian Evangelists and Apostles also confirm, among whom it is always written Ieschua. So [in] 1 Esdras ch. 2, v. 2, Iesua; and v. 36, where our [Interpreter] renders Iesue, [and] the Seventy, Iēsou (v. 40, Iēsoun). Nay, it would be permissible to say that formerly an apocope was customary in this name (about which above, question 10, [reply] to the second — Osiander's reasoning in the third cause); and so, out of the Hebrew and Syrian Iesu, it would be, in Greek and Latin, IESUS. But why, among the Latins…
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…this name is sometimes written thus, IHESVS, I said in the annotation on the epistles of St. Boniface (general [note] 7, from book 5 of Bede's book On Music). But Wicelius cites, in his Exercises of Piety, manuscript Codices in which is written HIESVS — but, as I at least think, not well. The compendious [abbreviated] writing, however, was this: ΙΗ — which they used for those 318 [servants], with whom, over the five Kings, Abraham triumphed, to be mystically noted, thus: ΙΗ. Whence Prudentius: "If what three hundred, with twice-nine added, can [signify], we may know by the mystic figure."


Question XII. Whether this name Jesus is the highest, above every name?

Many assert [it, drawing] from St. Paul, to the Philippians 2. But to some it seems that, by St. Paul there, "the name" is taken for "praise and glory" — so that the sense is: on account of the supreme dignity given to CHRIST himself by the Lord God [as] praise and glory, which is greater and more excellent than every other. And it seems it can be confirmed from this: that that name JESUS was not given to him after he was "obedient unto death, even the death of the cross," but much before — namely, after his birth, on the eighth day (Luke 2, v. 21), nay, before he was conceived in the womb (Luke 1, v. 31). To certain others it seems [that] nothing else, in the Apostle, is "the name JESUS" than JESUS himself — so that by "name" not the word IESUS, but, by the figure of metonymy, "the thing itself," namely CHRIST, is to be understood (says our Vasquez, book 2 On Adoration, disputation 8, ch. 10). Yet it seems much more probable that St. Paul speaks of the very name and word JESUS. First, because at verse 10 he himself expounds what he understands by "name," and what name — [saying] "that in the name of JESUS every knee should bow, of heavenly and earthly and infernal [beings]." For in the Greek too, with the addition of the article, [it is] still clearer: hína en tō onómati Iēsou — that is, the word having been heard and perceived, [that] all should bend their knees, and should honor JESUS himself. But just as, when "name" is said [in] "He gave him a name," CHRIST himself cannot be understood (otherwise God would have given CHRIST to CHRIST), so neither, when it is said "in the name of JESUS." For in both places the same signification of the name is taken — which also, a little after, in the same place, the cited Vasquez confesses is well done [i.e., rightly taken so]. Secondly: because the Apostle perspicuously signifies that he speaks of a certain name, when he alludes to that custom of men whereby, while great men are named by their proper names, [others] are wont to show honor to them — by uncovering the head, by inclining the head, by bending the knees. For so, in Seneca, we read (epistle 65): "Why should I not have images of great men as incitements of the mind, and celebrate [their] birthdays? Why should I not always address them for honor's sake? What veneration I owe to my own teachers, the same [I owe] to those teachers of the human race, from whom the beginnings of so great a good have flowed. If I see a consul, or a Praetor, all the [honors] by which honor is wont to be shown — I will compose my face, I will leap down from my horse, I will uncover my head, I will yield the path. What, then? Shall I receive Marcus Cato — both [Catos] — and Laelius the wise, and Socrates with Plato, and Zeno and Cleanthes, into my mind without the highest reverence? I indeed venerate them, and always rise up at such names." Now, thirdly, the celebrity and the greatest glory of CHRIST the Lord himself — did not the Apostle indicate it most excellently, when he said that his proper name would be in so great honor that, at hearing it, they should bend the knee — not [those] who on earth only are mortals, but also those who [are] in heaven…
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…[not those who on earth only are mortal, but also those who are in heaven and under the earth,] immortal — even the Angels, even those who [are] among the infernal regions, whether they are in the "purgatory of the soul," or, according to St. Chrysostom (in [his] homily 7 on that epistle), Theophylact, and Hugo (question 6), the Demons and the damned, as tome 1 also confirms (on the Circumcision of the Lord, sermon 1), Osorius. Whence there also follows (verse 11): "And every tongue confess that the Lord JESUS CHRIST is in the glory of God the Father."

Fourth. This same [is] also perspicuous from the outcomes. For among all Christians this name is held in the highest esteem, as Abulensis notes (toward the end of question 6, on Exodus 20): [that] it is turned over in the mind with a certain remarkable religion and veneration, and uttered by the mouth; [that] it is heard with an uncovering of the head and a bending of the knees, or with some other sign of honor; [that] it is invoked in dangers and adverse chances — most of all of all, by great and small, learned and unlearned; [that], by Clement VII (as in Molanus, on January 15), it was adorned with a festal solemnity; [that] it was religiously honored with its own Mass and pious litanies; [that] it is most elegantly figured in books, on walls, and in temples, [and] carved most magnificently on stones, columns, and coins, [and] girded with most splendid rays — and that not among Catholics only, but (because a certain divine force wrings [it] even from the unwilling and resisting) even among the iconoclast Calvinists, and indeed among that very Beza — who, in his Annotations on the Philippians, denies that that passage is to be understood of this name. The Genevans, too, strike a golden coin, in which this name is girded and illumined round about with most illustrious rays.

Fifth. It is certain that this name is more excellent than all the names of all men and Angels, because it marks "Saviour" — and indeed while it is attributed to CHRIST the Lord: the Saviour who, through himself, by his own force, brings salvation, not to bodies only, but also to souls; and salvation not temporary only, but also (and most of all, indeed) eternal; nor that [salvation] to one nation only, or to two, and [to two] peoples, but to all. But if it be compared with the names of God (of which I spoke on Exodus), and most of all with the very quadriliteral [name] יהוה, Abulensis (in the cited place, question 7) still judges this [name] to be set before [it]; and this same our Osorius explains out of him (sermon 4, on the feast of the name of JESUS) — although he sometimes confounds JESUS with Iehova: perhaps because he assents to those who not very truly think [it] one and the same name; or rather because the name Iehova is a type of the name Iosue or JESUS, just as the ancient redemption of the Israelites out of Egypt was a type of our redemption out of hell, as our Pradus expounds that name (on ch. 1 of Ezekiel, vision 1, part 2, section 5).

Briefly, I [put it] thus. "The excellence of any name is taken from the sound or from the signification." The former does not look here [is not relevant], since the names of the vilest things are sometimes of the sweetest sound — though not even this [sweetness of sound] is lacking to this name. But "from the signification" excellence is taken, either "on account of the thing signified," or "on account of the manner of signifying." In the names of God, indeed, one and the same thing is signified, and so all are on a par; but that same thing is often signified in one and another way. For either one and another property, one and another effect, is signified, or with a certain greater energy and perspicuity the same thing
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is shown. The divine property which is chiefly signified by this name is goodness and mercy; the effect is salvation. But than these, what is more excellent? what more useful to us? what sweeter and more acceptable? And the manner of signifying this is most clear, and likewise most full of divinity. For who, truly and perfectly, can save — unto every kind of salvation and manner of saving — save God? The name יהוה perhaps denotes the simple essence of God itself more clearly; but this [name Jesus] signifies that too, and, with a greater clarity, declares to us that most gracious and most-to-be-desired [attribute] attributed to that divine nature, and [its] works. That [name יהוה] was cultivated and held in awe among one nation only of the Jews — and indeed rather with silence than with voice and use — and was placed on the tiara of one High Priest only, as I handed down on Exodus; and lately, against heretics [it has been defended by] almost all others, and especially the Spanish preface of the Spanish Bibles [against] the heretic Io. Drusius, in a whole little book. But the name JESUS, among nations so many and so great, is most celebrated — and indeed with so many words, letters, images, coins, pyramids, columns, in the ornaments of Pontiffs, Kings, and Princes — in which, marked with the title of this most august name, [is] that column of our salvation, the bearer of life, the monument of eternity: the Cross.

Sixth. From the signs and predictions which were made about this name, when it was of old imposed on them [certain men], and celebrated in those who, by their deeds too, pre-signified the true JESUS. And these are chiefly two. The first is our Iosue [Joshua] here, as Tertullian teaches (book Against the Jews, ch. 9; book 3, Against Marcion, ch. 16), Justin ([Dialogue] with Trypho), Augustine (book 16 Against Faustus, ch. 19 and following; book 2, question 19; on Exodus, question 103), Ambrose (on Psalm 47; on Numbers 1), and Jerome (book 1 Against Jovinian), Origen (on Exodus 17, on Numbers 1, and on this book, homily 1), Theodoret (at the beginning of this same book), Eusebius (book 4 of the Demonstration, near the end). The other was JESUS [Joshua], son of Josedech, about whom I shall speak in [the commentary on] Esdras — and [of whom] Tertullian spoke (ch. last, Against the Jews), Lactantius (book 4, ch. 14), Origen (homily 9 on Leviticus), Ambrose (book 3 On the Faith, ch. 4), Eusebius (book 4 of the Demonstration, ch. 29), Augustine (book 12 Against Faustus, ch. 36), St. Jerome, and Theodoret (on Zechariah 3). Seventh. It is proved from the Fathers, who so interpret St. Paul's sentence. Origen (homily 1 on this book): "The name," he says, "which is above every name, is JESUS." St. Bernard (in sermon 15 on the Canticles): "Oil," he says, "is thy name poured out. Poured out plainly, because it not only suffused the heavens and the earth, but sprinkled also the infernal regions, so that in the name of JESUS every knee should bow, of heavenly, earthly, and infernal [beings], and every tongue confess and say: thy name is oil poured out." Eighth. It is called (Hebrews ch. 1) "a more excellent name" — that is, as the Greek word indicates, "more excellent" [praestantius], or, as it is in Syriac, "more excellent than all names" — "a name," I say (Ephesians 1), "above every name that is named in this world, and in the [world] to come." Ninth. It can also be proved from the greatest efficacy of the same name — but this will be deferred to the following questiuncula. Hence, however, it appears how truly "according to his name Iosue was great," as above [was] brought from Ecclesiasticus 46; and how rightly [it was done] through a notable man in Japan, Timazaca by name, who, when he had heard a certain one, in a certain danger, crying out "JESUS! MARY!", straightway, down from his horse,
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…descended [from his horse], and gave thanks to God, that where before only the names of demons were wont to be heard, there now the most sweet names of JESUS and MARY were being invoked — as [Valentinus Carvaglio] wrote about these things from those regions in the year 1601. To the argument set at the beginning, I say: [that] this name was — by divine decree — imposed, on account of the foreknown and foreseen incredible humiliation which, for the sake of our salvation, he underwent. And I add [that], in Christmann's Arabic Isagoge, p. 18, the testimony brought about this name is cited from Philippians 2 — in the Arabic tongue indeed, and in a good character [script], but perhaps in a bad version and fidelity. For that "and of the infernal ones" is omitted, whereas in the Arabic it is veman tachat alardi, that is, "and of those who [are] under the earth." And [it is] perhaps a Typographical error; but in the books of heretics [there is] always a most just suspicion of fraud — unless it be found otherwise from another source.


Question XIII. How efficacious [is] this same most august name of Jesus?

First, it is written (Acts 4, v. 12): "No other name is [given] under heaven, given to men, in which it behooves [us] to be saved." In this, namely, is contained that very [salvation], as was said above; and from it this name [derives]. Secondly. For curing bodily sicknesses it avails most greatly (Acts 3, v. 6): "In the name of JESUS CHRIST, arise and walk"; and ch. 4, v. 10: "In the name of JESUS CHRIST of Nazareth, whom you crucified, whom God raised up — in this [name] this [man] stands whole before you." [See] Origen, in a place to be cited a little later. Thirdly. For driving demons out of bodies (Mark last, v. 17): "In my name they shall cast out demons." And examples are [in] Acts 16, v. 18. For St. Paul says to the spirit, "I command thee in the name of JESUS CHRIST to go out from her" — so that even from among the perfidious Jews certain ones imitated [this], but with an outcome sometimes happy (Luke ch. 9, v. 49), sometimes unhappy (Acts ch. 19, v. 13). So [also] in Georgius Presbyter (tome 2 of Surius); St. Theodoret, several times; in Marcellinus, ch. 20; St. Swithbert, in Audoenus [Ouen], Bishop of Rouen (book 2, ch. 11); St. Eligius, in St. Athanasius, in the Life of St. Antony; in Theodoret, in the History of the Holy Fathers, ch. 22, fol. 394; St. Limnaeus, in Apoldia's Theodoric (book 2, ch. 9); St. Dominic; and, in Caesarius (book 12, ch. 39), others. But that [is] indeed — if certain — how marvelous, which the Venetian Franciscus [Giorgio] writes in the Harmony of the World (canto 2, tone 2): "Nor," he says, "will I be silent [about] what I have learned by experiment: [that] none of the Demons who vex human bodies can resist, but — will they, nill they — they bend their knees, when the name JESUS, duly pronounced, is set before them to be venerated; so that he may be found faithful who said, 'In the name of JESUS every knee shall bow, of heavenly, earthly, and infernal [beings].'" And (ch. 16) he relates that he heard from the Jews themselves [that] they can effect nothing with the other names of God invoked, because all their force has been transferred to the one name JESUS; and that therefore the demons themselves invoke them [the Jews], so that, instead of Exorcists, they become necromancers and Magicians. And Guillelmus Menneus praises this Venetian, and agrees with him (book 1 of the Golden Fleece, ch. 14). And, in the book On the Possessed, our Thyraeus (ch. 42, n. 22): "The witches," he says, "and those who have devoted themselves to the devil, we know are commanded — and seriously enjoined — that, if ever they hold nocturnal assemblies, they abstain utterly from the name JESUS (although they have abjured JESUS). We know [that] suddenly both the devil and the crowd present vanished away,
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if ever, to some one of the associates, even beyond intention, the name JESUS had slipped out." Galatinus (book 8, ch. 5) relates, from the Jerusalem Talmud, how a Jew, who had swallowed I know not what deadly thing, was freed by another Jew through the name of JESUS. Justin, Against Trypho: "By the name of the very Son of God and firstborn of every creature, every Demon adjured is conquered, and reduced into subjection. The power of his name the Demons tremble at and dread." And many more of that kind — of which sort are also those in Origen (book 1 Against Celsus): "Not," he says, "by incantations do the Christians seem to be strong (as Celsus said), but by the name of JESUS, with the commemoration of his deeds. For by these words the demons are often driven from these men — especially as often as those who utter them pronounce them with a sound affection and integral faith. So great, certainly, [is] the force present in the name JESUS against demons, that sometimes, even named by evil [men], it is efficacious; which teaching, JESUS said, 'Many shall say to me in that day, in thy name we cast out demons.'" These [are] most beautiful: "The name JESUS heals the frenzied, drives out demons, brings present-help remedy to diseases." More similar things the same Origen brings (books 4, 5, 6, and 7). Arnobius (book 1 Against the Gentiles): "The name JESUS, heard, puts to flight noxious spirits, imposes silence on the soothsayers, renders the haruspices unconsulted [baffled], makes the actions of arrogant Magi to be frustrated." Of this truly excellent doctor [Origen], an excellent disciple [is] Lactantius (book 4, ch. 27): "Just as CHRIST, when he lived among men, put to flight all demons by [his] word, and restored to their pristine senses the minds of men [that had been] deranged and maddened by evil assaults, so now his followers exclude those same unclean spirits from men, both by the name of their Master and by the sign of [his] passion." Theodoret (in the epistle to Philemon, about the name of St. Paul himself): "It suffices," he says, "the mention of the name, to effect that even the adversary should very greatly revere [him]." How much more, then, the mention of the name of JESUS himself? For indeed much greater and more heaped-up things are in CHRIST the Lord — whatever [things], when the name of St. Paul is heard, occur to the mind — [as] the same author subjoins, saying: "For he who hears Paul, hears the preacher of the whole world of the earth, the worshipper of land and sea, and the vessel of election, and other things, to narrate which even ten thousand tongues would be needed."

4. For miracles of every kind — as the Lord himself shows (Mark last, v. 17): "They shall take up serpents; and if they drink any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them; they shall lay hands on the sick, and they shall be well." Origen (book 3 Against Celsus): "We can show an unspeakable number, both of Greeks and of Barbarians, believing in our JESUS. In these indeed — [taken up] as for a sign received through the faith of [his] power — they wonderfully heal the sick, invoking only, over them, the name of the God of all and of JESUS, and reciting some history about his affairs. For we see many themselves thus freed from grave evils — from alienation of mind, insanity, and other innumerable [ills], to which neither men nor demons had ever brought help [i.e., which they could not cure]."

5. For casting those same demons out of souls — and their temptations and frauds — [and] likewise for warding off various dangers. [There is] a witness in St. Jerome, D. Hilarion; in others, St. Edmund; in St. Ephrem (tome 3, fol. 255), St. Abramius, who, when — by Satan, transformed into an Angel of light — he was gravely assailed with a most strong and most perilous battle, answered him with a calm voice: "Thy darkness [be] with thee unto perdition,"
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…[thou] full of guile and deceit. For I am a sinful man; yet I have the love of my God, and hope in him and help. In nothing do I [fear] thee, and thy snares I do not dread, nor do thy many phantasms and specters strike terror into me. For as a most fortified and safest wall I have the name of my Lord and Saviour JESUS CHRIST, whom I have loved and love; in which name I rebuke thee, most unclean dog, and most wretched." Caesarius (book 12, ch. 38) [tells] of him who, when he was descending into that horrible cave which is called St. Patrick's Purgatory, relates that the accustomed prelates of that place were wont to warn and say: "You will see this night mockeries of demons, and horrible punishments; but they will not be able to hurt you, if you always have the name JESUS in your mouth. But if you consent to the demons — whether flattering or terrifying — and neglect to invoke JESUS, you will perish." St. Gregory Nazianzen (epistle to Nemesius): "He who gave the name to CHRIST — [says that] that august name is scarcely, for the most part, pronounced, when straightway the demon, not without a gnashing, tears himself far away, crying out at the force and power of the immortal God." Climacus (step 20): "With the name of JESUS smite [thy] enemies; for neither in heaven nor on earth are there more powerful arms." St. Antony, in a certain battle with a Demon, said to it (in St. Athanasius): "Truly JESUS has at last utterly overthrown thy powers; and, stripped of thy Angelic honor, thou art rolled in the filth." And the holy man himself subjoins: "Scarcely had I completed the words, and that lofty one [was] cast down at the name of the SAVIOUR." St. Chrysostom (homily On the Praise of God): "This name of JESUS is a terror both to the infernal regions, and to diseases, and to vices." And (homily 8 on ch. 4 to the Romans): "If you know how to chant incantations even against the Devil, straightway he will be wounded. For there are for us — there are, I say, for us — spiritual incantations: the very name of our Lord JESUS CHRIST, and the power of his cross. This kind of incantation not only drives the dragon from [his] caves, and so casts him into the fire, but also heals wounds." This name is terrible to the Demons too, and salutary to perturbations and diseases. With this, therefore, let us adorn ourselves; with this, as with a wall, let us fortify ourselves. Examples (though some [are] already indicated) are supplied — of old, indeed, by Metaphrastes on St. Auxentius, the history of St. Euphrasia (in March), the history of Theodore the archimandrite in Gregory the Presbyter (in April), [and] other histories of other saints in Surius (tome 4, pp. 154 and 513; tome 5, pp. 827 and 892; tome 6, p. 671; tome 7, p. 567); [and] more recently Thomas à Kempis (part 3, sermon to Novices, after sermon 2, example 4, about himself — though for modesty's sake, as if of another he speaks, as Badius notes in his life, and the new illustrator of the Mirror of Examples, distinction 10, example 8, p. 701); our Delrio (book 2 of the Magical Disquisitions, question 16; book 3, part 1, q. 7, section 1; part 2, q. 45; book 6, ch. 2, section 3, q. 3); the annual [Letters] of the Society (year [15]82, in the College of Angelopolis [Puebla]; year 1585, in Macerata and Talavera; year 1586, in Antwerp, and the same year in Graz and Toulouse; year 1587, in Coimbra, in Trier, in Pont-à-Mousson, Cividale, Panama, and Tournon).

Sixth. For the erudition, purity, and consolation of souls. Origen (book 1 Against Celsus, cited): "The name JESUS instills a certain marvelous meekness, and honesty of manners, humanity, goodness, [and] placidity, into all — who, not for the sake of the cares of life, or human or other necessities, feignedly, but from the heart, embrace…
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…[embrace] the preaching of God, of CHRIST, and of the judgment to come." And they bear witness, who, without this name, report [that] no book — stuffed with however great erudition, wisdom, and eloquence — has pleased them; on which [point], as [it is treated by] St. Augustine (book 7 of the Confessions, ch. 20 and 21), I do not press. So notable, and by a certain divine instinct inspired, is St. Bernard (sermon 15 on the Canticle), that he could not not praise it [the name] (book 2 of the Institutes, ch. 16, § — Calvin [i.e. the passage Calvin cites]). With the words, therefore, of this saint — by which he explained the comparison of this name with oil, "which shines, feeds, and anoints" — I will conclude this passage. "Whence," he says, "do you think, in the whole world, [comes] so great and so sudden a light of faith, unless from the preaching of JESUS? Is it not in the light of this name that God has called us into his admirable light? — with which having been illumined, and in that light seeing light, Paul deservedly says to us, You were once darkness, but now light in the Lord. This name, finally, the same Apostle was commanded to bear before Kings and nations and the sons of Israel; and he bore the name as a light, and illumined the fatherland, and cried out everywhere: Night preceded, but the day has drawn near; let us therefore cast off the works of darkness, and put on the armor of light, that we may walk honestly as in the day; and he showed to all the lamp upon the candlestick, announcing in every place JESUS, and him crucified. How did this light shine forth and strike the eyes of all beholders, when, from the mouth of Peter, going out like lightning, it strengthened the bodily soles of the feet of one [man], and [his] ankles, and illumined many [who were] spiritually blind! Did he not scatter fire, when he said, In the name of JESUS CHRIST of Nazareth, arise and walk? Nor is the name JESUS only light, but it is also food. Are you not strengthened, as often as you remember it? What so fattens the mind of him who thinks [on it]? What so repairs the wearied senses, strengthens the powers, quickens good and honest manners, fosters chaste affections? Dry is every food of the soul, if it is not infused with this oil; insipid, if it is not seasoned with this salt. If you write, it does not savor to me, unless I read there JESUS. If you dispute or discourse, it does not savor to me, unless there sound JESUS. JESUS [is] honey in the mouth, a melody in the ear, a jubilee in the heart — but it is also medicine. Is any of us saddened? Let JESUS come into [his] heart, and thence leap into the mouth; and behold, at the rising of that name's light, every cloud flees away, serenity returns. Does someone slip into crime, and moreover run, despairing, to the noose of death? If he invoke the name of life, will he not straightway breathe again unto life? Before whose face, [that] saving [name being present], did the hardness of heart (as is wont), the torpor of sloth, the rancor of mind, the languor of accidie, ever stand fast? Whose fount of tears, perhaps dried up, did not — at the invocation of JESUS — straightway burst out more abundant, [and] flow more sweet?

Whose, when the name of [that] power was invoked in palpitating and trembling dangers, did it not straightway grant confidence, [and] drive out fear? To whom, I ask, wavering and fluctuating amid doubts, did not certitude straightway flash out at the invocation of the bright name? To whom, distrustful in adversity and already now failing, if the name of [his] helper sounded, was fortitude lacking? Surely diseases and languors of the mind are these [things], and that [name] is the medicine. Finally, one may even prove [it]: 'Invoke me,' he says, 'in the day of tribulation; I will rescue thee, and thou shalt honor me.' Nothing so restrains the onset of wrath, allays the swelling of pride, heals the wound of envy, checks the flux of luxury, extinguishes the flame of lust, tempers the thirst of avarice, and puts to flight the itch of all that is unseemly. For when I name JESUS, I set before myself a man meek and humble of heart, benign, sober, chaste, merciful, and, in short, conspicuous in all honesty and holiness — and the same [is] the omnipotent God himself,
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…[the same is] the omnipotent God himself, who heals me by his own [example] and strengthens me by [his] help. All these [things] sound together to me, when JESUS has sounded. I take, therefore, for myself examples from the man, and help from the powerful [God] — those [I use] as aromatic ingredients, this as that whereby I may temper them; and I make a confection, the like of which no physician could make. This electuary you have, O my soul, hidden in the little vessel of this word, which is JESUS — salutary, certainly, and to no pestilence of thine ever found ineffective. Let it always be in thy bosom, always in thy hand, so that all thy senses and acts may be directed toward JESUS. Finally, you are also invited [to this]: 'Set me,' he says, 'as a seal upon thy heart, a seal upon thy arm.' But this [belongs] elsewhere. Now, indeed, you have whence you may heal both arm and heart. You have, I say, in the name of JESUS, whence you may correct your acts (whether depraved), or fulfill your less perfect [ones]; likewise, whence you may either keep your senses, lest they be corrupted, or, if they be corrupted, heal [them]." These [things] that great lover and worshipper of JESUS [said]. Let that unknown someone now go, praised by the Poet in book 9 of his Metamorphoses, who [wrote]:


"…while he was of age intact [in his prime],
he made great the nations of the earth by his very name."



For our JESUS is always most intact of age; [he] always terrifies the infernal nations by his name. Let Alexander the Great go too, who — as Plutarch relates — promised the sick [man], in his own name, that Pyrrho would bring him help. These are trifles. Only the name of JESUS is truly alexíkakon [an averter of evil]. In this one [name] is contained the true medicine of the diseases of body and soul. Our Lorinus (on Acts 19, pp. 779 and 781) someone may read, not unprofitably.


Question XIV. In what way [is] this same name of Jesus so efficacious?

In any name whatsoever there can be considered either its sound or its signification; and that, either in the compounding of other words, or apart [from them]. By reason of sound, this name seems to be proved to have a certain efficacy: 1. from this, that if it be uttered in another language or sound, or its synonym, or a periphrasis be employed, it effects nothing — or at least not so much — as if, in the name Iosua, something be done, or [in] "soter," or "salvator" [saviour]. 2. Other words too, from their own quality and sound, have a certain marvelous force of effecting. Against diseases — e.g. fever: "Inscribe on paper what is called Abracadabra," says Serenus Samonicus. And again others: "Ananisapta smites the death which seeks to harm" — that is, that word has a force adverse to diseases and death; and in Pliny (book 28, ch. 2) many of that kind may be read. There Attalus affirms [that], a scorpion having been seen, if someone say "DVO" [two], it is checked, nor does it vibrate the sting. In Africa, no one settles down [to rest], unless he has first said "Africa." Against the burning of houses they availed — "Arse verse" — so that they were inscribed on those [walls]. What of the so many charms which (says the same Pliny) exist against hail, against kinds of diseases, against burns, in childbirths? And others, by which, out of the cities which they were besieging, the Romans called forth the deities in whose tutelage those [cities] were; by which the Vestals, in place of prayer, held back fugitive slaves who had not yet gone out of the city; by which crops were charmed away, snakes enchanted, men transfixed [bewitched]? Does not Cato, by certain words, aid dislocated limbs? Does not, in Homer, Ulysses check the flux of blood, the woman being wounded, by a charm? Does not, in Varro, Caesar the Dictator — after one perilous fall of [his] vehicle — always, as soon as he had sat down, by a charm thrice repeated, seek to secure safe travels? The serpents of the Marsi, [by their] charm
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are drawn together, even in [their] nocturnal quiet. And the same Pliny adds (ch. 3): In the Island of the Nile, Tentyra, those born [there] are so great a terror to crocodiles that they [the crocodiles] flee even their voice. Do not lions, at the crowing of cocks heard, tremble? And in the last age, as Crantzius put in writing (book 11 of the Wandalia, ch. 9), and Cochlaeus (book 5 On the Hussites) — a most wicked heretic (for he was the Leader of the Hussites) — by a drum [made] of [human] skin, heard, struck terror into the enemy. And among the ancients certain names were reckoned "good and prosperous," which effected [it] that those who bore them were chosen, in the public lustrations, for leading forth the victims. Finally, several patrons of this opinion can be cited: Serenus, about whom above; Aetius (book 4, ch. 5); Alexander Trallianus (book 11, often; and book 12, ch. 7); the interpreter of Theocritus (who is also cited by Junius, book 3 of the Variae Lectiones, ch. 11); Paracelsus; Ficinus (on the Cratylus, where [he brings] many things from Pythagoras, and about this very name JESUS); Pomponatius, Grillandus, Pico [della Mirandola], the Cabalists, Fr. Venetus [Giorgio] (tome 6, section 8, num. 296, and, against Michael Medina, book 2 On the Right Faith, ch. 7), the patron Alphonsus Mendoza (question 10, Positiva), and others. But, as it were the standard-bearer of all, is Origen, who (book 1 Against Celsus) speaks thus: "These names — Sabaoth, Adonai, and others handed down among the Hebrews with great veneration — are efficacious, if they be pronounced in a certain manner and order congruent to them. Others too, uttered in the Egyptian tongue, have a certain force against some demons; and again another [force] in another tongue, the Persian, and so among individual other nations; and certain uses are assumed." And when he had said more about these, and likewise about the names of the three Angels — Michael, Gabriel, Raphael — he subjoins that which is proper to this question: "To names of this kind our JESUS too belongs — [a name] of Philosophy — by the efficacy of whose name innumerable Demons have now manifestly been seen put to flight from the bodies and souls they had occupied." And, speaking again generally, he proceeds. To these is to be added what those skilled in incanting affirm: [that] the same incantation, pronounced in one's own proper tongue, effects what it promises; but if you translate it into any other words whatsoever, it evidently loses its force — so that that force is not in the significations of things, but in the very qualities and properties of the words, [and] is efficacious for this or that. And (book 4, fol. 465) the same relates about the names Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, joined with the name of God, and says these are familiar to God himself, and horrible to the Demons. And at last (book 5), without any veil, most openly: "We find," he says, "that the nature of names is not according to the [mere] pleasure [convention] of men" — which was the view of Aristotle — "and [that] words having a double force in some tongue, if they be translated into another, do not obtain the same force. For a man, from birth called by this or that Greek name, if — the name being changed into Roman [Latin], or Egyptian, or of whatever nation — you should [try to] enchant [him], the incantation will not be efficacious; whereas it would be efficacious if you used the name long ago imposed on him. The same happens in the Roman [Latin] name, if, changed into Greek, you attempt the incantation: the incantation which was going to avail will not avail, if you use the pristine [original] name. If this is true in human names, what is to be thought of [names] attributed to God, for whatever cause? For example's sake, it signifies something if you interpret [it]: 'God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob.' Let someone adjure by the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob — he will effect something through the innate force of those names, the demons yielding, and at the commands of the conqueror…"
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…[and at the commands] of the conqueror. The same [man], if he say — adjuring — "by the God of the erect father, the God of laughter, the God of the supplanter" [i.e. translating Abraham, Isaac, Jacob into their meanings], will effect just as much as if he employed any name whatsoever, however inert [powerless]. So neither Israel, nor Sabaoth, nor Adonai — its signification being preserved, [but] changed into another language — is efficacious." So much, namely, does Origen attribute to the sound of the names themselves.

But by reason of signification, others attribute efficacy to this same name. But let there be five propositions.

The first. The most august name of JESUS — whether in the combination of other words, or apart [from them] — by reason of its own sound only, has no force of effecting those things which were set forth in the previous question. For it has only so much [force] as all other words have — even those signifying nothing, [or] barbarous, impious, and obscene — [namely,] that they can strike the ears and beat the air. For what has JESUS in [its] sound, other than Peter, or Job? And indeed there are many words of the vilest and most shameful things, much grander and more sonorous. But all other words whatsoever, from their sound only, can effect nothing at all beyond [the fact] that they are heard, and [beyond] whatever can flow from it [the sound] into the body. Just as color can move only the eyes, and flavor [only] the taste, and odor [only] the smell, and other things [only] the other senses, so also whatever noises of whatever words can move only the ears. Let Molanus be seen (ch. 56, On Pictures), who, while he teaches against heretics [that] there is nothing of superstition in this name, painted or pronounced, among Catholics, says: "Catholics know, from the sacred sermons and from elsewhere, [that] in the letters of the word JESUS no mystery, holiness, or virtue is contained — that they [the letters] are of no greater virtue than thy name or mine." But because some have feigned that letters and syllables have a certain kinship, I know not what, with the stars, and are rays of those very things — or, inasmuch as words are from a nobler tongue, [that they] are endowed with a certain efficacy — [whoever wishes] will have to read him who most learnedly and copiously disproves all these things, our Delrio (Magical Disquisitions, book 1, ch. 4, q. 3), and Suárez (tome 2, disputation 15, section last); to whom could be added my [note] on Tobit ch. 8, questiuncula 4 and 5. But Pythagoras placed very much of moment in the arithmetical [values of the] letters of names, as Dominus Florimundus [Florimond de Raemond] of Bordeaux explains (ch. 20 of the book On Antichrist). But he is refuted by Medina (book 2 On the Right Faith, ch. 1). And it appears in the German war against Charles the Fifth, where the Lutherans promised themselves certain victory, because Charles [Carolus] was worth [numerically] only 155, but Mauricius [Maurice] 1210, as Melanchthon noted somewhere. Otherwise, there are, in this most sacred name ΙΗΣΟΥΣ, 888, which are gathered thus:





	letter
	value





	Ι
	10



	Η
	8



	Σ
	200



	Ο
	70



	Υ
	400



	Σ
	200



	total
	888





…so that on that account someone has said:
"Thou whose three [figures] are eights, be to me, O Saviour, as I wish."
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"…lest the numberless one devour thee, [he] whose number is thrice six."



That is, he about whom Apocalypse 13, v. 18, [speaks]: Antichrist — whose number, because the number of JESUS is greater, JESUS will easily overcome that enemy, by the rule and prescript of this [same] vanity. In book 1 of the Sibyllines these [verses] are read:


"Then to mortals he will come, to the mortals themselves
on earth like [them], born of the omnipotent Father,
clothed with a body. But four vowels — H, I, O, Y —
he bears, and two non-vowels [the two Σ], of the twice-born [pair];
but what be the sum of the whole number, I will teach:
for eight monads [units], and as many decads [tens] over these,
and eight hecatontads [hundreds] — to faithless [men] the name
will signify, to human [men]; but do thou, in [thy] mind, hold
CHRIST, born of the eternal and highest Parent."
(margin: 8 · 80 · 800 = 888.)



But these octads and monads and decads and hecatontads, variously — both in this name JESUS, and in others, and in the whole Greek alphabet — [yet] vainly and wrongly, the Marcosian heretics considered, as tome 1, heresy 34, St. Epiphanius shows. There are too (as in book 1 of Capnio [Reuchlin]) some of the Cabalists, to whom a great efficacy of the anagrammatism of words seems [to belong]. And indeed, in [Greek], a splendid eulogy [is] this — tò hē óïs, that is, "Thou [art] thyself the ewe" (by whose victim and sacrifice, namely, the divine power is to be appeased) — [which] Auratus [Jean Dorat], among the Poets of France, cleverly saw. But how often, in the same [name] thus described, and the name being transformed, can contrary significations be found? The whole of this is a play of wit, not of thing and truth. And therefore, among other notable [charges] which Gabriel Powell the Englishman falsely attributes to Catholics, is this — not the least (book 2, p. 372): "The Pagan Church" (so a heretic dares to speak of the Catholic [Church]) "sins against the second article of the Symbol [Creed], when it judges the syllables and letters of this name JESUS to be venerable in themselves." Let him be ashamed of the lie.

II. The same name JESUS, by reason of signification, apart from all combination of words, naturally has that force, that it sets before the mind of another hearer God and man. And so it variously affects him, according to the hearer's diverse affection — whether toward JESUS himself, [the thing] signified, or toward the one pronouncing [it]. For he who loves JESUS is sweetly affected when that name is heard; he returns into the memory of his [Jesus's] merits and benefits, [and] thinks about salvation, whether his own, or [that] procured for another through him. Sometimes, too, he beholds him as if present and standing by, and with a most religious mind venerates and beseeches [him] — as St. Ephrem, an eyewitness, relates about St. Julian (tome 3, fol. 266). For when he [Ephrem] had noted, in the books which that one [Julian] used, various erasures of letters — wherever, namely, the names of God, of the Lord JESUS CHRIST, and of the Saviour had been written — [he asked, and Julian answered]: "'On a certain day,' he says, 'I said to him: Who corrupts [defaces] these books? But he [replied] to me: Nothing,' he says, 'will I hide from thee more deeply. The harlot woman, approaching the Saviour, watered his feet with tears, and wiped [them] with the hairs of her head; and I, wherever I find the name of my God written, water [it] with my tears, that I too may receive from him remission of sins. But he [Julian] said: my heart is not watered [together] with me, unless I weep before the Lord my God.'" About St. Francis, St. Bonaventure writes, that when — reading the Psalms — the name of the LORD occurred in them, he, out of [its] sweetness,
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…[out of the sweetness] he seemed to lick his lips. But the name of JESUS, when he uttered or heard [it] — filled inwardly with a certain jubilee — he seemed to be wholly changed outwardly, as if a mellifluous flavor had changed [his] taste, or a harmonious sound [his] hearing. But he who hears or fears JESUS, like the Demon, is indignant and terrified when that name is heard. For just as images, so also those sonorous marks of things set in motion the power of understanding. Again, if God sees him who says "JESUS," [he is moved] to praise him, and to bring [him] forth to be praised, to place hope in him, to demand something through his merits, [and] to attribute authority and power to him in whatever thing is to be done; [God] willingly grants [his] prayers, even if [the name] be uttered only as a sort of hidden, grieving, or admiring interjection. But the Demon, on the contrary, grieves, mourns, shudders. For as to what Arnobius says (book 1) — "the actions of the Magi are broken, the Demons are attempted to be weakened, not by the horror of that name" — [that] is to be understood of that horror alone which the Gentiles feigned. For when these [Gentiles] saw most clearly that neither the Magi nor the Demons resisted this name, those wretched ones said [that] these [Magi and Demons] could indeed resist, if they wished, but so hated and despised this name that they were unwilling to hear it — just as if some most powerful Lord, at the name of some slave whom he held hateful, having heard [it], should grow hot [with anger], be vexed, turn away from it, and show, by words and deeds, that he could not bear [it]. And therefore the same Arnobius said, "not by horror, as you say, O Gentiles, of the name, but by the greater license of [its] power" — that is, this name JESUS does it, "not by that [horror] which you pretend," or "not by horror alone, as you say, but by that force and power which was given to this name divinely, to which, though they most wish [it] and most strive [to resist], the Magi, Demons, [or] any creatures can in no way resist." Rightly, on Psalm 21, St. Augustine expounded [it] (exposition 1): "Lest someone powerful invade the house of another, he places there the name-plates of the powerful [owner]; so that, when the title has been read, someone, terrified, may abstain from the invasion, through the power of the name."

3. The same name JESUS, in the combination of words, by reason of its own signification, effects all those same things naturally, and much more efficaciously still. Because in that combination the mind of the speaker is more clearly opened, and in the mind of the hearer is fixed the authority, command, merit, force, power, and glory of that very JESUS [who is] signified. For the sense of these words, "in the name of JESUS," can be chiefly fivefold. For either, first, it is "in the authority," or "by," "and through the authority": John 14, v. 26, "The Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you all things." Or, secondly, "by command," or "on account of the empire [authority]": for that [word] at Luke 5, v. 5, "In thy word I will let down the net," Peter could have said, "in thy name I will let down the net." Or, thirdly, "in [the] merit," or "on account of and through [the] merit": John 14, v. 13, "Whatever you shall ask in my name, that I will do"; and v. 14, "If you shall ask anything in my name, this I will do." Or, fourthly, it is "in [the] power," or "through [the] power": John 10, v. 25, "The works which I do in the name of my Father"; Matthew last, "Baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." Or, fifthly, finally, it is "in [the] glory," or "on account of glory and praise"; and this is implicated in all the higher modes. And that too, perhaps, is signified by the Greek, when Matthew last says, "baptizing them eis ónoma [into a name]," as if "into the name," or
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"to the name and glory." And in all these modes [is] that true [saying]: "There is no other name" (Acts 4, v. 12) "under heaven given to men, in which it behooves us to be saved"; and by these two propositions it can come about, [that] which was handed down in the sixth effect of the previous question. And indeed the same phrase is read, in the same sense which I mentioned, [at] Acts ch. 8, v. 16, mónon bebaptisménoi hypêrchon eis tò ónoma toû kyríou [only they had been baptized into the name of the Lord]; and, in the same book, ch. 19, v. 5, ebaptísthēsan eis tò ónoma toû kyríou Iēsoû — that is, "they were baptized in the name, or into the name, of the Lord JESUS."

4. The same name JESUS, as much apart as in the combination of words, supernaturally drives out diseases and Demons, [and] performs miracles — from the work, namely (as the Theologians speak), "wrought" [ex opere operato]. For God, either through himself, and [through] the Angels, immediately, or through this name as [through] an instrument, applies force to diseases and Demons, and routs them — as, [in] the place cited above on Tobit, [it was] said. For God is moved, either by the sole presenting and memory of his own Son JESUS, while — for preserving or amplifying his [Son's] faith and glory — he effects those [things]; or the same name effects [them] by the sole prayer, religion, [or] virtue of those pronouncing [it], or by both. And this [latter is] the more usual — although the first mode sometimes happens, when this name is pronounced by the impious, as above (from Luke 9, v. 49) [was] said. "Nor [is it] a wonder," says St. Augustine (book of 83 [Questions], q. 79), "that these signs avail when they are employed by good Christians, when even sometimes they avail [when] usurped by strangers [outsiders], who have not at all given their name to that warfare, [but] avail nevertheless on account of the honor of the most excellent Emperor." But the second mode — [in which] the glory of CHRIST is passed by, [and] God regards the piety of men alone — God never assumes [uses]. For even if God does regard the pious prayers and vows of the pious, yet never does he seclude [set aside] the praises and celebrity of JESUS himself; so that the third mode is rather used by God. Our Gretser may be seen (book 4 On the Holy Cross, ch. 44 and 45, adjoining ch. 62).

5. Sometimes [things] are done through other names too — of God, or of the saints — similar to those which have been mentioned; but neither so often, nor so certainly and efficaciously: although not even in this name [JESUS] is there that certitude and efficacy which is in the formulas of the Sacraments. The first part appears in the name of CHRIST, [as] in Theodoret (in Theophilus, ch. 21), in Prudentius, and others; yet [note that] the name of CHRIST is almost always joined to this name JESUS (Acts 3, 4, 16) — [as also] in [the name] of God himself, or of the Father, or of the Son, and [of] the Holy Spirit, or of others; which [names] are also employed in exorcisms, and of old especially in that tetragrammaton. See Abulensis (on Exodus 20, q. 7). Of the names of the saints too — e.g. the Blessed Mary — the origin of the greater Church of the Blessed Virgin of Poitiers bears witness (about which Michel de Montaigne, book 1 of the Essays [Miscellanea], ch. 46, and book 1, ch. 9); [St.] Bridget, about others (book 6, ch. 34). The second part is gathered from the outcomes: [namely,] that they [holy men] effected, even among men, that no names were so frequently in use, or so revered, as this one. And the reason is, because God wills this name — because it marks our salvation, and the beginning and fount of salvation, more [than others do] — to be the more in esteem and memory among all, so that both God himself may be praised, and we men may the more be stirred up. The third part is clear, because there is no [holy] decree or promise of God [to the effect] that, in the future, this name being pronounced, these [things]…
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…or those marvelous [things] happen; but they happen only when they thus conduce to the divine goodness, to the praise of JESUS himself, and to our greater utility. St. Augustine (book 22 City of God, ch. 22): "Although," he says, "through the holy [things] and the saints great consolations of cures are granted, yet not therefore are the benefits themselves always bestowed on those asking — lest on account of this [i.e. earthly benefit] religion be sought, which must be sought on account of another life, where there will be no evils at all." St. Chrysostom (homily 8 on the Romans): "If there have been many who, by those charms said [e.g. the name JESUS having been uttered], were by no means healed, let them accuse their own little faith, not the weakness of the thing said." And (homily 9 on the Colossians): "Commanding diseases, this name is terrible. And if you do not drive out the disease, it is not from this, that this name is weak, but that the disease is useful [to you]." Now [reply] is made to those [objections] which were raised at the beginning.

To the first. Marvelous [things] can be, and sometimes are, done through a synonym of this [name], or a periphrasis. But, that the force, majesty, and glory of our Saviour himself may be understood and celebrated more openly and certainly, God does more through his own proper name than through others. But I say "proper" [taken] in that manner in which, among the nations where the matter is at issue, it is wont to be pronounced — e.g., among us JESUS, among the Greeks Iēsous, among the Syrians and Arabs Iesua. Nevertheless, out of [regard for] the mind of those who pronounce [it] otherwise, sometimes it happens otherwise too. For that [mind] God most regards — as, in St. Bridget (book 6, ch. 95), about that one who did not know the Our Father; in another writer, I know not whom, about him who used to say "Miserere tui Deus" [God have mercy on thee, grammatically faulty]; and about so many who, in Gaul and elsewhere, pray in Latin, and indeed with very many — and sometimes most ridiculous — barbarisms and solecisms.

To the second I say three [things]. 1. Many things in those histories [of the pagans] are not very certain; and therefore, although in the cited place Pliny recounts these, yet about the whole matter he doubts not a little. For thus he begins the chapter: "From man [is] the first of remedies — [and] the greatest question, and always uncertain — whether words and the incantations of charms avail anything." And afterwards, "if it is true"; "if once that reasoning be received." And at last he concludes: "about these, as it shall please each, let him think." Then, among these [histories], there are some which commend certain words with their significations, of which [words] that there are some effects no one indeed denies; but [Pliny] denies only [that they are] supernatural, prodigious, and those monster-making [effects]. Thirdly, but of these effects, if some have happened, they pertained to superstition and the work of the Demons — as [it is] in Augustine (book 18 City of God, ch. 18), [and] Delrio (book 3, p. 2, q. 4, s. 8, to the second).

To the third. Of those authors [who ascribe efficacy to names], some are Magi, some superstitious; but others — addicted either to the events of things, or to the narrations of certain men, and to some petty reasonings — preferred to feign or opine any cause whatsoever, rather than to seem to know none at all, or to confess [it] Demoniac [i.e. of demons]. But Origen — as the reasoning proposed to the first argument, so also this whole doctrine is to be rejected; nor, as he says, "is this the force of the name, or the quality, the cause, why the pious Christians were unwilling to call God Ioue [Jupiter], but because black is not to be called white, nor good [called] evil." For they [the Christians] would have seemed either to worship a fictitious God, or to deny the true God, if — according to the pleasure of the Gentiles — they had attributed the names of the [pagan] Gods to the true God. Otherwise, [as with] the altar of the unknown God, and the Aratean [i.e. Aratus's] God
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— whose kindred and neighborhood, indeed, St. Paul accommodated to the true worship of God (Acts 17).


Question XV. Whether this name is to be venerated?

The Calvinists deny [it] — so much so that, whether they read the Gospel and preach to the people, or hear this name elsewhere, they neither incline the head nor uncover [it], nor give any other sign of veneration. But to them, first, greatly is St. Paul opposed (Philippians 2), who — as was proved above (question 12) — wills that honor be done to this name. For what are the Calvinists? Heavenly, or earthly, or subterranean? But from all these, to the honor of that name, the knees are to be bent — that is, some honor is to be deferred [to it]. For, in place of that [generic] honor, a species is put, as [in] Psalm 2, in the Hebrew verse 20 [v. 12]: "Kiss the Son." Truly indeed the Calvinists are earthly. But those who think themselves better than the heavenly [ones] make themselves, as regards the subterranean — that is, the Demons and all the damned — worse [than these]. St. Ambrose (ch. 9, book 6, Hexaemeron): "Flexible," he says, "[is] the knee, by which, before all others, the Lord's offense is mitigated, [his] wrath appeased, [his] grace provoked. For this is the supreme gift of the Father toward the Son, that in the name of JESUS every knee should bend, of heavenly, earthly, and infernal [beings]." 3. The general Synods, the seventh and eighth, teach [that] the book of the Gospels is to be adored — and that, because it sets forth to us most sacred things. But in that [name JESUS], what more sacred thing does the name import to us?

Thirdly. The custom of the whole Church is set forth (about which above, q. 12). Now [point] 4: "It stands [in the record]," says Catharinus (in the epistle to the Romans, f. 4), "a most just decree of the Pontiff, by which it is commanded that at this name JESUS all should incline the head." But about this [more] in the following question. And when this passage from Philippians ch. 2 is read in the Mass — e.g., on the Finding of the Holy Cross — the Priest must bend the knee, as is noted in the margin of the Collects of the Missals. The Council of Mainz (§ 2): "…[the priest,] perusing the codices with [his] eyes, when he comes to the venerable and tremendous name of JESUS, uncovers the head, inclines [it], and, sighing, lifts up his eyes to heaven, etc." — and our Vasquez cites [this] (book 2 On Adoration, disp. 8, ch. 11). But Navarrus (book On Prayer, ch. 4, n. 5): "The Gallican statutes," he says, "recalled it" — [namely,] on the celebration of the Mass. And the Council of Lyons — ch. On the immunity [of the Church], book 6 — [decreed], before the statutes, that when that sublime name JESUS is pronounced, all should venerate it, at least by inclining their heads. But beautiful — and such as are worthy to be drunk in, as by the ears, so by the minds — are those very words of Gregory: "The sanctity of the Lord's house becomes [it]; it becomes [it] that of him in whose peace the place is made [Jerusalem], his worship be, with due veneration, peaceful. Be therefore to the Churches a humble and devout entrance; be in them quiet, and
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…[be in them] devout converse, pleasing to God, agreeable to the beholders — which may not only instruct those considering [it], but also refresh [them]. Assembling there, [let them venerate] that name which is above every name (from which no other under heaven is given to men, in which it behooves them to be saved) — namely the name JESUS CHRIST, who wilt save thy people from their sins — [let them] extol [it] with a special reverence; and [as to] what is generally written, 'that in the name of JESUS every knee should bend,' let each one singularly fulfill it in themselves, especially while the sacred mysteries of the Mass are being performed; [and] that glorious name, whenever it is recalled, let them bend to it the knees of their heart — which they attest either by [bending] the knees [of the body], or by the inclination of the head." Holy images are to be venerated, as by Bellarmine [it was] most diligently proved. But names too are certain images (as in Aristotle, ch. 1 On Interpretation), and indeed sacred [ones], since they exhibit sacred things to us. Fifthly. When the names of a King, of a Prince, and of more excellent men are heard, a preface of honor, and an uncovering of the head, is made. Why not, when the King of Kings and Lord of Lords, JESUS, is named? Yet some, from that same sect [Calvinist], yield to the truth [and do this] sometimes; and most Lutherans still approve that ancient worship of the Saviour in his own name — so much so that, when heretics held the city of Emmerich in the year 1599, and a Calvinist preacher (who could not [do so] in the school) held, in the town-hall, on the third day of February, a first sermon, [he] greatly exasperated the Lutherans, because at his first entrance he inveighed against those who would uncover the head to this name. But another, in Westphalia, in the year 1594, offered [something] to be greatly laughed at by all: because, when in his sermon he was pouring out, as it were, wagon-loads of curses against the Jesuits [Iesuitas], his rustic hearers — hearing those first syllables "IESV," and not thinking much about his argument — did honor [reverence]; and as often as he named that "Jesuit" (and he did so very often), so often did these [men] — [while] he, on the pulpit, [was] fuming and raging — bend their knees. A nobleman related, I hearing [him], that he, in the year 1606, in the month of May, when he had come to Heidelberg, into the court of our most Reverend and Illustrious [prince], had seen [that] the court of the Palatine did no honor to this most holy name. Afterwards, in the same year too, for the sake of business, thither also had gone the very Reverend lord Godefridus à Driell; and, among other things which he saw [to be] impious, he narrates about this name thus, in a little book which was inscribed by him Anteperikope (p. 22): "I saw also another marvel at Heidelberg in the year immediately past: namely, [that] you Calvinists, at hearing the name of your Prince, uncover [your] heads, kiss [your] right hand, rise up with the whole body, and stand upright a little while. And rightly. But at hearing that most holy [name] of GOD, and the name of our Lord which is above every name — JESUS — like blocks, like Asses, like atheists, with no reverence at all exhibited, not even a civil one, you [merely] look on."

In the Mass, about this very name, this prayer is read: "God, who didst make the most glorious name of JESUS CHRIST thy only-begotten Son lovable to thy faithful with the highest affection of sweetness, and terrible and tremendous to the malign spirits: grant, [being] propitious, that all who devoutly venerate this name JESUS on earth may perceive the sweetness of holy consolation in the present age, and in the future may obtain the joy of exultation and unending jubilation in the heavens. Through the same Lord [our N.] JESUS CHRIST thy Son, who with thee liveth and reigneth unto the ages of ages. Amen." It can be objected — that which St. Antoninus relates (History, part 3, title 24, ch. 5, § 2) — [that] Martin V forbade this name to be painted and adored with solar rays. Molanus answers (book On Pictures, ch. 56) [that] he forbade that, not simply, but lest publicly, in sermons, from any panel, it should be set before the whole people to be adored — and that too, when first that thing was done by St. Bernardine — lest, namely, something of dangerous novelty and scandal be brought into the Church. But that this [danger] is far off, experience, use, and the sentence of later Pontiffs have shown, when Clement VII granted the feast of the most sacred name of JESUS to be instituted.


Question XVI. How [the name is to be venerated / Iosue]

Some of the Catholics think the veneration of this name to be improper and catachresti-
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-cal — [a veneration] which, namely, pertains nothing to the name itself, but is carried over to the very thing signified: Dominic Soto (book 2 On Justice, q. 4, a. 2), the Cordovan (book 1, q. 5, dub. 4, a. 2). But others do not indeed deny that that [veneration] can be improper, yet acknowledge [it] also [to be] properly so called — not absolute, but respective, so that, namely, [it is] an honor not only of the thing signified, but of the very name itself — yet on account of that very thing signified. And it seems more consonant to reason. First, from the Synods cited before (q. 15). Secondly, from the nature of this worship. A thing which is referred to the religious worship of someone can also, in some manner, itself be worshipped, on account of that to which it is referred — as can be proved from Isaiah ch. 49, v. 7, and as is clear in other images, codices, and the like. Therefore also this name. Thirdly. So teaches St. Thomas (opusculum 60, ch. 6), [and] Suárez (part 3, q. 2, a. 3, sect. 5). Yet it can be asked — whether this honor is to be done to all the names of God, or [to] this one before the rest? It must be answered [that] honor can indeed be had for all the other names of God, but it is taught in Scripture [that] in this one chiefly [it is] to be done, for the reasons already brought above. For just as any image of God — and in whatever place and species [it be] — is always worshipped, so among the names of God a selection has been made. Hence Isaiah 12: "I will confess to thee, O Lord: behold, God my Saviour comes; I will act confidently, and will not fear. He is made unto me for salvation. Confess to the Lord, and invoke his name. Remember, for his name is exalted." And ch. 62: "For Sion's sake I will not be silent, and for Jerusalem's sake I will not rest, until her just one go forth [as] a splendor, and her Saviour be kindled as a lamp."


Question XVII. How excellent, above the rest, this name is

This [has been] expounded enough thus far. But [to gather it] into a little summary — which [things] said here are to be recalled. This name, therefore, is excellent. First, because [it was] imposed on CHRIST the Lord not by any man, or any creature, but by the sacred holy Trinity. Secondly, because [it was] brought down to earth by an Angel, and announced both to Mary the Virgin and to Joseph (Matthew 1). Thirdly, because the thing from which [is] the origin for this name — that [thing], I say, salvation — is most gracious, and to all most necessary and useful. Fourthly, because through this name, and indeed [it] alone (Acts 4, v. 12), [is] to us the entrance to eternal felicity. Through it, manifestly, marvelous [things] are wrought. It is by Angels, men, and the damned themselves very greatly worshipped and adored. It is added [besides], that [it was] celebrated by the Sibyls too with a notable acrostic, as (in a splendid oration) Constantine the Great treated [it], in Eusebius (in the Oration to the Sacred Assembly, ch. 18 and 19). This [name], fixed and sculpted deep in the heart, the illustrious Martyr and Doctor St. Ignatius [of Antioch] bore; this marvelously loved and cultivated St. Abramius, and St. Francis (as above, q. 14, was said), Catherine of Siena, St. Edmund, [and] St. Eustochium — under whose dead armpit this name was found, as if incised, as [it is] in Scardeone, and Alanus Copus (dialogue 3, ch. 23). And St. Paul the Apostle himself [loved it] so much, in life and in death. For some hand down — as Genebrard (book 3 of the Chronology) and, in places cited before, Osorius — [that] this name was marked by him [Paul] five hundred times in [his] epistles. And although I have not yet been able to reckon the full number, yet [they relate that], after his head had been cut off with the sword for JESUS' sake, this very name was three times still proffered [by his severed head], by a huge miracle,
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…[proffered by his severed head], as I touched on in my [book] on Paul, number 67. St. Jerome, on ch. 1 to the Ephesians: "This Paul suffered from too great a love of CHRIST, so that he always named him, whom he loved, even superfluously and extraordinarily." In which words of the most holy Doctor, note three [things]. First, that word "suffered." For love in divine [things] is most excellent, when someone has himself toward those [things] passively rather than actively, as is observed from Dionysius the Areopagite. Secondly, that word "too great," that is, "in the highest" or "greatest [degree]." For not in Scripture only, but in Plautus too, and other profane [authors], we read "too much" for "very greatly and exceedingly." Thirdly, that word "superfluously" is to be taken not simply, but according at least to the opinion of some — as St. Jerome himself, in the same [passage] to the Ephesians (ch. 1, v. 13), thought "in whom" was put superfluously twice, since nevertheless the latter is referred to the Gospel, of which mention had just been made. But beautifully [does] Michael Syncellus [speak], in the oration on St. Dionysius the Areopagite, fol. 349: "St. Paul [was a chosen vessel to bear] a most sweet preaching, and the divine and Apostolic name." Namely, about him the Saviour himself had said (Acts 9, v. 15): "This one is to me a vessel of election, to bear my name before the nations, and kings, and the sons of Israel. For I will show him how much he must suffer for my name." Wherefore about this name too those [words] of Zechariah 14 are not badly taken: "In that day the Lord shall be one, and his name one." Isaiah 26: "Thy name, and thy memorial, [are] in the desire of the soul." Proverbs 18: "The name of the Lord [is] a most strong tower; the just runs to it, and shall be exalted." Romans 10: "Everyone, whosoever shall invoke the name of the Lord, shall be saved." 1 Kings [Samuel] 17: "Thou comest to me with sword, and spear, and shield; but I come to thee in the name of the Lord of hosts." Psalm 43: "Save us for thy name's sake, O Lord." Prudentius, in the Apotheosis: "What letter now does not have CHRIST? or what [letter] of writers is not filled with the praise of CHRIST?" etc.


"O name most sweet to me — [my] light, and glory, and hope,
a soothing flavor in the mouth, a fragrant odor, an irrigating fount."



They please me — [the verses] which a Poet known to me sang in a certain New-Year's gift, when he brings in the Blessed Virgin herself speaking on the very day of the sacred Circumcision, and answering the man who afterwards questions [her]. For those [go] thus:


"'Go, Boy; JESUS (say ye) is his name.'
But he [the questioner]: 'What name, Mother, what name dost thou say? What [name], sent from heaven,
which to me — the boy's mother — was father before?
O sweet! O name, even to be redeemed with a wound!
Surely there lies hid, under the name JESU, dear salvation.
I know not what the very sound conveys; nor can I believe [that] the blessed souls
sound anything sweeter than this.
Come hither, hither ye [minds] above, thrice say ye JESUS,
say [it], as ye would thrice [say] "SANCTUS," as ye are wont.'
They said [it]; and they repeat, and again and again, and, amazed,
the world heard this, and learned the melody.
The rocks sound [it], the deep seas sound [it], the dry [land] sounds JESUS —
if only anyone is able to catch this melody with the ear.
He alone, under whose silent breast no desire
murmurs, [he] can catch this melody with the ear."



There were once certain fortunate [names], and, as it were, of good omen — as Valerius, Lucrinus, and the like. There were some sweet and pleasant — as Hyacinthus, Narcissus, Charilaus, Earinus, about whom Martial (book 9, epigram 8 [13]):


"A name born with violets and roses,





(col. 52)


a name sweeter than blessed nectar."



They report also certain [names to be] august, and in the highest esteem and veneration among all. "So great," says Capitolinus in [the life of] Macrinus, "they say was the desire of the name of ANTONINUS, that unless the people and soldiers heard the name of ANTONINUS, they would not think [him] Imperial." And in [the life of] Diadumenus, Lampridius: "There was, indeed, in those times a name so lovable — [that] of the Antonines — that he who did not shine with that name did not seem to merit the empire." And afterwards: "There stands [extant] a letter of Opilius Macrinus, in which he glories, not so much [that] he had come to the empire (he who was second of the Empire), as that he had been made father of the name of Antoninus. [Nothing] was more illustrious in those times — not even of the Gods." Whence also everywhere this name is called holy, sacred, Caesarean, Imperial. But what [are] all these to the name JESUS? — in which [is] eternal blessedness, sweetness, and infinite pleasantness, dignity, and immense Majesty. Let the Valerii avail [farewell], let the Earini wither, let the Antonini grow obsolete. The one name — to peoples, nations, and all mouths most fortunate, most sweet, most desirable, and most august — JESUS: in which, whatever [good things] can be desired, [there] is the complex [sum] of all goods. Hail, O holy name; hail — and save me.


Question XVIII. Whether anyone can be called Jesus or Joshua?

It has been said thus far [that] these two names are, in their very signification, absolutely the same, and that by either mode the hero whose book is now in hand is named. Yet it has also been said [that] it can happen [that] certain names are proper, of which one is attributed to one [person], not to another. I have seen thus far very few, yet some, to whom the appellation Iosua was proper. But who [ever] was called JESUS — in the Turkish histories I read of no one. For in [the histories] of that Sultan Bajazet — who was the true mockery of human felicity (as [is] noted [on] Judges ch. 1) — his sons they name Isa, whom Laonicus calls Iesus, and another Iesus, the younger brother of this one; and again another, the son of Brenezes, whom (book 6) he had called by the same name "Iessen," as the Pandect Turcicus notes, [and] Leonclavius (fol. 189 and 271). But among Christians the constant piety of [our] elders has hitherto preserved [it], that a name brought from heaven, announced by an Angel — in which [is] the salvation of the whole world, by which the Son of God is named in heaven and on earth, to be venerated by the Angels themselves, to be adored by men, to be dreaded by the Demons — should be imposed on no one thereafter. There are, among some [peoples], certain detestable [names], and such as men do not deign even to utter. "Pig," as Elias says in the Tishbi, the Jews are unwilling to name, but they call it generally "dabar," that is, "thing." "Scellius"… Aristophanes used to say [it], from whom [comes] also the proverb "I abominate the son," and his name. Chrysostom (1 to the Corinthians, homily 5) [says] that the names of those who deceive others are not to be brought forth. And [that] the name of the heretic Acacius be abolished, Anastasius the Pontiff desired (epistle to Athanasius the Emperor). On the contrary, there are certain other names so magnificent, splendid, ample, and august, that they are worshipped rather even with silence — just as, among the Jews, יהוה, the tetragrammaton — or [that] certainly they are by no means made common, nor imposed on many. On the birthday of Antoninus, Diadumenus was born; and yet Macrinus the father did not dare to call [his] son "Antoninus," because that name was Imperial, as Aelius Lampridius records. Just as, therefore, on account of detestation (although in the Ebrach monastery of Franconia [there was one named] Densebius, that is, "of the Devil,"



(col. 53)

…[of the Devil] the tomb — just as at Würzburg I know a Charterhouse built by [one named] Teufel — no one wishes to be called Judas or Lucifer, so, on account of the highest veneration, no one [wishes to be called] JESUS. Samuel Macrochianus (in the last chapter): "It is, in Arabic, IESVS; and no one can be called by that name." And Abulensis (Numbers 13, question 36) thinks it also more convenient, for this reason, that in our Bibles the name Iosua be used, rather than — [as] in the Greek or Latin [ones] which [derive] from those — Iesu. Because, when the Athenians had slain Hippias the Tyrant — Harmodius and Aristogiton [having done it] — it was provided by law (as [it is] in Gellius, book 9, ch. 2) "lest these very names of theirs, which seemed devoted, as it were, to public liberty, be imposed on any of the slaves, by anyone." But what liberty [is] greater, or more august, than that which through JESUS was procured for the whole world of lands? What Tyrant [is] more monstrous than he from whose Tyranny all peoples were delivered? Domitian afflicted Metius Pomposianus with punishment, because he had called [his] slaves by the most illustrious names of the leaders Mago and Hannibal, as [Suetonius] relates in his life (ch. 10). But what [are] these to the heavenly name of the King of kings, the Lord of lords? Truly indeed, in Isocrates, Demosthenes, and the other writers, everywhere are read Athēnaîoi [Athenians]. But when the discourse is about women, although the analogy of speaking would seem to demand it, we do not commonly read Athēnaîai, but only Atthídes and Attikaí. It seemed unworthy, namely, that — when the Goddess of that city (although false) was called Athēnē and Athēnaía — her name should be communicated to many; as other [examples] may be brought from Varro by St. Augustine (book 18 City of God, ch. 9), and from Metaclides by his Scholiast, Ludovicus Vives. And indeed, the conciliation of salvation which is contained in that most holy name [is] with that perfection and excellence which befits CHRIST the Lord, [and] which can befit neither any of men nor of Angels, nor ever did befit. "He alone," says Cyril of Jerusalem (catechesis 10), "is called JESUS by [his] true name, having [his] appellation from salutary medicine." And St. Bernard (sermon 15 on the Canticle): "Judaea too," he says, "had certain [men called] Jesus, whose names glory with empty [titles]. For those neither shine, nor feed, nor heal. Therefore the synagogue is in darkness, still hitherto laboring with hunger and infirmity, and it shall not be healed, nor satisfied, until it know my JESUS to rule over Jacob, and the ends of the earth." And again more briefly (sermon 1 on the Circumcision): "JESUS is called as [being] the Son of God. For not after the manner of the former ones does this JESUS of mine bear an empty or inane name. There is not in it the shadow of a great name, but the truth." And sermon 2: "The name JESUS was called by the Angel, before he was conceived in the womb. Called plainly — not imposed. Namely, this name to him is from eternity. From [his] own nature he has [it], that he be Saviour. Innate to him is this name, not given by human or Angelic nature." And in this manner it is more truly said [that] before our JESUS there was no Jesus, than in that manner which Galatinus hands down (book 3, ch. 20). Nor, therefore, is it consonant at this time that anyone among us Christians be named Jesus. And therefore D. Schoppius rightly rebukes Julius Scaliger in his Elenchus, because he — in that little book on the overthrows of kingdoms — wrote [that] in his family [there was] a JESUS the Nazarene, born of a certain John, [to be classed] with the Apostles Peter, John, and Andrew — if, however, "Jesus" is to be added, and not "Nazarene" alone. Yet "Iosua" someone could more easily be named, just as Iosue [Joshua].
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…[Thus] some are called Adam, Abraham, Samuel, David, Israel — as St. Bridget's brother, in her Revelations (book 6, ch. 95). But, on account of the same signification of reverence, in no Polish dominions (extending so far and wide) is anyone wont to be named Maria — so that the Poles wonder [that] the name is so frequent among other nations; and, lately, in a royal little daughter, who is now dead, they [gave], as if unusual and new, the surname "Anna Maria."


Question XIX. Whether at least anything can be denominated from this name — for example's sake, Iesuanus, Iesuinus, or Iesuita [Jesuit]?

They rage against us — the hostile heretics — with most contumelious writings and words, because we are called either "Society of JESUS" or "Jesuits" — we, who are from the Society of JESUS, [and] are [such] by the grace of JESUS himself. And the same [thing] some Catholics too bore at first with some vexation, before our Institute was sufficiently known — as Melchior Canus (book 4 Loci, ch. 2), Papyrius Massonus (in the life of Paul IV), [and] others in Thuanus (book 35 of the History). But in a few [words] I say these four [things].

First. All Christians could be called either "of the Society of JESUS," or "Iesuani," or "Iesuitae." 1. because the Saviour is of all [belongs to all], [and] JESUS is of all. 2. from the same [reasoning] — [for] according to his other name, which is CHRIST, they [Christians] were of old called (Acts 11, v. 26), and even today are called, Christians. Therefore also from him they could be called Iesuani or Iesuitae. 3. The name of someone [belonging] to a multitude can be sought [applied] in various ways — e.g., if that one be its author and Parent, if teacher, if head. But the author and parent of all Christians is JESUS, by whose grace we are regenerated in the sacred laver of baptism. He is the Teacher, because he teaches us the way of salvation, the secrets of God, true modesty, meekness, humility, and all the virtues. He is the Head of men and Angels, whom he aggregated by the force of his merits, into whom he assiduously infuses spiritual life in a certain vital manner, and governs them, [and] heaps them with heavenly goods. Why, then, should not all Christians be Iesuani and Iesuitae? For to them all pertains that [word] of St. Paul (1 Corinthians 1, v. 9): "God is faithful, by whom you were called into the society of his Son JESUS CHRIST." And when certain men are called by God "divine," nothing prevents [that] some be called from JESUS "Iesuitae." Nay, in the kingdom of Cathay, [that] all Christians are so called, the Turkish narrator teaches (in the historical relation of the East Indies, p. 171 — not so long ago published here at Mainz, in the year 1601) — taking, however, that "Cathay" kingdom for those lands of the Tartars which border China to the north. Otherwise, [that] this very kingdom of China is rather "Cathay," and its royal city is "Pachinum" [Beijing], [namely] that famous "Cambala" [Khanbaliq] — our P. Jacobus Patagua teaches, who from that city was writing in the year 1602.

The second. Rightly can certain men, out of the whole multitude of Christians, receive that common denomination. For what is common to all, some rightly take — if no injury be inflicted on others, and [if] those who have the care of the community forbid [it] not (how much more, if these themselves approve?). For the nature of common goods is such, that anyone can rightly use and enjoy them, provided the cautions already laid down be applied — as is clear in the daily use of air, water, [and] roads; and if any city have common pastures and market-places, likewise. But the appellation "Society of JESUS" and "Jesuits," our assembly [order] so bears [it], that [as] Christians
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…[so that, as Christians,] it keeps no others from that same paronymy [name-derivation], if indeed they wish it, and [so that] what, in the fruit of a common field, can belong to anyone, it leaves most freely to him. And neither the Pontiff, nor the Emperor, nor any of the legitimate magistrates of the whole Church rebukes this our appellation. Nay indeed, they themselves have approved [it], and praised [it] most amply. Witnesses [are] so many diplomas and privileges; witnesses [are] so many domiciles raised for this least Society in so many Provinces and Cities. But, in place of all, let there be the most clear voice of the Council of Trent (session 25, ch. 16): "By these [decrees] the holy Synod does not intend to innovate or prohibit anything, but that the religious [order] of the Clerks of the Society of JESUS may, according to their pious institute approved by the holy Apostolic See, be able to serve the Lord and his Church." And Gregory XIV (on June 27, in the year 1591, in the Constitution which begins "Ecclesiae Catholicae") thus says: "We ordain [that] the name of the Society of JESUS — by which this laudable order, [at its] birth, was named by the Apostolic See, and hitherto has been distinguished — is to be retained in it for perpetual future times." But are there not also many other congregations of many [men], which are named from common things too? Two hundred and sixty years ago there began to flourish in Spanish Baetica the order of the "soldiers of CHRIST," and it was approved by John XXII. Three hundred years ago the order of the SS. Trinity [Holy Trinity] was likewise admitted by Innocent III, about which its General Guaguinus [writes], book 6; and today at Rome most noble is the Fraternity of the same Holy Trinity; and likewise another most ancient [one], of the Saviour. But at Ravenna [there is] a College "of the brothers of good JESUS," [named] from St. Margaret, whose ennobled virtue, [attested] by miracles, [was] erected [into a College] — Paulo Morigea [being] witness, in the book on the origins of religious [orders]. What of the order of the Iesuati? Was it not, two hundred years ago, reckoned by Urban V and other Pontiffs, and enrolled among the other orders? The jurisconsult Antonius Corsetus relates the whole matter (book 30, question…, in praise of that order). What [of], in Gaul now, the most illustrious flower of the most noble and most generous Knights, which is called "the order of the Holy Spirit"? What [of], in England once, [that which was] Catholic, now heretical, "Christ's College"? What too in proper [personal] names? Are not some called "Magni" [the Great], "Clementes," "Pii," "Probi" [the Upright]? And yet in very many others [there] is greatness — and there ought to be in all, clemency, piety, [and] uprightness. Were not the Princes of the Saxons and of the Anhalt[iners], in these very years, called "Christiani"? Or, by that very [fact], did they boast themselves alone [to be] Christians, and deprive others of the name and profession of Christianity? Certainly God himself [is] the God of all; and yet St. Paul names him as if his own proper [God] (1 Corinthians 1, v. 4): "I give thanks to my God always." And therefore that which hitherto I have said about the use of common [either] names or things, [this] both acknowledges and writes into that place [i.e. agrees with], even [one] from today's heretics — Wolfgang Musculus (fol. 8): "By no injury," he says, "are the rest of the pious affected, as though God were not theirs, since it is permitted to use him too with the same charity, confidence, and familiarity. To his brethren he prescribes nothing, nor takes away the confidence which is of sons toward the father — [namely] that they call [their] common father their father." Dionysius the Areopagite (epistle 10, to St. John), about those who, out of divine love, cherish the peace of all honors, and in the present life begin the future [one]: [they are] "angel-like, being conversant in the midst of men, with all impassibility and God-likeness, and with goodness, and with the other [good things]." Where Maximus



(col. 56)

and Pachymeres, in almost the same words, say: "to name [him] always in the name of God, doing all things … or from God, being named from Christ." But Maximus adds: "and [they] themselves being called gods." How much more [may they be called] "Iesuanus" or "Jesuit"? And therefore — as [he is] most lying, so [he is] most inept — the heretic Powell, cited before (question 14), when he says [that] the Catholic Church sins against the second article of the Symbol [Creed], "while it tolerates and approves the Loyolan Monks (for I set down his own cursing words) vaunting themselves, with blasphemous mouth and insolent audacity, [to be] associates of the Lord JESUS CHRIST." When [certain persons], grown stale with various matters — and especially with the cabbage of calumnies about that name (about which Thuanus relates, book 36 of the History) — were re-cooking [rehashing them] in the year of the Lord 1603, some at Paris, the King himself undertook the patronage of truth and innocence; and to them, in the Louvre palace, in that year, on the eve of the Nativity of Salvation [Christmas Eve], with an altogether royal wisdom and brevity, he responded in this manner: "But this name of Jesuits displeases you? Why then do not those displease [you] who call themselves religious of the TRINITY? And if you do not approve these [either], as [you do not] the Jesuits, why do you not likewise disapprove your [own] daughters, who at Paris are called DAUGHTERS OF GOD? Nay, why do you not boast yourselves to be no less of the order of the HOLY SPIRIT than these my Knights are of this [order]? Truly I would rather be called a Jesuit than religious by another name." This [is] that great oracle of the Royal mouth, which defends and vindicates the name of his Society of JESUS much more than [did] that Delphic Loxias [Apollo] of old [vindicate] for Socrates the name and title of "Wise."

Yet I say, thirdly and lastly: our family [order] indeed chose to be named "Society of JESUS," but the common people made customary the appellation "Jesuits." The cause of this — truly the best and most modest — is handed down by R. P. Ribadeneira (book 2 on the life of our Blessed Father N. Ignatius, ch. 11), and, on the same argument, Maffeius (book 2, ch. 5). But the common people looked to [aimed at] — as they do everywhere in other appellations too — brevity, and a compendium of speech. Hence, indeed, [come] throughout all Germany and Gaul the curtailings of proper names. See in our Delrio more about this name (book 2 Magical Disquisitions, q. 10), where, together with others, he rebukes both the Abbot [Trithemius], Fumus, and Scardeonius, because they confound the names of the Iseati [?] and of the Jesuits. But there was, in the year 1583, in Thuringia, I know not what Preacher, who — a little book having been published — asserted that his Lutherans were the true "Jesuits," and were so to be called. But by whom [was he] not derided? And because Calvin and Beza (1 Corinthians 1) preferred to render, "God is faithful, by whom you were called into the communion of his Son JESUS CHRIST," they do not have that little word "Society," which those [Jesuits] drew out of that passage of Scripture; [and so] the followers of these [men] have nothing to complain of — unless they betake themselves to the old "hetaeries" [associations] of the Christians, about which Pliny (book 10, epistle to Trajan). Other [things] may be read in Tertullian (Apology, ch. 3), Turrianus (against Boquinus, ch. 1, 3, and 6, where [he treats] of the Nazaraei, and ch. 15 or last); in Franciscus Montanus (in the apology against Arnald, ch. 66 and 67); and in the Amphitheatre of Honor (book 1, ch. 1; book 3, ch. 2); in Gretser against Lermaeus (ch. 1 and 2) — where indeed the heretic says [that] "Jesuits" are found in the sacred letters, namely Numbers 26, v. 44. But he wrongly added [that] they are written with just as many letters and syllables [i.e. spelled identically].
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…be written. For those [names] are only to be read proüllábōs, as Nebrissensis warned (ch. 48), since that middle [letter] has the force of a consonant, as is understood from the Hebrew.

Fourthly. Those who take the appellation from JESUS — it is most fair [that] they strive with all zeal and labor to satisfy [live up to] so great a name. "Of names," says St. Chrysostom (homily 21 to the people), "one ought to know the dignity"; and names — as will be recited a little later from the Emperor Alexander — are burdensome; nor (as the cited Chrysostom says on Acts, homily 52) "are all who are called John, John." "I," said the boy Diadumenus, when he had been endowed with both empire and the name of Antoninus, "will labor, lest I fall short of the name of the Antonines. For I know [that] I have taken up the name of Pius, of Marcus, of Verus — whom to satisfy is very difficult." Commended in Vopiscus by the Emperor Valentinian was Probus, afterwards himself Emperor too, "because he was a youth, and a man of his own name [i.e. an upright man]." Clotharius [is praised] by Gregory of Tours (book 10, ch. 28), "because he was the executor of this his name"; by St. Gregory Nazianzen (in the oration [on] St. Meletius), "because he was in very deed what he was hearing by name — his morals, I say, and [his] name, he had [as] honeyed [sweet]"; by St. Ambrose (book On Virgins), St. Agnes, "because in her, on account of chastity and purity, [there] had been not the name of a human, but the oracle of a martyr." St. Jerome (on Amos ch. 1), speaking to his Pammachius: "From the interpretation," he says, "of thy name, by a certain prophecy of the future, thou showest [thyself] to war, with all the art of fighting, against the devil and the contrary powers." To the younger soldier, who was named Alexander, Alexander the Great himself said, in the storming of Tyre: "Courageously, O fellow-soldier! Make the deed which thou doest worthy of the name." It is the opinion of all, namely, that good and great names are to be satisfied [lived up to]. And enough will be done to the name JESUS:

I. If we always profess ourselves servants, clients, soldiers, [and] disciples of this JESUS himself — most bound to him by every kind of duty, of all observance, piety, and religion. For so also from him we are called CHRISTIANS.

II. If — that we may be saved, and at last blessed, through JESUS — we eagerly and strenuously embrace whatever [things] he gave, prescribed, and demonstrated to us for salvation. These are the most holy merits of his life and Passion, the sacraments of his new law, the precepts and counsels of the most holy Gospel. For whoever shall have done these, through his grace, shall be saved: as, about faith, [it is] said (Matthew 9:21, Mark 5:39, ch. 10:52, Luke 7:30, ch. 17:19, 1 Corinthians [1?]:21); about perseverance (Matthew 10:22); about poverty (Matthew 19:25); about the contempt of human things and the tolerance of miseries (Matthew 16:25, Mark 3:4); about the worship and invocation [of God] (Acts 2:21, Romans 10:13). St. Ambrose (ch. 9, book 6, Hexaemeron): "A certain image of the mind speaks in the face — the base of faith, on which daily the name of the Lord is inscribed and held." "Let him depart," says the Apostle (2 Timothy 2:19), "from iniquity, everyone who names the name of the Lord" — especially, indeed, from that [iniquity], while he names or surnames himself [as of Jesus] — as, [against] the Innovators, Joshua [i.e. Josua the commentator] explains that passage,
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[so] Bertramus (Lucubrationes Frankenthalenses, ch. 1).

III. If we imitate his life and morals — to which St. Augustine exhorts (tract 5 on the epistle of John): "How," he says, "dost thou glory to be a Christian? Thou hast the name, and hast not the deeds. If the work shall have followed the name, let each one call thee a Pagan. Thou, show thyself a Christian [Jesuit] by [thy] deeds. For if by [thy] deeds thou dost not show thyself a Christian [Jesuit], [though] all call thee a Christian [Jesuit], what does the name profit, where the thing is not found?"

"Genealogies," says Juvenal (Satire 8), "what do they effect? For who would call this man well-born, who [is]


unworthy of [his] birth, and notable only in an illustrious name?
A dwarf we call 'Atlas,'
an Ethiopian a 'swan.' Therefore thou wilt beware, and fear, lest
— thou! — thou be [called] a 'Creticus' or a 'Camerinus.'"



"A name," says Salvian (book 4 On Providence), "without act and office, is nothing." Alexander [Severus], son of Mammaea, the Emperor, was indeed called "Alexander," because he was born on the festal day of Alexander the Great's death, and in his temple. But when — [as he was] now ruling well and happily — [it] was offered [to him] that he take the surname "Magnus" [the Great], he refused. "For what great [thing]," he said, "have I done? — since Alexander received it after great deeds, [and] Pompey after great triumphs." And again, when the Senate wished to adorn him with the name of Antoninus: "Nay," he said, "Conscript Fathers, [bring me] not to this necessity of the name, that I be compelled to satisfy so great a name. These illustrious names are burdensome. For who would call Cicero mute? Who [would call] Varro unlearned? Who [would call] Metellus impious? If I take the name of Antoninus, I can [take] also [that] of Trajan, Titus, Vespasian." And so he triumphed [carried the point]. "For much more illustrious was he laughed at [admired] for the alien names not received, than if he had received [them]," says Lampridius, from whom [comes] this — who reports [that] it was acclaimed to him by the Senate: "Take the sacred name, [thou] the sacred one; let the chaste one take the chaste name."

IV. If we defile the name with no cowardice, or crime, or vice whatsoever. About certain [men] the Apostle said (Romans 2:24): "The name of God, through you, is blasphemed among the nations." Cyril of Jerusalem (catechesis 10): "Thou art called a Christian [Jesuit]. Spare this name, lest, through thee, our Lord JESUS CHRIST, the Son of God, be blasphemed." Salvian (toward the end of book 3 On Providence): "The more we are [made] by a most sacred name, [the more guilty we are] because we depart [are out of tune] from the most sacred name." About the Emperor Commodus, the Emperor Alexander (praised before) [said]: "Of Commodus," he said, "I do not wish to remember — who by this very [fact] was the worse, that with those morals (foul, namely, and vicious) he obtained the name of Antoninus." And again: "Lately, certainly, Fathers, you remember, when that one (Heliogabalus) — the filthiest not only of bipeds, but even of quadrupeds — bore the name of Antoninus, and in foulness and luxury conquered the Neros, the Vitelliuses, and the Commoduses — [he] who was the groan of all — [that], when by one voice [there] were [decreed] the crowns of the peoples and of the honorable [men], this one [was] not rightly called only 'Antoninus,' and [that] through this pest the name was violated." And hence that acclamation again: "The name of the Antonines, do thou purify. What that one defamed, do thou purify. Restore to integrity the name of the Antonines." He [Alexander] used to quote, from Plutarch, in [the life of] Artaxerxes, [what] Artagerses [said]: "O most beautiful name among the Persians — [O] lord …" Worthy indeed,
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…[Worthy indeed that the whole of it be set down here at once:] the opinion of St. Chrysostom (homily 18 on John). "By this appellation," he says, "let us be more vehemently roused than all others, and made readier to embrace virtue, and let us attempt to do nothing unworthy of it — we who are called by the same name by which CHRIST [is called], as Paul witnesses, whose excellence it behooves us to understand. But if he who has borne the name of some Prince, or of another illustrious man — when he hears it — is puffed up, and is proud, and reckons it to himself for great glory, and strives to preserve that man's authority with [all his] powers, what is to be done by us, who are deemed worthy to be called by the name — not of a Prince, not of some earthly power, not of an Angel, not of an Archangel, but of the King of all himself? Shall we not so order our soul, that it be affected with no infamy — [we] whom he has honored with so great an honor?"

V. If we ourselves too strive to be, indeed, JESUSES — that is, Saviours. Here [the heretic] will roar, here he will make an uproar; the heretic will strike his brow and his thigh, and will cry out: "O the pride! O the insolence! You Jesuits wish to be Saviours? Is there any other Saviour besides JESUS?" But good [words], I pray; grant a very little bit of silence. I show [that] some of men can be called Saviours. And 1. indeed, throughout the whole book of Judges, the Judges — most of all in the Hebrew and Greek text — are said "to save," and are named "Saviours," as ch. 2, v. 16, and thereafter (as is said into that book). 2. St. Paul wishes to make some of his own to be saved (Romans 11:14); but whoever makes some to be saved is certainly their Saviour. And (1 Corinthians 9:22): "I became all things to all, that I might make all to be saved." And by the same author, the husband can be the saviour of the wife, and the wife the saviouress of the husband (1 Corinthians 7:16): "Whence knowest thou, woman, whether thou shalt save the husband? or whence knowest thou, man, whether thou shalt save the wife?" St. James (ch. 5:20): "He who shall make the sinner to be converted from the error of his way, shall save his soul from death" [sōsei psychēn ek thanatou]. The Preacher, too — and teacher of his hearers and disciples (nay, even of himself) — can, with the Apostle [as] judge, be a Saviour (1 Timothy 4:16): "Attend to thyself, and to doctrine; continue in them. For, doing this, thou shalt save both thyself and those who hear thee" [sautòn sōseis, kaì toùs akoúontás sou]. What [of] St. Jude the Apostle? "Those," he says (v. 23), "save, snatching [them] from the fire." 3. Salvian, certainly (book 1 On Providence), calls certain men "wholesome" and "salvation-bearing"; (book 7) "procurers of human salvation." When he had cited from John ch. 10, on Hosea ch. 1, Rupert [explains] that [word], "I said, You are gods": "Therefore," he says, "they are gods — the Prophets — since these are they to whom the word of God was made [addressed]. But if they are rightly called Gods, are they not also, nonetheless, rightly surnamed Saviours? If Scripture called those [men] Saviours through whom God wrought the temporal salvation of Israel — for example's sake, 'And the sons of Israel cried out to the Lord, who raised up for them a Saviour, and freed them: Othoniel, namely, the son of Kenez'; and likewise, 'And they cried to the Lord, who raised up for them a Saviour, Aod [Ehud]' — if, therefore, Scripture called those Saviours through whom God temporally freed Israel, how much more rightly are those called Saviours whose labor cooperated with our Saviour God for our eternal salvation?" 4. But that Aesculapii, Hercules, Jupiter, and other Gods — who (as Demosthenes relates in the proem On the False Legation, and Strabo, book 17) [were called] "saviors" [sōtēres] by the Gentiles, for whom the true Saviour [is] JESUS CHRIST,
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unheard-of, are called [saviours] — I will omit, [along with] their very selves, on account of whose importunity and petulance all this argument, now taken up, [is enough]. The heretics affect [taint] certain mortals with the same name [of Saviour]. For the begetter and parent of all those [heretics], Luther (in the book On Sending Boys to School), says [that] a good Preacher is, in the kingdom of CHRIST, a "Saviour"; likewise a good Jurisconsult, in the kingdom of Caesar. But Chytraeus, in the funeral oration on Dorothea (p. 108): "Bogislaus," he says, "Prince of Pomerania, [was] truly a sōtēr [saviour]." Therefore that some of men be, and be called, Saviours, is altogether lawful. But, without doubt, [it is] by a far other reasoning, and by a much inferior degree, than [that by which] our JESUS — alone and one — claims this august name for himself by right. "The Christ," says St. Chrysostom (in the homily on the [Epistle] to the Hebrews), [are the men called] "saviours"; "but the angels, as servants" — [while these men are] much more earthly, vile, and mortal "men" [ánthrōpoi]. Let us act, therefore, and with great and keen zeal let us strive — first, indeed, that we ourselves, each one, be Saviours, from the precept of the Apostle cited a little above (1 Timothy 4:16). For charity begins from itself; and "what does it profit a man, if he gain the whole world," says the Saviour, "but suffer the detriment of his own soul?" (Matthew 16). The Princes of the Priests, the Scribes and Pharisees, mocked CHRIST the Lord crucified, saying: "He saved others, himself he cannot save" (Matthew 27:42, Mark 15:31). But they spoke only about the salvation of the body, and lied impiously and basely. For he could, if indeed he had wished, save himself; he could descend from the cross safe and unharmed; he could, by a mere nod, scatter, root out, and blast [with lightning] his mockers and torturers. But he was unwilling — so that thus, as to soul and body, he might make us saved unto all eternity. But certainly [it is right that] all the mockers truly and deservedly reproach any of us, as to our souls — even the Jews, and the impious: "He makes others saved; himself he is unwilling to make [saved]." "He is unwilling," I say — [we,] through the grace of God, "who wills all men to be saved" (1 Timothy 2:4) — [that] he can [be saved] most of all, and much more, and with a greater disgrace, and with our highest [disgrace] (which God avert), and with a discommodity and grief, at the last judgment they will cry out: "He made others saved; himself he was unwilling to make saved." Far be this from us, far [be it]! Because he who is a JESUS [Jesuit] — on this let him first and chiefly bestow care: that he himself, through the true and highest Saviour, exist [as] a Saviour, and not think [applicable] to himself this word of the crucifiers, but of the crucified: "Save thyself" (Matthew 27:40). "For who," says Horace (book 1, epistle 20), "toils to save the unwilling?" Never [is it] not in his [our] ears — that clang of the Apostolic trumpet: "Attend to thyself, and to doctrine." Note the order. First, look to thyself; [have] care for thyself; attend to thyself. Then, indeed, convert charity, and thy labor, to others: instruct others, teach others. "Continue in them" — in the two [things], namely, which have been said both about thee and about others; "in these abide"; in these constantly, unto the last breath, persevere. For this — [that] which [I said] about instancy and perseverance, in that double attention and in its order, [namely] that first thou attend to thyself, but afterward to the teaching of others — I said, I say, [that] doing this, "thou shalt save both thyself, and those who hear thee." And this is the other [thing], in which all our contention and industry ought to be engaged,
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…[and this is the other thing, in which all our contention and industry ought to be engaged: that we make others too to be saved.] For too narrow is the charity that is content with its own salvation alone; nor does it savor of the fullness of him who came that he might save not himself only — [he] who needed no saving — but all. So the Apostle (1 Timothy 1:15): "Faithful [is] the saying, and worthy of all acceptance, that CHRIST JESUS came into the world to save sinners" — of whom he straightway subjoins that he himself is the first. This therefore let us also do: by teaching, by warning, by preaching, by praying, by every good example and labor, let us strive to draw as many as we can, together with ourselves, unto eternal salvation — [we] who bear the name of the Saviour;
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…[and let us commend both ourselves and them] with assiduous prayers to the divine Majesty. AMEN. AMEN.


Caput III (opening)

The deeds of our Joshua are of two kinds. For some of them preceded the death of Moses, [and] others followed [it]. And these latter [are] indeed nearly all in the book of Joshua; but those former ones will have to be excerpted from various places — of Exodus, of Numbers, and of Deuteronomy. The first of them is the first war of the Israelites, against the first [enemies] who met them — [the Israelites] having gone out from Egypt, and wandering through the wildernesses [that lay] between it and the promised land — namely the Amalekites; concerning whom Moses [speaks] thus, Exodus 17, v. 8[–16]:


"And Amalec came, and fought against Israel in Raphidim. And Moses said to Joshua: Choose out men; and go out and fight against Amalec: to-morrow I will stand on the top of the hill, having the rod of God in my hand. Joshua did as Moses had spoken, and he fought against Amalec. But Moses, and Aaron, and Hur went up upon the top of the hill. And when Moses lifted up his hands, Israel overcame; but if he let them down a little, Amalec overcame. And Moses's hands were heavy: so they took a stone, and put under him, and he sat on it: and Aaron and Hur stayed up his hands on both sides. And it came to pass that his hands were not weary until sunset. And Joshua put Amalec and his people to flight, by the edge of the sword. And the Lord said to Moses: Write this for a memorial in a book, and deliver it to the ears of Joshua; for I will destroy the memory of Amalec from under heaven. And Moses built an altar; and called the name thereof, The Lord my exaltation, saying: Because the hand of the throne [lit. the hand of the Lord alone], and the war of the Lord, shall be against Amalec, from generation to generation."




Question I. Who is Amalek?

Strabus [Walafrid Strabo], in the Gloss, wishes [Amalek] to be one of the sons of Ishmael. But Genesis 36 and 1 Paralipomenon [Chronicles] 1 clearly [say that] Amalek is called the grandson of Esau himself, and the son of Eliphaz himself. Nor, however, is that very Amalek [the individual] to be understood here, since he would have had to be more than 260 years old — as is clear from the time at which he could have been born (Genesis 29), and from those things which are said about the sojourn in Egypt (Exodus 12). But neither is [it] the fourth or fifth [in descent] from the posterity of that same Amalek — as Abulensis [Tostatus] thinks (on ch. 17 of Exodus, question 7), who says [it is] probable [that] the Princes of that people were always called "Amalek" from that first head of theirs. Rather, it is the people itself, which from him took the name of "Amalekites" — as is perceived from Numbers 13, "Amalek dwelleth in the south," and 24, "And when he had seen Amalek"; Judges 6, "There went up Madian and Amalek," and 7, "Madian and Amalek," and 10, "The Sidonians also [oppressed them], [and] Amalek and Chanaan." So [too] 1 Kings [Samuel] 14, 15; 2 Kings [Samuel] 1 and 8; 1 Paralipomenon 18 — just as, indeed, both elsewhere very often, and in this very chapter 17, verse 11, "Israel" signifies not any proper [particular] King or leader, but the people.

But these Amalekites are sometimes called Idumaeans. For so, on 2 Kings [Samuel] 1, in the Traditions [Hebrew Questions], says St. Jerome: "Amalekite and Idumaean are one, since the first-begotten son of Esau was Eliphaz, and the son of this one [was] Amalek." And they were also afterwards called Arabs — and indeed, for distinction from the other Arabs, "Petraean," from their royal city Petra. For thus Josephus (book 3, ch. 2) names them; but Philo (book 1 On Moses) [calls them] "Phoenicians." And Amalek is interpreted, from the Hebrew, "a people licking and lapping" or "devouring," according to St. Jerome (book 2 on Isaiah); [and] from the Syriac, "a people smiting"; and [on] Numbers 24…
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…[in Numbers 24 Amalek] is called the beginning of the nations — that is, the first of the enemies who set themselves in opposition to the people of God, as Rupert expounds (book 3 On the Trinity, ch. 20), and Abulensis [Tostatus] (on 1 Kings [Samuel], question 3), where he also warns that [it was] not the whole nation of the Idumaeans, but a part; and (Numbers 13, question 69) [treats] more fully of their situation toward Egypt and Chanaan. St. Ambrose (ch. 4, book of the Hexaemeron): "Amalek is taken [to mean] the King of the impious. And the nations are wicked. See lest we take [it to be] the prince of the world — who commands the nations that do his will, whose seed shall perish. But his seed are the impious and the unfaithful, to whom the Lord saith: 'You are of your father the Devil.' There is also a mystical beginning, as is that [word]: 'I am the first and the last, the beginning and the end.' And that [word], chiefly, in the Gospel — [when] the Lord, being asked who he was, answered: 'The Beginning, who also speak to you.' He who truly, and according to [his] divinity, is the beginning of all things, since none [is] before him; and the end, since none [is] beyond him; and, according to the Gospel, is the beginning of the ways of the Lord in his works: that through him the race of men might learn to follow the ways of the Lord, and to work the works of God. In this beginning, therefore — that is, in CHRIST — God made heaven and earth: because through him all things were made, and without him…*

(col. 63, lower)

…was made nothing. What was made, in him was life: because in him all things consist, and he is the firstborn of every creature — whether [because he is] before every creature, or because [he is] holy (since the firstborn are holy, as the firstborn of Israel): not because [he is] before all, but because holier than the rest. But the Lord [is] holy above every creature, and — according to the assumption of a body — because [he] alone [is] without sin, alone without vanity. But every creature is subject to vanity." But about the works of the Amalekites [there is] much [in] Josephus, and [in] Judith ch. 4.


Question II. (marg.) Who was the King of the Amalekites then? And how much time [had passed] from the Egyptian exodus?

That Jobab, King of the Idumaeans — of whom [in] Genesis 36 and 1 Paralipomenon [Chronicles] 1 — is that great exemplar of a most patient spirit, Job, I have taught (on Tobias, ch. 2, questions 5 and 6); and in that same opinion I see [to be] the good commentator on his book, our Pineda, and other more ancient [writers], whom R. Abraham Zacuth mentions (fol. 96, in the Iuchasin [Sefer Yuḥasin]). On that account I would believe [that] he who succeeded him — Husham the Temanite — held at this time the kingdom of the Idumaeans, or Amalekites. For that a little before Israel escaped from Egypt Job himself had died, the Seder Rabba (ch. 3) hands down. But this war was waged in the first year of this liberation, and indeed in the second month, or before the third month, as is had from the same book of Exodus (ch. 19, v. 1).

(col. 63, foot) — That year fell in the year of the founding of the world — by the reckoning of the same Seder, 2448; by Scaliger (book 5 On the Emendation of Time), 2454; by my own [reckoning], which is the middle [one], and is proved by me elsewhere, 2450.


Question III. (marg.) What was the place of this war?

The Israelites had their camp in the eleventh station from Egypt, which by its old name was called Raphidim, but by a new [one] — which it had received from the outcome of the people murmuring on account of the scarcity of water — Massah and Meribah, that is, temptation and contention. Which Origen did not sufficiently note (on Exodus, homily 11), when he interprets Sin [as] "temptation," [and] Raphidim [as] "soundness of judgment." For this would be truer if in the Hebrew it were Raphidin; but now it is Raphidim, as they once pronounced [it] — now Rephi-…
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…dim; and therefore in the Greek ραφιδὴν for ραφιδίμ, as though "strewing, spreading out"; or — as in the Epistle to Fabiola St. Jerome [renders it] — "dissolution," or "the soundness of the strong"; or, according to the Syrians, "dissolution of the hands." The former [name] on account of Amalek scattered, or Israel healed; the latter on account of the offense of the people murmuring against God. It must be understood, however, [that] this name was not imposed then for the first time (for otherwise it would be handed down about it, as [it is] about the other two [names]), but was only accommodated to the deeds themselves. But when the Israelites were proceeding from the South and West toward the North and East, and (Deuteronomy 25, v. 18) the Amalekites are said to have attacked the stragglers of the Israelite column, Abulensis gathers [that] these [Amalekites] had poured themselves into the Southern and Western part, and [into] the places whence the Israelites had set out. Yet they seem rather to have taken their stand on the Northern flank, and to have rushed upon the last of the advancing Israelites — or, as the Hebrew word there has [it], to have "docked the tail of" [cut off the rearguard of] those who were then weakened by the hardship of the journey. For since they are there said to have met [attacked] Israel, it is not likely that they occupied [places] so far to the rear — from which the Israelites had already advanced — that they should threaten nothing to the front of the column, or to the rest of the body [rearguard].


Question IV. (marg.) What was the cause of that same war?

If the Amalekites be considered, [what] roused them to those arms was — first, indeed — some suspicion and fear, lest (whatever the Israelites might deny) they should occupy their [own] region and kingdom, or at least ravage [their] fields — as Philo says (book 1 On Moses), and, more at length, Josephus (book 3, ch. 2). Then, a certain envy, and [the memory] of the old [injury] which — as they interpreted [it] — Jacob had inflicted on their parent Esau (Genesis 27, v. 36): the memory and vengeance of the injury. For [on] Canticles 2, v. 15, the Targum says: "The impious Amalek came against the sons of Israel, who kept up enmity on account of the birthright taken away, and stole from under the wings of the cloud of glory souls of the tribe of Dan, and slew them." R. Eliezer (ch. 44) brings forward R. Zacharias saying: "Amalek was the grandson of Esau; and in the old hatred — or [out of] the older enmities of that man — he came upon the Israelites, that from them he might destroy some."

But if God be considered, he willed by this scourge of the Amalekites to chastise the insolence of the Jews, so often and so causelessly murmuring. Whence the Targum adds, at the cited place: "Then the people was condemned, unless the just should intercede — [they] who are compared to the best spices." And upon this place of Exodus — by an example, or rather by an allegory of discourse — R. Salomo [Rashi] expounds the whole matter. He says [that] there was a father who bore his little son in his arms before him. But when he saw a lion coming to meet [him], he threw that little son back [onto his back], covered with a pannier-basket. But he also saw a wolf following behind, and therefore began to carry him on [his] shoulders. But this [son], hungry and thirsty, sought food and drink: and the good father furnished both. Behold, meanwhile, [some] travelers, I know not who; and from them that son inquires whether they had anywhere seen his parent. The father hears, and is grieved [that] he — [who] up to this point [was] not acknowledged for [his] kindnesses, and who was present not with body only, but with care and love more than fatherly — is sought as though absent. He is angry, therefore, and casts him to the serpent to be devoured. So indeed, when Pharaoh, like a lion, roared, the Red Sea, like a wolf['s] jaws…
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…[the Red Sea, like a wolf's] jaws, would gape open, [and] the Israelites demanded food and drink, [yet] "God ever protected the sons of Israel — [with] manna, and from the rock gave them water. Yet they said, in the same ch. 17, v. 7: 'Is God among us, or not?' Now, therefore, he permits Amalek to bite and wound them, as [with] a serpent." Something similar R. Phinees teaches, in R. Eliezer (ch. 44), where he also employs another allegory, by which it is shown why, after the forty years of the desert, Moses did not expressly say [that] the Israelites should remember that murmuring of theirs — "Is the Lord among us, or not?" (Exodus 17, v. 7) — but only [that] they should remember the affair of Amalek: because the cause of this [war], namely, had been that querulous speech. Lyranus [Nicholas of Lyra] adds also [that] God willed, by the victory obtained, to add courage to the Israelites, lest they ever be broken by any fear of onrushing enemies, but [that] they should place [their] hope in him, and flee to him, and, in fine, await salvation from him. I add [for my part] that — lest by idleness or too much sloth they grow torpid, and also nourish the vices and seditions which are wont to be born from these — he willed to instill in them somewhat of cares and of dread. For the best prop of a mind [given] to dissolution and to slipping into sins is occupation and fear. There was also to be given an occasion for the excellent apprenticeship of Joshua, and — [for] the [prophetic] figures, about which afterward — the material.


Question V. (marg.) How was the war waged? And with what arms?

Three [things] are here described: the preparation of the battle, the battle, and the outcome. And that [first] indeed, in verse 9, is set in three [parts]: in the appointing of one leader, in the choosing of the soldiers, in the promise of aid.

The leader is appointed by Moses — Joshua. For it is said to him by Moses, "Choose out men"; and [so] it is rendered to us in Hebrew. But in the Greek it is ἐπίλεξον σεαυτῷ ἄνδρας δυνατούς — "Choose for thyself mighty" (or "robust") "men." [That] these were younger [men], Philo says (book 1 On Moses). Yet our Latin [translator] expressed all these [things]. For while he says, absolutely, "Choose," he sufficiently signifies [that] they are chosen at the discretion of the Leader himself, and [at] the judgment of the one commanding. And while he calls [them] men, he signifies [them] by no means weaklings and cowards, but strong and manly. For, as Tullius [Cicero] says in the Tusculans, "virtue [virtus] [is named] from man [vir]." R. Eliezer (ch. 44) makes Moses speak thus: "Choose for us men, sons of [good] fathers: not degenerate — men robust in strength and virtue, fearing God."

Aid is promised: "To-morrow," says Moses, "I will stand on the top of the hill, having the rod of God in my hand."

The battle, therefore, [was] joined on the following day — of whose outcome [I shall speak] afterward. Now the Israelites had arms which they had stripped from the Egyptians drowned in the Red Sea, as Theodoret says (question 33 on Exodus), and Josephus (book 2) — although I would think [that] they also carried some out of Egypt. For if they carried off so much of gold, of silver, and of the other precious things which were afterward gathered into the tabernacle, why not also somewhat of arms?


Question VI. (marg.) Why was Joshua appointed leader in this war?

Not for this [reason] was Joshua appointed leader by Moses in this war — [namely] that he surpassed all the Israelites in the skill of warring. For he seems to have been in no war hitherto, since this [war] is the first against [i.e. fought by] the Israelites, and in Egypt they were exercised not with wars, but with servile works. Nor was he greater in age, in strength, and in experience of affairs than all the others. For even Caleb himself seems to have surpassed him in these things — [Caleb] who, below (ch. 14, v. 11), sings out plainly with open pipes: "[I am] this day of 85 years, so strong as I was strong at that time when I was sent to spy out [the land]."
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The strength of that time perseveres in me even to-day, as much for warring as for marching." But Joshua, after this war (Exodus ch. 33, v. 11), is called a boy [puer], or a youth; and in this book of Joshua, below (ch. 13, v. 1), he is signified [to be] already destitute of strength [aged]. Abulensis therefore gives the cause: that [Joshua], the servant of God, the minister of Moses, was the most vigorous of all the Hebrews. Josephus, at the cited place, [gives the cause] that, [as] a young man, he was warlike, very robust, noble for enduring labors, very apt for devising and for speaking, and one who knew how becomingly to reverence God and Moses — who, in piety toward God, had been made [his] Master [teacher]. But there is also another cause, greater and truer: that by God [Joshua] was now being designated successor to Moses, the principate was being decreed to him, and he had to perform the apprenticeship of warring and of governing, and to give a specimen of prudence, of fortitude, [and] of obedience. Then, that it might be signified to us — [we] going out of the Egypt of errors and crimes, and seeking the promised land of heavenly beatitude — who ought to be our leader against the spiritual Amalekites: namely, JESUS; as Origen observes (homily 1), who [as he is treated] by Rupert (book 3, ch. 20, On the Trinity) will be cited below.


Question VII. (marg.) Why was Joshua bidden by Moses to choose the men [himself]?

There is one general cause: that great [men] have always judged it to be of importance for wars to be waged successfully, and the most prudent, most warlike leaders and peoples have, by the thing itself, found by experience, that not just anyone should be taken up everywhere and rashly, but [that] a great and serious choice should be employed. And therefore Seneca, in the Epistles, says: "Camps [armies] receive fastidiously those whom they receive for labor and danger." "The strength of the realm and of the Roman name," says Vegetius (book 1, ch. 7), "consists in the first examination of the levies." Nor — as Aristotle rightly warns in the Politics — [are] all [men] suited to all [things].


There are [those] for whom the Elean [Olympic] palm of the four-horse chariot runs;
There are [those] for whom glory is born in swift feet.



And [so says] that most elegant Master of civil doctrine (book 5, ch. 8): "Of what use," he says, "[is] a multitude of horse and foot, however great, if [it be] cowardly, unskilled, and only a multitude? Do thou know, from Seneca (6 On Benefits, ch. 31), [that] it has not strength but weight, and is — as Livy says (book 1) — a hindrance greater than a help." A certain [one] of the Greeks aptly warned: χειρῶν δεῖ τῷ πολέμῳ καὶ οὐκ ὀνομάτων πολλῶν — that is, "In war there is need of hands, not of many names" (taking "names" here as I explained [on] Acts 1). For "in every conflict a multitude profits not so much as valor," says the already-cited Vegetius (book 1, ch. 8); [and] also "in many legions [there are] few who decide the battles," as Tacitus says (book 14 of the Annals). And therefore the best and bravest are each to be chosen. There are other, special causes: [namely] because Moses judged [it] not necessary to make trouble for the whole camp of the Israelites. For that [is] both troublesome and inglorious. And therefore, below (ch. 7, v. 3), those whom Joshua had sent to spy out Hai [Ai] say: "Let not all the people go up, but let two or three thousand men go and destroy the city. Why should all the people be troubled in vain against very few enemies?" But he appointed a few of the others, says Josephus, around the water gushing from the rock, to guard it; but very many around the guarding of the infants and the women. Then it is fore-signified…
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…[it is fore-signified] that the greatest roles [in this war] would belong to CHRIST JESUS himself — so that he might choose out for himself strenuous and robust men, whom he himself leads into the battle-line against all the forces of the treacherous Amalekites. Origen (homily 11 on Exodus): "Moses," he says, "calls [him] JESUS; the Law calls [him] Christ — that he may choose for himself mighty men out of the people. Moses could not choose: but JESUS alone is he who could choose mighty men — [he] who said: 'You have not chosen me, but I have chosen you.' For he himself [is] the Leader of the chosen, he [is] the prince of the mighty, he [is] the one who fights with Amalek. For he it is who enters into the house of the strong one, and binds the strong one, and plunders his vessels." More briefly, into the same opinion, Theodoret (question 34 on Exodus): "JESUS," he says, "preserved a trophy of a name shared with our Saviour — both in that he obtained this appellation, and because of this: that he made use of the work of chosen men, just as CHRIST [made use] of the ministry of the sacred Apostles."


Question VIII. (marg.) Which hill [was it] onto which Moses ascended?

In the Latin it is said, indeed, absolutely, on the top of the hill; but in the Hebrew and Greek, on the top of this hill — so that that very hill, of which a little before it had been spoken, seems to be pointed out: namely Horeb. But Origen notes (homily 11, cited) that Moses ascends the top not of a mountain, but of a hill. But that [is] not firm enough. For, although these two [words] are wont to be distinguished — as is clear when it is said Mountains and hills (Isaiah 40, v. 4; ch. 42, v. 15; Psalm 147, v. 9) — yet, while here it is said not simply hill, but the top of it, it is shown [that] that rock (whence Moses had before drawn so great a force of waters) was on some hill of Mount Horeb; but that now he ascended higher, to the very peak or top of that hill, which was much loftier, and [was] already on the mountain itself. And this will be clearer from what follows. But how the mountain is the same [as] Sinai and Horeb, I have said [on] Exodus 3.


Question IX. (marg.) Why did Moses ascend thither?

Was [it] because [he was] burdened by too great old age, and unfit for arms? He was indeed then 80 or 81 years old — yet [this] could agree with what Caleb related about himself before (question 6). For [in] Deuteronomy, last [chapter], v. 7, it is written: Moses was 120 years old when he died. His eye was not dimmed, neither were his teeth moved. Was [it] perhaps [because he was] unskilled in military matters? Far otherwise [does] Josephus [report] of him (book 2), when he teaches [that], as a young man, [Moses] most expertly finished most difficult wars, and most carefully prescribed military discipline. But Lucian, in the Wishes, laughs at I-know-not-whom, who wished to see [men] fighting from some lofty place — but, as [it is] in the proverb, "beyond a spear's throw" [out of range]. Was there in Moses curiosity and timidity of this kind?

But if we believe Josephus, [Moses] had often seen camps, often battle-lines, and raging Mars [war]. Certainly upon so great a man — who had stoutly slain an Egyptian, [and] had withstood the wrathful countenance of Pharaoh, [his] bloody and threatening eyes, and almost the very sword-points and swords themselves — a suspicion so cowardly and childish does not fall. Calvin suspects [it to be] a sign of divine indignation, that Moses withdraws his presence at this time. But this sign would be given not very aptly, since Moses says he ascends the mountain rather for this [reason]: that he may bring aid — and that [aid] much greater and more divine. And therefore I cannot doubt [that] Moses [was] impelled by a divine spirit: first, as I have just now said, [so] that he might bring more aid to the fighters. "Assuredly," says Philo (book 1 On Moses), "under the Commander JESUS, Moses pros-…
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…[prospered] in seeking greater aid." And from whom [is aid] to be sought, except from God? Secondly, that, while he himself was absent, the prudence and valor of the younger Leader Joshua might shine forth the more. Thirdly, that he might show what was always to be done in wars — namely, [that] some should join hands [in combat] with the enemy, [and] others lift them [their hands] to heaven. Fourthly, that he might set forth the figures [types] of those things which will be noted afterward.


Question X. (marg.) Who ascended with Moses — who [were they]? and especially [who was] Hur?

There ascended with him his elder brother Aaron, and Hur. And the former [is] indeed known, but this latter not likewise — [he] who is named here first, but thereafter more often (ch. 24, 31, 35, [and] elsewhere). Therefore who he was is wont to be asked. R. Eliezer (ch. 45), Abulensis (question 5, and on 1 Paralipomenon 2, questions 8 and 9), and some [others] think [that Hur] was the son of Caleb — who was in the number of the spies of Chanaan (Numbers 13) — and of Maria [Miriam], who [was] the sister of Moses. But they are refuted, because — as [was] indicated above (question 6), from Joshua 14 — in this year Caleb was only 39 years old; but Maria was at least 90 years old, as is certain from what was said [on] Exodus ch. 2. And [besides], what [of] a decrepit old woman's marriage with that man? and when was it entered upon? For [in] 1 Paralipomenon 2 we read [that] Caleb had two wives. The former was Azuba, the latter Ephrata. And therefore Maria would have had to be married either after them, or [she] would have been one of the two. Not Azuba, because she died prematurely. Not Ephrata — though [that] is what they say — because this one [Ephrata], in Chanaan, gave the name of Ephrata to Bethlehem itself; but Maria did not reach Chanaan (Numbers ch. 20). And [besides], Hur would have been at this time no more than a boy and almost an infant — [Hur] who nevertheless, when Moses ascended Mount Sinai (Exodus 24), is made, in this very year, Judge of controversies (if any should arise) together with Aaron (v. 14). Finally, they are sufficiently refuted by the very [things] which they themselves concede. For they say [that] Caleb, in the eighth year of his age, took to wife Azuba, from whom in the following year he begot Ierioth; [that] in the tenth year of [his] age he married Ephrata, and from her, in the same year, took the son [named] Hur; and [that] this same [Hur], afterward, when he was 8 years old, begot Uri; and this one [Uri], likewise, when he was 8 years old, procreated Beseleel [Bezaleel], who — [being] 13 years old — made the tabernacle (Exodus 31). What indeed [would be] absurd or fictitious, if these [things] are not?

The Author of the Traditions (on 1 Paralipomenon ch. 2) makes the same [Hur] the son of Caleb, but the husband of Maria. But nearly the same absurdities [follow]; yet most [absurd is] that childish [notion], [namely] that this Hur married Maria [when she was] an old woman, at that time of her age at which Sara denied [that] she could naturally bear (Genesis 18, v. 12). But Abulensis himself [is] wavering. For although he constantly denies [Hur] to be the son of Caleb, yet he makes [Hur] now the son, now the husband, of Maria. In either way, doubtless, Hur could now be a man already of more advanced age. And indeed [that] he was a man [an adult], Josephus too affirms (book 3, ch. 2). But [that] Maria remained perpetually a virgin, there are good authors, not lacking, who assert [it]: Nyssen (On Virginity, ch. 9), St. Ambrose (Epistle 82), and, among the more recent, Soarez (vol. 2, on part 3, disputation 6, section 3). Yet I would rather assent to Josephus. For I would not think [that] in those times there was easily any [woman] who wished never to marry, and to procreate no children. Nor…
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Nor do the cited Fathers assert that [her perpetual virginity] very constantly and seriously, as may be seen in [their writings] themselves. For if they could have affirmed her for certain [to be] a virgin, how [greatly] would their talents have exulted — [they] who, while writing so many and so splendid things about the praises of virginity, [had] in this one woman, so choice and so illustrious, so ancient and approved an example? I say, moreover, [that] this Hur was the son of Caleb — but not of that [Caleb] who was now 39 years old, and who will afterward be sent, with our Joshua, as a spy into Chanaan. For clearly and distinctly Scripture hands down to us two Calebs. One is called the son of Jephone [Jephunneh]; and the sons of this one were Hur, Ela, [and] Naham (1 Paralipomenon 4, v. 15); and this [Caleb] was one of those spies. The other [is] the son of Esron [Hezron], who is also called Calubi [Chelubai] (1 Paralipomenon 2, v. 9). From whose later wife — who [was] Ephrata — [came] this our Hur (1 Paralipomenon 2, vv. 18–19); and it is added (v. 20): "Moreover Hur begot Uri; and Uri begot Beseleel [Bezaleel]." And if, in that most difficult question, it please [you] to apply the mind a little, you will see both the years and the marriages all in harmony. For since the Israelites were 212 years in Egypt after Jacob's arrival — as I proved [on] Exodus 12 — it is now permitted to reckon thus:


	
Judah, when he went down into Egypt, was 44 years old, by the chronology handed down in Genesis; and he had lost [his] first sons Her and Onan [Er and Onan], and had surviving Selam, Phares, and Zaram [Shelah, Pharez, and Zerah] (Genesis 46, v. 12).



	
Phares [Pharez] had as firstborn Esron [Hezron] (ibid., and 1 Paral. 2, v. 5). Who, when Jacob went down into Egypt, either was not yet born (but was numbered by anticipation, as [do] some others; Genesis 46), or certainly was quite an infant. For if from Judah's 44 years you subtract the years in which he produced [his] first three sons — as quickly as possible, for argument's sake, in the 14th and 15th year of [his] age — 29 of his years will remain. Let those [sons] grow up to the same time of marriage, and again let 15 be subtracted from 29: 14 will remain. Now let there be subtracted again (v. [11]) about one year or another, in which Thamar awaited the years ripe for marriage for Shelah (Genesis 38, vv. 11–12): and there will remain 13 or 12. And then Judah, from Thamar, begot Pharez, who, when [the family] went into Egypt, would have been at most 12 [years old]; and so Esron [was] not yet born from him. Or if, the calculations being placed a little otherwise, you would have him be 14 or 15 years old, so that he had already begotten Esron — certainly that [Esron], as I said, was a little infant in that descent.



	
This Esron, a little before he was 60 years old, begot from [his] former wife Caleb, who was the youngest of his brothers by her (1 Paral. 2, vv. 9 and 21). Therefore, from the years of the Egyptian sojourn, by subtracting those 59 [years] before Caleb was begotten, 153 remained.



	
This Caleb — since he took Hur only from his later wife Ephrata — we shall rightly reckon [this] to have been done in the 60th year of his age; which [60], subtracted from those [153], leave 93.



	
Hur, therefore, at the Egyptian exodus was 93 years old. And thus it is most clearly perceived how he could be the husband of Maria [Miriam], the sister of Moses; how [he could be] older than both Moses and Aaron (Exodus 7, v. 7); how [he could be] appointed with him [Moses] arbiter of controversies; how, finally, [he could be] the father of Uri and grandfather of Beseleel. For:



	
Uri [was] the firstborn of that Hur (1 Paral. 2, v. 20).
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Say, for argument's sake, [that Uri was] born in his [Hur's] 30th year — he [Uri] would have been at the Egyptian exodus 63 years old.


	But the firstborn of that Uri was Beseleel [Bezaleel] (ibid.); whom let us say [was] begotten by him likewise in [Uri's] 30th year of age — he [Bezaleel] would have been, at the same exodus from Egypt, 33 years old, so that he could most rightly ply his art and labor in constructing and finishing the tabernacle. I conclude, therefore, [that] Hur — who ascended with Moses onto Mount Horeb at the time of this Amalekite war — was the husband of Mosaic Maria [Moses's sister Miriam], and the son of Caleb: not of that [Caleb] who [was] the son of Jephone and [was] among the spies, but of [the Caleb] who came forth from Esron [Hezron]. But about the other Caleb, elsewhere.




Question XI. (marg.) What did Moses do on that top [of the hill]?

First, he lifted up both hands to heaven. For in the Hebrew a singular is put for a plural, as not only our Latin [translator] shows, but also the Septuagint, and the very reasoning which is subjoined in the plural: "But Moses's hands were heavy." [That] he also stretched out these same [hands], Origen denies (homily 11 on Exodus). Yet the contrary of this is persuaded not only by the common depiction [in art], but also by the ancient custom of the Jews, and by the very supporting of the arms afterward made. For since on one side stood Aaron, on the other Hur, it appears [that] the arms and hands were outstretched [spread]. And so Theodoret feels (on Exodus, question 34), and Tertullian (book 3 against Marcion): "And he stretched out [his] hands, that by a sign he might conquer the enemy."

Secondly, in one of [his] hands he held the rod of God. For so he had promised he would do (v. 9). And about the names, matter, and dignity of this rod I have spoken [on] Exodus 7. Thirdly, to this gesture of the body, and to the ceremony, he joined ardent prayers. For that is both gathered from the common opinion of all, and from these very ceremonies. For that stretching-out of the hands, and extending of the rod, was undertaken on account of the prayers themselves. Fourthly, he did these [things] at first standing. For in v. 9 he says "I will stand," where the Septuagint used the prophetic past [tense] — which notes a thing certainly to come — ἕστηκα for στήσομαι, as it is also in the Hebrew. Fifthly, in the morning Moses begins that prayer, and continued it the whole day — as, rightly, in the Elucidatory annotations, Hugh of St. Victor says — until the setting of the sun. For the end [terminus] here is expressly set in the text; but that morning beginning is gathered — first indeed from this, that Moses had said, in the same v. 9, "To-morrow I will stand." For since on that day the battle was to be joined, and he had entrusted all the other [matters] to Joshua, nothing else remained but that he should do this one [thing]: betake himself at once to prayer, get ahead of [be at his post before] the Israelite warriors themselves as they went out from the camp, [and] display that rod as, so to speak, a most certain sign of victory — and thus make huge courage for all. Then [it] is also gathered from the other terminus. For [he] who says [that] anyone did anything up to the setting of the sun, if he does not add noon, or another time at which he began [it], wishes it to be signified [that] he began from the rising of the same sun, or in the early morning. And so Josephus narrates, at the cited place. Sixthly, hence indeed it follows [that] the same [Moses] persisted fasting the whole day too. The chosen soldiers took care, as is the custom, [to refresh] their bodies with rest, and with some food, that [they might be] more upright [ready] for the fight, and more tolerant of dust and of labor — especially [when it is] long and bloody.
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But Moses [for his part] prepared [his] soul; and, that [his] vows might be the more penetrating into heaven, he joined fasting to these. And that he did not refrain from tears, his easily-blazing and most humble religion and attention of soul readily persuades me. Certainly [that] he bent [his] knees to the ground, and prostrated himself prone upon [his] face at times, R. Eliezer writes (ch. 44) — as we shall hear toward the end of this question. Nay, as Josephus says at the cited place, on the night before the battle he kept vigil, and taught Joshua himself how he should array the army; but, as Philo [says] at the cited place, he purified himself with solemn lustrations. And thus chaste, pure, and holy, he ascended the mountain — although still, that very morning, he had excellently confirmed [encouraged] that armed multitude with words, as Josephus adds.

But while he stood there and prayed in the manner just said, from too long a delay [his] knees began to grow weary, [his] hands to droop, and [his] whole aged body to grow faint. Yet the excellent suppliant did not desist from what he had begun, nor did the old man begin to give way at once, or to sit; much less to ask for food, or a cushion; but against [his] faintness, and the weakness of his body, he strove with all [his] strength. He gathered himself up again as he was slipping, again raised [his] hands, again lifted the rod. And this he did so often, and so long, until his strength altogether failed him, and [there was] nothing more he could [do]. Eighthly, then indeed he willed neither to make an end of praying, nor to depart from the place, but betook himself to another mode of praying — about which now [a word]. Origen, toward the end of homily 6 on Leviticus: "Moses," he says, "does not go to the wars, does not fight against the enemies. But what does he do? He prays. And as long as he prays, his people conquers. If he shall have relaxed and let down [his] hands, his people is conquered and put to flight. Let the priest of the Church, therefore, pray unceasingly, that the people may conquer — [the people] who [are] under him — and [may conquer] the invisible enemies, the Amalekites, who are demons, assailing those who wish to live piously in Christ." And [it is] a splendid and most useful example for all people, when in good matters the Princes, Pontiffs, [and] Ecclesiastics lead the way. "All," says R. Eliezer (in the cited ch. 44), "Israel — or, all the Israelites — stood outside their tents, and saw Moses praying with bended knees: and therefore they too bent their knees. They saw him falling forward upon his face: they too fell forward upon their faces. They saw him lifting his hands to the heavens: they too lifted theirs. Whence it must be said [that], the head of the congregation praying — [he] who is, as it were, its Apostle and intermediary with God — all the people is wont to follow him, and to answer 'Amen.'" Whence St. Jerome (book 2 against Jovinian): "In Exodus he says [that] against Amalek [the battle] was fought by the prayer of Moses, and of the whole people, fasting until evening."


Question XII. (marg.) What did Aaron and Hur do with Moses?

These [two] saw the utmost labor of Moses in prayer, and saw [his] constancy, [and] the extreme weariness and weakness of [his] whole body. Therefore they resolved to bring him a remedy and aid — not by dissuading [him], lest he continue in prayer (for they clearly perceived how much of protection there was in his prayers), but by urging [him] to sit, and to [take] a slight relief of the arms. And at once — [since] not garments, not a mattress of herbs, not, in fine, anything soft was to hand (and if [any] were, they knew [that] Moses would spurn and reject such a thing) — they placed under [him] some stone, found by chance on that dry slope of Horeb, [and] took care [to set it] under him, that he might sit upon it.
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Then they took both hands of him [as he] sat — one indeed on the right, the other on the left — and thus, through the whole remaining part of the day, they held [them] up, so that they might always be lifted to heaven. For this [is] what the Hebrew word signifies — whatever Oleaster may wish against [it] — as both our [Latin] and the Septuagint interpreters rendered [it]. But Philo, at the cited place, seems to hand down [that] the hands of Moses were not grasped and held up by anyone, but that, by a new prodigy, they — [as if] having wings — flew about in the air divinely, and thus remained aloft until night. But he [Philo] is contrary to this text, as we have seen, which, in words so clear, attributes the holding-up to Aaron and Hur, standing on this side and that.

Nor indeed can it be doubted [that] they too joined their prayers together with him [Moses] from the beginning of the day, and now went on further to join [them], so that, while they propped the arms of the other [man], they were most erect [intent] in mind toward God. For what [would] good and grave men [do]? Could they — in so great a crisis of affairs, while the sum of things is at stake; while [these men], who could otherwise have remained in the camp, and there consoled the people, and, if perchance any commotion should arise, restrained [it]; [could they], as they behold Moses, on that slope, pouring out prayers and tears so intently, so assiduously, with so great fatigue, [and] showing to God that sacred, sacred rod, as a certain pledge, as it were, of aid — [could they] have been merely idle spectators? [Would they] not [rather have been] with him, unfed [fasting], praying-together, weeping-together?

But it can still be doubtful why they too did not have need of sitting, and of a prop for the hands. To me two [reasons] seem [likely]. One indeed, [that] they, when they were weary, sat at times, and let down [their] hands; and did not so fight against the heaviness and discomfort of their body — because, namely, they observed [that there was] not so much of moment in their own [hands] as in Moses's hands and prayers. Nay, since they held Moses's hands, they could, whenever they wished, pause; and Moses meanwhile raised up [his] hands by his own strength for that while. The other [reason], [that] they [were] therefore less fatigued, because Moses's soul was borne with greater impulse and effort toward God, and conceived [its] prayers [more intensely]. And [it] is wont, thence, [that] the vigor of the body slackens and is weakened somewhat — as experience teaches also in the studies of letters and in [literary] compositions. But what I said [about] the aid spontaneously brought to Moses by them, Josephus thinks [was] done by Moses's order.


Question XIII. (marg.) How, meanwhile, was Joshua fighting?

Prudently indeed and bravely was Joshua conducting the affair; yet Mars [the battle] alternated, and now the Israelites conquered, now the Amalekites. Of which thing Abulensis brings a double cause, but reckons the truer [one] to be this: that those whom Joshua had chosen for the fight were unfit — having, he says, trembling hearts, depressed with servile fear, and lacking strength, alien to all courage. Yet I cannot assent. For Moses would have commanded ridiculously [that] Joshua choose fit men, if there were none such; or certainly Joshua would not have done as Moses had spoken — contrary to what the text asserts (v. 10). But is everyone who is oppressed by another's tyranny of a servile disposition? Is everyone timid, nerveless, and cowardly, whom another's injury vexes? The Hebrews had been exercised in Egypt with hard and rustic labors — [were they] therefore timid…
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…[were they therefore] timid, effeminate, and unwarlike? "[The] braver [soldier]," says [Seneca] in the Epistles, "comes from rough ground"; and "from the fields," says Vegetius (book 1, ch. 3), "the strength of the army seems chiefly to be supplied. For the rustic common folk — which is reared under the open sky and in labors — [is] fitter for arms." It is the opinion of Cato (book 1 On Agriculture, ch. 1): "From farmers both the bravest men and the most strenuous soldiers are begotten." Because, namely — as it is in Tacitus (book 6 of the Annals) — "they have grown more accustomed to hardness and endurance." For me the cause which the text itself indicates is abundantly enough: "When Moses lifted up [his] hands, Israel conquered; but if he let [them] down a little, Amalek prevailed." But the cause of this too can again be asked; yet let it be reserved for the following little question.


Question XIV. (marg.) Why, when Moses's hands were lifted up, did the Israelites conquer; [and] when [they were] lowered, were [they] conquered?

When soldiers see their own standard and banner stand [upright] in battle, they too stand firm in courage, and fight with still-good hope. But when they have seen [it] to have sunk down, they too fall in courage, cast away hope, and are conquered more easily (Isaiah 10, v. 18). Some, therefore, have said [that] Moses's hands were, in this battle, the standard; and thus, when they were lifted up, the Israelites conquered, [and] when [they were] lowered, were conquered. But unless they spoke metaphorically, they do injury both to Moses and to Joshua. For how [could] those [men] set up as a standard those hands, so small, [and] so far from the place of battle? Why not rather [set up] the whole of Moses? or him, and Aaron, and Hur together? For [thus] they could have been better seen. But neither could they, nor anything on that mountain, rightly have served as a signal — not even if [there] had indeed been a true standard. For behind the backs of the fighters, toward the North, was Horeb. But what [is] more alien to military discipline than to set behind [one's] back — [a place] which ought to be in the eyes of all — a signal which the whole battle-line ought not to look at, but to look back at? But Lyranus refers the cause to the sins of the people, which, namely, weighed down Moses's hands, and therefore also brought the disaster. Abulensis dissents. But I, for my part, would believe [that] some were slain for this [reason]: that some [penalty] might be exacted from the people. For that the sins of this [people] also gave some occasion to this war was said before (question 4).

But there are also other causes, more numerous and graver. First, that the ensuing outcome of the war might be ascribed not so much to arms and strength as to prayers and tears; not so much to men as to God himself. St. Augustine (On the Saints, sermon 4, on St. Stephen, ch. 1): "Jesus [Joshua] was fighting in the morning in the desert, and Moses was praying. Not indeed [were] both fighting, and both praying; but one was fighting and the other praying. Deservedly [he] who was fighting did not fail, because that [other] was conquering by praying." And thus the same St. Augustine ascribes his own sermons to the people — and their force and fruit upon the hearers, and [the salvation] of his own sheep — to the prayers [of others]; and in these [prayers] he places no small hope, when he goes on to say: "So I too seem indeed to speak, but I speak while others pray, that by their prayers there may befall me what the Lord says: 'Open thy mouth, and I will fill it.' If that one [Moses] was helped by only one person praying, and was not overcome — how much more I, for whom not one, but many, ask God with me?" The second [cause], that, just as the valor of Joshua present in the fight, so the sanctity of Moses absent on the mountain, and [his] grace with God, might be attested to all. The third, that we might understand [that] we must pray not in any way whatever, but with a religious humility also of body, [with] gesture, and [with] ceremony. For [it is] not to be thought…
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…[that,] when Moses let down [his] arms, he at the same time also interrupted [his] prayer. But yet God was showing [that] this prayer of [him] letting down [his] arms was not so pleasing to himself, nor so efficacious. And this gesture of those praying [with outstretched arms] is set forth also [on] Psalms 87, 140, 142, in Origen (homily 11 on Exodus), [and] St. Basil (ch. 1 on Isaiah). The fourth [reason], that we might plainly understand [that] this [is] always to be done in wars: [that] one must trust neither in number, nor in strength, nor in leaders, nor in any human industry whatever, but [that] victories are to be sought and implored simply from the Lord Sabaoth. In the end of the second book of the Life of St. Bernard [it is] written: "Amalek did not cease from the harassing of Israel; but Moses, [his] hands lifted up to heaven — [there] is rather victory; and, the enemies drawing back, the holy Abbot, an anxious mediator — [with] them crying to God and the brethren weeping at home — burst into the battle-lines; and in the time of wrath there was made a reconciliation; and, divine pleadings intervening, the storms subsided; and there returned, between the King and the Prince, the longed-for serenity of tranquility and peace." The Emperor Manuel Comnenus, in that most beautiful eleventh [chapter] of his Constitutions, which is wont to be called Medicatrix [the Healer], says: "The divine Moses himself, when he joined battle with Amalek, leaning on the priests on either side, thus put [him] to flight and conquered. As that one [did], therefore, so my empire too — needing the support of the Prelates, against this new Amalek now set [before us]; and [desiring them] as, so to speak, a certain pillar of light going before this new Israel, and directing its steps — wishing to have their prayers, has given this present golden bull both to the mother of all churches, the new Sion, the dwelling-place of the Wisdom of God, and to those Prelates who are in all the islands, and in the East, and in the West — the more confirming their prayers for my empire." The son of the Emperor Alexius Comnenus, the Emperor Colojoannes [John II Comnenus], obtained most noble victories over the Scythians, when — as Nicetas Choniates relates — he, like Moses, stretched [his] hands to heaven, and implored the aid of God and of the Blessed Virgin (whom also, for that reason, he willed, [her image] being carried [in procession], to triumph in the chariot) — as, [concerning] that [same thing], Canisius (in the Marianus) and Baronius (vol. 12, year 1123) recite. Origen (homily 13 on Numbers) relates [that] he received from his Hebrew master the cause why Balaam compared the Israelites to a calf [ox] grazing off the grass — and that cause pertains very much to this [subject]: "The King of Moab had heard," he says, "that this people conquers by prayers, and fights against the enemies by mouth, not by sword; and on account of this, without doubt, he thought within himself, saying: 'Since indeed against the prayers of this people, and [its] entreaties, no arms can avail, therefore for me too such [things] — some prayers of the sort — and such arms of words, and such orations are to be sought, as may be able to overcome the orations of those [men].' But that you may know [that] the king thought some such thing, understand [it] from the words of Scripture, which I learned, expounded, from a certain master who had believed [converted] from among the Hebrews. It is written, therefore:

"And Moab said to the elders of Madian: Now shall this Synagogue [congregation] lick up all who are round about us, as the calf [ox] licks up the herb of the field [Numbers 22:4]." The master, therefore, who had believed from among the Hebrews, used to say: "Why," he says, "did he use such an example, saying: 'As the calf licks up the herb of the field'? On account of this, without doubt: because the calf breaks off the herb from the field with [its] mouth, and cuts with [its] tongue, as with a sickle, whatever it finds. So therefore…"
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…[because the calf cuts with its tongue, as with a sickle, whatever it finds. So therefore] this people too, like a calf, fights with mouth and lips, and has its arms in words and prayers. Knowing this, therefore, the king sends to Balaam, that he too may bring words against words, and prayers against prayers." St. Jerome (preface to book 2 on Isaiah): "I beseech thee, O virgin of Christ, Eustochium, that — while we contend in the explanation of the Scriptures — thou, together with Moses, lift up [thy] hands to the Lord, so that we, who, going out of Egypt, have crossed the Red Sea, may conquer Amalek (which is interpreted 'devouring' and 'choosing'), and may be able to say with thee: 'Blessed [be] the Lord my God, who teaches my hands to the fray, and my fingers to war.'" Similar things may be seen in the canon Si quis vult Pontifex (distinction 36), where Gratian cites St. Jerome — Gratian, namely, [being] the compiler; but the author of the words brought forward there is Origen (homily 6 on Leviticus). To someone saying to Numa Pompilius, "The enemies, O Numa, prepare war against thee," "But I," said that [man], laughing, "sacrifice." In which [saying], indeed — says Osorius (book 6 On the Institution of the King) — "he shows [that] the strength of the enemy is to be broken more by the favorable divine power than by the strength of an army." See also our [own] Osorius, sermon On the Expedition against the Heretics (vol. 4, p. 172).

The fifth [reason], that a symbol and type of various things might be shown to us. For to me Moses — standing on that mountain, praying for his people, spreading [his] arms, lifting [his] hands, holding that wondrous rod — seems [to be] my Lord and my Saviour JESUS, on the mount of Calvary, while, for me and for the whole world of lands, fixed to the cross, he stood before the heavenly Father, [and] spread apart [his] arms, [already] fore-wearied by most grievous blows and by the carrying of his own gibbet. Those most sacred hands — with which he had brought so salutary an aid to so many: to the blind, the deaf, the possessed, the sick, [and] aid to the dead — he lifted up, now pierced with the beam-nails; and, embracing most closely the rod of his cross, or rather the trunk [of it], he held [it], and offered [it] to the heavenly Father. "The stretching-out of the hands," says St. Ephrem (vol. 2, Parænesis 1), "is the figure of the cross." And St. Jerome (epistle to Fabiola): "By the sign of the cross the enemy is overcome" — and [so on] ch. 12 of Hosea, [and] ch. 1 of Abdias [Obadiah]. Theodoret (on Exodus, question 34): "While," he says, "Moses stretched out [his] hands, he bore before [him] the type of him who was crucified for us. Declared, therefore, under that figure, was the power of the truth itself. For just as, the servant [Moses] stretching out [his] hands, Amalek fell, so, when the Lord stretched out [his] hands, the battle-line of the Devil was dissolved." Into the same opinion, more [things]: Origen (homily 1 on Joshua); Tertullian (book 3 against Marcion, and the book against the Jews); Severianus (oration 4 on the Holy Cross — from him Damascene, oration 3 on images); Justin (against Trypho); St. Augustine (book 10, ch. 8; book 12 against Faustus, ch. 30; oration On Heresies, ch. 2; sermon 39 On the Season); St. Prosper (part 1 On the Promises, ch. 40); Nazianzen (orations 1, 3, 6, 26, [and] 42, [in the] Apologetic); the Sibyl in the acrostic (of which Cicero makes mention, book 2 On Divination); Constantine the Great (in the oration to the Saints, ch. 18); St. Augustine (City of God, book 18, ch. 23): "Sincerely did Moses express this [Christ] by stretching out [his] arms."


That, conquering Amalek by faith, [the people] might learn to be
the people chosen for the Father; and — in great honor —
the rod of David, the stone on which he stood, in which
[he] in whom his hope is placed shall live for all ages:



these things they signified; but the heavy hands of Moses signified also
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the grave yoke of the Law, as St. Bernard says (on the Canticle, sermon 30). Thirdly, God was signifying — says Philo, at the cited place — that "the proper inheritance of the one [people] is the earth, the lowest part of the world; but of the other [people], the most sacred ether [heaven]. And just as, in the universe of things, heaven is [worth] more than earth, so also [God signified that] his own people would overcome in war the opposing battle-line." And [on] Exodus (homily 11), Origen: "Moses lifts up his hands, and when he lifted up [his] hands, Amalek was being conquered. To lift up the hands is to lift up to God works and acts pleasing to God, and raised to heaven. He, therefore, lifts up [his] hands who lays up treasure in heaven; for where his treasure is, there [is] also his eye, there also his hand. He too lifts up [his] hands who says: 'the lifting-up of my hands [is] an evening sacrifice.' If, therefore, our acts are lifted up, and are not on the earth, Amalek is conquered. But the Apostle too commands to lift up holy hands, without anger and disputing; and to some he was saying: 'Lift up the drooping hands, and the loosened knees, and make straight steps with your feet.' If, therefore, the people keeps the Law, Moses lifts up [his] hands, and the adversary is conquered. If it does not keep the Law, Amalek grows strong. There is, therefore, for us too a battle against the princes, and the powers, the rulers of the darkness of this world: if thou wishest to conquer, if thou wishest to prevail, lift up [thy] hands, and lift up thy acts, and let thy conduct not be on the earth, but, as the Apostle said: 'Walking upon the earth, we have our conversation in heaven.' And thus thou wilt be able to overcome the people opposing thee, Amalek — so that it may be said of thee too, that 'in a hidden hand the Lord fought against Amalek.' Lift up thou too [thy] hands to God, and fulfill the commandment by which the Apostle says: 'praying without ceasing'; and then shall come to pass what is written: 'Because, as the calf licks up in the fields the green herb, so shall this people lick up the people which is upon the earth.' By which (as we have received from [our] elders) it is said to be shown, that the people of God fought not so much with hand and arms as with voice and tongue — that is, pouring out prayer to God, it laid low [its] enemies. So therefore thou too, if thou wishest to conquer [thy] enemies, lift up thy acts, cry to God, as the Apostle says: 'being instant in prayer, and watching in it.' For this is the battle of a Christian, by which he overcomes the enemy." But the same author, at the same place, adds also another figure. "I think," he says, "that by this figure Moses also designates the form of two peoples, and shows [that] there is one people, [gathered] from the nations, which lifts up the hands of Moses; but [he] who does not lift them from the earth, nor considers in it anything lofty and subtle, is conquered by the adversaries, and laid low." I will conclude with the words of St. Augustine, from sermon 39 On the Season: "The people drank from the rock, and immediately entered into war against Amalek. See, brethren, that after each one has drunk from the rock — that is, of Christ — [and] has received the Sacraments, it is necessary for him to advance to the fight. For so long will anyone not feel the devil fighting against him, as long as he shall have wished to do his [the devil's] works. But he who shall have forsaken him, and, drinking from the rock, shall have chosen to follow CHRIST, [it is] necessary that he endure him [the devil as] hostile — [the devil] to whom, by this judgment, he willed to prefer CHRIST. Whoever, therefore, is joined to Christ, let him be prepared not for delights, not for pleasures, but for battle: because all who wish to live piously in Christ suffer persecution. And again: 'Through many tribulations must we enter into the kingdom of God.'" The sons of Israel, therefore, entered into war; and Moses calls [him] JESUS [Joshua], and says to him: "Choose [for thyself men]…"
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"Choose for thyself men, and fight against Amalek. Up to this place, mention of this blessed name — that is, JESUS — has nowhere been made. Here first the splendor of this word shone forth. Moses calls [him] JESUS; the Law invokes Christ. 'Choose,' he says, 'for thyself mighty men.' Moses could not choose mighty men: JESUS alone is he who can choose mighty men. He, at any rate, who said to his Apostles: 'You have not chosen me, but I have chosen you.' He it is who entered the house of the strong one, and plundered his vessels. 'But Moses ascended to the top of the hill. And it came to pass, when Moses lifted up [his] hands, Israel conquered.' Note, brethren: Moses indeed lifts up [his] hands, yet does not stretch [them] out. For whom, then, was it reserved that he should stretch out [his] hands, except for our Lord JESUS CHRIST — who, stretched out on the cross, [and] about to embrace the whole world, spread apart [his] arms of piety? Moses, therefore, lifted up [his] hands; and, although he did not spread [them] apart, yet by that very lifting-up he showed the mystery of the cross. See, brethren, [that] even then, through the Sacrament of the cross, the adversary nations were overcome. And we, most beloved brethren, if — with the Lord aiding — we lift up [our] hands, overcome the devil. In the hands we ought to receive works. If, therefore, thy works are such that thou canst lift them on high in the sight of the Lord, thou canst also, in thyself, extinguish thy adversaries. Who rightly lifts up [his] hands, except he who through almsgiving continually lays up treasure in heaven? Who, then, rightly lifts up [his] hands, except he who assiduously supplies food and clothing to the poor? Who rightly lifts up [his] hands? He, at any rate, who fulfills that [word] of the Apostle: 'Lifting up,' he says, 'pure hands, without anger and disputing.' Since, therefore, a battle daily threatens us and you against the adverse powers, if we wish to conquer, let our hands — that is, our acts — and our conduct be not on the earth; but, as the Apostle says: 'Walking upon the earth, let us have our conversation in heaven.' Yet it is written, that as the calf licks up in the fields the green herb, so shall the people of Israel lick up the people of Amalek upon the earth. By which it seems to be shown, that the people of God fought not so much with hand and arms as with voice and tongue — that is, poured out prayer to God. Therefore thou too, if thou wishest to conquer, hear the Apostle saying: 'Being instant in prayer, and watching in it.' This is the most glorious battle of a Christian: not to presume on his own strength, but ever to implore the aid of God, to whom is honor and dominion, with the Father and the Holy Spirit, unto ages of ages. Amen."


Question XV. (marg.) What did Aaron and Hur signify?

[Enough has been] said about Moses, and about his rod. But what did Aaron and Hur signify? Certainly, on the journey to the mountain [of Calvary], one Cyrenean helped my Lord carrying [the cross]; but on the mountain itself, no one. The winepress there he trod alone; alone he held [his] outstretched arms, and [his] lifted-up hands, poured out through the night over the whole world of lands. There was none who helped even in the least — not a man, not an Angel — so that he cried out: "My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?" Nor can we suppose [that] the two thieves who hung on either side of him brought him even a [single] word of support, since the one loaded him with the insults of words, [and] the other could not sustain the role of an Aaron and a Hur. Some say [that] by those [two] the two Testaments are signified — [Testaments] which sustain us, who are members of the head, [that is], of CHRIST, [and] assiduously prop up the weakness of our faith and hope. St. Jerome (in the cited Epistle) seems to hint at something from the etymology of Aaron and Hur. "Both hands of Moses," he says, "Aaron and Hur — that is, 'the mountain-one' and 'the shining-one' — hold up": not because Hur is from the Hebrew Or, which is "light" (for the aspiration would be lacking), but because to the Hebrews chor, or Hor or Hur, is "noble, illustrious, and famous" — so much so that noble men are called chorin; but clear and lucid speech, laschon mechubbar, as Elias the Tishbite says. Or [is it] that, on the mountain of the Christian Church of men, [there] are two kinds [of men] who sustain the faith and religion of CHRIST? Priests and good Senators, good clergy, good Magistracy — [some] placed on the mountain of contemplation, holy; [others] clear and shining in the brightness of holy actions? Or [are] Aaron, St. Peter, and Hur, St. Paul, the two columns of the Christian Church? For [that] both were once wont to be painted by Christians together with CHRIST — witness [is] St. Augustine (book 1 On the Consensus of the Evangelists, ch. 9). By Moses Rupert understands (book 3 On the Trinity, ch. 20) the Law, which, that it may be fulfilled, needs a sustainer — Aaron, [that is] CHRIST; Hur, [that is] the Holy Spirit.
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This same [thing] afterward I shall express in words. But it seems [to be] rightly [understood] — as I said above — [that] by Moses CHRIST the Lord [is] taken, to whom always stood by God the Father, and God the Holy Spirit. For, according to the flesh, he takes on the infirmities of all of us, and himself bore our languors; and the hands of the Father and of the Holy Spirit were sustaining the weakness of his body — [hands] which they never so withdrew as to let [him] fall, but only [so far] as not to turn away [his] pains and torments. And thus that forsaking, adduced above, is to be taken. Certainly, when — from the fear of most grievous torments — Christians were being compelled to desert CHRIST, St. Gregory Thaumaturgus is read to have lifted up [his] hands to heaven, as it were against the Amalekites, and to have obtained a most holy victory for very many. (Vol. 4 of Surius, p. 73.)


Question XVI. (marg.) The stone placed under Moses — of what thing [is it] a sign?

If we consider CHRIST the Lord in himself, the stone placed under him, upon which he may sit and rest, is his own divinity. In a certain manner [it is] also that rock upon which he himself — the lowest Rock, and true cornerstone — deigned to found his Church. Nay, the patience and constancy of any good and pious [man] — or the soul unconquered by the allurements of pleasures, by the terrors of dangers, and by labors — is the rock which offers a most pleasing seat to CHRIST the Lord. But if we regard CHRIST the Lord as to his members, in what other thing should we seek a seat, except in that Rock which [is] in 1 Corinthians 10, v. 4? CHRIST is in that stone which is described in Zechariah ch. 3, v. 9, and ch. 4, v. 7. "Moses sits," says St. Jerome (to Fabiola), "upon the stone spoken of by Zechariah — which had seven eyes, and in the book of Samuel is called Abenhaazer [Eben-ha-ezer], that is, the stone of help." Cyril (in the Collectanea, ch. 16): "When Moses had commanded JESUS [Joshua], the son of Nave [Nun], to choose mighty men, and to go out and fight in battle-line with Amalek, he fore-signified that JESUS CHRIST would be made subject to the commandments of the Mosaic law. 'I came not,' he says, 'to loose the law, but to [fulfill it]…'"
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…[I came not to loose the law, but] to fulfill [it]. And when he had chosen out of all Israel, and out of the whole nation, mighty, holy men — I mean the Apostles — and their successors, to fight in the battle-line with the Devil, the King of vice and of sin, he will vanquish him. But on the next day he commanded [the drawing-up of] the battle-line of the servants [soldiers], signifying [that] the time which afterward followed [was] the taking-on of [his] humanity, which is after the fulfillment of the legal time. But Moses ascended upon the top of the hill, that he might be able to behold the battle. For the mystagogy which is according to the Law ascends to a height of knowledge, suited [as] having proportion, whence the Jews may be able to behold the stratagems of CHRIST. And while Moses stretched out [his] hands, Israel grew strong; but while he let [them] down, Amalek grew strong. For hands spread out into the air describe the figure of the cross; and whoever bears the cross conquers; just as, on the other hand, whoever does not bear the cross, but has lost the faith of CHRIST, is pressed [hard] in war. But the hands of Moses [are] heavy, and are scarcely raised into the said figure: because those too who are of the Law rarely come to this — to bear the cross of CHRIST. And, taking [it], he says, they placed a stone under him. And Aaron and Or held up, he says, his hands — one on this side, and one on that. For a precious and chosen stone is CHRIST, leaning upon whom those who believe out of Israel find rest. And the same Christ is understood [as] both Aaron and Or, both Pontiff and Judge. For Aaron indeed is a Pontiff; but Or [is] a Judge — [the Christ] who is understood by both — and [Christ] props up the faithful out of Israel unto faith and victory, which is through Christ, nor does he suffer them to be weighed down and depressed."

Calvin says allegories of this kind are plausible, yet he himself spurns [them]. But in the Biblical Prolegomena (ch. On the mystical sense) this vanity of his [is] now scorned and hissed off [the stage]. Chytraeus — another [one] now given to Orcus [dead] — praises them, but so that in the mouth of a sinner the praise is not comely. "Our hands and prayers," he says, "are to be sustained by the stone, or Rock, Christ — not by the intercession and merits of the Saints." For which reason, I pray — "not by the intercession and merits of the Saints"? Are not the Saints too stones, on which it is permitted to rest? [Is] not the Rock St. Peter? Can nothing of their merits and intercessions — though far otherwise, and much less, than [those] of CHRIST the Lord — profit us? But this I have set forth in my little book On the Litanies. Now let us only observe how — [while] otherwise those Hagiomachs [Saint-fighters] are wont so greatly to envy all the Saints, and to snatch away the appellation of intercessor — [they yet] here attribute [it] to Moses, and at the same time again approve something of the allegories which [Calvin] disapproved. "Moses speaks chiefly about himself," he says, "to teach [that] this office had been imposed on him by God. For he conceived [his] vows not only from the duty of charity, but because God had chosen him [as] an intercessor, who — by the stretching-out of the rod, and by a silent ardor of praying — might conquer the enemies from afar. In which part he bore the type of CHRIST — although in other parts the likeness would not square [fit]." These [are] his own [words]. But, before this, I more gladly hear Philo and St. Augustine. He [Philo], in the book That Every Good Man is Free: "The legislator of the Jews," he says, "[teaches that] the wise man has heavy hands — signifying his actions by this enigma: [that they are] not [ones] touching the surface, but penetrating into the solid [depth], inasmuch as [they are] resting [firm], not swayed
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by any inclining purpose of the mind. And so he is compelled by no one, since he [is] a despiser both of death and of torments — by the law of nature set above all the foolish." Augustine (in the [book of] 50 [Homilies], homily 27, ch. 1): "I confess, enemies are not lacking. For as there were not lacking those who would pursue [Israel] fleeing, so there will not be lacking those who impede [them] walking. Utterly, most beloved, they were figures of us. Meanwhile, let there not be in thee that which may grieve Moses: be not the bitter water which, after the Red Sea, that people could not drink. For there too was a temptation. And yet, when these [things] happen — when the people is embittered — we show them CHRIST, what [things] thou hast borne for them, how he shed [his] blood for them: and they grow mild, as though we cast wood into the water [for them]. Fully wilt thou have Amalek [as] the enemy opposing thy journey. Then Moses prayed, then he stretched out [his] hands. And when he put down [his] hands, Amalek grew strong; when he stretched out [his] hands, Amalek failed. And let thy hands be stretched out, [that] Amalek — the tempter, and the impeder of this journey — may fail: be watchful and sober in prayers, in good works, yet not apart from CHRIST, because that stretching-out of hands was the cross of Christ. In that [cross] the Apostle is stretched out when he says: 'The world is crucified to me, and I to the world.' Therefore let Amalek fail, be conquered, and not impede the passage of the people of God. If thou lettest down [thy] hands from the good work, from the cross of Christ, Amalek will prevail. Yet do not think either that thou wilt in every way, or continuously, be strong; or that thou wilt utterly fail by despairing. For that alternation of failing and of strength in the hands of the servant of God, Moses, was perhaps thy alternation. For sometimes in temptations thou failest, but dost not succumb. He put down [his] hands a little; he did not utterly fall. If I said, 'my foot is moved,' behold, 'thy mercy, O Lord, will help me.' Do not, therefore, fear: there is present on the journey a helper, who in Egypt was not lacking [as] a liberator. Fear not, undertake the way, presume securely. Sometimes he put down [his] hands, sometimes he raised [them]; yet Amalek was conquered. He could rebel; he could not overcome." St. Bernard (sermon 30 on the Canticle): "The hands of Moses [are] heavy, with Aaron and Hur [as] witnesses. The yoke of the Law [is] heavy, with the Apostles [as] witnesses — who cry out that this [is] unbearable both to themselves and to the Fathers." (Acts 15.)


Question XVII. (marg.) What was the outcome of the battle?

Moses describes it in two ways. First, from the victory (v. 13). Then, from those [things] which followed the victory (vv. 14, 15, 16). The victory [was] certainly greatest and most noble, [and] set forth by him in these very few words: "And Joshua put Amalek to flight, and his people, by the edge of the sword." Where it must be noted, first, that what in the Latin, and in the Greek, is put to flight, in the Hebrew is the verb he broke, [he] weakened. And thence some of the Rabbis have concocted a witty little tale: [that] the Amalekites wished, by the force of magic arts, to fly, and to rush upon the Israelites from on high with great force, after the manner of harpies; but [that] Joshua showed them the tetragrammaton, the name of God, and thus they were broken and weakened. Others [say] that the bravest [men] of the Amalekite army were each taken away [slain]. And this indeed [is] true — but not those alone [were] slain, but [also] the greatest multitude of them all, so that their strength was greatly cut down and weakened; and the remain-…
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…[so that their strength was greatly cut down and weakened,] and the rest [were] turned to flight. For hence too [in] Exodus 32, v. 18: "Col Enoch Chelschah, the voice of those who are turned to flight" — or, as the Chaldee paraphrase renders [it], "the voice of the weak: [those] who are overcome." Josephus, however, observes [that] they were all to have been slain in utter destruction, had not the oncoming night restrained the Israelites from the slaughter. 2. On purpose Moses used that Hebrew verb of breaking, that he might signify [that] deserved punishments were rendered to the iniquity of the Amalekites. For those whom (Deuteronomy 25, v. 18) he relates to have been slain by them [the Amalekites] — the weary, or the Israelites weak from the hardship of the journey — he calls by the same word, but so that [there] is in it a transposition of one letter, by which the changing of their [the Amalekites'] fortune is signified. Then the Amalekites were triumphing, were strong, were flourishing. Now all [is] transposed [reversed] for them. 3. Because such distinct mention is here made of Amalek himself, and then of his people, [it] would perhaps seem [that] the King of the Amalekites was killed, or, if he escaped, was signally wounded. And this latter I would believe [to be] more probable — because, whereas Scripture so often makes mention of Og and Sihon, the slain Kings, [yet] about this [one] it is silent. 4. The mouth of the sword is its edge, because with that part, namely, it, as it were, bites, consumes, [and] drinks blood. Whence Luke 21, v. 24, "they shall fall by the mouth [edge] of the sword"; [and] to the Hebrews 4; Apocalypse 1, μάχαιρα and ῥομφαία δίστομος, a sword of two edges, or two-edged; Judges 19, v. 29; Proverbs 30, v. 14. Swords and knives — from the fact that they eat and devour — are called maccaloth [מאכלת]. The Septuagint here expressed the same thing from [its] effect: ἐν φόνῳ μαχαίρας, "in the slaughter of the sword." And [let them] imitate that [of] the Gauls, when they say, à trancher de l'espée [to cut with the sword]. The holy Moses makes, without doubt, God the chief author of this victory. But, among men, Joshua seems [to be] the one especially to be celebrated, since so roundly [flatly] he says the Amalekites [were] weakened and routed not by himself [Moses], but by that one [Joshua]. Yet some think [that] that conjunction -que [and], when it is said fugavitque [and he put to flight], is to be taken — as sometimes elsewhere — for the illative, [i.e.] therefore, as if it had been said: "Moses was most constant in assiduous prayer, and therefore Joshua put to flight the forces of the Amalekites." And indeed [in] Judith 4, v. 13, that praise is most plainly attributed to Moses himself, who cast down those most proud enemies not by fighting with the sword, but by praying with holy prayers. Yet, because there is often not one cause only of the same thing, I think [that] Moses indicated [that] he himself, indeed, for the glory of God, brought forth this victory by praying, but Joshua himself by fighting — that we might understand [that] these two are the best and surest instruments of waging wars: prayers to God, and human industry — as I have noted more fully elsewhere, on that ch. 4 of Judith. For without the effort of men, and the exertion of the strengths supplied by God, the author of nature, prayer is sluggish and cowardly, almost tempting God himself; and without prayers, and his aid, all human strengths, studies, and efforts are maimed, empty, and foolish. "Unless the Lord keep the city, he watches in vain who keeps it" (Psalm 126). Yet, if we wish rightly to weigh all [things], much more of protection is always to be placed in the divine help. And this Moses signified here, when he narrated [that] the hostile battle-line first sank down at the stretching-out of both [his] palms to the stars. And more clearly, as I touched above, [did] Eliachim the Priest [signify it] (Judith ch. 4). Truly Solomon (Proverbs ch. 21): "The horse is prepared for the day of battle; but the Lord bestows safety."
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See Cassian (Conference 3, ch. 15).

Two [things] are narrated in that same chapter which is in hand: one about God, [and] the other about Moses. But here, first, [there are] those [things] which Josephus hands down (book 3, ch. 2) about the booty and the huge spoils — [things] to be summoned into this [chapter] as, it were, into a theater.


Question XVIII. (marg.) What things followed the victory?

"A most beautiful and most opportune victory," [Josephus] says, "do our ancestors win. For they overcame those who had rushed in with an army, and terrified the surrounding peoples, [being] enriched with great and splendid goods, which — after they had so greatly toiled — they obtained. For when they had also taken the enemy's camp, they had great wealth, both public and private, whereas before they did not have even the necessary provisions. And it was for them a cause of goods not for the present only, but also for the future age — this battle, now narrated, which had succeeded rightly and after their heart's wish. For not only did they reduce the enemies' bodies into servitude, but also their very minds; and to all the surrounding [peoples], after this depression of those [Amalekites], they were formidable. And to themselves they joined a great force of riches. For much silver and gold had been left in the camp, and vessels of bronze, which they used for the daily use of life. And great and notable was the abundance of both kinds of things — those, namely, which were textiles, and the ornaments of arms; and there were also others, which pertain to the baggage of the attendants, and their furniture, and booty of every kind of cattle, and of all those [things] which are wont to follow a camp setting out on some expedition. And the Hebrews were also filled in spirit to act manfully thenceforth; and there was in them a great care of virtue, and they leaped forth to labor." (For instead of ᾖσαν I read ᾖλσαν, from ἅλλω, which, with a smooth breathing, Chrysoloras notes in ἥλατο.) "By this reckoning [holding] that all [things] could be taken." And this indeed was the end of this battle. But the same Josephus does not yet make an end. He adds still other [things], and those splendid. "On the next day," he says, "Moses stripped the spoils from the dead enemies, and gathered the arms of those who had fled; those who had borne themselves bravely he honored with honors, and adorned the leader of the war himself, Jesus [Joshua], with encomiums, since, on account of the [things] he had done, he had a splendid testimony from the whole army. But of the Hebrews not even one died; but of the enemies, so many that their number could not be known." I have chosen to render these [passages] from the Greek as [best] I could, because a new interpreter [translation] is not at hand for me — and [because], as St. Jerome once said to the old [translator], in the Apology against him: "The whole road of thy speech, without the art of Pallas [Athena], is broken up by ruggednesses and pits of faults." But the same Josephus adds [that] Jesus [Joshua] was received at a banquet by Moses, [and that], the festival of the victories being completed [τὴν τῶν ἐπινικίων ἑορτήν], an altar [was] raised to God for perpetual thanksgiving — about which [more] afterward. And [that] after victories these and similar things are to be done, Onosander advises (in the book On Military Affairs).


Question XIX. (marg.) What things did the Lord say after the victory? And about the first of them

The [things] which the Lord said to Moses after the victory are three. The first (v. 14): "Write this, for a memorial, in a book." See how pleasing to God [it is] that his benefits and works be commemorated by us — not by words among those present only, but also by writings among posterity; how necessary [it is] that the memory of them be kept perpetually. Hence, too, about the same history it is said (Deuteronomy 25, and Judith 4): "Remember." The true [things], indeed — which [I have noted] on Tobias 12, and in book 3, [on] the doxologies of the Most Holy Trinity — about the narrations and writings of divine and useful things, [are] noted by me. "Let this be written," says David (Psalm 101:19), "unto another generation: and the people that shall be created shall praise the Lord."
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But here there can be three questions. The first. [Since] by other writing [the rest of the Pentateuch] Moses [wrote] without God's [express] command — or, if by command: why is this [particular thing] now commanded? Moses did not write all [things] by the express command of God, but [only] certain [things]; all the rest [he wrote] by his instinct and direction alone. But it sometimes happened that, if Moses had wished to follow his own opinion, he would have omitted certain things — especially those which seemed joined with some praise of himself, as [is] that which [is] in this place, about his victory obtained by [his] prayers. But to write [this], not only the inner inspiration of God impelled him, but also a precept and command; and likewise the highest utility which was to flow forth from it. Rupert (book 3 On the Victory, ch. 23) gathers from this [that Moses was] commanded to write also "In the beginning God created heaven and earth." The second question is: what book [was it] into which the Lord commanded these [things] to be entered? Abenezra [Ibn Ezra] and Abulensis think [it] is that book which is called [the book] of the Just [Jasher] (Joshua 10; 2 Kings [Samuel] 1). Others [think it] some book in general — as is signified in the Seventy [Septuagint], εἰς βιβλίον. But because in the Hebrew we read not bésepher [into a book], but, with the article, bassépher [into the book], [it is] certain; and we shall more conveniently take [it as] a definite book — and that either that [book] of the Just, or this very [book] of Exodus, which perhaps was then under Moses's hands. The third [question]: where and when did the Lord say these [things] to Moses? Either on the mountain itself, in the evening before Moses descended, when the victory was now being fully proclaimed; or certainly on the next day, when he was in the camp, and was pouring out [his] daily prayers. The Israelites, in R. Eliezer (ch. 44), raise a fourth question: since it is said of the Sabbath day, "Remember," how is the same now said of the Amalekites? But Moses answers: that "Remember" [about the Sabbath] is unto keeping and sanctifying; but this [about Amalek] unto destroying and blotting out — "just as," he says, "a cup of spiced wine or mead, and a cup of vinegar, are both indeed cups": but their taste and effect [are] different.


Question XX. (marg.) What [was] the second of those things which the Lord said after the victory?

"And deliver it," he says, "to the ears of Joshua." In the Hebrew and Greek these words can be taken [as] connected with the following — so that Joshua, namely, is bidden (it is Moses [who says] this) [that] it shall be that the Lord will blot out the memory of Amalek. For if you refer [them] to the preceding, the sense will be [that] this war and victory are to be narrated to Joshua. But this [is] in vain. For why should we teach him the [things] which he saw, at which he was present — nay, over which he presided? That, indeed, is [like] narrating one's dream to someone. But it concerned him very much to know those future [things], so that thereafter he might hope [that] there would be a divine imprecation [cursing] against these and all other enemies: [so] that, with so great a leader — who was to lead the people of God into the promised land — he might bear a spirit worthy [of the task], and might be terrified by no adverse chances and hostile forces. Nay, there is also a type of future things [in this], while [he] who is the saviour of the Israelites is, by that very [fact], shown [to be] the overthrower of the adversary nations. For [he] who saves us — CHRIST JESUS — [is] the same [who] cuts off all the unbelieving and ungodly, and drives them headlong into the abyss. Yet the Latin [translator] referred [it] to the preceding. For the Hebrews' כי and the Greeks' ὅτι he renders not by the continuative "that" [quod], but by the causal "for" [enim]. And rightly indeed. For this [is] the more usual force of those particles: and [it is] not simply the war and victory that are to be narrated to Joshua (for that, as was objected, [is] by no means necessary, and almost ridiculous), but the manner of the war and victory — namely, how this [victory was] divinely granted
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and obtained by prayers. And then, nonetheless, those reasons have force which showed [that] it was expedient for Joshua to be made more certain of those future [events]. But yet, what cause does that "for" signify? What is [the meaning of] "Write these things, O Moses; say these things to Joshua. For I will blot out Amalek"? [It] seems [that] more, indeed, is signified than we see at first sight: namely, [that it was] obtained by those prayers, not only that Amalek should now be conquered, but that thereafter [he] should also be plucked out root and branch. And of how great import [it is] that Joshua know these [things], [and] that all posterity [know them], by discourses and by the monuments of books?


Question XXI. (marg.) What [was] the third of those same sayings of the Lord?

I have just touched [on it]: "For I will blot out the memory of Amalek from under heaven." In the Hebrew and Greek [it is] more vehement: "Blotting out I will blot out" — just as [in] Genesis 2, "dying thou shalt die," or, as our [Latin], "thou shalt die by death." The Rabbis relate in the Talmud (tractate Baba Bathra, and the book of Precepts, affirmative precept 189; and likewise Ramba [Maimonides], last book, last Halacah, ch. 1 and 5) [that] Joab had a teacher, who here, and [in] Deuteronomy 25, v. 19, wished to read not memory [zecher], but male [zachar]. For indeed, if the points which were added afterward are taken away, the same letters [זכר] can signify both this and that: since zecher is "memory," [and] zachar [is] "male." And therefore R. Elias also disputes about a certain similar variety of reading and understanding, in the Mishnah (oration 3, foundation 4, no. 3). But the Septuagint, our [Latin], and absolutely all the other Rabbis read memory — so much so that they say [that] that teacher of his [Joab's] (as [one] who, as it were, perverted Scripture) was killed by Joab himself; just as [one was] mocked or struck by Alcibiades, who was correcting Homer, as Plutarch relates. It may be read [in] book 3 of Capnio's [Reuchlin's] Cabala, fol. 527. St. Jerome (on Isaiah 26, v. 24): "It ought to frighten us why the Seventy and the other interpreters rendered 'male' by 'memory,' since with the same three letters both are written among the Hebrews." Yet it seems difficult to explain how it could have come to pass that the memory of the Amalekite should be blotted out. For since history is the life of memory, and a little before this war was commanded by God, that all its later ages might remember [it], [and that it be] recorded in the monuments of histories — how could there be an oblivion of the Amalekites? [The answer] is given below, question 27.


Question XXII. (marg.) What things did Moses do after the victory? And about the first of them

Already above [I have] indicated certain [things] from Josephus; but the text recounts three. The first: "And Moses built an altar." Namely, that he might show his own most grateful spirit, and [that] of all the Israelites — [gratitude] toward that divine power, from whom [came] so great a triumph — [and that] he might publicly give thanks to him with a festal victim; and by that very [act] might admonish all — both the Israelites [then] present, and also us — what [is] to be done after the good fortune of wars. In the first of those rules of warfare which Ferrandus of Carthage prescribes to the illustrious Leader in Africa: "Ascribe nothing proudly to thy own strength; but all [things] which thou doest wisely, or bravely, or successfully, bear [refer] to the praise of the most powerful Creator." But because the Innovators of this most recent time — from the so frequent mention of Christian altars which is among the Fathers — shrink from acknowledging a Christian sacrifice, let them acknowledge their own [Calvin] here speaking thus: "Moses built an altar; namely, that by a solemn sacrifice he might make his gratitude attested — not he only, but the whole people. Which very [thing] the name of altar shows." See Bellarmine (book 1 On the Mass, ch. 16). But this too is to be observed: [that] it was not by [any] precept to Moses that he did this — and yet…
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…and yet he did [it] most rightly — so that those same Innovators may learn not to spurn those [things] which are called works of supererogation, [namely] goods indeed, and unbidden. The law of nature alone, indeed, prescribed [that] he render thanks to God; but that [he do it] in this way — by an altar, by a sacrifice — neither that [law], nor any divine [law] promulgated at that very time, defined. But someone will perhaps ask why, whereas Moses had before prescribed certain [things] to Joshua, it is written (v. 10), "Joshua did as Moses had spoken"; but when God commanded to Moses himself those [things] which were said [in] questions 19 and 20, it is not similarly said, "Moses did as the Lord had spoken"? I think [it is] because it was clear enough that he had done [it]. For who would doubt [that he] who did so studiously even the [things] which were not commanded, most promptly and most carefully performed at once the [things] which were commanded by God?


Question XXIII. (marg.) Of those things which Moses did after the victory, which [was] the second?

And "he called the name of it (the altar), The Lord my exaltation." In the Seventy [Septuagint] this name is given [as] κύριος καταφυγή μου, "The Lord my refuge." The Hebrew name can signify either. For if it be derived from nasas or nes [נס], that is, to exalt, it will mean exaltation, or a banner. But if from nus or nas [נס], to flee, it will be a refuge. Yet in the thing itself [there is] no difference. For God is the exaltation and refuge of men — and [is] a refuge for this [reason], that he can and wills to raise up and exalt those fleeing to him. [He is] therefore an exaltation, so that in every depression, and under the mass of calamities, we may flee to him — because he himself is about to lift us up, and to carry [us] to the highest place of most secure felicity. In Vatablus, and in the new version which Calvin proposed to himself to explain, it is thus: "And he called the name of it, Jehovah my miracle." But he himself [Calvin] rather approves our version — both in the margin, where he put "my exaltation," and in the commentary. "Why," he says, "some render 'miracle' I do not see, since 'nes' is without doubt always taken for a 'banner.'" Although I do not deny [that] it is here put, metaphorically, for exaltation — as if Moses had said [that] "God, who upheld the Israelites, is worthy to be the only one eminent among them." Yet that [is], without doubt, not certain, since the Hebrew root, as I said, nasas, can signify to exalt in general. But because banners are lifted on high, [he] who says "exaltation" can also understand a banner. And thus truly God ought to be for us, in our assiduous war against the Amalekites of hell, a banner which we may follow, on which we may gaze, on which we may wholly depend. And this [ought to be] all the more, the firmer and safer [it is] against all the force of the enemies — [a banner] which can never be cast down, never torn apart, or captured. Josephus embraces all these [things] under one other name, saying: θύσας δὲ χαριστήρια Μωσῆς βωμὸν ἱδρύεται νικαῖον ὀνομάσας τὸν Θεόν. For he calls [it] νικαῖον τὸν Θεόν, that is, "the victor," or "the victorious God," or simply "God" — if one should perhaps prefer to refer "victorious" to the altar, so that it be βωμὸς νικαῖος [a victory-altar], because he set up an altar [as] a judge and monument of victory, which he called "God." And from this too, if any [of them] cultivate the truth and modesty of the Innovators, they can learn something. Those [Innovators] are wont to bear [it] heavily, and sometimes to harass [us] before rude peoples with many revilings, because certain [things] which are wont to be attributed to God, we too sometimes attribute to the Blessed Virgin and to the other Saints: "Our hope, [our] life, sweetness, mediator." And indeed [it] has been said to them already a thousand times [that] this is done by another, lower, trope and manner. Yet they persist, and cry out [that it is] a most unworthy [thing] — which belongs to the Creator —
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for [it] to be attributed to creatures. I have already said [that] it is not the same thing, but only the same name, and indeed in a far other way. But still they shake [their] head, and do not yet acquiesce. But behold: in this very place, an altar — that is, an inanimate thing, some sod or stone — is called by Moses "The Lord my exaltation," and indeed in Hebrew, with that great name Jehovah. Calvin dissimulated this, and craftily — as if Moses had called [it] only "God" — [and] thus expounded this passage, both here and [in] book 1 of the Institutes, ch. 13, section 9. But [it] openly fights against all the texts. And about the Latin [text], indeed, [it] is clear. In the Hebrew it is expressly said [that] Moses built an altar, and the name of it (for this pronoun of it — or, as the Hebrews call [it], the affix — scatters all shadows) [is] "The Lord my exaltation." The Greek says: ᾠκοδόμησε Μωσῆς θυσιαστήριον κυρίῳ, καὶ ἐπωνόμασε τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῷ, κύριος καταφυγή μου — "Moses built an altar to the Lord, and named the name of it, The Lord my refuge." And all these same [texts] explode that version of Junius: "Moses erected an altar, whose name he called, Jehovah of my banner." The same [texts] also refute Cajetan, who wishes [it to be] not — as [it] openly [stands] in the texts — "The Lord [is my] exaltation," or "[my] refuge," but "[the altar] of the Lord of my exaltation, or of my refuge"; or, as another [reading] in Vatablus, "the altar of the Lord of my banner." But why would it have been necessary to call [it] so? Because, indeed, he had built it to the Lord, it was agreed [that] it belonged to the Lord; and this would have been, for it, a common appellation with all things which were ever anywhere consecrated to God, or to be consecrated. For all those are the Lord's. Nay, this [very] land too could be said to have [that] name, because it is written, "The Lord's is the earth, and the fullness thereof" (Psalm 23). So, further, that altar was [so] called because it was a sign and a monument of the exaltation which God had wrought — as here, and on Jeremiah 23, Lyranus rightly says, when he said [that] it was named so from [its] effect. And Oleaster: "So that there might always be a memory of the benefit received," he says, "he named the place from the benefit." The same [things] refute Galatinus, when (book 3 against the Jews, ch. 9) he proves [that] the altar is not called "God." But he proves that matter only by the exposition of two Rabbinical witnesses. One is Onkelos, on Genesis ch. 22, saying: "And Abraham worshipped and adored in that place, and says before God: Here shall be generations worshipping thee, or serving thee." And in this very place (Exodus 17): "Moses built," he says, "and worshipped, or served" — i.e. "sacrificed upon it before God, who did signs for him." The other is the book Mechilta, which interprets these same words thus: "And Moses built an altar, and called the name of it, God my sign. Rabbi Elai Hamakow said: that is, God called it — the altar, namely — ניסי [nissi] N-I-S-I, that is, my sign." And [although] these [expositions] may indeed avail something against the Jews, against us [they avail] little. For they punctuate the text otherwise, as [is] apparent, than [as] the text has [it]; and they are opposed even to the Septuagint themselves, who are older than they; and they seem to have expounded [it] thus only lest the coarser Jews — and [those] more prone to idolatry — should catch from it some little handle of error. Otherwise, in certain other places [there] are names not dissimilar. Genesis 22: "The Lord sees." Judges 6:24: "Gideon built an altar to the Lord, and called it, The Lord's peace." But, as I said, these divine names are imposed upon other things [only] in a lower manner [by a lesser trope] — as book 1 On Christ, ch. 7, of Bellarmine, and Lyranus on Jeremiah 23, rightly teach. But Philo (book 1 On the Life of Moses, p. 433): "Moses sets up an altar, which he named, from the [things] that had happened, 'God [my] refuge': upon which he offered the victory-sacrifices, rendering thank-offering prayers."

This is the [meaning of the fact] that he himself said: "Because the hand of the Lord alone…"
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…"[Because the hand of the Lord alone,] and the war of the Lord shall be against Amalek from generation to generation." Yet the same words others render otherwise from the Hebrew. For the Septuagint [render]: ὅτι ἐν χειρὶ κρυφαίᾳ πολεμεῖ κύριος ἐπὶ Ἀμαλὴκ ἀπὸ γενεῶν εἰς γενεάς — that is, "because with a hidden hand the Lord wages war against Amalek from generations unto generations." Most of the more recent [translators, thus]: "Because a hand [is] upon the throne of the Lord: [there is] war for the Lord against Amalek from generation unto generations." In Calvin: "Certainly a hand [is] upon the throne of Jehovah: the battle of Jehovah [is] with Amalek from generation unto generations." Vatablus: "With my hand lifted up over the throne of God I swear, that the battle of the Lord shall be against Amalek through all ages." Junius and Tremellius: "Because the hand of Amalek was against the throne of Jah, the war of Jehovah shall be against the Amalekites from age unto age."

Joseph Scaliger [renders it] with an altogether new version — unheard-of both among the Hebrews and the Greeks and the Latins — and yet word for word, as he himself says (so, book 3 On the Emendation of Times, fol. 209). In Greek he interprets [it]: ᾗ ἂν ὑπὲρ τῆς ἱερομηνίας (or, if you prefer, τριακάδος, or ἑορτῆς) πόλεμος ἄσπονδος κατὰ τοῦ Ἀμαλήκου — that is, "A triumphal monument [Cippus] on account of the last day of the month: an implacable war against Amalek"; or, as he himself renders these last [words] of his own Greek, and writes [them] in larger letters: "[That] there shall be an eternal war between the people of God and Amalek."

We have seen the various versions; what is signified by them is now to be explained.


Question XXIV. QUESTION XXV

(marg.) What is the meaning of this third deed, according to the Greeks, the Hebrews, and the Latins?

The Greeks say [that] a prophetic oracle is here poured forth, by which it is handed down [that] from this time God announces war against the Amalekites, and begins to wage [it], and will wage [it] ever further into future generations. In the same way Josephus [too]: προεφήτευε Μωυσῆς, πανωλεθρίᾳ τοὺς Ἀμαληκίτας ἀπολουμένους, καὶ μηδένα αὐτῶν ὑπόλοιπον [ἐσόμενον] — "Moses prophesied [that] the Amalekites would perish by utter destruction, and [that] none of them would be left remaining." And this prophecy the Rabbis too acknowledge — Salomon [Rashi], Abenezra [Ibn Ezra], the rest. But what [of] that ἐν χειρὶ κρυφαίᾳ? Eugubinus [Steuco] reads, in certain copies, ἐν χειρὶ κορυφαίᾳ, and interprets [it] "with a lofty hand" — so that, just as elsewhere it is said "with an outstretched arm," so also in this place [Amalek] is handed down [as] about to be destroyed by a certain supreme force. But because the Royal Bible and the corrected Septuagint express κρυφαίαν χεῖρα [a hidden hand], it must be known, first, [that] they seem to have read in the Hebrew iad cesoviah [יד כסויה], which is "a hidden and secret hand"; and likewise [that] they saw the preposition hal [על] prefixed to these words, or took [it as] interposed in that manner in which, among us, in these and other similar phrases, it is interposed — "In all things, [it comes] to our ears."

Next, it is called a hidden hand, because the strength and power of God, by which he was about to cut off that nation, does not fall under human sense, nor is perceived except in [its] effect. The time, too, at which that hand was about to be exerted against them was not openly foretold; but when [it was] least thought of, it at last touched and crushed them.

But the Hebrews, and those who embrace their opinion, hold [that] here [there] is a rite of a certain oath — because that is wont to be done by the lifting-up of the hands and fingers. But others hold [that] this [oath] was conceived by Moses — as, in that version of theirs set down above, they said, or rather [as] indicated by a paraphrase (as Vatablus says): as if Moses lifted [his] hand to the throne of God, or placed [it] upon it, and so swore [that] it would truly be that the Lord would wage war against the Amalekites.
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But others attribute the same oath to God himself — as if he too had placed [his] hand upon his throne, or moved [it] to the throne: so that in these words there was a double act of God. One, of swearing upon the throne; the other, of the announcement of the Amalekite war, about which he swears. And these [things are] more consonant with the text than those which make Moses the one swearing. And so the Chaldee paraphrast [renders it]: "With an oath," he says, "it was said, from the face of the Terrible One — whose majesty is upon the throne of glory — that battle be joined, from the face of the Lord, against the men of the house of Amalek, that he consume them from the generations of the age." And in [R.] Eliezer (ch. 44), R. Sila says: "The holy God, blessed [be he], willed to destroy and scatter the whole seed of Amalek. What, therefore, did he do? He stretched out his right hand, and grasped the throne of his glory, and swore [that] he would destroy and scatter all the seed of Amalek from this age, and from the age to come."

How our Latin text can admit the Greeks' opinion, I do not sufficiently see — about which something will again be signified afterward, in the following question, and in [question] 27. But that latter [reading] of the Hebrews can suit it [the Latin] excellently. For "the hand of the Lord alone" is the hand of God placed on the throne for swearing, or [is God] swearing by the throne. But swearing what? This very [thing]: "And the war of the Lord was with Amalek." Yet [there] are two other not inconvenient expositions of the same Latin text. One, of the [interlinear] gloss and of Lyranus: "The hand of the Lord alone — that is, [his] power and might — is on the throne of God; and through this the Lord himself will wage war against Amalek." So that thus, namely, the cause and manner may be explained of that which was said [in] v. 14, [that] the memory of the Amalekites [was] to be blotted out. The other: God the omnipotent resides on his throne, and is not idle, but will make perpetual war against the Amalekites. Or [thus]: "the hand of God — that is, [his] omnipotence — is on his throne, by no means idle," and ceasing from no vengeance on the enemies of his people. "But because he will hereafter stir up a most grievous war against the Amalekites": and by that very [war] he will scatter them "from generation unto generation," that is, "forever." But because God has none greater by whom he may swear (Hebrews 6, v. 13), he is wont either to swear by himself — as is said there, from Genesis 22 — or by his own things and attributes, which are the same with himself: as [in] Amos 9, "by his highness"; Ezekiel 18, "by his life"; Jeremiah 51, v. 14, and Amos 6, "by his soul"; here, "by his throne." That in oaths of this kind the hand is raised as a custom, we see here in Germany daily, when even two fingers are raised — as also in England, [and] one [finger], in Oleaster (on Genesis 14). And therefore Abraham too, swearing (Genesis 14): "I have lifted up," he says, "my hand to God." And the Lord himself (Deuteronomy 32): "I will lift up my hand to heaven, and I will say: I live forever." And indeed to swear would be in no way necessary for him; yet he grants this to the weakness of our diffidence, and for [our] consolation — that we may put a most firm faith in his sayings, as the Apostle teaches in the same chapter (Hebrews 6). But the Tremellian and Junian exposition, through the addition of Amaleki, is easy and clear — and would be easier and clearer, if, instead of the Hebrew names of God, it were said: "Because the hand of Amalek was against the throne of God, the war of the Lord shall be against Amalek from age unto age." And our version can rightly take on this sense too, because "the hand of the throne" can be said [to mean] "the hand against the throne," just as "the war of the Church" [means] that is, against the Church…
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…the Church — [just as] "the Turkish war" [means], that is, [war] against the Turks.


Question XXVI. (marg.) Is Scaliger's version and explanation correct?

[Scaliger's rendering] seems altogether distorted. 1. Because he neither renders — nor, if he were to render [it], could accommodate to the text — the particle ki [כי], or "because." For what connection of things is this: "He called the name of it (the altar) My exaltation, saying: Because [there is] a triumphal monument [Cippus] on account of the thirtieth [day] of the month"? 2. Either that altar itself is that Monument, or [it is] not. If [it is] the same, he wrongly holds [it], and even proves from 1 Kings [Samuel] 15, v. 12, [that] it was a "trophy," or a "triumphal arch." If not, no cause can be imagined why the altar should be called "exaltation" by Moses saying "Because a monument." 3. It would be ill said [that it is] a "monument on account of the thirtieth day," but rather "on account of the victory," or "on account of God's benefit and exaltation," which had happened on that day. 4. Since the other months too had a thirtieth day, it would be ineptly said, in general, "of the month," and not "of this" or "of that" [month] — for example's sake, "of the second," in which these [things] happened. But if by excellence "the month" is said, as if it were the known [one] — as by "the orator" Cicero is understood, [and] by "the Apostle" Paul — certainly rather the first month would be understood, [as being] ennobled by so many and so great portents and by God's benefits, whereas [it is] agreed [that] these [things], after the Egyptian exodus, were done in the second month. 5. It is also false [that] the thirtieth day of this month was [the day] when the Amalekites [were] conquered. For after the victory Josephus hands down — as we saw above, question 18 — [that] the Israelites remained several days in the same place, gathered spoils and stripped arms, [and] held banquets and feasts. But on the first day of the third month, as [it] seems to most of the Hebrews (or certainly on the 2nd day, as I discussed on Exodus), they came into the wilderness of Sinai, as is handed down at the beginning of Exodus ch. 19. Therefore, by Scaliger's reckoning, on the day after — or the second day immediately after — the victory, they would have girded themselves for the journey, and reached it [Sinai]. For the thirtieth day of the second month is followed, with no other [day] intervening, by the first [day] of the third month itself — namely, the new moon [neomenia]. And, to leave aside Josephus's authority: since on that day on which [they] fought with the Amalekites the battle stood [lasted] until sunset, as [was] said above, it would be necessary — on the prior opinion — [that] Moses, in that one night between the last [day] of the second and the first [day] of the third month, erected that altar, sacrificed, and immediately (the next day dawning) set out on the way with the Israelites. But how [could] Joshua — who all that day had struggled, with very many and most fierce enemies, with varying outcome, sweat, and much fatigue — how [could] his soldiers, and how [could] Moses himself (who from the whole day's praying and lifting-up of hands had been utterly wearied) — [how could any of them] have scarcely taken any part of rest? How [could] that guide [the pillar] of the journeys through those wildernesses — moving itself by its own force, [as] a cloud — have suddenly forced those weary and broken [men] (as they are indeed said to have been, Deuteronomy 25:17[–18]) onto so great and so importunate a journey — when [there] was now no enemy to be pursued, nothing to be seized or forestalled; no adversary either behind or on the flank to be feared or fled? And when, indeed, would that monument have been built of stones, sculpted, and inscribed with that inscription which Scaliger fabricates? But on the latter opinion, the inconveniences would not indeed be altogether the same, but some [would be], and nearly the same. 6. But Scaliger holds this inscription to have been: WAR IRRECONCILABLE AGAINST AMALEK. But whence does he gather [that] these words were cut and inscribed on that pillar or monument?
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For [there is] no mention of a writing or cutting — or [only] through a single syllable. But grant [that] these were [indeed] inscribed and cut: whence does he gather [that it is] these only, and not also those prior [words] — "A TRIUMPHAL MONUMENT ON ACCOUNT OF THE THIRTIETH"? 7. Why, in his Greek, does he omit what is — after "war" — in the Hebrew, Chaldee, Greek, and Latin text, [namely] the word "OF THE LORD"? Why also those [words] which [are] at the end, "FROM GENERATION UNTO GENERATION"? Why does he add [the word] ἄσπονδον ["implacable"], which is not in those same texts? It had come into [my] mind to suspect [that] — just as "mountains of God," "trees of God," and other [things] great and outstanding in their own kind, are wont, in the Scriptures, to be called "things of God" (as I said, for another reason, in my [work] on the Minerval addressed to him, book 1, ch. 3) — so what is in the texts, "the war of God," is taken by the same Scaliger for a great, atrocious war, and one which could be composed [settled] by no treaty. And this would seem not ineptly said. But when I look at his Latin inscription, I see "war" called by him "eternal," so that, namely, he might express what was set down, "from generation unto generation": and thus that [word] "of God" [is] always omitted by him in the Greek. Yet in the Latin he perhaps wished it expressed, when he said, "between the people of God." Which, however, is not "word for word," as he was saying — just as neither [are] the rest, which have already [been] treated. 8. He variously alters the Hebrew text — as indeed [it] is today read in all the books, both among us and among the Jews, and as [it] was once read in the time of our interpreter. For, first, out of the two words CE SI AH, he makes one, CASIIAH. Then he invents other points, or vowels, and out of two makes three, and what was disyllabic he orders to be trisyllabic. For it ought to be כסא, as he said (and wrote for me with his own hand — a Rabbi not unknown to Scaliger, [one] of the Innovators). Finally, he coins a word which [is] nowhere else in any book, sacred or profane, seen or heard — so that [it is] to be wondered at [that] it is written by him: "In ch. 17 of Exodus, 'Casiah' [כסיה] is expressly had." It would be another [matter] if he said at least Casiah [as] כסה. But I have spoken about the Hebrew as it both now is read, and was once read by the Latins, on account of the Seventy — about whom [see] above, question 25. Yet Scaliger cannot appeal to them. First, because they seem to have read cesuiah, [but] he casiiah. Then, that word of theirs agrees, in the usual declensions of Hebrew words, with [the participle] pa'ul [or] qal; but the Scaligerian [word] differs wholly from the rules and grammar. If he had at least read כסיה, he could be excused by similar [forms], in the benoni [active-participle] examples of qal — as [in] the Proverb [Proverbs], last chapter, v. 27, צופיה, "considering, looking." But then it would signify "a covering, ruling" — the hand, namely — and instead of the [vowel] cholem [written full, ῥαῦ], it would be only cholem [written short]. Thirdly, they [the Seventy] rendered κρυφαίαν, that is, "latent and hidden"; [but] he [renders] τριακάδα, or ἐπὶ καὶ νέαν — that is, "the thirtieth of the month." And this he repeats once and again (book 3 of the Isagoge, p. 223). Lastly, they [the Seventy] can render a good and constant cause of their version from the notion of the Hebrew word, since כסה is "to hide, to conceal." But Scaliger is uncertain of his own [version], since he fetches it either from "numbering," or from "ruling and being silent." 9. Nor yet does he even do this rightly. For why from "numbering"? "Because," he says, "beyond the thirtieth no number of months is admitted": as if he said [that] the number beyond which one may not proceed in numbering anything is rightly called casiah. But who ever so called [it]? Or [is it] because in simple numbers we cannot proceed beyond ten, [that] therefore the ten [denarius is] Casiah? Or because the tribes of Israel [are] only twelve, [that] the twelfth [is] Casiah…
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…is that Casiah? Among the months of the year — because it was not permitted to the Hebrews to run beyond the thirteenth — was that Casiah? So one might inquire about the rest. If Scaliger were to concede [that] any last numbers whatever could be so called, he will now have made the reasoning of his Cippus [monument] very inept. For it would be "A monument on account of the last number beyond which it is not permitted to number." Because not only, as I touched above, is it not added [that it is] the last of this or of that [month], but it was not even said [that it is] the last of a month, and not rather of a year, of a week, or of some [other] certain time — for example's sake, of the feast of Passover or of Tabernacles, in that manner in which [in] John 7, v. 14 it is said, "the feast-day being half over, JESUS went up," and v. 37, "On the last, great day of the festivity, Jesus stood." But if indeed Scaliger denies [that] the last numbers of all things — within which one must stop — can be so called, a reason must be brought forward why not: since the etymology of the name bears it, and [so does] the cause which he himself gives in [the case of] the months. Or if the will of the ancients suffices for a reason — [those] who imposed this name, [and], though from its origin it could extend more widely, willed [it] to signify this one number only, and in signifying this one thing — [then] an index of that will of theirs must be brought forward: either some authority, or some example. But it will be brought "to the Roman New-Moon," I believe — or, as [is said] in the more usual proverb, "to the Greek Kalends."

From "ruling" and "being silent," however, why does he want the thirtieth day of the month [so] called? "Because the Moon," he says, "was covered and silent." But often, even on the 29th day of the month — and sometimes even on the 28th — before its φάσις [phasis, appearing], in its conjunction [synod] with the Sun, [the Moon] is covered and is silent. 10. And, lastly, his arguments are very weak. But because, on a certain occasion, this had to be shown by me [on] Judith ch. 8, question 12, I shall now not do again [what has been] done. Yet I shall point out [that] Scaliger concludes this disputation of his with these words: "I am not unaware [that] to say these [things] is to declare war on the Grammarians — or rather [that] the Grammarians declare war on me." But whom do you call Grammarians, Scaliger? For against you [are] all the interpreters, Christian and Jewish, Greek and Latin, Hebrew and Chaldee — even the Seventy themselves. But he goes on: "But let them use their own sense. Let them not begrudge me my own device [commentum]." Indeed — a "device." But no one, as I think, will begrudge [it] — whoever shall see so great an emptiness of it.


Question XXVII. (marg.) When were these [commands] concerning the destruction of the Amalekites carried into execution?

Some of the Jews answer [that] these [things] were done in the time of Esther and Mardochai [Mordecai], when the Amalekite Aman [Haman], with all his offspring, was driven to the gibbet and destroyed. All the rest say [that] what is here handed down looks to the time of Saul, when he waged war on the Amalekites and captured their king Agag (1 Kings [Samuel] 15). And R. Eliezer (ch. 44 and 49) couples both opinions. But a great doubt can arise. For the memory of the Amalekites does not then seem to have been deleted. 1. Because [in] ch. 1 of 2 Kings [Samuel] an Amalekite still survives. 2. Nay, the nation itself survives — so that, still with great forces, it bursts into the neighboring places (1 Kings [Samuel] 29 and 30). 3. David is said to have subdued the Amalekites (2 Kings [Samuel] 8, v. 12). 4. From the Amalekites the Macedonians seem to have been propagated, as [was] probably shown in the commentary on Esther, part 1, particle 8, q. 1. But how illustrious and widespread [is] the fame of the Macedonians! 5. The cities of the Amalekites were indeed taken…
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…and filled with the corpses of their [own] citizens, as Josephus narrates (book 6); yet they themselves stood, and by new offspring gradually flourished again. 6. Nay indeed, even if by those disasters all the walls of the Amalekites had been cut away from the foundation — and the whole nation too — nevertheless their memory [was] not yet utterly deleted. For even now today it flourishes, and will flourish, as long as the sacred leaves of the Bibles shall survive. For these [leaves] are so inscribed with their name that, these remaining, that [memory] cannot perish.

It must be said [that] someone's memory being "deleted" is taken in various ways. For, first, [it is] sometimes altogether to take it away, so that posterity know nothing more of it — [and there be] nowhere among men any mention or thought [of it]. But of this kind — [one] whose memory has been utterly deleted and torn out by the roots — I could not indeed name any (for otherwise some memory of it would already survive); yet [that] some have been plunged into that supreme oblivion [Lethe] of the ages, I do not doubt. Secondly: that [there] be indeed some memory of them, but small, and far less than [it] would have been. Thirdly: that [there] be likewise a memory of them, but black, execrable, infamous. For a memory is extinguished in that [second] manner which men desire, and which is a certain good of theirs; but dishonor and infamy all men shrink from, and it is wont to be branded upon them as a punishment and a very grievous penalty. Fourth and last: the memory of some family or nation is deleted when, even if some of it survive, they nevertheless now bear another name — whether because, from shame, fear, or some other cause, they [so] will [it], or because, though they be unwilling, they cannot hinder [themselves] from now being called otherwise. To these latter three modes are referred those [passages] which [occur] everywhere in the Scriptures. Deuteronomy 32, v. 26: "Where are they? I will make the memory of them to cease from among men." For behold: after so many and so great sins of the Jews themselves — after even the Son of God himself [was] slain — there is a memory of them, but a detestable and deadly one. Psalm 9, v. 6: "Thou hast rebuked the nations, and the wicked one hath perished: thou hast blotted out their name for ever, and unto ages of ages." And v. 8: "Their memory hath perished with a sound [crash]." For although — because in the Hebrew it is hemma [המה] — it could rightly be rendered "the memory of them themselves hath perished," or "of them, and they [too]," or, as in [the text] of St. Chrysostom a certain other [translator] renders [it], σὺν αὐτοῖς, "with them" — yet to me "with a sound [crash]" seems best rendered. For the Seventy rendered [it] μετ' ἤχου, and, the points of the more recent Hebrews being removed, read המה from the verb המה — that is, "to sound, to make a din." Psalm 33 [34], v. 17: "The face of the Lord [is] upon them that do evil things, to cut off the memory of them from the earth." Psalm 108 [109], v. 15: "Let them be [always] against the Lord, and let the memory of them perish from the earth." Ecclesiastes 9, v. 5: "The dead know nothing more, neither have they a reward any longer, for the memory of them is delivered to oblivion." Wisdom 4, v. 20 [19]: "The memory of them (the ungodly) shall perish." Ecclesiasticus 10, v. 19 [17]: "The Lord hath overthrown the lands of the nations, and destroyed them even to the foundation. He hath dried [them] up out of them, and destroyed them, and made the memory of them to cease from the earth." And of the adulterous woman, ch. 23, v. 36 [26]: "She shall leave her memory for a curse (or, her [own memory]), and her disgrace shall not be blotted out." And of the posterity of certain most-praised men, ch. 44, v. 8 [9]: "They that are born of them have left a name, to declare their praises: and [there] are [some] of whom there is no memory. They have perished as if they had never been, and are born as though [they had never been born]…"
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…nor born, and their children with them" [Ecclus. 44:9]. Isaiah 26, v. 14: "Thou hast crushed them, and destroyed all their memory." Jeremiah 25, v. 10: "The Lord threatens to bring it to pass that there be no more a memory of the sons of Ammon among the nations." Zechariah 12 [13], v. 2: "I will destroy the names of the idols out of the earth, and they shall be remembered no more."

To those first three [doubts], therefore, which bred the difficulty, I say [that], after the slaughter inflicted by Saul, the Amalekites were indeed reborn — from those who were then either absent, or had escaped by flight and by hiding-places, and afterward returned — but with a fame, power, and dignity far less than of old; and their name was thenceforth more obscure, and more closely joined with reproach and disgrace. To the fourth: the answer is plain from the third mode of deleting a memory. For the memory of the Amalekites was so cut down and worn away that another, new name was imposed upon their remnants — and indeed so [thoroughly] that [it] is still very obscure whether those very Macedonians [sprang] from those Amalekites. And perhaps the Septuagint looked to their destruction in that Haman of the Esther-story, when they said [they were] to be scattered ἐν κρυφαίᾳ χειρὶ [with a hidden hand]. For how hidden [was] this observance [regard] of God's toward their poor remnants — concealed under the wrappings of those places, times, and all [their] circumstances? To the fifth: I say, first, [that it is] not sufficiently established whether Saul let the cities and roofs of the Amalekites stand (for [there is] nothing about them in either Scripture or Josephus); yet [it is] more likely [that] all [were] demolished, or certainly reduced to ashes by flames cast [upon them]. For in that war nothing else of the [things] which the Lord had ordered to be done seems to have been passed over by Saul, except that the king's life was spared, and the herds of cattle driven off. But the Lord had commanded [that] all the goods of the Amalekites be devoted to destruction, and be held accursed and detestable. For [in] 1 Kings [Samuel] 15, v. 3, where in Latin we read "Strike Amalek, and demolish all that is his," in Hebrew it is "and subject to the anathema all things that are his." And of this anathema — which in Hebrew is called cherem [חרם] — the nature and force was that it willed all things to be consumed by sword and flame, as we shall see at Jericho below, ch. 6, question 33, and following; and it is commanded concerning other cities [in] Deuteronomy 13. Among the Greek Seventy, various versions appear heaped up. For one retains almost that Hebrew word itself, and says: πατάξεις τὸν Ἀμαλὴκ καὶ ἱερέμα, for καθ' ἱερέμα — as if κατὰ χέρεμ, that is, ἀνάθεμα [anathema]. Another expressed the same thing in these words: καὶ οὐ περιποιήσῃ ἐξ αὐτοῦ, that is, "thou shalt make nothing remaining of it"; or, as in our Latin, "thou shalt not covet any of his things." Another: καὶ ἐξολεθρεύσεις αὐτόν, that is, "thou shalt utterly destroy it." Another, finally: καὶ ἀναθεματιεῖς αὐτὸν, καὶ πάντα τὰ αὐτοῦ. Unless, therefore, this so great a heap of words meaning nearly the same thing was made purposely, to explain better that matter and utter-destruction, we should read [it], more agreeably to the Hebrew text and more correctly, thus: πατάξεις τὸν Ἀμαλὴκ, καὶ ἀναθεματιεῖς αὐτὸν, καὶ πάντα τὰ αὐτοῦ. There is added [the fact] that the Canaanites — who, with king Arad leading, attacked the Israelites — were bound by the anathema and deleted (Numbers 21). Why then not the Amalekites also? For, [being] equal in crimes, let them be equal in punishments. To the sixth: of these, and of others of this kind, the memory survives — but of what sort? Foul, sad, damned — [such] that it would be better [there] were none at all. For as, of certain [men], the Saviour said (Matthew 18, v. 6)[, that it were] better for [them]…
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…that, an ass's millstone being tied about their neck, they be plunged into the deepest [sea] — so also for Pilate, Judas, and others of that kind [with their] most unhappy names, it would be far more tolerable to be overwhelmed with everlasting oblivion, than to be commemorated so often in the symbols [creeds] of our religion. And to this tend the [things] noted in the Minerval, book 2, ch. 1; and [the fact] that of the wicked David says (Psalm 15 [16], v. 4), "Nor will I be mindful of their names by my lips"; and, of false gods, Moses (Exodus 23, v. 13), "Neither shall the name of them be heard out of your mouth." But again, question 30, [there will be said] something that pertains hither.

The cause can — from the [things] said, and from this very ch. 17 of Exodus — not be altogether unknown; yet [it] is clearly set forth by the Lord [in] Deuteronomy 25, v. 17: "Remember," he says, "what Amalek did to thee in the way, when thou wast coming out of Egypt: how he met thee, and cut down the hindmost of thy army, who [being] weary sat down, when thou wast spent with hunger and toil, and he feared not God. Therefore when the Lord thy God shall have given thee rest, and shall have subdued round about all the nations in the land which he hath promised thee, thou shalt blot out his name from under heaven. Beware lest thou forget." And [in] 1 Kings [Samuel] 15, v. 2: "Thus saith the Lord of hosts: I have reckoned up all that Amalek hath done to Israel; how he stood against him in the way, when he came up out of Egypt. Now therefore go, and strike Amalek." But someone may say:


——Can such [great] anger [dwell] in heavenly minds? [Virgil, Aeneid 1.11]




Question XXVIII. (marg.) Why was so great a punishment exacted only of the Amalekites?

For, first, Amalek wished to ward off from his borders the approaching multitude of unknown men. What sin [is there] in this matter? Is it not right to defend one's fatherland? [Is it] safe not to prohibit from the entrance of the realm so many myriads of strangers, the simultaneous incoming of so many foreign armies — [and] to receive [them] into [one's] very bowels? 2. If [there] was any sin on the Amalekites' part, was not punishment enough given by [i.e. exacted from] the same? For they were conquered, afflicted with the greatest slaughter, stripped of their camp and all their goods. And if this was not enough, ought there nevertheless to have been, afterward, so exterminating a war against them? Why was [there] cruelty against women? Why against little ones and sucklings?


What did the oxen deserve — a beast without fraud or guile? [Ovid, Metamorphoses 15.120]



What [of] the sheep, and the other cattle, and even the inanimate [things] themselves? Why was it not permitted even to seize those as booty, and to preserve the cities and houses in their fabric and roofs? Truly [it] seems so great a savagery — and against the custom of all wars, and even against those laws which God himself fixed concerning wars (Deuteronomy 20), where the slaughter of the men is indeed granted, but that of little ones, women, and beasts is forbidden. 3. Let these Amalekites, moreover, be compared with the other nations too which harassed the Israelites with various assaults and wars. The Moabites, Ammonites, [and] Edomites were not utterly rooted out; they were not assailed with such deadly arms — and yet, among their injuries against the Israelites, by what [reason] does this one incursion of the Amalekites outweigh [them all]? The explanation of these arguments can extend widely. For [it] would have to be dealt with, by right, concerning every one of the wars which were waged [in order] that the Hebrews might occupy the promised land. Now [I say] only [this], without the proofs which are to be brought elsewhere: I say first, [that] God is the supreme and true Lord of lands, possessions, and all other goods; and that he can, without injury to anyone, by the best right, give those [things] and take [them] away from whomever he will — even were there no fault of anyone [involved].
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Secondly. When any of those whom he has made possessors of lands or of other goods sin against him — namely by violating his laws, or the laws of nature — they are then most worthy [that] he take all [things] away from them; and [this] the more, the more numerous or the greater their sins are.

Thirdly. If it could be established to men [that] God wills [that] those very goods which they now possess should pass to some other [person], they ought not to resist. For the lawful cause of wars is the defense of justice [and] the repelling of injury. But if it were clear about that divine will, [then] he would suffer no injury who must leave [his] former seats or wealth; nay rather, he would do injury to him who had been constituted and declared by God the true Lord of those [things], if he should try to retain by force and arms what is no longer his own, but is [now] the other's.

Fourthly. This will of God can be known either by his own declaring [it] — as was done through Jeremiah — or from certain signs, or, lastly, from the event itself. And this last [is] too late (unless perhaps for consolation); the first [is] rarest; but the middle [is] hardest. For even if many and grave sins cleave to some people, it can nevertheless be doubted whether God wills to punish them in this age or in the [age] to come. And if in this [age], whether at this very time; and whether through these [particular] enemies; and whether in that manner [in] which I resist, or immediately hold out the [blade of] grass, as they say [in surrender]. And if I resist, whether by that terror he wills only to move me to penance and to the invocation of himself — [meaning] nevertheless to help me and protect me — or [whether] rather [that] I fall, and be punished with the loss of goods and life.

Fifthly. Yet [there] are sometimes certain signs and arguments which, if men be willing to note and observe [them], they may understand — not rashly — what God wills to do.

Sixthly. Of this kind I would reckon these to be some signs: if [those] who are held [as] enemies do not [aim] to snatch away the true religion from others, [and] do not wish to oppress the true worship of God among some people. If God clearly seems to stand with them, following them with a certain singular zeal and favor, even working miracles for them. If [they] are otherwise good men, and fearing God — especially as to their princes and heads. If they act by the lawful manner of human right — for example, if [the things] which they say are owed them they seek modestly at first, and peaceably; if they truly desire peace more than war; if, finally, they seem to handle all [things] in good faith. So far, indeed, as these [things] can be known and discerned by this human prudence and judgment. These [things] being thus noted, I answer, to

the First. [That] the Amalekites knew well enough — partly from the signs already set down, partly from certain messengers sent ahead, as [it] seems — [that] the people of the Israelites was led out of Egypt by God, [and] guarded by his singular protection; [that they] were not enemies to the Amalekites themselves, [but] wished only to proceed further; and [that they] were contriving nothing of guile and fraud, [were] abstaining from all thefts and robberies, [and], finally, [were] willing to inflict no harm at all, and were promising [this] with holy oaths. And therefore [it] is said, in that [passage of] Deuteronomy 25, [that] "Amalek feared not the Lord." But unless he had known [God's] will, [that he] was free from fear of him cannot be said. Although, therefore, [it] might otherwise be lawful to hold such an incoming multitude of strangers [as] suspect, not to trust it, [and] to hinder it from the entry of [one's] borders — [yet] to these [Israelites], for the said causes, it was not…
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…lawful. And so [there was] here that Plautine [saying]:


He who takes care not to be deceived scarcely takes care even while he takes care. [Plautus, Menaechmi]
Even when he thinks he has taken care, often the wary one himself is caught.



To the Second [objection]. Who could establish [anything] about the amount of penalties better and more justly than God? And indeed there is — as I think — no sin which could not be avenged by the pains of this world, even very great and bitter [ones], if God, mercy being set aside, willed to exercise justice alone. But because [it] is his goodness, he does not act by that supreme right. And therefore [it is] to be understood [that], besides this one [sin] which appears, [there] were in the Amalekites many other and greater [sins] which God willed to avenge — but by the occasion of this [one]. For just as the Lord did not take away the Canaanites only because they resisted the Israelites [as they were] coming into the promised land, but much more on account of many other and graver crimes with which they were contaminated and bound (as [is] handed down [in] Genesis 15, v. 16) — so also the Amalekites, among whom there still clung that grudge of which [I spoke] above, question 4. Therefore [it] was fitting to unfix the common laws in [dealing with] singular outrages — or rather to fix somewhat sterner [ones].

To the Third. Although in that one sin of the Amalekites there may not appear so great a gravity that it behooved them to pay penalties as heavy [as those] of the aforementioned nations, three [things] nevertheless seem [true] to me. 1. That sometimes equal sins can most justly be punished with unequal penalties, and lesser [sins] with greater [ones]. For some necessity or public utility can demand this — as we see in nearly every commonwealth. A slight theft is checked with a greater penalty than a grave perjury; and a light sleep — and perhaps [one] compelled — on military watch [is punished more] than some theft, drunkenness, or wantonness of the same soldier. And sometimes prudence commands [that] a sin of its own nature be chastised more severely in a certain place, among certain men, [and] at a certain time, than elsewhere and among others and at other times. 2. [That] who could more wisely, more carefully, more equitably discern such circumstances, and weigh [them] by all their moments, than that supreme Judge? 3. In the other sins of the Amalekites, of which I was speaking [in reply] to the second [objection], [that there] were moments [warranting] a graver penalty of this kind, I scarcely doubt; but also in this very sin with which we are dealing, some [aggravations] can be noted by us. For, first, how great [a thing] is it that they, first of all [nations], willed to provoke the Israelites to war and to harass them — [a people] peaceable, harmless, going their way most modestly, most humbly begging passage, [and] swearing most religiously [to] abstinence from others' [goods] and the highest innocence? [And] that [they attacked] those whom they knew to have been freed by God, by so many and so wondrous portents, from the Egyptian tyranny; whom they saw still marvelously led by the same [God] through those wildernesses; whom they understood to be [an object] of his highest care, by the arguments of the most clear cloud set over [them], and of the manna daily gliding down from heaven? For therefore, as I said, [it] is so pointedly noted [in] Deuteronomy 25, "Amalek feared not the Lord." One might also not without reason suspect [that] the Amalekites made a show of peace and friendship to the Israelites, when they sent to them certain men, who [were] to treat about the passage — and yet afterward, unexpectedly, from ambush, from behind, all promise and faith set aside, [fell] upon the hindmost of the column, the weary and the weak: men, women, little ones,…
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…little ones — [that they] rushed [upon them]. For these and similar [things] those words of the Lord — so grave, taken at the beginning of the question from Deuteronomy and from 1 Kings [Samuel] — seem to insinuate. On these matters too Abulensis may be read (1 Kings [Samuel] 15, questions 2, 3, 6, 7, 8).


Question XXIX. (marg.) Why did God defer the same punishments of the Amalekites to so long a time afterward?

We can attain by thought nothing other [as the reason] than [what was] done in these [cases] — [that] which we read of the Canaanites, Genesis 15, v. 16, where he was unwilling to give the possession of the Canaanite land to Abraham at once, but only after the fourth generation. "For not yet," he says, "are the iniquities of the Amorites filled up unto the present time." For God is, before all others, that one who is praised by some poet [or other]:


A prince slow to punishments, swift to rewards.



To sinners he willingly grants — [and] awaits — a time of penance and amendment, as long as he can, most patiently. Altogether unwillingly, and against his will, and — if it be right to say [so] — in a manner as though compelled, he proceeds to avenging and destroying. St. Chrysostom explains this somewhere; and [it] is clearly set before us [in] Genesis 18 and 19, where he did not approach to burn Sodom until, concerning their outrages, [there] was not [merely] a rumor — even a true [one] — but an outcry, and indeed a very great [one], when their sin was exceedingly aggravated (v. 20); and yet he still says: "I will go down and see whether they have done in deed [according to] the cry that is come to me, [or] whether it be not so, that I may know." And, not content with so great a solicitude and clemency as would restrain [his] wrath and fires, he disclosed all [things] to his highest friend and intercessor Abraham — [saying] that, if even the very fewest [persons] were found in that city who might be spared, safety and life would be granted to all, for the sake of that one intercessor. From this indeed we learn, First, how [it] behooves us to take care not to abuse so great a clemency and goodness [of his], but, when we have sinned, and do not immediately feel his thunderbolts hurled against us, [that] we then and there come to our senses, return to that Lord [who is] so easy and so placable, and beg pardon. Otherwise the most just punishment will indeed be deferred, but not taken away; nay rather, [it] will most justly be increased. So indeed St. [Paul the] Apostle warns us (Romans 2): "Dost thou think," he says, "O man, that judgest them who do such things, and dost the same, that thou shalt escape the judgment of God? Or despisest thou the riches of his goodness, and patience, and long-suffering — being ignorant that the benignity of God leadeth thee to penance? But according to thy hardness and impenitent heart, thou treasurest up to thyself wrath, in the day of wrath and of the revelation of the just judgment of God." Where indeed the word "to treasure up" signifies a great and heaped-up force and abundance of divine wrath. For there is no treasure where [things] are few and scanty. And "wrath" is taken as much for the causes of wrath as for [its] effects. For those whom this divine forbearance does not correct heap up, day by day, more and greater sins, by which God is moved to wrath; and the same [men] shall therefore receive more and more vehement torments, which are wont to be inflicted by the angered deity. Secondly, we learn also this (Luke 6, v. 36): that we be merciful, placable, long-suffering, just as our Father is merciful, placable, and long-suffering. "Thus," says the Gentile Philosopher [Seneca] (book 1 On Clemency, ch. 7), "they are placable, and do not at once pursue the offenses of sinners with thunderbolts. By how much more equitable is it that a man set over men exercise his command with a mild spirit, and consider which state of the world is more pleasing and more beautiful to the eyes — [that] of a serene and

Iosue. [running foot]
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clear day, or [that] when all things are shaken with frequent crashes, and fires flash here and there? But there is no other aspect of a quiet and moderate rule than of a serene and shining sky."


Question XXX. (marg.) What is signified by these ruins of the Amalekites?

The might and fury of the demons, broken by CHRIST the Lord — and ever to be broken by all Christians — seems to me to be signified. For since (as [was] said, question 1) Amalek is a people either "licking" or "striking," we understand [that] by CHRIST the Lord not some one demon, but a whole people, was conquered; and likewise [that] war is to be undertaken by us not against one only, but against very many — and thus against the whole race of the [powers] below. And they contrive our ruin assiduously, either by "licking" or by "striking." They lick, when they soothe our minds with the gentle titillation of pleasure and of this world's vain prosperity. They strike, when they lash us with the scourges of poverty, contempt, and various calamities. Or rather — that we may keep the likeness still closer, since a licking is wont to be done by a certain soft drawing of the tongue — they lick us, when they [set out] to proclaim [us] with certain vain praises, when [they] gently and pleasantly rub the outer skin of certain of our goods with a bit of vainglory, when, finally, they apply to us the most honeyed tongues of flatterers, and draw those [tongues] this way and that, [playing] softly and caressingly upon I-know-not-what outermost [parts] of ours. Here is the Amalekites' war; here [are their] ambushes — and indeed [set] so [craftily] that let those studiously beware [of them] who are, of all [men] in the camps of the Church, the slowest [and] the most weary in the way of God's commandments, who [are] the most languid and most feeble: for [it is] upon these [that the demons] especially rush. Nay, in one and the same man they diligently explore what in him [is] less fortified, what [is] as it were left behind among the hindmost [ranks], what [is] as it were weary and weak — and upon this they are wholly [bent], either "licking" or "striking." Yet of these enemies — [who were] utterly to be cut off — [there] was of old a most certain foretelling through the prophets, and an asseveration of God himself equal to the sanctity and firmness of any oath whatever. There was also that admirable manner which they attributed to the Lord himself: Seventh, that ἐν κρυφαίᾳ χειρὶ — that is, "with a hidden hand" — he would exterminate the nation of Amalek. For what [is] more latent and more hidden than [that] he who, in appearance, was a mere and worthless little man, should at the same time be God, [and] govern and moderate the heavens, the lands, the seas — the whole machine of the world, in short — by his own nod alone? Then indeed he himself overthrew Amalek in a threefold way. First, by the most powerful force and efficacy of his own death, when, despoiling the principalities and powers, he led [them] forth confidently in the open, triumphing over them in his own self (Colossians 2, v. 15). Next, by the admirable example of his most holy life, when he so fled the most alluring enticements of all desires that he remained ever unwedded and most chaste; declined honors and all ambitious [things]; when sought for a kingdom, snatched himself away in flight; turned away from praises otherwise most due to himself and to his miracles; from his very first birth experienced all the hardest and poorest [things], born of lowly parents, in a servile estate and a pilgrimage, in a stable, and in the vilest swaddling-clothes. Why should I pursue the rest of [his] whole life and death? Thirdly, by [his] doctrine and exhortation — most agreeable in prosperity and adversity — against the "licking" and the flatteries of all human praises and pleasures…
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…[flatteries] — against the bitings and blows of all despairs and sicknesses. "Take heed to yourselves" (Luke 21) "lest perhaps your hearts be overcharged with surfeiting and drunkenness, and the cares of this life, and that day come upon you suddenly." "Whosoever shall look on a woman to lust after her hath already committed adultery with her in his heart" (Matthew 5, v. 28). "Take heed that you do not your justice before men, to be seen by them: otherwise you shall not have a reward of your Father who is in heaven." As to the other kind [of enemy]: "Come to me, all you that labor and are burdened, and I will refresh you" (Matthew 11, v. 28). "He that taketh not up his cross, and followeth me, is not worthy of me" (ch. 10, v. 38). "If any man will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross daily, and follow me" (Luke 9, v. 23). "Be not afraid of them who kill the body, and after that have no more that they can do" (ch. 12, v. 4). "Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be comforted. Blessed are they that suffer persecution for justice' sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven" — and the rest that are delivered [in] Matthew 5 [and] 7. These are all the swords and spears by which, from JESUS CHRIST our Lord and Saviour, the whole army of the Amalekites is perpetually cut down, from generation unto generation. But for us, [there are] two [things] to be done toward achieving this victory. One: that on this road — by which, out of this world's Egypt, we strive toward the promised seats of the heavens — we be not willing, through sloth and torpor, to be the hindmost; not too slow and slack; not, beyond what is fair, weary and dissolute. "Laying aside," says the Apostle (Hebrews 12), "every weight and the sin which surrounds us, let us run by patience to the fight proposed to us. Think diligently upon him who endured such opposition from sinners against himself, that you be not wearied, fainting in your minds" (ibid., v. 3). "Lift up the hands which hang down, and the loosened knees" (v. 12). "Let the itch seize [the hindmost]," they used to say in the Satirist [Horace] — "the itch take the hindmost." But I do not imprecate [this]; I only proclaim and warn: the last, the sluggish, the slow, those too indulgent to the body and slow-paced on this journey — Amalek will seize [them]. The other: that while, with God admonishing [us], we contend in war against this "licking" nation, we overthrow utterly not its men only, but its women too, [its] little ones and sucklings, its very cattle, and [its] cities. Its men are certain great and gross outrages, which nearly all men shun and detest. Its women are the inner thoughts of the mind, from which — as from certain female wombs — are born those crimes of which [Christ speaks in] Matthew 15. Its little ones are certain smaller sins, and less noted or reproved among the common run of men. Its sucklings [are] those least [sins], which even some of the more prudent scarcely enough notice, and sometimes even despise. Its cattle are the occasions of the sins themselves, which grant them, as it were, nourishment or conveyance. But its cities are those inner appetites and disturb-…
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…ances, which, though of themselves they are not sins, yet have in them their seat and domicile — so that [it] behooves [us], by divine grace, by the frequent daily and careful use of the sacraments, and by an assiduous exercise of prayers and of all good works, with keen inquisition into our very selves and all our affections and inclinations, to undermine those houses and cities, and at last utterly to cast [them] down and set [them] afire. Whoever spares any of these is, like Saul, raging against himself and cruel. And it does indeed sometimes come into the mind of some [to think it] a small [thing] to indulge a little the desires of the body — in food or in some drink somewhat too abundant or too dainty; in laughter and jests somewhat too profuse; in sleep and other rests somewhat too generous — and that, in the way Amalek the "licker" suggests, [namely] that we may keep the body itself sounder and stronger in God's worship, that we may live a longer life dedicated to the same Lord, [and] that we may please our neighbors by a certain charity and show of good-fellowship. These, forsooth, are the "victims" and "sacrifices" by which Saul excused himself, saying: "For the people spared the best of the sheep and of the herds, that they might be immolated to the Lord God." But what [says] Samuel? "Doth the Lord desire holocausts and victims, and not rather that the voice of the Lord be obeyed?" [1 Sam. 15:22]. Vices, and the fibers of vices, must be torn out by us root and branch: the Lord does not wish holocausts and victims [made] out of sins, or out of the loss of grace and of the virtues. Amalek is anathema, and all that is his. All the kinds of our crimes are to be cut off, blotted out, and destroyed — great, small, manifest, hidden, outward, inward — and their kindling-stuff and occasions, [their] receptacles and domiciles. But of these [let this] now [be] enough. On the rest, [see] 1 Kings [Samuel] ch. 15 — except that this must here by no means be omitted, [something] touched on under q. 27, [as] toward the promise [made there]. And it is of this kind. The Jewish Rabbis themselves reckon [that], properly and simply, the Amalekites are to be destroyed root and branch by none but the Messiah, or CHRIST. For in R. Eliezer, toward the end of ch. 44, partly from Isaiah ch. 10, v. 13, [and] partly from Psalm 82 [83], R. Ioses speaks thus: "When Sennacherib came into the land of Israel, all the peoples who were round about the land of Israel saw the camp of Sennacherib, and greatly feared for themselves, and fled each from his place. It is said [in] Isaiah 10:13: 'And I have taken away the bounds of the peoples, and have made a prey of their princes.' And they entered into the desert, and mingled themselves with the sons of Ishmael, and fled together [into] ten peoples in all. For it is said [in] Psalm 82 [83]: 'The tabernacles of Edom, and the Ishmaelites, Moab, and the Hagarenes, Gebal, and Ammon, and Amalek — strangers with the inhabitants of Tyre. Yea, and Assur is joined with them.' And all those are to fall in the hand of the son of David — namely, the Messiah. For it is said in the same Psalm 82 [83]: 'O God, set them as a wheel,' and the rest."


Caput IV (opening)

It is handed down most briefly in these words (Exodus 24, v. 13[–14]): "Moses rose up, and his minister [Joshua]; and Moses, going up into the mountain of God, said to the ancients: Wait here, till we return to you."
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…you." By saying "[till] we return," he shows that Joshua himself was with him on that mountain of God, and did not remain below with the elders.


Question I. (marg.) Why did Moses have a minister, and whether more [than one]?

Moses was then passing his eighty-first year. For when, concerning the liberation of his Israelites, he began to deal with Pharaoh, he was eighty years old (Exodus 7:7). A year was consumed in that business and in inflicting the plagues — as [I] was showing [may be] gathered from what follows, in that very book of Exodus. "To one so old, then, a minister was necessary," someone will say. But at that age — and for the whole thirty-nine years afterward too — Moses was of such good and firm strength that neither did his eye grow dim, nor his foot totter (Deuteronomy, last [ch.], v. 7). To what end, then, a minister for him? For he was not soft and delicate, [such] that without necessity he would wish to use others' hands or feet. And indeed the same Moses had two sons, older than Joshua himself (as is had from ch. 2 of Exodus, v. 22, and from what [was said] above, ch. 3, q. 6); by their service, had any weakness of strength required attendance, he could have used [them]. There is therefore rather another cause — [namely] that, as Philo says in [his] book on Moses, Moses himself "was king, lawgiver, high priest, and prophet." Nay, he is expressly called "king of Israel" (Genesis 36, v. 31) — as there Ibn Ezra contends, deriding those who think Saul is there signified [as] king — and [in] Deuteronomy 33, v. 5. And therefore, both for necessity and for dignity, it behooved him to have several ministers. Many things must be seen to by those who preside with authority over a multitude; many [people are] to be heard, many [things] known, commanded, signified, ordained. The eyes, ears, tongue, hands, and feet of one man cannot suffice for so many and so great affairs: he needs another's labor, that what he cannot [do] through himself, he may do through others. The very abundance of ministry has, too, among men, something of dignity and majesty — just as [it does] if, for managing certain matters well and fitly, there be at hand a supply of suitable instruments. Yet, just as an artisan would be inept and ridiculous who, when he could do his tasks best and most conveniently with two or three instruments, should use twenty or thirty — nay, should not [even] use [them], but carry them about with great burden and expense, display them, and boast himself of them — so also [is] the laughable folly of those who, at great cost and with no profit, feed troops of servants that are neither necessary nor useful, but rather encumbrances, and drag them this way and that with them. For "a minister," says Aristotle (Politics, ch. [4]), "holds the place of an instrument among the arts, and is an animate instrument." Moses therefore, because he himself [was] so great, and was occupied with such various and useful affairs, had some ministers — but only necessary and useful [ones], who did not throng about him on every side for empty pomp, but attended him at home and abroad for his need and for the measured honor of the [many] persons he bore. For he was not "king" in the manner in which we see kings today, but only because he ruled the people with divine power and authority; and the rest of his offices are wont ever to pursue all modesty and frugality. But how many ministers of this kind Moses had, I cannot indeed determine. Scripture names only one — our Joshua, namely. Yet it hints at others (Numbers 11, v. 28), where in Hebrew they are called bechurau, that is, "his young men"; and expressly there, question 68; and again afterward, while explaining these words, it says he had "many" ministers — likewise Oleaster there, and Masius in the second preface on Joshua. But of those words [more] again below.


Question II. (marg.) In what did Joshua minister to Moses?

In general we can say [that] he ministered in those [things] which Moses willed, or which the nature of the ministry brings with it. But since in a great house [there] are various grades and orders of ministers (1 Kings [3 Reg.] 10, v. 5; Cicero, Paradoxa 5), and, as [is said] in Aristotle (book cited, ch. 4), [there is] the proverb "let a servant stand in for a servant," one must consider what such a man, in the presence of such [a master], in such a place and time, could do. Of the use of an honorable and splendid [minister] we saw [in] ch. 1. Joshua was well-born, flourished in years and strength, had already discharged an outstanding military [career], [and was] lately leader and victor of a most difficult war. What Moses would wish to entrust to him, [and] what ministry to impose, we can conjecture from similar [cases] and from certain effects. Abraham had several servants (Genesis 24:35), but one was Eliezer, "the elder servant of that house, who was over all that he had" (ibid., v. 2). "Joseph ministered to his lord" (Potiphar), "by whom, being set over all, he governed the house entrusted to him, and all things that had been delivered to him" (Genesis 39, v. 4). What kind of minister [was] David to Saul? "He went out to all things, whithersoever Saul sent him" (1 Kings [Samuel] 18:5), "faithful, going at his command, glorious in the king's house" (ch. 22:14). "The Levites ministered to the priests, watching and observing whatever pertains to the worship of the multitude before the tabernacle of the testimony, and keeping the vessels of the tabernacle, serving in its ministry" (Numbers 3:7). Elisha followed Elijah, and ministered to him (1 Kings [3 Reg.] 19:21); for he "poured water upon the hands of Elijah" (2 Kings [4 Reg.] 3:11). By this pouring-on of water is signified that whole kind of ministry which is by no means to be despised and sordid, but honorable and liberal. For even today [it is] not just any of the servants, but the more favored and honored, who give the water to those about to sit at table and to wash their hands. And therefore the Latin Homer [Virgil] too (Georgics 4):


…the springs give clear [water] for the hands in order — the sister [nymphs], namely.



And (Aeneid 1):


The servants give water for the hands——



And likewise, in his Persa, another [poet, Plautus]: "Do thou, Sagaristio, recline at the head; let us keep my pleasant birthday." "——Give water for the hands, set on the table——" For what Rabbi Solomon [Rashi] says (on 1 Kings [3 Reg.] 18) — that Elisha poured water only on Elijah [who was] about to sacrifice, and that thus, by a great miracle, from his fingers arose an immense force of water — is "Rabbinic," that is, trifling and futile, as Abulensis shows there, and again [on] book 2 [4 Reg.], ch. 3. But Elisha, besides Gehazi, had also another minister — a prophet, who was sent to anoint Jehu (2 Kings [4 Reg.] 9, v. 4). Such, then, a minister to Moses does Joshua seem to have been: [one] set over his whole household, [who] governed the entire house; was present with him at [his] sacred prayers and meditations; was his intimate; never departed from his side; [and did] all…
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…[observed] all his nods; carried his commands to others; reported to him of other [matters] which he had heard, seen, [or] thought; [and] was, in short, his intimate, most constant, and familiar [companion]. For this too can be understood from those effects of which [I shall speak] afterward: [namely] that he entered the mountain with him; that, descending thence, he spoke of the people's clamors; that he was sent to spy out the land; that he told of Eldad and Medad prophesying in the camp; and did many more [things] of that kind. And therefore [in] Joshua 1, v. 1, he is rightly called by the Seventy hypourgos Mōusē [Moses's assistant] — elsewhere parestēkōs [one standing by], or therapōn [attendant] — but not doulos or slave. For he did not serve a servitude.


Question III. (marg.) Why was this — that Joshua was Moses's minister — committed to writing? (e.g. Exod. 24; Deut. 1, v. 38; Num. 11, v. 28)

I would not indeed have persuaded myself to think this was recorded in writing only because he was his minister. For very many ministers of very many others — and of Moses himself too — are passed over in silence. And then, this [is set down] as an epithet, not once only, but again and again (Exod. 24 and 33; Num. 11, v. 28; Deut. 1, v. 38; Joshua ch. 1) — and indeed even by God himself, saying to Moses, "Joshua the son of Nun, thy minister." Several other causes therefore come to mind. The first: Joshua is written [as] "minister" of Moses in order that some great praise and commendation of him be signified — and that in two ways. First, because he was deemed worthy by that very man to live with, minister to, and attend such a man. Next, because he is handed down not [as] just any sort of minister of Moses, but the chief of all, [his] intimate, most dear, most familiar. For therefore [it] is said so pointedly, before all others, "his minister." And [it] is very clearly noted also [in] Num. 11, v. 28, where he is said [to be] "chosen out of many" — or, that we may express the Hebrew more literally, "Moses's minister, [chosen] before his young men, his chosen ones"; in the Septuagint, ὁ παρεστηκὼς Μωυσῆ, ὁ ἐκλεκτὸς, "he who stood by Moses, the chosen one," or, as other Greek books have [it], ὁ ἐκλεκτὸς αὐτοῦ, "his chosen one." But if Phaedo of Elis once attained great glory because he had been Plato's slave; Pompylus, Theophrastus's; Persaeus, Zeno's; and others, others' (in Gellius, book 2, ch. 18); and certain Rabbis of certain Rabbis (in Zacuth's Yuhasin) — how much more glorious [is] our Joshua, who was of such and so great a man not the slave — in the sense, that is, of serving a servitude properly so called, by necessity of birth or of condition — but a minister, a free-born attendant, and an intimate? [It] seems a great [thing] to most [men] to be some prince's minister, to be some king's chamberlain, [his] hand, [his] feet. But far greater indeed [is it] to have ministered to Moses, who was the true king of his own self, God's highest friend, high priest, and prophet. The other cause: that it might be understood whence Joshua turned out so great a man, and of such remarkable virtue.

For just as those who attend impious lords are nearly [always] steeped in their ways — and "they that touch pitch" are defiled by it [Ecclus. 13:1] — so those who serve the pious, the God-fearing, the industrious, and the wise learn thoroughly and imitate something of their piety, fear of the Lord, industry, and wisdom. How [could Joshua] daily behold so great a model of all the virtues
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…[in Moses himself], and profit nothing thereby? How [could he] have always before his eyes so great a light of religion, justice, wisdom, [and] courtesy set forth, and not have his life and all his manners illumined by it? He saw, then, the assiduity and ardor of Moses in prayer; he saw, in judging matters, [his] skill and equity; in dispatching business, [his] care and industry; in giving answers and handling men's minds, [his] prudence and gentleness; in short, he beheld with his own eyes, perpetually, that man's whole domestic and intimate way of life, at home and abroad, in acting, conversing, eating, and sleeping — and thus [beheld] what, [being] present, he then admired, and afterward, in [his] whole life, imitated. St. Ambrose (book 2 On Duties, ch. 20): "Young men," he says, "show themselves to be imitators of those to whom they have clung; and that opinion grows strong, that from those [with] whom they took up the manner of living, they drew the desire of associating [with them] in likeness. Hence [came] so great a Jesus [Joshua] son of Nave — because Moses's company not only trained him unto the science of the Law, but also sanctified [him] unto grace. In short, when in his [Moses's] tabernacle the divine presence shone and the majesty of the Lord was seen, Jesus [Joshua] the son of Nave alone was in the tabernacle. Moses spoke with God; Jesus [Joshua] likewise was covered by the sacred cloud. The elders and the people stood below; Jesus [Joshua] went up with Moses to receive the Law. All the people was within the camp; Jesus [Joshua was] outside the camp, in the tabernacle of the testimony. When the pillar of cloud came down and spoke with Moses, he stood by as a faithful minister. Nor did the young man go out of the tabernacle, while the elders, stationed far off, trembled at the divine miracles. Everywhere, therefore, amid the wondrous works and the reverend secrets, he clung inseparably to holy Moses. Whence it came to pass that he who had been the companion of [his] converse became the successor of [his] power. Deservedly, then, did such a man turn out — [one] to withstand the courses of rivers, to say 'Sun, stand,' and the Sun stood, as though its beholder, [one] to defer the night of victory and prolong the day. Which indeed was denied to Moses — [that] he alone be chosen to lead the people into the land of promise. Great [was] the man in the miracles of faith, great in triumphs. The [former's] works [were] more august, the [latter's] more prosperous. Each, therefore, upheld by divine grace, advanced beyond the human condition. The one commanded the sea, the other the heaven. A beautiful pairing, then, of elder and youth. Some are for witness, some for solace, some for teaching, some for delight."

The third [cause]: that we may learn what kind of ministers lords ought to choose — [those] on whom to impose the chief offices in their households, and whom to keep as [their] intimates and closer [companions] — namely those who are of a better nature, fear God more, [and] seem likely to make progress in virtue. And why should not that be granted to such [men] which Libanius and Seneca urged in certain epistles? Of whom the latter, in [Epistle] 47: "Live," he says, "with thy slave mercifully. Admit [him] also to thy journey and conversation, and to thy counsel, and to thy table." And this indeed all the more, the less these of whom I speak are slaves — [being] rather free and well-born [men], who of their own accord take up this familiar service. The fourth: that men may be eager to minister to their betters,…
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…[to minister] to their betters and their wiser [superiors], and [that those] to whom this befalls should heartily congratulate themselves. For this it was that made that Phaedo a Philosopher, and so great a one that Plato dedicated to his name that divine book of his "On the Immortality of the Soul." For if, as Aristotle says (Politics book 1, ch. [5]), it is useful for beasts of burden to serve men, and profitable for barbarians and ruder [peoples] to obey those who excel in humanity and prudence, it will also be profitable for all — even for those born in the highest freedom — to render some attendance and service to those who surpass other mortals in wisdom, virtue, and experience of affairs. And therefore, among those [things] which greatly aid the pursuit of wisdom, is enumerated shimmush chakhamim [שימוש חכמים] — that is, "the attendance and service which is rendered to the wise" (Pirke Avoth, ch. 6; and in my earlier Rabbinus, ch. 28; and the examples of Elijah and Elisha adduced above, q. 2). The fifth, at last, cause is that in Joshua that true JESUS of ours might be expressed, who said he had come "not to be ministered to, but to minister" (Matt. 20:28; Mark 10:[45]), and again (Luke 22, v. 27), "Which is greater, he that sitteth at table, or he that serveth? Is it not he that sitteth at table? But I am in the midst of you, as he that serveth." And (ch. 12, v. 37), "Blessed are those servants whom the Lord, when he cometh, shall find watching. Amen I say to you, that he will gird himself, and make them sit down, and passing, will minister to them." And Joshua ministered to Moses — because our JESUS too was "a minister of the circumcision" (Romans 15, v. 8). First indeed, and according to the mind of the text itself, because he gave the greatest care to the salvation of the Jews, who were circumcised (just as St. Peter too was "a minister of the circumcision," Gal. 2, v. 7). Next, because he strove for this one [thing]: that circumcision itself might attain its true end — that is, that we be circumcised truly in mind and spirit, not in flesh only and the material foreskin. "For the law brought nothing to perfection" (Heb. 7:19); and that bodily "circumcision is nothing, and the foreskin is nothing, but the observance of the commandments of the Lord" (1 Cor. 7, v. 19). Likewise, "in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything, nor uncircumcision: but faith that worketh by charity" (Gal. 5, v. 6). To those who refused the ministry of our Jesus [it] was cried: "Stiff-necked, and uncircumcised in hearts and ears" (Acts 7, v. 51); but to us, who received and take up that ministry with most grateful minds: "You are circumcised with a circumcision not made by hand, in the stripping-off of the body of the flesh, in the circumcision of CHRIST" [Col. 2:11].


Question IV. (marg.) To what [mountain] did Joshua go with Moses?

He ascended Mount Sinai, of which [Scripture] had spoken [in] Exodus ch. 19 and 20; and that mountain is called by three names. First, "the Mount of God" (Exodus ch. 3, v. 1); and Josephus thinks the cause [is] that the Lord had already dwelt on it of old, and that therefore, among the neighbors, it had hitherto always been inaccessible and sacred. But whence can that be gathered? And since God's dwelling in some place is [manifested] only through certain notable effects which he does not produce elsewhere, what [effects] did he ever produce on that mountain before he addressed Moses? It seems to me [that] he conjectured that from the opinion of the Gentiles, among whom the loftier mountains were [held] religious and dedicated to certain gods. For [note] that well-known [passage] about the Tarpeian mount (Aeneid 8):
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This grove, this hill with leafy top (what god, is uncertain) a god inhabits. The Arcadians believe they have seen Jove himself, when often with his right hand he shook the blackening aegis and roused the storm-clouds. [Virgil, Aeneid 8.351–354]



And therefore I would rather believe it is called "the Mount of God" because it was exceedingly vast and lofty. For great things, as I also said above, are wont to be called "God's things" — as though divine, or worthy of God for [their] author, and to be ascribed to him. And then too because on that mount he was already appearing, and afterward determined to appear more often with great majesty, and to give the Law. Secondly it is called "Horeb," as appears from Deuteronomy 5, v. 2, and Psalm 101 [106], "they made a calf in Horeb, and adored the graven thing." For what (Exodus 20:24; Acts 7, v. 38) is said to have been done at Sinai is there recorded [thus]: "The Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb." They are sometimes distinguished as though there were two mountains, because, although they were of the same mountain, they nevertheless formed two peaks, as it were, and separated ridges: Horeb toward the west, Sinai toward the east. Its third name, this "Sinai," it took from the brambles which [were] frequent on it. For a bramble, in Hebrew — and indeed [in] that very ch. 3 of Exodus — is called seneh; nay, even the mountain itself [is so called] (Deuteronomy 33, v. 16). For R. D. Kimchi hands down that iod is put for he [ה], by the usual interchange of the quiescent letters among the Hebrews. Or rather, as St. Jerome holds (in the epistle to Fabiola), the plural Sinai will be [formed] from the singular Sin, as it were "my brambles." But Horeb is called as it were "dry" and "parched." The mount was greatly ennobled by those so many and so wondrous apparitions of God, and by the law-giving itself; but today [it is ennobled] also by the relics of St. Catherine, and by the excellent monastery of the Caloyers [Greek monks], in the midst of the Turkish nations. Which the eyewitness Belon describes at length (book 2, chs. 62, 63, 64, and 65); and from it was that Archimandrite whom Qansuh [Campson] the Egyptian [Sultan] — wondrously enraged at the Portuguese voyages to India — sent to Rome, to Pope Alexander VI, with bundles of letters threatening the overthrow of the Lord's Sepulchre and of the other Christian churches, as may be read in Maffei, book 3 of [his] History. But now, as to how that [mount] is said [to be] "a mountain joined to that which is now Jerusalem" (Galatians 4, v. 25):

Some answer [that it is] joined by [a chain] of mountains which stretch as far as Jerusalem; or by Arabia itself, which is joined to Judea, in which [is] Jerusalem. But by the former manner, the Caucasus too could be called "near to Jerusalem," through the linking and some association, namely, of the Taurus [with] Lebanon, Antilebanon, Hermon, and Sion. By the latter manner, Memphis and Tanis too could be called "joined" to the same Jerusalem — or Tyre, Gaza, and Sidon — on account of the nearness of the region in which they are. St. Thomas [Aquinas] says [it is] "joined" by continuity of the journey, because the Israelites came from Sinai to Jerusalem. But at that rate the Red Sea, or Heshbon, and the whole Transjordan region, and the Jordan itself, would be "joined" to that same city. [It] must rather be said [that] this mount is "joined" to Jeru-…
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…[joined] to Jerusalem not in place, but in signification. For the Greek word which St. Paul uses signifies this. For it is συστοιχεῖ [systoichei] — "to be of the same order and series with something"; or, "to have the same στοῖχος [stoichos]," that is, "order." And therefore the Syriac too renders [it] by [a word] which is "to be at peace with someone," or "to agree with another," to accord with someone, and to be consonant and like [him] — as [in] Acts 14 and 22. There is added St. Jerome, who, translating into Latin the second homily of Origen on the Canticle, said: "Sinai is a mountain in Arabia, which is compared to that which is now Jerusalem." And, that this whole passage likewise may be understood, [it] must be observed [that] the Apostle teaches [that] we Christians are no longer liable to the servitude of that old law, but called to the true liberty which is his [own] spirit, and born by a new regeneration through CHRIST. And this indeed he explains by a notable [allegory]:




	
	TYPE (figure)
	
	TRUTH (thing signified)





	1
	The handmaid = Hagar
	⟷
	The free woman = Sarah



	2
	Her son = Ishmael
	⟷
	Her son = Isaac



	3
	The Old Testament, or the Jerusalem which is in this age
	⟷
	The New Testament, or the heavenly Jerusalem



	4
	The children of this Old Testament, or of the earthly Jerusalem
	⟷
	The children of this New Testament, or of the heavenly Jerusalem





The words are, as indeed they can be rendered from the Greek: "For it is written that [Abraham] had two sons: the one of the handmaid, and the one of the free woman. But he who was of the handmaid was born according to the flesh; but he who was of the free woman, by the promise. Which things are said by an allegory. For these" (namely the two wives of Abraham, as St. Chrysostom says on that passage) "are the two testaments" — that is, in signification, as the prefixed name "allegory" indicates. "The one indeed" (of those wives) "from Mount Sinai, engendering unto bondage, which" — the former of the wives — "is Hagar. For Sinai is a mountain in Arabia. And by the same series, Hagar herself corresponds to [answereth]" — or signifies — "that Jerusalem which now is, and serveth with her children. But that Jerusalem which is above is free" — she is that other, free wife; in signification, that is, or she signifies her "who" (the other of the wives) "is" (by signification) "our mother. For it is written," etc. Likewise, too, the Syriac text can be rendered.

But, you will say, the Latin disagrees. For, first, in it there is not "For these are two testaments," but "for this [is]." Secondly, [there is] not in it "the one [wife]," but "the one [thing]." Thirdly, nay, even the Greek and the Syriac do not have simply "For Sinai is a mountain in Arabia," but τὸ γὰρ Ἄγαρ Σινᾶ ὄρος ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ Ἀραβίᾳ ["For this Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia"]. And finally, in the Latin it is "which mountain is joined to that which is now Jerusalem." I answer, to the first: that [reading] crept in through a fault of the copyists. And although in the Greek αὐτὰ ["these things"] could be referred to διαθήκας [the testaments], nevertheless [the sense] is better shown by that pronoun [pointing to] what went before than to what follows. And the sense is much clearer and easier. To the second: when someone saw "testament" placed nearby, he thought that particle was to be joined with it, and so substituted "one [thing]" for "one [wife]" — especially because "Sinai" is at once added, on which he remembered the old testament was given,
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…and [because] in the Greek "one" [μία] can be said as much of "testament" (which [is] διαθήκη) as of a woman; and likewise in the Syriac, in which that Greek word for "testament" is in use. For if you should contend [that it is] to be referred to "testament," how is it said [to be] "engendering unto bondage"? How [is there] nowhere a name of the other testament, which it engenders unto liberty? How is not also "Sion," or a mountain, or some other place from which it arose, named? How is it said of that testament, "which is Hagar"? And indeed here appears what I was saying above — [that] on account of the preceding word "testament" the neuter "one" [unum] was here put. For, for the same cause, in [the commentary of] St. Augustine [and] St. Ambrose one reads "which is Hagar." But now, I think, you await [an answer to] how [it is] that not "testament," but Hagar — one of those two women — is "from Mount Sinai," since she was an Egyptian (Genesis 16). I answer: [she is] "from Sinai" not because she arose thence, but because there — that is, in Arabia, in which (as the Apostle himself notes) that mountain is situated — she dwelt with her son and all [her] posterity; and thus [she is] summoned thence, as from her own proper seat and domicile, and called forth to the explanation of this allegory. For it avails not a little toward understanding how that old covenant is signified by that same Hagar, since in the workshop of this covenant — and, so to speak, in its first cradle — she herself lived, and her son, and all [her] descendants. There are indeed among the Jews some Rabbis who think this Hagar and Keturah [are] the same — as I said in a certain question above, ch. 2. But that question belongs to Genesis, especially since, with [regard to] the [things] already said here, it does nothing [against them]. To the third: it seems either [that] Ἄγαρ [Hagar] was made out of γάρ ["for"], but superfluously; or rather [that it was] added from the margin — and [read] so that it is to be taken in the genitive: "For this Sinaitic mount of Hagar is in Arabia." And thus that Greek text…
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…[the Greek] and the Syriac confirm what I was saying a little before: that from Mount Sinai [Scripture] says [it is] not the "testament," but Hagar herself, [that is spoken of].

To the fourth: the Latin agrees with us not indeed in word, but in sense. For this mountain is joined to Jerusalem not by nearness of place but, as I said, by signification. For since it signifies this Hagar, and the same Hagar is "from Sinai" (as [was] already explained), it comes about that Sinai too signifies that Jerusalem allegorically — but mediately, by reason, namely, of Hagar herself, who is "from it." But since Hagar signifies that Jerusalem immediately, the whole text will be, in the manner I have set down, clearer and plainer, and will not need the parenthesis which in some books is put. There is added [the fact] that, if "Sinai" were put so that by it, immediately and most nearly, either this "temporary Jerusalem" or the "old testament" were denoted, then a mountain or some other place ought also to be named which should be similarly a mark and figure either of the eternal Jerusalem or of the new testament. For just as this allegory consists of systoichiai [corresponding rows], so also of antistoichiai [opposing rows]. These [things], then, seem [to stand] thus concerning that passage. But why those who are in Judea sometimes say, with a demonstrative particle, "this Sinai," as though they were pointing to it [as] present there (as [in] Psalm 67 [68], v. 9 [8]; Judges 5:5), I shall tell in that noted chapter of Judges.


Question V. (marg.) Why did Moses lead him [Joshua] with him onto the mountain?

The Lord had said, at the beginning of the cited ch. 24 of Exodus, to Moses: "Come up to the Lord, thou and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, and seventy of the ancients of Israel." Behold whom the Lord expressly indicates [that] he wills to accompany Moses [as he is] about to ascend the mount — and of Joshua he casts not even the least mention. How, then, does Moses lead him with [him]? Abulensis (q. 17) thinks it can be answered [that] our Joshua was in the number of those seventy elders. But he was then a youth, as [was] said above — or, what amounts to the same, a man still of flourishing age. And did we not see above (qq. 1 and 3) [that] he was reckoned among the young men, and set before all? Nor indeed would I believe [that] Moses wished to have any of the elders — [those] who were now holding magistracies in the commonwealth, who were set over the deciding of causes — on whose service he would wish to draw in the ministries of his chamber, his table, and the rest. That cause therefore pleases more which the same Abulensis subjoins: [that Joshua was] led by Moses as [his] minister, so that, namely, if matter or occasion should require, he might have his ministry at hand. For since (as [was] recited above from Aristotle, q. 1) "the servant is an animate instrument of the master" — his hand, as it were, foot, eye, or tongue — Joshua is now reckoned as the same and one [thing] with Moses. And therefore also [in] v. 2, when it is said, "and Moses alone shall come up to the Lord," his own member or portion is not excluded from him — just as (1 Kings [3 Reg.] ch. 12, v. 20), when [it is said that], "except the tribe of Judah only," none is handed down [as] having followed David's house, and (2 Kings [4 Reg.] ch. 17, v. 18), when [it is said] "there remained only the tribe of Judah," alone (Gk. μονωτάτη), the tribe of Benjamin is nevertheless not withdrawn from it, nor torn away. Nor, when "Tobias alone" is said to have gone to the temple of Jerusalem, are a few companions denied him, as I noted from his book, ch. 1. Moral and mystical reasons too can be brought — not altogether, as I think, discordant. The first: that the supreme dignity of Joshua might gradually become known, when, Aaron himself, the elders, this man's sons Nadab and Abihu, [and] in short the seventy [chief] nobles of the whole people [being] left behind…
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…he alone is chosen [as] partner and companion in so wondrous an ascent. The second: since (as was said in the previous question) the name "Horeb" was put upon this mount for its dryness and aridity, and it was called "Sinai" for the brambles and thorns with which it bristled — it is at all events that steep, rough, and difficult mount of virtue, which the Gentile Hesiod too depicted, [which] Cebes set forth in his Tablet, [and which] Cicero commended (that young men might build [it] up, and always have it in [their] mouth — book 6, Ep. to Fam. 18). To this [mount], then, [being] about to ascend, why should that best of lords and teachers not take with him the best of all [his] ministers and disciples? Why should Joshua not join himself to him as eagerly as possible, [and] follow him? — so that, namely, all lords and masters may have [an example of] how to go before their own [people], their servants, or their disciples, and these [an example of] how they ought to follow and accompany them. To this mount Epicurus does not ascend; nor [do] those who chase after only gardens, springs, and shades — who say (Wisdom 2, v. 8): "Let us crown ourselves with roses before they wither; let there be no meadow which our luxury doth not pass through." But Moses and Joshua — that is, noble hearts, and full of God — seek the parched crags of Horeb, the rough brambles of Sinai, because they understand [that] in these are virtue, duty, God's Law, and God himself. The third: Joshua was to be Moses's successor. And therefore it especially behooved him, both in himself and in the whole people, to press the divine Law, to make the most of it, [and] to set it before all things great and small. But by what means could so great a zeal, love, and admiration of that Law be better imprinted and stamped upon Joshua, than if he beheld with his own eyes how Moses prepared himself to receive it divinely, how he worshipped the Deity with most holy prayers, [and] how at last he was expressly called up by him into a loftier citadel, as it were, and a holier sanctuary, and was kept there so long, taught, and instructed? The fourth: just as Isaac, led onto the mount by [his] parent Abraham, was a type of those who would one day ascend Golgotha, the mount of Christ the Lord — so indeed our Joshua now signifies that same ascent of our Jesus. For truly Calvary was, to Christ Jesus, a most dreadful Horeb, a most holy Sinai — where he cried "I thirst," and, crowned with thorns, poured out [his] blood and [his] life. And Joshua was led by Moses, because our Lord was dragged and hurried thither by the Synagogue itself, and by the priests and princes of the Mosaic people. The fifth, finally, cause can be that our Jesus too was to give his own Law and precepts on a mountain. For "seeing the crowds" (Matt. 5, v. 1), "he went up into a mountain; and when he was set down, his disciples came to him, and opening his mouth he taught them, saying: Blessed are the poor in spirit," and what follows. Yet because these precepts are full of charity and grace, that difference must be observed which the Apostle notes (Heb. 12, v. 18): "For you are not come to a mountain that might be touched, but you are come to Mount Sion, and the city of the living God." And these [were] the causes that now occurred [to me].

The ready and easy answer is [that] he ascended when Moses ascended — after the Law's giving, receiving, and confirmation (taken from Exodus ch. 24) [and] ratified by the sacrosanct covenant. But other various little questions spring up.


Question VI. (marg.) When did the same Joshua ascend the mountain?
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The first [sub-question]. In what year, month, [and] day from the Egyptian departure did this ascent of Moses take place? And of the former two it is agreed among all [that] it was the first year and the third month from the exit. For that is plain from Exodus ch. 19, v. 1, [and] then from Numbers ch. 10, v. 11. But about the day there is some disagreement, which again hangs on other little questions. And so let there be a second little question: On what day did the Israelites come to Mount Sinai? A third: which was the day on which the Lord bade the Israelites be ready against the third day (Exodus 19)? A fourth: on what day was the Law given? A fifth: on what [day] was it confirmed? Beginning, then, from those on which the answer to that first [question] is bound up, [it] must be observed [that] in the second [question] two [points] are again included, which are to be asked. One is: On what day of that third month did they pitch camp at Sinai? The other: What number of day this was from the departure out of Egypt. Of the former there are three opinions, but others can be added — [for] this [phrase] may be interpreted, namely, in five ways (Exodus 19, v. 1: "On this day they came into the wilderness of Sinai"). The first way is: "on this day," that is, on the first day of the already-named third month. For, as Abulensis says (ch. 19, q. 1), "the first [day] of each month is called 'this day,'" because, when it dawns, from it the month begins to be denominated as such — for example, first, second, third. And hence is the first, and most widely spread of all, opinion: [that] the coming into this wilderness of Sinai was on the first day of the third month. For this hold — besides [Abulensis] himself (ch. 19, qq. 1 and 10; ch. 24, q. 21) — Ibn Ezra, the Seder (ch. 5), and nearly all the Jews (in the same [Abulensis], that question 21); St. Jerome (on Hosea ch. 3); St. Augustine (Epistle 119 [i.e. Quaest.], ch. 16, question 70 on Exodus); Rupert (book 3 On the Trinity and [his] Works, chs. 23 and 41); and, of the more recent, Cajetan [and] Lipomanus. The second way of interpreting those same words is: [that] because there had been mention of the third month, when "on this day" is added, the same number is signified — as though it were "on the third day of the month," which is also the third. And thus is the second opinion, [that] that coming was on that [third] day. In which are also not a few writers, and those distinguished: St. Jerome (in the Epistle to Fabiola, mansion 12, correcting what he had written in the cited place); Hugh of St. Victor (in [his] Annotations); Rabbi Solomon [Rashi]; Lyranus; Ribera (book 5 On the Temple, ch. 7). Bellarmine approves either (book 3 On the Saints, ch. 13). The third way of interpreting is [that] the words "on this day" be referred to the later words of the preceding ch. 18, by which the return of Jethro into his own country is narrated. And [there] would also be the opinion [that] Israel came into that Sinaitic desert in the third month, and on the same day on which Moses's father-in-law Jethro had gone back home. And there favors this exposition the Hebraism by which those demonstratives "this" [masc.] and "this" [fem.] are often put for "the same" — as [in] Psalm 141 [140]: "In this way, in which I walked, the proud have hidden a snare for me," that is, "in the same way in which I walked"; Job 19 (from the Hebrew): "And he whom I most loved is turned away from me," that is, "that very one, that same one"; Nehemiah 8: "The seventh month was come," and of the same afterward (ch. 9): "And on the four-and-twentieth day of this month"; Leviticus 23: "In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at evening, is the Phase [Passover] of the Lord, and on the fifteenth day of this month is the solemnity of the unleavened bread of the Lord." It is indeed plain, and to the text and the phrase…
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…quite agreeable, this interpretation. But then, from these words, [there is] nothing toward the proposed question. For it still remains to be asked: which was that day on which both Jethro's going-home and the Israelites' arrival at Sinai fell out. As would also happen, if one should understand "this day" [to be the day] on which Moses either spoke or wrote these things. The fourth way of interpretation, then, is that "on this day" mean "on the fifteenth day of the third month" — that is, on the same day on which they went out of Egypt, in the first month. For this accords excellently with the very words: "In the third month of the going-out from the land of Egypt, on this day" (namely of the going-out; or "on the same day," the fifteenth, but not of the same [month], rather of the third) "they came into the wilderness of Sinai." And there could lend strength to this interpretation the [things] said a little before about that phrase, and the so frequent repetition of that chodesh hazeh [חדש הזה, "this month"] in ch. 12 of Exodus. But because I have as yet seen no one who, from these two ways, would suppose a different day of the Sinai-arrival than the aforesaid — let these [interpreters], though they most easily explain the text, now be passed over; and let there be a third, or last, opinion, [that] that same arrival fell on the last day of the third month. For thus says Oleaster: "On this day," namely on which three months were completed from the going-out of Egypt. You will say [that] they were completed first on the fifteenth day of the fourth month. For from the fifteenth day of the first month up to the fifteenth day of the second month is one [month] completed, and from the fifteenth of this [second] up to the fifteenth of the third is a second; and therefore at the fifteenth of the fourth the third will have been completed. I answer [that] he speaks of the first month synecdochically — [the month] which was completed at the going-out of Nisan itself, and immediately the second month began; and this being completed, the third; and this being completed, the approach to Sinai was made. Otherwise, [it would be] against the text: [for] not in the third, but in the fourth month of the departure would the Israelites have penetrated hither. For in what way is [the month] called "the first month" (Exodus 12, v. 2 and 18)? — namely, by beginning from the new moon; and (Numbers 10, v. 11) "the second month"; [and] in this same way, from the third new moon, is "the third month." But not by setting the beginning of the first month at that fifteenth of the first month, and other beginnings for the others. Meanwhile [it is] exceedingly harsh and unheard-of [that] by "this day" the "last" be signified. Who anywhere speaks so? What conjecture [supports] this exposition? And by the same argument it seems to be weakened as [does] the reason which Abulensis brought for the first opinion. For nowhere is "this" [masc.] or "this" [fem.] read [as] said for "first." Otherwise "this month" too would be called "the first month of the year." Nay, and from this it appears [that] this whole interpretation is fabricated — [namely] that, by this indicative [demonstrative], Oleaster takes the beginning of that month for its end. But when the first day of each month dawns, at the same time the month also begins. What then? When the last [day] likewise grows dark, the month ends. Is the day "this" therefore either the first or the last? [I incline], therefore, to the second opinion from him [Abulensis], that they came "on the third day of the third month." For this manner of speaking also seems worn common enough by daily use — [namely] that a number once prefixed be joined to another subordinate thing as well: as if I should say, "on the sixth day [Friday], and at the same hour, the Lord was crucified"; [and] it was the third week of December, and on that same [Friday] I was writing this. For that "this" is taken for "the same" was said above. Let us now go on to the other little questions.
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Question VII. (marg.) What number of day from the Egyptian departure was it, on which the arrival at Sinai [took place]?

This is, of the questions set above, the other on which they must needs disagree who disagree about the day of the third month — so much so that, for that cause, St. Jerome (on Hosea 3) wrote [that] it was the 45th day, [but] in the Epistle to Fabiola the 47th. But before judgment can be passed, three [things] are to be settled. The first: what kind of months were then in use? For that they were lunar — which are wont to be alternately full and hollow — is the opinion of very many, and especially of the Jews (on Exodus 12; in the Seder at the cited place; and in their calendars), and likewise of Abulensis, of Rupert (book 3 On the Trinity, ch. 41), of Bellarmine, and of Rabanus (at the cited places). But there are not lacking [those] who think they were solar, and indeed equal — that is, triakonthēmeroi [of thirty days], each of 30 days — and, as it seems, Arias [Montano] (in [his] book On the Times). The second is: if the months were lunar, was the month Nisan full or hollow? That it [was] full — that is, of 30 days — the Seder establishes (at the cited place), and the Jews' present-day calendars; and therefore [that] the following month, Iyyar, [was] hollow, that is, of 29 days; the third, Sivan, again full; and so on thereafter. But Rupert (book 3 On the Trinity, ch. 41) makes that first one hollow, and the second full. The third: whether, in this reckoning, the very day of the departure is to be taken, or the day of its arrival to be excluded. Cajetan and Ribera (at the cited place) advise excluding [the arrival]. Of the first, I am pleased to subscribe to the common opinion — although from Genesis ch. 7 I think it certain [it] is gathered [that] both the years and the months, in the time of the Flood, were solar; nor do I know when this reckoning was changed. For Moses (Exodus 12) changed only some order of the months, not the number of days in them — although not even the order [was] changed by him: but [that] the first was always the spring [month] Nisan, Thomas Lydiat contends (book On the Various Forms of Years, ch. 2, p. 15). Of the second I likewise assent [that] the first of the months was full — although for making up the same number it matters nothing whether either [month] was whole or defective. Of the third, let either be done, it matters not, provided it be explained. Yet the ancients seem rather, in their reckonings, to have excluded the day of departure and included [that] of arrival. The arrival at Sinai was therefore, from the Egyptian exodus, the 47th day — according to the lunar reckoning [here] laid down, and with the day of the departure itself excluded and [that] of the arrival included. But it will be allowed to explain St. Augustine and some others by these [things] which I have said, rather than to accuse [them] as though ignorant of arithmetic. For St. Augustine (at the cited places), in order to find Pentecost [as] the 50th day, when he takes 17 [16] days from the first month, thirty from the second, three from the third, was of the opinion which embraces solar months. And therefore either those [writers] were to be refuted in Bellarmine (at the cited place), or his reckoning [is] not to be blamed. And so of Lipomanus in Ribera. All who use lunar months, and make the first day of the month the [day] on which the Israelites reached Sinai, are otherwise wont to number the day from the exodus [as] the 45th. From those five [there] follows the third little question — but which, in the order of all [the questions], is the eighth.


Question VIII. (marg.) On what day was that [command] of Exod. 19, v. 11, spoken — "let them be ready against the third day"?

On the first day of the third month it was spoken, will St. Augustine (at the cited places) and Abulensis (q. 10, ch. 19). But these are now not to be heard by us, because (q. 6) we perceived [that] on that day they had not yet entered upon this journey, but only on the third day. Others, then, think God spoke these things to Moses on that very third day — as R. Moses [Maimonides] and Ibn Ezra. But these ought not to say what they nevertheless [do] say: that on that first day of the month…
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…the Israelites came hither, and [that] Moses twice ascended Mount Sinai and twice descended from it. For when he had ascended on that first day, and ought only [himself] to report to the Lord whether the people were willing and glad in receiving the Law — to what end would he have deferred the ascent and the answer to the third day? Had not the people at once said, "All that the Lord hath spoken, we will do"? Was Moses so slow and sluggish that he did not ascend even on the second day? There are others to whom these things seem rather said on the fourth day — as Cajetan, R. Solomon [Rashi], Lyranus, [and] Bellarmine. But since Cajetan gives the first day of the month both to the arrival into that wilderness and to Moses's first ascent, he makes Moses far more dilatory than the Rabbis just now disapproved. The rest indeed refer this Sinaitic arrival to the third day of the month, as [was] seen above, but reckon it cannot be that on the same day Moses fixed his tabernacle, at once ascended that highest mountain, thence descended to the people to explain the divine will, ascended again to report the people's answer, and afterward descended once more to bid all be ready against the third day. And with these I cannot agree. For, [I] consider, first, that although between Rephidim (whence they had set out) and Sinai (whither they had come) the journey was not much, yet there was so great a multitude of men that all seem scarcely to have come to that place before noon, and there to have halted. For the camp was moved thence not by night, but by daylight. Then, what an occupation for all in pitching the tents! Grant [that] Moses had Joshua, or others, to whom he might commit the erection of his tabernacle, and, freed by them from that occupation, might ascend the mount — how yet, on the same day, could he twice ascend that loftiest and most difficult mountain, twice hear the divine voices, twice descend, [and] twice summon the elders of the people? By this last way, in short, all the [things] the text hands down agree better. For (v. 10) it is said: "Sanctify them today and tomorrow, and let them be ready against the third day." That "Today" signifies the day on which the Lord was speaking these things, [and] is to be included in that triad of days; and [that] the third day of the same triad was the very [day] on which the Lord came down to give the Law, the following [words] judge (v. 11): "For on the third day the Lord will come down." So that, if these things were spoken on the third day of the month, it would have to be concluded [that] the Law was given on the fifth day of the same month. But those with whom I now have the dispute will have [it] given on the sixth — and this will be confirmed below. It is therefore to be settled [that] the Lord commanded these things on the fourth day of the third month, and the 48th from the Egyptian departure.


Question IX. (marg.) On what day, both of the third month and from the Egyptian exodus, was the Law given?

This fourth [chronological] question was put earlier. And first, indeed, St. Augustine and Abulensis (at the cited places) name a day of the third month. But [Augustine] will have it [reckoned] from the day of the slaying of the Lamb, and that [day] included — the fiftieth. Thus: on the 14th day of the first month the lamb was slain. From it, then, [it] included, there remain of the same month —— 16 days; of the second, 30; of the third, 3; [total] 49 [→ Pentecost the 50th]. But Abulensis and Rupert (at the cited place) [reckon] likewise from that same Passover day included — but because [the months were] lunar…
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…[because they use lunar] months, [and] say the day of the Law's giving was indeed the third of the third month, but the 49th from that Passover. Thus: from the first month, days —— 15; [second] 29; [third] 6; [total] 50.

Scaliger (Isagoge of the Canons, book 3, ch. 6, p. 218) says, indeed, that the day of the Law and of Pentecost always falls on the sixth day of the third month; but he will have the first day counted between Passover and Pentecost be the [day] on which the sheaf of firstfruits was offered — that is, the 16th day of the first month — because, namely, he reckons the following second month to have been hollow, but not all the months equal, [as] most had been before the Exodus. But if the things disputed above are truer, then plainly it is welded together and made out — the very thing we seek — [that] it was the sixth day of the same third month, and, from the day of the Egyptian exodus (that not being counted as one), the 50th [from the 15th]. Thus: —— 15; 29; 6; [total] 50.

And more briefly thus. The day on which they were bidden to be ready against the third day, that they might receive the Law, was (as [was] said above, q. 8) the fourth of the third month, and the 48th from the exodus. Therefore the day of the Law's own giving was the sixth of that month, and the 50th from the exodus. Because, as [was] proved in the same question, in the appointed triad of those days both the first and the third day are to be included, thus: — 1 | 48; 2 | 49; 3 | 50.

And this is the most received opinion of the other learned [men] — of Jerome, Cajetan, Ribera, Bellarmine (at the cited place) — and of all the Jews. But most inept [is] that [opinion] which, in [his] Tract. on Years (ch. 5, pp. 45, 46, 47), the Innovator Lydiat strives to bring in — yet without any good argument: [namely] that the sheaf of firstfruits was offered not on the day after the Passover, that is, the 16th day of the first month, but on the first day which, after the sabbath, should fall in the week of the unleavened bread — that is, always on that Lord's day [Sunday], as we now speak in Christian [fashion], which either fell in that week of unleavened bread, or next followed it. But that it was a sabbath day on which the Law was given, Abraham Zacuth hands down (Yuhasin, fol. 9); and others, of whom [more] in ch. 2 of the Acts of the Apostles, q. 4.


Question X. (marg.) On what day was the Law confirmed?

Because (Exodus ch. 24, v. 13) it is written, "Moses and Joshua rose up," there could arise in someone that opinion, as if they rose from sleep and nightly rest, and so ascended the mountain. Then indeed the day would be the third from the Law's giving — that is, the eighth of the third month, [and] the 52nd of the exodus. For it is agreed [that] on the day after the law-giving Moses gave his effort to the victims and to ratifying the covenant by the sprinkling of blood; then that he ascended to the foot of the mountain with Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, and 70 elders, and saw the Lord, as is there narrated (from v. 1 to 12). Yet it must be said [that] Moses ascended Sinai with Joshua on that same morrow of the law-giving. For those earlier [things] were done in the morning time, as is plain from v. 4; and Moses had time enough left to ascend about noon, or certainly after. And that he ascended then, the whole continuation of the text declares. For whether he still dined with them and tasted…
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…of the offered victims [something] (v. 11); or — what to some may seem more probable — was altogether unfed and undined, [it] is at once added: "And the Lord said to Moses: Come up to me." For these words are either a new and repeated command, or altogether the same [one] which had already begun to be recounted above (v. 1) — as [it] seems to Abulensis after q. 15. Whichever one judge, he will nevertheless see, through the following words (v. 13, "And Moses and Joshua rose up"), [that] nothing else is signified than that Moses at once girded himself to comply with that command; and thus, without any delay or hesitation, began to ascend higher, together with Joshua, [his] minister most intimate and most dear of all. For the word "to rise" is regularly taken in Scripture for the very setting-about of some work or journey, and especially when haste and speed are signified — as [in] Deuteronomy 9, v. 12: "Arise, and go down hence quickly"; Mark 10, v. 1: "Rising up thence, he came into the coasts of Judea"; Luke 1, v. 39: "Mary rising up in those days went into the hill country with haste." Nay, that a greater acceleration be expressed, "early" is sometimes added — as [in] Jeremiah 7: "rising early to me"; Jeremiah 7 [again]: "I spoke to you, rising early"; Hosea ch. 5, v. [15]: "in their tribulation they will rise early to me." [The same] which, in Psalm 15 [16], is said otherwise: "Their infirmities were multiplied; afterward they made haste." For Cicero and his brother were not waking from sleep when he wrote, at the end of the second [book] On Divination: "When these things had been said, we rose" — but he says they went away, either because they had been sitting in the Library which was in the Lyceum, [and] rose thence. The Law, therefore, was confirmed on the day after it had been given; and then, with Moses, our Joshua ascended Mount Sinai — that is, on the seventh day of the third month, the 51st of the Egyptian liberty inclusive, the 52nd exclusive.


Question XI. (marg.) Was the Jewish Pentecost [instituted] for the memory of the Law's giving?

Some of the Jews affirm [it] — as, in book 3 of the Guide of the Perplexed [More Nevukhim], ch. 41, Rabbi Moses the Egyptian [Maimonides]; Rabbi Eliezer, ch. 41; Rabbi Isaac Arama, Gate 67, ch. 4, fol. 193b. And it is the most concurrent opinion of the Christian Doctors — as of St. Augustine, St. Jerome, and others, at the cited places. Rupert, however, and Abulensis take the name "the Law's giving" a little otherwise. For they will have it [that], when the Law was pronounced on Sinai by the Lord, it was given inchoately and imperfectly; but on the morrow, when it was confirmed by sacrifice and the sprinkling of blood, [it was] given fully and perfectly. And so [that] the day dealt with is not [that] of that imperfect giving, but of the perfect [one] — because the former is the 49th, as [was] seen in the previous question, [and] this the 50th. But it is truer that, when the Law's giving is spoken of, [it] seems to have been then rather, and more perfectly, given, when it was promulgated on Sinai by the Lord, than afterward, when it was merely stabilized by the struck covenant. For, first, [it] would otherwise be permitted to say even [that] not even then, when it was stabilized, was it perfectly given. Because, although [it was] already brought forth [and] confirmed, [it] had nevertheless not yet been entered upon the tablets — so that the perfection of this giving would [then] seem to have been when the tablets were given. Next, [it] is clear [that] it is one thing to bring forth a law, another to corroborate [it] with certain rites and ceremonies. The former was done most perfectly on Sinai, the latter on the morrow through the sacrifices and blood. And was not the supreme majesty of God [there] promulgating the Law? Does not "to give a law" signify rather the action of the lawgiver himself than [that] of those receiving the law? Especially since they had already professed [that] they [held] it [as] a law for themselves, and whatever the Lord should sanction…



(col. 117)

…had pleased [the Lord] to sanction, [they professed themselves] most ready to accept [it] — so that what is usually called the "acceptance of the law" was at hand together with its very bringing-forth, and was not deferred to a later day. There is therefore no [reason] why one should depart from the common opinion. Yet someone might perhaps not without cause wonder why the cause of this Pentecost instituted among the Jews is nowhere stated in the Scriptures — whereas the causes of the Passover, of the Unleavened Bread, of the Expiation, and of the Tabernacles are handed down so diligently, both elsewhere and [especially in] Leviticus 23 [and] Deuteronomy 16. Nay, another cause of the same Pentecost is there reported — namely, the offering of the bread of firstfruits, on account of the perfected and gathered harvest. This same, and this alone, [as] the cause, Philo opened (book On the Decalogue) and Josephus (Antiquities book 3, ch. 10), where he says this feast is called Asartha — from atsar [עצר], namely — just as the same day is then in the Hebrews' reckoning called atseret [עצרת], and then the "seventh of the Unleavened" (Deuteronomy 16), and the "eighth of the Tabernacles" (Leviticus 23) — as I noted also below, Joshua 5, q. 34 — so that there is no need to give any credit to Lydiat (book On the Forms of Years, ch. 5, p. 48)
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when he writes that "the interpretation of that word Asartha, and its appropriation to Pentecost, is most inept, and altogether savors of some smattering little-Greek interpolator, or a licentious interpreter." Nay, [there] are in Scripture three ordinary closings of the feasts, which are each called hetsereth [עצרת]: 1. the eighth [day] of the Scenopegia [Tabernacles]; 2. the seventh of the Unleavened; 3. Pentecost — as Scaliger shows at length (Isagoge of the Canons, book 3, p. 218). But read the scruple of Venerable Bede (book On the Reckoning of Time, ch. 9).

Our Pentecost is spoken of either as that which was the first, or as that which thereafter followed, and still now follows. The former — as is the concordant opinion of all — began by numbering from the day of the Lord's Resurrection, up to the day on which the Holy Spirit was sent upon the Apostles (Acts 2, v. 1). But the Lord's Resurrection was on the 17th day of the first month; and therefore, that day being included, Pentecost was the 6th day of the third month — from the exodus, in memory, the 50th day exclusive, the 51st inclusive. For [see the table]:




	Day of month
	Weekday
	Event
	Day from Resurrection





	1st month, 14
	Thursday
	Eating of the paschal Lamb, & the sacred institution [Eucharist]
	



	15
	Friday
	Crucifixion. 1st day of Unleavened
	



	16
	Saturday
	Rest in the sepulchre. Offering of the sheaf
	



	17
	Sunday
	Resurrection — whence to Pentecost, day →
	1



	18
	Monday
	
	2



	19
	Tuesday
	
	3



	20
	Wednesday
	
	4



	21
	Thursday
	
	5



	22
	Friday
	
	6



	23
	Saturday
	
	7



	24
	Sunday
	Apparition made to St. Thomas (John 20)
	8



	25
	Monday
	
	9



	26
	Tuesday
	
	10



	27
	Wednesday
	
	11



	28
	Thursday
	
	12



	29
	Friday
	
	13



	30
	Saturday
	
	14



	2nd month, 1
	Sunday
	
	15



	2
	Monday
	
	16



	3
	Tuesday
	
	17



	4
	Wednesday
	
	18



	5
	Thursday
	
	19



	6
	Friday
	
	20



	7
	Saturday
	
	21



	8
	Sunday
	
	22



	9
	Monday
	
	23



	10
	Tuesday
	
	24



	11
	Wednesday
	
	25



	12
	Thursday
	(from the Resurrection)
	26



	13
	Friday
	
	27



	14
	Saturday
	
	28



	15
	Sunday
	
	29



	16
	Monday
	
	30



	17
	Tuesday
	
	31



	18
	Wednesday
	
	32



	19
	Thursday
	
	33



	20
	Friday
	
	34



	21
	Saturday
	
	35



	22
	Sunday
	
	36



	23
	Monday
	
	37



	24
	Tuesday
	
	38



	25
	Wednesday
	
	39



	26
	Thursday
	Ascension of the Lord
	40



	27
	Friday
	
	41



	28
	Saturday
	
	42



	29
	Sunday
	
	43



	30
	Monday
	
	44



	3rd month, 1
	Tuesday
	
	45



	2
	Wednesday
	
	46



	3
	Thursday
	
	47



	4
	Friday
	
	48



	5
	Saturday
	
	49



	6
	Sunday
	Pentecost & the sending of the Holy Spirit
	50






Question XII. (marg.) Does our Pentecost agree, as to time, with the Jewish?

If we look at the [Jewish Pentecost], between it and that first [Pentecost] of ours there is likewise the highest agreement. For the Jews had then begun theirs from the 17th day of the first month — either for the ordinary and fixed cause, or for that [cause] which Bellarmine hands down at the cited place (and which I shall sift a little more diligently [at] Joshua 5, q. 30): namely, that when the second day of the Unleavened, which was the 16th of the first month, fell on a Sabbath, the offering of the sheaf was deferred to the next day — that is, the third of the Unleavened, or the 17th of the month; and therefore also the first of the fifty days, which by the law (Leviticus 23) always cohered with that [offering], [was deferred with it] — so that the offered sheaf and Pentecost (or the 50th [day]) always held one and the same day…
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…[held one and the same day…the offered sheaf and Pentecost, or the 50th day, was] the beginning of the [fifty] days. For that delay, on his [Bellarmine's] opinion, came about because, in order that the sheaf be offered, the scythe had to be put to the standing grain; and this was reckoned a servile work. Therefore neither on the first day of the Unleavened, nor on the following day (if it was a sabbath), could that reaping be done — by the laws written in the same place.

But P. Suarez (tom. 2, disput. 46, sect. 1) objects three [things] to this opinion. First. To reap the sheaf for the offering was a religious work; but works of this kind were not forbidden — as [it was] also [permitted] to slay sheep for the sacrifices, and to flay oxen and wash [them]. Secondly. That sheaf could have been reaped on the earlier days. 3. By no one is an exception of this kind handed down. I answer, to the first: [that] it was truly lawful to cut such a sheaf on that day for the offering; yet [that] the Hebrews shunned this — as they shunned many other things of the kind — because they had a certain look of servile work, and that reaping did not seem to pertain immediately and nearly to the worship of God. For in these and like [matters] the Jews reckon [there is] what they call the "hedge of the Law," or géder hattorah [גדר התורה]. For I myself saw [it], when, on the Day of Expiation, they did not dare, in their synagogues, either to snuff the burning candles, or, if the wax flowed down even onto their books or garments, to arrange it a little better — but for that matter would either beg a Christian's help, or hire [him] for a fee. And on another feast-day — that of Tabernacles, namely — when some one of them had received a letter, he would ask a Christian to open and unseal it. And when [the Christian] refused, and demanded the cause of so great a superstition, [the Jew] would answer, out of the Mishnah, that this and other things of the kind are géder hattorah — as I repeat also elsewhere, Joshua ch. 5. To the second: Truly, on the first day of the Unleavened itself it was not lawful, as [was] said above, because it too was very much a feast. The doubt can only be about the very day of the lamb's immolation — at least before evening, or the afternoon time. For why, even on that day in the forenoon hours, or even on the earlier days, would it not have been lawful to reap that sheaf beforehand? I would think they wished, and thought it seemly, that that sheaf be the freshest — so that, as it were, [it be] carried from the field to the temple before they entered either the barn or another house; [that] those very firstfruits of the harvest ought to be brought [thither straightway]. To the third: Bellarmine admits this very [thing]. But the most illustrious Baronius (tom. 1) cites St. Epiphanius (Heresy 51) as the author of that opinion. But as to the other Pentecosts of ours, the reckoning of them is the same — if they be compared to the day of the Jewish Pentecost, as [is that] of our Passovers to their Passover. For just as the 14th [of the] moon is always their Passover, [but] never ours — so, from that day inclusive, always the [fiftieth] day is their Pentecost, [but] never ours. Although [it is] most likely [that] they kept the fixed and ordinary day of eating the Lamb [as] the 14th day of the first month, the first day of the Unleavened [as] the 15th, the offering of the sheaf [as] the 16th; and, from this [day] taken inclusive (as it is taken by Scaliger, Isagoge bk. 3, p. 218), the fifty days [as] numbered to Pentecost itself. But I would prefer [to count] from the [15th] inclusive rather, because the months as yet all seem to have been full and equal. And thus, from the second day of Passover exclusive, some Jews began Pentecost, or the 50th day (as Josephus will have it) — but [others] from the third…
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…inclusive: unless we call the 15th day of the first month "Passover," and call the 16th "the first [day] of Passover," [and] the 17th "the second" — as I again touch [in] the Acts of the Apostles, ch. 2, q. 2. Yet for the festal and useful memory of those mysteries, this itself matters nothing.

The Jewish Pentecost first received the Law divinely; the rest thereafter, year by year, renewed the memory of that thing. Our first [Pentecost] received the Law, likewise spiritual and Evangelical — namely, the grace of the Holy Spirit, by which all precepts are readily fulfilled; and the various endowments of tongues and of wisdom, by which that Law was propagated into all lands and nations. And of those gifts the anniversary memory is always on that day. And thus that Jewish Pentecost was a certain type and figure of ours, since in ours is the truth, and the very thing signified — as our [writers] noted long ago: St. Jerome (Epistle 127 to Fabiola, at that mansion 12, cited); St. Leo (Sermon 1 on Pentecost); St. Cyprian (Sermon on [the number]); Severian (in Theophylact, on Acts 2); Theophylact himself, and Venerable Bede (there); and above all St. Augustine (Epistle 119, ch. 16). But Calvin (on Acts 2) says: "In this I could wish Augustine were more sober and modest." Is it so, indeed? To you, Calvin, is Augustine drunken and immodest? But that you may accuse him, you are perhaps pressed by some necessary reason. Come, what is it? You bring none? And who would not wish you rather "more sober and modest" in slandering this and other most learned, most holy Fathers? On the same day, too, the firstfruits of the bread which the Lord had given from the field of his own heaven were offered by the Apostles, when to all the nations that are under heaven they began to speak in various tongues the wonderful works of God; and that great priest himself, Peter, sacrificed the hecatombs of the firstfruits of three thousand men joined to CHRIST the Lord.

It could here also be considered how the Law was given on Sinai in the morning time, and this Evangelical grace given on Sion about the third hour before noon; how, there and here, the crashes of thunder were heard, the blazings of flame beheld, [and] wondrous changes of minds wrought. But of these [let it] now [be] enough — of which [I shall say] something again [at] ch. 2 of the Acts of the Apostles, q. 5.


Question XIV. (marg.) How long did Joshua remain on Mount Sinai?

Some (in Abulensis, ch. 32, q. 25) will have [it that] he returned into the camp — but [that], as to whether Moses would return, [Joshua] was wont daily to explore more diligently, watching the roads and going forward to the mountain's foot. Yet it must be said [that] he remained on the mountain altogether just so long as Moses remained there. For he ascended with him (as [was] seen hitherto from Exodus ch. 24, v. 13), and with the same [Moses] afterward descended (the same book, ch. 32, v. 17). Nor is it permitted to suspect [that] he in the meantime descended and again ascended. For, first, Moses signified well enough [that Joshua] would remain with him there always and continually, when he said to the elders (ch. 24, v. 14): "Wait here till we return to you." Next, Joshua was Moses's minister. He could therefore not go away thence except when bidden — lest, if Moses happened to need him, he should, like a worthless servant, have slipped away from his master and done other things. Finally, if he had descended from the mountain before Moses, when, I ask, would that have been? Once only? Or oftener? And how…
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…[often, and] for what cause? To what place? For if he had come into the camp (nor yet do I see whither else he would rather go), he would himself have learned something of the people's apostatic murmuring, the fabrication of the calf, the proclamation of the festal celebration, and other like [things]. But that he knew nothing of these is clear from this — that he indicated none of them to Moses (ch. 32, v. 7); nay, when he heard the shouts of [those] playing the Bacchanals and leaping, he suspected nothing sinister at all, but rather [thought it] a warlike outcry and Martial battle-songs (ibid., v. 17). They could also easily have asked about Moses himself — [those] who dared to say (ch. 32, v. 1), "As for this Moses, the man who brought us out of the land of Egypt, we know not what has befallen him." And truly, even if he had gone out daily to the roots of the mountain, he could still have been deceived, because Moses would descend at another hour of the day than he had supposed; or certainly he would have had to await him whole days on the road. But why not rather on the mountain? Now, how long Moses himself remained on the mountain, there is a double opinion. One gives him 40 days, the other 46. In the former are the Jews, because (Deuteronomy 9, v. 9) it is said: "I continued in the mount forty days and forty nights." And Abulensis thinks this likelier (Exodus 24, q. 21). For otherwise, when Moses — to bend the Hebrews' hard neck a little — had begun to set forth his labors and troubles for their sake, he would rather (which was more useful to that end) have said that he continued on the mount 46 days and as many nights, than 40. Nevertheless, I reckon [it] more consonant to the text, and indeed to the truth itself, if 46 days and nights be assigned to his stay on the mount. For (Exodus 24, v. 15) it is said: after Moses had ascended the mount, "a certain cloud covered the mount, and Moses himself, and that for six days"; but after these, God called Moses within the same cloud — but now affected in another place, state, and manner. For then he entered the midst of the cloud itself, which was on the loftiest peak of that mount, and indeed like a burning fire. But afterward is subjoined: "And he was there forty days and forty nights." If, then, the whole time in which he was on the mount be taken — that is, as much in the lower as in the highest part [of it], as much in the cloud (but outside its midst) as within the midst — the days necessarily come to 46. Nor does that heightening of the labors in Deuteronomy stand against the reckoning. Because he says not simply that he was on the mount 40 days and nights, but "neither eating nor drinking" [40 days]. But in the six earlier days he ate and drank something — of which afterward. And that is far more, and fitter to the proposed end, than if he should say he was there 46 days and nights and make no mention of that fasting or abstinence; or, if he did, should join it not to the whole number of those 46 days, but to a part of them only — namely 40. For this minuter fraction of the days would have broken the force and impetus of the speech, so that it had not so much of authority and weight. Furthermore, this opinion of mine is confirmed from the awkward numbering of those six days which is made by them [the Jews]. For the Jews indeed will have them begun from the very beginning of the third month, on which day Moses first ascended Sinai — but this was already removed above (qq. 6 and 7). But grant [it]: Moses ascend-…
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…ed on the first day of this month — yet not even then did the cloud begin to cover the mount. For afterward — that is, on the third or fourth day, by the very opinion of the Jews of which [I spoke in] q. 8 — the Lord said (ch. 19, v. 9): "Now I will come to thee in the darkness of the cloud." And afterward — namely on the sixth day, ibid., v. 16 — "a most dense cloud began to cover the mount." But (ch. 24, v. 16) Moses was covered and hidden by that cloud all those six days. Abulensis, however (in the cited q. 21), thinks that those six days are to be begun from the day after the Law's giving, but to be included in the "forty" number which Scripture mentions. But it was just now shown [that] they are separated off from it by the Scripture itself. For outside the midst of the cloud he was six days. But on the seventh day, at the Lord's own call, he entered into it. "And he was there," says the text (v. 18), "forty days and forty nights." And therefore our Joshua too clung to Sinai forty-six days: six indeed in the lower part, outside that midst of the cloud, together with Moses; then the remaining forty either in the same place, but with Moses now withdrawn higher into that inmost [part] of the cloud — or in the same higher and nobler station with Moses himself. For this must now be examined.


Question XV. (marg.) Was Joshua together with Moses in the highest part of the mountain, and the noblest part of the cloud?

Now truly, when Moses and Joshua had left Aaron and the other elders in the lowest part of the mountain, they themselves ascended higher — yet not to the very peak of the mountain; and in that middle part, as it were, of the mountain they remained, as we heard, six days. "But on the seventh day," says the text (Exodus ch. 24, v. 16), "the Lord called Moses from the midst of the darkness." Behold, Moses alone is called out, not Joshua. And it is subjoined (v. 18): "And Moses, entering into the midst of the cloud, went up into the mount" — that is, into the highest part of the mountain. Behold again, Moses alone enters the midst of the cloud, Moses alone climbs to the loftiest peak, not Joshua. Yet when I consider with myself [that] earlier [it] was nowhere reported [that] it had been commanded [that] Joshua ascend together with Moses, and [that] we nevertheless saw he did ascend — nay, whereas [it] is expressly written (v. 2), "And Moses alone went up to the Lord," and yet Joshua accompanied him — I am borne almost to the opinion that Joshua never departed from Moses's side, but followed him wherever he went. For was not "Come up to me into the mount, and be there" (v. 12) able to seem said to Moses alone? — and yet it is subjoined (v. 13) [that] Joshua ascended together with him. The reason and causes of the ascent seem quite equal in both [cases], to each part of the mountain, which were brought above (q. 5) [to show] why in that ascent to the mid-height of the mountain he was rightly Moses's companion — [and] all those same [reasons] join him assiduously to Moses [as he goes] to the higher [parts] too, [as] he approaches [them], and all but fasten him [there]. But to repeat these here [would be] unseasonable. And St. Ambrose truly seems to have had the same opinion settled in [his] mind, when (book 2 On Duties, ch. 20) he said: "Moses spoke with God; Jesus [Joshua] likewise was covered by the cloud." Masius (on Joshua ch. 11, p. 211): "Joshua was next to Moses in that sacred colloquy, and all but admitted with him into the heavenly sanctuary on Mount Sinai." But someone objecting [that] he could then have heard, when (Exodus 32) the Lord told Moses the people had sinned, and when [Moses interceded]…
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…[when Moses interceded] for it. I answer, 1. [that] this speech of God and Moses was interior, which Joshua could not hear. 2. [That] Joshua himself stood off from Moses by some interval still — as both will be said below, ch. 5, q. 1. You will press [that] Philo (in the book On Charity) denies [that Joshua] was with Moses at this time. "He was," he says, "the companion and tent-mate of the Prophet — except when he [Moses] sought retirement, for the sake of the divine colloquies." I answer [that] other retirements of Moses can be understood; or even, in this very retirement, [that] Moses sometimes withdrew still further from Joshua, that he might attend the divine [things] more privately — as [was] just now said: just as, in the garden, CHRIST the Lord [withdrew] from both kinds of disciples, both those whom he had left in the first part and those whom he had led with him into the latter and more inward [part].


Question XVI. (marg.) In so many days on the mountain, what did Joshua do?

In the middle part of the mountain he had a twofold occupation. One spiritual, the other corporal. The spiritual was prayer and meditation on divine things. For [it] is not to be thought [that] they passed those days in leisure and sleep — since even in any other [man] of the common sort that would be most vicious. Nor indeed, had he wished [it], would Moses have allowed [it] — [Moses] who went before him by his own example, and was wholly [given] to prayers and the contemplation of God. Which is why R. Eliezer (ch. 46) says once and again [that] by day he was occupied in mikra, or in the sacred text, but by night in Mishnah — that is, in that explication of the Law which stood not by writing, but by tradition. But when [Joshua] beheld his own master and teacher doing this, would a man so very pious and diligent give himself to idle langor and drowsiness? He knew to what end he had been led thither by Moses; by what preparation of mind [it] was needful [that] the tables of the Law be received, and God's coming and word taken in. And therefore, together with Moses, he steeped himself beforehand in most religious thoughts, and assiduously offered most fervent prayers to the Lord. For if, on that same mountain, when Moses was about to hear only a few commands of the Lord, he once heard, "Put off the shoe from thy feet, for the place on which thou standest is holy ground" (Exodus 3, v. 5) — with what diligence and reverence do we suppose he now prepared himself, when he was to receive not a few voices and commands of the Lord only, but the whole description of that Church and commonwealth, the ceremonies of religion and of all the sacred [rites], the patterns of the tabernacle and its vessels, and of the priests, and the forms of their vestments and offices, and, finally, the very tables of the Law inscribed by the hand of God himself? [Moses] who did not draw off from the feet of his mind the shoes of all earthly affections? Who studied to bring into that summit footsteps as clean as possible, and bare of all filth? And this the best Master was teaching the best disciple. And this was one cause why — both before they went higher, and afterward, when they had come to the very peak of the mountain — the Lord willed Moses, for so many days, to be free from all other business and occupation, and, loosed from every care, to act there. For just as vessels, if they are full of water or some other liquor, reject even a supply of the best wine poured over [them], so also minds, filled with cares and other affairs, admit less the divine addresses and the charisms. "No…
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…matter," says the Latin Sage [Seneca] (book On the Happy Life), "is well handled by a busy man. A preoccupied mind takes in nothing higher, but spits out all things as though forced in." And therefore also elsewhere (Epistle 18) he says: "Appoint some days on which you may withdraw from your own affairs." See St. Bernard (Sermon 3 on the Ascension of the Lord), where he treats of the mind of a man thinking on many things. But on the highest ridge of that mountain the exercises flourished much more. And therefore Abulensis (q. 19) and Cajetan hand down [that] Moses was then, as it were, utterly absorbed in perpetual contemplation; and [that] Joshua imitated [him] there is scarcely any cause to doubt. But this, and the other occupation which I was calling corporal, will be able to be understood from the following questions.


Question XVII. (marg.) Did Joshua make use of food and drink on the mountain?

In the first six days, in which Moses and Joshua halted on the middle ledge of the mountain, Abulensis (q. 19) teaches [that] both made use of food and drink — if, however, those days were not of the number of the forty, as I said before [they were] not (q. 16). But in the forty days themselves, [that] Moses took absolutely nothing of food or of drink, Deuteronomy ch. 9 most clearly testifies. But of Joshua, the same Abulensis (q. 20) hands down [that] in those days he likewise ate and drank. Yet I do not think this [necessary]. For if, as has hitherto been plain, he always clung to Moses, and with him penetrated the brow of the mountain and the most sacred dwelling of the cloud, why should we not think [that] he also fasted with him? For [the fact] that this is recorded of Moses, [and] not of Joshua himself, we already saw above (q. 15) is no obstacle in the ascents of that mountain. Yet because [Joshua] was not himself to receive the tables with his own hands, and because he was younger in age — for whom, toward the future contests of wars, strength and bodily vigor were more necessary — let us therefore grant [that] he was perhaps wont to eat and drink.


Question XVIII. (marg.) What was Joshua's food and drink on the mountain?

Whatever was Moses's food and drink in the first six days, the same was Joshua's too, and in all the other remaining days — since who would want [Joshua] full while Moses himself was hungry? For what other food could he have here? What drink? And the [things] which could be at hand there in the mountain on the earlier days could not but be present on the following [days] too. And they were those very [things] from which, in the latter 40 days, Moses says he abstained (Deuteronomy 9): bread and water. But then, there too, the "bread" was manna; the "water" could be from the torrent (of which Deuteronomy 9) and from the rock (of which Exodus ch. 17). But someone may object. First. Manna was wont to be pounded with a mill or a mortar (as is gathered from ch. 16 of Exodus, v. 14), and afterward cooked in pots over fire (v. 23). But what mortar or mill [was there] on the mountain? What pot? What fire? For that Moses and Joshua carried these with them, I have nothing whence to conjecture. Secondly. The manna fell around the camp (ibid., v. 14). It had therefore to be carried up into the mountain — and so either by Joshua, descending for this thing at least, or by some other, ascending. But this was lawful to no one (for [there] were fixed and appointed limits, beyond which [it was] right for none — Exodus 19); and every descent of Joshua has before been denied. How, then, here…
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…[was there] food on the mountain? Thirdly. He who gave the manna, who gave the quails (God, Exodus 16), could furnish any other victual whatever. Why then do we say [it was] manna alone? To the First: Some pounding and cooking of the manna was indeed sometimes applied; yet it was not so necessary that, without it, that [manna] was not fit for eating and wholesome. And therefore, if [one] pleased, they ate [it] uncooked, as Josephus shows (at the cited place, [book] 1), and [as] can be gathered from ch. 16 of Exodus, v. 23 — where they are admonished [about] what they may cook, if [they wish], not what they must necessarily [cook], so as to cook [it] the day before the sabbath. And since the manna gave every flavor one wished, as [is said in] Wisdom 16, could this not be given to Joshua and Moses without any other pounding or cooking? Nor do I see anything absurd if one should say [that] Joshua, Moses's minister, took with him a little mortar, a little pot, and some tinder for fire — especially since, by divine admonition, Moses foreknew [that it] would be [necessary] to tarry there somewhat longer, as is gathered from ch. 24 of Exodus, vv. 12 and 14. To the second: the mountain does not stray from the camp by so great an interval that the manna could not fall there; and if it were absent [thence], yet where the Israelites were in that wilderness, God could give this heavenly food — and perhaps was wont to? To the third: God could, without doubt, have bestowed any other viands whatever he had willed. But we say [it was] rather manna. Because Moses (Deuteronomy 9) called [it] "bread," as I already said above; and because it was then the common nourishment of all, and indeed an index of the supreme divine benevolence toward his servants. From these [things], at last, it appears what corporal occupation Joshua could have — namely, either for himself only in the last days, or for both in the first six, to carry water, [and] to gather the manna daily, after the manner of the other Israelites, and, if there was need, to pound and cook [it]. Now, whether Joshua ascended with Moses [only] for so [long] a time, could be asked; but there will be a more opportune place afterward. Let us [rather] learn how good disciples and ministers ought to cling to good teachers and masters — namely, not only in [those] things which [are] pleasing and agreeable, but also in harsh and troublesome [ones].
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Nor indeed was Moses only a type of CHRIST the Lord fasting in the desert (Matthew 4), but Joshua himself too — except that, when he is here compared with Moses, [Joshua] rather represents our person, [we] who imitate Christ's fast indeed, but not with that perfection, and intimate union and converse with God, which he [Moses] had. But since, together with this same CHRIST the Lord [as he was] about to ascend into heaven, the disciples ascended the Mount of Olives (Acts, ch. 1), that they might not be far from their [Christ, as Joshua from] Moses — let us also ascend. "The mountain" is every calling-away from earthly and perishable things, a loftier virtue, a zeal of a more perfect life. "If thou see me," said Elijah (2 Kings [4 Reg.] ch. 2, v. 10), "when I am taken from thee, thou shalt have what thou hast asked." But Elisha, to whom this is said, [being] a good disciple, had asked a double spirit of Elijah. And if we too behold our Lord on the mount with mind and heart, and forsake him not, he will give us of his Spirit; and, to receive it, why should not we too — as Moses and Joshua, to receive the tables of the old Law — be wholly occupied in prayers and holy meditations? "They had gone up into the upper room," as onto some Mount Sinai — the disciples of CHRIST the Lord — "and all were persevering with one mind in prayer" (Acts 1:14). This [was] the best preparation for the receiving of the Evangelical Law and of divine grace — which [grace] was now promised not on Mount Sinai, harsh, dry, and set with brambles, but on the Mount of Olives, sweet, gentle, and pleasant (Acts 1:8), and given on the holy, delightful, and glad Mount Sion — so that the difference of the mountains might judge also the difference of the laws. Terrible and hard was the old Law; but the Evangelical [Law] gentle and calm. That [old Law] Moses sought and awaited 40 days; this [new one] the Apostles [awaited] 10 days — by a number, namely, simpler and more perfect. Neither he nor they were frustrated of their hope and expectation; nor shall we be frustrated — provided only [that], with our Joshua, we remain on the mount, eager and constant in the holy exercises of [our] souls. So be it, so be it.


Caput V (opening)

When those 46 days had run out — of which Moses spent forty in the midst of the cloud, and in perpetual fasting — the two stone tables of the covenant were given to the same Moses by the Lord; and at the same time [it was] indicated [that] the Israelites [had sinned] in the camp; [and he was bidden] therefore to return as quickly as possible, and to learn the whole matter. "And Moses returned" (Exodus 32, v. 15), "carrying the two tables of the testimony in his hand, written on both sides, and made by the work of God; the writing also of God was written on the tables. And Joshua, hearing the tumult of the shouting people, said to Moses: The noise of battle is heard in the camp: [it is] not the cry of those exhorting to fight, nor the shout of those compelling to flee; but I hear the voice of singers. And when they drew near the camp, Moses saw the golden calf, the dances, and the rest of the people's wickedness; and he cast down those tables and broke them."


Question I. (marg.) Did Joshua hear when the Lord told Moses the people had sinned?

On the same peak of the mountain Joshua was living together with Moses, as [was] said above. He could therefore have heard whatever was said by the Lord to Moses. But it is not so. For Joshua seems to have been ignorant of the people's sin, when he said, "The noise of battle is heard in the camp." Although this one utterance of his does not altogether prove ignorance. For he could have suspected [that], because they had sinned, enemies had come and were inflicting some grave defeat on them; or [that] they themselves were at variance among themselves in spirit, and, a sedition now arisen, were joining hands and fighting it out. For the propensity of the people to murmurings and factions had been observed by his mind, and the recent incursion of the Amalekites still almost clung before his eyes. From this, however, it is nevertheless gathered [that] he was ignorant — if not of the kind of sin, certainly of its species. But that the whole kind of sin was already known to that same Joshua, I do not indeed think can be gathered from the passage itself. For although both were in the midst of the cloud, [they were] nevertheless not in so small a little space that one was ever apart from the other. For to those necessities which nature's modesty is wont to attend to more discreetly, it was sometimes needful [to give privacy]. And then, as [was] said above (ch. 4, q. 15), God's speech to Moses could be hidden, and wholly enclosed within the inner recesses of his mind, so that there was no outward voice — just as also Moses's prayers, conceived to God for the people, could be [so hidden]. Yet that one may reckon he was ignorant of that kind of sin, [the reason] is that the speech of Joshua to Moses is so narrated as if he were altogether unaware of this matter; but when he happened to have heard the shouts, at once he indicated what came into his mind — [that] they seemed battle-cries. If otherwise he had already heard of the sin beforehand, he would seem [likely] to have conjectured a little more shrewdly about those shouts. He therefore neither heard nor thought of the people's sin, until at last he himself, sorrowing, drank in that most doleful sight of things with his own eyes.


Question II. (marg.) Whether [Joshua helped] in carrying the tables of the Decalogue?

That he did help seems to have been fair — both because Moses was now more advanced in age, and because [he was] not a little weakened by so long a fast. He was also his minister, so that deservedly…
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…[deservedly] he ought, of his own accord, to have demanded and asked for this burden of the stones for himself, if Moses would not impose [it] — and, if not both of those tables, at least one. Nevertheless, both at the beginning of the descent (v. 15) and at the end (v. 19) — whence one may also conjecture as to the middle, which is passed over in silence — Moses bears the tables alone in his hands. And although Joshua was unwilling to lift him [of them], and asked, out of his observance and duty toward Moses, [to carry] that pack, yet the same Moses was unwilling to give [it] up. 1. To signify that that divine gift was pleasing and dear to him. 2. To teach [that] the Law of the Lord, even if it seem grave and hard, is nevertheless to be borne bravely and constantly by all, of whatever age they at last may be. 3. Because Joshua himself was perhaps laden with other little burdens — a little water-jug, a little mortar, a little pot, a tinderbox. 4. Because, just as Joshua showed us the way of ascending to the steep peak of felicity, so also he showed our JESUS, descending from the highest summit of the heavens, bringing us a law not hard, heavy, and stony, but gentle and light, and such as makes stony hearts most soft. For thus he spoke through Ezekiel (ch. 36, v. 26): "I will give you a new heart, and put my spirit in the midst of you; and I will take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and give you a heart of flesh"; and in St. Matthew (ch. 11, v. 30): "My yoke is sweet, and my burden light." 5. Those tables were a little after to be broken; but the law which JESUS CHRIST brought us is eternal, never to be taken away, never to be changed. Our mode of leading life shall indeed be taken away; but that which, through JESUS CHRIST, is grace and charity, [as] a law, never falls: in the very seats of the heavens it remains firm and unbroken. But although Joshua himself bore not the tables with his own hands, he was nevertheless present to Moses bearing [them] — because without CHRIST's grace and help not even that old Law could be kept. And because CHRIST's grace holds the first place in the observance of the commandments, therefore, by allegory, that which R. Eliezer writes (ch. 45) can be true: [that] the writing of the tables of the Decalogue was not carried by Moses, but carried Moses — until the choirs of the sinning and dancing Israelites came into sight. For then the tables were made so heavy that Moses could not hold them, but cast [them] down and broke [them]. For if these things be taken historically, are they not fabricated, and almost ridiculous?


Question III. (marg.) Whether Joshua rightly said he heard the howl of battle?

Three [things] here are to be noted, but in few [words]. First, if the question be of the truth of the words, he spoke not rightly, because what he said was false. But if the discourse be of moral rectitude, he lied in nothing. For so he thought the matter to be. But [that] a lie is [speech] against the mind, St. Augustine teaches (book Against Lying). Nor did he say anything rashly or imprudently; for it is wont to happen in hearing, as [also] in sight, that at first a sound is perceived, as it were, generally and confusedly, then more distinctly, afterward [as] such and such — as Aristotle taught, of other cognitions too (Physics 1, ch. 1). He, then, who expresses in a word that first and confused cognition — unless some other thing hinders — can be charged with no rashness or imprudence. Nay, on this account Joshua is not a little to be praised, because he seems to have said these things in order modestly to invite Moses to bring help, and to pour out prayers, as he had lately done against the Amalekites. But now the third [point] is: why what Joshua says in Hebrew and Greek — "I heard the voice of battle" — our [translator] rendered "the howl of battle"? The answer is at hand: [that] that shout which most nations are wont to raise at the very beginning of battles, or in [their] progress and heat, is called by the Greeks ἀλαλαγμός or ἀλκυθμός (Suidas being witness), but by the Latins now baritus (in Tacitus, On the Customs of the Germans; Ammianus, books 16, 21, and 31), now ululatus [howl]. "The Gauls," says Livy (book [21]), "rush upon [them] on the bank, with various howls and their manner of singing…"



(col. 128)

…[and their manner of singing]. See, if you please, Gellius (book 1, ch. 11) [and] Lipsius (Dialogue 11, book 4, On Warfare). These howls Philo calls (book On Moses) "hymns no different from dirges"; (book On the Special Laws) "odes and hymns in place of dirges"; (book On Drunkenness) "that which is convivial and reveling — through which, in feasts and banquets, [it is] the sweetest strain, but truly, as over the dying, a dirge" — so that that ἀντὶ ["in place of"] here seems to be taken for "like."


Question IV. (marg.) To Joshua saying those things, what [replied] Moses?

Moses removes from him the false [notion] about the shout, or the suspicion, and teaches what kind [it] truly is. Now a twofold shout is wont to be raised in battles. One, at the beginning, from both lines, to one and the same end — namely, that they may rouse and inflame themselves, but terrify and strike down the enemy. The other, in the very course of the battle; and this [is] well-nigh double. For those who conquer and overcome utter glad voices, or of [victory] pressing on, or of [victory] now full; [but] those who are conquered and overcome [utter] sad, wild, and discordant wailings — while some are wounded, some now at the last gasp, some are being trampled under the feet either of their own or of the enemy; or certainly [some], still living and not yet hurt, while they betake themselves to flight, and in it [flight] call others this way and that, sometimes even thrust [them] forward. But both shouts Moses said were absent from the camp. "It is not," he says, "the cry of those exhorting to battle, nor the shout of those compelling to flight." For so our [translator] rightly rendered what from the Hebrew is variously given. For R. Kimchi, the [other] Rabbis, and the Chaldee paraphrast [render it] thus: "It is not the voice of those crying mightily, nor the voice of those crying feebly"; or [thus]: "Neither of the strong, who conquer, nor of the weak, who are conquered, is [this] the cry." Oleaster: "It is not the voice of those answering in strength" — i.e., of those boasting their forces unto victory — "nor of those answering in cutting-down" — i.e., [of those saying] they are cut down. R. Solomon [Rashi], in [his] commentary: "This voice is not [that] of men shouting 'Victory! Victory!'; nor the voice of the weak crying out 'Woe! Woe!', or 'Flee! Flee!'" But the Seventy: οὐκ ἔστι φωνὴ ἐξαρχόντων κατ' ἰσχύν, οὐδὲ φωνὴ ἐξαρχόντων τροπῆς — that is, as it is rendered in Pagninus's Thesaurus: "It is not the voice of those leading off [the war-song] for battle, nor the voice of those leading off for flight." Of what kind, then, is the voice? "But the voice," he says, "of singers I hear." The Chaldee paraphrast: "the voice of players"; the Seventy: φωνὴν ἐξαρχόντων οἴνῳ — "the voice of those leading off in wine." Truly, indeed, they all express the voice which was in fact then [there], and which is signified by the Hebrew word. But it will not be beside the point to consider what that [word] is, and why it was imposed upon those sporting, wanton, and bacchic outcries. But that word is annoth [ענות], which could be rendered "voice of affliction, humiliation, and misery" — not only because, with other points, it could be read anoth [עֲנוֹת], as it is in Psalm 21 [22], v. 24 [25], but also with those which are set [there] retained. For it is an infinitive in place of a noun — as [is] often [the case], both among the Hebrews and among the Greeks and Latins. And in the preceding [it] had been twice put in the negations, but with an addition; so that the sense here would be nearly this: "It is not the voice of affliction which the force and strength of the conquerors brings on; nor the voice of affliction which those who are conquered endure, and querulously bewail groaning — a weakening or dissolution: but simply, it is a voice of affliction." O wondrous thing! The song of those feasting, dancing, carousing, [and] running wanton seems most festive, most glad, most delightful — and yet truly it is nothing other than a voice of affliction; and of an affliction not of this or that [kind], but simply, one which, namely, is far greater and more crushing than can be in any battle, even the most unhappy. For the voice of the utmost affliction is the voice of weeping, and of the everlasting gnashing of teeth. "They hold," says Job (ch. 21, v. 12), "the timbrel and the harp, and rejoice at the sound of the organ. They spend their days in good things, and in a moment go down to hell." But one may with reason wonder whence, in that wilderness, these wretches had wine, that they might so revel. Abulensis doubts (after q. 16) whether they had wine, or used only water; but since it is written, in the same ch. 32 of Exodus, "the people sat down to eat and drink, and rose up to play" — and so [far] that, as follows afterward, [they] "danced and made choirs" — who would not think wine was present? "For no one," says Cicero (Pro Murena), "dances sober." And the Seventy expressly mentioned wine, as we saw; and he himself…
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…and Philo himself (On the Laws in Particular), [describing] those Israelites as "drunk with a double drunkenness — the one of impiety, the other of wine"; and (book 3 On Moses): "having gorged themselves on unmixed [wine], they were held by a double drunkenness — the one from wine, the other also from folly." And therefore whence they had wine is rather to be asked. But what does the belly not procure? What region [is there] from which gluttony alone, and dainty [appetite], does not try to buy up delicacies? (See Pliny, book 9, ch. 17 and 26; book 19, ch. 4; book 36, ch. 1.) The Chaldee [Targum] indeed says (Canticle 1, v. 14) [that] the Israelites brought wine into the desert from the vineyards of Engaddi. These impious calf-worshippers, then, must be reckoned to have taken care that a great supply of wine be brought in from neighboring places. But as for Moncaeius (book 2 On the Calf, ch. 6, p. 2, 84) wanting these cries to have been sacrificial — such as [in] Aeneid 10, when "the curved pipe proclaims the choirs of Bacchus," and Philumenus argues — this excuses the Jews in nothing at all. Nor does he prove [that] those outcries were joined with the sacrifice only, and were not also [continued] after it; and he cites Philo's book 2 On the Life of Moses wrongly, since these things are in the cited book On the Special Laws; and mention of them is made in the book On Drunkenness, [and] some [things] twice in book 3 On Moses — none in the second [book].


Question V. (marg.) Which of the two heard the shouts of the reveling Israelites sooner — Moses or Joshua?

Because Joshua first spoke of them, therefore some think they were heard sooner by him than by Moses — yet [they were] more truly and more sharply known and judged by Moses. The cause of the greater speed in hearing they lay to age — because Joshua was much younger than Moses, and therefore also more vigorous in sense; but that greater sharpness in judging those sounds, they say, was Moses's on this ground, that when he had been warned of those sounds by Joshua, he attended more diligently, and, having gone forward a little, took them in more from nearby. So, roughly, Abulensis (after q. 25). But Moses seems to have perceived them just as quickly. For as soon as Joshua said "the howl of battle is heard," at once, without even the least delay,
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…the same Moses replied: "I hear the voice of singers." But it often happens that one man hears some thing just as quickly as another, and yet the other begins to speak of it sooner — because that other either judges the matter unworthy of speech, or reasons of it more carefully in silence with himself, or, finally, is more intent on certain other thoughts. Nor would I think Moses heard heavily on account of age, since, when he was passing his hundred-and-twentieth year, neither did his eyes grow dim nor his teeth totter (Deuteronomy 34). But the cause why — even though he heard those revels as soon as Joshua — he nevertheless kept silent about them, can be [this]: that, having previously perceived the Israelites' crime from the Lord, he clung sorrowing in the thought and silent lamentation of that matter; that he was wont to enter upon the narration of others' vices either not at all, or most slowly and almost by compulsion; that he would not give even one other [person] occasion of thinking about them; that he knew [that] Joshua would too quickly learn of them, and would take great sorrow. For the same causes, indeed, he also answered so sparingly — content with the mere denial of Joshua's error, and the briefest indication of the truth — although he could, on this occasion at least, have opened, narrated, and detested that deed of the people. A silence worthy indeed [of imitation], which would put reins on the tongues of all who at times come to know others' vices — whether they be inferiors or superiors — so that, unless some law of correction or charity at last demands otherwise, they use the utmost reticence, even among [their] intimates and very familiar [friends]. Furthermore, Moses had a better means of discerning and distinguishing those same sounds — and there clung in his mind, [placed there] by divine judgment, the anticipated knowledge of that very crime. For he who has some beginning of a cognition can judge of it more sharply than he who has none.


Caput VI (opening)

What Joshua did, after he descended from Mount Sinai together with Moses, in this same first year of the Egyptian [departure], we have nothing other than this one [thing], which is handed down in very few little words (Exodus ch. 33, v. 11): "When he (Moses) returned into the camp, his minister Joshua, the son of Nun, a boy [puer], departed not from the Tabernacle."


Question I. (marg.) How was Joshua at this time a "boy" [puer]?

That he be called a "boy" for age's sake, the [things] hitherto explained about his deeds seem to hinder. For would Moses have set a boy, or a stripling, over a most difficult war against very many and most fierce enemies? Would a boy of so small and weak an age have been enrolled, the next year, in the number of the spies? Abulensis indeed (after q. 23 on Exodus 32) thinks he was passing at this time about his fortieth year; Masius (in the second preface) [about his] fortieth; and from the last chapter of Joshua (v. 9 [24:29]), where, when he was 110 years old, he dies, it has no small probability. St. Augustine (book 18 to Marcellinus [City of God], ch. 11) seems to give him now 43 years — since, after Moses's death, or the 40 years of the desert, he ruled only 27 years. R. Solomon [Rashi] gives him now 52 years; and likewise, in agreement, Brugthronus, 53. But "puer" sometimes signifies "servant," as I have shown at length on Tobias ch. 9, and [as] is clearly plain [from] Psalm 112 [113]. For where the Hebrew has "Praise, [ye] servants," our [Latin has] "Praise the Lord, ye children [pueri]." Matthew [8, v. 6]: "Behold my puer," [where the] Hebrew [has] "behold my servant." Moses [is called] παῖς τοῦ κυρίου, that is, "servant" (Joshua [1:1]); Numbers 14, v. 24; ὁ παῖς τοῦ Χριστοῦ; Isaiah [37:35], "for David my servant"; Genesis 20, v. 14, and ch. 24, vv. 5, 11, 40, 43, 44, 45. Some, therefore, will have Joshua called "puer" because he ministered to Moses — as Abulensis. But they are refuted by the very context, in which "his minister" had already been set down; and in so few and brief [words]…
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…[in so few and brief words] it would be an inept tautology, through [redundant] words. Then, it makes a very great difference [whether] you say someone is "someone's boy [puer]," or, precisely, "a boy." The former imports a relation, either to a father or to a master; the latter [does] not. In two ways, therefore, I think he is called "puer." 1. [So] that "boy" may signify a young man. For [it is] a [word] of this kind that the Hebrew name here set down, naar [נער], and the Greek neos, properly denote. Catullus, on the virgin flower:


Many boys, many girls desired him.



And afterward: "Nor does he remain pleasing to boys." And because, from "helping" [iuvando], those called iuvenes [young men] hold that name up to the 45th year — as Varro says (in Censorinus, book On the Birthday, ch. 13). But often to those who are otherwise young men is given the name of "boys" or "youths" — as when, toward the end of the book On Friendship, Cicero calls Laelius's sons-in-law "adolescentes," "very young men"; [and] in the book On the Canvass for the Consulship he says [that] to obtain this [office] the "young men" [adolescentuli] lend their vigor, and numbers these same [men] among the iuventus; in the book On Duties, when he had said that "some [are] the duties of the young [iuvenum], others of the elders," he at once names those [young men] "adolescentes" — "It is therefore [the part]," he says, "of an adolescens to revere his elders by birth"; and in book 2, when, after the first age, he had said [that] those who had "begun to be iuvenes" ought to look to great things, he at once explains it of "adolescentes": "The first commendation, therefore, of a young man [adolescens] unto glory [is], if any can be got from military affairs." The Virgilian Tityrus, Meliboeus calls "a fortunate old man"; and yet to him Augustus said (in the eclogue), "Feed, boys [pueri], your oxen as before." To Horace, Trebatius (book 2, Satire 1): "O boy [puer], I fear for you, that you may not be long-lived." What Jeremiah said (ch. 1), "I am a boy [puer]," St. Jerome expounds (on Isaiah ch. 2) as "that is, a young man." Genesis 41, v. 12: "There was there a young Hebrew [puer]" — Joseph, namely, who [was] then 30 years old (ibid., v. 46). Isaiah 3, v. 4: "I will give boys [pueros] to be their princes"; and v. 5, "the boy [puer] against the old man." And thus already above (ch. 3, q. 6, and ch. 4, q. 1) I called Joshua a "young man." 2. He was a "boy" by innocence, modesty, and the candor of all his morals — just as I expounded that [passage] of Saul (1 Kings [Samuel] 13, v. 1), "Saul was the son of one year when he began to reign." Cassian (ch. 4, Conference 15): "Abbot Abraham," he says, "is surnamed talya [טליא] — that is, 'simple' — for the simplicity of his morals and [his] innocence." Yet the former exposition [is] more agreeable to the text.


Question II. (marg.) What kind was that tabernacle from which Joshua did not depart?

Some new tabernacle might seem to have been raised by Moses, which had not been before, but which Moses now first ordered to be built from the boards and skins that were at hand. But that that tabernacle was already before [in being], and not just any [tent], but some certain [definite] one, the text shows — which in Latin says: "Moses also, taking the tabernacle, pitched it far outside the camp." In Hebrew: "and he took the [very] tabernacle" (not boards or skins) "and pitched it." But some think this was Moses's own [tabernacle] — and that in two ways. For it was either the very tabernacle in which Moses tarried with his whole family; or [one] which he kept set apart, and fitted for daily prayers. That former [view] pleases less, because from the text it appears there was another tent in which Moses dwelt with [his] family. For this [tabernacle] was fixed outside the camp; but in the camp itself Moses dwelt. And from these [i.e. the camp] he is handed down "to go out" to that tabernacle (v. 8), and from this [tabernacle] "to return" to those (v. 11). But of tabernacles and oratories set apart, for private prayers and meditations, in some part of a larger tent or house—
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—the use, both among the ancient Hebrews and among the Christians, I have shown [at] Judith ch. 8, qq. 3 and 4. In the Council of Orléans (ch. 3), this sanction is read: "It is permitted to each of the faithful to have an oratory in his own house, and to pray there; but to celebrate Masses there is not permitted"; and [it] is had [in the Decretum], De Consecratione, d. 1[0], "to each one." And therefore this [tabernacle] seems very like [a tabernacle] for private prayers — especially if we note [that] in the Septuagint this is expressly called "the tabernacle of Moses": λαβὼν Μωυσῆς τὴν σκηνὴν αὐτοῦ [Moses, taking his tabernacle]. Then, [there is] what I said before about the Hebrew, "he pitched it," [which] could be rendered "he pitched [it] for himself." Nay, the same opinion is [that] of certain Hebrews, and of Abulensis himself (q. 9), where he also adds [that], whenever Moses called the people's princes and elders into counsel, they were wont to meet in this tabernacle — so that, namely, it was a sanctuary of prayer, and of counsel, of religion, and of prudence. For among the Gentiles too — the Romans especially — the senate could be consulted only in temples, as Varro teaches (in Gellius, book 14, ch. 7). To others it seems to have been the public tabernacle of the whole people. But again, in two ways. For to some — as to Rupert, the Ordinary Gloss, [and] Oleaster — it is that same tabernacle which is constantly celebrated in Scripture. For that is called [the tabernacle] "of the covenant" or "of the testimony"; and this name we see imposed on this tabernacle by Moses (v. 7). And the text speaks of the tabernacle as of a famous and known [one]. But than that public [one], what [is] more famous and more known? And that it was so, could be doubted by no one, if at this time — after those 46 days on Mount Sinai — that [public] tabernacle had [already] been. But this very [one] we see first erected afterward — on the first day, namely, of the second year from the exodus — whereas in the fourth month of the first year Moses and Joshua descended from the mountain (on the 17th day of that month, as the Jews will have it, or, as is gathered from what was argued above, on the 24th). But [some] will have there to be here a recapitulation; Abulensis and others, rather an anticipation. But to put such [things] into the text, unless a grave cause press, is not fitting — especially in history, such as this narration is. But why it had the name "of the covenant" or "of the testimony," I shall tell afterward. Others reckon [that] this public tabernacle had begun among the Israelites long since — at once after the Egyptian liberation, and especially after the crossing of the Red Sea — so that it might be a place of public prayers and of divine worship. For scarcely is there any nation, city, army, or multitude of men — if indeed it be a little more civilized, and tempered by fixed laws — which does not have some public ceremony of religion, and a place [for it], not only in

(col. 132, continued)

cities and firm seats, but also in longer marches and expeditions. Shall the Hebrew nation, then — which even from Abraham's times guarded the true religion of the true God, [and] which was now journeying under so great and so divine a leader, and indeed slowly enough — have no public sacred [rites] at all? no religious observances and prayers? no public place? no ambulatory chapel? I see already, among his [Abraham's] descendants — who nevertheless still rather sojourned in Canaan than dwelt [there] — that there were places of this kind dedicated to the administration of divine things. For when Rebecca felt the collision of the twins whom she bore in [her] womb, and, as it were, a certain battling in [her] belly, "she went, that she might consult the Lord" (Genesis [25], v. 22). Whither, I ask, did she go, unless to some sacred place where the Lord was publicly prayed to, worshipped, [and] consulted? — and therefore she also received that divine answer itself, which is subjoined there in the text.
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…she received [it]. And that that place was Mount Moriah — where Isaac had been, [when] himself bound and to be immolated — R. Eliezer says (ch. 31). Would there not, then, already, in that so great posterity of Abraham and Isaac, be any sanctuary at all, where the Lord could, with public piety, be worshipped, entreated, and consulted? Let us weigh that text which is in hand (Exodus 33, v. 7): "Moses pitched the tabernacle far outside the camp, and called its name the tabernacle of the covenant." But what the use of this tabernacle was, follows: "And all the people, who had any question, went out to the tabernacle of the covenant outside the camp." As if he said: the use of the tabernacle was then the same which it was before — namely, that in it the Lord might be consulted by the people, prayed to, and appeased; but, it being moved outside the camp, thither, outside the camp, those had to go who wished to inquire anything of the Lord. And this all began at once to do, without any new proclamation or declaration — and Moses especially, to whom, since it was before customary to frequent this tabernacle for the same causes, [now] goes out even outside, beyond the camp. And this exposition serves the purpose best. For it was a great glory and ornament of the Hebrews — [having] gone out of Egypt, [and] going into the promised land — to have in their camp an oracle of this kind, and a dwelling of the present Deity. But because of the worship of the calf, the Lord, now angry, bids all the people's adornment be laid aside. And this was twofold. One, each man's own and private; the other, public, and common to the whole people. Of the former it is said (v. 6): "The children of Israel, therefore, laid aside their ornament from Mount Horeb." Of the latter (v. 7): "Moses also, taking the tabernacle, pitched it outside the camp" — and indeed "afar" — so that they might now be stripped of [their] highest public dignity and adornment, while the Lord so greatly disjoined himself from those [from] whom they themselves had before so wickedly disjoined [themselves], and had betaken [themselves] to the calf. But that same tabernacle had received some [share] of ornament and splendor, as it seems, from the spoils of the Amalekite battle. For thence too the people itself had taken very much of garments, necklaces, and ornaments of every kind. For therefore (v. 6) it is called "ornament from Mount Horeb," because there [they] fought and triumphed. And the Hebrew word for "ornament" is variously rendered — by the Seventy, κόσμος [kosmos], "world/ornament," of the holy [thing], "and a robe from Mount Horeb, and garments of glory" [ἐπιστολὴ / στολαὶ τῆς δόξης] — that is, "ornament, adornment, and splendid garments," as I expounded in the Esther-harmony, chs. 5 and 14, fol. 580. And it was the custom of old that some [things] be transferred from the spoils of enemies to the worship of God — as in Gideon (Judges 8, v. 27), [and] in David (1 Kings [Samuel] 21, v. 9; 2 Kings [Samuel] ch. 8, v. 11): "Gold vessels, and silver vessels, and brass vessels, which King David also sanctified to the Lord, with the silver and gold which he had sanctified from all the nations which he had subdued — from Syria, and Moab, and the sons of Ammon and of the Philistines, and Amalek — and from the spoils of Hadadezer the son of Rehob, king of Zobah." Such, then, this tabernacle seems to me to have been — [one] which, already before erected for the public religion of the Israelites, had lately been greatly adorned by the wealth of the Amalekites — which by the Seventy is called "the tabernacle of Moses," because he had built it on this journey of liberation, [and] used it most — privately and publicly — whether he himself conceived private prayers or public [ones], while in it he meditated divine [things], addressed God, and even sometimes held the council, as Abulensis would have [it]. So that this opinion easily draws several of the foregoing into concord. And perhaps in it, at the beginning,
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…was the urn of manna (Exodus 16). Now this only remains: why Moses called it "tabernacle of the covenant"? Oleaster says it can be rendered "tabernacle of the testimony, of ornament, of exaltation or erection, and of congregation, or the Church" — deriving the Hebrew moed from various roots, namely; and he approves rather the last version, with Pagninus. And although all these interpretations can be accommodated to the [things] that have been said, yet that which is derived from hed [עד], that is, "to testify," [is] truer to me — because our translator too, and the Seventy (who rendered "covenant of testimony," διαθήκην μαρτυρίου), most approve it. It was indeed the tabernacle "of the covenant" — [the covenant] now, namely, broken and violated by the Israelites through the calf; it was "of the testimony" concerning the now broken and violated covenant. For therefore the Lord willed it to be drawn away from the polluted camp, contaminated by idolatry, and to be set afar off. Otherwise — since from the same root hed [עד] is born [also] "spoil" — why could the tabernacle not similarly be called "spoil," seeing that it was (as I said) enriched and adorned from the spoil of enemies? But that it was drawn away from the camp and removed 12 mil — that is, as I say more fully at Acts 1, two thousand cubits — the Talmud reports (tractate Berakoth, ch. 9, fol. 23, col. 2).


Question III. (marg.) What did Joshua do in that tabernacle?

This tabernacle was far from the camp. It therefore needed some guard, lest either enemies from neighboring nations, or some impious [men] from the Jews themselves, should cast it down, plunder, [or] profane it. And to whom more aptly than to Joshua — a strenuous and religious youth, an outstanding warrior, the tamer of the Amalekites — would that guard be committed? But since "not even Hercules [prevails] against two," if this had been Joshua's cause of tarrying in the tabernacle, he would have needed [more] soldiers and companions; or [at least] some fixed signal by which those who could bring help might be suddenly summoned from the camp — for example, some little bell, or a flame, or the like. But certainly it appears none of these was [there], since Joshua alone is described in it. And mention of him seems for this reason to be inserted: lest, since he was wont to accompany and follow Moses, anyone should think [that], Moses returning to the camp, he returned together [with him] — so that it may be judged [that] this tabernacle was then, by divine guard, sufficiently hedged and safe against the force of all enemies and robbers. And therefore Joshua rather did three other things. First. He dwelt assiduously with God himself, offering him continual prayers, contemplating his divine majesty, [and] earnestly commending himself and the whole people to him. For long since, from constant living with Moses, and lately on Mount Sinai, he had learned how he might spend nights and days in these exercises of piety. Next: when some came to him from the camp, he received, prepared, [and] directed them; and I know not whether they did not then use him as interpreter and go-between with God. Thirdly, he had care of the tabernacle itself, that nothing of it be violated by anyone, [that] all [things] in it be clean and bright: if anywhere there was any [speck] of dust, he swept it away; if anything in the curtains was disturbed, he set it duly in order, opened the door, [and] closed [it] — so that he was truly a sacristan [ædituus] in that tabernacle. Weigh here, my reader, with what offices and works he was exercised who was to be the leader of the people after Moses — how he strove to cultivate religion before all things, to place in it all [his] protection, [and] to dwell wholly in it. And these three things that opinion of the Rabbis, in the Talmudic tractate cited above, embraces — [the opinion] which says [that] Joshua stayed in the tabernacle in place of Moses himself. And in the tractate Menachoth (ch. 11, fol. 99b) this piety and spontaneous, freely-undertaken religion of Joshua is greatly [praised]…



(col. 135)

…[which God] so commends, and therefore lays upon him a singular blessing — of which [see] book 2, ch. 1, q. 12.


Question IV. (marg.) How, and why, did Joshua not depart from that tabernacle?

The mode [of it] is such that he seems not to have carried even a foot out from there. For although one might take this whole [thing] morally — that is, that he rarely and scarcely ever went from there elsewhere, as at Judith ch. 8, q. 3 a like [passage] was noted — yet here no cause, as there, calls us away from the plain and proper understanding of the text. For [would he] go elsewhere to take food? But manna fell round about the tabernacles, and on Mount Sinai was present to him; and from the very camp, if it had been necessary, it could have been brought to him — and I am of the opinion that by then he had already fasted very much. Would he go out from there for sleep's sake, and seek a bed elsewhere? — as though, forsooth, he did not know how to keep whole nights awake in prayer; or, when perhaps he must yield to this necessity of the body, [as though] there would be for him any bed more customary than the bare earth; or, if we want a softer couch, some little mat spread on the ground. What bed, I beseech [you], had he on Mount Sinai? what cot? "And Samuel slept in the temple of the Lord, where was the ark of God" (1 Kings [Samuel] 3, v. 3). The other necessities which arise for a man from the remains of food and drink either did not lead him outside the precincts [pomoeria] of his tabernacle, or certainly not far off. But now, why he was so assiduous in them [i.e. in those exercises] — the causes are several. First. That, as was treated in the prior question, he might satisfy his own religion toward God, his office toward those coming [to inquire], [and] his care and solicitude for the tabernacle itself. Second. That he might be an example to all who are one day going to do great deeds, [and] are going to enter upon great dignities and principalities — not ecclesiastics [only], but politicians too — [that they should] lay this most solid foundation of piety: that they gladly have leisure for prayers, [and] expend much honor and care on sacred buildings. A marvel [is that] which is handed down about that Scipio who, as St. Augustine says (bk. 3 On the City [of God], ch. 21), "was the conqueror of Hannibal and the conqueror of Carthage." From the time when — says Livy (bk. 26) — "he took the manly toga, on no day earlier did he do any public or private business than [that] he went into the Capitol and, having entered the temple, sat [there] in thought; and for the most part he would spend the time alone, in secret, there. And this availed him greatly for the esteem of men and for the highest commands" — [and it would have] availed [him] also unto glory and everlasting felicity, if he had done this honor not to Jove but to the true God; nor [would] this youth of his have been, as the same [Augustine] says in the cited place, "given over to the gods, and nurtured in their temples," but rather to the Lord and His tabernacle — as we now see done in Joshua. Third cause: that we might understand [this] to agree very well with the young also — which [thing] St. Luke praises (ch. 2, v. 37) in that holy aged woman, Anna the prophetess: "And she was a widow until eighty-four years, who departed not from the temple, serving night and day with fastings and prayers." Fourth. That in a wondrous way in Joshua, JESUS, our Lord and Savior, might be expressed. He, when He was of twelve years, said (Luke 2, v. 49): "Did you not know that I must be about the things which are my Father's?" He, from the polluted camp of the Jews, from the wicked synagogue, transferred the tabernacle of His Church; and He set it far from them, that it might be exposed not to the Jews only, but to all nations too, [and that] access to it might lie open to all. For from this He never withdraws — but "Behold," says [He] (Matt. 28, v. 20), "I am with you all days, even unto the consummation of the world." The Apostle cries out, finally (Heb. 13, v. 13): "Let us go forth to Him without the camp, bearing—
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—His reproach. For we have not here a lasting city, but we seek one to come.*"


Question V. (marg.) How long did Joshua keep this manner of life and constancy in that tabernacle?

For my part, I think he kept this manner of life so long as this tabernacle stood. For to it, as I said, he was given by Moses as, so to speak, its keeper [aedituus], and set over it almost like a high-priest [Antistes]. And it stood until that other [tabernacle] was, by the Lord's prescript, erected — that is, until the beginning of the second year from the Egyptian exodus (Exod. 40). For there, then, the worship of God, the oracles, and all the ceremonies began to flourish; and thus all use of this [former one] vanished away. Besides — what cause and matter would draw him from this tabernacle before that time of the second year? Certainly, before Moses ascended Mount Sinai again to obtain the second tables from God, that [Joshua] always remained at this his station, the text signifies, while at the same [book, ch. 33], v. 7 and following it shows that, at the time when Moses was wont to go out to that tabernacle, Joshua always persisted in it. For what else do these words indicate (v. 11): "And when Moses returned into the camp, his minister Joshua, the son of Nun, a boy, departed not from the tabernacle"? But when Moses ascended the mountain again, that Joshua was his companion — even if he were not expressly named — we should reckon (as at ch. [4] q. 4 and 15 above), unless Moses were seen purposely to wish to snatch this opinion from [his] readers, since he wrote that [Joshua] was already separated from him [Moses] and set over the office which needed his service in religion, prudence, and diligence — and this without doubt most of all when, for the tables' sake, [Moses] withdrew again onto the mountain. For to station Aaron there, sullied by the fresh memory of his crime, seemed little seemly. And this reasoning would also hold good, if we thought with the Jews [that], before Moses entered on his ascent for the tables' sake, he had gone up once before a second time, and there, to appease the Lord with prayers and tears, had stayed 40 days. But [it is] much truer [that] Moses ascended only twice for that whole long stay of so many days — namely, when he received the first, and when [he received] the second tables. For since it is agreed that from the mountain, after the last ascent, he descended on the 7th day of the 10th month, bringing the second tables, we cannot find between the first descent and this last [descent] twice 40 days. For he descended with the former tables on the 24th day of the 4th month, as shown above. Therefore, from that [point] — since, by the Hebrews' calculation, the month was "hollow" [29 days] — there remained days:




	
	days





	of month [4]
	5



	month 5
	30



	month 6
	5



	[total]
	40





—and this would be the day the prayers ended. But let us grant that on the same day he both descended a second time and ascended on the third day following — that is, on the 60th day; there will be reckoned from that "hollow" month, 27 days [remaining]; therefore from the 7th month one must take out the rest, namely:




	
	days





	[carried]
	27



	[from month 7]
	13



	[total]
	40





And therefore he would not have descended before the 13th day of September — that is, on the 30th day after the feast of Expiation or Propitiation — which the Jews will not [have]. But they say [that] Moses ascended a second time on the 18th day of the 4th month; and so there remained in that month 12 days, so that he descended a second time on the 28th day of the fifth month:




	
	days





	[month 4]
	12



	[month 5]
	28



	[total]
	40





And he ascended a third time on the 30th day of the same month. And therefore—
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	days





	of month [5]
	1



	month 6
	29



	month 7
	10



	[total]
	40





But [the Jews] are refuted: first, because it was demonstrated above (q. 14) that he descended the first time on the 17th day of the 4th month; second, because even if he had ascended on that day, he still could not have ascended again straightway on the 18th or 19th. For there is described, after that descent, the slaughter of the impious made (ch. 32), the moving of this tabernacle, [and] Moses's frequent going and returning to it (ch. 33). Were all these things done in one or two days? It is truer that Moses stayed in the camp, from the first descent up to the second and last, a full 34 days — that is, from the 24th day of the 4th month up to the 29th of the 5th month, taking both termini inclusively. And in that time the same Moses frequently came to that tabernacle; thence he would return to his own camp-tabernacle. But Joshua never [moved] from his post—
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—was moved. But on the 30th day of the fifth month Moses ascended a second time, and 40 days are consumed, as I said, during which Joshua remained and kept watch most of all in that his tabernacle. Thence, to the year's end, there remain:




	
	days





	of month 7
	20



	month 8
	29



	month 9
	30



	month 10
	29



	month 11
	30



	month 12
	29





And therefore, summarily, Joshua was in this tabernacle of the Lord — in prayers and fastings, in the office and care of a keeper [aeditimus] — a little more than seven months. For it seems that after the slaughter of the impious, on the following day — that is, on the 25th day of the fourth month — this tabernacle was carried out of the camp and set up outside, and that thence, in it, Joshua discharged the duties I have said for 241 days [sic — evidently a misprint; the sum should be the roughly seven months just tabulated]. But I take the months here according to the Jews' customary opinion, and unequal, being by turns hollow and full.


Caput VII (opening)

When the Lord willed to fill with His holy Spirit the 70 men chosen and enrolled by Moses (Num. 11, v. 16), of them only two of the seventy did not come to Moses himself [at the tabernacle]; and these [two] the Lord endowed excellently with that great gift of His Spirit. "Now there remained in the camp two of the men, of whom one was called Eldad and the other Medad, upon whom the Spirit rested; for they also had been enrolled, and they were not gone forth to the tabernacle. And when they prophesied in the camp, there ran a boy [puer], and told Moses, saying: Eldad and Medad prophesy in the camp. Forthwith Joshua, the son of Nun, the minister of Moses and chosen out of many, said: My lord Moses, forbid them. But he said: Why hast thou emulation for me? O that all the people might prophesy, and that the Lord would give them his Spirit!" And so Joshua held his peace. But since this whole story is not to be discussed here, [this] should be known: if we say that 72 — namely six from each of the [twelve] tribes — were chosen, [then] 70 gathered to the tabernacle.


Question I. (marg.) Was the boy [puer] who told Moses that Eldad and Medad were prophesying — Joshua? or at least some one of Moses's ministers?

Because Joshua was above called a "boy," someone might perhaps suppose him to be the same one who runs to Moses [and] reports those two new prophets. For here too [the runner] seems to have been not a boy in age at all, but a young man or stripling, as [Joshua] is seen to have been above (ch. 6, q. 1) — who by the Seventy is called neaniskos [young man]. But he is also another [person], as rightly seemed to Oleaster too. For after that one [the boy] had reported those things, Joshua is said to have followed upon his speech and at once to have said what is subjoined; and more openly, in the Hebrew and Greek, he is said to have "answered." Now although in Scripture "to answer" is often taken simply for "to set about speaking" (as at Job 3:1, Matt. 11:25 and 22:1, Mark 9:38, and elsewhere), nonetheless here the one who reports about those prophets is another [person], [and] another the one who answers. For the former is called only a "boy"; but over against him, as it were, is set the exact description of Joshua — by his proper name and several other marks. Who that boy was — whether of Moses's own household, or any other whatever — is not indeed established; but I would more readily believe [it was] one of Moses's servants: 1. because he seems to have known that Moses desired to learn about these two, where they were and what they were doing, since they had not come to the appointed place of the tabernacle. For therefore he reports [it], and, to satisfy the Lord's [Moses's] desire and the duty of a diligent servant, he uses the utmost speed and runs. [2.] Then, what would move some other boy to report this? The novelty of the matter? But why should this be at heart to a boy rather than to any of the men and those more advanced in age? Why, before all the other boys, should this one alone run? Perhaps at the bidding of a father, or of the Lord [Moses] sending him to Moses? But there would, I think, have been some mention made of such a sender, so that greater authority and credit might be created for this boy's report. Therefore he was rather some minister of Moses, and perhaps had been sent out by him — either before, or just now, when the other elders were present and Moses saw those two absent — to seek out and summon those [two].


Question II. (marg.) How is Joshua said to be "chosen out of many"?

In the Hebrew there is only מבחריו [mibbecharav]. But because בחר [bachar] means "to choose," by that Hebrew word is signified either "chosen" or "young man" — and this, as Rabbi Kimchi says, because those who are of that age are stronger for all works, but especially for war. Psalm 77 [78], v. 32 [31]: "and he hindered the chosen [men] of Israel." Whence also the Poet (Aeneid, bk. 8 [499–500]): "…I will give chosen strength of manhood… and a youth culled for war." And for the same reason, among the ancient Latins, from "helping" [iuvando] the iuvenes [young men] are so called, as was said from Varro above (ch. 6, q. 1); [and the Hebrew] בחורים [bachurim] signifies youth itself. And therefore [there is] a fourfold exposition of this place. The first, that Joshua is simply called "chosen." For if [he is] "out of the chosen," therefore he is chosen; and thus in—
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…by the Seventy he is called [eklektos, "chosen"]; and in certain other Greek [codices], as the Royal ones, [eklektos autou] — "chosen of holy Moses himself." The second [exposition]: that it be "of his young men" — because, as I said (ch. 4, q. 1), Moses had several young men or ministers by whom he was helped; and so [read] almost the Hebrews, and those who follow them: Oleaster, Vatablus, and Pagninus in their versions. This I add, because these two set down a third exposition — the one in his Notes, the other in his Thesaurus. For they hold it can be rendered "from his youth" — nay, as it is in Vatablus, "from his boyhood" — because from then already Joshua began to serve Moses. But they received this interpretation from the Chaldee Targum, and yet seem to approve it less, in that they did not insert it into their own versions. And rightly indeed. For how could he have been Moses's minister from many years [back], when [Moses] lay hidden a full 40 years in Midian, but Joshua even at this very time is not yet 40 years old (as, above, ch. 6 q. 1, someone was saying), or was certainly born and reared in Egypt? How "from his boyhood" — or, as the Chaldee word rather sounds, "from his infancy" — could he have served Moses, when Moses himself acted as servant and shepherd to the priest of Midian, and only in the year before had first returned from the land of Midian? This year, first from the exodus, is the second from Moses's coming into Egypt and his departure from the land of Midian. One would indeed have to feign either that Joshua was sent to Moses out of Egypt into Midian, to act as a shepherd's boy in pasturing the sheep; or at least that, before Moses fled from Egypt, Joshua was already so far born that, as a little boy, he ministered to [Moses] then dwelling in Pharaoh's court, [and] fled when [Moses] fled, and thereafter always clung to him. But if we consider Moses's flight and his coming into Midian (Exod. 2, from v. 15), we shall see he was altogether alone and unaccompanied. And if we look at his return into Egypt (Exod. [4], from v. 18), we shall indeed find he was then not alone — but his whole retinue is described in these words (Exod. 4:20): "Moses therefore took his wife and his sons, and set them upon an ass, and returned into Egypt, carrying the rod of God in his hand." There is, then, at last, a fourth exposition — the one in our Latin text — that he was "chosen out of many"; and thus it beautifully embraces the two former expositions. For out of all Moses's chosen ones (who, as the plural number indicates, were several), he was chosen, and out of all the young men of the same [Moses] the most select — of which I have already touched something above (ch. 4, q. 1 and 3). And Abulensis, on this place, says: "Joshua was most familiar to Moses above all, even more than Aaron, Moses's brother"; and [at] Num. 13, q. 17, where it is faultily cited from this place as "chosen out of thousands," for "out of many."


Question III. (marg.) What, on hearing that boy, did Joshua say?

He said, first — what belongs to an obedient and well-mannered servant — "My lord" (which by one word only the Seventy express, [kyrie mou]); but, by a thing scarcely usual today for servants toward masters, he adds his proper name. Then he says, "forbid them." According to Abulensis (q. 73), some say Joshua asked that Moses forbid all the 70 elders who were then prophesying by God's gift. But, as the same [author] rightly objects (q. 73), the series of the context does not bear this. For since just before [something] was reported by that boy about the two, at once is subjoined "forbid them" — those two, namely.
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That rather is to be inquired: how did he wish them to be forbidden? Only by commanding that they cease? or by coercion and some penalty? Our text and the Greek say generally "by a prohibition"; but the very mode and kind of the prohibition the Chaldee Targum seems to bring out, in which the interpreter would have it read: "Send them into prison." And it is confirmed, because from the Hebrew כלא [kala], which Joshua here used, is derived (1 Kings [Kings] 6) כלא [kele], i.e. prison, enclosure; and (Habakkuk 3) [the like], i.e. a place in which cattle are shut, or a stable, and a sheepfold. Whence Abulensis says, "in the Hebrew the letter sounds: imprison them." Nevertheless, neither from the Hebrew כלא nor from the Chaldee word אסר is that "sending to prison" necessarily gathered — since the Hebrew may mean simply "to forbid," so that from it [the verb kōlyō] which the Seventy here use seems to be derived; and the Chaldee, which is also Hebrew, may signify only "to fetter" and "to bind." For thence too is (Ezek. 20) מסורת [masoreth], "bond," [and] אסורים [asurim] (Judith 15), "fetters." And one is fettered and bound not by iron only, [or] rope, or place, and bar, but also by command and word — as is clear from Cicero himself, and from those [things] I touched in [my] booklet On the Laws, and as that trite [proverb] sufficiently indicates:


Words bind men; ropes, the other animals.



And hence (Dan. 6) אסרא [esara] and אסר [esar] is "an edict" and constitution; אסר [esar], "a prohibition"; and in the very commentaries of the Rabbis this word is very often worn [used] for "to forbid" — so that from the Chaldee, no more than from the Hebrew, may one hammer out "prison": but each may be taken for simply "to forbid," with [i.e. as in] the Latin and Greek only. Yet Joshua, who wished them to be gravely forbidden — or in earnest, that they be barred from going on prophesying — demanded a command, or a sharp rebuke, or, unless they desisted, some penalty — bonds perhaps, or prison, or something else.


Question IV. (marg.) For what cause did Joshua wish to forbid Eldad and Medad?

Abulensis brings two causes. One: that they were foretelling Moses's death, and Joshua's own coming dignity and principality. The other: that he thought the excellent glory of Moses himself was diminished by them. And that former [cause], if it were true, would attest a wondrous modesty in Joshua, who would hear so unwillingly of his own glory and advancement. For at how great a price would another have bought such a hope or oracle? And it, as also the latter [cause], would show his singular affection and greatest love toward Moses. But the same Abulensis prefers the latter cause to it, in expounding these words, "Why hast thou emulation," and [in] qq. 72 and 73. And truly, whence [that first cause] could in any way — or at least [as] probable — appear, nothing shows. For that boy had reported only that they were prophesying; he did not set forth the very things they were singing [foretelling]. Or if we should reckon that he did set them forth (since, from the fact that Scripture does not assert it, one may not firmly deny it), why nonetheless should we believe these prophecies were about Moses's death and Joshua's succession, rather than about some other matter? What of this — that here, as very often elsewhere, "prophecy" is taken by some not for a foretelling of things future, but for a declaring of certain hidden things (even if present or past), for a proclaiming of the divine works, and for divine praises? But if it truly was, properly, a foresensing and prediction of future things, were those [things] but few and noble that were—
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…were, that the matter of this prophecy should be necessary — [namely] about Moses's death and Joshua's rule? Yet the Jerusalem Targum seems to hand down this cause — unless [we say] it rather speaks mystically of Christ the Lord. For thus it speaks (in "Elias" [Levita], from Genebrard's version, fol. 560): "And there remained two men in the camp, of whom one was called Eldad, the other Medad; and the Holy Spirit had settled upon them. Eldad prophesied thus: 'Behold Moses the prophet, the scribe of the Israelites, is gathered from the midst of the world; and Joshua the son of Nun, his disciple, shall administer the affairs of the army after him.' And Medad, prophesying, said: 'Behold, a quail comes up from the sea, and was a stumbling-block to the Israelites.' And both alike prophesied and said: 'At the last end of days Gog and Magog and their host shall come up against Jerusalem; but they shall fall by the hands of King Christ [Messiah]; and with so great a slaughter that for a whole seven years the sons of Israel shall burn their weapons of war, neither going out to plow, nor lopping trees.'" But the other cause we can expand in various ways. For Moses's glory seemed to be diminished: First, because those enrolled by him, and summoned to the tabernacle, had not come. For they could seem to despise Moses's command and authority. Second, because, when at the Lord's bidding he called them and promised them the divine gift of the Spirit and the government of the people, they seemed either not to believe him as he spoke, and so to lessen his credit, or to count all those things as nothing, and so to mock his promises as empty or at least trifling. Third, because, with other prophets now existing, Moses seemed to cease to surpass and excel the rest. For what good thing, if it be in one alone, makes him admirable and great and excellent above all — if it begin to be in several, begins to grow cheap, and [he] to be seen as but one of the crowd, [he] who once alone was so eminent and so surpassing. For the things that are rare are the more precious. Fourth, because these prophets existed not, like the other 70 or the two of the seventy, by Moses's summons, appointment, and perhaps some entreaty, and unto his presence — but as of their own accord, he not praying for them nor being present. As if they were saying: not all things are to be sought from Moses; [that] they, without him, can also do something; [that] God imparts His gifts to others too; [that] there is no need, whether called or uncalled, for [men] always to run or fly to Moses for their sake. This, then — the impairment of Moses's honor and preeminence — seems to be concluded, from Moses's own word, to have been the cause why Joshua asked that Eldad and Medad be forbidden. "Why hast thou emulation for me?" For to "emulate on someone's behalf" is to be indignant over his impaired advantage or dignity, to strive, [and] to undertake much labor and contention. But of this more in the next [question].


Question V. (marg.) Was it true that Joshua showed emulation for Moses's glory?

All gather that it was true, as I said, from this speech of Moses, "Why hast thou emulation for me?" — as if he said: Thou emulatest; but do it not. To what end dost thou take up this emulation? Yet because in the Hebrew this is a question — "Dost thou emulate for me?" or "Is it for my sake that thou emulatest?" — someone might interpret it thus, as if it were a true question of Moses, suspecting indeed that he emulated for his sake, yet not asserting it. And in that sense our Latin text could be expounded thus: "What? Emulatest thou for me?" — or simply, so that "What"—
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—stands for "Whether," "emulatest thou for me?" For in hidden matters we sometimes put the questions "whether" and "what" for the same thing, as "What now dost thou think of me?" [i.e.] "What of the divine matter dost thou ponder with thyself?" Yet from the common opinion I depart in nothing. 1. Because the Septuagint render it thus, μὴ ζηλοῖς ἐμοί — that is, "art thou not zealous for me?" [i.e.] "art thou not, for my sake, kindled? dost thou not, on my account, so chafe, and demand that they be forbidden?" 2. Because, even though the Latin text could be expounded otherwise, yet the common sense seems the simpler and less forced. 3. [Because,] if Moses suspected that Joshua emulated for his sake, and did not know it for certain but only asked, Moses would seem too little keen and shrewd an examiner — not only of wits, but of morals and words too — [he] who from Joshua's words, and from the manner of uttering them, and from the very countenance and gesture of the speaker, did not enough perceive what they meant and from what source they flowed — especially since he held him as an intimate and, as they say, known "within and beneath the skin." Then, why should he suspect that [Joshua] emulated for himself rather than that he was thinking of God's glory, the tabernacle's honor, [and] the chastisement of disobedience? 4. The words that follow, "Who would grant that all the people might prophesy?", declare [Moses] not doubting, but seeing and judging for certain, that Joshua's petition arose from emulation.


Question VI. (marg.) Was Joshua's emulation for Moses a good one?

"Emulation" — or, [to use] for it the word of our Interpreter, in Greek ζῆλος [zēlos] — is shown in the Scriptures to be twofold: good and faulty. Good: Ps. 67 [68]; John 2:17; [1 Cor.] 2:31 [?], ch. 14:1, 12, 39; 2 Cor. 7:11, ch. 9:2, ch. 11:2; Gal. 4:8; Titus 2:14. Faulty: Ps. 36 [37] and 72 [73]; Acts 5:17, ch. 7:9, ch. 13:45, ch. 17:5, ch. 21:20, ch. 22:3; Rom. ch. 10:2, ch. 13:13; 1 Cor. 3:3, ch. 13:4; 2 Cor. 12:20; Gal. 1:14, ch. 4:17, ch. 5:20; Phil. 3:6; James 3:14, ch. 4:12. But whether the zeal be good or faulty, by that name there is always signified a certain force and greatness of the soul's heat. Whence here too the verb "to emulate" is in the vehement [intensive] conjugation of the Hebrews. There are, then, [those] to whom this emulation of Joshua's seems faulty and joined with sin — as Abulensis (q. 67) will have it to have been envy; yet not joined with great sin (q. 68). To be noted: 1. that both envy, and zeal and emulation, arise from a good — either [a good] which is in someone in whom it is judged it ought not to be, or [a good] which is not in someone in whom it is judged it ought to be. 2. That good is either "truly good" — as God's sanctifying grace, and every virtue — or "indifferent" [adiaphorum] — as the goods of fortune, of the body, and certain [goods] of the mind, such as knowledge, and those divine charisms which can be even in sinners, as the gift of miracles, of prophecy, and the like. 3. That judgment — why in this or that [person] this or that good ought or ought not to be — can arise from various causes. (1) namely from this, that [a person] is worthy or unworthy of that good. And this, both by Aristotle (Rhetoric 2) and by St. Thomas (2a2ae, q. 36), is properly "Nemesis." (2) That we lack that good, and this by the same [authorities] is properly called "zeal." (3) That from another's good there seems likely to come good or ill, either to us or to others — for instance, to the Church, the city, or to those rightly joined to us in any way — and by the same [authorities] this is called "fear." (4) That another, who ought to seem our equal or even inferior, should by that good surpass us: from—
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…and by the same authors ["envy"] is properly established. All that kind of motions — whether good or bad — I now recall to the more vehement straining and impulse toward zeal or emulation, together with Scripture; and about Joshua's zeal itself I thus determine: "that it was not a sin, if it be looked at precisely in itself; but that by some circumstance perhaps it was a sin — yet nonetheless not a great one." The former part is proved. The good that ought to be present in Eldad and Medad was in itself indifferent [adiaphoron]; nor did he grieve precisely that it was present in them. For who, without any conjecture, would blurt that out about him — since not even the least fault is to be suspected in anyone without reason? But only [he grieved] that from it some harm might be created for Moses, as was set forth in q. 4. But this had nothing of vice. For look at the several members of that expanded cause. Is it faulty to take it with an unfair mind, if inferiors do not obey superiors? if their authority is called into peril? if, with reason, these [superiors] are charged with vanity in speaking, or imprudence in commanding, or levity in promising? What sin, moreover, is it, if there was fear that the eminence of glory — which was required in so great a governor and prince of so great a people, and had hitherto been procured by God in so many ways — should grow cheap and become common? What fault [is it], if one bears it hard that [others] do not preserve the mode and order which God had prescribed in the bestowing of His gifts? that those whom He had bidden be ministers of His grace are forsaken? that His charisms are sought by another way and through others? Then, Moses's words contain no rebuke or reprehension by which Joshua is censured, but only the richness and abundance of Moses's own modesty. For he thinks himself unworthy to be held more excellent than the rest; and therefore, if any be made equal to him, he neither bears it [ill] himself, nor wishes others to bear it grievously — nay rather he wishes all made equal to himself. And it not rarely happens that two conduct themselves well about the same matter: the one by asserting the other's right, the other by yielding his own right. Nay indeed, even apart from that "chastisement" of Joshua, in these same words one might behold Moses's most modest soul in another way. For since in Greek it is "art thou not zealous for me?" this sense could be taken in them: "What doest thou, my Joshua? Why wilt thou have these forbidden to prophesy? Dost thou not love me? Dost thou not rejoice that I, while very many are moved and stirred by the Spirit of God, am in some measure lightened of the most burdensome load of governing? For the more wise men there are in the people, the easier will governing be. The more sailors help [the master] in a ship, the lighter will it be for him to sit at the helm. Would that all in the people were prudent and wise! Would that all prophesied and were breathed upon and stirred by the Spirit of God! Then indeed the burden of command, which is now most heavy, would be to me most light. If then thou love me (as thou truly lovest me), wish not that not-very-many be divinely moved: let these two — and, if God willed, more than they, and so the whole multitude — prophesy. For this, otherwise than perhaps thou reckonest, is to me both most useful and most delightful." Whichever way we take these words — whether for a zeal that is a grief, an emulation, and a certain ardor of anger, or for a zeal that is love, nay the very heat and flame of love — with the highest praise of modesty and lowliness always—
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—Moses is adorned, and Joshua is cleared of all fault and offense; which St. Cyril, to be cited not long hereafter, also sufficiently indicates. I add that it is given not to vice but rather to praise, when, concerning the honor of masters, parents, teachers, [and] superiors, the servants, disciples, [and] inferiors labor even a little more zealously and keenly than those [superiors] themselves. For a greater care, and one somehow less perilous, lies upon them. Gladly here would I ask — concerning the disciples of Christ the Lord, when they saw [someone] casting out demons and forbade him to do that very thing (Luke 9:49) — what Joshua's accusers would think. But of this in the next question. — I gird myself to prove the other part of the opinion, in which I said, first, that Joshua "sinned by some circumstance perhaps," [and] then, that "the sin, however, was small." The former is proved: 1. because perhaps he had, about Eldad and Medad, a suspicion of some blemish. For they seem to have not come when summoned out of a certain modesty of soul — because they shrank from the honor, because they judged themselves unequal to so great a burden, because they thought others worthier than themselves; not because they spurned Moses's command or authority, judgment, or promise. St. Jerome (mansio 13): "Not neglectful of the command, but submissive through humility, while they deem themselves unworthy of the honor." And St. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechesis 16) says they were absent "to show forth the grace and power of the Holy Spirit," as his words, cited below (q. 10), will show. Then, even if these two — or even many more — prophesied, still Moses's preeminence, by reason of his many other and greatest virtues and divine attestations, remained safe and whole. Third: he judged them to be prophesying either feignedly and in pretense, or truly. If feignedly — he was too suspicious toward such great men, approved a little before by Moses's own judgment and chosen for this office. If truly — he ought to acknowledge the divine gift, and not wish to withstand it. Yet that this fault, whatever it is, was light, is understood from this: 1. that this whole utterance of Joshua's proceeded from a good soul and a great love toward God's servant Moses and toward God Himself — but with a certain small ignorance of those men's mind, and an inconsideration of the divine munificence. 2. because that motion, like a spark, suddenly both flashed out and vanished. The boy had said that Eldad and Medad were prophesying in the camp; and at once he said, "My lord, forbid them." Moses said [a word] lest he be swept away by so great a zeal of his; and at once, not so much as a [further] word. And therefore those words of Calvin are immoderate — "that Joshua's jealousy was foolish and preposterous, and that he followed Moses with an excessive study and love."


Question VII. (marg.) Was the emulation of the disciples of John and of Christ the Lord better than this of Joshua?

We read that the disciples of St. John the Baptist emulated for their master against Christ the Lord (Matt. 9:14, and especially John 3:26); and [that] James and John [emulated] for Christ the Lord (Luke 9:49) against a certain [man] casting out demons in Christ's name, yet not cleaving to Christ the Lord (Mark 9:38; Luke 9:49); and a little after, against the Samaritans, who were unwilling to receive Christ the Lord into their lodging (v. 54). This disciple of Moses, then, let us compare with those. For there can be a comparison of these Masters too with Moses, since John showed that he, for whom his disciples were zealous, was not worthy (John 3:27), and Christ the Lord clearly said (Luke 9:50), "Forbid [them] not." And that the disciples of John are free from fault—
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…[that the disciples of John] can be free from fault, I do not see — since they had seen, over Christ the Lord when He was baptized by John, the Holy Spirit, and the divine voices (Matt. 3, Luke 3), and had already heard so many testimonies from John about Him. And therefore the emulation of our Joshua [was] better. But the disciples of Christ the Lord, Calvin vehemently accuses — and those deceived by him [do too]. For in that forbidding of the [man] casting out demons, [he says] "they acted inconsiderately and rashly, proudly and enviously." Inconsiderately indeed, because they forbade him without consulting the Lord; proudly and enviously, because they were unwilling for him to be endowed with a power equal to their own against the demons. Yet that they were free from sin, Theophylact and Bede taught — [saying] that they came to forbid [him] not from envy, but from charity. And this charity was partly toward Christ their Master, partly toward that caster-out of demons. Toward Christ, indeed, because — since He had hitherto granted that power to the Apostles alone — they were eager to keep the order and discipline appointed by Him. Toward that [man], because they thought he was going against this order, and therefore also transgressing. This is made plain from their running to Christ the Lord, and their eager and glad announcement. For as though they had best consulted His glory and discipline, boldly and almost boastfully they say: "Master, we saw a certain man casting out demons in Thy name, who followeth not us, and we forbade him." And Christ the Lord did not reprehend this their intent, but taught that such are not thereafter to be forbidden — first, indeed, because they too would increase His divine glory, and would accord with the Apostles' aim (that is, the faith of Christ the Lord, and the propagating of His glory), and would lend their work together [with them]. For this is the force of those two reasons: "There is no man that doth a miracle in my name, and can soon speak ill of me. For he that is not against you, is for you." But in that very indignation against the Samaritans, the same Calvin says "they were puffed up with foolish confidence." But the Fathers — St. Jerome (q. 5, to Algasia), Bede, [and] Titus of Bostra — [judge] far better of them. They say [the disciples] wished vengeance, not their own, but Christ the Lord's; and that not by any fault of theirs, but only by ignorance of the Evangelical and Christian Spirit. For on this account they are rebuked by Christ the Lord. "The Apostles," says St. Jerome in the cited place, "versed in the Law, in which they knew only justice — 'an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth' — strive to avenge the injury, and to imitate Elijah, at whose word fire had consumed the two captains-of-fifty of the soldiers." "Nor indeed [is it] a wonder," says our Maldonatus, "that the Apostles wished to do this, since they seemed to have so many causes of vengeance. First, the example of Elijah. Then, a juster cause than his. For he, on account of a servant excluded by the Jews, [but] these, on account of God ignominiously rejected, wished to send fire upon them" — as Titus argues. The place too invited [it]: for these were those Samaritans upon whom Elijah also had brought down fire from heaven (2 Kings 1); and they seemed worthy of a double penalty, who had not been amended by the single [one]. And if nothing else, at least the moderation they used [in saying "Wilt Thou that we say [that fire come down]?"] could free [them] from fault. Ambrose excuses [them] outright, who also says: "What wonder that the sons of thunder wished to lightning-flash?" If both these emulations of the Apostles be regarded — with respect to Him for whose honor and—



(col. 146)

—authority [each] was undertaken — both are assuredly better than this of Joshua. "For Christ is held worthy of ampler glory than Moses, by how much ampler honor he hath that built the house than the house [itself]" (Heb. 3, v. 3). But if, as to the causes of indignation, fear, and suspicion, the same emulations be considered, Joshua seems to have had a juster cause than the Apostles in their first emulation; but the same [Apostles], in the second, a better [cause] than he — as is nearly plain from what has been said. See the booklet On the Apostles, no. 38.


Question VIII. (marg.) Why did Joshua not ask that the rest [the seventy] also be forbidden to prophesy?

Of the causes which (q. 4) moved Joshua to ask that Eldad and Medad be forbidden, one alone could fit [in the case of] the other prophets — namely, that, with more [men] flowering into that eminent glory of prophecy, Moses's excellence seemed to wither, be obscured, and be made common. But that cause, in respect of the rest of them, could not so purge and goad Joshua's mind as [it did] in view of those two. Because those [seventy] had obeyed his [Moses's] command when called; they had presented themselves at the tabernacle; they had greatly prized Moses's prayers and blessing; they had ascribed to him, [and] to God next, whatever of excellent gift they now had — because they perceived and professed that they received it from his spirit. Besides, there was a clear divine testimony and will concerning these, which — even against the sense of his own mind — Joshua most gladly embraced and revered. And lastly it was added that, even if the glory which seemed gathered in Moses alone was now scattered among more, yet not among so many as when those two were being added — so that he could even fear that yet more supernumeraries might be added.


Question IX. (marg.) What may one be allowed to learn from this zeal of Joshua for Moses?

Let it be allowed, indeed, first, to learn his excellent goodwill toward his lord and teacher, and his ardent love — which, as I said above (qq. 6 and 7), is laudable and apostolic. Then, we see how great is the weakness and blindness of human minds, which, in providing for and sincerely judging matters, do not see so many things, and therefore err and slip. Third, that good men too, even in good matters, ought to attend diligently, lest by some excessive zeal they rashly or imprudently determine anything, or speak of others. Fourth, that those deeds or counsels ought justly to be suspect to us in which our own, or our people's, glory and honor is at stake. For here very often "a snake lurks in the grass," while [one] seeks God's glory not purely and cleanly, but either his own, or his people's — nay, even while he seems to regard their glory, he in some way regards his own, since from the very conjunction with them he wishes and hopes it to redound to himself. For wretched mortals bear it ill, forsooth, if some good be done even by others of which they themselves are not either the authors or at least the helpers and associates. That other, and truly and perfectly apostolic, zeal of St. Paul (Phil. 1, v. 18) — when various [men], for various and indeed depraved causes, and hostile to him, preached Christ the Lord — [is different]. "What then?" he says. "So that in every way, whether by occasion or by truth, Christ be preached; and in this I rejoice, yea, and will rejoice." [Such was] that true zealot of the divine glory, heaped with all praise. Lastly, this one imperfection removed, Joshua here too bears the figure of Christ the Lord. Whose force of zeal and fire was such that no [trifle], not even the least little thing, of the Father['s honor…]
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…[no least trifle] of the eternal [Father's] glory could bear to be violated or lessened — so much so that (as St. Mark says, ch. 11, v. 16) He would not "suffer that any man should carry a vessel through the temple"; and of Him it is written (Ps. 68 [69], and John 2, v. 18 [17]), "The zeal of thy house hath eaten me up." So that, if with this little imperfection one may consider Joshua's zeal, he bore the type of Christ the Lord — not as to Himself, but as to His members, namely good and pious men, in whose deeds, or counsels and speeches, some little stain of that kind of vanity or ignorance sometimes lodges. Yet in this very [matter] that too is to be praised and imitated: that Joshua said it only before Moses, and committed the judgment of the whole matter to him. For there is less danger when something of this kind happens before the wiser. For they are either not deceived by such words, or less; and, when spirits are boiling, they sprinkle something cooling — by teaching, warning, [and] pointing out better and more perfect things — as we see done here by Moses.


Question X. (marg.) Was Joshua himself in the number of those seventy?

At the start of ch. 13 [11] of Numbers, Joshua is said to have been "of the princes and heads of the people." And indeed, when seventy were being chosen for the government of the people, for Moses's relief, [and for] the honor of judgments and public counsels, Joshua would seem to have deserved to be chosen among them. Yet he was not then elected and enrolled, as appears. First, because while they were still prophesying, the news came about Eldad and Medad, and then at once Joshua wished them forbidden. Then, because he would openly have seemed to act not Moses's cause but his own, in being unwilling to admit more into the fellowship of the honor. Third, they had to be of the elders of the people. "Gather to me," says the Lord (v. 16), "seventy men of the ancients of Israel, whom thou knowest to be ancients and masters of the people." But, as has often been said hitherto, Joshua at this time was young. Nay, on purpose and of set intent, when [Scripture] had mentioned those elders (v. 25), it subjoined of Joshua (v. 28) that he was "of the young men," so that we might understand he was by no means in their number. You will say that "elders" are here called [so] not so much physically as ethically — that is, not so much those who are old in age, as those [who are old] in maturity, wisdom, and morals. For so [holds] Oleaster, and long ago Rupert (on Num. ch. 32): "It is to be noted diligently," he says, "that when [God] had said, 'Gather to me seventy men of the elders of Israel,' He added, 'whom thou knowest to be ancients and masters of the people.' For in truth God requires not the holiness of years, but the holiness of souls." And St. Jerome (in Isagoge 24, near the end, and ch. 3) says: "Moses is commanded to choose presbyters whom he knows to be presbyters, who imitate the Ancient of Days, whose hair is described as white, that length of age may be shown." And the Apostle Paul writes most fully, what kind of presbyter ought to be chosen, to Timothy (1st Epistle, ch. 5); whence too in Proverbs (ch. 20), "the glory of old men is their gray hair." What is that "gray hair"? Doubtless wisdom — of which it is written, "the gray hair of men is prudence." And such an old man Joshua altogether was: mature in morals, gray in wisdom. He was indeed. But besides that ethical old age and gray hair, physical [age] too was required. For this is signified in the former part of the Lord's command, "Gather to me seventy men of the elders of Israel"; afterward the moral [part] is subjoined, "whom thou knowest to be ancients of the people." Yet this latter could be taken of aptitude—
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—[of aptitude]: "whom thou knowest to be apt to become elders and prefects" — or [apt] to guard the office and authority of elders and prefects. And some think (as Oleaster) these are the same [men] who lately, by Jethro's counsel (Exod. 18), had been chosen, and are now approved by God's vote (which had not been done before), and, whereas before they only debated causes, are now raised to the government of the people. Others believe [they were] different. Whichever we hold, Joshua was not on their roll — and that first and chiefly on account of age. For this had to be observed, at least at the beginning of this order, that only the elder-born be enrolled in it — not because no younger [man] can excel in prudence, gravity of morals, and holiness; nor because no one of the elders sometimes yields to youthful levities and is imprudent and dull; but because, for the most part, the lesser age is wont to have inexperience and some levity of soul [joined to it], [and] the greater [age], experience and gravity. Then, on account of Moses, lest he be thereafter bereft of so dear and so faithful a minister. For neither, as was touched above, would Moses have wished anyone occupied in his daily and domestic service [to be taken] from the senators and nobles of the people. Lastly, on account of Joshua, for whom it was more useful not yet to be drawn away from so great a Master's discipline, sight, and mouth. And perhaps he had to be signified [as a type of] Him who, before He came forth into the light of men, willed to lie hidden so many years in His parents' home and service — Jesus Christ, our Lord and Savior. Whether, indeed, he was afterward called into that order, I still, for my part, inquire. For it would seem consonant that he who was to be prince of all should first be exercised in the councils and tribunals of the commonwealth, and ascend to the highest by the grades of the Sanhedrin. For neither did one become Consul of old who had not [first] been a follower [attendant]; nor, if he had been made [Consul], would he have discharged that office well enough. Pompey indeed — "because, on account of continual military service, he had been created Consul having scarcely ever come into the Senate, [and] did not even know the manner of holding and consulting the Senate, so that he asked his friend M. Varro to make him a handbook (εἰσαγωγικόν — for so Varro himself calls it) from which he might learn what he ought to do and say when he consulted the Senate" (Gellius, bk. 14, ch. 7). Nevertheless, because it is not handed down in writing, nor is anything transmitted by anyone, I leave it undecided. For Moses could instruct him enough, and the utmost familiarity and constant company with him was equal to all other offices and grades — nay, [was] something much greater and more useful. And therefore too St. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechesis 16) expressly teaches that Joshua was NOT in this number of the seventy, nor then received the gift of the Holy Spirit; and his words, which he promised (q. 6), are these: "The Holy Spirit had descended upon the 70 elders in Moses's time. The Spirit itself was not then divided into those 70 men, but grace only, according to the capacity of those who received. Only sixty-eight were present; but Eldad and Medad (so in the Greek 70, though elsewhere it is wont to be written Μωδάδ) were absent. Therefore, that He might show that not Moses was the giver, but the Spirit the worker, Eldad and Medad, though indeed called, yet not coming, prophesied. Astonished was that typical Jesus [Joshua], called [son] of Nun, the successor of Moses; and meeting him, he says: 'Hast thou heard that Eldad and Medad are prophesying? They had been called, but had not come. My lord—'"
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…[My] lord Moses, forbid them.' "'I cannot,'" says he [Moses], "'forbid [them]. For this grace is heavenly. And so far am I from being able to restrain them, that I am even compelled to confess that I have it [only] from the Lord's grace — but I do not think you say this out of hatred. Yet beware lest you emulate for me, or envy, that they prophesy while you by no means [do]. Await the time. Who will grant that the whole people be the Lord's prophets? When will the Lord give His Spirit upon them?'" He speaks prophetically [in saying], "When He shall give." For then He had not yet—

(col. 150, upper — continuing the Cyril quote)

—given [it]. "You too do not yet have [it]. Did not Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and Joseph have [it] before? Did they not have that which he says, 'When the Lord shall give'? It is manifest that here he signifies that abundance of the gift of the Spirit upon them all — as if he said: Now this grace is particular; but then there will be a copious gift. Which was fulfilled among us on the day of Pentecost." Thus that Saint [Cyril of Jerusalem].


Caput VIII (opening)

The second year from the exodus was passing, and the second month, when, on the twentieth day of this [month], the Israelites, having set forth (Num. ch. 10), came into the wilderness of Paran (ibid., v. 13 [12]) — to that place where the seventy, of whom above, had been chosen, [the place] marked with the infamous name of "the graves of lust" [Kibroth-hattaavah] (ch. 11). Thence into another part called Hazeroth, where there was murmuring against Moses, on account of his wife, by Aaron and his sister Miriam (Num. ch. 12); [thence] they proceeded afterward into other parts (Num. 33), and at length into Cadesbarne (Deut. 1, v. 20). And here the people said to Moses (ibid., v. 22): "Let us send men who may view the land, and bring us word by what way we ought to go up, and to what cities [we should go]." Moses referred this demand of the people to the Lord, by whom it was thus answered him (Num. 13, v. 3 [2]): "Send men that may view the land of Chanaan, which I will give to the children of Israel, one of every tribe, of the rulers." And so, approved by the Lord, that speech of the people pleased Moses (Deut. 1:23); and he did what the Lord had commanded, sending from the desert of Paran twelve prince-men, whose names, from the various tribes, are various (Num. 13, v. 5). But two of them concern the Book of Joshua: from the tribe of Judah, Caleb the son of Jephone; from the tribe of Ephraim, Osee the son of Nun, whom (in the same [chapter], v. 18 [16]) they call Joshua, as was set forth above (ch. 2). They went, they explored the land, and, going on to the torrent of the cluster [Eshcol], they cut off a branch with its grape, which two men carried on a pole (v. 24 [23]). And the explorers of the land, having gone round the whole region after 40 days, returned to Moses and Aaron and to the whole assembly of the children of Israel, into the desert of Paran, which is at Cades (vv. 26–27 [26]); and speaking to them and to the whole multitude, they showed the fruits of the land, and (v. 28 and following [27]) praised that land for its richness and the goodness of its fruits, and commended it by the present testimony of the fruits they had brought. But the same [land] all of those same explorers — except Caleb and Joshua — utterly disparaged from other [reports], so much so that they took from the whole people any further mind of pressing on thither, [and] stirred up a grave sedition, so that the whole camp cried out that they would rather return to Egypt than unhappily go forward thither. "The tillers [inhabitants]," they said, "that land has most strong, and cities great and walled. We saw there the stock of Enac. We are in no way able to go up to this people, because it is stronger than we. The land which we have surveyed devours its inhabitants. The people whom we beheld are of tall stature. There we saw certain monsters of the sons of Enac, of the giant kind, in comparison of whom we seemed as locusts" (Num. 13:32–33). But on that same first day of the return, amid these [things], Caleb, restraining the murmur of the people which was rising against Moses, said: "Let us go up and possess the land, for we shall be able to obtain it" (v. 31 [30]). That whole evening, and the night that followed, were thus spent in murmuring and tumult (ch. 14, v. 2); and the same [was] renewed on the following day with great insolence of spirits. And then (v. 5) Moses and Aaron fell prone to the ground before all the multitude of the children of Israel. But Joshua the son of Nun and Caleb the son of Jephone, who had themselves also surveyed the land, rent their garments and spoke to all the multitude of the children of Israel: "The land which we went round is very good. If the Lord be favorable, He will bring us into it, and deliver the ground flowing with milk and honey. Be not rebellious against the Lord; neither fear ye the people of this land, for we are able to devour them as bread. All aid has departed from them. The Lord is with us: fear ye not." And when all the multitude cried out, and wished to overwhelm them with stones, the glory of the Lord appeared over the tabernacle of the covenant, all the children of Israel seeing it (v. 10). Concerning whom the same Lord, stirred with most just grief and anger, having complained much to Moses and threatened against them, added (v. 23): "They shall not see [the land…]"

…"They shall not see the land, for which I swore to their fathers, neither shall any one of them that hath detracted me behold it. My servant Caleb, who being full of another spirit hath followed me, I will bring into this land which he hath gone round; and his seed shall possess it." And again (v. 29): "All you who were numbered from twenty years old and upward, and have murmured against me, shall not enter the land over which I lifted up my hand to make you dwell therein, except Caleb the son of Jephone, and Joshua the son of Nun." And the same is repeated (Num. 32, v. 10): "The Lord, being angry, swore, saying: If these men that came up out of Egypt from twenty years old and upward shall see the land which I promised with an oath to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob — and would not follow me — except Caleb [the son] of Jephone the Cenezite, and Joshua the son of Nun: these have fulfilled my will." But still more copiously all [this] is told (Deut. 1, from v. 26), where from the destruction of the rest are likewise excepted Caleb and Joshua, in these words (v. 35): "Not one of the men of this most wicked generation shall see the good land, which I promised with an oath to your fathers, except Caleb the son of Jephone. For he shall see it, and to him I will give the land that he hath trodden upon, and to his children, because he hath followed the Lord. Neither shalt thou (O Moses) go in thither; but Joshua the son of Nun, thy minister, he shall enter in for thee. Exhort and strengthen him, and he shall divide the land by lot to Israel." All these were done. And first, indeed, ten other explorers, on the day after that same return, were extinguished by a sudden death; then, in the course of time, all the murmurers perished. For of them [it is written] thus (Num. 14, v. 36): "So all the men whom Moses had sent to view the land, and who at their return had made the whole multitude to murmur against him, disparaging the land that it was naught, died and were struck in the sight of the Lord. But Joshua the son of Nun and Caleb the son of Jephone lived, of all them that went to view the land." And of the others (in the same book, ch. 26), when the catalogue of those who were to enter the land had been reckoned, it is added (v. 64): "Among whom there was not one of them that were numbered before by Moses and Aaron in the desert of Sinai. For the Lord had foretold that they should all die in the wilderness. And there remained not one of them, save Caleb the son of Jephone, and [Joshua] the son of Nun." And these are the [things] which seem to pertain to Joshua concerning the explored land. And they are, as could appear, threefold: for either they were done before the journey, or on the journey, or afterward, when they had already returned. Concerning which these [questions] are asked.


Question I. (marg.) When the explorers were sent, was Joshua one of the princes of the people?

In the prior chapter (last question) it was denied that Joshua was then in the number of the seventy elders. Now it is asked whether he was at least in the order of the other princes. And indeed, if we consult the text as we ought, it seems at once to be affirmed. For expressly the Lord [says] (Num. 13, v. 3 [2]): "Send men that may view the land, one of every tribe, of the princes." Hebrew: "all princes among them" — namely among the "fathers," of whom the tribes [consisted], or "among the tribes themselves." And immediately it is added (v. 4 [3]): "Moses did what the Lord had commanded, from the desert of Paran, sending prince-men." In Hebrew: "all of them men, heads of the children of Israel [were] they." But if we compare that same text with another, which is Num. 1, and with the [things] said [above], it appears it must be denied. For it was said above that it seemed little seemly for Moses to use as minister one who bore some magistracy among the people; and in that first chapter all the princes of the people are enumerated — in whose catalogue Joshua is not, nor indeed any of the others enumerated [here as spies]. Nor can it be said either that those same [men] are named here by other names, or that these have now succeeded into their place. For how would not even one name be the same? Why, of set purpose, would such diverse names be set down? And what presses more: the parents' names appended, and their genealogies touched in the first [book] of Chronicles, show these [to be] distinct from those. Take one, for example, Joshua. In this place he is said to have been prince of the tribe of Ephraim; there [Num. 1] it is "Elishama the son of Ammihud." By the Acts [book] of 1 Chronicles 7, v. 27, Joshua is handed down [to be] the grandson of that same Elishama — as also appeared above (ch. 1, q. 7). But those [princes of Num. 1] were reckoned in the second year of the exodus, on the first day of the second month.
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And these our [spies], with only a few months — or rather weeks — elapsed, pertain to the same year. But did all those former [princes] die so quickly? If you say they died in the earlier murmuring, and by the plague brought on for it — namely at the graves of lust [Kibroth-hattaavah] — it is met [by this]: their sons ought at least to have succeeded them — for example, to "Elishama," "Nun" himself; and so [Nun] would now be prince in Ephraim, not "Joshua," but his father "Nun," [son] of "Elishama," and so of the others. There remained, then, still those former princes, either all or at least some of them. In what way, then, [were] both Joshua and the other companions of the exploration "princes"? I answer, first, that among the Jewish people the princes were twofold — namely political and ecclesiastical. But of these, again, [there were] various grades. For the one supreme in political [matters] was then Moses; in ecclesiastical, the high priest Aaron, and afterward another high priest (2 Chron. 26:7; in Hebrew he is called "priest-head"). The others were inferior. But, setting aside the ecclesiastical (of which nothing is now treated here), the political were either heads and princes in the whole people — and of this kind were those seventy of the prior chapter — or [they] were heads and princes from the single tribes; and these again twofold. For either there was some one [man], head and prince of a whole tribe, who was called phylarch [tribe-ruler]; or [head] of some portion within the same tribe. And this [latter], again, seems to have happened in two ways. For either the tribes themselves — "according to families and stocks," which the Hebrew calls "houses of the fathers" or rather "paternities," as the Seventy [do], when they render Numbers 1 οἴκους πατριῶν [houses of fathers], and (ch. 13) δήμους πατριῶν [peoples/districts of fathers] — were considered:
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…[either "according to families," or] "according to number." In the former way they were called "heads of families," or simply "fathers" or "patriarchs." In the latter way, according to the variety of the number of men, there was also a various reckoning of prefectures and names. For some were chiliarchs [rulers of a thousand], some centurions, some quinquagenaries [rulers of fifty], some decani [rulers of ten], as is set forth in Exod. 18 [and] Deut. 1; and, as Josephus adds (bk. 3, ch. 3), others were myriarchs, who were set over 10,000; others pentecosiarchs, [set over] 500; others triacontarchs, [over] 30; and icosiarchs, [over] 20. For example, let one [tribe] be inspected — from which is our Joshua — the tribe of the Ephraimites, in which (Num. 1, v. 32) there were 40,500 men. And therefore, besides the prince of the whole tribe, these princes were in it:

Officers of the tribe of Ephraim (40,500 men):


	1. One phylarch — namely, Elishama.

	2. [Princes of a portion]:

	According to families (from 1 Chron. 7 and what was said above, ch. 1 q. 7) — the patriarchs [of the family] of the Raphites [and of the] Reshephites.

	According to number:






	Officer
	(set over)
	Number in Ephraim





	1. Myriarchs
	10,000
	4



	2. Chiliarchs
	1,000
	40



	3. Pentecosiarchs
	500
	81



	4. Hecatontarchs
	100
	405



	5. Pentecontarchs
	50
	810



	6. Triacontarchs
	30
	1,350



	7. Icosiarchs
	20
	2,025



	8. Decarchs
	10
	4,050





For when, beyond the perfect number, some overflowed, either they were recalled to him who was the first of the same order, until, by new offspring, the due number should be made up; or [there was] in the same order one who was least of all, to whom the number [of his command] was not yet complete. For example: in this tribe, besides 40,000 there remain 500. These pertained to the first chiliarch, so that he presided over 1,500. But if there had been 600, or 700, or more, yet under a thousand, these could have had a chiliarch [of their own], but the lowest of all, until that thousand should be completed. Now, because among the perfect numbers which have their own completion there is the five-hundred [company], over these will preside next the pentecosiarch — who then, as I said, will obey the first of the chiliarchs; so that, whereas that prefecture ordinarily requires only two pentecosiarchs [per thousand], now, beyond the [regular] order, it has three. And all these can be called "heads of the people and princes." And indeed of the 70, and of the phylarchs and the other greater ones, this is agreed; but of the lesser and inferior [ranks] too it is proved from Exod. 18, v. 25, where, in Hebrew, "heads set over the people" are divided into "princes of men" [over 1,000 / 100 / 50 / 10], and likewise Deut. ch. 1, v. 15. And the same are there also called "judges"; and to these are added those who in Hebrew [are] שוטרים [shoterim], by the Seventy γραμματο-εἰσαγωγεῖς ["registrar-officers"], or simply γραμματεῖς ["scribes/officers"], as at Exod. ch. 5, vv. 15 and 19, [and] by our interpreter there (v. 15) called "doctors" [teachers]; by which [word] the same [men] are signified together with the foregoing. And now not only these, but even their sons — though they did not yet actually hold these dignities, yet because they held them potentially and were of their blood — were sometimes also called "princes," on account of their birth, namely, and their parents' hoped-for dignity; just as today [we call] the sons of senators, princes, and kings [so]. Abulensis, then (after q. 2, and q. 12), says two [things]. First: that all these were not actually princes yet — because it is said (Num. 13, v. 3 [2]) "Send of the princes," not "send the princes." But the Hebrew text says outright, "Send men, all princes among them"; and the Greek, πάντα ἀρχηγοὺς αὐτῶν ["all their chiefs"]. Then, this conclusion is not a good—
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—one: "He is of the princes; [therefore] I [say he is] not a prince" — nay, rather the contrary is gathered, as was said above (ch. 7, q. 2). The second [thing Abulensis says]: that even if they were princes, yet they were not the supreme princes of the tribes, or phylarchs. And this has been sufficiently proved at the beginning of this question. Philo indeed (bk. 1 On Moses) says twelve phylarchs were sent, one from each tribe; but more generally he calls a "phylarch" [anyone] who holds any principate and office in a tribe — and therefore he adds that "the most approved" [τοὺς δοκιμωτάτους] were chosen by Moses "by merit" [ἀριστίνδην]. But if he who was properly a phylarch had to be sent, there would have been no need of any choosing. And therefore it must be said that all were princes — not by birth only, but also [holding] some of the enumerated prefectures. For Josephus calls them (bk. 3, ch. 13) "the most notable" [γνωριμωτάτους], and Philo, as we just now heard, "the most approved and those in office" [τοὺς δοκιμωτάτους καὶ τοὺς ἐν τέλει]. But how [could they be] such, if their only commendation were from birth? Then, the Lord could not have described more clearly those who had actually already entered on prefectures than [the way] He described these. Third: who would believe that Caleb — who afterward (Num. 34) was phylarch in the tribe of Judah, and at this time was already passing his fortieth year of age (Josh. 14, v. 7) — had not yet reached even a myriarchy, or a chiliarchy, or any other office? If, then, anyone should suppose that Joshua too — who had before led troops against the enemy and returned a victor — held at this time some such command, he would, as I reckon, in no way stray from the truth. But, on account of the [things] argued once and again before, it must be said that Moses wished to use as his minister one who did NOT hold some chief principate and dignity in the people (of which kind were those 70, and the phylarchs, and perhaps also the myriarchs); yet [Moses] did not refuse one endowed with a chiliarchy, or with some inferior office. For we see everywhere [that] not only in the courts of kings and princes, but even in the households of somewhat greater lords, those minister who nevertheless rule over others — so that they can say they are indeed under another's power, yet have others also in their own power. And this could happen the more easily then, in proportion as those commands were [free] from all the heavier domi[nation…]
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…[those commands were] freer from domination, and more suited only to keeping order and right. And as often as there was need, Joshua could easily, by Moses's kind leave, take leisure from his office, or give some other deputy, wise and good [in his place]. Let him, then, now be some one of the princes of the people.


Question II. (marg.) Did two men carry that cluster on a pole, and who [were they]?

This little question I set down only for St. Chrysostom's sake. For (Hom. 23 on Ephesians) he says it was carried ἐν ἀμφορεῦσι — that is, as his interpreter renders it, "in jars." But that it was a pole or lever [vectis / palanga], and that there were two men who carried that cluster on the pole, both the Hebrew and the Latin text express. For, first, the very instrument of carrying is expressly called a "lever" or "pole" — or, as the Hebrew could be rendered, a "staff"; in Philo (δοκός, On Moses bk. 1); and in the Seventy, ἀναφορεύς. And hence it appears there sticks in Chrysostom's text a corruption, which must be emended to ἐν ἀναφορεῦσι — that is, "on poles or levers." Nor does any of these names prove there were two bearers. For one man could have set the staff on one of his shoulders, and so carried the cluster hanging from it behind his back — as we sometimes see certain travelers carry a cloak or the like; or indeed set two staves likewise on his shoulder, joined behind, and from these the knitted cluster be carried — especially since in the Seventy we read (as I said) not ἀναφορέα [pole, sing.], but ἀναφορεῖς [poles, pl.]. But in the Hebrew the number of the two staves or poles is thus denoted: "they bore it on a pole, on two," or "between two." Now it could have happened that either these two were not always the same, or the load went round [by turns], or they were indeed the same, but not Caleb and Joshua — [but] any others. The former [that they took turns] could seem gatherable from the excessive fatigue of two, if they were always poling [it]. For from the pole, or that staff, hung the branch cut from the vine, and with it the cluster, huge and heavy. For it was not carried only to show its taste (for so any one or two grapes would have sufficed), but was carried most of all to show the wondrous richness and fertility of that land — which would not have been done if one [cluster] of the usual size were carried. But when such a one is brought as is very rare elsewhere, or is at least told of as something like a portent, how blessed could this land seem? Attus Navius, in Cicero (On Divination bk. 1) — when, on account of poverty, he pastured swine as a boy, and had lost one of them — is said to have vowed, if he recovered it, to give to the god the largest grape that was in the vineyard; and at length he found a grape of marvelous size, which seemed divinely offered. When I had come, in years past, from Nuremberg to Forchheim, I saw in the house of my host, the Reverend Dean of that Church, the image of a grape[-cluster] which, because it was rather large, seemed in those parts worthy to be painted for a memorial. But if there were a region where such clusters grew, and were of a little better taste, who would not be astonished at that region's richness? This is the lure that drew the Gauls into Italy, as is written by Pliny (bk. 12, ch. 1). But of the size of vines and grapes [see] more in David de Pomis (in Tsemach [David], under the word "Sambation," and in Dies Caniculares, coll. 21); Maiolus; [and] the Peruvian letter of Fr. James Torrensis, published here in the year 1603: "In Ica," he says (p. 4), "the clusters are so large that they yield more of the best and sweetest wine than two or three in Europe." Strabo (bk. 2, in Margiana; bk. 15, in Carmania) tells of two-cubit clusters. Euphorus and Metrophanes, in Stephanus (On Cities), report—
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—that in Eucarpia, a town of Asia Minor, clusters so huge arise that single [ones] are a just load for single carts, and that sometimes, [while carrying only] the load of one, the cart has broken and collapsed. Pliny too (bk. 14, ch. 1) praises "finger-grapes," which are drawn out with the very long berries of dates; and others larger, swollen like an udder, the pregnant "bumastos." And there are those who write that in inner Africa the clusters exceed the size of an infant boy. Once the Rector of this College of Mainz, Hermann Thyraeus, sent a cluster which had grown in the domestic garden, and was 6 or 7 pounds [in weight], to the most Reverend and Illustrious Lord Abbot of Fulda, Balthasar, then in exile in his "Patmos." The Illustrious N. Raducilius (Epistle 3): "The Turkish captain ordered to be given us clusters of Rhodian grape, which were of such size that they stretched out to three parts of an ell; and the single grape-berries [were] such as plums are wont to be among us" (p. 204). It seemed, then, that reason demanded that all should carry [it] by turns; and this Philo teaches and writes (On Moses bk. 1): "[bearing] a cluster… having lifted it from the middle on a carrying-pole, whose ends they set on two young men, one in front, the other behind, the foremost being relieved in turn." But, on the contrary, it rather seems the same [two] were always the bearers. Because other fruits too were brought from that same land, of remarkable size, beauty, and goodness — pomegranates and figs; perhaps also more than these, like olives, and [things] resembling palm[-dates]. For the wheat and barley were already reaped (v. 21). So there could be a load for each; and since they went secretly, and could not mingle much in talk with unworthy [men], they could not always buy the necessaries for food — so that, as their means allowed, they had to carry something with them from these [fruits] for the following days. And thus there were always some little bundles [to spare] for all. Then, those who had grown accustomed to carrying the one load seemed to continue it more conveniently and easily than others — especially in bearing the grape, because a fixed manner of walking had to be used, lest by too much shaking, in those hotter places, the berries should fall. And these two I think were Caleb and Joshua: first, because they were closest joined to each other, and most alike in morals, and therefore more gladly and easily joined themselves in some work. Then, this was a load a little more troublesome than the rest; and men of great virtue take this on more willingly than others. Third, the look of this grape had greater force to commend that land than [that] of the other fruits; whereas the other explorers were now of such a mind that they wished to praise it not, as was fitting, sincerely and grandly, but only meanly and coldly. For these things [were done] at the very return of the explorers, when they were already brooding in mind the murmuring, and the sedition that followed after. Fourth, it could be that those others would not even carry the pomegranates and figs, but these two carried all those [things] in their bosom, and in little sacks or baskets, which they had brought with them either for carrying provisions, or at last for this very use. Fifth, St. Chrysostom asserts (Hom. 24 on Ephesians), saying that the truly heavenly fruit was brought to Christ, not by Caleb and Joshua — who, namely, once carried the earthly [fruit]. Lastly, there fits very well the allegory handed down by Rupert (on Num. ch. 13 [37]): that Christ the Lord is the grape full of the sacred juice of His own blood, and is borne on the pole of the cross, [and] is crowned [pressed] by the Jews; but by Joshua and Caleb He is borne as by a figure, and ought to be carried by all good men. And indeed [Isaiah…]
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…[And indeed at] Isaiah 11, v. 1, Christ the Lord is called by the Rabbis "the cluster" [botrus], as Lyra notes there. St. Augustine (on the 2nd [feria] of Pentecost, sermon 2): "The wineskins were new; new wine was awaited from heaven — for that great cluster was already trodden and glorified." And on Psalm 8, expounding the title "for the winepresses," he says: "The Lord is called a cluster of grapes, whom — hung on wood from the land of promise — those who were sent ahead by the people brought as it were CRUCIFIED." I add two or three little inquiries connected to this. The first: Did perhaps several clusters hang on that pole? For if that branch had only a single cluster, the land would not be sufficiently praised thereby — because what the size of the grape displayed here, elsewhere a multitude of grapes on the same branch might make up for. But if [there were] several, why were they not left [on it], so that all might be the more astonished at the sight? I think there were indeed several grapes on that branch, but only one was brought — and that, first, because a single one would give load enough; second, because a place could be shown of the others that had been picked, so that from that one present [cluster] enough of belief and astonishment might be gathered; third, because it was not a whole branch, but rather a single little shoot of a branch, as the Hebrew word indicates, by which a "cutting" or "little segment" is meant. The second: Why was this cutting or little segment of the branch taken, and not the grape alone? Abulensis thinks it was done for the sake of protection from the sun. But it can be added that it was also for greater adornment and freshness. For it happens, I know not how, that fruits brought with their leaves and little twigs please more — for example, cherries and apples; so much so that sometimes even at table, among the more refined, the grapes themselves are brought in with leaves set under them. The third: Did they sin by plucking those grapes, apples, and figs from others' vines and trees? Abulensis (q. 38) answers no — and rightly, not only because it was a trivial matter, but also because the right to those lands already belonged to the Israelites; and so they could, without any fault and by fullest right, explore, and do what pertained to that end, and sharpen and stir themselves to seize them.


Question IV. (marg.) Ought Joshua to have opposed the explorers' first speech?

On the first day of the explorers' return we read two or three speeches of theirs, in the same Num. ch. 13. And the first of them, contained in vv. 28, 29, and 30 [27–29] — after which the people's murmuring at once followed — [Scripture] shows at v. 31 [30]. Yet whether Joshua ought to have opposed that speech, one may rightly seem able to doubt. For in it they reported only what was true, and what had been commanded them to explore. For mark the several [points]. First: "The land," they say, "to which thou didst send us truly flows with milk and honey." But this was true. For "to flow with milk and honey" was a proverb by which the highest goodness of the land was signified; and this is understood also from the very proof here added. For they bring not milk and honey as testimony, but the fruits of the land which they had carried [back]. For they add — "as can be understood from these fruits" — [and] go on: "But it has most strong tillers." In the Hebrew it is only positive, "a strong people dwells in the land"; and likewise in the Greek θρασὺ ἔθνος ["a bold nation"]. And is not this true? It is clear from Deut. 7:1 and ch. 9:1 — whence our interpreter rightly saw that this positive could be rendered by a superlative. Third: "and cities great and walled." In the Hebrew the sense [is] the same, but the order of words transposed: thus, "and cities fortified (or walled) and very great." But [is it] not most true? At Jericho, Ai, Gibeon, and others [it] was afterward found [so], when [the army] had advanced into the land itself. And Moses too asserts [it] (Deut. ch. 9), where the order of words is that which [is] here; and there is added what—
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—is here set down in the 2nd or 3rd speech: "up to the heavens." Fourth: "We saw the stock of Enac there" — this too Moses confirms in the cited place. Fifth: what they add about the seats of the Amalekites, Hittites, Jebusites, and Amorites was not quite exactly so; but that all these things had been commanded them to explore, you will recognize by reading, in the same ch. 13, Num. vv. 19, 20, and 21. For therefore, where our interpreter says "truly," in Hebrew it is גם [gam], that is, "even," as if he said: "So the matter stands," as had often been said — "It is, as Moses relates": the very thing agrees with the words. What, then, was there for which Joshua could or ought to oppose them? For to gainsay those speaking the truth is to lie; and [to wish] that explorers be unwilling to tell, or [to] hinder [them from telling], what they had seen and explored, is to wish them unruly, faithless, and satisfying their office in nothing. But someone will say: since they knew the people [to be] timid, it was better for them to keep silent than to strike terror into them and give cause for murmuring. But how could they know that it would come to pass that the people would be so terrified? And granting they knew this very thing, or at least probably suspected it — ought they not to satisfy the office laid upon them? Or, because another is wicked, ought I not to be good? If there was a scandal, it was passive, not active, as the scholastics speak. For which reason there are, in Abulensis (q. 42), [those] who judge these explorers free of all fault — and therefore that they need not have been resisted by Joshua or any other. But Abulensis himself will have it that they did commit a sin; yet he proves this from the [explorers'] later speeches: in this first one he blames only the intention — that they said these things in order that whoever heard [them] might stir up the people. But since true things, and things commanded — that is, things that had absolutely to be said — were being said, how could this evil intention alone be known? If you answer [that it is known] from the penalty that followed, and so from the testimony of God Himself, who says (in the following chapter) that these were filled with "another spirit" than that with which Caleb was — it will indeed have to be granted; but this intention, how could it then be perceived by the people, how could it have such force as to kindle against them such great torches of angers and murmurings? I say, then, that not only in that first speech was there an evil intention, but also two other most vicious [things], which struck the people's eyes and ears and so greatly inflamed them. The one was in the explorers' countenance, eyes, [and] gesture, and in the very manner of pronouncing those words which some [of them] were true and consonant with what had been commanded. For who does not know that the same speech, pronounced one way and another, has one force and meaning or another? Pronounce this very first speech yourself, then, or have it pronounced by another, in such a way that the former [part] be uttered meanly, lightly, contemptuously, [and] all the rest slowly, with wonder, with face and voice astonished, exaggerating, quivering, at times even as if trembling and half-dead — and you will now feel how much one [manner of] speaking differs from [another in] speaking. The other was in these very words. For that adversative particle at v. 29 — "But" — has altogether great force; and still greater the exceptive [particle] in the Seventy, ἀλλ' ἢ ὅτι; [and] greatest the Hebrew אפס כי [ephes ki], which is expressed now by "except that," now by "nevertheless" — as the Targum nearly signifies when it renders [it] by ברם [beram] (2 Kings 12:14; Num. 22:35). And since פס [pas / ephes] sometimes signifies "nothing," or the "end and consumption" of some thing, it is here rendered by Pagninus "except that," so that the sense is: "That the land is fruitful, as was often promised us, is true; but of obtaining it we must despair. For it will withstand us, and [they] will rather all destroy us—"
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…[the land will] destroy and scatter [us] — the great force and strength of the inhabitants, the size of many cities, the fortification both by nature and by art, the giant vastness of the Anakim, and the very position of the hostile nations: since at once from the south meet [us] the Amalekites, who not long ago dared of their own accord to provoke us with a grievous war, and now prepare atrociously to avenge the memory of the defeat then received; then next toward the east, [as] a further [barrier] from the mountains which they [would] fall upon, the Hittites, Jebusites, and Amorites shut [us] off; and toward the west, finally, are the greatest nations of the most ferocious Canaanites, who — even if we should take that other route by the Mediterranean Sea, or by the neighboring sands, [rather than] this [way] through our desert — would bar us from the borders of that land and drive us back. This above all was the sense in those explorers' words; on these things they were fixed; these, indignant, wailing, and despairing, they flung out with voice, and much more with the whole composition of the body — whence arose in the people so great a trembling and dread, so great a murmuring and despair — exactly as we read to have happened in Caesar's camp, in his own [words], bk. 1 On the Gallic War. It will not be beside the point, that a more fitting comparison may be set up, to transcribe his words here: "While Caesar," he says, "tarries a few days at Vesontio for the sake of the corn-supply and provisions, from the inquiry of our men and the talk of the Gauls and traders — who declared the Germans to be of huge bodily size, of incredible valor and training in arms, [and said] that often, when they had met with them, they could not endure so much as their look and the keenness of their eyes — so sudden a terror seized the whole army that it disturbed the minds and spirits of all in no small measure. This first arose from the tribunes of the soldiers and the prefects and the rest, who, having followed Caesar from the City for friendship's sake, had no great experience in military affairs; each of whom, alleging some cause which he said was necessary for his setting out, would ask that it be permitted him to depart with [Caesar's] leave. Some, moved by shame, stayed, to avoid the suspicion of fear; [but] these could neither compose their countenance nor sometimes hold back their tears — hidden in their tents, they either bewailed their own fate, or lamented the common peril with their friends. Everywhere throughout the camp wills were being sealed. By the talk and fear of these, little by little even those who had great experience in the camp — soldiers, and centurions, and those who commanded the cavalry — were being disturbed. Those of them who wished to be thought less timid said they did not fear the enemy, but dreaded the narrows of the route and the vastness of the forests which lay between them and Ariovistus, or [feared] for the corn-supply, that it could not be conveniently brought up. Some even reported to Caesar that when he had ordered the camp to be moved and the standards borne forward, the soldiers would not be obedient to the command, nor for fear would they carry the standards." Have you seen the Romans trembling and seeking flight? And yet what they had heard of [the Germans'] bodily size and warlike strength was not wholly empty. For the same Caesar (bk. 2), treating of the Aduatuci — Gauls who were sprung from the Cimbri and Teutones — says: "For the most part, to all the Gauls, on account of the size of their own bodies, our shortness is a matter of contempt"; and he says they marveled by what hands or strength, especially men of such small stature (the Romans), [could] set—
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—a tower of such weight against their walls. And (bk. 4): "The Suevi live not much on corn, but for the greatest part on milk and cattle, and are much in hunting. Which thing — both by the kind of food, and by daily exercise, and by the freedom of life, in that from boyhood, accustomed to no duty or discipline, they do nothing at all against their will — both nourishes their strength, and makes men of huge bodily size." Wherefore it was right, and indeed altogether necessary, that — just as was done by Caesar — this first complaint and speech of those explorers be met; and that it be done by Joshua, who was so great before Moses and the people, and who had been present in all things, and perhaps in some way had been in charge, the matter seemed to demand.


Question V. (marg.) Ought Joshua to have opposed the same explorers' second or third speech?

Much more than the first — because with the same wickedness of mind, and conformation of body and voice, these explorers now openly and plainly measured [it] out, and solicited [the people] to murmuring. For, first, they say: "We are not able to go up to this people." How, then, was God leading them thither? Then: "because it is stronger than we." If people be simply compared with people, this indeed is true, as is clear from the cited chapters of Deuteronomy (7, v. 1, and 9, v. 1); but if the people of the Israelites be considered together with the help and hand of God, by which it was led and protected, [it] is a wicked word. "For if God be for us, who is against us?" Third — whether what is added makes a third speech of theirs, or continues the second, or shows the sense of both first and second (for all these can be supposed without difficulty) — the text clearly says that they "detracted the land which they had viewed," and that "before the children of Israel." For this [word] will be better joined with that "detracted" than with the following "say," although by their accents the Hebrews seem to disjoin [them]. For the Hebrew text can now be thus explained: "And they spread abroad among the children of Israel" — or "made to go out and flow forth unto the children of Israel" — the ill-fame of that land. Fourth: "The land devours its inhabitants." By what reasoning, I ask? Some say it comes about from the land's excessive goodness, and that in three ways: first, because by delights it enervated all too much, and cut short their life; second, because thence no one would wish to go out or migrate anywhere else, and so all would die at home; third, because it was coveted by all, and so [there were] continual contentions, brawls, wars, and slaughters in it. But these [things] would look not to the ill-fame which these explorers tried to sprinkle on the land, but rather to its greatest praise. Abulensis (q. 51) judges it to signify that the air of that region was sickly, noxious, and pestilent; and they suppose the spies gathered this — with whom the Jews nearly agree — because at that time God, that thus He might diminish the multitude of Israel's enemies and prepare it [the land] easier for [Israel], had sent a very great plague upon those nations, so that, occupied with funerals and continual burials, they did not so much as attend to the explorers themselves. Now this indeed could greatly retard and call the Jews away from the entry of that land; but what trace of this plague [is there]? whence is it gathered? I would hardly believe that, if the explorers had seen so great a plague, and felt the air so infected with lethal contagion, they would go on—
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…[that they] would go forward so long and so far; or, if they had gone forward, would at their return enter straightway into the inmost camp, and into the middle of the Israelites massed together. For how great would that danger have been? How great the imprudence, or rashness? Cajetan hands down two [senses]. One: that it is only said that those who tarried there live a very short span of time, [and] all die at once, before the very ripeness of old age. The other: that there are giants there who, by tyranny, oppress all the rest (as Gen. 6) and utterly devour [them]. Others [say] there are perhaps not less probable ways of "devouring." One, that these [spies] mean to mark the frequent collapses of the lands in that region. For Pliny too (bk. 2, ch. 93) says: "the earth itself, burying itself, devoured [it]" — or, if we prefer Ferdinand Pintianus's correction, "the earth itself eats itself up." It devoured Mt. Cibotus, a very high mountain, together with the town of Curis. And (Num. ch. 16, v. 32), in the punishment of Dathan, Korah, and Abiron: "The earth, opening its mouth, devoured them with their tents," etc. Another, that they allude to the custom of the Egyptians, by which dead men are wont to be embalmed, and not given over to be devoured by the worms of the earth — so much so that Herodotus (bk. 2) describes a threefold ταρίχευσις [embalming/mummification] and preserving of the Egyptians: the first of the nobles and very rich; the second of the middling; the third of the poor. And because that integrity and preservation of corpses pleased the Jews — so much so that they afterward brought it into their own customs (witness St. John, ch. 23 [19]) — for that cause these [spies] tell, as a great reproach of that land, that it devours [men] not indeed living, but dead and buried and laid [in the grave]. Fifth, they say: "The people whom we beheld is of tall stature." In Hebrew a little more forcibly: "all the people whom we saw in the midst of that land (are) men of measures" — that is, "of many and great measures" — who surpass the Israelite people in size, not by one finger or two, or a hand, but by very much. (For so too a very large house is described, Jer. 22, v. 14.) But are there not here at least two lies? — namely, that they tell of so great a size of theirs, and that they assert not merely some, but "the whole people," to be such? Sixth, when they had spoken of the almost giant size of the whole people, yet they go on, and among these so great and vast [men] they bring forth others, who are much greater than these — so that, so to speak, they are giants among giants: "There we saw certain monsters of the sons of Enac, of the giant kind"—
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—in Hebrew: "There we saw giants, the sons of Enac, of the giants." Seventh. Not yet enough: they now openly compare even themselves with those. "Being compared to them, we seemed as locusts." In Hebrew, again more exaggeratedly: "And we were in our own eyes as locusts; and so we were in their eyes." That is, both we and they judged us very small and feeble — so that, both to ourselves and to them, we would seem, like locusts only, the tiniest and most enervated manikins, whom they could trample even with their own feet, like little worms and locusts. Since, then, this whole complaint contains what the former had, and is furnished with many more and plainer lies besides, it all the more had to be resisted and contradicted by Joshua.


Question VI. (marg.) Did Joshua stand against these same querulous, lying, and seditious speeches of the explorers?

Abulensis (q. 54) denies it; and his cause for denying [is] that no mention is made of Joshua, but only of Caleb. For (v. 31 [30]): "Amid these things Caleb, stilling the murmur of the people that was rising against Moses, says: Let us go up and possess the land, for we shall be able to obtain it." But if Joshua did not set himself against these waves, what then did he do? Did he too waver? Nay rather, something further will seem to have to be said: that he was the East or South wind in stirring up those waves. For when the text had said of Caleb the [things] I have brought, it subjoins: "But the others who had been with him said, We are not able to go up to this people." With these others, then, was Joshua — a murmurer with the murmurers, a complainer with the complainers, a whirlwind and firebrand with the [other] firebrands of the whole sedition. There are, with him [Abulensis], [those] to whom, concerning Joshua, a suspicion is pleasing as to that first day and their first complaints and dissuasions. But could so great a wickedness — so bold and foul a lust of lying and of inciting the people — fall upon a head so approved and dear to God and Moses? And how [could it], since the Lord so often said that not even one of those who had murmured would enter the land of promise (ch. 14, vv. 22, 29, and 30; Deut. [1], 35), yet Joshua, together with Caleb, was excepted (Num. 14, v. 30; Deut. 1:38)? If you say that God forgave him this fault because on the next day he came to his senses and withstood the murmurers, you will indeed in that way give a splendid example of swift repentance from sin and of divine kindness toward those doing penance; but after Caleb began to go and meet the lies which had been blabbed out by the explorers, do we suppose that no one at all gave him credence, and [that Joshua] recalled himself from the fear of the murmuring he had taken up? And yet, if any repented even on that day, or the next, the penalty involved them all — that, because they had at least begun to murmur, they should not enter the land, [but] should tarry in the wilderness. But grant that Joshua alone corrected himself: ought his sin nevertheless to have been wholly immune from all penalty? The ten other explorers died suddenly (as will be told later), and were "struck in the sight of the Lord" (Num. 14, v. 37). But Caleb and Joshua lived. All the rest of the people were fined with this penalty, that from it not even one entered the land. Yet Caleb and Joshua entered. If Joshua was in some way a partaker of this crime, why [is he] not in some way a partaker of the penalty? Why is he not struck with at least some plague? For not much before this very time Miriam had murmured a little, and about a matter of much less moment; and yet, although she was now aged, and holy, and a prophetess, and the sister of Moses himself — nay, his preserver, and almost a second mother, who most fittingly had him, drawn out of the waters, suckled and reared — she was struck with leprosy. And when Moses prayed the Lord for her with a great cry, he heard: "If her father had spat upon her face, ought she not to have been covered with shame at least for seven days? Let her be separated seven days outside the camp." But Joshua, who [supposedly] had so forgotten his own duty that he not only murmured himself, but, to murmur against Moses and God, [stirred] not some few, but so huge a multitude of so many thousands — and that with so many and so impudent lies and calumnies—
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…[with such lies and calumnies] against his own conscience had stirred [the multitude] — would he go unpunished? would he feel nothing at all of divine vengeance, even for a single day or two? Abulensis, therefore, devises something else: that on that first day of sedition Joshua neither murmured, nor incited others to murmur, nor withstood the murmurers and inciters. But "he was in the middle," he says — that is, he neither murmured, nor quieted the murmur. There is an ancient law of Solon, in Gellius (bk. 2, ch. 12): "In a case of civil discord, whoever shall have joined himself to neither of the two sides, but, solitary and separated, shall have withdrawn from the common evil of the city — let him be deprived of home, country, and all his goods, [and] be an exile and a wanderer." But of greater weight against this "middle" position is the divine institution of Ecclesiastes 3: "A time to speak, a time to keep silence." And what time [is] more necessary for speaking than when counsels are entered upon against the magistrates and God Himself, tongues are set in motion, [and] secession [from Moses] is proclaimed? And who [was it] more fitting should cry out against [it], shout, and protest, than Joshua? For that has been proved above. "Shrewdly," in Suetonius (Julius, ch. 75), Caesar "declared that the neutrals, and those of neither party, would be counted by him among his own [enemies]." And neither Moses nor Aaron, when it was chiefly at stake that the divine promises should fall to nothing and [God] Himself be shown fickle in them, could say the same. Those who then did not stand by Moses, or rather by God Himself, were all enemies and traitors. To be "in the middle" then, to keep silent, not to withstand the cohort of impiety, is to betray the cause of God, and to prevaricate by wicked silence. Isaiah the Prophet execrates certain [such], saying (ch. 56, v. 10): "Dumb dogs, not able to bark." But what greater necessity of barking [is there] than when robbers rush into the Lord's house, wolves into the flock, adversaries against the Lord Himself? Whoever, then, calls Joshua "in the middle" at that time in no way excuses him, but gravely accuses him, and makes him guilty of a mean, cowardly, and unseasonable silence. Thus, then, I determine: that he, together with Caleb, withstood the beginnings of this tumult as far as he could, and was not dumb, quiet, or "in the middle" at those first outcries, in the way [Abulensis says]. 1. Because, without any indication of wavering or silence, his constancy, virtue, and religion in those troubles is not rarely commended, as [in] the following ch. 14, vv. 6, 30, 38; [and] Ecclesiasticus 46, v. 9, where [is] this splendid eulogy: "In the days of Moses, he did a work of mercy — he, and Caleb the son of Jephone — to stand against the enemy, and to withhold the people from sins, and to break the murmur of malice." 2. Because the most ornate phrase which is given to Caleb in his praise is applied also to adorn Joshua himself. And that [phrase] is: "that Caleb, full of another spirit, followed the Lord" (Num. ch. 14, v. 24), or, as [in] Josh. 14, v. 8, "he followed the Lord." In that place of Numbers the Hebrew could be so rendered — as Oleaster too advised: "To my servant Caleb there shall be, namely, a reward or recompense"; and the reason is subjoined: "another spirit was with him, and he fulfilled [it] after me." For עקב [ekev] often signifies a reward or recompense — which, as in the body [is] the sole of the foot, so in acting is the last [thing] — as [in] Ps. 18:11, Ps. 39:16, Ps. 69:3, Ps. 118:33 and 112. Then, because the promise of God made to Caleb himself is more [fully] explained, of which [in] Josh. 14:9. Third, because it fits better — [even] if in the version that word be passed over, or be rendered (as by some it is) "for the reason that" or "because," on account of the conjunctive—
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—particles which are in the Hebrew. For what sense [is there], if we say, "My servant Caleb, for the reason that another spirit was with him, hath fulfilled after me — and I will bring into the land"? Yet these conjunctions are for the most part omitted by those who will not [have] the causal particle there — as Vatablus, Pagninus, and perhaps our [interpreter]. For instead of "Caleb, who [is] full," he perhaps wrote "Caleb because [he is] full" — especially since in the Greek too there is ὅτι ["because"]. But "to fulfill after the Lord" is, as our [interpreter] and the Seventy rightly render, "to follow the Lord" — but not in any way whatever, but with great care and zeal, so that of the things God willed to be done, nothing (so far indeed as it can be done) is passed over, but all are done carefully and diligently. For this both the very word "fulfilling" imports, and the Hebrew conjugation "Piel" — which expresses force and intensity — [at] Josh. 14, v. 8, 9, and here Num. 14, v. 24, as the dages itself indicates (although for the chireq a pathach is subscribed [pointed]). But, on the contrary, [at] Num. 32, vv. 11 and 12, the people is denied to have "fulfilled after the Lord," and therefore also [is denied] to be about to enter the land — "except Caleb and Joshua, because they fulfilled after the Lord." Behold, our Joshua too is said to have "fulfilled after the Lord." But how would he have fulfilled [it], if on the first day, when there was chiefly need of constancy and truth, he had "played the middle [neutral]" — that is, had remained, against his duty, motionless, tongue-tied, disjoined from the people, [and] not joined to Moses? There are three other expositions of the same speech in Oleaster: that the Lord says [Caleb] "fulfilled after Him" — [Caleb] who followed Him not only before, but also then; who fulfilled His word; who followed Him fully, or in all things held His side. But none of these would have been performed by Joshua, if on that day he had deserted Moses, truth, and constancy. And this very [thing] seems to be what is said by Mattathias (1 Macc. 2, v. 55): "Jesus [Joshua], while he fulfilled the word, was made Leader in Israel." Now, how this fault of his could not have been free from all penalty and at least some rod, was said above. Fourth, finally: what cause could be brought, why he would refuse at once to join himself to Moses and to meet the rising murmur? Some, in Abulensis (q. 55), answer that Joshua was not present at that first beginning of the tumult. But it is certain that he had returned with the other explorers, and (as was said before) had borne the grape into the people's sight on his own shoulders. Whither, then, would he now have gone? Had he betaken himself, for religion's sake, to the new tabernacle of the covenant, or to that his old dwelling of the old sacred tabernacle? He wished, no doubt, at once to give thanks to God for the happy return of himself and his companions, and to restore himself as swiftly as possible to his former keeping and care of the sacred place. This would have no little probability, and [would be] a good example unto piety — unless that religion [religious act] should seem too unseasonable: [namely,] not to be present even at the report of the first of those things which had been done and noted on the whole journey. For to what end had he been sent, unless that he might learn about that land, survey it with his own eyes, explore everything, and at last, returning, set up an account and narration for Moses and the people? For it was for this cause too that so great a number of them was chosen — that all [things] might be the more certain and better attested, [and] that so many, agreeing, might report the same [things].
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…[to weaken the truth] and to detract authority from the whole embassy — that indeed would have been too unseasonable. There is added that, without doubt, he had already noticed, on that whole journey, many signs of the depraved will of the other explorers, [and] had marked the little mutterings of the [now] tumultuous, already indices of their minds. Why, then, would he not fear that what did happen would happen, and that they would be instigators to that people for murmuring? And if he did fear it, how [could he], at such and so unseasonable a time, withdraw by his absence his own voice for the truth and open testimony? "It can be believed," says Abulensis in the same place, "that Joshua, even if he had now been present, would not have dared to contradict the people; or perhaps he was awaiting Moses's order upon this." Yet neither, as I reckon, is credible. For the former would have joined him with excessive cowardice and timidity — which was indeed always as far as possible from so great and so lofty and brave a spirit. And the latter attributes to Joshua an inept modesty and too ridiculous an imprudence. Did he not know what patronage he owed to the truth? Could he in any way doubt what Moses's mind and will, [and] what God's judgment, was in such a matter? Did he not see what Caleb did, and with how much of Moses's will and approval? It would have more probability if, since he had seen so great a wickedness of the other explorers and so great a madness of the seething people, we attributed to him, out of the utmost indignation at the affair, that [of] Aeneid 2: "I was stunned, and my hair stood on end, and my voice stuck in my throat." For in the following ch. (qq. 9 and 29) Abulensis thinks it can be supposed that Moses and Aaron, thunderstruck by the new and unheard-of crime of the people, fell to the ground. Yet it seems [the mark] of a less prudent mind, and one less prepared against the various darts not of fortune but of human commotions and disturbances, to be so moved that they perform neither speech nor flowing duty. He would seem little fit for the helm of a commonwealth, and for the administration of certain greater affairs, whom, if anything happen beyond his expectation, [it] so greatly confounds, unnerves, [and] casts down from his mental footing. It is rather to be supposed, then, that by speech and by whatever action he could, [Joshua] countered those murmurers. That only which was veiled at the beginning of this question remains to be seen: why, in the first onset of this frenzy, mention is made only of Caleb, not of Joshua. To me, considering it, two [things] occur. One: that from Joshua's being passed over in silence it is not rightly inferred that he too was silent. For in all those chapters of Numbers (13 and 14), what did Moses say to the people to quiet those commotions? Nothing is recorded — and yet (Deut. ch. 1, v. 29) he professes that he tried by many [words] to call them away from all fear and dread. The other: that of the same Joshua [Scripture] is at times silent because it was nearly taken for granted that he clung to Moses, his lord and master — so that, when those whirlwinds were stirred against Moses, it was not to be doubted that, as Moses [did], so also his most faithful minister labored to compose them. This is clear from what has been said so far (especially ch. 4, qq. 5, 6, 15), and seems gatherable from Josh. 14, v. 8, where, speaking of that very tragedy to Joshua himself, Caleb says: "My brethren who went up with me melted the heart of the people." What "brethren"? Even Joshua himself? Truly a brother by race and tribe, as also [were] the other explorers from the various tribes. But—
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—yet he does not include him in these words. For otherwise he would gravely censure the man whom, a little before (v. 6), he had joined to himself as companion in the praise of this deed. Nay, of him who by God was prince of the people and Moses's successor — as if it were manifest to all what he then did — [Scripture] is thus now silent, and speaks only of the others. And perhaps, what Moses says he told the murmuring people (Deut. 1), this he said through Joshua; or rather, both through himself, and through his [minister] Joshua. Whose innocence and virtue, from these [considerations], seems defended even against those Rabbis who, in Masius (on Josh. 14, pp. 243, 244), do not fear to accuse him — both of cowardice, because with Caleb he was unwilling to go up to Hebron, and of wicked pretense, because [they say] he and Caleb only feigned on the road to be of the same opinion with the other explorers.

That in the deepest mourning, among the Jews and other nations, there was a rending of one's own garments, I have shown at Esther ch. 4. And that mourning was stirred either by the death of dear ones, or by any calamity, public or private; but among the pious, and men more loving of God, [by grief] over sins — one's own or others' — past, or over some insult hurled by impious men against God Himself. For hence [came] the feigned and hypocritical rending of garments by Caiaphas, when he wished to convict Christ the Lord of blasphemy against God (Matt. 26); and, on the contrary, the Lord's rebuke of certain [men] because they did not do it when the matter demanded, in Jeremiah (ch. 36, v. 24): "And they were not afraid," he says, "nor did they rend their garments — the king and all his servants, who had heard all those words." Joshua and Caleb, then, most holy men — when they saw, by the other explorers and by the now-raving crowd, so great an injury done to the divine goodness (as though He had either vainly promised the entrance to that best of lands, or through weakness could not fulfill what He had promised, or certainly, through some grave and bitter hatred toward the Israelites, the posterity of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, would not) — rent their garments. But since the clothes of all the Israelites were divinely preserved in the wilderness (Deut. 8), how could they tear them? and, granting they could, how, in doing this very thing, did they not sin? For they seemed to break a miracle of God.


Question VII. (marg.) Why did Joshua and Caleb rend their garments, while Moses and Aaron fell down [prostrate]?

To the former [point] Abulensis answers (q. 33); to the latter (q. 34). And if you ask what clothes they had afterward, he answers (q. 35). That Moses and Aaron "fell to the earth," the context says; and of that matter he brings three causes (q. 9, ch. 14). Abulensis [gives] more (q. 29), but which can in a way be reduced to three. First: that so great a newness and magnitude of so great a crime astounded them — but of this in the prior question. Second: that by that most humble gesture they wished to beg the people not to kill them, or rather not to return to Egypt and to desist from the madness already begun. For to minds burning with anger and despair a coaxing and suppliant speech avails more than a harsh and imperious one; and this latter [cause] Abulensis rather embraces (q. 29), because they are said to have fallen not before God, but before the multitude. Third, then: that they wished to pray God for so great a wickedness of the people — and this is consonant with what the same Moses did at the adoration of the calf (Exod. 32; Deut. 9); and it was long ago the [view] of Josephus (bk. [—]…
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…[Josephus, bk.] 3, ch. 13, [is his] opinion; and it is today Cajetan's. "Moses," says Josephus, "and Aaron, when they had fallen to the earth, were praying God not for their own safety, but that He might make the people cease from their ignorance, and calm the mind of all — disturbed by the vehement force of the disturbance then pressing upon them."


Question VIII. (marg.) What [did] Joshua and Caleb [say] in their speech to the people?

[Their words] are various, and set against those [things] which were flung out either by the other explorers — or rather prevaricators and traitors — or by the people whom those [men] had befooled. First, concerning the goodness of the land which they so slandered: "The land which we went round" — or, as it is said in Hebrew, "which we passed through to explore," [or] as in Greek, "which we surveyed" — "is very good." I think one "very" has fallen out of the Latin. For both in the Hebrew and in the Greek it is doubled, that the highest and most intense goodness may be signified; and our Interpreter is otherwise wont to render such a phrase by superlatives. The second: "If the Lord be favorable, He will bring us into it." Here I take the Greek and Latin particle "if" affirmatively, for "certainly" and "truly." 1. because this speech is set over against that [slander] which those thrice-wretched prevaricators were spreading about God's hatred and ill-will toward them. "The Lord hates us," they say (Deut. 1, v. 27), "and therefore has led us out of the land of Egypt, to deliver us into the hand of the Amorite and destroy us." But now, as if over against [this], Joshua and Caleb cry out: "The Lord Himself is surely favorable to us." He truly loves us and wishes us well. For this is the force of the Hebrew word: "He is well pleased in us," or, as it is otherwise wont to be said, "He has good pleasure in us." And the Greek αἱρετίζει ["chooses"] seems to increase this benevolence of God — as if it were: "Truly the Lord chooses and loves us above all other peoples." 2. because thus we come nearer to the Hebrew text, by not omitting in the following words the particle "and," which is absent from our [Latin] but is in it: thus, "and He will bring us into it." 3. because thus elsewhere the Hebrew אם [im], the Greek εἰ, and the Latin si ["if"] are taken — as [at] Num. 16 [14], v. 38 [23]; Ps. 58, v. 16; Ps. 62, v. 5; Job 22, v. 20; Prov. 3, v. 32, ch. 23, v. 18; Isa. 4, v. 4, ch. 29, v. 16; Gen. 47, v. 17. The third is opposed to what those same [men] were saying (ch. 13, v. 32 [31]): "We are by no means able to go up to this people." But Joshua and Caleb say: "The Lord will bring us into it (the land), and deliver the ground flowing with milk and honey." We do not say that we shall obtain the land by our own strength, but by the help and hand of God Himself — who promised [it], who is truthful and faithful, and, as has been said, benevolent toward the whole people. The fourth: "Be not rebellious against the Lord." For that [saying] (v. 3) was open rebellion against Him: "Is it not better to return into Egypt?" The fifth: "Neither fear ye the people of this land" — even though it be painted to you as so strong, tall, warlike, and full of giants. For, as has been said and will soon be said again, that people must be subdued and exterminated by the Lord's might, not by ours. The sixth is engaged in the comparison of that people with the Israelite [people]. For the fans [fanners] of this sedition had said, "the people is stronger than we, the children [of Israel]"; "Behold, being compared [to them] we seemed as locusts." What, then, [say] Joshua and Caleb? "We can devour them like bread." They teach the utmost ease in that which those [spies] were asserting to be most difficult, and indeed ἀδύνατον [impossible]. For what is easier than to eat bread? Nay rather, just as in the eating of bread there is not only ease—
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—but also usefulness and delight, so also in overcoming these enemies, and utterly destroying and consuming them. So elsewhere too some are said "to devour [others] like the food of bread" (Ps. 13, v. 4; Ps. 52, v. 5, and the like — which [is said] below, ch. 24, v. 8). In the Greek, however, there is here greater emphasis: "That people is κατάβρωμα ἡμῶν ἐστιν, is food for us"; and in the Hebrew, "they are our bread" — in that manner in which it is commonly said, "it is but one mouthful," or "one single breakfast." For thus I have heard the heretics speak, when the earlier time they came to besiege the Catholic [town of] Molsheim — from which, however, the matter unaccomplished, they were afterward forced to withdraw. The seventh: "All aid has departed from them." In Hebrew, "Their shadow has departed from over them." And this "shadow" I find expounded in five ways. For 1. to some the "shadow" is God; 2. to others, strength and boldness; 3. to others likewise, leaders and princes who have experience of war; 4. to some (in Abulensis, q. 12), Job himself, whose death fell about these times; 5. and lastly, to Oleaster it is any strength whatever — whether of soul, or body, or walls, or arms, or leaders, or of God Himself. And [this last] pleases [me]. 1. because "shadow" rightly signifies all these. For just as in summer, in places burning with heat (of which kind were those in which they then were), a shadow protects and defends us from the sun's burnings, so [protection defends] from every incursion of enemies and other evils. Then, because in nearly all these ways "shadow" is somewhere taken [thus] (as Ps. 56; Gen. 2; Isa. 30, 36, and 49; Lam. 4; Ezek. 31). Third, because our Interpreter insinuated that general protection, when he rendered "all aid," and the Seventy, ἀφέστηκε ὁ καιρὸς ἀπ' αὐτῶν ["the [right] time has departed from them"]. Fourth, finally, because those particular [senses] which by others were called "shadow" are either not true, or less apt. For, by way of example, how was God the guardian and protector of those impious and detestable nations — especially at this time, when, as [in] Gen. 14, their iniquity was fulfilled? And leaders, and soldiers well enough trained, for those who were most ferocious — who (as we lately saw in the Amalekites) dared of their own accord to provoke Israel as it drew near, or to bar it from their borders, or to close their cities against it, and to make war with great forces, and whom, over several years and in great battles, [Israel] could scarcely at last restrain — who would suspect [these] to be lacking? And truly, what, I ask, has Job to do with the Canaanites? or how could he either have been able or willing to "protect" them and to darken them against the rays of the Israelites and of God? The eighth: "The Lord is with us." This alone is enough against all the strength, walls, and giants of the Canaanites. "For if the Lord be for us, who [is] against us?" If the Lord [be] with us, our lot is the same as His. With Him [are] always countless legions of angels; with Him, even if those [angels] be absent, strength, power, and might always immense. Who would tremble with so great a companion, leader, and Commander? The ninth, then: "Fear ye not." Here you may weigh what that is which the Priest so often prays, "The Lord [be] with you" — of which [see] on Ruth ch. 2. Here, however, it is not a prayer, but an assertion, affirming "that the Lord is with Israel"; and there is set down here that ineffable Name, and indeed prefixed — for which Isaiah both set [it] before and set [it] after (ch. 7) in "Emmanuel."


Question IX. (marg.) Did the people wish to stone Joshua and Caleb?

The people wished to stone Moses and Aaron (Josephus being author, bk. 2), not Joshua and Caleb. But if, on the contrary, we look at the text, it would rather seem—
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…that these two were the people's counsel for stoning. For the relative "them" seems to look most nearly to those whose speech had just now been recited. And so Cajetan judges that Joshua then, and Caleb, were [the ones] to be stoned. And Rupert seems to nod [to this] (bk. 1 on Numbers, ch. 36): "The multitude," he says, "wished to overwhelm with stones those who with another spirit followed the Lord." And Origen (Hom. 8): "The people, driven headlong by the desperation of unbelief, leapt to stone those who announce good things." To me, however, this whole fourth murmuring of the people seems to have pertained to all these. For of them [the spies] it had first been said how, before the whole multitude of the children of Israel, they cast themselves prone to the earth; but of these [Joshua and Caleb], how they made words against that same [multitude], is then universally subjoined: "And when the people cried out, and would overwhelm them with stones" — or, as it is in Hebrew, "And all the multitude said" (or, as the Seventy always render, "all the synagogue [said], to stone them with stones") — that is, all cried out, with the greatest and most confused voices, "Stones! stones! Let us take the wicked out of the midst; let us overwhelm the liars; let us root out the false-speaking impostors." For it seems too thin, what Cajetan says — that "they did not say they wished to stone them, but only that they must be stoned." But it was done, without doubt, because — insane with whatever madness they were carried by — [the crowd] saw that [Joshua and Caleb] did not assent to their counsel, but by prayers, words, and deeds dissuaded them from it. But here it is to be considered: 1. how dire was the neck of those Jews, how iron their face, how mad their mind. Once one of the Gentiles wrote [Virgil, Aeneid 1]:


And as, in a great people, when sedition has oft arisen,
and the base rabble rages in its mind,
and now firebrands and stones fly — fury supplies arms;
then, if by chance they have beheld some man grave in piety
and merits, they fall silent, and stand with attentive ears:
he rules their minds with words, and soothes their breasts.



But here [it was] all the contrary. When that rabble beheld so many and such men, so grave with such piety and such merits — and heard those same [men] addressing them most wisely and most gently — it not only did not suffer its swollen minds and boiling breasts to be ruled and soothed, but then most of all blazed up with anger, fury, and madness, raged in mind, [and] snatched up stones. Who would not be astounded? There is, besides, this too to be considered: what in the world is the lot of the pious. When they withstand wickedness, chastise impiety, dissuade from vices, [and] strive to draw men's minds away from sins, at once against them [rise] infinite outcries and revilings; concerning them, most false rumors; upon their heads, stones; against their life and body, swords and nooses. For so [is it said] of all the pious, and of their Head, Christ Jesus — in Wisdom, ch. 2, v. 12, and in Isaiah, ch. 3, v. 10; in the Greek the impious speak: "Let us surround this man, since he is useless to us, and is contrary to our works, and upbraids us with sins against the law." Third: upon whom was the penalty of stoning established by law? Certainly only upon those who had committed something against God by idolatry, blasphemy, or violation of the holy days and ceremonies (Lev. 24; Deut. 13 and 17; Num. 15), or had defiled another's marriage-bed by foul adultery (Deut. 22). And yet against most holy, most God-fearing, and chastest men this stony [death] is thus prepared. Nothing [did Joshua]—
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—feign, nothing did he exaggerate, nor did Moses say [anything] rashly, when (Exod. 17, v. 4) he said: "What shall I do to this people? Yet a little more, and it will stone me." Namely, that those Fathers of the old covenant might attain the crown of eternal felicity, it behooved them to be, even then, "Stephens" [proto-martyrs].


Question X. (marg.) How did the Lord approve and commend the zeal and constancy of Joshua and Caleb in that murmuring?

That the zeal and constancy of those holy men, amid so great a disturbance of all things, was most pleasing, the Lord made plain chiefly in three ways. First, when all the multitude cried out and wished to overwhelm them with stones, "the glory of the Lord appeared over the covering [tectum] of the covenant to all the children of Israel." In Greek, "over the tabernacle of testimony"; in Hebrew, "in the tabernacle of testimony," or "the assembly, to all the children of Israel." And hence, in the Latin text, what may be understood by "the covering of the covenant" is gathered — since above (Num. 3) it signifies only those very [curtains] with which the tabernacle was covered, [i.e.] the curtains. And "the glory of the Lord" was, as Josephus says in the cited place, that cloud which was wont to stand over the tabernacle — but with some new splendor, and an appearance of unwonted figures, which either surrounded and, as it were, hid those holy men, or horribly terrified those impious and stony-hearted [men], and checked their hands already armed with stones and their arms stretched out to throw. "There was present," says Josephus, "a calm; and the [signs] over the tabernacle signified the manifestation of God." Cajetan thinks they fled to the tabernacle and hid in it. But since they were not of the priests and Levites, how would they have dared to enter it? And therefore it rather seems that they were at the tabernacle where the assembly, council, and preaching of the people was, by accustomed usage. 2. When, before the entry into the land, [the Lord] would pass sentence of death upon all who were passing their 20th year or any [year] above it, He always professed these two, Joshua and Caleb, to be excepted (ch. 14, vv. 24 and 30; Num. 26, v. 66; and again Deut. 1; and Ecclus. 46, v. 9). St. Augustine (sermon 106 on the season): "Of that elder people not more than two deserved to enter the land of promise; and we recognize that something was figured in those two. For, as was said above, there are two precepts of love which admonish the Christian people to receive eternal life. So those two were who gave counsel to the people of the Jews — that if they believed in God, they would happily enter the land of promise." 3. The ten other explorers, from whom [was] the origin of the murmuring, "died, and were struck in the sight of the Lord" (v. 37). In what manner this was done, opinions vary. Some say, first, [that they were] taken out of the midst by a plague divinely sent. But R. Solomon [Rashi] [says] their tongues flowed with rot and poison, and, inflated, swelled up, so that they blocked all drawing of breath and air — and so they died suddenly. Cajetan [says] they were consumed by fire fallen from heaven, as had happened to certain [others] before. But Abulensis — which Cajetan too acknowledges — wants them destroyed only by a sudden death, of whatever kind at last it was. For "in the sight of the Lord" is the same as "at that time when the Lord displayed that His glory"; [i.e.] at that very juncture and place, by a plague which itself indeed did not fall under the eyes, yet then produced a horrible effect in the sight of all: [being] struck, they died at once and suddenly — whereas other Israelites, who had gone mad along with these, [died] only gradually, [some] here and there…
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…[other Israelites who had gone mad with them] breathed out their souls after the others, in various years and times. But no plague, nor swelling and rotting of the tongue, nor flame, nor sudden and swift death could harm those two at all, whom divine favor and aid walled about (ibid., v. 38): happy, and thrice and four times fortified and guarded against all things, whom the Lord covers and keeps. Read Ps. 90 [91], "He that dwelleth in the aid of the Most High."


Question XI. (marg.) In this sedition, which of the two behaved better and more bravely — Joshua or Caleb?

Abulensis (on Num. 13, q. 55) says it cannot be denied that Caleb bore himself more excellently; and he proves this very [thing] by three arguments. The first is from this, that God praised Caleb above Joshua — and that in four ways. For (Num. 14, v. 24): 1. God says he "stilled the murmur," and in that matter joins no associate to him. 2. him alone, for the same cause, He calls "my servant" — [a title] of how great praise, is plain from this, that, about to praise Moses supremely, He adorned him with this very eulogy of "servant" (Num. 12, as is said more fully below, ch. 1, q. 2). 3. He said he "has my spirit." But such a one is called "a son of God" (Rom. 8). What more excellent than this? 4. He said he had His spirit not only, but had it "unto fullness." What rarer and more unwonted [than this]? The second argument is drawn from the divine promises. For not content with that praise of words (which is nonetheless the greatest), the Lord added a most ample matter besides: that both he himself and his posterity should obtain a most choice portion, in perpetuity, of the land he had surveyed and had so bravely and strenuously defended against its slanderers and deserters; and this Moses confirmed by a most solemn oath (Josh. 14, v. 9). The third is: since Joshua escaped the death inflicted on the other explorers, what cause could there be why he is never praised in the quelling of this sedition, unless we understand that Caleb far surpassed him? But these [arguments] show that Caleb was a certain great man, a most fervent zealot and most steadfast defender of Moses and of the divine promises; that he is nevertheless to be preferred to Joshua himself in this matter, they do not persuade me. For nearly all the same things fit Joshua likewise (as I shall say a little later); and if any are lacking, how tiny they all are, if they be compared to that which was divinely given to Joshua himself! He, indeed — he alone — received the supreme principate in that people, obtained Moses's place, and not only entered the promised land with the people, but led them into it, with command and with divine prodigies and portents; wrested it from the enemies' hands, distributed it to the Israelites, and settled and confirmed them all in it as in a divine inheritance. If (as Abulensis wants) he had faltered through some fear, and either assented to, or joined himself with, those who spurned that land and wished to return to Egypt — nay, if he had not, with a spirit greater than all, and with prudence and constancy, withstood them — would he, chosen and created by the divine reckoning as the Prince and Commander of all, [have been the one] both to enter it and to abide in it, to make war, to fix dwellings, and to raise up the commonwealth? I know that holy Peter once lapsed through a certain trembling — and yet [was] appointed by God the supreme head and governor on earth of the whole Church. But read that same holy Peter's—
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—tears, and bitter ones; whereas of Joshua [there is] not one little tear, nor the least token of repentance. No doubt, he had not only sinned in nothing, but had borne himself excellently and most nobly, through the whole time of this storm — from the first blast and commotion right up to the tranquillity restored. It seems necessary only this: that I show that nothing is snatched from him, or lessened, of this glory and praise, by those three reasons which Abulensis brought forth. To the first I say that Joshua too was adorned, by God's mouth, with all those same praises. For 1. it was already said above (q. 4) that Joshua is either joined as Caleb's associate, or, if sometimes he is put first (as happens), a reason of the omission [of the other] is given. 2. Joshua too is called "servant of God" (Josh. last, v. 29; Judg. 2, v. 8) — and, is it not, in a far nobler way than Caleb ever was God's servant (Num. 27; Josh. 1, v. 9; ch. 4, v. 14)? 3. the Spirit of God was also in Joshua (Num. 27, v. 18); and that the fullness of the Spirit too was not lacking to him, was proved before (q. 4, from Num. 32, v. 12). To the second reason I say two [things]. One: to Joshua himself was given something greater than to Caleb — namely, that he himself, being prince, should choose whatever land, and however much, he wished, and should ask it of no one; whereas Caleb, if he wished to have anything, had of necessity to ask it of Joshua himself (Josh. 14). The other: perhaps for this [reason] no such promise about the land was made to Joshua, because he was to live a celibate life, and to leave no children or grandchildren. For so St. Jerome holds (against Jovinian) — but of this elsewhere afterward (Josh. ch. last). To the third, finally: I have already shown (q. 4) that Joshua himself was praised, and, if he was ever passed over, I showed why that was done. Certainly, because Caleb has no deed more illustrious and holy than this, therefore it is chiefly praised; but of Joshua there are very many other and greatest [deeds], so that this, like some little star, may not seem so conspicuous among his most brilliant deeds. If anyone still presses that Caleb holds the first place, in that, when he is named together with Joshua, he himself is set in the prior place (Num. 14, v. 30; ch. 26, v. 65; ch. 32, v. 12; Deut. 1:36), I answer that in that naming no reckoning of greater praise is had, but only of necessity — because, since they could not be named at once, one had to be set before the other. But if it be further urged, and said, that at least in that necessity Joshua could sometimes have been set first, I say that so it was indeed done. For in that same [chapter] (ch. 14, v. 30) it is said: "But Joshua the son of Nun and Caleb the son of Jephone rent their garments"; and (v. 38): "But Joshua the son of Nun and Caleb the son of Jephone lived, of all who had gone to survey the land." If, however, anyone wishes to take up some thought of dignity, let him think that the tribe of Judah is often, in hidden ways, preferred in Scripture. But of it was Caleb; of Ephraim, however, [was] Joshua.


Question XII. (marg.) What did Joshua signify in this exploration, and the murmuring that followed?

Of Moses, Origen discourses (Hom. 8 on Numbers); of the same and of Joshua, Rupert (bk. 1 on Num., ch. 37 and following); St. Chrysostom (Hom. 23 on Ephesians, in the moral part): "The leader of the exit from this world's Egypt," he says, "is not Moses, but Jesus [Joshua]. How [does this touch us]? That the same things not befall us, [we must take care] that we do not the same [things], and suffer not the same. They murmured; they were ungrateful. Let not, then, the same befall us. How did they all fall? They set at naught the desirable land…"
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…[the desirable] land. "How did they set it at naught? And yet they marveled — in that they had come out soft, and would not undertake labors for it. Let us not, then, set heaven at naught. This is to set [it] at naught. From heaven the fruit has been brought down to us — not the fruit that is carried in jars, but the pledge of the Spirit: the manner and preservation of the life to be led, which is in the heavens, which Paul taught, and the wondrous husbandmen. Not Caleb the son of Jephone, nor Jesus the Son of Nave [Nun], brought these fruits: but Jesus, the Son of mercies, the Son of Him who is truly God, brought every virtue, all the fruits that are thence; He brought down to us the heavenly hymns. For what the Cherubim say among those above, that He bade us too say: 'Holy, Holy, Holy.' He brought to us the virtue of the angels. Neither do the angels take wives, nor are given in marriage; this good too He planted here. They [the angels] love not money, nor other [such things]; this too He granted us. There is no longer death, but sleep. For hear Him saying: 'Lazarus our friend sleeps.' You have seen the fruits of the heavenly Jerusalem. And — what is more wonderful — war was not decreed [needful]; but before the promise He granted us all these things. For they indeed, even when they had come to the land of promise, labored — nay rather, they did not labor; for if they had willed to obey God, they would have taken all the cities without arms and without a battle-line drawn up."

I, either from those same authors, or from wherever the Lord shall grant, will taste a few other [things]. The land promised to us is, at all events, heaven, most filled with all beatitude (Heb. 4). This foreknows best both Moses, who sends, and Joshua, who is sent; but for the sake of the ruder people — that is, of us all — the exploration is set up. And we can think it done in two ways. First, if some who had departed from this life, and had gone to and beheld — in whatever way perceived — the [things] in the other world, should, returned to life, report them to us. And this indeed was done in certain [persons], both in the old Synagogue and in the Christian Church. But who, in that way, discerned more and greater [things], who reported more truly and certainly, than our most truthful Joshua, Christ the Lord — who on the third day rose from the dead, and, after His Passion, showed Himself alive to the Apostles by many proofs, appearing to them through 40 days, and speaking of the kingdom of God? (Acts 1, v. 3.) But of this kind of explorers I know none who tried to induce unbelief, and contempt and despair of that most blessed land — nay rather, all those [of whom something is treated] in St. Boniface's epistle 21 always stirred up very many impious [men] — even faithless ones, Gentiles, and [men] ensnared in the greatest crimes — to piety, penance, and the true love and desire of that heavenly land, as very many could teach by examples. (Although I know one, a certain [returner] from bk. 4 of the Dialogues of St. Gregory, who profited others very much, but himself nothing.) Yet someone could say that the [other] dead give certain [people] a cause of murmuring in this sense — that they do not return, nor report to us the state of that region to which they have been sent ahead. For so that rich man in purple said (Luke 16): "If one shall go from the dead to them, they will do penance"; and, in the Wise Man, others [say] (Wisd. 2, v. 1): "There is no refreshment in the end of a man, and there is none known to have returned from hell." But it seems a little too harsh, if we should say that those who have not hitherto returned from that land stir up the murmur; for thus the myriads of so many holy Apostles, Martyrs, and others would sustain the character of those ten—
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—explorers, who were wickedly and shamefully the authors of the murmur, and were therefore also, as we saw, gravely chastised by the Lord. The other way, then, by which explorers are sent into that land, is in this life — namely, that they may go and return, and by their own will narrate the [things] they have explored and come to know. And this happens when we apply ourselves to knowledge and the searching-out of truth — whether that knowledge and truth be natural or supernatural. The former we search in the contemplation of the heavens, the earth, the sea, and of all things — in histories, in mathematics, in ethics, in physics; the latter, in the books of the divine Scriptures, in the ecclesiastical traditions, the Councils, the ancient holy Fathers, and all the new Theologians — [both] those who dispute [these things] scholastically, and those who calmly and learnedly explain the divine [things]. "To explore the land of the living," says Rupert in the cited place, "are sent all we who hold the holy Scriptures in [our] hands — the Lord saying to the Jews first (John 5): 'Search the Scriptures, for you think in them to have life'; and then, of the Apostles, the Evangelist saying (Luke [24]): 'Then He opened their understanding, that they might understand the Scriptures.' For to those who understand the Scriptures that [word] is rightly chanted: 'The Lord has brought us into a land flowing with milk and honey' — that the Law of the Lord may be ever in your mouth. By reading, then, and understanding, we go up, and explore the best land." But those several explorers — what do they do? what do they say? They cheapen and diminish the felicity of that land by word and deed; and they turn others away and frighten them from desiring and approaching it — either by exaggerating excessive difficulties, or by too much despising their own strength, or by removing God's help and aid, or, finally, by lying and inventing things that are nowhere. This the Gentiles' many and so great poets, orators, [and] philosophers did — of whom [it is said] to the Romans (ch. 1, v. 21): "Because, when they had known God, they glorified Him not as God, nor gave thanks; but they became vain in their thoughts, and their foolish heart was darkened; for professing themselves to be wise, they became fools. And they changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness of the image of a corruptible man, and of birds, and fourfooted beasts, and of creeping things. Wherefore God gave them up to the desires of their heart, unto uncleanness — to dishonor their own bodies among themselves; who changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed for ever, Amen." This so many impious and criminal heretics did, and do today, in the Christian Church — of whom [see] ch. 33 of the cited book of Rupert: "Others," he says — "others, I say, who were with us — namely the heretics of Antichrist, who went out from us but were not of us — detract the land which they had surveyed. Whereas it is said (Matt. 19, v. 17), 'If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments,' these [men] say: 'We are not able to go up, because God's commandments cannot be kept. Our enemies, the flesh and sin, are stronger than we — because we have no free will, no strength, which the integrity of human nature otherwise demands. The cities there — the great and walled [cities] of the ecclesiastical canons and precepts. The stock of Enac we saw there — the Popes, Bishops, monks. The Lord hates us — because even before we were born, and were foreknown to have done any evil, He [assigned] the greatest part of men to eternal [damnation]…'"
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…[He assigned] the greatest part of men to eternal torments; and therefore He led us out of our mother's womb, that He might deliver us into the hand of the hellish Amorite, and torment us with everlasting Gehenna. Compared to the devil who tempts us, we seem as locusts — nay, as a certain fleshly lump and vile clay, which can do nothing at all. The land which we have surveyed in the Papist Church devours its inhabitants — by draining their wealth and money in alms, Masses, the building of churches, [and] the adornment of altars; by killing the very bodies of men with prayers, fasts, and various and most harsh works of penance; and finally by ruining their very souls with very many superstitions, idol-manias, and will-worships [ethelothreskeia], and thrusting [them] into the pit of hell.' Such [are] the explorers whom heresy bewitches. And those, among the Catholics, [who are] men outstanding in learning and knowledge of things, but who are held by an insane love of this world's fleeting wealth, [and] follow the allurements of pleasures, [and] are a bad example to the untaught multitude — do they not, by their very works as by an uttered voice, cry out that one must go back to Egypt; that the region of the heavens is too arduous and almost impossible of access; that on the way there are certain monsters of toils, troubles, and temptations, against which the feeble locusts of our earthly concupiscences cannot strive? And upon these falls, without doubt, that [word] of the Savior (Luke 11, v. 52): "Woe to you lawyers, because you have taken away the key of knowledge; you yourselves have not entered in, and those that were entering you have hindered." But our true Joshua contradicts all these: He announces the truth; He openly attests the things seen and ascertained. "No man has ever seen God," says St. John (ch. 1, v. 18); "the only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has declared [Him]." And He [says] of Himself (ch. 3, v. 11): "Amen, amen I say to you, that what we know, we speak, and what we have seen, we testify." And just as, by those ten impious explorers, is signified the whole crowd of impious teachers — both from among the Gentiles and from the heretics, nay, and of Catholics not living conformably to Catholic doctrine — so in our Caleb and Joshua are contained those few excellent and most choice [men] who either taught before the Gospel of Christ the Lord, or in the age of the same Christ, and thenceforth afterward. For these too are the faithful explorers, who [are] the members of that same Joshua — of whose number one (Acts 4, v. 20) says: "We cannot but speak the things which we have seen and heard"; and another (1 John, ch. 1): "That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of the word of life (and the life was made manifest, and we have seen and do testify, and declare unto you the life eternal, which was with the Father and hath appeared to us) — that which we have seen and heard, we declare unto you." But, passing over those ancients, we could — either with St. Chrysostom (Hom. 23 on Ephesians) — reckon the two Apostles Peter and Paul* to be signified by Caleb and Joshua; or, with Rupert (in the cited book), understand by "Caleb" the Apostles themselves and all apostolic—
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—men, who (as his [Caleb's] name signifies) are, as it were, the "heart" [leb] of God and of Christ the Lord, or His "dogs" [keleb] guarding the Lord's flock, barking against unbelief, against all vices, and against the thieves and robbers of the Church's divine treasures. These, with Christ the Lord, that they might show us sure proofs of eternal felicity, brought the huge cluster of the peace and joy of consciences, and the truly wonderful apples and figs of His sacred books and of the whole ecclesiastical order. "For we are God's helpers," said one of them (1 Cor. [3], v. 9). These, with the same Joshua, refuted all the false, fallacious, empty, and captious dogmas of the wicked witnesses, and showed [them] to be openly repudiated. These, in all ages, when they saw the doctrine of criminal men prowling and exulting, and circumventing and driving others mad, out of just grief of soul and zeal rent their own garments — that is, [the things] which (as some have said) are, as it were, the garments of souls: they wore out and tore their bodies with the greatest toils, with most difficult modes of life, with constant exhortations, with prayers and groans perpetual before the divine Majesty, and with day-and-night poring over books and occupations of study. These, for the same zeal and for the patronage of the truth once taken up, ran into a thousand flames of raging peoples, into stonings and swords; and — with false teachers a thousand times driving [them on] — they would have been suddenly cut down, torn apart, and overwhelmed with a thousand stones, had not the divine glory hedged them about, and deferred their rewards to another, fitter time. And the same divine goodness moreover brought it about that those vain and depraved explorers and teachers were, by frequent horrible deaths, in the sight of the whole world, dispatched and slain by God — so that it might be discerned by all what difference there is between truth and vanity, between light and darkness. Some examples I have set down in my [commentary on] Judges, [ch.] 16, and in [1] Maccabees (bk. 1, ch. 6); but more [in] Bellarmine (On the Church, bk. 4, ch. 17). And at last, most wretched, they are driven headlong to the torments of hell. For "truly," says Rupert (ch. 33 of the cited book), "as those detractors received a year for a day, so all heretics, together with the unbelieving Jews, receive for the fault of temporal blasphemy an everlasting destruction." But with the words with which the same Rupert closes that his first book, I am pleased to close this my eighth chapter: "The malign spirits pursue, in the manner of victors, even unto Hormah — that is, even into the depth of hell, which is the eternal anathema — the aforesaid detractors of the holy land, [namely] all the heretics, cutting them down. For the Ark of the Lord's covenant is not with them; the Law of the Lord, the Law of truth, is not with them; and therefore whatever arms they seize, as if the arms of the Word of God, will not profit them, nor does it avail them to have said, 'We have sinned' — because, namely, they are in no way reconciled to the Catholic Church by worthy fruits of penance." And the same Rupert can be seen [on this] in ch. 2 on the Canticle (p. 18), and bk. 8 On the Divine Offices, ch. 4.


Caput IX (opening)

In the fortieth year of the Egyptian exodus, in the ninth month — or rather the tenth, for in the tenth Moses died — in the plains of Moab next to the Jordan, at the last encampment of the Israelites, which stretched from Bethsimoth as far as Abelsatim (Num. 33, v. 49), [Moses] prayed…


Caput IX (opening)

The Lord had granted to Moses that it should be conceded him by His kindness to behold the Jordan and the Promised Land nearer with his own eyes (Deut. 3, v. 25); but, on account of his sin at the rock, this was denied him, and it was only granted that from Mount Abarim he should look upon that land from afar, and so straightway die (there, and Deut. 31, v. 3; Num. 27, v. 12, and following). Then, having heard the hour of his decreed and now impending death, Moses himself answers the Lord (Num. 27, v. 16): "Let the Lord God of the spirits of all flesh provide a man, who may be over this multitude, and may be able to go out and to come in before them, and to lead them out or bring them in — lest the people of the Lord be as sheep without a shepherd." And the Lord said to him: "Take Joshua the son of Nun, a man in whom is the Spirit, and put thy hand upon him" — [who shall stand] before Eleazar [the priest and all the multitude; and thou shalt give him precepts in the sight of all, and] part of thy glory, that all the synagogue of the children of Israel may hear him. For this, if aught is to be done, Eleazar the Priest shall consult the Lord — "at his word shall [Joshua] go out and go in, himself and all the children of Israel with him, and all the rest of the multitude." Moses did as the Lord had commanded, &c. The Lord had also said (Deut. 3, v. 28): "Command Joshua, and encourage and strengthen him; for he shall go before this people, and shall divide unto them the land which thou shalt see." Joshua therefore [was addressed]: Moses said to him at that time, in commanding (Deut. 3, v. 21): "Your eyes have seen what the Lord your God did to these two kings [Og king of Bashan and Sihon king of the Amorites]; so will He do to all the kingdoms to which thou shalt pass over… your God will fight for you." And (Deut. 31, v. 7): Moses called Joshua, and said to him before all Israel: "Be strengthened, and be valiant; for thou shalt bring this people into the land which the Lord swore to their fathers that He would give them, and thou shalt divide it by lot. And the Lord, who is your leader, He Himself will be with thee; He will not leave nor forsake thee: fear not, neither be afraid." And again (v. 14) the Lord said to Moses: "Behold, the days of thy death are near: call Joshua, and stand in the tabernacle of testimony, that I may give him a charge." They went, therefore, Moses and Joshua, and stood in the tabernacle of testimony; and the Lord appeared there in the pillar, in the pillar of cloud, which stood in the entry of the tabernacle. And (v. 19): "Now therefore write for yourselves this canticle, and teach [the children of Israel], that they may hold it by memory and sing it by mouth; and that this song may be unto me for a testimony among the children of Israel." And (v. 23) He commanded Joshua the son of Nun, and said: "Be strengthened, and be valiant; for thou shalt bring the children of Israel into the land which I have promised, and I will be with thee." And (ch. 32, v. 44): Moses therefore came, and spoke all the words of this canticle in the ears of the people, himself and Joshua the son of Nun.
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This eulogy of the Lord is celebrated not in this place only, but also in the same [book of] Numbers (ch. 16, v. 22). But for the understanding of it, the notions of spirit and flesh must be learned beforehand — which, as they are various, so are they explained variously in various places. But briefly: Spirit sometimes signifies a substance, sometimes an accident. Substance, indeed, [is] either the supreme and uncreated, or the created. The Uncreated is either God absolutely — as John 4[:24], "God is a spirit," and Seneca (bk. 2, Natural Questions, ch. 45), and likewise the Poet:


In the beginning, the heaven and the earth, and the liquid plains,
a Spirit within nourishes. — Aeneid 6.



Or [it is God] specifically — namely, the third Person of the Trinity (John 14; 15; Acts 2:4). The Created [spirit] is either whole [integra], or a part of the whole. The whole is either an Angel — whether good (Ps. 103; Heb. 1) or evil (Matt. 12; 3 Kings, last ch., v. 21) — or air, breeze, and wind (Exod. 15:10; Ps. 10 and 106; Aristotle, On the World; Virgil, eclogue 4; St. Cyril, catech. 16; Philo, book On the Giants). A part is the soul — as "to breathe out the spirit," "into the hands of the Lord to commend the spirit" (Matt. 27, v. 50; Luke 23:46). An accident [is] either a certain motion of the soul itself, or some habit, or at least a quasi-habit. (For about certain [of these] there is rather much dispute.) That motion is either the first of all, and that on which all the rest depend — namely, life itself (Gen. 7:15; Job 17:1; Ps. 76:4); and this perhaps is that which, by the author of the book On the World (about whom, [see] Muretus, 2 testimonia, bk. 1, ch. 2), is called "the ensouled and generative substance, present in plants and animals, and pervading all things" [ἡ ἐν φυτοῖς καὶ ζώοις καὶ διὰ πάντων διήκουσα ἔμψυχός τε καὶ γόνιμος οὐσία], and "breath" [πνεῦμα] — unless rather Virgil's "Spirit," of which [I spoke] a little before, is to be understood. Other motions of souls are either good — like the spirit of prophecy, and all those motions which the Holy Spirit is wont to stir up in us by His grace, as when in it we cry "Abba, Father" (Rom. 8) — or evil, like the spirit of dissension (Judg. 9, v. 23), of fury, of lying, of blasphemy, of fornication [as] in the same St. Cyril (catech.). Habits, or quasi-habits, are likewise both good and evil. Good, like the spirit—
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—of meekness (1 Cor. 4, v. 21), of gentleness (Gal. 6), of grace (Heb. 10, v. 28), of adoption (Rom. 8, v. 15), of humility (Dan. 3, v. 59), of prayers (Zech. 12:10), of wisdom and understanding, and the others which are enumerated in Isaiah (ch. 11, v. 2), are wont to be called the gifts of the Holy Spirit — about which St. Thomas, 1a-2ae, q. 68, a. 4. The evil [ones] are the contraries of these, about which I have touched [in my commentary] on Tobias (3, q. 4; 6, [q.] 6). And to this pertains [the fact] that some observe that also in the Scriptures sometimes the "soul" [anima] is called that part of the soul which is inferior, and in which the perturbations exist; but the "spirit" [is called] the ruling and superior part of the soul, as [in] Heb. 4, v. 12.

Now flesh [caro], too, signifies either a substance or an accident. When it signifies a substance in it — as, about the definition of the Incarnation, at the beginning of the 3rd part [of the Summa], I noted with St. Thomas — [it is] either living or dead. (But only equivocally [ὁμωνύμως] is this called "flesh" in Aristotle, Meteor. 4.) The living [flesh] is attributed to all living things — in which way also, in Pliny (bk. 13, ch. 4; bk. 16, ch. 38), as I noted at q. 2 [on] Tobias 5, "the flesh of trees" is read — or [it is attributed] to animals alone. And this [flesh of animals] is considered either according to their genera and species — as when (Gen. 7:21; Lev. 11; Ecclus. 13:20; ch. 40:8; ch. 44; [Ecclus.] 19; 1 Cor. 15) it is variously laid down: "the flesh of men, of sinners, of birds, of fishes" — or according to the individual animal itself. And then it is regarded either as, within the body of the same animal, it is distinguished from the other parts, or not. If it is distinguished, then by Galen (bk. 10, On Method, and bk. 11, On Simples) a twofold [flesh] is handed down: one properly called "flesh," and it is threefold — the muscular (namely, of the muscles), the less-villous, and the glandular (and the same [is] the coarser); the other, improperly called, which is termed παρέγχυμα [parenchyma], i.e. an "infusion," of which sort is the flesh of the heart and of the liver. But sometimes it seems to be taken for the whole body — as when some say that man consists of flesh and soul; when the "flesh of Christ the Lord" is set forth to be eaten (John 6); when "His flesh rests in hope" (Acts 2, v. 26); "the destruction of the flesh" (1 Cor. 5); "no man ever hated his own flesh" (Eph. 5:30); "to remain in the flesh" (Phil. 1:24). But if it is not distinguished from the other parts, it is taken synecdochically for the whole animal; and so sometimes [it means] the very essence of man…
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…nay, most often man himself is called "flesh," as St. Cyril noted (on John 1, and bk. 1 On the Incarnation, ch. 24), [and] St. Augustine (Enchiridion, ch. 36; bk. 4 On the Trinity, ch. 20; bk. 14, ch. 2). And examples can be read [in] Gen. [6, v. 3]: "My spirit shall not remain in man, because he is flesh"; and there [6:12]: "All flesh had corrupted its way"; Ps. 55 [56, v. 5]: "I will not fear what flesh can do to me"; Ps. 66; Isa. 40 & 49; Rom. 3; elsewhere. But when "flesh" signifies an accident, it usually denotes those propensities, concupiscences, and sins, of which our flesh is either the cause or the occasion. And so in St. Paul, not rarely (Rom. 7, vv. 5, 18, 25; ch. 8, vv. 1, 5, 7, 12, 13; 1 Cor. 15:50; 2 Cor. 10:5; Gal. 3:3; ch. 5, vv. 13, 16, 17, 19; Eph. 2; 3; 11; elsewhere). Since, therefore, both "spirit" and "flesh" are spoken of in so many ways, which sense of all is at last to be reckoned, by which He is named "God of the spirits of all flesh"? And first, indeed, it is certain that God is — of all spirits which are created substances, and of all which are morally good accidents — simply the producer and bestower; but of those which are morally evil accidents, [He is] the producer and bestower only physically; morally, however, insofar as they are evil, only the permitter, and yet the director of them to some good [end]. All these [things] are plain from what is taught in Theology concerning the efficient-causing of all things, the origin of souls, the nature of grace and of good works, [and] the cause of sin. And in this manner Oleaster explains this passage. Secondly, it is certain that, of absolutely all spirits — both of those which are substances, and of those which are accidents, whether good or evil — He is the most wise and most skillful inspector and knower, so that not even the least thing is not most thoroughly seen through by Him (Heb. 4); and so Lyranus. Thirdly, it is certain that He is likewise the Lord of absolutely all, though in one way and another. For over the spirits which are evil accidents He so rules, that He punishes them, converts them to some good, and does not hinder [them] — although He could hinder [them] by [His] infinite [power] in His own [power]. And so Abulensis thinks it is to be understood here. Fourthly, it is also certain that Moses here speaks not of absolutely all spirits, but only of those which are of the flesh; and therefore not of God Himself, not of the Angels, whether good or evil. You will say: in Hebrew He is here called "a spirit to all flesh" [spiritum omni carni]; and even the Angels can be a "spirit" to the flesh, i.e. to man, because, namely, they in a certain way minister to them, guard them, and help them. I answer that often the Hebrew letter lamed indicates not the dative, but also the genitive and other cases, as is plain from the rudiments of the Hebrew tongue; and therefore it was rightly rendered by our translator, "God of the spirits of all flesh"; and it is confirmed, because what is here said "of all flesh" is just the same as "in all flesh," as is gathered from what is subjoined (v. 18): "a man, in whom is the spirit." Fifthly, he does not speak of the spirits of brute animals either. Abulensis gives the cause: that they [the brutes] do not have a spirit properly so called in [their] flesh, but [only] men [do]. But if "spirit" extends as widely as "soul," then, just as those [brutes] have a soul in [their] flesh, so assuredly [they have] a spirit too — and indeed much more than men. For their souls are wholly immersed and cast down into [their] bodies, so that neither they themselves, nor any of their actions, can be severed and called forth from them: [they are] wholly flung into food and fodder, and into the earth, and into pleasure, and wholly [into] motions—
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—of such a kind. The cause, then, could be this in animals: that, because the souls of brutes are so earthy and material, they are less properly called "spirits." Or rather, because "spirit" in this place signifies not a substance, but an accident — and that (as was said above) of such a kind as is in the soul, and affects it well or ill. For since a little after (v. 18) "the spirit" is said to be "in Joshua," what, I ask, was that spirit? Was it that which is a substance, or the soul? But that was in all the Israelites who then lived. It was, therefore, an accident of such a kind as was not in all. And therefore I say now, sixthly, that He is here named "God of the spirits of all flesh," because He is the knower of all man's affections, of all the inclinations, motions, and habits of the soul — so that it is the same as [what is called], in Acts 1 [v. 24], καρδιογνώστης ["knower of hearts"], [and] what [is called], in Heb. 4:12, "a discerner of the thoughts and intentions of the heart" [κριτικὸς ἐνθυμήσεων καὶ ἐννοιῶν καρδίας]. For this pertains to the [present] purpose: that praise and remembrance of the divine knowledge and most penetrating discernment, whereby [the matter] is treated of choosing someone, out of so great a multitude, who may be the fittest of all for the office of governing — just as by that epithet God was also entreated (Acts 1) when the matter was of the election of St. Matthias into the place of Judas. Next, the name "spirit" is rightly taken thus, as has been shown; and similarly also "of all flesh." For "all flesh" is used [1] for men alone — Gen. 8 [6:12]: "All flesh had corrupted its way"; Ps. 64 [65, v. 3]: "All flesh shall come to thee"; Isa. 40:5: "[all flesh] shall see the salvation of God"; v. 6, & 1 Pet. 1:24: "all flesh is grass"; [ch.] 49: "all flesh shall know"; Rom. 3: "By the works of the law no flesh shall be justified"; and Deut. 5:26; Ps. 144:21; Eccles. 1:10; ch. 14:18; ch. 39:24: "the works of all flesh are before Him, and there is nothing hidden from His eyes"; ch. 41; and Jer. 12:12; ch. 25:3; Ezech. 20:48; ch. 21:5; Joel 2:28; Acts 2:10; Matt. 24:22; Mark 13:20; Luke 3:6. The Septuagint, however, rendered in both places [Num. 16:22 and 27:16]: ὁ θεὸς πνευμάτων, καὶ πάσης σαρκός — "God of the spirits, and of all flesh." In the Latin copies of Apoc. 22:6 is read "God of the spirits of the Prophets," and in very few Greek [copies]; but in most of these [Greek copies], "God of the holy Prophets"; in the Syriac, however, also "God of the very spirit of the Prophets."


Question II. (marg.) What did Moses, about to die, ask of the Lord?

Generally, this one [thing]: that in the governing of the people [God] should give him a fit successor; but specifically, these [things]. First: "let Him provide a man over this multitude." He calls [him] a "man" [vir] — [one] in whom there is true virtue [manliness], and a masculine breast, and strength of soul. For with effeminate souls and manners, not women only, but even men — what do they accomplish? whom do they profit? The Hebrew word for "to provide" the Septuagint here render ἐπισκέψεται ["let Him oversee"], whence (Ps. 108:8; Acts 1:20) ἐπισκοπή, "the episcopate." Num. 3:32 [uses] καθιστάναι, "to set over" — not simply, but with inspection applied. For that word imports this, so that one may observe what reckoning ought to be held in constituting rulers and prefects: since, namely, a diligent inspection must be applied — who, and of what sort, he is that is to be set over [them]. And this, if anywhere, is assuredly most especially necessary in the governors and masters of the Church — of which sort are those who from this very thing received their name: "Bishops" [episkopoi] and "Parish-priests" [parochi]. But that "multitude" is, by customary usage, called by the same [Seventy] συναγωγή, "synagogue [assembly]." Secondly, [Moses] describes more distinctly what sort the man to be set over [them] ought to be; and that [he does] in the words…
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…[and that] in four words: (1) "that he may be able to go out before them"; (2) "to go in before them"; (3) "to lead them out"; (4) "to bring them in." These words signify two [things] especially necessary in any governor: namely, [first] a good example, by which he goes before them — whether one must go somewhere or return, whether something is to be done or to be omitted; then prudence, authority, doctrine, and power, by which he may rouse, instruct, [and] compel them to their duty — so that, besides [his] example, he may (as each matter shall require) lead them, lead them back, make them set about the things to be done, [and] make them desist. Without the former, the latter profits little; but without the latter, there is great force even in the former. And [the former] is highly praiseworthy even in those who are not set over others; nay, from it a testimony and commendation is most rightly derived, whereby anyone may be judged worthy of the principate [and] of the episcopate. So we read of David, while yet a youth, and not yet holding the scepter (1 Kings [1 Sam.] 18, v. 13): "He went out and came in before the people"; and (v. 16): "but all Israel and Judah loved David; for he went out and came in before them." Mark the cause and fountain whence so great a love of all toward David remained: namely, "before all he went out and came in." This excites admiration, begets love, breeds authority, stirs reverence, [and] wins honor and dignity. This is the best and most compendious road to the best honors; these are the steps by which one can rightly ascend to all the highest [posts]. Oleaster thinks this metaphor is drawn from the shepherds of sheep. For [in] John 10, v. 4: "the good shepherd, when he has let out his own sheep, goes before them, and all follow him, because they know his voice." And this is likely also from what is here subjoined about sheep. It could, however, also seem drawn from good leaders of wars, who are the first to stir up the battle and undergo all dangers — as by giving an example and rule of fighting and ceasing, of assaulting and defending — as in the Poet (Aeneid 7): "He himself calls to the battles; then the rest of the young men follow." (3) [Moses] adds: "lest the people of the Lord be as sheep without a shepherd" — of which [more] afterward.


Question III. (marg.) Why is Moses, about to die, so anxious about a successor?

The Lord had said that Moses's death was now, now to be met — and that with the very grievous remembrance of his past fault, and with a penalty annexed: [namely] that he should not enter the desired land, longed-for through so many years. And yet Moses himself seems touched by no feeling of these [things]: he dreads nothing at death; he acknowledges his sin, and does not seek to be so often approved [exonerated]; he does not press that he may either live longer, or be allowed to enter the promised land. But his whole mind and thought sticks fixed on a successor: about this one thing he is anxious; this one thing he asks and demands of the Lord. What, I ask, is the cause? Truly indeed, as is excellently observed in Philo (at the beginning of the book On Charity), [it was] his supreme love toward the people once committed to him by God. For this [love] made him take, for the future, so great a care and solicitude for its advantages and profits also. He had been, living, a father to them all; he wishes, dying too, to be a father. To those his wards he wishes the best guardians and curators to be set over [them]. He leaves them the best and amplest inheritance, the land promised by God: lest the little children,—
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—by any folly and fickleness, desert it, or, by the crime and wrong of others, lose it, he thinks provision must be made by every means in his power. But nothing has more weight toward this than if the parents leave [them] the best guardian and moderator of [their] labor. But this love of Moses toward the people flowed, in turn, from another love — namely, that whereby he most greatly and chiefly loved God, the Best and Greatest. For therefore he says, a little after, so tenderly: "lest the people of the Lord [be as sheep without a shepherd]." For because he knew that people had been chosen by Him [God] out of all nations — so that He led and named it, as it were, His own peculiar possession (Exod. 19, v. 5) — and again, because in this people the true religion, chaste doctrine, [and] ceremonies by which God Himself is worshipped had fixed their holy seat, and thereafter, when they should have reached the desired land, and raised in it a most magnificent temple, were to be fixed [there] as deeply and for as long a time as possible: therefore he desires that this people should flourish, and therefore that it should have as skilled as possible a leader, by whom they may be led, taught, and kept in [their] duty. For without this, never has any city, commonwealth, [or] people flourished, worshipped the divine Godhead as it ought, [or] abounded in peace and the ornaments of peace and in the resources of human life. An excellent example, therefore, was here left by Moses to all who sit at the helms of the Church and the Commonwealth — how they ought to love the peoples subject to them, [and] to wish this for them most of all and, as much as in them lies, [even when] dying, to procure [it]. And that thing the Poet excellently expressed, in verses, in that pilot of Aeneas's fleet:


For, before all, the chief, Palinurus, was leading the dense
column; toward him the others were bidden to press their course…
But when sleep and needy repose [seized] him…
——— with part of the stern torn away,
and when [the rudder-post], with the rudder, cast him headlong
into the liquid waves, the wretch was drowned, [and] sought the shades below.



When Aeneas had found him there, what [said] he himself to this man?


——— "By the rough seas I swear,"
he says, "that I took no such great fear for myself,
as [I did] lest thy [ship], despoiled of its gear [armis], its master shaken out,
should fail amid such swelling waves that rose."



Some Princes have sometimes imitated this — but, out of the greatest number, very few.


Question IV. (marg.) Whom did Moses ask for as successor?

There is, among the Jews (in Abulensis, q. 41), an opinion that Moses asked that some one of his own sons should succeed him in the principate. But this is an open wrong against [both] the text and that most holy man. For he named no one at all; but, as appeared above, he asked only for some fit [man]; and because there are many recesses in the souls of men, [and] many masks and lies in [their] countenance and manners, therefore [he asked] not [for] one whom he himself should see and judge a good man, and apt and fit for such great affairs, but [for] one whom God Himself, the searcher of hearts, should most skillfully know and will [to be] fit — this one, whether he were kinsman or stranger, known or unknown, rich or poor: this one, [the one] into whom [God looks], he demands of God. And truly there was so great an equilibrium in his soul that, although he had had Joshua at home for so long, and had used his so faithful work and ministry, [and had known] his religion toward God, his justice and courtesy toward the people, his industry and fortitude in the war of the Amalekites, in the exploring of the land, and against the impious accusers and murmurers—
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…[his virtues Moses had proven — his defending of Moses's cause with] skill and constancy, and had most accurately perceived his temperance and integrity in daily life — nay (though Oleaster denies it, ch. 27 on Numbers, in the moral [commentary], fol. 71) had already otherwise divinely known about him, and for that cause had taken him along with himself to the mountain, and to so many other [things], and so often — yet nonetheless [Moses] willed not that he be defined and named [as successor]: but, as though he knew nothing of him, had heard nothing and seen nothing, so indefinitely he beseeches [God for] the succession of whoever [is] fit. And that, as I indeed think, [for these reasons]. First, that he might receive a more confirmed divine sentence about Joshua. Secondly, that he might leave the same [sentence] better attested to the people. Thirdly, that he himself might strip off all human affections, and might himself more certainly know that he was giving nothing to favor, nothing to human zeal toward Joshua — if perchance any such might be, or seem to be, [in him]. Fourthly, that he might leave an example, to be preserved more absolutely and purely in the choosing of any successor: lest flesh and blood should prevail in that matter which, as it is most weighty, so ought to be conducted most weightily and most purely. All these [things] are confirmed by the most beautiful words of Philo (book On Charity), which — that they may be more at hand to anyone, and more profitable — are to be inscribed here.

"When," he says, "the end of this mortal life was at hand — forewarned of this by an open oracle — he imitated no one, whether King or private man, whose one wish and study is held to be to leave [their] children as heirs: but although he was the father of two sons, he wished neither as his successor, [being] a conqueror of [his] affections toward [his] kindred and household; and he could, if he suspected [his] sons [to be] too little fit, certainly have exalted [his] brother's sons, [who were] already deserving of the priesthood by [their] virtue. But perhaps either it did not please [him] that they should be drawn away from divine matters; or rather he thought [it] impossible that the same man should rightly care at once for kingdom and priesthood — since indeed the one professes the care of religion, the other [the care] of subjects; or perhaps he did not think a matter so great pertained to his own judgment, and he preferred to commit the judging [of it] to God, who by His power perceives even the inmost [parts] of breasts. That these [things] are true is gathered even from this: he had a friend and intimate, almost from boyhood, IESUS [Joshua] by name, conciliated not by vulgar arts, but by an integral and heavenly love, from which all virtues proceed. He was, moreover, [Moses's] messmate and tent-companion — except when [Moses] himself sought retirement for the sake of divine colloquies; the same [Joshua was] a partaker of the administration of the commonwealth, and — well-nigh the prince's vicar — was wont to do many [things] by [Moses's] power. And yet, although he knew this [man] to be of long-proven probity, and had experienced the honesty of his words and deeds, and — what was most required — his benevolence toward the people, not even so did he dare to commit the principate to him, lest perchance he be deceived by opinion, not sufficiently trusting human judgment; and so, not even believing himself, [as] a suppliant he invoked God, who alone looks into the invisible soul and penetrates the secrets of minds, that from the nobles He might choose some one fit prince, who might bear a paternal care of [his] subjects; and, lifting up to heaven pure and (so to speak) virgin hands of chastity, thus he prayed: Let the Lord God of the spirits, and of all flesh, look upon a man who may care for this people, and pasture [it] without crime, lest it be corrupted like a scattered flock lacking the care and diligence of a Master. Who would not marvel at these prayers, and say: Master, what sayest thou? Are there so lacking to thee and to thy brother [thine] own-born sons, successors given by nature? Or to these,—
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—or wilt thou leave the principate to those? But if thou judgest neither fit, and the reckoning of the commonwealth is weightier to thee than that of domestic relationship, thou hast certainly an irreprehensible friend, and of proven virtue — even by thy own most wise judgment. Why then dost thou not choose this [man], if probity, not lineage, be regarded? But he will answer truly: since in all matters judgment is not to be precipitated, so most of all in these which, rightly or wrongly administered, bring felicity or calamity to very many. But nothing [is] greater than the principate, to which the arbitration of war and peace is committed by the citizens. For just as, for a prosperous voyage, there is need of a good and skilled helmsman, so also [there is need] of a wise prince for guarding the tranquillity of a well-constituted commonwealth. But concerning wisdom — which is more ancient not only than me, but than the whole world — it is not lawful for anyone to judge, except God, or some sincere, pure, and genuine lover of that same wisdom. And already, by my own example, I have learned not to decree the principate even to [men] any-how fit in appearance. For I undertook the care of the commonwealth unwilling — designated prince not by human votes, but by manifest oracles, at the divine voice commanding — however much I deprecated [it], fearing the mass of affairs, until, again and again commanded, I was compelled by fear to obey. Would it not therefore be absurd now not to walk in the same footsteps? — and, since I myself was unwilling to take the principate except by God's sentence, now by my own arbitrament to choose a successor, not even awaiting the votes of men? — especially since the matter is of the ruling of a nation not common, but first the most populous of all that are anywhere, then professing the greatest thing, the worship of Him who is [the] Father and Founder of all things. For whatever else befalls [others] from the study of each best philosophy, that [belongs] to the Jews from their own laws and manners — namely, the knowledge of the supreme God, the error of gods consecrated from creatures being repudiated. For nothing created is truly God, however much it be held for God, since it lacks eternity, without which there is no godhead. This is one evident argument of [Moses's] singular charity and faith toward his own nation."

And [so too] St. Jerome, on chapter 1 to Titus: "Moses, the friend of God, to whom God spoke face to face, could certainly have made his own sons successors of the principate, and left the dignity as their own to [his] posterity; but a stranger, of another tribe, is chosen — JESUS [Joshua] — that we might know that the principate over peoples is not to be handed down by blood, but by life. But now we discern very many doing this thing [as] a benefit: that they seek not those who can profit the Church more, and raise up columns in the Church, but those whom either they themselves love, or by whose obsequiousness they are charmed, or for whom some one of the great has asked — and, to be silent of worse [cases], those who by bribes have obtained to be made Clerics." Not unlike — neither in sense, nor in the profit of readers — [are] those [words] of Origen (hom. 22 on Numbers): "Moses, about to depart from the world, prays God to provide a leader for the people. What doest thou, Moses? Are there not sons to thee, Gershom and Eliezer? Or, if thou doubtest anything about them, are there not the sons of thy brother, great and excellent men? How dost thou not pray God for them, that He may constitute them leaders of the people? But let the princes of the Churches learn [that they are] not to sign by testament as their successors those who are joined [to them] by consanguinity of family, nor those who are allied by nearness of flesh, nor to hand down the principate of the Church as an inheritance — but to refer [it] to the judgment [of God]…"
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…[but to refer it to] the judgment of God, and not to choose that [man] whom human affection commends, but to permit the whole [matter] concerning the successor's election to God's judgment. Could not Moses choose a prince for the people — and choose by a true judgment, and by a right and just sentence — [he] to whom God had said: "Choose elders for the people, whom thou thyself knowest to be elders" — and he chose such [men] in whom God's spirit might continually rest, and [who] all prophesied? Who, then, could so choose a prince for the people as Moses could? But this he does not do, he does not choose, he dares not. Why does he not dare? Lest he leave to posterity an example of presumption. But hearken to what he says: "Let the Lord God of the spirits, and of all flesh, provide a man over this synagogue, who may go out before their face, and who may go in, and who may lead them out, and who may lead them back." If, then, that Moses — so great and such — does not permit to his own judgment [the choosing] of a prince for the people, [the] constituting of a successor, who will there be that dares — whether from the plebs (which is often wont to be moved by clamors to favor, or perhaps to a bribe), or even from the priests themselves — who will there be that judges himself fit for this, unless it be revealed by the Lord to one praying and asking? — Beautifully and truly [does], in Flavius Vopiscus, in [the Life of] the Emperor Tacitus, that consular Senator Falconius Nicomachus [say]: "It is a great glory of a dying prince, to love the Commonwealth more than [his] sons." And of the Emperor Theodosius likewise St. Ambrose [says]: "I loved the man," he says, "because, when he was now being released from the body, he was troubled more about the state of the Churches than about his own perils."


Question V. (marg.) What is the best way of constituting a successor?

A successor can be constituted in some principate either by God, clearly and openly; or by God indeed, but less clearly — namely, by lots (about which [see] Philo, book On the Creation of the Prince, at the beginning; Lipsius, bk. 2 Politics, ch. 4; and I myself, on ch. 1 of Acts, and on Joshua ch. 7 below); or by men — and this [happens] doubly, either by some election of these [men], or by stock and nearness of blood. That the first way is the best, no one will doubt who shall once have embraced in thought God's wisdom and His benevolence toward the human race. For these two [things] bring it about that He can always constitute [whomever] He will, the fittest and most useful of all. By [His] wisdom He sees the best end, and the ways and means most apt to lead to it; by [His] benevolence He wills both him [the best man] and those [means]. But that is assuredly the best way of choosing princes which both has the best end, and, [directed] toward it, the best means; again, [that way] which is most consonant to the rightest and best rules; finally, [that] also which can certainly be known as such by all. Here only could someone object: Saul was divinely and plainly given and named king, and yet what [a king] did he turn out to be? And in Isaiah (ch. 3, v. 4) the Lord Himself says: "I will give boys [as] their princes, and the effeminate shall rule over them." But if we take "boys" as St. Jerome takes it in that place, and [as] Rupert [does] on Num. ch. 32 — [namely] those who, though they be older by birth, are nonetheless [children] in [their] elders and in a childish softness — who would not see [such men] most unfit to be set over peoples to be governed? But if we take those who are "boys in age," or at least (as the Hebrew and Greek word bears) "young men," [then] we may [say] now what we shall be able to say from Lucan (bk. 8):


The age of the Nile's tyrant is suspect to us:
for arduous fidelity demands robust years.



And the Philosopher indicates the reason (bk. 1 Politics, last ch.): that that lesser age generally lacks those safeguards of prudence and of the virtues which are necessary for governing; but, on the contrary, [overflows] in audacity,—
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—pride, wantonness, and overflows in lusts and levity. Whence grave evils to the Commonwealth arise — of depraved examples, of unnecessary wars, of tribunals foully violated, of enormous expenses, and very many other like [things]. So much so that Ecclesiastes groaned (ch. 10, v. 16), and said: "Woe to thee, O land, whose King is a boy" — or, as it is cited from Isa. 3 by St. Jerome, "is a young man." Let [men] read the annals of the magistracies to be entered upon, in Cicero (Philippic 5): the Gentile Romans, still [heathen], enacted [such laws]. He who in the preceding question was cited, the consular Nicomachus, said: "Let princes avert boys [from rule]; and let those below puberty [be reckoned] fathers of the fatherland — [those] whom the sweetness of granting consulships, and the games, and whatever childish pleasure invites. What reason, in the name of evil, is there to have an Emperor (a Prince) who knows not how to care for [his] reputation; who is ignorant of what the Commonwealth is; who makes them Consuls, Leaders, Judges, whose lives, merits, ages, families, [and] deeds he does not know?" Nay, even by feigned fables, in their [tale of] Phaëthon, the poets taught the same thing; by one of whom that [youth] is brought in, demanding the governance of the horses of the sun; but to him it is answered:


Great [things] thou seekest, Phaëthon, and [things] which suit not those [thy] strengths…



Yet, when he had wrested those reins, how great a burning of the whole world [ensued]? what destruction? Even, then, if the Lord Himself from heaven should designate Princes and set [them] over public affairs, that [supposed] best way could [still] not seem [the best]. It is to be met, however, [with the answer] that the best is indeed always to be [the outcome] — but in two ways. 1. By reason of the end, which is not the particular good of some nation in particular, but the universal [good] — namely, the good of the whole universe. For this sometimes requires that certain peoples be chastised, be overthrown in [their] fortunes, be afflicted with miseries, be despoiled of principate and of life; [and] on the contrary, that others be exalted, be increased in wealth, be amplified in glory and empire. To this end the readiest way is, if [men] boys — either in years or in manners — sit at the helm of Commonwealths destined to perish. 2. By reason of the end also, which is the particular good of some particular nation — but not the worldly, fluxile, and perishable [good], such as [are] riches, abundance of things, peace, and the tranquillity of bodies and fortunes; but another much greater and better [good] — namely, the imitation of God Himself, and penitence, the calling-away from sins, the expiation of these, the impeding of greater crimes, and other [things] of the same kind. But now, through unskilled, slothful, and impious princes, it comes to pass that there are indeed shipwrecks of temporal goods — but that planks [tables] of tears and penance are offered to all, [and] a handle of coming to their senses is given to all; or at least, that the occasion of heaping up the same or other flagitious [deeds] is taken away. For if, through the industry and virtue of Princes, wars, wants, and other calamities were averted, [men] would go on further in their pristine crimes, drunk and mad with the very prosperous course of all things. If the Prince were pious and religious, who by both example and laws would compel them to duty and religion, they would not obey — they would riot, they would snatch up arms, and so the latter [state] would become worse than the former. These [things], because the Searcher of hearts foresees [them], He has sometimes given Sauls, [and] boys, and effeminate [rulers]; and these were, at that time, place, and end, the fittest. So that always the creation of princes which is [made] by God ought deservedly to be reckoned the best. But because it is not perpetual — nay, [is] extraordinary—
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—[extra]ordinary, and above nature, and [above] the common order of this world — to this [way] the nearest is that which is made by the election of the men themselves; and [it is] so much the better, [in proportion] as [it is made] through better and more prudent [men]. That former part [of the point] will be clear, if we advert [that] these [men] are by nature good, and desirous of their own advantage; and again, [that they are] not ignorant that by the work of good princes they can obtain that [advantage], and will thereby lack the sloth of the bad [ones]. Now indeed, since — not like God — the mind of men cannot know who [is] certainly good, who certainly bad, it nonetheless has very many ways of investigating and exploring that goodness, and, in a human manner, sufficiently certain and least deceiving: namely, the observation of [a man's] past life, of things once done, of [his] education and native character, of [his] propensities and studies, of [his] friendships and fellowships. And hence indeed shines out the latter part, of which I was speaking; for all these [things] they see and embrace more deeply and more skillfully, who are the better and wiser. But because in these [elections] incredible dissensions and factions often arise, and from that [cause] commonwealths — whose safety and security was sought by the first election — are cast into the utmost peril and destruction; and, as [is] written by a certain one of the Poets, "the fool often gives honors to the unworthy, and the inept [man] serves reputation" — for these two evils the long use of the ages has excogitated remedies. One, that [the electing power] should investigate various ways of choosing which have the least of fraud and of favor and of tumults, and should fortify the same by various laws and cautions. The other, that those who should be born of princes, those princes should succeed. For why should there not be good hope of these? Neither few nor small pledges have they seemed [to give] to public affairs — because these [princes] were about to educate them well, and duly to adorn them with royal arts; because they [the sons] would seem unwilling to diminish the honor received by them from [their] parents, [unwilling] to shake the empire, to desert the peoples, to obscure [their] parents' glory, [unwilling] to leave a just cause of taking the principate away from [their] children, [unwilling] to extinguish in themselves — as [being] the last [of the line] — the family and the acquired splendor; finally, because the very blood, and a stock so illustrious and noble, seems to ingenerate some power or other. "The brave," says he [the Poet], "are created from the brave." Yet these [things] often all deceive; and "the sons of heroes [are] a bane," or, as the Rabbis say, chomets ben iaiin [חמץ בן יין] — that is, "vinegar is the son of wine" — because from this [wine], as it sours and degenerates, [vinegar] comes to be. But because [there] is the remedy of that prior and better mode, God approved that way of deriving principates in the Kings of the Jews and the Aaronic priests, as here Abulensis notes (q. 39). And today it is retained in many kingdoms — yet by no means in [the case of] priests, for the reasons which Bellarmine discusses (bk. 1 On Clerics, ch. 6).


Question VI. (marg.) Why does Moses shudder to leave the people without a Prince?

[Moses] himself expounded [it], saying: "Lest the people of the Lord be as sheep without a shepherd." For by these words three [things] are chiefly signified. First: that the people is like sheep, which cannot be without a shepherd without the greatest and most certain perils. For if they are thrown to the jaws of wolves, [the wolf] will be able to snatch [any] one it wishes; nor can they in any way protect themselves. It is added that they are exceedingly imprudent and stolid — so much so that those who have sometimes seemed rather stupid were called "a little sheep" (as [was] Fabius Maximus), or were signified by the emblem of a "sheepish [man]" (as [was] that Brutus [called] a ram by Tarquin); and [so] that by them foolishness is noted, [in] the proverbs "to live a sheep's life" [προβατίου βίον ζῆν] and "a sheep's character" [προβάτων ἦθος]. Whence also Aristophanes wittily said, in his Wasps,—
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—[of a man] "to sit in council with a sheepish breast"; but Diogenes called an unlearned man — though otherwise adorned with rich attire — "gold-fleeced" [χρυσόμαλλον]. When some one [sheep] of the flock begins to go before, thither generally all the rest follow — even if they rush into an otherwise dangerous place or river. Without a shepherd they cannot even find grass fit for pasture; they do not keep a gregarious fellowship among themselves, but if any terror befalls, or if the appetite of some grass spied here and there, or [some grass] held out by some thief, [or] the desire of salt draws them, they are scattered and dissipated far and wide. Nay, even without a shepherd they cannot put off that woolen [fleece] of theirs — which, with the hotter sun, is most troublesome to them — or, when by the gift of it they are wont to be of the greatest profit to men, [they cannot] give it to anyone. So any people whatsoever, if it have not a president by whom it is ruled, is exposed to the injuries of other peoples; and in this very [thing], those who are more powerful, stronger, and bolder seize and vex the others. And [in proportion] as each [man] more abandoned in wickedness and audacity exists, [he] who begins to incite the people this way or that, him all follow — and, a little after, [they follow] another. Seditions, tumults, discords, and intestine wars are stirred up. Whence it is necessary that that people slip away and be reduced to nothing. One [man] fear drags one way; another way, lust, ambition, [and] avarice drag others. If there be even anything of good in such a people, that [good] they neither communicate with others, nor keep, without trouble and tedium, [even] to themselves. "Troublesome," Antisthenes was wont to say (in Philo, indicating [it] a little after), "a burden, [is] a good man." How necessary, then, [is] a prince to them? — namely, that by the judgment of some wise [man] their imprudence, folly, levity, [and] impetuosity may be ruled, [that they may be] coerced by [his] authority, [and] defended and helped by [his] resources. Philo, in that book in which he shows "every good man to be free," says: "Just as over goats, oxen, [and] sheep preside the goatherds, oxherds, and shepherds — but the flocks cannot preside over the shepherds — so also the common crowd, not unlike cattle, has need of a curator prince; which order is [that] of good men, set over their [own] flocks." The same necessity of a prince the example of bees also teaches, [in] Seneca (bk. 1 On Clemency, ch. 19); and in these verses in the Antigone, Sophocles:


For there is no greater evil than anarchy [Ἀναρχίας γὰρ μεῖζον οὐκ ἔστι κακόν];
this [it is that] destroys cities, and lays homes waste [Αὕτη πόλεις τ' ὄλλυσιν, ἥδ' ἀναστάτους
…[and] makes households [desolate] [οἴκους τίθησιν].



The second, of the three [things] proposed before, is that this people is the Lord's own — that is, His sheep and His flock; as also the prophet David says (Ps. 94 [95]): "He is the Lord our God: but we [are] His people, and the sheep of His pasture." Now indeed it concerns not only the sheep, but also their Lord, that a shepherd be not lacking to them. For what fruit will He take from the sheep, unless there be present a shepherd who leads them, pastures [them], and guards [them]? What milk, what fleeces, what flesh will He expect from them, if they are left [as] prey to wolves, thieves, and cattle-rustlers? if they be shorn by no one, if the mange of them be cured by no one, if at last they are consumed by famine? So indeed, how shall there flourish, in God's people, God's worship and religion; how shall justice stand, and the sanctity of the laws; how shall there cling the memory of so many portents brought forth in Egypt, and of so many benefits received hitherto, and [how shall there stand] the most just praise [of God], if there be no prince over that people? This, namely, those sad voices, so often repeated in the book of Judges, indicate: "In those days there was no king in Israel, but every one did that which seemed right to himself." The third [thing], which Moses indicates, is that he asks that not just anyone be set over the people after him, but such a one as may truly be a shepherd.
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…[a true shepherd he may] be. For among princes there are sometimes some [who are] inert, mercenaries, despisers of the sheep, devourers, and Tyrants. But Moses demands a shepherd — [one] who both, with great solicitude, may lead the sheep of the Lord to the most healthful pastures of sacred doctrine and of an upright life, may go before them by example and authority, may defend them from the ferocity of wolves and other wild beasts, may fortify them with dogs most sagacious and most vigilant, may protect [them] from thieves and robbers, may segregate the scabby ones lest they rub their scab upon the rest by a certain contagion, may care for the weak, may lead [them] into the sheepfolds and pens at the fit time, [and] may greatly love and cherish all and each. For, on account of these causes, even the Gentile Poet of the Greeks [Homer] is wont to call the King ποιμένα λαῶν ["shepherd of peoples"]. And in the book cited before, On the Freedom of the Good Man, Philo says: "The Homeric name of 'shepherd' nature has not willed [to belong] more [to any] than to good men. For Kings — namely those who perform less the most excellent parts of their dignity — are pastured more than they pasture, given over to loves, to drinkings and feasts (that I may say nothing of gold and silver, and other more precious things, which they crave)." And to such [princes] — whether they be Ecclesiastical or political — pertains that most grave complaint and threat of the Lord in Ezekiel (ch. 34). For at the very beginning, "and it was made," says the prophet, "the word of the Lord: Thus says the Lord God: Behold, I myself [come] upon the shepherds; I will require my flock at their hand, and I will make them cease, so that they feed not the flock any more, neither shall the shepherds feed themselves any more; and I will deliver my flock from their mouth, and it shall no more be food for them." But perhaps Moses used this similitude also because — that which among the Egyptians (from whose servitude they were now being freed) was for a contempt and reproach — he was teaching [was] to be held in the highest place. For those [Egyptians] despised shepherds, as is said in Genesis 46, v. 34 — so much so that (as, in Josephus, bk. 1 Against Apion, the Egyptians' own writer and priest Manetho reports), for the sake of insult, by an Egyptian name they called the Jews themselves, or their princes, ὕκσως [Hyksos]. For that [word], with Josephus as interpreter, means either "captive shepherds," or at any rate "kings of shepherds." Moreover, of the same similitude — which is most easy and most useful — there is frequent use in other places of Scripture: 3 Kings, last, v. 17; 2 Paralipomenon 18, v. 16; Judith 11, v. 15; Ezekiel 33, vv. 5 & 8; Matt. 9:36; Mark 6:34.


Question VII. (marg.) In the designation of a successor, how should Princes imitate Moses?

Since the first (as was said, q. 5) way is above nature and extraordinary, it is not to be expected that God, with a content and clear voice, should name someone from heaven; and therefore, where the second way — which is placed in electing — is in use, he who is about to depart from life and principate will be able to imitate Moses in a threefold manner. First, if he pursue the people subject to him with a certain singular love; and so may beseech God Himself — whose that people is — with frequent earnest prayers, that He deign to furnish him [with] such a one as is fitting: namely, by injecting into those in whose power the right of choosing is, a mind that they may will, seek out, find, and choose the best. Secondly, if — as often as is permitted, but most of all at the extreme time of life — he exhort the Electors to an election of this kind; may show [that] in their hand [is] the safety, [or] the destruction, of the people; may ask that they suffer not themselves to be led away from the right way of election by ambition, hatred, favor, or some other depraved affection; may make them consider what reckoning is to be given to God—
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—if to His sheep they set over [them] a wolf, over the men a woman, over the people a Tyrant. Thirdly, if — all those perturbations being laid aside which distort minds this way and that, and [all] the depravities of nature — he sincerely, before God, perceive some one or several [men] equal to the discharge of this office and useful to the commonwealth, [and] by indicating and commending them — unless perchance there be danger lest, by that indication, a window be opened to those nominations which flesh and blood, and not right reason and the public good, suggests; or [lest] too great a matter of lawsuits and envies be furnished, and a certain apple of contention, as it were, be left [behind]. But where only the third way of succession — the hereditary, namely — obtains, the prince about to depart from life will imitate Moses in a certain measure, if he sedulously and seriously always attend to this care: that his own children be as best as possible educated and instructed from boyhood — and that indeed especially in those arts which are necessary for [one] commanding. Which [arts] indeed are: religion and the worship of God, prudence, temperance, justice, and fortitude, and those [things] which pertain to these — modesty and lowliness of mind, courtesy, and liberality or magnificence. Nor will he have small moment toward the same matter, if he procure for his heir the best counselors; if — both in life he often [admonish] them, and in death especially — he also admonish [the heir] of his duty, and give him those precepts which he shall have judged most necessary and useful; if, finally, he himself so live and rule that he leave to his heir, by [his] very deeds, an inheritance of virtue and integrity, and a true exemplar of ruling the people and of bearing honors. And all these [things], in a certain manner, even that former [prince] can [do], to whom not stock and womb, but votes and ballots are to give a successor. For if, while he is in power and surviving, he himself act so that the institution of the youth be as good as possible — and especially of that [youth] from whom a successor is to be sought — it will scarcely be able [to happen] but that, in so great a number of the well-instructed, some one [man] worthy of that place be chosen. And in the same manner, if he labor that the best senators and public counsels and cities may abound, so that among all [there] may be the greatest and first care of the divine worship and of the public good. He who does these [things] while alive, asks of God — in the manner of Moses — the best successor. Wisely and truly [says] Philo, in book 2, On Moses: "By the lack of a ruler, the affairs of kings and of subjects are overthrown" [Ἄνευ θείας ἐπιφροσύνης ἀκατόρθωτα τὰ βασιλέων καὶ ὑπηκόων πράγματα].


Question VIII. (marg.) Whom did God name as successor to Moses, praying so earnestly?

Our JESUS [Joshua] the Lord named. "Take," says [the Lord] to Moses himself, "Joshua the son of Nun, in whom is the spirit: and put thy hand upon him." In the Hebrew it is said, "Take to thee"; and in the Seventy, "take to thyself" — as though a benefit were bestowed on Moses himself, in that he was made partaker of [his] wish, and a successor was named by the Lord, and [one] very fit. For that dative ["to thee"] sometimes signifies advantage. But because, as was also said above elsewhere, that same dative often produces merely a Hebrew pleonasm, therefore it has now been passed over by our translator. And perhaps it seems to be nothing other than to take [him], to join him to one's own side, and to lead [him] out. For below (v. 22) it is said that Moses "took him to himself," or "brought" [him], without that dative. But it is to be considered that the successor is so named, that [the naming] is effected at the same time with a certain eulogy and praise of a sign — and that a twofold [praise]. The prior is drawn from the stock, and from his parent — of which [see] ch. 1 above. For assuredly, as it is said in Horace (Satire 6):


Whoever promises [to guard] the citizens, [and takes] the city [as] his care…
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…[that] there will be empire, and Italy, and the shrines of the gods —
by what father he was born, whether base of an unknown mother,
[it] compels all mortals to care and to ask. [Horace, Sat. 1.6]



But because, as another [poet] says to Piso:


…[in that man] perishes all
the honor of race, whose praise is in its origin alone;



and another [Juvenal, Sat. 8]:


Nobility is the sole, and only, virtue;



therefore Joshua's latter praise — both the greater, and more to be observed — is [this]: namely, that in him there is "the spirit." But that this [spirit] is exceedingly manifold, was already made plain above, in question 1 of this same chapter. What, then, is that spirit in Joshua? Certain Greek books (as is gathered from Origen, hom. 21 on Numbers), and most of the Latins, read "the spirit of God." But since this [phrase] too, as is thence plain, is manifold, what [is] that "spirit of God" in the same Joshua? Some define [it] threefold. First, that it be "a good spirit," by which the mind of man is made subject to God in all things for His own sake, and is referred to His law. And assuredly he [such a one] is a spirit very consonant to the Lord, and necessary. To some it is "the spirit of fortitude," by which anyone is rendered — against all dangers and adversities, however great and difficult — brave, constant, [and] unbroken. And ought not a prince, above all, to be such? Thirdly, the Chaldee paraphrast said "the spirit of prophecy," and this Abulensis greatly approves (last, question 41): "That spirit," he says, "was exceedingly fitting for the prince of so great a people, and most of all for [one] about to war against so great a multitude of enemies. For in certain [matters] thou wouldst not know the way of acting prosperously, unless God should tell [it] — most of all because the Jews were very scrupulous, and doubted about single [matters], unless they were certified by God; as the Apostle says (1 Corinthians 1): namely, 'the Jews ask for signs, but the Greeks [ask] wisdom.' And it is true that Joshua had that spirit; for very often God spoke to him after the death of Moses, as is plain in the progress of his book." And after the two spirits enumerated above, again he [Abulensis] concludes the "prophetic spirit" [to be] more necessary for a prince, to rule so great a multitude. "And this," he says, "appears in the 70 elders, who were given to Moses as coadjutors. For immediately they began to prophesy, and never ceased, as seems [shown] above, ch. 11." Masius (in the second preface) seems to say that "spirit" [means] industry of mind, perspicacity, [and] prudence, as [in] Malachi 2, v. 15. Cajetan calls "the spirit" zeal for spiritual things — for those, I say, which are of God, to be preferred to all which are of the flesh and which are of the world. I indeed think that all these spirits were in Joshua; but not that those alone, or any one of them, is definitely signified by that word; but that generally is signified—
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—every spirit which might constitute such a prince and shepherd as Moses had asked: [one] who might go out before the people and go in religiously and wisely, might lead them in and lead them out justly and bravely, with great glory of God, with great advantage of the people, [and] with great fruit and desert of his own [people]. St. Ephrem (book On the Virtues, ch. 2, vol. 2, fol. 42): "JESUS [Joshua] the son of Nun, by his perfect obedience, merited so great a gift, that he became the successor of Moses." And therefore [he is] a most beautiful type, in that Joshua, of that true Joshua of ours [Christ]: in whom Isaiah (ch. 11) first generally says "the spirit of the Lord rests," and then distributes this same [spirit] into six special [gifts] — he attributes [to Him] the spirit of wisdom and of understanding, the spirit of counsel and of fortitude, the spirit of knowledge and of piety. For that which is wont to be added, "the spirit of the fear of the Lord," is one and the same with the "spirit of piety," as is shown in that place. These [six], therefore, and very many others delivered elsewhere in Scripture — of all which the multitude and universality is wont to be comprehended in the one septenary number — the Hebrew [text] hands down to have been in Joshua; and [so does] the corrected Latin, when it says universally that "the spirit" was in Joshua. Or, if definitely some one [spirit] ought to be taken, that would be understood [to be] the most excellent of all. For just as, by way of excellence [κατ' ἐξοχήν], "the Poet" [means] Virgil, "the Orator" Cicero, "the Apostle" St. Paul, so also "the spirit" [means] that [one] which is the most excellent of all. But which [is] that? Long would be the disputation, if a contention were to be instituted of the single spirits and of those divine gifts, and one were to be preferred to another — nay, one set before all. Here let Palaemon, my like, say [with Virgil, Eclogue 3]:


It is not for us to settle so great disputes between you.



And therefore let us take that very true Spirit — and the author and giver of all those gifts — the Holy Spirit; by which Joshua, filled, was at the same time full and stuffed with all these His gifts. O great man, in whose praise even this one [thing] is found: "in whom is the spirit"! If in him [is] the spirit, he is spiritual. If spiritual, not carnal. If not carnal, he does not the works of the flesh, which [are] (Gal. 5, v. 20): "fornication, uncleanness, luxury, idolatry, witchcrafts, enmities, contentions, emulations, wraths, quarrels, dissensions, sects, envyings, murders, drunkennesses, revellings, and such like." If in him is the spirit, he lives by the spirit, is moved, walks, is led — "he judges all things, but himself is judged by no one." If in him is the spirit, he plucks the most delightful fruits of the same Spirit, which are: "charity, joy, peace, patience, benignity, goodness, longanimity, meekness, faith, modesty, continence, chastity." If in him is the spirit, in him [is] the fount and origin of all graces, the encyclopedia of all divine gifts, the world [mundus] of all the most beautiful virtues, the most certain and most delightful token of the heavenly goods.


Question IX. (marg.) In the divine naming of a successor, did Moses grieve or rejoice?

If, as they trifled above (q. 3), the Jews [suppose] that Moses had laid hold [of the office] for his sons, [then] since these were now passed over by God, he could not but grieve. But truly, because he had asked [for] a purely fit man — whomever God should will him [to be] — and had placed this whole election truly and simply in His [God's] arbitrament, as was fitting, therefore he rather rejoices and exults: because he was made partaker of his wish; because the prior sentence which he had had about Joshua hitherto, he saw confirmed anew; finally, because [Joshua was] most worthy of the principate itself, and [Moses] knew [him to be] most salutary to the people. This other [point], indeed, Philo brings forth (in the book On Charity) [as] a signal argument of the charity with which Moses pursues his people: "After [Moses] had said [that] his best disciple and imitator, JESUS [Joshua], on account of his lovable manners, had been confirmed prince by God, Moses [was] by no means sad on account of the brother and the sons passed over, but full of unspeakable joy — because it had been foreseen for the nation [that it should have] a ruler in all ways incomparable (for that was undoubted about him, that he had pleased God) — [and,] grasping him by the right hand, he led him forth to the assembly, nothing solicitous about his own impending death. But, with a familiar hilarity accruing to him by [this] fresh gladness, he was cheerfully affected toward the people." St. Dionysius the Areopagite (epistle to Demophilus): "Moses ὑπερεῖχε μὲν ἁπάσης φιλοτιμίας καὶ φιλαρχίας, καὶ παρεχώρει τῷ θεοκρίτῳ τὴν τοῦ λαοῦ προστασίαν" — [that is,] he was superior to all ambition and desire of principate, and he yielded—
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—and yielded to him whom God had judged [worthy of] the presidency of the people.


Question X. (marg.) To the naming of the successor, what did the Lord add?

God's outpoured goodness always gives more than is asked. Moses asked only that a successor be announced by God; and the Lord not only announced him, but also added the manner in which [Joshua] ought to be inaugurated in that principate. Now this manner is perceived from the actions of about three men — namely, of Moses, of Joshua, and of Eleazar the pontiff. The actions of Moses are occupied either about the people, or about the designated prince himself. Those [about the people] were: that he should call the whole people to an assembly, but especially [to] him who is here named once and again — the pontiff Eleazar. For although this is not expressly commanded, yet from the very context it is sufficiently gathered. But these [acts about the prince] are three or four: 1. that he impose [his] hand on the designated Prince; 2. that he set him before the Pontiff and the people; 3. that, in the sight of all, he give command to him; 4. that he give him [a share] of his own glory. Of each of these, [something] more hereafter — and of this too, [namely] of the number of them, below, question 18.


Question XI. (marg.) The imposition of hands — how manifold, and which [kind is] here?

Various in the Scriptures is the imposition of hands, which by the Greeks is called χειροθεσία [cheirothesia]. For both God is sometimes said to impose hands (as 4 Kings 3, v. 15), and men impose [them]. And they [do so] either upon the heads of brute animals — of a calf, a ram, or a he-goat — as is explained in the rites of the sacrifices (Exod. 29:15; Lev. 1:4; ch. 3, vv. 2 & 8; ch. 4, vv. 4 & 15; ch. 8, v. 14; ch. 16; 2 Paralip. 29, v. 23); or upon men. And that indeed either upon themselves — as for the cause of grief (Thamar, 2 Kings [Sam.] 13, v. 19), [or] for the cause of silence, another [passage] (Eccles. 5, v. 14) — or upon others. And in our text indeed "to impose hands" signifies at one [place] to cast violent hands upon someone (4 Kings 11, v. 16); at another, also, to close the eyes of some dying [person] (Gen. 46, v. 4); but elsewhere, always to affect and adorn someone with some signal good. But this, again, [is] exceedingly manifold. For first, while the ancients prayed [for] good [things] for [their] children or grandchildren, they were wont to impose hands on them (Gen. 48, vv. 14 & 17); and the same [thing] I see the Jews still practicing today, when the little sons or little daughters ask a blessing from them. For, both hands being placed upon their heads, to the little son indeed they say: "God set thee as Ephraim and Manasseh"; but to the little daughter: "God set thee as Sara and Rebecca" — as R. Elias Levita also noted at the end of the booklet Shemot Devarim. And to this [head] can be referred that imposition of hands by which God well prayed [for] the little child (Matt. 19); and that which is applied, together with exorcisms, to those to be baptized — of which [see] Dionysius the Areopagite (Eccl. [Hierarchy]); Jerome (Council 4 of Carthage, canon 85); Cyprian (in the Acts of the Council of Carthage); St. Augustine (book On the Merits of Sins, ch. 26); Bellarmine (book 1, On Sacred Baptism, ch. 26). Secondly, by imposing hands also, men illustrious in the power of working miracles drove away various sicknesses of bodies (as 4 Kings 4, v. 34, Elisha); and in the New Testament, most frequently, CHRIST the Lord and the Apostles (Matt. 9:18; ch. 19:13 & 15; Mark 5, v. 23; ch. 6, v. 5; ch. 7:32; ch. 8:23 & 25; ch. 10, vv. 16, 18; Luke 4, v. 40; Acts 9, vv. 12 & 17; ch. 28, v. 8). Thirdly, that the sacrament of sacred Confirmation might be given, the imposition of hands used to be made—
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—[the imposition] of hands used to be made (Acts 8, vv. 12 & 17; ch. 19, v. 6) — so much so that some of the ancients called Confirmation itself "the imposition of hands" (St. Augustine, tract 6 on the Canon of John, and bk. 15 On the Trinity, ch. 26; St. Jerome, Against Lucifer; Emissenus [Eusebius of Emesa], Pentecost sermon; St. Cyprian, epistle 73; also the most ancient and most holy Pontiffs — Fabian, in [his] epistle; Urban, in [his] epistle; Eusebius, in epistle 3; Melchiades, in epistle 6; Leo, epistle 88; and the Councils — Elvira, canon 77; the Parisian, canon 45; the Arelatensian [Arles] 1, canon 8, and 2, canon 17; the Meldense [Meaux], On Consecration, dist. 5, canon "Episcopum"). Fourthly, another certain imposition of hands is discerned also in the Christian Church, when by the priests, over those whose past life they repent, prayers are conceived, and they [the penitents] are absolved — of which [see] St. Augustine (bk. 3 On Baptism, ch. 16, and bk. 5, chs. 20 & 23); Council of Carthage 4, canons 78 & 80; as Bellarmine shows (bk. 2 On Confirmation, ch. 7). Fifthly, another, likewise, is the imposition of hands in sacred ordination — either of deacons (Acts 6, v. 6), or of Priests and Bishops (Acts 13, v. 3; 1 Tim. 4, v. 14, and ch. 5, v. 22); and by the Greeks it is called χειροτονία [cheirotonia] — of which [see] more in Bellarmine (bk. 1 On the Sacrament of Order, ch. 9). Sixthly, finally, in the inauguration of a prince it was employed, in this very place (Num. 27), with the same ceremony of hands; and perhaps hither can be referred that [imposition] by which the Rabbis of the Jews are created, as the same R. Elias writes in Tishbi, and my former Rabbinus, ch. 21.


Question XII. (marg.) Where, and how, was this imposition of hands made?

That Moses imposed [his] hand upon the head, I doubt nothing. For although it is not [expressly] stated, yet from all the others by which some good is conferred, this can be conjectured — [namely] that in all [of them] hands are imposed upon the head; and therefore below (v. 23), where in Hebrew it is read only "he put [his] hands upon him," our Interpreter clearly said that "Moses imposed hands upon the head of Joshua." But the manner was, that both hands were joined [together], as [is] also the custom of the other modes; and the Hebrew word imports [it]: סמך [samakh]. Others refer that conjunction to the head — namely Oleaster, [understanding] that the hands were joined to the head. Yet either [sense] — both the conjunction of the hands among themselves, and their conjunction to the head — can be taken. For it can happen otherwise, that one hand be imposed after the other; or [that] both indeed [be imposed] and joined, but so that [they be] held aloft in the air above the head, not upon the head — if with Valla one is pleased to distinguish these. But now, both hands, extended, touch the top of the head, and, as it were, rest upon it. But whether Joshua ought then to have been with knees bent, or [whether] he indeed stood, but bending [his] head very much, I affirm nothing. In either manner, however, he bore [himself with] the highest modesty and religion. In ch. 4 [of the tractate] Hilkhot Sanhedrin, in Rambam [Maimonides] (vol. 4, last book), it is taught that [there] ought to be some one of all the Judges [who is] סמוך [samukh, "ordained"], as Moses our minister; [and Moses] סמך [samakh, "laid hands on / ordained"] Joshua; and the same [Moses] סמך also the 70; and the majesty of God appears over them, which is wont to be called שכינה [Shekhinah]. And so these [ordained] others, סמך, until it ceased — סמיכה [semikhah] — that is, they no longer imposed hands upon the head, but only said: "Thou art Rabbi" — סמוך samukh. Nay, even of him who is the associate of the Rab himself, or of the Doctor, the Jews are also wont to say לסמוך [lismokh], or, "They had given him" סמיכות [semikhut] or סמיכה [semikhah] — as [David de Pomis] notes in his Tzemach David (p. 152); and Elias in Tishbi under—
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…[under] the word chabor; who also, at the word samach, teaches that this ceremony was drawn from that example of Moses — as also R. Abraham Zacuth (fol. 60), and my former Rabbinus (ch. 21), where also [something] is noted concerning the words which used to be added at the same time from a solemn formula.


Question XIII. (marg.) By what effect was this same imposition of hands made?

If we look only at this place of Numbers 27, we shall think it to be nothing more than a rite and some ceremony, by which the governor and Prince of the people might be externally declared — as though the right and power were bestowed on him of having and ruling the people under his hand; or, if we think it something greater, it will be a ceremony of a good and auspicious prayer, of which kind [are] those other impositions of hands, of which above, [Qq.] 9, 10. And then it can be asked: was anything obtained for [Joshua] himself from God by that blessing? and what [was] that? Again, [was it], as in Genesis 48, that he had some prophecy made [thereby]? But if we go to the last chapter of Deuteronomy, verse 9, [something] greater than may [at first] appear will be seen to have proceeded from that action. For thus it is read: "Joshua the son of Nun was filled with the spirit of wisdom, because Moses laid his hands upon him." And in the Hebrew, with the sense altogether the same: "Joshua the son of Nun — the spirit of wisdom filled him, because, &c." Is it not clearly signified by these words that that imposition of hands was the cause why Joshua was filled with the spirit of wisdom? Yet Abulensis in that place denies [it], for two causes: One, because the will of God was the cause that he was filled with wisdom; the Other, because before that imposition of hands the spirit of wisdom was already in Joshua, as is plain from those words, "in whom is the spirit," about which before, question 7. But these reasons effect nothing much. For the former argues from the affirmation of a general and principal cause to the negation of a particular and secondary or instrumental [cause]. For who, whether in Physics or in Ethics, would bear one reasoning thus: "God's will illuminates the world; therefore not the Sun. God's will gives grace; therefore not baptism, not the Eucharist, not other things of that kind"? But the latter [argument] concludes only that Joshua was not empty of the spirit before the hands were imposed; but it does not at all prove that he was not, afterward too, gifted and augmented with the spirit. For not [everyone] who, adorned with God's grace, approaches the Eucharist, therefore receives no grace. Before hands were imposed on Timothy, he was already exhibiting no vulgar grace; yet where hands have been imposed, a more abundant [grace was] given (2 Timothy, ch. 1). And this very [thing] at last Abulensis himself confesses, when he subjoins: "That grace, given before, could be augmented by the imposition of hands — just as in those receiving a sacrament, pre-existing grace receives augmentation." And on Joshua ch. 1, quest. 4, he does not indeed wish that at the time when Moses imposed [his] hand the spirit of wisdom in Joshua was completed; yet he refers the cause why, when he [Moses] was dead, it was completed, to that [imposition]. But truly the text clearly demonstrates that a fuller spirit was given to him, when, in the Hebrew, it says: "And the spirit of wisdom filled him." [That is,] before, indeed, the spirit was in him; but now it fills him. So, therefore, I think: that the imposition of hands was the cause of this spirit — not indeed a physical [cause], but a moral [one], and by way of impetration — namely, that God assented to Moses well praying, and augmented wisdom in Joshua. And this St. Augustine teaches (on Num-—
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—bers, question 54. Although, however, Scripture makes mention of wisdom alone, yet I think the like reckoning [holds] of the other spirits, of which question 7. Or certainly this one [wisdom] alone now the more increased, because in a prince it is required most of all; and therefore also by Solomon alone [it was] once asked (3 Kings 2 [3]), and [was] by God greatly amplified in him, and adorned at once with other endowments. And so, again, there is a certain figure of that which is written (Luke 2, v. 52): "JESUS advanced in wisdom and age, and grace with God and men." St. Augustine adds, in the cited place: "Moses was commanded to impose hands, lest any man, [howsoever] excelling in whatever grace, should dare to refuse the Sacrament of Consecration." The Lutheran Chytraeus, on that chapter 27 (fol. 534): "By all the saints," he says, "by the imposition of hands and other rites, the ordination of Ecclesiastical ministers was made." And on ch. 29 of Exodus (fol. 39) he says [it is] "a rite doubtless received from the first fathers, which signifies a thing pleasing to God, blessed and destined to divine offices, or to divine worships." And yet afterward, in the same place, he so often repeats "that this imposition of hands is not necessary, [that it] pertains not to the essence of ordination, but, according to Luther's formula, is Pious and Grave" — [and] which, he says, "it were to be wished should be most diligently retained in all reformed Churches."


Question XIV. (marg.) Was Joshua at once, with the imposition of hands, filled with that spirit?

The Rabbis of the Hebrews think that Joshua was not filled with that spirit until after the thirtieth day from the death of Moses; and to them assents Abulensis (on Joshua ch. 1, quest. 4), in these words: "That fulfilling of wisdom is properly said to have been after the death of Moses and the completion of the mourning, as is plain from Deuteronomy 34, when it is said, 'and the children of Israel wept [for him] 30 days in the plains of Moab, and the days of the mourning of those mourning Moses were completed.' But Joshua the son of Nun was filled with the spirit of wisdom; therefore it seems that the 30 days of mourning over Moses were completed before Joshua was filled with wisdom. And since perhaps it will be answered that that completion does not induce this [conclusion], but only that the Israelites did not depart from the place of mourning until the 30 [days] were finished — it is to be said [that this answer] cannot stand. For to this it sufficed that it was said in the letter [text], 'and the children of Israel wept for him in the plains of Moab 30 days'; therefore they did not depart from the plains until the 30 days were completed. Nor did it need to be added, 'and the days of those mourning Moses were completed' — unless there be something else to which it be referred; and it must necessarily be referred to the immediate [following]. Therefore, since there follows there, 'But Joshua the son of Nun was filled with the spirit of wisdom,' it must be said that the sense is: that after the days of mourning Moses were completed, Joshua the son of Nun was filled with the spirit of wisdom. And then this could not be, except in an apparition of God and a strengthening, of which is said in ch. 1." But in the explanation of that same chapter [Josh. 1], straightway at the beginning, Masius denies these [things]. "For the rest," he says, "by how great an interval of time, after Moses's death, the things which are here narrated befell, no sufficiently certain reckoning seems able to be entered upon. The Talmudists indeed — who take [it] that a man's mind, occupied neither with mourning nor with any more vehement perturbation, is ever breathed upon by the prophetic spirit — define this space [as] thirty days: namely, as many as the Israelites wept [at] Moses's funeral. For because, after the narration of that mourning, it is continuously recorded that Joshua was full of the spirit of prudence, they think that soon after those funeral days God did these [words] to him. And that this was the seventh day of the month Nisan,—
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[the seventh day of the month] Nisan, when after three days [Joshua] himself was about to transport the people into Canaan." But what they [the Talmudists] assume, I certainly will not easily grant them. For God can shake off whatever mists from that mind which He wills to inform and illustrate with His own divine spirit. To this [add] that Joshua does not seem to have been breathed upon and imbued with that spirit of prudence (of which there is mention in Deuteronomy) at last after the mourning of thirty days, but at the same time with the imposed hand of Moses. More likely, therefore, I think it to be, that as soon as Moses had departed from life, Joshua — mindful of the words of God which He had lately made to him from the cloud in the sacred tabernacle, and at the same time stirred by the impulse of that heavenly spirit which we said had been fostered [in him], initiated by Moses's hand — straightway, day [and] night, with [his] whole mind, brooded upon the thought of that greatest and most difficult administration and command.


Question XV. (marg.) [Did Moses act] as a political prince, or as an Ecclesiastic or Prophet, [when] the same imposition of hands was made?

It is sufficiently plain from what was said in Exodus, that in the one Moses there was a threefold person — namely, of a political prince, of an Ecclesiastical prince or Priest, and of a Prophet — as [is] handed down concerning Moses in three books by Philo. Now indeed, when he ought to impose hands on Joshua, which of these persons did he bear? For he could — both as a pious prince, well pray for a successor; and, as a Priest, conceive a solemn prayer as it were, and offer that [as] a sacred victim to God Himself — namely, in his [Joshua's] obsequy, [as] the column of religion and of the law, [and] the stabilishment and advantage of the people; and, as a certain Prophet, admonished and incited by God — as others afterward anointed and inaugurated certain [men]. To me, however, it more smiles [I rather prefer], that he did this very [thing] as a Priest and Pontiff, although an extraordinary [one]. For, since that prayer was public and solemn, it more befitted a priest, and in that manner was in a certain measure worthier, and more pleasing to God — namely, because it proceeded from a worthier office and power, which approaches nearer to God. But you will meet [me with the objection], that this imposition ought then to have been made not by Moses, but by Eleazar, because he was both the ordinary pontiff, and was then present. It could indeed have been done by him, and would have been done, unless this last [act], as it were, had been an act of Moses — in which it was fitting that he, about to die, should pray for [only] the best and most auspicious things for his successor: the master for his minister, the teacher for his disciple, and, as it were, a dearest father for a dearest son.


Question XVI. (marg.) How was Joshua set before the Pontiff and the people?

After the Lord had commanded hands to be imposed, He subjoins, in the Hebrew (v. 18): "And [thou shalt make] him (Joshua) stand before Eleazar the Priest, and before the whole assembly," or "before the whole synagogue of Israel." But the manner in which Moses made him stand, Philo (in the book On Charity, cited before) explains: "For Moses, having grasped Joshua's right hand, led him forth to the assembly, nothing solicitous about his own impending death; but, with a fresh gladness accruing to his familiar hilarity, briskly addressed the people in these words: 'Now the time presses for me of departing from this bodily life; but there shall succeed to my care this [man] chosen by God'" — and at the same time he brought forth the oracle (of which quest. 7), "to whom soon credit was given." And [Joshua] was so constituted before the eyes of all, that by all he might be truly recognized, approved, [and] received as prince. And therefore, at the end of the chapter, they say [that] the 70 [elders] were commended to Joshua by Moses. But when all the Jews were gathered together in that assembly, yet one [stood] before—
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—all, and alone is named Eleazar: that the Pontiff's dignity might be shown, and in the election and approbation of the prince, [his] authority, as [being] especially necessary, might be commended.


Question XVII. (marg.) Which was done first — the imposition of hands, or this setting [him] before all?

Prior [in the narration] is recounted the imposition of hands (v. 18) than this setting [him] before the Pontiff and the whole people (also v. 18); but on the contrary, below (vv. 22 & 23), he is first constituted before these, [and] then hands are imposed upon his head. And altogether the order seems here to be observed. For most of all — toward Joshua's principate being not only declared and persuaded to the people, but also commended, and marked with great reverence and veneration — this ceremony, applied before the eyes of all, availed. For who would not honor and venerate as prince [one] for whom so great and so God-pleasing a man, with so signal a ceremony, had prayed [for] all happy things? — [one] whom [Moses] himself, first of all the Jewish Priests and Pontiffs (and indeed with another [Eleazar] now surviving and discharging that office, yet [Moses] retaining still an extraordinary function), had commended to God the Best and Greatest, and, as it were, had offered [as] a certain victim on which, as was said above, hands were wont to be imposed, and had plainly devoted and consecrated [him] with worship and obsequy? Wherefore it is to be said [that] there was, before (vv. 18 & 19), prescribed only what Moses ought to do, not in what order; but that the order retained and applied by him is [that] which the last and next-to-last verse opened. And that indeed [is] very consonant to reason. For first, [Joshua], his right hand grasped by Moses, was led into the gathered assembly of the whole people; here, before the Pontiff, in the sight of all, for a while he was constituted, and by the same Moses praised (as above, quest. 14). Then, whether admonished or of his own accord, when he saw Moses wishing to impose hands on his head, he most humbly bent both knees, and, so set forth, received the benediction and consecration. He rose afterward, and the other [things] which follow were done.


Question XVIII. (marg.) What did Moses command Joshua, now consecrated? and why?

Cajetan hands down [that] Joshua was compelled by a public precept of Moses to admit the principate, lest anyone perchance think him to usurp or to canvass for it. But because in the Hebrew there is the word of commanding, [it] avails [means] to give certain mandates and precepts, and to instruct someone. And therefore our Interpreter rendered it (v. 20) "to give precepts." But, with the word changed [yet meaning] the same thing (v. 23), he expounded, "he reviewed through all [things]" — that is, he gave him precepts, as the Lord had commanded — where the 70 [render] συνέστησεν αὐτόν, that is, "Moses commended Joshua himself"; or, as St. Augustine indicates it can also be rendered, "he constituted him." But although it is not difficult to understand of what kind those precepts were, yet one may take a taste of some of them from Philo, in the place indicated above: "To JESUS [Joshua]," he says, "Moses, turning, exhorts [him] that he manage the matter strenuously, and that he consult well for the Commonwealth, and constantly persevere in [things] well counseled." "It is not evident," says Oleaster, "what he commanded him; but it is to be believed that he commanded him this: that he always follow the command of the Lord, and keep the people in [their] duty" — and other things of that kind, such as men about to die are wont to command their sons and successors, as is plain in the first [book] of Kings, in the first [chapter], concerning David when he was dying. But nevertheless—
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—[But nevertheless] Moses speaks [these] very [things] (Deuteronomy 3, v. 21): "I also commanded Joshua at that time, saying, Thy eyes have seen what the Lord your God did to these two Kings: so will He do to all the kingdoms to which thou art about to pass over. Fear them not, for the Lord your God will fight for you." And (v. 28) the Lord Himself says to Moses: "Command Joshua, and strengthen and comfort him: for he himself shall go before this people, and shall divide the land which thou art about to see." And (Deut. 31, v. 7): "Joshua the son of Nun, thy minister, he himself shall enter for thee: exhort him and strengthen him, and he himself shall divide the land by lot to Israel."

The same Philo subjoins three causes why the Lord would not that this inauguration of the prince should lack precepts of this kind. The first, because, when the veteran [Moses] gives salutary precepts and monitions of this sort to the future and new Prince, by that very [act] he excellently attests his own love toward the Commonwealth. The second, it can happen that he who is designated the future prince, out of the modesty of his own mind, may shrink from that burden and honor, and judge himself unequal to it; but when so friendly and so useful a precept is applied to him, he is made readier, and gives himself wholly into the power of God and of the Commonwealth. The third, that an example might be given to posterity, in what manner it would befit them — [namely] that, together with the fasces and the scepters, they might also leave to [their] successors rules of living well and holily, and of ruling. And this perhaps [was] signified in that old both fact and proverb, when in the [torch-]race they handed the lamp [lampada] to another succeeding [runner]. For what [is] that lamp, unless [those things] which illuminate a man's mind, and illustrate [his] life and principate — doctrines, monitions, and the best exhortations? But let us again hear Philo speaking in his own words. "Although," he says, "there was no need of this exhortation, yet Moses could not contain himself, but must admonish [his] friend of [his] duty, and then too bring forth [his] affection of charity toward the people, over which he had so long presided. Nor was the admonition altogether superfluous, lest perchance [Joshua] be burdened to undertake so great a load; and that an example and rule might be set forth to the rest, of communicating good counsels with their successors, and of instructing them with the best precepts. For the exhortation of a good man can confirm a wavering mind, and stir it up, lest it be terrified by the difficulties of things and times." But of precepts of this kind I have also treated, and brought forward certain examples, at the beginning of the commentary on Tobias, ch. 4.


Question XIX. (marg.) Ought Moses to have given of his own glory to the succeeding Joshua?

Expressly the text affirms [that he] ought. Yet I know not what came into the mind either of Oleaster, or of certain [others] in his [work], that they preferred to render, "thou shalt give of thy descent," or "of thy casting-down." For 1. the Hebrew noun hod [הוד], since it is often in the Scriptures, always signifies "glory and comeliness," or "power and fortitude," whence glory is wont to arise — as Ps. 8, vv. 2 & 6; Ps. 95 [96], v. 6; Ps. 45, vv. 4, [5]; Prov. 5, v. 9; Ps. 145 [146], v. 12; Isa. 30:30; Deut. 33; ch. 11 [?]; Jer. 22:18; Hos. 14, v. 7; Habac. 3, v. 3; Zach. 10, v. 3; and the 70 also here rendered δόξαν [doxan, "glory"]. [2.] [Likewise the Seventy so rendered it.] 3. Oleaster's own reason is very weak — namely, that yad [יד] avails, in Jer. 50, v. 14, [to mean] "to cast forth" [proiicere]; therefore hod [הוד] signifies descent and casting-down. For that noun neither is from that verb, nor can [it] be feigned how it should be; but Oleaster deduced [it] from ḥadah [חדה]. But how, in that place of Jeremiah, would yad [יד] be more imperative [there] and not hod [הוד]? He would rather—
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—have cited Isaiah ch. 11, v. 8, where "into the cavern the boy shall send his hand" [yado, ידו]; but it is there put, he [ה] for yod [י], R. Judah contends. And if those two words be [distinct], it appears they are of the same signification. And therefore, since the former [yad] signifies not only "to cast forth," but also "to confess," "to give thanks," and "to praise," the same is to be thought about the latter [hod]. How, then, does this noun draw [its meaning] rather from "casting-down" than from "confession" [and] "praise," without necessity, without any cause? But [Oleaster] explains [it] in this twofold manner: 1. "thou shalt give of thy descent," that is, of the spirit which descended upon thee when I constituted thee leader; 2. "thou shalt give of thy casting-down," that is, of the humility — which virtue rendered Moses laudable and very glorious. But although the [things] which are said were true (which will be more examined in the following little question), yet those senses do not suit the text, as was already shown; and therefore that [reading] which Oleaster asserts about the former [word] is much less true. The truer sense seems [to be otherwise]. Yet two [things] are still to be sought here. One, why does our Interpreter render "thou shalt give part of thy glory"? For the Septuagint rendered δώσεις τῆς δόξης σου ἐπ' αὐτόν [dōseis tēs doxēs sou ep' auton, "thou shalt give of thy glory upon him"], or, as in certain books (St. Augustine testifies, quest. 55 on Numbers, and as appears from Origen, hom. 22, and some other Greek codices), τὴν δόξαν [tēn doxan, "the glory"]. I answer: our [translator] expressed what is in the Hebrew, "of thy glory." For, of one's own moneys, honors, or whatever things, "to give" is to bestow a part of them. And this same [thing] the 70 mean [when they render] "thou shalt give of thy glory upon him" — that is, something of thy glory, or some part [of it]. And therefore Procopius, Theodoret (q. 48), [and] St. Augustine (in the cited place), from these same [words], render "thou shalt give of thy glory," as though it were ἀπὸ τῆς δόξης [apo tēs doxēs, "from thy glory"]; or, as I said, "thou shalt give thy glory" — not the whole, but as to something. The other. Since, at the end of the chapter, all the [things] are repeated which the Lord commanded to be done, and they are handed down [as] effected by Moses, why is this one [thing] omitted? Is it sufficiently expressed in this, which [is] verse 22, "Moses did as the Lord had commanded"? and verse 23, "He reviewed all [things] which the Lord had commanded"? — or, as in the Hebrew, "he commanded him according to what the Lord had said by the hand of Moses"? Or [is it] because this was not done at once, but was deferred until the death of Moses? We shall see [in] the following question.


Question XX. (marg.) How ought Moses to give Joshua of his own glory?

Two [things are] here to be explained: 1. what that glory of Moses is; 2. how it ought to be given from it to Joshua. As to the first, [there is] a fourfold opinion. For to some, "give of thy glory," or "give of thy praise," is the same as "praise [him]; commend him with thy own words" — which they narrate Moses to have done, as above (q. 15) [was] noted, [and] the Septuagint. But this would be a wondrous mode of speaking, neither approved by any Hebrew, or Greek, or Latin explainer. And when, in 1 Paralip., last, the Lord says He will give glory to Solomon, does He say that He will praise him? To some, it seems [that] "the glory of the body" is to be taken, which was in Moses — namely, that admirable splendor which rendered him, as it were, "horned" [cornutum], as I expounded in Exodus. To others, "the glory of the soul" pleases — [namely] virtue exceedingly, and the charism of prophesying and of ruling well; and hither can pertain that "descent and casting-down" of Oleaster, of which the previous question. A fourth [group] prefer [it] to be "the glory of power," and of a certain, as it were, exterior honor and majesty — modest, however, and such as would by no means misbecome a most modest Prince: and to him [Joshua]—
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—and to it, [as] necessary, he [Joshua] might obey and defend [that authority]. Therefore Cajetan interprets "glory" [as] "insignia of glory." To the first [opinions] I cannot assent, on account of those reasons which I said before. But the second I do not follow: 1. because nothing of this kind was ever brought forth concerning Joshua; 2. because that which brought splendor to Moses's face — its cause was lacking to Joshua, namely the bringing of the tables in which the laws were contained (of which 2 Corinthians 3, [where] the Apostle [speaks]), and the repeated, most familiar and longest colloquy of 40 days with God; 3. because it is doubtful whether Moses retained that brightness up to this time, or whether it had long since ceased. Finally, how could he bestow that brightness on Joshua? For he would have had to put into his very face and body a certain fixed and constant quality. And by this same last argument I judge that Abulensis's second opinion also is shaken. For who of men could effect in a soul the habit or the action of anyone's virtue and grace? And on that account the Lord would not have said, "thou shalt give of thy glory," but "I will give" — as also above (Num. 11) the same Lord, when He willed to give the spirit to the 70 elect, spoke. But two [things] could be answered: first, that God willed to use Moses for effecting those virtues and charisms, as [His] instrument — just as, for example's sake, today He uses the baptizer, or some other minister of a Sacrament, for the effecting of grace in the souls of men. Secondly, that those virtues were to be given by Moses not by effecting, but by proposing and teaching — in which manner the Master excites knowledge in [his] disciples, and gives them all duty and integrity of life. For if the disciples are truly said to receive these from [their] teachers, [then] the teachers necessarily give them. And in this manner Oleaster understood his "descent and casting-down," [as] to be given by Moses. For where he applies this chapter 27 to the instructing of morals: "Does it not seem to thee," he says, "that the Lord said to Moses: 'Tell Joshua that he learn from thee, because thou art meek and humble of heart'?" To me indeed this mode of giving smiles [pleases me] much more than that former one with its effecting — inasmuch as [that former], which is above the order of nature, is not to be posited unless some certain reason urge [it]; but this [giving] through doctrine and exhortation [is] most usual. Yet one [thing] strongly opposes it: that it would be the same [thing], "Moses to command Joshua," and "to give of his own glory." Which if it be conceded, that quaternary of Moses's actions (of which q. 9) will indeed have to be diminished. But it is easily disposed of — [this] knot which was proposed in the previous little question: "Why," I said, "was that donation of glory not written down again with the rest of Moses's actions?" For it was in no way necessary, because this same [thing] would be one [and the same] action with the precept. Yet because, after it had been mandated to Moses by the Lord that he should give precepts to Joshua, [the command] is so distinctly subjoined that he should give the same [Joshua] "of his own glory" [as well] — let us indeed allow the actions to be distinct, and embrace the fourth mode of glory, which also pleased Abulensis. For that Moses had also several ministers, was said (ch. 4, quest. 1); and Scripture also calls that kind of exterior service and authority "glory," as Genesis 45, v. 13: "Tell my father [of] all my glory, and all [the things] which you have seen in Egypt." And this too signifies [that clause] which is subjoined [as] the cause of this giving: "that all the synagogue of Israel may hear him." As to the second [point], it is to be known thus about the glory of Joshua—
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—that Moses gave [it] to Joshua in such a way that he himself neither lost anything at all, nor did this [Joshua] receive even a very little something. As, in bk. 1, St. Augustine notes: "For so," he says, "it is to be taken, as if he said, 'Thou shalt make him a partner of thy glory.' But things of this kind are not, as it were, particularly divided [and thereby] diminished, but are whole to all, [and] whole to individuals — [those things] which have a fellowship of them" — as [is the case] concerning the communication of the spirit in Moses and the Seventy (of which before, ch. 7), [and] concerning teachers and disciples, [as Philo] rightly notes in the book On the Giants. And therefore the prince, as long as he should live, remained with dignity and with the fullest service — [namely] Moses; but a co-sharer of his dignity and service was Joshua: or [rather], "he received a part," that is, was made a partaker — so that now, not as a minister (as of old), but as next in dignity, [as] the other prince, the new Moses, he should always either stand by Moses or sit beside [him]; [that] he should now give many responses, [and] command many [things] to many with authority — [with] only the one authority of the principate being always reserved to Moses himself. And so, in our text, "a part of glory [is] given" is to be taken; and it is to be thought that therefore, with the rest which Moses had done, [this action] recorded was not [placed] under the end of the chapter, because that communication of glory with Joshua was always being made, as long as [Moses] was among the living — and on that day of inauguration indeed [it] was begun, but begun only, and continued through the days that followed, perfected up to Moses's death. And in this place [there is] indeed a type of that which [is] in John 12, v. 28: "Father," said our JESUS, "glorify thy name." There came therefore a voice from heaven: "I have both glorified [it], and will again glorify [it]." Rightly indeed the above-cited Oleaster: "Let princes learn," he says, "from this place, when they institute ministers and officials for themselves, to hand over [something] of their own glory before all [men]; to honor [them] supremely, that the subjects, seeing how much the superior makes of him, may reverence him, obey him, and honor him. For when the Father had sent CHRIST, the heavenly Teacher, into the world, hear how He commends Him: 'This,' He says, 'is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him.' So also CHRIST Himself, when He had sent the Apostles to preach, said: 'I give you power to tread upon serpents.'"


Question XXI. (marg.) How many actions of the created prince are here handed down?

In the Hebrew text three seem to be handed down. The first, "Before the face of Eleazar the Priest he shall stand." The second: "And he shall inquire for him by the judgment of the Urim [הָאוּרִים] before the Lord." The third: "At his word shall he go out and go in, himself." Before it be asked what these import, that former binary of these [two] is first to be discussed. For to some — in whose number [is] Vatablus in the text, and Oleaster — that single prior action seems to be attributed to the prince [Joshua], namely that he should stand before the Pontiff; but the latter [action] to the Pontiff himself, that he [the Pontiff] should inquire before the Lord — not [about] him [Eleazar], but [about] him, namely Joshua, that is, for him. And it can be confirmed: 1. from our text (v. 21): "for this [Joshua], if anything is to be done, Eleazar the Priest shall consult the Lord." 2. because he who here "inquires," inquires "by the judgment of the Urim," and "before the Lord." But to inquire thus was permitted to the Priests alone, because they alone bore the Urim (Exod. 28), and they alone could approach the Lord, namely before the ark. Yet more truly both those actions seem [to be] of the prince. For 1. to the verb "he shall stand" the nominative [subject] is prefixed; the same [Joshua] is to be prefixed to the verb "he shall inquire," by reason of the very conjunction ["and"]. And 2. the 70 so handed it down, when they render "they shall inquire of him," namely of the Priest—
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—[the Priest]. And they render [it] in the plural, "they shall inquire," either that they might show [that] not only the prince, but the people also, would inquire of the Priests; or that they might teach [that] not this prince Joshua only, but also all who should afterward hold the principate, ought to do the same. Thirdly, because even Laics can ask the Lord by the judgment of the Urim, and stand before Him — not by themselves immediately, but through those [same] Priests. Fourthly, because [he] who had followed the former opinion in his text, Vatablus, afterward in the Commentary so always explains [it], that he makes the prince the [one] inquiring. For in the Paris edition of the year [15]46: "He shall consult," he says, "the Pontiff about the things to be done, as [one] conscious of the will of God," &c.; "He shall ask the Priest [for] his opinion, what the Lord wishes to be done"; or "of God declaring [His will]. For here Urim [signifies] either the Pontiff, or God." Nay, even that very one who is always more unjust to pontifical authority — Calvin — says: "Here in one thing (the prince) is subjected to the Priest, that he ask him by Urim and Thummim." For by this symbol was the priestly dignity commended, that the prince should consult God through the mouth of the Priest, who, clothed with the sacred Ephod (whose emblems were Urim and Thummim), gave responses, as the interpreter of God Himself. But of our Interpreter the argument will be given afterward. To the second [action, something has been] already said, and again afterward to be said. It could indeed also here be treated of the going-in and going-out, which ought to be done at the word of the Pontiff; but of that more conveniently below.


Question XXII. (marg.) How ought Joshua to stand before the Pontiff, and himself inquire?

Not of this time only, in which the prince Joshua was created, are those actions, but of the future — which, namely, afterward, when he should really now bear the principate, he ought to do. For since it was already said above [that] he was constituted before the Pontiff, why is this now said, unless as future, "and he shall stand"? Then, at this very time of [his] creation, what was there that he should ask the Pontiff? But no doubt it is prescribed that thereafter, when he should begin to discharge the imposed office, he inquire. Twofold, therefore, [is] that status of Joshua before the Pontiff: One, while he is raised to the principate; the Other, after he has been raised. Two [things it] signifies. One, [that] it behooved him deservedly — [he] who is to be set over God's people [as] Leader, King, and Commander — to be set before the Pontiff: first indeed, that the Priest should approve his Principate and Empire by his [own], as it were divinely-sent, suffrage. For it concerns not a little the salvation of the sheep of the eternal supreme shepherd, who and of what sort the prince may be who lords it over them with command and power — whether he be of sound faith and religion, whether he seem about to rule them rightly and by the laws, not, however, tyrannically. And therefore also the Lord commanded (Deuteronomy 17, v. 15): "Thou shalt not be able to make a man of another nation King, who is not thy brother." For others, from other nations, were either not imbued with the true knowledge of God, and with the sanctity of His laws and ceremonies; or, [being] of Israel's seed, from which they [themselves] were not, [were] less inclined, and less solicitous about conserving, amplifying, and adorning it. Then, [it signifies] that by that very standing before the Priest, the prince might do God a certain [act] of honor. For the reverence of God's Priests redounds to God Himself, as I noted also (ch. 4 [of commentary] on Judges, theol. quest. 2). By this thing it is commanded that the Prince venerate the Pontiff, as [one] set over himself — says—
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—Cajetan. Thirdly, that by that same act he cheerfully and expeditiously testify [that] he would show compliance to the Priests [when they are] about to say and prescribe something. Whence also [comes] that illustrious custom which flourishes in the Christian Church: that not only Ecclesiastical Princes — Bishops, Archbishops, and Patriarchs — but also Political Princes, Kings, and Emperors, when by themselves they cannot [be present] before the Pontiff, present themselves through letters and legates, open to him their faith, and promise reverence and obedience — as by very many examples from antiquity the Annals of Baronius show, and [the examples] of the present-day Emperor, and of the Kings of France, of the Spains, of Lusitania [Portugal], and of Poland — [in their] legations, epistles, [and] orations to the Pontiff, which either Muretus or others published; and lately, when Henry IV entered upon the most Christian kingdom of the French, [there was] his legate before the holy Apostolic See. [On this] can be seen, against Machiavelli, P. Ribadeneira (bk. 1, ch. 7 & 12). The other [thing] which that latter status signifies is, that now in the very deed be performed that which at the beginning of the principate was begun and best promised — namely, toward the obsequy, observance, and obedience of God's Priest. But see, at the end of ch. 1 of Ezekiel, Pradus (p. 57); and to these add, if it please, [the things] which I added (in the [book] On the Joshuan Priests, ch. 1, number 7). But "before all the multitude also stood Joshua"; yet for a wholly different cause — as the text itself indicates. For of that [standing before the multitude] it is said, "that all the synagogue of the children of Israel may hear him"; but of [standing before] the Priest, "at his word shall he go out." Therefore the status before the people [is] recorded twice only; but before the Priest, thrice — that, as toward the people the office of the Prince had been explained, so also the Prince's observance toward the Pontiff might be denoted. Whence also the 70 Interpreters, not except once (when it is treated of the people), use the verb "to stand" — and that, when already the manner of standing before it [the people], and before the Priest, had been clearly [expounded] differently. But Procopius of Gaza: "God commands," he says, "that the prince be consulted indeed by the people, the Priest by this [prince], [and] God finally by this [Priest]." But to inquire "by the judgment of the Urim before the Lord" is either "concerning the judgment," or "to be roused [to inquiry] according to the judgment of the Urim themselves" — that is, either according to the formula, custom, and rite of the Urim, which are wont to be applied before the Lord; or "to inquire by the application of the pontifical Ephod, or of the pectoral" — which (Exod. 28) is called "the pectoral of judgment" (vv. 15 & 30). But those Urim, and that custom and judgment of them, are to be somewhat more illustrated. For [the things] which once, in the booklet On the Joshuan Priests (ch. 2), I published, were drawn almost from these same disputations.


Question XXIII. (marg.) What, at least universally and confusedly, were the Urim?

The Urim were in the priestly vestments — something, as is plain from Exod. ch. 28. Now those sacerdotal vestments were various. Among these, one — woven of gold, hyacinth, purple, twice-dyed scarlet, and twisted byssus [fine linen] — [was] the Pontiff's own, which is called Ephod, epomis, [or] the shoulder-piece [superhumerale]; by Josephus sometimes diplois, or "the hieratic robe [stole]" it is called. In the inner part of this, at the breast, there was a span-wide gap [pocket], which was filled from the same material, but doubled — a certain square, which was a span, or a larger palm, or twelve fingers, long and wide. In it were seen twelve most precious stones, in a row, or in a fourfold equal series, so that in each [row] of them there were three. And therefore [Gregory] also wrote (bk. 3 of the History, in the proem of the Turonensian [Gregory of Tours]): "On [his] breast Aaron bore the Trinity."
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[The first ordering (Serarius's, agreeing with the Hebrew):]
1. Sardius, Topaz, Emerald.
2. Carbuncle, Sapphire, Jasper.
3. Ligure, Agate, Amethyst.
4. Chrysolite, Onyx, Beryl.

Now in each single one of these stones were engraved the single [names] of the sons of Jacob, from whom [came] the twelve tribes of the Hebrews; the names were engraved.

But it is to be observed: 1. [that] St. Epiphanius (in the booklet On Gems) makes this part of the pectoral not square, but rectangular — namely, longer than broader. But below, the cause of this greater length will be taken away. Meanwhile, Cyril (bk. 11 On Adoration, fol. 279): "It is a sign of the Faith, that the stones are three [each], and as it were disposed in the Trinity; but of firmness, that they were confirmed by that figure which was square, and with equal sides on every side."

Then, these stones are by Josephus (bk. 5 of the Captivity [Jewish War], ch. 15) sometimes numbered in another order, thus:
1. Sardius, Topaz, Emerald.
2. Carbuncle, Jasper, Sapphire.
3. Agate, Amethyst, Ligure.
4. Onyx, Beryl, Chrysolite.

But some transposition of the names perhaps happened there [in Josephus], as also happens in R. Azariah [de' Rossi] (bk. 3, ch. 49), where in the third row the first name is made last; in the fourth, the last is made first, the second [made] last, [and] the third [made] second. But the order which was placed by me a little before agrees both with the Hebrew text, and with Josephus himself (bk. 3 Antiquities, ch. 8) — where he recounts not the bare names only, but ascribes to each its order, and often the number. For only so much does it differ, that in the first row he makes the first not Sardius (as elsewhere), but Sardonyx; and in the second, constantly [makes] Jasper second, Sapphire third. Unless we say the same stone was rendered by him otherwise and otherwise into Greek. For also concerning the 70 (Exod. 28), if they be compared with our Interpreter, the same seems to be said. For to them [the 70] both the orders, and the names, [are] these:
1. Sardion, Topazion, Smaragdus.
2. Carbuncle, Sapphire, Jasper.
3. Ligurion, Agate, Amethyst.
4. Chrysolite, Beryllion, Onychion.

Thus indeed we see also in the two other gems, which, on the Pontiff's shoulders, bound the front part of the epomis [ephod] with the back part. These our Interpreter renders "onyx stones"; Josephus (in both cited places) "sardonyxes"; the Septuagint (in the cited place) and Philo (bk. 2 On the Monarchy) "emeralds."

Thirdly, R. D. Kimchi wishes (on Judges 20) [that] there were also inscribed the names Abraham, Isaac, Jacob. And this the Rabbi here took from his own Talmud (Tractate Yoma, ch. 7, fol. 73b), where also other words are said to be inscribed — namely Shivtei Yeshurun [שבטי ישורון], that is, "the tribes of the Upright, of the beloved, or of Israel," who is called by that name (Deuteronomy 32, v. 15; and ch. 33, vv. 5 & 26). But since Scripture so often and so perspicuously commands the names of the twelve sons of Israel to be inscribed, it would be wonderful if [those] who—
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—were to be inscribed [namely the sons' names, that Scripture] did not name the parents even once — [that] it never there pointed out Abraham, nor Isaac, nor Jacob, or that Jeshurun. Lastly, concerning these gems can be read: St. Chrysostom (in Anastasius the Nicene, question 38); St. Epiphanius (in the cited booklet); Dionysius in the Periegesis; Rueus, bk. On Gems, and in the booklet On Myrrhines, ch. 10; Nic. Guibertus the Physician; but from the Rabbis, Rambam [Maimonides] (bk. On the Mysteries of Gems), Bahya, Rashi (on Judges 18), Rabbi Isaac Cato, the Targum (on Canticles 5), and others, whom Brughtonus praises in [his] Concentus. But if these were the orders to be depicted, [then] he who wrote notes on the booklet of St. Epiphanius bids [us hold] the first to be purple, or red with some blackness; the second hyacinthine, or violet [ianthinum]; the third puce, or of scarlet, that is, of scarlet-dye; the fourth byssine, that is, splendid, and like to gold, but more diluted [paler].


Question XXIV. (marg.) How was that [ornament], in which the Urim were, wont to be called?

That [ornament], of which [in] the previous question — the square ornament of the Pontiff — is called: 1. by the Hebrews חֹשֶׁן [choshen], by the Chaldees choshena. And Calvin says (on Exod. 28) that this was derived, [as it seemed] to him, from "fortitude" or "treasure" — "it does not displease" [him]. But since "fortitude" is written by ʿoz [עז], [and] "treasure" by otzar [אוצר], what similitude have these with choshen? 2. by Josephus [it is called] "essen," with a somewhat harsh Hebrew word softened (as is often done by him), and perhaps with another vowel-point; [it] was written essen, unless ossen. 3. by the 70, λόγιον [logion], that is, "oracle." In certain Greek copies, and in St. Jerome (Isa. 50; Hos. 4), it is read λογεῖον [logeion]. But less well, as it seems, if we regard either the analogy of the other Greeks of that kind, or the usage of good authors. According to that [analogy], it should rather be called the "consulting-place" [logeion], as μουσεῖον [museum], διδασκαλεῖον [school], ξενοδοχεῖον [inn], ὀρφανοτροφεῖον [orphanage], and the like [are formed]. But according to these [authors], as in Plutarch's Sylla, the seers [vates] are called λόγιοι; and in Hesychius, the very [things which are] τὰ μαντεύματα ["oracular responses"] are λόγια. 4. From the "breast" [pectore], under which it is placed, it is called both by our interpreter and by the Hebrews "pectoral." 5. Because λόγος means not speech only, but also reason — and its seat, or workshop, or at least beginning and origin, is wont to be placed in the breast — therefore St. Jerome sometimes renders [it] "Rationale." "It is called Rationale," says Philo (bk. 2 On the Monarchy), "by [its] true name; because whatever is contained in heaven is fabricated by fixed reasons, and adorned, which agree among themselves." 6. It is also sometimes called, synecdochically, "Ephod" — because it is namely a part, and a certain emblem, of it. 7. Finally, with an adjunct, it is wont to be called "the Rational of Judgment" (Exodus 28, vv. 15 & 30), "the Judgment of the children of Israel" (same, v. 30), "the Judgment of the Urim" (this very [place], Num. 27). The cause [Rabbi David] gives (in the cited place), [namely] because through that [Urim] were indicated the judgments of men who should ask God something. But Rabbi Solomon [Rashi], because Mishpat [מִשְׁפָּט] was superscribed — that is, "judgment." But others bring better causes: namely, that by it either God's judgment about some thing might be demonstrated, or [it] itself be proper [to that]; or, on the contrary, that men's judgments, will, desire, and cause might be set before God Himself. For all these [things] the Priest does, when, adorned with that sacred vestment, he asks, receives, [and] announces to men the divine responses; or, with the same ornament, offers their vows.
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But there is also another cause, which is, as it were, the foundation of the higher [former ones], or auxiliary [to them]: [namely] that rightly is it added, [that] by that ornament was represented the right of the sons of Israel to those [things] which were divinely made [as] promises to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob — so that, by that symbol, the memory of those [promises] might always be renewed, and, as it were, revived before God, as men revive [remember]. For thus He was invited to benevolence and beneficence; these [Israel] were invited to faith, hope, and all the sanctity of religion. It can indeed be added, [that] the responses which God gave through that kind of oracle were, as it were, certain most wise judgments, and most certain rules, which, in judging and acting, the children of Israel might most safely and most usefully follow. But all these things [that] illustrious [passage] of St. Cyril will illustrate not a little (bk. 11 On Adoration, the oration).

For Palladius thus interrogates him: "For what cause was this workmanship called the Rational of judgments?" He himself [Cyril] responds: "Was not the superhumeral likewise called 'superior' [upper] from this, that it was drawn over both shoulders — [we] regarding the origin of the word, [as] we said? — Palladius: So [it is]. — What then? — Cyril: Because likewise rightly, from the origin and proportion of the word, [namely] that it is placed in the heart and viscera, we say it is called the 'rational of judgments' — since the heart is, in a certain manner, the seat of our rational faculty, and the viscera [are]; and there inheres, and is well-nigh fixed according to nature to this rational faculty, that [power] too [which is] in whatsoever things are to be done rightly, and the whole and integral faculty of judging — that is, just judgment, and [the sense of] what befits each thing. But does not the faculty of reason, which is in us, weigh the natures of things to be done, and separate, from the things to be preferred, the little-pleasant and the useless? — Palladius: Assuredly. — Cyril: But indeed, divine Scripture is wont to call 'judgment' that power by which we judge rightly and justly. And so blessed David says in the Psalms, 'Blessed [are they] who keep judgment and do justice at all time.' He said also again, 'And the honor of the King loves judgment' — for illustrious is the King's glory and honor, if he love justice. That ornament, therefore, which was cast over the heart and breast, is called the 'rational of judgment' for this cause: because it is placed there, where the faculty of reason is — [that] place, in which faculty is contained the reckoning of judging rightly and justly."


Question XXV. (marg.) How were the Urim otherwise called?

In this place of Numbers 27 [the Urim] are called haurim [הָאוּרִים], with he [ה] prefixed — which the Hebrews call the "notificative" [article] — that it might, namely, be more expressed, and [that] that reckoning of interrogating the Lord might be indicated. Elsewhere, however, with that he removed, [they are called] Urim. And that [in] a twofold [way]: for either solitarily, Urim, as here and [in] 1 Kings [Sam.] 28; or conjointly, as elsewhere they are always called Urim and Thummim. And the former name indeed signifies "illuminations," "illuminating [ones]," or "lights"; but the latter, "perfections," or "perfecting [ones]," as also in the Chaldee Targum, Uraia and Thummaia: the Greeks rendered [them] τὰ δῆλα ["the manifest things"], δήλωσιν καὶ ἀλήθειαν ["manifestation and truth"], φωτισμοὺς καὶ τελειώσεις ["illuminations and perfections"], φωτίζοντας καὶ τελείους ["illuminating and perfect"]. Our interpreter [renders them] "doctrine and truth"; or [understands] that the Priests themselves are adorned with these ensigns, or something like [that], as seemed fitting. St. Jerome (on Hosea 3): "Teraphim," he says, "the Septuagint interpreted δήλους ['manifest']; Aquila φωτισμούς ['illuminations']; and these same are ἐν λογείῳ (or λογίῳ), that is, in the rational." But truly Aelian narrates (bk. 14 of the Various History) [that] among the Egyptians anciently the Judges were Priests—
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—and [that] the chief of these was he who was of all the most advanced in age, and that this one judged all the others. "It behooved, moreover" (that I may now retain his very words) "[that] he himself be a most just man, and sparing to no one at all. He had, moreover, an image about [his] neck, of a sapphire stone; and that image was called Ἀλήθεια [Aletheia], 'Truth.'" For the ancient Egyptians emulated, in many things, the institutions of the Jews. And at Hierapolis, he who interrogated the oracles was ἀρχιερεύς [archiereus, "high-priest"], as Lucian says (in On the Syrian Goddess).


Question XXVI. (marg.) More distinctly, what were the Urim and Thummim?

But indeed what these were, and how they were in the rational, [and] how through them God was consulted and responded, St. Augustine (quest. 117 on Exodus) and Cyril (bk. 11 On Adoration) say [is] exceedingly difficult of discovery; but others also [say it is] ἀδύνατον [adynaton, "impossible"]. Rabbi Kimchi confesses the utter ignorance of these things among his own Hebrews. For "in the root Ur," he says, "what Urim and Thummim be, is not known among us." And Rashi says that Scripture was "the ineffable name." "Nevertheless," he says, "the explained truth of this thing is not [known]." Similar [things say] R. Alfasi, and R. Azariah [de' Rossi] (bk. 3, Imrei Binah, ch. 60, fol. 57b). Our Cajetan: "What," he says, "is understood by the names Urim and Thummim, no one (as far as we know) has hitherto explained." Yet not, [being] broken by desperation, must we cease from the investigation of these [things]. "By Urim and Thummim are illumined and perfected those praying and laboring." "All," says Alexis, "the things sought, come — if a man shrink not from the toil" [ἅπαντα τὰ ζητούμενα ἔρχεται, ἐὰν μὴ προαπόστῃς, μηδὲ τὸν πόνον φύγῃς]. "And it is better to see very obscure things even in a mirror, than to take no understanding of them at all," says B. Cyril, in the cited bk. 11 On Adoration.

A twofold kind of opinions about these [Urim], therefore, I see. The former opines [them to be] something diverse from the gems enumerated in the pectoral. But what? [There are] many opinions. The first: [that they are] the double texture itself of the epomis [ephod], of which Exod. 28, v. 16. And this seems to me to be the opinion of Philo (bk. 2 On the Monarchy): "The rational," he says, "the twin text varies, of which the one is called clarity, the other truth." The second: [that they are], between that double texture, certain notable plates [laminae] — one golden, the other silver. But variously. For, first, in these R. Solomon [Rashi] says the ineffable name of God, IEHOVA, was inscribed; and this Vatablus, Eugubinus, and others embrace. Secondly, R. Abraham [says they] were composed after the fashion of an Astrolabe — so that even thence the Astrologers received the exemplar and invention of Astrolabes. Thirdly, a certain Hebrew gloss (in Abulensis, on Exod. 28, after quest. 12) [says] that on these were inscribed the names of the 12 tribes, and, with each, some [name] of a star or heavenly body, or [the] name of an Angel; and that [so], by the power of those stars or Angels, the memory of those 12 tribes might be kept in the divine mind. Fourthly, [that] on these same were the names of God — [names] partly of 72 letters, partly of 30, of 28, and of 4 [letters]. So R. Abraham the Frank, in the declaration of the secrets of R. Abraham Aben-Ezra. The third [view of this former kind]: that these very words, Urim, Thummim, were fixed in that pectoral. And this Philo seems to say (bk. 3 On the Life of Moses): "There was," he says, "a quadrangular rational, doubled, destined for the bearing of the two virtues which are Revelation and Truth; and again afterward, [he] said two—
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—two virtues it names" [Revelation and Truth]. And this pleases, from the Jews, R. David Kimchi; from the Catholics, St. Augustine (on Exodus, quest. 18), Hugh of St. Victor (in Lippomanus, on Exodus), Radulphus (bk. 6 on Leviticus), Bellarmine (bk. 4 On the Pontiff, ch. 3); and, from the heretics, Calvin himself. The fourth [view]: [that it] is an adamant [diamond], by whose brightness and variation of color would be indicated the [things] which anyone might ask of God. So [in] the book On Gems, St. Epiphanius; Suidas (under the word Ephod); Anastasius the Nicene (quest. 38), who also compares [it] to a golden little star. The fifth, of Cajetan, who wishes there to be two conditions of putting on the pectoral — namely, that it be put on without wrinkles, and fitly to the whole body. For in Exod. 28 (fol. 266), when he had noted more about these, he adds: "If there be joined to these [the requirement] which the pectoral needed, in that very act by which it was accommodated to the Pontiff's breast — [namely] the two conditions — it will appear that those two conditions are signified by the names Urim and Thummim. For the pectoral was constructed not from gold, but woven from threads of linen, silk, and gold; and therefore, from the [nature of the] material, it could have many wrinkles, and many obliquities. Nor were its four sides stretched by golden pegs (that so it might escape wrinkles), but it was bounded on every side by golden chains, which do not suffice for taking away the wrinkles from the pectoral. And therefore the pectoral needed to be so accommodated to the breast, according to [its] chains and laces, and [needed such] extension and direction, that both according to all its parts it might lie manifest, and according to all its parts might have rectitude of position, and commensuration to the arms, to the beard, and the rest — and these two conditions are signified, to the letter, by the names Urim and Thummim. And the sense is: 'And thou shalt give — in accommodating the pectoral itself to the Pontiff's breast — Urim, that is, "lights" (that is, that all its parts may shine clearly, may lie clearly open, with no covering, [so that] no wrinkle of any part of it lie hidden or be darkened), and Thummim, that is, "perfections" (that is, that the whole, and any part of it, be disposed so rightly and commensurately, in relation to the arms and the hairs of the beard, to the chains and laces, to the belt, &c., that they may have all the requisites for the perfect disposition of the whole and of the several parts).'"

The latter kind of opinions is: that [the Urim and Thummim] are those very gems, which by these two names, for just causes, are marked. For they shone, and diffused from themselves the greatest splendor, since they were most noble; therefore they were called Urim. And with the greatest integrity and perfection, since of the whole kind they were the choicest that were [finest], therefore they were named Thummim. And this is the opinion of Josephus, of Lyranus, of Abulensis, of Oleaster, of Moncaeus (bk. 1 On Aaron, ch. 19), and of our Ribera. And to the truth [it] seems to me the more inclined opinion. For those higher [opinions] appear either as manifest fabrications, or certainly [as] opinions fictitious enough, without the foundation on which they rest. And some of them — most of all that Astrolabe one — is copiously refuted by Tostatus [Abulensis] in the cited place. Then, if any adamant [diamond] had been joined to those twelve, why would the names, orders, and places of those gems be so studiously noted, but this one here not even once anywhere be named, nor any place of it indicated? What of the fact that Anastasius places emeralds [Smaragdos] on either side of it? — which [emeralds] are also nowhere placed in Scripture, or certainly not except on the Pontiff's shoulders. Thirdly, if Urim and Thummim were something other than those gems—
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—what cause could be feigned, why their material, form, quality, quantity, [and] place would nowhere be described even by a little word? And [whereas] of the other, even most minute, little things [there] is so accurate and so laborious a description, of these — which were of so great moment and so great dignity — [there is] not even one little word, or an apiculus [tiny stroke]? I know Rabbi Solomon [Rashi] refers the cause of so great a silence to the makers of these [gems], the Phrygians [embroiderers], or the jewelers — namely, because they were others than [those] of the rest of the ornaments. [Scripture] narrates [that] either God Himself, or, at His dictation, Moses, made Urim and Thummim on Mount Sinai — but with no indication, no probable conjecture. And why would that be less delivered to memory than [the fact] that the tables of the Decalogue were written by the finger of God? But we see the same stones, by the consent of all, called (Exod. 25, v. 7) "stones soham [שֹׁהַם], and stones milluim [מִלֻּאִים]" — where our [interpreter] renders "onyx stones, and gems." What wonder, then, if Urim and Thummim be also named [for the same]? Yet perhaps it may move someone that, while God prescribes the making of the Pontifical vestments, He first accurately delivers the setting, sculpture, names, [and] order of all the stones; and then at last, as though commanding something altogether other: "But thou shalt put," He says, "in the rational of judgment Doctrine and Truth (Urim and Thummim), which shall be on Aaron's breast, when he shall go in before the Lord; and he shall bear the judgment of the children of Israel on his breast, in the sight of the Lord always" (Exod. 28 [v. 30]). But it is to be understood, [that] a brief summary as it were — a recapitulation [anacephalaeosis] of the [things] which He had said hitherto — is here instituted; and that not an altogether new fabric of the thing, but of the same which had already been narrated, a new use as it were, and new names, are indicated. For there is not, for inculcating the utility or the study of anything, in a divine Codex of this sort, an unwonted repetition. Fourthly and lastly, [there] is that opinion of Cajetan, [which is] well-nigh ridiculous. First, because the phrases of Scripture do not agree. For "to give Urim and Thummim" would be nothing other than to prohibit wrinkles of the ephod, and to fit [it] to the priest's body. But to "inquire in the judgment of Urim" — what would that be? Secondly, [because] those who would make the vestments fit to the body — the tailors, who would weave the material free from wrinkles, or in whatever way impede them, and also the servants who unfold and stretch the masters' garments — these would be said to "give Urim and Thummim." Thirdly, in every kind of garments, if they were fit and least wrinkled, it could be said [that] "Urim and Thummim are in [them]." Fourthly, most ineptly would the 70 have rendered [it], and our [interpreter], "Doctrine, and Truth." And yet Cajetan's own glossator calls [that rendering] "the sound understanding." And Cajetan himself: "This," he says, "I would affirm to be the literal sense."


Question XXVII. (marg.) What was the use of the same Urim and Thummim, and what the cause of the names? [the printed marginal numeral is worn — it reads like "XXV"; but by the run of the questions this is the 27th.]

But that use [of the Urim] is this: that through those stones — so shining, and perfect — [God], the author of all light and perfection, might both be asked and might respond; and, responding, He might fill and perfect both the priests and the Prince, and the people, with a certain spiritual light — while He shows them things involved [obscure], explains ambiguous [ones], [and] instructs them concerning [things] to be done or to be omitted; and teaches concerning the way, and the manner of undertaking or perfecting anything. Moreover, those names generally, and that [light] which is in the stones themselves (as I said above) — "light," and "perfection," and this which—
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—are in some manner effected by these [stones] themselves, [these names] denote. But this latter [signification] the Greek and Latin interpreters chiefly regarded, when, by those words which before (quest. 23) I set down, they rendered these [names] — so that on that account, with Bellarmine (bk. 4 On the Pontiff, ch. 3), the etymon of those words need not be fabricated, since [it is] not from or and tham — that is, from light and perfection — but from יָרָה [yarah] and אָמַן [aman], that is, "I teach" and "it is true," [that] he [the interpreter] fetched them. Briefly and clearly the Talmud (Tract. Yoma, ch. 7, near the end, fol. 73b): "Urim — schemeirin eth dibrehen; Thummim — schemaschlimin eth dibrehen" — that is, they are called Urim because they illustrate and illuminate the [things] which are said; Thummim, because they complete and perfect [the things] which are said. Which words R. Azariah also cites (bk. 3, ch. 50, fol. 157), where, however, he also notes [that] it can seem [that] they were called Thummim because they signified the Israelites [to be] perfect. But in the same manner he could have called them "lights," and thence named them Urim — which [Azariah] does not wish.

But specially [these names] import several [things], which regard partly the praise of God Himself, responding through those stones; partly the instruction of the priests; and [partly] the consolation of the whole Church. But of these [it will be treated] more conveniently where the manner of these shall have been expounded. And that [manner] indeed [is] twofold: namely, of interrogating through these, and of responding.


Question XXVIII. (marg.) What is the manner of inquiring through Urim and Thummim? and first, among the Priests? [the printed marginal numeral reads "XXVI"; but by the run of the questions this is the 28th — the printed marginal Q-numbers lag by two from col 210 on.]

This manner is regarded either in God Himself [being] interrogated, [with] the Priest interrogating, or in the Prince, or another man, interrogating the Priest himself. That [former manner]— which indeed does not please me —is handed down [as] twofold. One, by Hugh, in the place cited (quest. 24): namely, that the Priest interrogated by lots. But where [is there] ever any mention of lots, or the least judgment [of lots], when it is treated of Urim? And was not the reckoning altogether diverse — of seeking out something by lots, and of asking through Urim? Both reckonings we read in the same ch. 14 of bk. 1 of Kings [1 Sam.]: but as the reckonings of interrogating were diverse, so also they were explained by diverse words. For this our interrogation through Urim is described [in] verse 18, where our [interpreter], and the Hebrew: "Apply the ark," or "bring [it] near," or "make the ark to approach"; the Septuagint, "Apply the ephod" [προσάγαγε τὸ ἐφούδ], as also Theodoret notes (quest. 16 on Judges); and again afterward [in] verse 37. But the casting-of-lots [is] verse 40 and following. — The other manner [is] handed down, in Abulensis (quest. 15 on Exod. 28), by R. Solomon [Rashi], Aben-Ezra, and others: that the priest wrote on a paper [charta] that about which he wished to inquire; and this manner seems to be borne out by the Latin version of the Nicene, [that is] Anastasius's version, when it says: "When the priest was about to consult God Himself concerning some head [matter], he bound that same [paper] upon the humeral, in the middle of the breast, and placed [it] under his hands; and it was found expanded in his palms like a little box [pyxidula]." For that very [thing] which he bound, and hid under his hands — what [was it], unless the head [matter] about which he interrogated? Or if you say [it was] the adamant [diamond] itself, which a little before he [Anastasius] had placed [there] — it will also have to be said [that] it did not always cohere to the rational, but was wont to be taken away, and again imposed; which how it could be done, does not appear. [Was it] the Ephod itself? [So] it seems, because that too is taken merely for the rational; and in Suidas there is [something] which necessarily is referred not to the adamants, but either to the κεφάλαιον [kephalaion, "head/chief matter"], or to the Ephod. But assuredly rather to the κεφάλαιον, because there is subjoined, "Looking to the Ephod," when it would have sufficed to say, "Looking to it [illud]" — which, namely,—



(col. 212)

—[the Ephod itself] he [Suidas] was explaining, and about which he was just now going to speak. Nay, even St. Cyril (bk. 11 On Adoration, fol. 279): "The text does not openly indicate whether [it was] the stones, or as it were on a small tablet [tabella] that he ordered that inscription to be made. And besides," he says, "whether those were the stones, or whether those names were written as it were on a golden tablet — this indeed we shall not too curiously investigate." Moreover, in Sophronius's Meadow [Pratum Spirituale], ch. 147, we read [that] St. Leo placed a certain epistle of his, against the heretics, upon the tomb of St. Peter, and asked that, if there were anything of sin [in it], the Apostolic hand might correct it — and that so it was done. Nay, even from some Heliopolitan Apollo or other, responses were sought — the absent [petitioners] having sent sealed documents [diplomata] — [as] Macrobius, the author of bk. 1 Saturnalia, ch. 23 [reports]. But of a Scripture of this kind, [there is] no trace in the whole Scripture, or [only] an obscure one. And was God ever absent, that one should have to deal with Him by letters? Was time, in sudden matters, sometimes consumed by writing?

That [other view] rather is to be held: [namely] that, by the priests — this gemmed pectoral being taken up, and prayers and words being applied [as] the matter required — questions were put. Whence (1 Kings [Sam.] 23) the King [says] to the Priest, "Apply the Ephod" — whose part, as I said, was the pectoral; and words are added, not any letters, by which the whole inquiry might be made (vv. 10 & 12). If the ark was present, before it the interrogation was made — not indeed by entering the holy of holies, but standing only in the holy [place], or at least turned toward it in countenance, standing somewhere, as [in] 1 Kings [Sam.] 14. For that the priest ought altogether to have been turned in face to the Shekhinah [שְׁכִינָה, schecinah], or to the majesty of God, the Tractate Yoma (ch. 7, fol. 73) teaches, and Rambam (ch. 10; Tractate On the Vessels of the Temple, vol. 3, fol. 188), where he says the priest so stood that panaiu liphne haaron [פניו לפני הארון], "his face was before the ark." If the ark was not present, the very putting-on of the ephod sufficed, as seems gathered from 1 Kings [Sam.] 23; and both this is called, in the Hebrew (2 Esdras [Neh.] 7, v. 65), "to stand for Urim and Thummim," where our [interpreter has] "until there should arise a learned and instructed priest." For the opinion is that those [of whom the discourse is there] — [priests] driven out from the number of priests — [were] not to be admitted to the communion of the priestly foods and revenues before the Lord Pontiff should consult the Lord about them through Urim. Finally, [the priest] was wont, that he might ask and pray to God, to expand [his] hands, and lift [them] to heaven. For that [very thing] seems signified [in] 1 Kings [Sam.] 14, v. 19, when the King said to the priest asking the oracle: "Draw back thy hand," or (as the Hebrew word also notes) "Gather [it]." Yet this can also be so understood, as if the King said: "It is enough; do not [further] admonish the ark, as I had said. Cease to attempt this, and to stretch out thy hand to it. For the clamor of the enemies grows." There is no time of waiting longer. But when he had prayed, Anastasius says that he [the priest] "looked to the Ephod." But the truth of this hangs on the [things] which shall be said about the manner of responding.

But while, in the priest interrogating God, the sacred ephod is said [to be] necessary, at the same time it is signified [that] it behooved him to be adorned with the proper sacred vestments — as the cited Tractate Yoma teaches (ch. 7, fol. 72b), and, in the cited place, Rambam, who also, toward the end of the chapter, distinguishes the Pontifical epomis from the others which were of the other priests, of the Levites, and of the Prophets. But it does not seem to be passed over, that in those same places so much [do the] Talmudic—
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—[so much do the] Talmudists warn, as Rambam: "Cohen sheeno medabber beruach ha-qodesh, u-shechinah sheruyah alau, en sho'alin bo" [כהן שאינו מדבר ברוח הקדש ושכינה שרויה עליו אין שואלין בו], that is: "Through a priest who does not speak in the Holy Spirit, and upon whom the majesty of God does not reside, one is not to inquire." And this they prove from 2 Kings [Sam.], ch. 15, v. 24.


Question XXIX. (marg.) What is the manner of inquiring, for those interrogating the priest? [printed marginal numeral "XXVII"; = XXIX by the run of the questions.]

But in him who interrogated the priest himself, Oleaster requires (on Num. ch. 27): First, that he be present [in person], and pray that the priest stand by [assist] him [as he] asks the Lord. Whence R. Bachai, on Deuteronomy (Parashat Shophetim, fol. 207b), notes [that] the Prophets bent themselves reverently, [being] present, before the King; but the King stood before the priest, when he wished to use Urim. But R. David, on ch. 20 of Judges, wishes this manner of standing-by to be [such] that he turn [his] face toward the priest; and this the cited Tractate hands down (in the superior question), ch. 7, fol. 37. But Rambam wishes him who interrogates to stand behind the priest (ch. 10, Tract. On the Vessels of the Temple, number 11). But his commentator, R. Joseph Karo, there (fol. 188, vol. 3), sufficiently signifies [that] he differs from Rashi and other Rabbis. Then, that he interrogate him [the priest] not by thought alone, nor by a clear voice, but in that manner in which Anna spoke before the Lord (1 Kings [Sam.] 1, v. 13); or, as the cited Rambam says in the place, in that manner by which one prays with oneself, within oneself. But when the priest was with face toward the ark, or at least toward the Western part, or, if you please, turned in whatever other direction, he who interrogated ought to have stood opposite [him] — since it rather befitted [that] he look in the same [direction] in which the priest looked, that toward God Himself at once, and likewise, the vows, countenance, and eyes of the supplicants might be directed. But that the manner of him who interrogated the priest was [with] a clear voice seems so plain that this very thing the Jerusalem Talmud teaches — and he who cites it, R. Azariah (bk. 3, ch. 57, fol. 157b), and likewise Perush on Yoma (ch. 7, fol. 73.1). And it would be wondrous if the contrary were feigned by those Rabbis. For how otherwise could the priest hear him, and understand his question? How, as [in] 1 Kings [Sam.] 1, [could] Eli [have done]; and so [that] he himself not err? For thus, in that place which this [Rabbi] cites, the Rabbinus writes: "Anna spoke in her heart, and only her lips moved, and the voice was not at all heard."

But someone would answer, [that] the questions are proposed not to the priest himself, but to God alone — [with] the priest, however, wearing Urim and Thummim before him. And this could be confirmed from the interrogating-formulas which Saul (1 Kings [Sam.] 14, v. 37) [and] David (ch. 23, vv. 10 & 12) use. For all [these] are referred to God Himself; to Him they speak; from Him, [that] which they desire to know, they inquire. And for this cause hesitates [in] bk. [1] Kings 14 (quest. 3), Abulensis; and ch. 23 (quest. 7), there: "the second [inquiry] was, and afterward — but then it stands doubtful." — But truly, in that reckoning the Pontiff would not be interrogated, but God alone. Yet, as we have so often seen above, from that very Num. 27 our Joshua is commanded to interrogate Eleazar. Then, since often about public affairs — peace, war, and the like — there was interrogation, what did it concern to conceal it from the priest, who [was] otherwise well acquainted with all these? [Was it] as the augur Attus Navius's knowledge Tarquin tested (in Livy, and Cicero On Divination) — so [that] they who interrogated the Lord [might test] the prophetic power and faith of His priests and oracles?—
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—[that] they tested [it]? Thirdly, if to God alone the questions were proposed, why would the thought alone of the askers not have sufficed? Why would the movement of lips, and a murmuring, after the manner of Anna, be prescribed? Now fourthly, I would wish to know what, before Anna so spoke, was done in this kind of interrogating. Did she learn from those old interrogators that manner of speaking with God? or did all who followed [learn it] from her, [as] interrogators? [Did] both by chance [do] both thus — or those [old ones] by law, these by chance, or the contrary?

More truly, therefore, [it is] that the questions [were] put to the priest himself by the interrogators, which he would propose to God — and therefore [questions] put with that voice which was sonorous and clear, so that they could be received and heard by him, and at last proposed to God, as was noted above from Procopius. But those formulas of Saul and David interrogating do indeed name God, and speak to Him — but with the priest, and through the priest. For many [things], both in profane and in sacred [writers], you may find which are mandated to the very [persons] by the same words by which the internuncio [go-between] ought to speak and announce them — as [in] 2 Kings [Sam.] 3, vv. 12, 13, 14. And therefore, [in] bk. 1 of Kings, ch. 14, Abulensis (quest. 31) — although it be doubtful — nevertheless concludes rather to this part. "Saul," he says, "did not consult the Lord by himself, but the priest consulted for him. But when it is said that Saul consulted, and that God did not answer him, he is said to have consulted because he bade the priest what he might consult the Lord [about] — just as he is said to build a house, who bids it to be built; or he is said to consult the Lord, because the question which the priest proposed was his. And so it is also said of David, that he himself did not consult the Lord by himself, but the great priest [consulted] for him. Although it is not unfitting, that sometimes the inquirer himself proposed the words of consultation, the Pontiff assisting him — and this is more signified of David, from the words of the text below (ch. 23), when it is said: 'David said to Abiathar the priest: Apply the Ephod. And David said, O Lord God of Israel, &c.: If the men of Keilah will deliver me into his hands; and if Saul will come down. And the Lord said: He will come down. David said: Will the men of Keilah deliver me up? &c.' — which all sufficiently appear to be the words of David."

Finally, it warns (in the cited ch. 10, Tract. On the Vessels of the Temple) [that] to Rambam and David Kimchi it seems [that] only a single question was to be proposed at one time, not several at once. But they are refuted from 1 Kings [Sam.] ch. 23 & 30, as [is] noted on that chapter 23 (quest. 13) by Abulensis. Because, however, they draw this condition of the inquirer from the same Talmudic tractate Yoma (ch. 7, fol. 73) — [whence] those Rabbis drew [it] — it is to be known [that] there, both in the Gemara and in the Gloss, it is added [that], if several [things] be asked, response is indeed [given], but to one only — and that indeed to the first, which either is asked or ought to have been asked. For, when David had asked two [things] (1 Kings [Sam.] 23, v. 11) — and prior indeed, whether he was to be delivered by the Keilites into Saul's hands; the latter, whether Saul would come down — the Lord answered (v. 12): "He will come down"; and afterward, "The men of Keilah will deliver [thee] up." Nevertheless, a little after, the same Talmudic tractate confesses [that] several [things] could be interrogated, and to all responded — because that is plain from 1 Kings [Sam.] ch. 30, v. 8. Nor [is] that Rabbinic [maxim decisive]: "En sho'alin shenei devarim ke-echad" [אין שואלין שני דברים כאחד], that is, "Two things are not to be interrogated as one" — [which] agrees with that Aristotelian [rule] (bk. 1 Elenchi [Sophistical Refutations], ch. 4): that not several interrogations be made [into one]—
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—[several] ambiguous and sophistical [interrogations made] as it were [into] one.


Question XXX. (marg.) What is the manner of responding through Urim and Thummim? and first, according to Josephus? [printed marginal numeral "XXVIII" (set oddly as "XXV.III"); = XXX by the run of the questions.]

Manners by which the Lord might respond, seven I have hitherto read, or heard.

The first is: that the Lord made those gems only — beyond their accustomed and natural manner — to be illustrated [lit up] or obscured, or otherwise colored; and thence, by the priests, and by the beholding interrogators, it was known and understood what He was responding. So, in the compendium of history, Cedrenus says [they] were signified διὰ τῆς αὐγῆς τὰ χρηστά, διὰ τῆς ἀποσκοτώσεως τὰ δεινά [by the brightness, favorable things; by the darkening, dreadful things]. St. Epiphanius (book On Stones): "By the change of its color the adamant [diamond] signified — death indeed, if [it turned] black; the sword, if bloody [red]; prosperity, if — as [was] scarcely [ever] — white; as, when concerning St. John the Baptist to be begotten, Zacharias received the response." Anastasius the Nicene (in the cited place) at once says: "the adamant flashed, and, casting forth light, emitted rays. But if [it] pleased not God, the stone remained in its own order [state]. But if He was about to deliver the people to the sword, it became bloody. But if some deadly [thing] was about to happen, it became black." The same Suidas also set down, word for word; but that part of them alone — [namely] that of the radiation — St. Chrysostom (oration 3 Against the Jews), Genebrardus (bk. 2 Chronology, fol. 94), and others following Josephus (bk. 3 Antiquities, ch. 9 in the Greek, ch. 12 in the Latin of Ruffinus), who wishes those 12 stones, and likewise those which were on the Pontiff's shoulders — the sardonyxes — to have flashed together. And Abulensis praises [this] (Exod. 28, q. 15); Moncaeus (book On the Golden Calf, ch. 19, q. 2, 23); and, from the Novatores [innovators], Chytraeus (on Judges, ch. 1, p. 131); from the Rabbis in some manner R. Eliezer (ch. 38), once and again; R. Azariah (bk. 3, ch. 50, fol. 157b), in some way, as it seems.

But that manner — as it were imperfect, and, while it is taken alone, not sufficiently consonant to truth — I rejected elsewhere, in the booklet before cited, On the Joshuan Priests. But because a man most learned, one of my dearest [friends], scrutinizes the same [truth] which I [do], in matters great — on account of the antiquity of the time, and the brevity of the Biblical text, [truth] wrapped in darkness — and thinks it sufficiently expounded in the cited Josephus, and strives to respond to my arguments against this, so that the truth and doctrine of Urim and Thummim may be more and more clear: I shall first repeat what I said there, no little word either added or taken away; then, what to those [things], or about them, [says] that Syzetes [co-inquirer] and Disquisitor, that friend most dear to me. I, therefore, thus:

The manner of responding Josephus thus explains: that from those gems a certain wondrous brightness flashed forth, as often as God willed to be the author and helper of waging some war — so much so that, at the sight of the Priest, [it] straightway stood [manifest] to the whole multitude that God would be present [assisting]. But was God consulted only about war? [Was it] only about those questions to which "yea" or "nay" alone sufficed? Nay indeed, [there] was sometimes interrogation also about the manner of doing certain things; sometimes about the same [matter], even if there was no [yes/no] interrogation — [and] yet the response contained that itself, the clearer and fuller it might be. Hear what response [was given] to David asking whether he should go up against the Philistines: "Thou shalt not go up; but fetch a compass behind their back, and thou shalt come upon them over against the balsam-trees. And when thou shalt hear the sound of one going in the top of the balsam-trees, then shalt thou join battle: for then shall the Lord go out before thy face, to strike the camp of the Philistines" (2 Sam. 5:23–24).
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But what brightness of stones, what rays, could speak these [things] — so many, so unlooked-for, so new, and so strange? [Something] was asked of the same [oracle]: which [city] he should go up into; and the response was, "Hebron" [2 Sam. 2:1]. What flashing indicated this? But when sometimes "NO" would be answered, sometimes "NOTHING at all," how would it be understood whether a negative response was given, or none at all? Although, therefore, that manner [is] exceedingly plausible, to me [it is] nevertheless little credible — especially since I see also other lapses of the same author [Josephus] in the same place, [though] much lighter, and less to be blamed. On account of the certainty of the oracles, he says it was called by the Greeks λόγιον. But were there not Hebrews — [the] Septuagint — who so called it, from whom the Greeks received it? Two hundred years before those his commentaries, on account of the violation of the divine laws, he reports those splendors were extinguished. But much before — [that] an end was imposed on this kind of oracle — testify Iarhi [Rashi], Kimchi, Elias [Levita], and other Rabbis. When, concerning the outcome of the Persian war, Alexander the Great wished the Godhead to be consulted for him through Urim and Thummim (of which he had heard), he heard from the Pontiff: "From the day on which that house [Temple] was carried off into Babylon, Urim and Thummim were hidden from it."

But my Syzetes [co-inquirer] thus [argues]: "I have seen [him] who, against Josephus's opinion (which I follow), would strive with no single battering-ram. 1. He writes that it displeases him, and that the singular testimony of Josephus is suspect. 2. Because in the same place Josephus lapses in two other matters, [so] here too [he lapses]: both because he says this was called by the Greeks λόγιον, though nevertheless the Septuagint, who were Hebrews, so called it; and because he says [that] two hundred years before his commentaries these splendors [were] extinguished on account of the violation of the law — whereas the Talmudists, and Iarhi [Rashi], and Kimchi, and Elias the German testify [that] long before, an end was imposed on this oracle, namely already from the Babylonian captivity: [for] they report [that] a response [was given] by Jaddus to Alexander the Great asking that God be consulted for him about the outcome of the Persian war. Finally, because it would follow from this narration of Josephus [that] this oracle [was] wont [to respond] only about war — which is not true; likewise it would follow [that it] responded only to those questions to which [one] could respond by 'so,' 'yea,' or 'no' — but it is agreed [that] it often responded to several [things], and sometimes [with] unlooked-for [things], and beyond the interrogation." With these [arguments] the acute and excellently learned man strives to darken Josephus's brightness [fulgor]; but by a light hand the soot [fuligo] can be removed.

To the first I respond: although Josephus alone had said it, his authority ought to be the greatest in matters pertaining to the Priesthood, since he himself was a Priest; and besides, no other Hebrew writer of that age survives who could discuss such [things], except Philo and Josephus. Philo touched a few [things] of this kind, intent on allegories only, and did not deny [it]. That Josephus, therefore, alone affirmed it — what wonder [is that]?

That [is] indeed nothing to wonder at; but I wonder at this: whence, and from what words of mine, he carved out that argument. For nowhere does it appear — because [rather] I seem to myself to have hinted the contrary sufficiently, when I said that manner was "plausible to many." Then, when he says, "although Josephus alone had said it [dixisset]," he signifies [that] several others said [it], some of whom he would afterward name; he would otherwise have said, "although Josephus alone had said it [dixerit]." But they [the words] stuck in the pen; and only this he urges: that, since Josephus was a Priest, he is deservedly to be believed in matters pertaining to the Priesthood. Rightly [so] — if that matter, in his time still, pertained to the priesthood—
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—[pertain to the priesthood], or could at least, once in all [his] life, have been experienced by him. Meanwhile he concedes — [he] who wrote about this historically, not allegorically — [that] no other of the Hebrews of that age survives.

He goes on. To the second: I deny [that] Josephus lapses in these [matters]. For although the 70 were Hebrew Sanhedrists, yet they wrote in Greek, not in Hebrew; and when they wrote in Greek, they said λόγιον; and afterward all the Greek proselytes followed them in this name-giving — for no other cause than that which Josephus there reported; from whose Greek context it is manifest [that] he is speaking of those Greeks only who venerated the Judaic rites. For it is known [that] Jews and Greeks are so distinguished that they retain the name of "Greeks," [those] as many as from the Gentiles passed over to Judaism. But I myself [say] that the Septuagint, since they were Hebrews, not only knew Greek, but were the first to impose on the rational this logion-name; and therefore not the Greeks themselves — whether they be proselytes, or not. Yet he less rightly thinks Josephus speaks of Greek proselytes. For in him [Josephus], ἅπαντες οἱ τὰ ἡμέτερα τιμῶντες ["all who honor our customs"] are the Gentiles who nevertheless looked up to the Jewish nation, its laws, temple, and institutions, and pursued [them] with love and honor — as [do] some who [were] sometimes at first philosophers, whom he was just now calling τοὺς μὴ τὴν σοφίαν ἐπ' ἐκφαυλισμῷ τῶν θείων ἠσκηκότας ["those who practiced wisdom not for the disparagement of divine things"]. For thus also, of them, [in] bk. 1 Against Apion: ὅτι οὐ μόνον ἠπίσταντο τοὺς Ἰουδαίους, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐθαύμαζον ὅσοις αὐτῶν ἐντύχοιεν, οὐχὶ φαυλότατοι τῶν Ἑλλήνων, ἀλλ' οἱ ἐπὶ σοφίᾳ μάλιστα τεθαυμασμένοι, ῥᾴδιον γνῶναι ["that not only did they know the Jews, but also admired those of them whom they met — [these being] not the basest of the Greeks, but those most admired for wisdom — it is easy to know"]. And he subjoins the example of Clearchus, Aristotle, [and] others; and he had already before said [that] Pythagoras was a zealot of Judaic matters. Secondly, the [Gentile] Kings — about whom thus (bk. 12, ch. 3) he inscribes [the title]: πῶς ἐτίμων οἱ τῆς Ἀσίας βασιλεῖς τὸ Ἰουδαίων ἔθνος ["how the kings of Asia honored the nation of the Jews"] — and this he pursues through the whole chapter. Thirdly, other men of whatsoever sort, whom he narrates to have come to Jerusalem by a four-months' journey κατὰ τιμὴν τοῦ παρ' ἡμῖν ἱεροῦ ["for honor of the temple among us"]. That not all those were proselytes appears from [the things] which he adds: [that] some, namely, were not partakers of the sacrifices; some left [them] half-completed as remaining; others [were] not even admitted into the temple. Assuredly indeed, from the Gentiles many there were who — although they still remained bound by their [own] superstitions — nevertheless admired and praised the rites and manners of the Jews (about whom also [in] bk. 2 On Moses, Philo). Some also, who indeed bade farewell to [all] superstitions and idols, yet did not become proselytes, but were called σεβόμενοι τὸν Θεόν ["those revering God"], whom Josephus distinguishes from the Jews (bk. 14, ch. 12); and sometimes St. Luke names [them] in the Acts of the Apostles, as I noted on that book.

More would my little objection seem to be dissolved, if there were established some Greek version of the Mosaic law before the Septuagint. For by it this little denial of mine would be weakened; yet my affirmation for that more ancient version — which I delivered in the Biblical Prolegomena — would be strengthened. [Though] two [things] would yet have to be proved: that that version [was] once made not by Hebrews skilled in the Greek tongue, but by Gentiles alone; and likewise [that] those ancients rendered the Hebrew name by no other word than τὸ λόγιον. Of which [things], the former, to deny [it], the punishment of Theopompus (in Josephus, bk. 12, ch. 2) would seem enough.

But the Syzetes [co-inquirer] goes on: "Concerning the cessation of the oracle too, deservedly [I prefer] the authority of Josephus to all the Talmudists, and to six hundred more recent Rabbis, who of all antiquity—"
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"—are most unskilled — I prefer [Josephus]. Concerning that response of Jaddus, indeed — [which touches] the cessation of oracles — neither the Latin nor the Greek Historians, who pursued Alexander's affairs well-nigh scrupulously, remembered [it] even by one little word. But Josephus, and Zonaras, and Glycas, when they accurately narrate what Jaddus did with Alexander, recount these [things]; whence it is sufficiently gathered [that] Alexander thought nothing about an oracle through Urim and Thummim — of which I judge [it] altogether likely he was also entirely ignorant. But concerning the victory over Darius, they teach [that he was] made more certain by God through a vision. I think, therefore, [that] Josephus treated of a flashing of this kind [as] utterly and always ceasing. For that, by intervals, [it] even sometimes ceased earlier — as in Saul's time, and afterward in [the time] of certain Kings after David — is not to be doubted. Glycas indeed indicates [that], when the Israelites had offended God, He was not wont to answer them through the Ephod. So, therefore, I suspect [that] the Jews were wont, first, through the Priests — the Ephod being applied — to consult God; [and] if by this way it did not succeed, [they] had recourse to the prophets, even [those] who were not priests. For so you may read [that] the priests themselves also went to Huldah the prophetess for the sake of an oracle." I do indeed gladly recite the words of the very learned man — not so as only to defend or explain those [things] of mine, but much more because doctrines always bring not a little to the amplification of the disputation, and of that truth which is sought by us.

In these [words] of his, therefore, [set out] at somewhat greater length, [there] are only two [things] which I approve less. One, that he should think it truly written by Josephus (as also [in] bk. 1 On the Calf, ch. 19, Moncaeus thinks) [that], two hundred years before he wrote that history of his, this flashing ceased. Concerning Josephus's authority — how great it is, and to whom, or how many, and what sort [of matters], and in which matters it is to be preferred — I would not now litigate; let us see the thing itself only. He committed the commentaries of Jewish antiquity to letters (as he himself indeed reports, toward the end of them) in the 13th year of the Emperor Domitian, the 56th of his own age, in the 95th year of Christ the Lord [AD 95]. Therefore, in the first year of the 108th Olympiad, [in the year] of the City 1046, before Christ the Lord born 105 years or thereabout (let whoever will follow whatever chronology; for about two, or three, or four years, the little disagreement makes nothing to the purpose), this splendor ceased — therefore, after the times of the Maccabees, and before the death of John Hyrcanus [and] the reign of Aristobulus and of his brother Alexander. But that in the whole time of the Maccabees already there was nothing of this oracle, appears even from this: that, although so many and so grave perils, fears, and doubts often befell them, yet never — neither Mathathias, nor Judas, nor Jonathan, or Simon, although they themselves were Pontiffs — are they found to have consulted God through Urim and Thummim. But because, [in] bk. 1, ch. 4 [1 Macc. 4], we thus read about Judas purging the temple (verse 44): "And he took counsel concerning the altar of holocausts, which was profaned, what he should do with it. And a good counsel came into their minds, to pull it down, lest it should be a reproach to them, because the Gentiles had defiled it; and they demolished it. And they laid up the stones in the mountain of the house, in a fit place, until there should come a prophet, and answer concerning them." — If any ray had then still been in Urim and Thummim, would they not have looked to it? And truly, by this argument, that whole matter—
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—[by this argument, that whole matter is] entirely completed, [as] Abulensis judged (Exodus 28, quest. 15), and our Pererius (vol. 4, on Genesis, ch. 25) — who, however, whether he sufficiently agrees with himself, I do not see, while from that fact of Judas [Maccabee] he proves [that] Urim and Thummim were then not [in being], and yet says [that] they ceased in the times of Jonathan. For since Jonathan followed Judas, if in the former's age they had already ceased, they could not [have] reached the later one's time, and then cease. (That I may meanwhile be silent [that] they assign the 168th Olympiad to the same Jonathan — which, however, was much earlier.) But Abulensis, indeed, because he does not labor over accurate chronology in this disputation, so proposes Josephus's opinion that he says now [that] this oracle began to have its end 130 years before the nativity of Christ the Lord (as [in] 1 Kings [Sam.] ch. 23, quest. 7), now 150 years (as in the same, ch. 14, q. 31), now 160 years (as [in] Exod. ch. 28, q. 15) — where, however, against Josephus, he concludes [that], before the times of the Maccabees, as I said, an end [was] already made for them. I add also a third reason. Josephus says, in the same place, that the brightness [was] divinely taken away, on account of sins, and the transgression of the laws themselves. But what [sins] could those be — so grave, so hateful to God Himself, and worthy of so great a penalty and detriment? And how does Josephus, when he commemorates the deeds, slaughters, [and] calamities of Simon, Hyrcanus, Aristobulus, and the others, not even by a little word indicate this divine wrath, and the loss of the oracle? Before those [men], therefore, it is certain that [it] failed [by] 200 years. Which was the one [thing] now to be proved.

But to the completeness of this question pertains also this: that it be inquired at what time before — nay, even before the age of the Maccabees — this kind of oracle vanished. Great is the dissension among the Jewish Rabbis themselves, as appears from those [things] which R. Azariah wrote (bk. 3, ch. 50, fol. 157b, and ch. 51, fol. 164). But I find three chief opinions. The first is that of Abulensis (in that quest. 15 on Exod. 28): [that] this was done in the intermediate times between Alexander and the Maccabees. And to this opinion [belongs] that which, in the cited R. Azariah (ch. 51), he says: [that] after Simeon the Just, Urim and Thummim ceased. The other: already from the burning of the Jerusalem temple by Nebuchadnezzar, and the Babylonian captivity. And this is the opinion of several Rabbis — partly of those cited before, partly of others — and of Christians, neither few nor unlearned: as Galatinus (bk. 4, ch. 9), Porchetus (part 1, Victory, ch. 7). For these, and those Rabbis, say [that] Urim and Thummim were in the first temple only, not in the second. So the Talmudists themselves (ch. 1, Tract. Yoma, near the end), and the Jerusalem Talmud in Kiddushin, and Tract. On Fasts. The third: [that] in those days in which the excellent Pontiff was slain by Joash King of Judah, all the responses — both those [given] in the holy of holies, and those which God gave through Urim and Thummim — ceased. So Genebrardus (bk. 1 Chronology, fol. 61), cited also by Moncaeus himself (p. 225). And hence [there] seems to me to have been born either a [true] history, or a fable, which he narrates — about the lost gem of the Pontifical ephod, most precious, and at last found by a certain [man] who had given most liberal alms, and, with great advantage to himself, restored to the priests — [which] he narrates [as happening] under the ten—
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—tribes' captivity times, [does] Cedrenus (fol. 90). But out of these, to me the middle [opinion] seems the truer. First, because, since on account of [their] sins the Jews were deprived of that oracle (as Josephus above taught), then deservedly they seem [to have been] deprived [of it], when, for the same [sins], they were despoiled of the temple, and the altars, and all sacred things. Whence also is refuted that which (fol. 164, ch. 51) R. Azariah said — [that] that sin was the heresy of the Sadducees. For [both] this was after the times of Simeon the Just (as [is] shown [in] bk. 2 Trihaeresium, ch. 19), and [also] a sin so general, and in such excellent heads of the people, did not exist at the beginning. Second. Because after that captivity, [there is] nowhere any more mention of it, so as to be said to have existed — although (as [was] said above, quest. 26) it be found (2 Esdras [Neh.] 7, v. 65) "until Urim," which the cited R. Azariah confesses (ch. 50, fol. 157b) can be expounded, as if [it were] "very late," or "after many ages," or, as he himself speaks, "until the resurrection of the dead," or "until the coming of the Messiah." [For] that first opinion seems to be posited only so that, in some manner — though with less accurate truth — the truth might be retained with some authority of Josephus. The third [opinion] — whence it can be proved, I do not see. That author indeed cites St. Epiphanius; but whence? And why, on account of that king's [Joash's] crime against the Pontiff, would the Pontiffs themselves be mulcted of their own supreme good, and ornament, and benefit? For although it was some penalty of the Kings also, that they could not use the Pontiffs' oracles, yet a greater grief would have seized the Pontiffs themselves, on account of that loss. Then, [were there but] few, or little-otherwise-wicked Kings? So many priests — and those innocent, and all wearing the ephod — did Saul butcher, by a most nefarious sacrilege (1 Kings [Sam.] ch. 22); and yet still afterward Urim and Thummim flourished. How, therefore, would they, by the fault of one [king], Joash, have been so taken away? Fourthly, [I prefer the middle opinion] because that sentence seems not only more likely, but also more favorable to Christian truth, and more useful. For how great [a thing], if in the second temple this oracle never was — and yet by Haggai (ch. 2, v. 9) the same is said [to be] nobler and more august than the first, and that on account of one [thing], namely, JESUS CHRIST coming into it! Nay, R. Azariah openly professes himself to embrace this opinion (in the cited ch. 51), so that, when he would treat of the second temple with Haggai, he [may] elude the Christians' argument thence [drawn]. Therefore both he, and — [in] ch. 10 Tract. On the Vessels of the Temple — Rambam, say [that] Urim and Thummim [were] partly in the second temple, partly not: [that they] were at some time toward its beginning; [that they] were not [thereafter] placed [there]. Fifthly and lastly, because the good author [Genebrard], on the first chapter of Haggai, against that opinion could produce nothing except Josephus's authority alone — which, however, has been shown above to be alien from the truth. And this author, in whose disquisitions I respond, I suspect had not a little of moment for embracing that Josephan time [dating] so eagerly. For with me also, unless the light of truth carried me elsewhere, why would it not avail very much? As also in that which there he wonders at — [namely] Genebrard—
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—[wonders at] Genebrardus, a Catholic and erudite man, [for] denying [that] there was sacred fire in the second temple — and yet [for] citing ch. 1 of book 2 of Maccabees [2 Macc. 1], when the contrary is taught there. For Genebrardus, in that place (fol. 94), was not reporting his own opinion, but the opinion of the Jews; and from the book of Maccabees he was only proving [that] the priests were unwilling that that fire be contaminated, as it were, by the hands of impious Gentiles. But his own [opinion], consonant with Scripture, he afterward delivered (fol. 138).

The other [thing] which, in the Syzetes' [reply to] my words, I approve less, is [this]: that Alexander interrogated nothing, knew nothing, or thought nothing about Urim and Thummim. He brings forward witnesses for himself — but all mute, and utterly silent about this. I brought forward [witnesses] speaking, and affirming. That [maxim] of the dialecticians I would not obtrude — [the argument] from negative Authority; but because my business is with a man most consummate not only in Theology but also in Law, from that [very fact] I ask: which kind of Witnesses is the more to be heard? If [those things] which mine assert [my witnesses] did not pass over in silence, but his Witnesses said [them to be] false, perhaps — with me not much, or not at all, gainsaying — I could employ that Fonteian [stratagem]: "Do you [pl.] not fear to trust the testimonies of the Belga and of the Allobroges? Does Indutiomarus know what it is to bear witness?" Yet I will now proceed as though — [for] what I have said — no one bore witness: and I say [that], even by conjecture alone, it can seem, to men not altogether stupid, to be not improbable [that] Alexander — although concerning that oracle of the Jews it had, in his age, long fallen silent — knew, [and] thought [something of it]. And, first indeed, does not Josephus write, in this very place about which we are disputing, [that] the flashing of those stones was an object of admiration to foreigners and strangers, even most greatly? Does he not narrate — as I touched on above also — [that] Philosophers looked up to the same? Does he not, [in] bk. 1 Against Apion, enumerate Pythagoras, Hermippus, Herodotus, Clearchus, Aristotle, Hecataeus of Abdera, who either came to know Jewish matters, or even explained [them] in published books? And Hecataeus indeed — ἀνὴρ (says he) φιλόσοφος, ἅμα περὶ τὰς πράξεις ἱκανώτατος, Ἀλεξάνδρῳ τῷ βασιλεῖ συνακμάσας ["a philosophic man, and withal most competent in affairs, having flourished together with King Alexander"]. But Aristotle was the tutor of this same Alexander. Could Alexander himself, then, learn nothing of the Jews — both from others, and [especially] from this [Aristotle]? Now those things which, among some nations, are, or were, most admirable, are wont to be very greatly celebrated in [common] talk. And who would believe [that] a King neither unlearned nor idle did not sometimes inquire curiously about the nations which — before Darius, whom he was seeking — would meet him, and did not interrogate [about] whatever seemed, among individual [peoples], illustrious and wondrous? Nay, [did he inquire] not even then, when he was admonished by an object divinely seen [in a vision]? when he had taken Tyre and Gaza? when he was sending letters thence to the high priest, and at last hastening to Jerusalem? To meet [him], as he came, went forth that high priest Iaddus [Jaddua], with the priests all clad in the priestly fine linen [byssus], himself conspicuous in the Pontifical ornaments. Alexander was stupefied; adoring, he fell down, reached out his right hand, entered the city and the temple, and offered many sacrifices by that one's [the priest's] prescription — as Josephus copiously narrates (bk. 11, last ch.) — to say nothing, meanwhile, of what Gorionides [Josippon] narrates (bk. 1, ch. 6). Could he then hear nothing of Urim—
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—and Thummim? Did he inquire nothing about that one's [the priest's] vestments? And if he did inquire — since, in the Greek tongue, [it] was named, among other [names], λόγιον — whether, because he knew [that] by that word an oracle is signified, and [because] on so great an expedition he was of all men most desirous of oracles, did he not at least take occasion thence of ascertaining whether, among that nation, there were any — and what sort of — oracle? And when he interrogated whether there was anything [such] even then, and what once had been, did not the Pontiff answer [him] most copiously and most wisely? [That] there was, therefore, by Alexander something thought, known, and heard of Urim and Thummim — even if no writers said [it] — the very consideration of the facts nevertheless renders certain enough, and probable.

But the Syzetes goes on. To the third [point] I say [that] none of those [things] follow which are inferred. For Josephus mentions war, as the matter about which [inquiry] was more frequently made; but he mentions the flashing only — the subsequent Priestly manifestation being passed over — because that manifestation [was] a customary thing, whereas the flash [was] a thing plainly unusual and unheard-of to the other nations, and therefore he had resolved to commend that to memory. But I hold it persuaded [i.e. I am persuaded that] all who have read Josephus will concede, from his very words, [that] those two [inferences] do follow. But if we add those [things] which the Syzetes wishes, and interpret [him] in his own manner, they will not by any means follow. Yet it would have had to be proved [that] Josephus speaks with those modifications appended. Otherwise, anyone might say [that] any other manner whatever was in Josephus's mind — [but was] by him [left] as if [it were] either solid [attested] elsewhere, and heard, or at least less rare, and [as] a marvel not explained. And therefore not by reasoning, as I [do], but by affirming, our Pererius hands down, in the place cited, [that] Josephus's manner was not general, but only in matters of war — and indeed only concerning the outcome, whether favorable or adverse. But [enough] of these [matters] concerning Josephus now. It would please me to inquire also this: did St. Augustine condemn this manner of his (q. 117)? Our Delrio denies [it] (bk. 4 Disquisitions, ch. 1, q. 2, sect. 1) — [saying he condemned] only that one [manner] which posits a flashing diamond.


Question XXXI. (marg.) What manners of responding through the same Urim and Thummim do other authors hand down? [printed marginal numeral "XXIX"; = XXXI by the run of the questions.]

The other [second] manner is: that by a certain flashing of the letters — which, incised in the gems, gave forth the names of the tribes — the Lord would respond. But [it is] a manner almost the same as the Josephan, except that, by this [one], it could now be explained how not only "Yea" or "No," but other [things] also, were answered. And for that cause [it was] devised by R. David Kimchi [Camius].

But many other [things] would still have to be feigned: namely, that there was a flashing of certain of those letters, [but] not of others; again, that there was a certain flashing which would declare this letter to be taken in the first place, that in the second, another in the third, and thenceforth [each] letter to be taken in [its] place; thirdly, that Pontiffs more advanced in age, and dim-of-sight — like Eli — were unfit for Urim and Thummim. And therefore [it would follow] either that, from the order of the inferior Priests who might wear that Rational [breastplate], vicars had to be given to them; or that it was most burdensome to the princes, and to the whole people of the Jews, that the aged Pontiff could not readily read out and announce those divine utterances.

There is added [this]: that in the twelve names of the Patriarchs, not all the letters of the Hebrew Alphabet are [found]. For where [are] ח, ט, צ [heth, teth, tsade]? And even if [you add] Abraham, Isaac—
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—and Jacob, you should also adjoin [those other] names — as some wished above (q. 23) — not even then will all the letters be present. But to add shivtei Yeshurun [שבטי ישורון, "tribes of Jeshurun"] is only to affirm anything whatever by one's own judgment, since there is nothing about this either from Scripture or from conjecture, as [was] said in the same place. In some voice, therefore, of the divine response, if any of those letters was wanting, what was done about it? Abulensis also objects (1 Kings [Sam.] ch. 14, quest. 32) that GOD, not writing, but speaking and saying, is said by Scripture [to answer] in those responses.

The third manner is that of the same Rabbi Kimchi [Camius], and [is] in the Talmud (ch. 7, Yoma, near the end), [and of] R. Yochanan, and of Rambam himself (ch. 10, On the Vessels of the Temple, vol. 3): that the letters which would be necessary for forming several words should protrude out of those same [tribe-]names — which they call bolṭot [בולטות, "protruding"]. But here too it would be necessary that by a certain sign it be expressed which of all the protruding [letters] should be taken in the first place, which in the second and third and following [places] — or at least [that] one protruded after another; and it was no small [matter], and a quite troublesome reading. And here is the same inconvenience as above: namely, that certain letters were absent. But this [is] much greater: that those gems would have had to have been dissected and divided, so that when (for the sake of a word) there was need of one א [aleph] or ב [bet], from the very Hebrew name Reuben the letter א or ב alone would come forth, while the rest remained in their order more depressed [sunk] — just as, namely, in modern printing-houses we see the engraved letters divided; and likewise in mosaic and inlaid works. Contrariwise, indeed, to [what is] in the musical organs of this age also, where, with certain stops at rest, others, struck and pressed, give forth a varied sound.

The fourth manner is in the same Tractate Yoma (ch. 7): that the letters which would be necessary for giving the response should run together, and mutually join themselves — which, in that cited place, Resh Lakish [Rischlakis] calls mitztarfot [מצטרפות, "joining together"]. But almost the same inconveniences occur which [were] proposed in the second and third manner; and there is added [this], that it can scarcely be explained to what place those letters ran together — whether they stood above the Rational itself, as it were suspended in the air, or whether they betook themselves into some part of the Rational, and into which: upper or lower, right or left, or perhaps middle.

The fifth manner the acumen of certain of my disciples and brethren was devising, in our domestic repetition [review] of the Scriptures: namely, if God had inscribed on those gems the response, even a very long one. For that this was done [is] not most difficult, they teach [by these examples]: 1. The mirrors of the Magi, and the crystalline spheres, in which the demons write and represent [the things] which are asked of them. The marvelous industry of certain men also teaches [it] — who, on a most tiny thing, can either sculpt or inscribe [things] as many as possible. Did not, in Aelian (bk. 1, Varia Historia), someone write an entire distich on a sesame [seed], in golden letters? Did not, in I-know-not-whom, another [write] the Homeric Iliad in a nut? Are there not, in a most tiny little portion of the eyes [the pupil], houses, mountains, cities beheld most vastly? And as (in bk. 4) sings — agreeably to St. Basil's book On the Holy Spirit — Manilius: "Thus a tiny pupil surveys the whole world:
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"—and that whereby the eyes see is the least [part], when they discern the greatest [things]."

But that God could, by this manner, and by many others also, and more convenient, give responses, cannot be doubted. But here it is asked about what was [actually] done, and no proof of this manner appears. And in it, it could also seem difficult how Eli the Pontiff — whose sharpness of eyes was already growing dim — could read these [inscriptions] and know [them], unless we multiply miracles, and suppose his very power of seeing also to be divinely augmented.

The sixth manner is: that the Lord responded by voice alone. But since that voice could have been either truly and properly a voice — which would strike the ears of the body — or metaphorically a voice, by which every sign would be contained, by which the spirit can speak inwardly to a man: [did] the Lord respond by that proper and exterior voice alone? or by the metaphorical and interior alone? or by both? The first voice Abulensis seems rather to approve (Exod. 28, q. 15; 1 Kings [Sam.], q. 32, ch. 28, q. 16). The second he commends [from] 2 Kings [Sam.] ch. 15: David, when he names the priest Zadok "the seer" [videntem]. For this used to be attributed of old to the Prophets (1 Kings [Sam.] 9, v. 9). But Zadok seems to have been a Prophet by no other reason than that God was wont to speak to him — by that secret and interior speech by which He deals with the Prophets — through Urim and Thummim. The third voice the cited booklet On the Joshuan Priests prefers, in these words (num. 25): "The manner was, that either by a vocal sound, which some one of the Angels would arouse; or rather by an interior and secret address, God would instruct the Priest; and that one, [thus] instructed, would make the Prince, or those who had interrogated — [or] others — more certain about all [things]. For so in Prophecy, and in the divine dreams, it is wont to happen, that certain images of the things which are announced are fixed in a man's mind or fantasy, and by these [signs], and by mute voices as it were, the Divinity speaks with the man. But that [manner] which was through Urim is coupled with these two manners of divine speech. Saul consults the Lord, and He answered him not, neither by dreams nor by Priests (ha-Urim) nor by Prophets" [1 Sam. 28:6].


Question XXXII. (marg.) What is the fixed opinion, at last, about the same manner of responding? [printed marginal numeral "XXX"; = XXXII by the run of the questions.]

The seventh, and last, manner is: that the third order of this fifth manner be joined with that first, Josephan, manner — namely, [that] God [responded] sometimes through the flashing of the gems; but at other times satisfied the inquiries through the exterior, or the interior, voice; [and] sometimes even, through the same [means], all [these] together. So [says], now often and deservedly praised, the Syzetes. "I judge," he says, "the manner of responding to have been twofold. For since God ordered these gems to be inserted in the breastplate — so that through stones so shining and perfect, He Himself, the author of all light and perfection, might be interrogated, and, responding, might illumine and perfect the Priests as well as the Prince and the people with His spiritual light, unrolling [things] wrapped-up, explaining ambiguities, and teaching what things should be done and omitted, and prescribing the manners by which [they] should be begun and completed — it appears sufficiently that the responses had to be accommodated to the interrogations. But of the interrogations, some can be dispatched by bare affirmation or negation, [while] some require a longer explanation. I judge, therefore, [that] to that former kind of interrogations [the answer was given] by the bare splendor, or flashing, of the stones; and that from it the Priest was wont to gather whether he should advise for, or advise against, the one consulting: in which sense I take Josephus's words — whom Tostatus [Abulensis] and Ribera deservedly follow. Nor is there [any reason] that anyone should judge [that] St. Augustine reckoned this a fable: for what he censures, I taught a little before. To the latter kind of interrogations—"
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—[to the latter kind] of interrogations [the response] was not given by that splendor only (for indeed this could not conveniently [be done]), but far otherwise. For there was heard from the Priest a certain internal — or sometimes external — speech, or oracle, which he afterward would manifest to the one interrogating. Although it is not absurd here to opine [that], to the splendor of the stones there then acceded, for the Priest, a prophetic light infused into his mind by GOD. And because that manner is fuller, and agreeable to nearly all [the cases], he who takes it up is worthy [does well]. Nor was that [manner] denied by me, when I was writing those [things]; but only the first manner — as [being] imperfect, when by most it was thought most perfect — was rejected. Nay, I once thought this fuller and more complete manner, compounded of voice and flashing, was handed down by St. Chrysostom (oration 3 Against the Jews). Yet he seems rather to ascribe the voice to that kind of oracles which the Pontiff received once a year, without the Pontifical Ephod, within the holy of holies; but the flashing, to Urim and Thummim themselves. For these are his words: "Whenever something was to be known from the propitiatory [mercy-seat], a certain voice came forth from the midst of the Cherubim, foretelling future things. Again, from the stones which were on the breast of the high Priest (this they called 'the declaration') there shone forth a certain flashing, signifying future things." To whom [Chrysostom] Abulensis assents (Num. 27, quest. 42). Indeed Rabbi Azariah (bk. 3, ch. 50, fol. 157b) also couples the two manners — bolṭot [בולטות] & mitztarfot [מצטרפות] — about which [I spoke] before, quest. 29.


Question XXXIII. (marg.) About what matters did the Lord respond through Urim and Thummim? [printed marginal numeral "XXXI"; = XXXIII by the run of the questions.]

In NUMBERS, chapter 27, our text signifies that the Lord would respond about practical matters, when it says: "If anything is to be done, Eleazar shall consult the Lord." And these [practical matters] seemed above — from Josephus's own words — to have been military only. But truly one ought to take "practical" not so tightly as is sometimes done by the Philosophers, but so that it embraces all [things] which require some action of a man, whether interior (of the mind, or of the will), or exterior. For although in the Greek and Hebrew those words "If anything is to be done" are not [present], nevertheless the very thing and sense of them is signified through those subjoined [words], of going-in and going-out, about which [I spoke] before. From which it is also understood [that] every kind of actions is signified — as much of war as of peace, as much of sacred as of profane, of heavenly and of earthly [affairs] — although more examples are at hand of military expeditions than of other business: as [in] 1 Kings [Sam.] 14, v. 19; ch. 23, v. 10; ch. 30, v. 7; bk. 2, ch. 2, v. 1; ch. 5, v. 22. Yet these [are] public affairs, or [those] which concern [public] persons; [and] that repeated observation — [set down] once and again in ch. 7 of Yoma (fol. 72b and 73), which Rambam also notes (ch. 10, On the Vessels of the Temple) — indicates [them as] public: [namely] that, through Urim, the Priest should interrogate God for the King; for the Av Beit Din [אב בית דין], that is, for the father [president] of the Sanhedrin, [its] senate, or the Prince; for mi she-ha-tsibbur tsarikh bo [מי שהציבור צריך בו], that is, for everyone who is necessary to the community — of which kind is reckoned the Meshuach Milḥamah [משוח מלחמה], that is, the Priest who was peculiarly anointed, by the prescript of the law, for the direction of military affairs; finally, for kol ha-ʿedah [כל העדה], that is, for the whole Sanhedrin and Assembly [Church].

But the interrogation would be infinite, if, as often as anything is to be done, so often one must interrogate. But that modification is easily understood, which was expressed elsewhere, and which the very [word] of interrogating—
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—and consulting brings [in]: namely, "If anything be obscure or ambiguous." For interrogation or consultation is not about [things] open, and placed, as they say, "before one's feet." "Let not a god intervene" (says a certain [poet]) "unless a knot worthy of a deliverer has befallen" [Horace, Ars Poetica 191]. This matter of interrogation the Seventy [Septuagint] and the Hebrews seem to have expressed in another manner. For those [the LXX] prescribe that there be interrogated "the judgment τῶν δήλων [tōn dēlōn, of the manifest things], of the things manifest before the Lord." But these [the Hebrews], "as concerning the judgment [of] the Urim" [mishpat ha-urim]. For often their "In" is put for "concerning." If, however, we should prefer not "concerning," but "in the judgment," by these words also the manner in which God is to be interrogated will be grasped. And in Num. 31 (quest. 5), Abulensis thinks [that] the manner of inquiring which [of the captives] were virgins was, not improbably, through Urim and Thummim — although there [it fits] less aptly.

But if you should ask why God deigned to respond about human and perishable matters of this kind — even through the Prophets — Origen gives an excellent reason (bk. 1 Against Celsus), in these words: "To the Gentiles, seeking the knowledge of future things from oracles, auspices, auguries, belly-speakers [ventriloquists], soothsayers, [and] Chaldean nativity-casters — all which arts are forbidden among the Jews — if they [the Jews] had had no solace from the foreknowledge of the future, surely, impelled by a certain human lust of knowing future things, they would have despised their own affairs [religion], as having nothing divine in themselves; nor would they have received any other Prophet after Moses, nor committed their words [sermons] to letters, and would have deserted to the oracles of the nations, or themselves attempted to institute something similar among themselves. Wherefore it is nothing absurd [that] the Prophets of that nation were wont to respond even about certain fortuitous [chance] matters, whereby they might satisfy those desirous of knowing such things — as Samuel [answered] about the lost asses, and about the sickness of the royal boy, that one about whom it is written in the third book of Kingdoms [3 Kgs / 1 Kgs]: otherwise, how could those who patronized the Jewish law rebuke anyone wishing to consult the oracles of idols — as Elias [Elijah] is read rebuking Ochozias [Ahaziah]: 'Is it because there is no GOD in Israel, that ye go to Baal, to consult the Myiaean [fly-] god of the Accaronites [Ekronites]?'" [2 Kgs 1:3]. To me, indeed, it seems to have been well arranged — not only that our Savior would be born of a virgin, but also that Prophets were given to the Jews who would foretell of the future, not only those universal [things]: about CHRIST, about worldly kingdoms, about the future fortunes of the Israelites, about the nations to believe in the SAVIOR, and many others which pertain to Him — but [also] about private affairs too: as about the lost asses sought by Kish, about the sickness with which the son of the King of Israel was sick, or if any other such thing is had in the scriptures.

And [in] bk. 3 (near the beginning), "How," he says, "will those show us — [they] who cast the reproach of foolishness at the Jews and Christians — that the nation of the Jews could have subsisted without any presence of [fulfilled] promises? And when the neighboring nations sought oracles, each at the shrines of their own gods (as they were then held), [how] would these alone — who had learned the contempt of external divinities, so that [they held], not [that they were] Gods, but demons (being, forsooth, admonished by the voice of the Prophets that all the gods of the nations are demons) — have had no one who, professing himself an interpreter of the divine mind, would draw to himself, [away] from those vain [spirits], the minds of those who otherwise, by the desire of knowing future things, would have defected to the demons worshipped by others? Consider, therefore, whether it was not necessary [that] they have at home an abundance of better seers [prophets] — [they] who despised the external [gods] together with their divinities. Therefore, since miracles happened everywhere — as he himself soon mentions Aesculapius's healings and ora—
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—[the oracle] surpassing [all], in whole cities dedicated and devoted to himself [Aesculapius] — Tricca, Epidaurus, Cos, Pergamon — and Aristeas of Proconnesus, and a certain other [seer], a Clazomenian, and Cleomedes of Astypalaea: [is it likely that] among the Jews alone — [who were] pleasing to themselves as the peculiar people of GOD, the founder of all universal things — there was nothing of signs or prodigies which might confirm faith in Him, joined with the hope of another, better life? But how could anyone think this? For they would at once have defected from their own God, on whose aid they had before depended, to those external soothsayers and health-bestowing Gods, had they felt no presence of their own [God] in doubtful matters. So [says] Origen.


Question XXXIV. (marg.) How ought Joshua to go out and to go in at the Priest's word? [printed marginal numeral "XXXII"; = XXXIV by the run of the questions.]

This was posited above as the third action of the created Prince. And this "going-in and going-out at the word of the Priest" amounts to the same as: in all things, without any repugnance or evasion, to obey the Priest. "At his word," it says, "shall he go out and go in." In Hebrew, "at his mouth." But it is agreed [that it is] no infrequent metonymy that the cause be put for the effect. And therefore rightly the interpreter [translator], for the Hebrew "mouth," gave us "word." But "to go out" and "to go in" are most frequent in the scriptures, for "to begin, undertake, [or] complete anything" — so that, the Priest's word being heard, anything is either to be undertaken or omitted. But whose word, or mouth, is it, to which one must so greatly defer? It is GOD's word, he says indeed. Nor do I object — provided that this be reckoned to be uttered (the Priest [being] interpreter) to the ears of the Prince and the people, so that the voice which strikes their ears is indeed of the Priest speaking, but of GOD as of Him who gave [it] to the Priest to speak these things, and who through this very one, as through a go-between, speaks. For thus we read [that] GOD touches the mouths of certain [men], places His words in their mouth, [and] names certain [men] His mouth. Whence also that [saying]: "He who hears you, hears me" [Luke 10:16]. Another, indeed, believed this to be the word of Joshua himself. Where, in truth, you would most deservedly say [that] the otherwise most excellent Homer nods. For it seems clear [that] it is commanded concerning the word of that one who is interrogated. But whether he be God (as that superior [author] wished), or rather the Priest (as the connexion of the things themselves indicates), in no way will it be the word of Joshua. And truly, is not the end [purpose] — why the Prince must stand before the Priest, why something is to be inquired of him — explained by these words? For just as, a little before, the purpose was expounded why he [Joshua] had to be set before the multitude of the people — "that all the Synagogue may hear him" — so also in this very place [is set out] why [he must] stand before the Priest, [and] seek counsel from him: namely, that he may hear the Priest's word, [and] comply with it. And therefore — however much [the point be] put forward by the enemies of the Pontifical power — thus, on this passage, writes Vatablus: "He understands [it] of the speech of the Priest. The Lord wills not [that] Joshua and the people undertake anything without consulting the high Pontiff, to whom the Lord revealed His judgment about all things to be done." Yet I confess [that] the mine [tunnel] — into which [they] would betake themselves should there be need — seems dug in that very place. For there is added: "As if the Lord should say: According to that which the Pontiff himself, taught by me, shall speak, he [the Prince] and the sons of Israel shall undertake something to be done, or shall desist." For the light-shunners [lucifugi, the adversaries] wish this very exception to be granted them against those [things] which the Pontiff has pronounced: [namely] that that one [speaks] not from GOD, but—
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—[speaks] from himself, being self-taught — [and that] otherwise they would most willingly obey. But then, what authority [would there be] of the divine oracles? what usefulness of the priestly responses? Never will the levity of human wits fail to run riot: always, whatever GOD may say, or warn, or teach through the priests, it will yap [carp] that these did not interrogate GOD well, that they applied not the diligence and knowledge of the scriptures that was fitting, [applied] not enough of prayers, not enough of synods; or [that they] either received no voices and inspirations of GOD truly speaking at all, or, if they received [them], certainly did not understand them. Finally — however all those [things] may stand — [that they] announce the divine judgment and will to the people neither sincerely nor simply; [that they] by their own judgment feign certain dreams, and mix in fables, [and] contaminate everything with their own inventions. And therefore, so that the Lord might restrain such clamoring tongues, and cut [them] utterly away, [He speaks] simply. "At his word," He says, "shall he go in (HE, AND ALL) the sons of Israel with him, and the rest of the multitude."

Now, therefore, consider this for me: "Jesus [Joshua] son of Nave," says St. Ambrose (bk. 2 On Duties, ch. 20 — as [cited] above, ch. 4, q. 2), "[whom] the companionship of Moses not only instructed unto the knowledge of the law, but also sanctified unto grace. When in his [Moses's] tabernacle the divine presence shone forth, and the majesty of the Lord was seen, Joshua son of Nave was alone in the tabernacle. Moses was speaking with GOD: Joshua likewise was covered by the holy cloud. The elders and the people stood below: Joshua was ascending with Moses to receive the law. All the people was within the camp; Joshua [was] outside the camp, in the tabernacle of testimony. When the pillar of cloud descended, and spoke with Moses, [Joshua] stood by as a faithful minister. Nor did the young man go out of the tabernacle, when the elders, placed far off, trembled at the divine miracles. Everywhere, therefore — [amid] admirable works and revered secrets — inseparable, he clung to holy Moses; whence it came about that he who had been the companion of [his] converse became the successor of [his] power. Deservedly did such a man turn out [to be one fit] to halt the courses of rivers; [one to whom] it became [to say], 'Stand still, O Sun,' and the Sun stood still — as if the spectator of his victory; [fit] to defer the night, [to] prolong the day; and — what indeed was denied to Moses — [that] he alone be chosen to lead the people into the land of promise. A great man in the miracles of faith, great in triumphs."

If, therefore, so great a man — educated in the great school of Moses (or rather [his] bosom) from his first boyhood, as the Hebrews hand down; perfected in a discipline so holy and illustrious; ennobled by so many and so great things both done and to be done; deemed worthy even of the very colloquy of GOD; [being] leader of the people, servant of GOD, Prophet — nay, as indeed Augustine expounded, even an Angel — [if such a man nonetheless] had to depend on a Priest, to go to him, consult [him], hear [him], and follow [him] in all matters somewhat more intricate: is it understood [to be] a small [thing], how great is the authority of the Pontiffs of the old law — [and] of ours, of whom those were the shadow? As many, indeed, as have been "Joshuas" in the Christian Commonwealth [i.e., all Christian rulers] have both had, and greatly venerated, all their own "Eleazars": nor have they given any ear to Abulensis — saying (on Num. 27, and on Joshua 14, q. 2) [that] Eleazar had to go out and in at Joshua's command — nor to that Constantinopolitan—
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—[nor to] that Constantinopolitan Emperor, who wrote that Joshua [Jesus] had received command over the Priest: and [this] is established from the epistle of Innocent III, which is cited [in] the chapter "Solitae" (X [Decretals], On Majority and Obedience [bk. 1, tit. 33]). Where indeed that one [Innocent] answers that the Benjamite Joshua (I would read "Ephraimite") bore, according to the spirit, the figure of the true Jesus [Christ]; but [that] it must be added that he [Joshua], because he was a secular Prince, in no way had dominion over the Priests.


Question XXXV. (marg.) Was it Joshua alone who had to obey the Priest's command? [printed marginal numeral "XXXIII"; = XXXV by the run of the questions.]

Even if the Lord had said nothing else than that Joshua ought to go out and in at the Priest's word, He would have sufficiently signified the same — and [that] by others [it must] be done much more. For since the Prince goes before the whole people, if he here follows the Priest, the people too will follow the Lord. Yet, since He wished this priestly obedience to be strongly impressed and inculcated upon all, after He had spoken about the Prince, He added, "and all the sons of Israel with him." And when that now seemed more than enough, still He further subjoined: "and the rest of the multitude." Three kinds, therefore, of those who ought to obey the Priest are enumerated: 1. the Prince himself. 2. "All the sons of Israel with him" — all the tribes, I say, and the Phylarchs [tribal chiefs] themselves. No one is excepted. If the Prince must hear [obey] the Priest, [then] others much more. It is fitting [that] all and each follow the example of the Prince going before; and this is what "With him" signifies. Although the Seventy [LXX] seem to refer this particle to the very consensus of all in such obedience, when they translated [it] ὁμοθυμαδὸν [homothymadon, "with one accord"] — so that no one resists, no one — even by mind and thought alone — struggles against [it]. 3. "The whole Synagogue," as the same Seventy translated. For although this embraces the very same [persons] who were thus far enumerated, [it does so] in another manner: before, they were regarded singly; but now [as] conjoined, and gathered as it were in one body of some council. For not even the whole rest of the Church can spurn the word of the Supreme Pontiff, or prefer its own to it.


Question XXXVI. (marg.) Did Joshua ever use Urim and Thummim? [printed marginal numeral "XXXIV"; = XXXVI by the run of the questions.]

Nowhere, indeed, in the whole book of Joshua, is it related [that] the Lord was interrogated, either by the Prince of the Priests or by the Priest; yet it cannot be doubted that each [Joshua and Eleazar] discharged his own parts excellently enough. For neither did GOD command these [things] so seriously in vain, nor is He like men — who sometimes prescribe certain [things to be done] if some case should arise, which [prescriptions], because that [case] does not arise, are therefore never carried out. For those [men] provide, by human prudence, only for those [things] which can happen, but not [for] those which will certainly happen. But both the divine eye beholds most clearly. And therefore, if any future things were never [to be], He would give no precepts about them. Nor [is it] new in the scriptures, [that things] which have been done more frequently — even in this kind of consultation — are wrapped in deep silence. "Have I today," said that Priest (1 Kings [Sam.] 22:15), "begun to consult the Lord for him" [David]? It is established [that] the same Lord was very often consulted by Moses, and yet [it is] articulately reported not except three (at most, five) times. There is added [this]: that only once (Josh. 9 [the Gibeonites]) do we find this divine inquiry omitted, and the omission reprehended. How much more numerous would the reproaches be, if [there were] more omissions? What thunderbolts [would there be], if [Joshua] had interrogated, and [received] a response, and yet—
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—[the answer had] nevertheless not been obeyed?


Question XXXVII. (marg.) What things are gathered from what has been said? and first, what [is it] to interrogate concerning, or in, the judgment of Urim, and what [is] the certitude of these? [printed marginal numeral "XXXV"; = XXXVII by the run of the questions.]

From these [things] it is understood what it is that above (quest. 31) we spoke of — interrogating "concerning" [DE] or "in" [IN] the judgment of Urim. For he who interrogates "concerning" the judgment wishes this: that what has been ascertained, indicated, and judged by the very judgment of Urim (or by the sacred use of the breastplate) be now pronounced, unfolded, and explained by the Priest — so much so that the aforementioned Genoese commentary says [that] "to interrogate CONCERNING the judgment of Urim" is nothing other than to interrogate the Pontiff about his own judgment. But he who inquires "IN" the judgment: if he is a Priest, is understood to inquire not in any way whatever, but with the Ephod and breastplate assumed [put on]; if [he be] the Prince, or any other whosoever, he wishes the Priest to inquire of GOD not by any method whatever, but with that same Ephod and ornament of the breastplate taken up. For when the Priest responded, the minds of all were now certain [that] in those [things] which he had said, one must acquiesce; [that] this is the very supreme will, doctrine, and truth of GOD; and [that] no other is to be feigned or awaited. For, to demonstrate this, the Lord subjoined: "At his (the Pontiff's) word shall he (the Prince) go out and go in, and all the sons of Israel with him (the Prince)" — that is, when the Pontiff shall have responded, and whatever the Pontiff shall have responded, in whatever matter is treated, whether of going-out or of going-in, [it] must — in the manner set out above — be obeyed by all, without any contradiction or exception. And therefore, in the oft-cited ch. 7 of Yoma, the Hebrews say [that] the oracles [given] through Urim were more certain than [those given] through prophecy — because these [prophetic ones] depend on certain circumstances and conditions, and are sometimes changed; [but] those [of Urim] not so. Whence the same Talmudists say [that] Thummim is called, as it were, mashlimim [משלימים, "the completing / perfecting ones"], as [was] indicated above (quest. 25); and they deny [that] in Judges ch. 20, vv. 18 & 23, [Israel] was interrogating about [obtaining] victory, but only afterward [at] v. 28.


Question XXXVIII. (marg.) What, secondly, is gathered from these things said? [printed marginal numeral "XXXVI"; = XXXVIII by the run of the questions.]

It is understood, secondly, what are the parts of the Pontiffs when they are interrogated about articles of faith and controverted heads. They ought to hear from the Lord, from whom [is] all doctrine and truth; to supplicate Him; to take up the sacred Ephod and breastplate, on which are the twelve Apostles' names — that is, to weigh the Apostolic writings and traditions; to employ the gems of the Christian people, that is, the Bishops and Doctors; and to labor with the utmost zeal, so that, [being themselves] learned and illumined, they may teach and illumine others. "Let there be set," says Origen, "upon the rational a MANIFESTATION, so that [the priest] may be able to answer everyone demanding of him a reason concerning faith and truth. And there is placed above it also TRUTH, so that he build not up those [things] which he can devise by his own wit, but those [things] which truth holds, and [so that] he never depart from truth." The same Origen (homily 6 on Leviticus): "The Logion is a token of wisdom, because wisdom consists in reason." But he shows what the wisdom of this [rational] and the virtue of the reason is: for he sets upon the rational [both] manifestation and truth. Then, [he shows] what wisdom and integrity [ought to be] in all their words and deeds; what [is] the doctrine and perfection of a sincere breast; what [is] the imitation of good examples; what zeal and ardor for teaching — or illumining and perfecting — others. "On the rational," says St. Gregory (Pastoral [Rule] 2, ch. 2; bk. 1, epist. 24), let [the high priest] vigilantly join—
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—[let the high priest vigilantly] be joined [to it], so that the twelve names of the Patriarchs be inscribed. For to bear the enrolled Fathers always on the breast is to think without intermission on the life of the ancients. For then the Priest walks irreproachably, when he gazes unceasingly upon the examples of the preceding Fathers, [and] when without cease he considers the footsteps of the saints. That is: for the Priest to bear "the judgment of the sons of Israel" on his breast, before the sight of the Lord, is to discuss the causes of [his] subjects with regard for the intention of the internal Judge alone, so that nothing of human [partiality] mix itself into him, in that which — being set in the stead of the divine [Judge] — he dispenses.

St. Jerome, on Hosea 2: "This we understand: that in the breast and heart of the Pontiff there ought to be ἀλήθεια καὶ φωτισμοί [alētheia kai phōtismoi, 'truth and illuminations'] — that is, truth and doctrine — so that he not only know the right faith, but also can utter with his mouth what he has known." Which also the Apostle Paul writes to Titus, teaching of what sort a Bishop-to-be-ordained should be: "For a Bishop must be without crime, as the dispenser of GOD: not proud, not wrathful, not given to wine, no striker, not greedy of filthy lucre; but hospitable, kind, sober, just, holy, continent, embracing that faithful word which is according to sound doctrine: that he may be able to exhort in sound doctrine, and to convince those who contradict" [Titus 1:7–9]. And [Jerome], epistle 128: "Beautifully, however, is this very [piece] which is in the middle called rationale ['reason']. For all things are full of reason; and earthly things cling to the heavenly — nay, the reason of earthly things, and of the seasons, of heat and cold, and the twofold temperateness between both, descends from the course and reason of the heavens. Whence also the rational is bound more tightly to the Ephod. Furthermore, [as to] what is said — [that] in the rational itself there is δήλωσις [dēlōsis, 'manifestation'] and ἀλήθεια [truth], that is, truth, or manifestation and doctrine — this very [thing] signifies that in GOD's reason there is never a lie, but that truth itself is shown to men by many signs and arguments, and comes even to mortals. Whence it came about that we might know the reason of the sun, and of the moon, and of the year, and of the months, and of the times, and of the hours; also the serenity of storms, and of the winds, and of all things — receiving the wisdom implanted by GOD, and Himself, the inhabitant and teacher of His dwelling, demonstrating to us the science of its fabric [construction]." And afterward:

"The rational is twofold — open and hidden, simple and mystical — having twelve stones in itself, and four rows; which four I think to be the virtues: prudence, fortitude, justice, and temperance, which cling to one another mutually; and while they are mixed together, they make up the number twelve — or the four living-creatures which in the Apocalypse are described [as] full of eyes, and, radiant with the Lord's light, illuminate the world. In one [row there are] four, and in [each of] the four the individual [virtues]; whence also δήλωσις καὶ ἀλήθεια [dēlōsis kai alētheia], that is, manifestation (or doctrine) and truth, is on the breast of the Priest. Since, when one has clothed him with the manifold garment, it follows that he utter with speech the truth which he retains in his heart; and on that account, in the rational there is truth, that is, knowledge — that he may know what things are to be taught; and manifestation, and doctrine — that he may be able to instruct others [in] what he has conceived in his mind. Where are those who say that innocence [alone] can suffice for a Priest? The Old law agrees with the New: the same [teaches] Moses, [as] the Apostle. That one [Moses] adorns the Priest's knowledge in [his] garments; this one [Paul] instructs Timothy and Titus in disciplines." Philo, book On the Judge: "What in life is as precious as truth? — which the wise seer [Moses] inscribed in a most sacred place, on that part of the Pontifical garment where is the principal power of the soul, that through this ornament he might make the Priest more august. But to truth he joined a kindred virtue, which he calls declaration, that they might be—
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—as it were images of speech, which is either conceived in the mind, or also uttered. For for this [truth] there is need of declaration, through which whatever lies hidden in the mind may be opened to others: just as [there is need] of truth for that other [end], the perfection of life and of the actions by which one goes to happiness." Book 3 On Moses: "The artificer willed the rational to be four-cornered [square], beautifully intimating that the reason both of nature and of man ought to be unshaken and solid; wherefore he attributed to it the two aforesaid virtues, revelation and truth. For the reason of nature is true, and revelatory of all things; and that [image] which is in the wise man — an image of that other [reason] — ought to be most true, and to conceal nothing out of envy, [of anything] which is indeed useful to be known. Nay, both the speech and the reason of each one of us are to be adorned with these two proper virtues: speech by declaration, [inner] reason by truth. For it befits the mind to admit no lie, and speech to utter and declare truth readily." Book 2 On Monarchy: "A twofold text varies [distinguishes] the rational, of which the one is called clarity, the other truth. By this [truth] it is intimated that it is not lawful for any lie to ascend to heaven, [and] that the whole [breed of lies] is thence relegated to earthly places, and has migrated into the souls of wicked men. But by clarity our affairs grow clear by the heavenly natures, [which are] otherwise going to be in obscurity."

For it is plain that, unless the sun illumine, so many qualities of bodies would not be conspicuous, nor so many kinds of heavens and forms, nor the distinctions of days, nights, months, and years; and, in general — who distinguished the times, if not the courses and recurrences of the sun, the moon, and the other stars, [courses] more harmonious than that they could be recounted by human eloquence? Whence [comes] the nature of numbers, if not from the observation of the just-named parts of time? Who, in so great a breadth and depth of the sea, opened the ways for sailors, if not the reckoning of the stars? Wise men also reported into letters innumerable other [things] discerned through their knowledge [of the heavens]: as the storms and calms of the air, the favorable and malign yields of crops, remiss and most burning heats, harsh or spring-like winters, droughts and rains, the fecundity of animals and plants, or, conversely, sterility, and other [things] of that kind. For of all earthly things the signs are marked in heaven.

Nay indeed, Cyril also (bk. 11 On Adoration), when he had understood holy men by the stones set in the rational, goes on to say [that] their names [were] placed there as a figure of CHRIST, who, he says, dwells together with the holy men: "For behold," he says, "I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the age." But the Truth and Manifestation is CHRIST: for in Him we have known the Father, and He manifested to us His good will — both perfect and well-pleasing — according to the scriptures; for Christ says: "Now I call you not servants; you are my friends, because all [things] which I have heard from my Father, I have made known to you." He, [that] Emmanuel, is Truth also by another reason: because He alone is [Truth] according to nature, and, as GOD from GOD, alone Holy, alone Lord; but the creature [is such] by participation and imitation — that is, in whatever [manner] he is understood to be. Christ, therefore, is present with holy men, when He is understood as if in manifestation and truth.

And to this looks — not that [wish] of Momus, who wished the breasts of men [to be] windowed; but the wish of Aelian, who, in the place cited before, preferred that truth be within the breast of the Egyptian Judge, rather than that the image [of Truth] should hang before it. "The judges," he says (bk. 15 [read 14] Varia Historia), "among the Egyptians were once the same [men] who were also the Priests. Among these, the chief in rank was the greatest—
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—[the] greatest in age [eldest], and had the right of deciding over all. It behooved him to be the most just and most sincere of all men, who wore around his neck an image made of a sapphire gem, which was called Truth. But I, for my part, would prefer [that] a judge carry about truth, not [so much] sculpted or expressed in a stone, as [rather] have [it] implanted and fixed in [his] soul and mind. Thus he [Aelian]. Yet this [gem] was the figure and memorial of this thing [truth]. But [here is] that ridiculous [claim] which a certain Lutheran of Brunswick, Hermann Nicephorus, in [his] disputation On Dialectical Distribution (num. 40), seriously affirms: [that] by divine authority the two parts of Logic — Invention and Judgment — are proved, because the former is signified by Urim, the latter by Thummim.


Question XXXIX. (marg.) What is gathered from what has been said, thirdly? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XXXVII"; = XXXIX by the run of the questions.]

It is understood, thirdly, how much more fortunate the Jews [were], in their Priest, than the Gentiles — who, when they most superstitiously looked up to the flights, chatterings, and choicest dancings of birds, the entrails of cattle, [and] hoarse lowings or bleatings, [and] so studiously cultivated the shrines of Ammon, of Dodona, of Delphi, and the I-know-not-what caves of Trophonius, for the sake of oracles; [who] interrogated their images, their soothsayers, their "Pythons and diviners" (as Isaiah says) with such care and solicitude — yet obtained nothing but [what was] obscure, doubtful, uncertain, deceitful, and lying, as Cicero himself, Pliny, and others have discoursed. Hence Origen (bk. 7 Against Celsus): "I say," he says, *"concerning the manner of the enumerated oracles, [that] we can bring forward many [things] from the authority of Aristotle and the Peripatetics, abrogating credit from the Pythia and the rest; [that] we can likewise transcribe from Epicurus and his followers what they think about these; and [can] show that the Greeks themselves set no value even on the most celebrated oracles of Greece. But let us grant [that] those [things] which are reported about the Pythia (as inspired by a divinity) and the rest of that kind of seers are not figments of men — [and] let us see whether, if we diligently weigh the truth of the matter, it cannot be proved that, even if there be oracles in the highest degree, [it does] not necessarily follow that some divinity presides over them, but rather certain evil demons, and spirits hostile to the human race, opposing themselves to the souls which tend to heaven by the way of virtue and true piety, by which they return to GOD. Certainly, concerning the Pythia — than which no other prophetic-seat is more celebrated — it is narrated [that] that seeress of Apollo sits over the opening of the Castalian cave, and, the spirit ascending thence, receives [it] through her female lap [womb], filled with which she brings forth those illustrious and (as they are thought) divine oracles. Consider now whether by this very [thing] the impurity of that spirit be not abundantly understood — [passing] not through blind passages far purer, to be penetrated through the female lap into the prophesying soul, but through those [parts] which an honest man could not endure to look at, much less to touch; and that not once and again (which perhaps were bearable), but as often as she, inflated by Phoebus, is believed to prophesy. Nay, that too — [that], beyond [her] script, maddened by magic arts, she herself understands what she is doing — is not the work of the divine spirit. For whoever is breathed upon by the divine power ought, before others who are helped by his oracles and advance to a better life agreeable to nature, himself to discern what is profitable — especially so long as GOD is in his breast. We indeed gather from the sacred scriptures [that] the Prophets of the Jews, illumined by the divine spirit (so far as it was needful [that] the interpreters of the divine counsels be illumined), first enjoyed the coming of the divinity to themselves; and, their soul (so to speak) touched by the Holy Spirit, both attained this [soul] more splendid, and [their] mind more perspicacious, and even the body itself — no longer contumacious against the spirit, or loathing the right rule of life — [being] namely dead (as our [people] speak) to the concupiscences of the flesh. For it is persuaded to us [we are persuaded] that the works of the flesh, inimical to GOD, are mortified through the divine—
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—Spirit. But if the Pythia is snatched out of herself while she chants the fates, of what sort must that spirit be reckoned — pouring darkness upon the mind and the reason — since it is like this kind of demons, which not a few Christians cast out of possessed bodies, and that without any curiosity of the great [magic arts] and of sorceries, but by prayers alone, and simple adjurations, which are the arts of simple men? For commonly plebeian men do these [things], convicting the demons' weakness by their word, through the grace of CHRIST — [so] that there is no need, for routing them from a man's soul and body, of wise words and strong reasonings about the faith." And afterward: "We set no value on the Pythian, Dodonaean, Clarian, Branchid, and Ammonian oracles, and whatever [others] are celebrated; and we admire the Jewish [oracles] alone — seeing [that] the brave, constant, and honest life of these [prophets] was worthy that the divine spirit should lodge in their souls; and [there is] nothing here like the divinations of demons."*


Question XL. (marg.) What, fourthly, is to be gathered from the [things] which have thus far been disputed? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XXXVIII"; = XL by the run of the questions.]

Finally, indeed, it is understood how much we Christians surpass both [Jews and Gentiles]. For [we are] both freed from the false and empty superstition of the Gentiles' divination, and have now obtained the truest Urim and Thummim in the truest and gravest matters. The Jewish Priesthood was the type and figure of our Priesthood: the [good] things which were promised and given to them [were] temporary — [mere] shadow and image only of the heavenly and divine [things] which, through CHRIST JESUS, have been brought and communicated to us. About temporary and perishable goods — about the prosperous or adverse outcome of wars, about the manner of entering battle or flight, and about other like [matters] — the [Jewish] Priest, being interrogated, gave forth responses clear, certain, and wholly undoubted, so that they might much more truly be called τὰ δῆλα [ta dēla, "the manifest"] than that Apolline Delos. But we, indeed, about these lower and more abject conveniences of life, have received (so far as I know) no single oracle; but about those [things] which lead on to eternal happiness and perpetual, true goods — about those matters, I say, which pertain to faith, hope, and charity — there has been given to us [one] who may be consulted, and by whom clearly, certainly, and constantly answer may be given: the Pontifex Maximus, the Vicar of Christ the Lord Himself, the successor of St. Peter. But if it were not so, would not the Jews have been far happier than we? Would they not, in doubtful and most difficult times, have had more of aid and of divine colloquy? For neither did they lack even divine writings, which surpassed all the Gentiles' auguries, tripods, [oracular] oaks, and lots.

I said [that] we have no single oracle about temporary goods, because it stands otherwise universally settled for us [that], if we cultivate religion and justice, keep the divine commands, do good, [and] decline from evil, those [goods] are supplied us most abundantly — or at least in that manner which [is] more conducive to us for the attaining of the better and the other goods. "[These] follow," said St. Celestine (epistle 5, to the Emperor Theodosius), "all prosperous things, if first the [things] which are dearer to GOD be kept" — [as] namely, "justice exalteth a nation, but sin maketh peoples wretched" (Prov. 14[:34]); "Seek first the kingdom of GOD, and the rest shall be added unto you" (Matt. 6[:33]).


Question XLI. (marg.) What is to be noted in this election of the successor [Joshua, son of Nun]? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XXXIX"; = XLI by the run of the questions; marginal partly abraded — "…& whether the people's [consent was needful]."]

The people watched that election, and approved [it] by their assent and applause. But [Joshua] neither elected himself, nor imposed [his own] hands, nor took the honor—
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—received obedience from him; but, conversely, [obedience is received] by the Prince himself [from Eleazar / the people]. If you should say [that] Origen (homily 6 on Leviticus) reasons thus, from the fact that in the vesting of Aaron the people was present (Lev. 8:4): "Although I the Lord had commanded about constituting the Pontiff, and the Lord had chosen [him], nevertheless the Synagogue too is convoked. For there is required, in ordaining a Priest, also the presence of the people, that all may know and be certain that he who is more excellent out of the whole people — who [is] more learned, who holier, who more eminent in every virtue — that one is chosen for the priesthood; and this with the people standing by, lest afterward there be for anyone any retraction, [and] lest any scruple remain. This too is what the Apostle prescribes in the ordination of a Priest, saying: 'He must also have a good testimony from those who are outside'" [1 Tim. 3:7]. For which reason, too, the presence of the people would seem always necessary in the election of Princes [rulers]: It is answered [that] the reasoning of the argument is entirely equal [parallel]. But just as, among political Princes, there is succession by inheritance, or election by certain nobles [optimates], as in the Roman Empire, so also among the Ecclesiastical [princes] — about whom let Bellarmine be seen (bk. 1 On Clerics, from ch. 2). But whether [the people] conferred obedience on him by a solemn rite, is disputed below (bk. 2, ch. 1, last page, quest. 4, against Masius).


Question XLII. (marg.) What [did] Eleazar the Pontiff [do] in the same election? [printed marginal numeral "Q. XL"; = XLII by the run of the questions.]

Not, as the people, did Eleazar the Pontiff merely watch that election, and approve [it] in some [loose] manner: but first he approved [it] by that priestly authority [of his], and held [it] ratified. Then he received the veneration and obedience — from Joshua standing [before him] — gravely and—
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—modestly admitted [it]. He sits, as the thing itself seems to intimate, in the priestly chair, which is also called the [chair] of Moses (Matt. [23:2]). Thirdly, [Joshua] learned the manner of thenceforth creating other Princes, should occasion ever bring [it] — [a manner] which he himself would keep, and would prescribe to future Priests. [Just] as Moses himself adorned Aaron with the Pontifical vestments (Lev. 8), and, when he [Aaron] was dying, [adorned] this his son Eleazar (Num. 20), so that thereafter the successors might retain the manner they had seen: so in this place Eleazar looked on — how the designated Prince is brought into the sight of the people, [how] Moses would lay hands on him, give him the precepts, [and] present [him] to the Priest — that likewise afterward he himself, and his posterity, might do the same. For a certain formula, and exemplar, of creating Princes is here shown. Fourthly and lastly, [Joshua] learned how, with the highest authority, he might tell and command the Prince what should be done. "For the fact that obedience is enjoined on the Prince himself signifies that the faculty of commanding is reserved to the Pontiff," says Cajetan.

So, therefore, was Joshua constituted Leader of the Israelites — and, as in the [chronicle] of the Samaritans (cited by Scaliger, Isagogic Canons bk. 3, p. 218), he is called the first King: the first, I say, in the promised land, [once it was] conquered, distributed, and pacified; about whom [it is said], in the Yuḥasin [Sefer Yuḥasin] fol. 10, 51, 158 — where, among other things, it is said [that] the face of Moses was as the Sun, [that] of Joshua as the Moon (fol. 51) — as Rabbi Abraham Zacutus narrates, concerning Rabbi Eliezer son of Hyrcanus, whose chapters I have several times cited before, and shall cite afterward.


Caput X (opening)

The remaining deeds of our Joshua, up to after Moses's death, are nearly these in the text, as it were: [1] his Corroboration [encouragement]; [2] [his] election for dividing the land of promise; [3] the Canticle; and [4 — Moses now dead, his succession]. Concerning the first and second, although it is established (quest. 16 of the superior chapter) [that] Moses often gave Joshua various precepts, [and] confirmed his spirit by several admonitions, and set him over the division of the land: [at] which [time], the more death was drawing near to him [Moses], so much the more often and diligently did both he himself and the Lord do this. And therefore [in] Deuteronomy ch. 31, verse 7: "Moses called Joshua, and said to him before all Israel: Take courage, and be strong… for thou shalt bring in this people into the Land which the Lord swore He would give to their fathers; [and the Lord] who is your leader, He will be with thee: He will not leave, nor forsake [thee]…" And at verse 14 the Lord says to Moses: "Behold the days [of thy death] are near: call Joshua, and stand ye in the tabernacle of testimony, that I may command him." Moses [and Joshua] therefore went, [and stood in the tabernacle of] testimony; and the Lord appeared there in the pillar of cloud, and [it] stood [in the entrance of the tabernacle. And] the Lord [said] to Moses: "Behold thou shalt sleep with thy fathers." And [at verse 23 the Lord commanded Joshua] the son of Nun, and said: "Take courage, and be strong: for thou shalt bring in the sons of Israel into the land which I have promised, and I will be with thee." Concerning the third, [it is] in the same chapter [verse 19]: "Now therefore write ye this Canticle, and teach [it to] the sons of Israel, that they may hold [it] by memory, and [that] this song may be to me for a testimony among the sons of Israel." And ch. 32, v. 44: "Moses came therefore… and spoke all the words of this canticle in the ears of the people, he, and Joshua the son of Nun." Concerning the fourth [it is] in the same book of Deuteronomy, ch. 34, v. 9: "Joshua the son of Nun was filled with the spirit of wisdom, because Moses had laid his hands upon him. And the sons of Israel obeyed him, and did as the Lord commanded Moses."


Question I. (marg.) Was Joshua the leader in the Midianite war? [Caput X — question-numbering restarts.]

Because the Midianites, by the enticements of [their] women, had lured very many of the Israelites into most grave crimes (Num. ch. 25), the Lord therefore commanded them to be punished by war, and by a most bitter slaughter (in the same book, ch. 31); and that war was waged, by God's help and hand, so successfully that of the enemy very many thousands of both sexes were utterly cut off — [and] Balaam himself, the author and architect of the whole wickedness, [was] slain together with them. In this war, then, [that] Joshua was the Leader, Abulensis says (quest. 3, on that chapter of Numbers), and he affirms this to be handed down in the letter [text]. Cajetan truly teaches [that] about this nothing is handed down in the letter; yet [that] it seems likely that he [Joshua] was the Leader.

(col. 236 [Q I cont.])

Which [view] is also rather the more assertible [likely]. For a war is not waged with so [great forces] without a leader; either, then, it was Moses, or Joshua, or some other. But not Moses — because in that chapter (v. 6) Moses himself is said not to have gone out with the armed [men], but to have sent them with Phinees [Phinehas]. If you should say [that] it was said to Moses himself in the same place (v. 2): "Avenge the sons of Israel of the Midianites" — R. Salomo [Rashi] answers [that] Moses interceded against this very [thing] before the Lord, excusing himself, because he had dwelt among the Midianites and had been enriched by an honorable marriage [there] (Exod. 2). But he had received much more of benefits from the Egyptians, among whom he was born, nourished, and educated — nay, even [adopted] by the Queen as a son—
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—[much benefits from the Egyptians…]? Yet, since it so seemed [good] to GOD, He wrought a huge slaughter of them [the Egyptians / of the people], because they had cast [molten] a calf (Exod. 32). The truer reason is that the Lord was unwilling that he [Moses] — now very near to death — be still entangled in war, and be sprinkled with the blood of men, even [though] of enemies; and [that] it was enough if he took that vengeance, not through himself, and by his own hand and presence, but through others whom he had sent out. But who, besides Joshua, would it have been? Only one [other] is named in the text, about whom conjecture can be made: Phinees [Phinehas]. For [at] v. 6 it is said [that] Moses sent chosen thousands from the Israelites with Phinees; or, as [it stands] in the Hebrew and Greek, "Moses sent those thousands into the battle-line, and Phinees into the battle-line." By which what else is signified, than that he was the leader of those thousands? And truly this seemed to happen deservedly, because before all others Phinees had blazed with zeal against the wicked and seductive blandishments of the Midianites; and, taking up at once a dagger, had begun to exact the penalty from them (Num. 25). As, therefore, GOD promised him the dignity of the high priesthood for that cause (in the same place, v. 13), so also now — while, his Father [Eleazar] yet surviving, he could not enter upon it — he seems constituted supreme leader. For it was not unusual, in that commonwealth, for priests to command military forces, as [is] abundantly clear from the history of the Maccabees, and the life of Josephus, and the books of the captivity. And Abulensis afterward (after quest. 4) seems nearly to embrace this. "Phinees," he says, "was one of the leaders of the war, and the chief." But he was not [one] of those who were over the individual thousands and centuries — since those thousands and centuries were not of the tribe of Levi (as the same Abulensis teaches, quest. 4), but of other tribes, and [so also] their heads. And he adds, "[that] he was sent, because he was a man valiant in arms, and had zealed for the Lord" (above, ch. 25). Yet it could be answered [that] he was sent with the army not to command it, but to help by his presence — first exhorting them, out of his zeal, and clanging the trumpets, as was prescribed to be done by the priests at the start of battles (Deut. 20). For this reason, too, it is here added [that] "in his hand were the trumpets." Not that he himself blew the many trumpets, but because he was over them, and at his nod others blew them — in that manner in which, [at] the same chapter, v. 49, the tribunes and centurions say their soldiers "were in their hand," which our [translator] rightly renders "under [their] hand." And on that account the Seventy [LXX] had said [that] these trumpets were not in Phinees's hand alone, but also in the hand of others. Certainly in the tractate Sotah he is said [to have been] sent to battle to be meshuach milḥamah [משוח מלחמה], that is, the herald and exhorter to war — which was shown to have been a priest's office, in the same place, at the beginning of ch. 8. Then [he was sent] for guarding the vessels of holiness, which were sent to the same war (v. 6). But these Vatablus and Oleaster do not distinguish from the trumpets; yet, since in the Hebrew and Greek there is a copulative conjunction, and no cause appears why [it] should here be drawn away from its proper and usual signification, we shall reckon these vessels distinct from those trumpets. But which [vessels are they]? The Rabbis say [they] were the ark and the Pontifical plate. And R. Salomo [Rashi] recounts, in this place, an inept little fable — how Phinees, though not yet Pontiff, placed that plate upon his forehead, and cast down the flying Midianites. If they are distinct from the trumpets, "I would think," says Oleaster, "[they are] priestly garments or ornaments." But where, if—
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—[the] vessels are elsewhere read [in Scripture]. But because in the ark was the vessel of manna, and to it clung the staffs by which [the ark] was carried, therefore all these are called "vessels" in the plural. That this [ark] was wont to be borne to war we read also (1 Kings [Sam.] 4 & 14; and Josh. 6; 2 Kings [Sam.] 11), and it is gathered from Num. ch. 14, v. 44 — just as, namely, the Gentiles were wont to carry their idols with them to battles (2 Kings [Sam.] 5[:21]). But clearly, and without any ambiguity, the Talmudic Rabbis say (in the cited tract. Sotah, ch. 8, f. 48): "The sacred vessels were the ark, and the tablets which [were] in it." Thirdly, [Phinehas was sent] for praying beside the ark itself, for the warriors' safety and victory. For it did not befit the priests to be merely idle spectators and bystanders in so great a danger. But again R. Salomo fables in his own manner: because, namely, in the Hebrew (vv. 4 & 5) the word "thousand" is read three times, he wishes [that] three thousand set out from each tribe — of whom a thousand would fight, a thousand guard the baggage, a thousand pray. As though in Hebrew it were novel, without any multiplication, [for] the same number to be frequently repeated. Besides, conjectures could be brought forward for Joshua [being the leader]: First, that, being now recently designated prince of all, he ought deservedly to be set over this war — both that he might prove himself more to all (as in the Amalekite war), and that he might begin to undergo the labors of leadership, and, as it were, to foretaste the glory; even as, above, Moses was bidden to give him his [own] glory. Secondly, because by his exhortation and religion the so-great piety of the inferior leaders, and [their] munificence toward God, seems to have been kindled — so that from their spoils they dedicated the best to His tabernacle (v. 49 and following). Thirdly, because (v. 13) Moses and Eleazar are said to have come to meet the victors. Why was Joshua — [the] declared successor of Moses — not named with them? For of the others [it is] subjoined only generally, "And all the princes of the Synagogue." It seems, therefore, [that] Joshua was the leader in this war — or at least he [Phinehas] himself, as has been said, Phinees.


Question II. (marg.) Whether Joshua the successor received the Cabala [oral tradition] from Moses? [Caput X, quest. II — marginals accurate here.]

That [he] received [it] is the common opinion of the Hebrews. For at the beginning of the first chapter of the book Pirkei Avoth thus is read: "Moses received [קבל, qibbel] the Law from Sinai, and handed it down to Joshua. Joshua [handed it] to the elders, the elders to the prophets. The prophets handed it to the men of the Great Synagogue." So also in the book Keter Malkhut. The same, but more copiously, at the beginning of their volumes — the Rabbot, and the Massekhet or Tractate Avot; and Elias [Levita] in [his] Tishbi; and Rabbenu Moses of Coucy [Makotsi], in the preface to the Great Book of Precepts [Semag]. "Moses," he says, "received [קבל] the Law from the mouth of the very Lord of the world at Sinai, and handed it [מסר, masar] to Joshua — because thus it is written: 'And Joshua the son of Nun, a young man, ministered to him; he removed not himself from the midst of the tabernacle.' And Joshua handed it down to the 70 elders, for leading Israel after him in the right way — because this saying [is] thus: 'And Israel served the Lord all the days of Joshua, and all the days of the elders.' The elders handed it to the [former] prophets; and the former Prophets handed it to the later prophets, who are Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi. And these handed it to the men of the Great Congregation; and from these they received [קבלו, qibbelu] wisdom, generation after generation, from then even until now." He adds, indeed, [that] by those who were carried with Joachim [Jehoiachin] to Babylon — Daniel, Esdras [Ezra], Mardochaeus [Mordecai], and their associates — and, after [the people] had been cast out to Egypt by Nebuchadnezzar, by Jeremiah, Baruch, and others — a seat of wisdom was raised up over the river Euphrates, or, as we today call [it], an Academy by the name of Nehardea,* in which wise men ever afterward existed, from whom the Babylonian Talmud was compiled. But those who had returned from the captivity with Zerubbabel, and afterward with Esdras [Ezra], established — while that former [seat] remained — another seat of wisdom at Jerusalem, whence—
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—[whence] the sages of the Jerusalemites had compiled [their] Talmud, and indeed the earlier [one]. R. Abraham Levita, son of David [Ravad], in the Book of the Cabala: "Moses our teacher (peace be upon him) received the Law from GOD the Best and Greatest on Mount Sinai; and Joshua the son of Nun, upon whom [be] peace, had from him both law — that is, the written, and that received by mouth. For certainly Moses our lawgiver, presiding, adjudicated all the controversies of the Israelites from morning to evening. And if you should say [that] this is to be understood of the written law — this cannot be [so]. For that [law] does not embrace one out of a thousand cases which daily arise. But afterward he set over them tribunes, centurions, [and] captains of fifty, and among them he had these words: 'Judge the affairs of your brethren, and what is just' [Deut. 1:16]; but of himself, 'And I commanded you at that time what you ought to do,' etc. Which precept indeed is nothing other than the law handed down by mouth, καὶ ἄγραφος [and unwritten]. Moreover, about the business of immolation, and its laws or rites, it is written: 'As I have commanded thee, thou shalt sacrifice and eat.' By which [words] Moses openly teaches [that] there had been prescribed for him mandates about immolating victims which are not set down in the Law. But it is impossible [that] he did not declare these to [his] successor Joshua. And Joshua handed those [things] to the elders, and departed from this life into the everlasting [life] in the year of the world 2517. The elders who prolonged [their] age after Joshua then handed them to the prophets; and the prophets to one another mutually, the one to the other, according to the order of ages and generations, down to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. Again the prophets handed them to the men of the Great Synagogue — namely, to Zerubbabel son of Shealtiel, son of Jeconiah, and to those who returned with him from the Babylonian exile: Jeshua, Nehemiah, Seraiah, Reeliah, Mordecai, Bilshan, Mispar, Bigvai, Rehum, Baanah. For these are the princes of the Great Synagogue." Eldad the Danite, in his history — or rather fable — of the enclosed Jews, says: "They are most skilled in faith and religion, learned in the Mishnah, in the Talmud, in the Aggadah. The Talmud which they have is written in the holy and purely Hebrew tongue, and so they themselves read [it], just as our sages [do], as they received [it] from the mouth of Joshua son of Nun, whom Moses had taught, whom the oracle of the most-mighty GOD [had taught]." [And] a beit din [house of judgment/court, received it] from a beit din [another court]. So say also the Jerusalem Talmud and Rambam; and things like these R. Abraham Zacuto hands down often in the Yuḥasin, and R. David de' Pomis in the Tzemaḥ, and likewise the Midrash on Psalm 105 (or, by the Hebrews' reckoning, 106), f. 46. But Cabala and Cabalist are almost ill-reputed with everyone. In his Exercitation against Cardan 355, Julius Scaliger says: "the [Moors] of Mauritania [and] Tangier — the Magi — seem to use the science which by the Jews is called Cabala, [called] by themselves Zairagia; by whose prescriptions, answering most truly, they attain the highest reputation of prophets even among the wise. But [they do this] not from divine Names, but from a certain coordination, which is formed by the combining of letters — as it were a mixture of the Planets, [and] of the Moon's mansions: they mark the position of the signs, the meetings of the motions, the solitudes, departures, discords, and agreements; and they announce both other [things] and the advantages and disadvantages of the whole year from the weather.
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—and handed to posterity — [this] the more pious among the Hebrews call that kind [of law]: torah she-bikhtav [תורה שבכתב, the written Torah]; the latter, torah she-be'al peh [תורה שבעל פה, the oral Torah]. Thirdly. Besides those [things] which are written in the Pentateuch, that Moses knew divinely also very many others cannot be doubted. For he could not explain in so few pages, and set forth distinctly enough, those [things] which he knew from GOD; and in those [things] which he did write, he knew [that] many hidden mysteries lay stored, and perceived the same — [mysteries] which could be comprehended by later [men] only with another teaching. Let Philo be seen, and Nazianzen (book On the State of Bishops, and bk. 1 of [his] Theology). And so Rabanus, in [his] manuscript Commentaries on Paralipomenon [Chronicles], says [that] the exemplar of the law was shown by God on Mount Sinai, [and] handed by Moses himself to Joshua, by this [one] to the elders. Let Pico della Mirandola also be seen (at the beginning of the Apologia, and quest. 5); and my prior Rabbi [Moses of Coucy], ch. 13. Fourthly. Among those who had received that more hidden doctrine, and a richer and plainer understanding of those [things] which were written, were Eleazar, Phinees, [and] others; but easily the chief of all [was] Joshua, who κατ' ἐξοχὴν [par excellence] is called his [Moses's] minister and disciple.

Fifthly, from Joshua received the same [tradition] those who were to teach the people most, and who ought to be set over them as regards sacred things and judgments. And from these thereafter [received] others, as is handed down by the Hebrews. Sixthly, this [tradition], as much Cabala as Masora, is most excellent and most praiseworthy. For what would either God, or those holy men, hand down or receive, except the best and most praiseworthy? Seventhly, this Cabala has been variously augmented by the Jews' Rabbis (as is clear from Josephus, bk. 13, ch. 18 [Greek]; [and] Gorionides bk. 4, ch. 6 of the Basel edition, ch. 29 of the Krakow [edition]); and at times depraved by certain trifles and errors. As is clear: first, from those [things] which they teach about miracles to be worked through certain characters, and voices, and letters (in Capnio [Reuchlin], bk. 3 On the Cabala, fol. 545 and following); secondly, from the 72 Angels feigned by them for this reason — because 50 are the "gates" [portions] of wisdom, as they say, and 22 the elements [letters] of the Hebrew alphabet, from whose conjunction 72 arise; thirdly, from other Angels likewise, who [they say] were the teachers of Adam and of others; fourthly, from the law written on a fiery globe, and its letters afterward variously confused and permuted; fifthly, [because] there survive books of this discipline, in which [are] many vain [things] of this kind. Of which sort are:

1. The book Yetzirah [Sefer Yetzirah], of which they fable Adam [to be] the author, but it is [by] Rabbi Abraham, or R. Akiva; on which have commented R. Jacob Cohen, Isaac "of the Holy Name," and R. Joseph son of Uziel. 2. The Zohar of R. Simeon son of Yoḥai, [composed] when he had lain hidden 24 years in a dark cave — about whom [more] from Genebrard below. 3. [Bahir] [Habbochir]. 4. the Cabala of R. Abraham Abulafia [Alaphia]. 5. The Commentaries On the Mysteries of the Law of Rambam who [is] also of Gerona, son of Naḥman [= Nachmanides]. 6. Nevukhim, or the Perplexed of Rambam, or of the Egyptian Moses [= Maimonides, Guide for the Perplexed]. 7. Sha'arei Tzedek of R. Joseph son of Carmitolis [Gikatilla]. 8. Sha'arei Orah of R. Joseph of Castile, citizen of Salerno — whose also is Ginnat Egoz, that is, "Garden of the Nut," [in] 3 books: (1) on words [terms], (2) on letters, (3) on—
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3. on the [vowel-]points. — 9. Ha-Emunot [Emunot ve-De'ot] of R. Saadia. 10. Sod ha-Torah of R. Abraham ibn Ezra [Abenezra]. 11. the book of R. Ḥamai, son of Ḥamina — who [was] most eloquent. 12. Ḥayyon, of the same. 13. Perush Kedoshad of R. Azriel. 14. the book Shemot [Names]. 15. Sefer Perush [on] the alphabet, from R. Akiva. 16. Sha'ar ha-Razim, that is, "on the hidden things" [on Psalm 18], R. Ama. 17. ha-Yaḥid, which ibn Ezra mentions (On the Mystery of the Law, ch. 1). 18. Sod... 19. Abstruse Questions. 20. a booklet of the Cabala: R. Azriel — by others, Oriel — of Gerona. 21. Derekh ha-Emunah, and Derekh ha-... 22. the Book of Roots of R. Joseph Albo — who, however, [is] more [an] ethicist. 23. al-Kuzari, R. Judah Halevi [Levi]. 24. On the Ten Numerations [Sefirot], R. ...adia Levi.

Concerning all which [see] R. Simeon the Jew, in Capnio [Reuchlin] bk. 1, fol. 452; and, at the end of the commentaries on Joshua, Andreas Masius. Then, from the opinion and brief arguments of the most learned Genebrard (bk. 2 Chronology, in these words, fol. 168): "R. Simeon ben Yoḥai [is] the author of the book Zohar. By which he laid the foundations of that foolish and vain Cabbalistic art, which languishes over the tips of letters, [over] numbers, transpositions, anagrammatisms, inversions of words, allusions, ambiguities, [and] homonymies. For the mysteries of that vanity consist chiefly of three [techniques], which are indicated by the word [Hebrew mnemonic]:

Namely, Gematria (so unskillfully did they confuse Geometry with Arithmetic) — when the number of a letter is reckoned. Notarikon — when a letter is put for a whole word; and it is so called, barbarously, from the 'tips of notaries' [shorthand]. Temurah, that is, permutation (of the elements [letters]) — when one letter is substituted for another. From the two first words [Gematria, Notarikon], of which one is Greek, the other half-Latin, you understand at what time so inept an art was devised, and [that] it is nothing less than [genuine] Cabala, i.e. a science received from the elders by hand [tradition]. Besides ineptitudes of this kind, it contains many impious [things], and [things] brewed from every bran of heresies. It sets up ten Sephiroth, or numerations, for its foundation; which — whether they establish [them] to be the [very] mind of GOD, or something else outside GOD's essence — appear to have been impiously introduced, from the fact that they posit in GOD a real number and multitude. Such was the business — or rather the idleness — of Marcus and Colorbasus, disciples of Valentinus, who tried to prove all the mysteries of their religion from the letters of the Greek Alphabet (Irenaeus bk. 1, ch. 9 & 10). And that Reuchlin (Capnio) gave the world a taste of these trifles in three books, without refutation, and that Paulus Ricius and Pico della Mirandola set themselves up as their patron[s], I indeed marvel [at]. For that is not the Cabala praised by the learned Fathers — [the praised one] which is partly historical, partly is called תורה בעל פה [torah be'al peh], that is, the law received by mouth. For this [true one] is a pure interpreter of the written law, and contains the simple traditions, customs, [and] rites of the Synagogue, [and] the explanations of the elders, whose fragments the Talmud, [the] Midrashim, etc., sometimes supply." [Serarius:] It could be regarded [favorably], were not other [things] in the way — [cf.] ch. 47 of Agrippa, On the
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vanity of the sciences; [and] also my prior Rabbi [Moses of Coucy], ch. 13 — where I also reject the "novelty" [alleged] by Duplessis [Mornay] and Forster concerning the Cabala. 8. Once the errors are removed from today's Cabala — those, namely, which clash with GOD's word, and with the Ecclesiastical canons and dogmas — the rest can be retained. For [these] are either true, or at least not hostile to the truth, and yet ancient, or pleasant and ingenious. Of [its] antiquity [it] seems to be attested: First. The fourth book of Esdras, ch. 14, vv. 45 & 46: "The Most High," it says, "[said]: The former [books], which thou hast written, set forth openly, and let the worthy and the unworthy read [them]; but the last seventy thou shalt keep, that thou mayest deliver them to the wise of thy people. For in these is the vein of understanding, and the fount of wisdom, and the river of knowledge." Which last [saying] is also thus reported in the Talmud: "Ein mosrin sitrei Torah ela le-yo'ets ve-ḥakham..." [אין מוסרים סתרי תורה אלא ליועץ וחכם], that is, "The hidden things of the Law are not handed over except to a counselor, and a wise Master of the young, and an understanding Sage." Secondly. The "artificial" Cabala is wont to be divided: first, into that in which word is put for word — and this either through metathesis of letters, or through equal number; secondly, into that in which a letter [stands] for a whole word; thirdly, into that in which letter is set for letter, by a certain alphabetic revolution, which is wont to be called athbash [אתבש, Atbash]. And ancient examples of nearly all these divisions are at hand. Of the first — as to equality of numbers — [an example] is in the Apocalypse, ch. 13, v. 18: "He that hath understanding, let him count the number of the beast. For it is the number of a man; and his number [is] six hundred sixty[-six]." Of the second [there is one] in the Hebrew Traditions on the third book of Kings, near the beginning (vol. 3 of St. Jerome), where thus: "Thou hast also with thee Shimei son of Gera, son of Gemini, of Bahurim, who cursed me with a most grievous [pessima] curse." "Most grievous" is said in Hebrew nimretzet [נמרצת], which is enunciated by five letters — that is, נ, מ, ר, צ, ת: in [the] נ [read] no'ef, that is, adulterer; מ Moabite; ר rasha, that is, impious; צ tsara, leprous; ת to'evah, that is, abominated. Of the third [division], St. Jerome himself [treats], on Jeremiah 25, where Sheshach is read and Babylon is understood. "How," he says, "Babylon — which in Hebrew is called בבל [Babel] — is understood [as] ששך [Sheshach], he will not greatly labor [to see] who has had even a little knowledge of the Hebrew tongue. Just as with us the Greek alphabet is read in order down to the last letter (that is, α, β, and the rest, down to ω), and again, for the memory of little ones, we are wont to reverse the reading-order and mix the last with the first — so that we say α, ω, β, ψ: so also with the Hebrews the first [letter] is א, the second ב, the third ג, [and so] down to the twenty-second and last letter ת, whose penultimate is ש [shin]. And so we read אתבש [Atbash]; and when we come to the middle, the letter ל meets כ; and, that it may thus be read rightly, we read Babel — [but] thus, with the order interchanged, we read Sheshach. But the vowels between ב and ב and ל, according to the idiom of the Hebrew tongue, are not set down in this name." But that all these [things] are pleasant and ingenious, anyone will easily grant, who has seen with how many praises — even by good and learned men — the poets' anagrammatisms and logogriphs are today extolled; and likewise those [plays] of old about the number 420, which both λοιμός [loimos, "plague"] gives, and Demagoras in the Greek Anthology, and, in Gillius, [also] D. Florimond de Raemond (On Antichrist, ch. 20), [and] Heliodorus (bk. 9) — who says the river Nile [Νεῖλος, by letter-value] is a year, that is, 365 days. Let the booklet of Julius Giraldi On Riddles be seen — for example, on the name Θ, η, ε, ι, υ, ς. And of similar [things]—
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—and of similar [things among] others, in Reusner, f. 78. Let it be permitted here to insert a fable, but one which agrees quite [well] with the design [at hand]. Xanthus, Aesop's master, found a marble column in some ruins, on which [were] these seven letters: Α, Β, Δ, Ο, Σ, Θ, Χ. All wonder, and ponder among themselves what they mean. But Aesop pronounces this to be their meaning: Ἀποβὰς βήματα τέσσαρα, ὀρύξας εὑρήσεις θησαυρὸν χρυσίου [Apobàs bḗmata téssara, orýxas heurḗseis thēsauròn chrysíou], that is, "Withdrawing four paces, [and] digging, thou shalt find a treasure of gold." The conjecture pleased — but more, [when] a copious [store of] gold was found. For (what ought not to be passed over) Xanthus gave the conjecturer nothing from that treasure. He, therefore, warns [that] another [message] also is contained in those [same] letters — namely, Ἀπελθόντες βαδίζοντες διελέσθαι ὃν εὕρετε θησαυρὸν χρυσίου [Apelthóntes badízontes dielésthai hòn heúrete thēsauròn chrysíou]: "Ye who take [it], as ye go away, divide the treasure of gold which ye have found." But since the ungrateful Master would accept no share [even] of a grateful mind [i.e., not even gratitude], Aesop grew indignant, and [was] to say[?]: [that] there gleamed something of the letters [which] would comply with the command [given]. For that [message] was of this kind: Ἀπόδος βασιλεῖ Διονυσίῳ, ὃν εὗρες θησαυρὸν χρυσίου [Apódos basileî Dionysíōi, hòn heûres thēsauròn chrysíou]: "Restore to King Dionysius the treasure of gold which thou hast found." Who would not praise this wit? Who would not marvel at so great a cleverness — and [at] sentences so varied and so apt being made now from few letters? Cicero too indeed praises [things] of this kind (in the second [book] On the Orator). Let there be, therefore, Cabala of this kind — not, indeed, sacred [or] certainly necessary, yet pretty, and full of wit and cleverness. Julius Scaliger, On Logogriphs:


Let not these be trifles to thee. For why does that inept [man] pride himself,
and hand from hand to hand the empty name of a wise man?
[He] by whose labyrinthine windings he turns all [things] about.
Accept, then, both gladly — or leave both alone.



9. [All these things] are to be understood of the prior, purer, and more solid Cabala — [by] which they truly judged Joshua to have been instructed by Moses, [as] concerning divine [matters], through this [Cabala].

10. In that same Cabala, although [Joshua was] exceedingly excellent, yet he was less than Moses — not only because "a disciple is not above [his] Master," but also, and much more, because [in] Deuteronomy, the last [chapter], v. 10, it is said: "And there arose not again a prophet in Israel, like Moses." And this the Rabbis mean, when they say [that] Moses penetrated the gates of wisdom — whence fifty; but Joshua only forty-eight. And again, [that] Moses's face shone like the sun, but Joshua's like the moon (in Capnio [Reuchlin] bk. 3, ff. 510 & 545 — as I also touched on above, ch. 9, q. 40). But O thou, the true Joshua [Jesus], my Christ, teach me thy justifications. For thou saidst to thy heavenly Father (John 17, v. 14): "I have given them thy word. As thou hast sent me into the world, I also have sent them into the world. And I have made known to them thy name, and will make [it] known, that the love wherewith thou hast loved me may be in them, and I in them. Amen."


Question III. (marg.) Whether now for the first time the Lord speaks to Joshua, and why? [Caput X, quest. III.]

Rupert (bk. 1 on Joshua, ch. 2) says [that], before Moses's death, the Lord spoke to Joshua twice. First indeed [in] Num. 27; then in this very place, Deut. 31, v. 14 and following. But improperly can the Lord be said to have spoken to Joshua himself in that former place. For He spoke rather about him than to him — or, as at length Rupert himself says, "over him, rather than to him." Here, therefore, first of all, did the Lord properly begin to make [address] words to Joshua himself. And especially [at] v. 23. For although, in the Hebrew and the corrected Greek 70 [LXX], the verb "commanded" seems to be referred to Moses (who—
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—a little before was said to have written that Canticle), yet the corrected Latin distinctly says: "And the Lord commanded Joshua the son of Nun." And that this is correct is clear from the very Hebrew of Him who commands and speaks to Joshua — in whose speech it is thus: "Thou shalt bring in the sons of Israel into the land which I swore to them." But the 70, that it might seem to be Moses's speech, turned this first person "I swore" into the third, "He swore" — although in fact the sense is the same. But why did the Lord here begin to speak to Joshua? The cause was that He might amplify his [Joshua's] dignity and authority before the whole people, and might show him to be the true successor of Moses — to whom alone the Lord was wont to speak — and now, in a manner, [his] equal.


Question IV. (marg.) How is Joshua said, together with Moses now about to die, both to have written and to have sung the canticle? [Caput X, quest. IV.]

That knot Pagninus did not loose, but broke. For [at] Deut. 32, v. 44, he twisted the text into another sense thus: "Moses spoke all the words of this Canticle in the ears of this people, and in the ears of Hosea [Joshua] son of Nun" — so that Joshua did not sing, but Moses only, [though] in the ears of the people and of him [Joshua]. "Nor does Santes [Pagninus] interpret badly thus," says Oleaster. Nay indeed most badly. For it clashes not only with our text, and with all the Latin Explicators, but even with the Hebrews — among whom, under [the word "hem"], is placed the mark of ending the clause, which is called atnach. It clashes even with the 70 themselves, who [render it] thus: εἰσῆλθε Μωσῆς, καὶ ἐλάλησε πάντας τοὺς λόγους τοῦ νόμου τούτου εἰς τὰ ὦτα τοῦ λαοῦ, αὐτὸς καὶ Ἰησοῦς ὁ τοῦ Ναυή [eisêlthe Mōsês… "Moses entered, and spoke all the words of this law in the ears of the people — he and Jesus [Joshua] the [son] of Nave"]. A manner, therefore, is to be found by which both wrote and sang together. And it is this: either both [did] the whole, or each [did] a part; and again, either at the same time, or at a different [one]. First, it could not be that both, divinely inspired, wrote all the same verses and words, and clearly sang together — no otherwise than if by study and labor they had learned some one song, and sang that same [song] in harmony together. Secondly, that one — Moses, for example — went before with one verse in song, [and] Joshua followed, repeating the same. Thirdly, that, by turns, Moses sang one verse, Joshua another — as, in that hymn Te DEUM laudamus, is commonly reported to have been done by St. Ambrose and Augustine. Fourthly, that Moses first sang the whole canticle, [and] Joshua straightway afterward repeated it. Fifthly, that Joshua repeated it, but not straightway — rather at a much later time, when he too was, namely, about to die. And these two latter modes the good authors embraced: the fourth indeed Cajetan, the fifth Abulensis. For [on] ch. 32, that one [Cajetan] thus: "It is agreeable to reason that Moses's voice, [being] of one so aged, was less heard, and therefore Joshua his helper is counted-in as it were [his] interpreter." But this one [Abulensis], on the same chapter, thus: "Joshua did not propose those words (of the Canticle) before the people, because Moses alone proposed [them]. But because he said that he too had heard those words from GOD, when both stood together before the Lord at the door of the tabernacle. And from this it happened that, when Joshua was near to death, he announced to them that, after his death, they would sin against the Lord, as is clear [in] Joshua ch. 24." — Although the same Abulensis seems by these words to hint also at a sixth mode: namely, that Joshua is said to have written and sung this Canticle with Moses because he testified that he had heard it from GOD together with Moses.


Question V. (marg.) Whether Joshua was present at Moses's death? [Caput X, quest. V.]

Abulensis denies [it] — he who holds Moses died in the valley in which he was buried, not on Mount Nebo itself; and even if he had died on the mountain,—
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—[even if he had died on the mountain], yet [that] he alone ascended thither, and so [that] no one was present at [him] dying. But that he died on the mountain the Latin and Hebrew text teach. For, since no mention of a valley, but only of a mountain, had been made, it is said (v. 5): "And Moses the servant of the Lord died there." But that, when Moses ascended into that mountain, many accompanied him, and were present at [him] dying, Cajetan teaches; and among these he especially names Joshua. And this is quite likely. For otherwise [Moses] would have established him [as] dead to the people only from his own preceding predictions of his death; and it could have been thought by some [that] he had so spoken of himself — whether according to ordinary custom, or out of modesty of mind — but [that] God had translated him, like Enoch or Elijah, into paradise. For there were not lacking [those] who suspected him to be Mercury, or the Egyptians' god Thoth (as Artapanus says, in Eusebius, Preparation bk. 9), or some one of the other gods (as St. Epiphanius says, heresy 55, and Cyril, bk. 1 Against Julian); and again others reckoned him not even dead (as, [in] Canon 20, St. Hilary; bk. 1 On Cain; St. Ambrose; and others, in St. Basil, sermon On Death, which is in the third volume of St. Ephrem; and many likewise of the more recent — as Catharinus, on Gen. 1 & 2; John Arboreus, book of Theosophy, ch. 11; others, in Joachim the Abbot, on Apoc. 11). What would the Jews once have done, if none of them had seen him dead? That our Joshua was present at [Moses] dying, the Talmudists teach (Tractate Temurah, ch. 2, f. 16) — though there, in their manner, they weave in an inept fable. For they say [that], in the very hour in which Moses, dying, departed niphtar le-gan Eden [נפטר לגן עדן, "passed away to the garden of Eden"], that is, into paradise, he said to Joshua that, if he had any doubts and difficulties in the Law, he should ask them now. But that one [Joshua], elated with pride, denied [that] he had anything of doubts, [saying] he knew all — since he had never departed from Moses himself, but (as said above, ch. 6) had not withdrawn from the tabernacle. And therefore Moses was indignant at him, and a penalty was divinely inflicted on him, that he forgot three hundred rulings of the Law, and was vexed by seven hundred doubtful [ones] — nay, [that] three thousand rulings of the Law of this kind came into oblivion in the very time of the Mosaic mourning. But these are Rabbinic fictions, which — although, like a certain apologue, they warn lest anyone, even the most learned, presume on himself and swell up vainly — yet wrongly impose upon Joshua himself the person of an arrogant and proud man. For even in fables decorum is to be kept. But this now [is] enough: that, by the Rabbis' opinion at least, Joshua was present at Moses departing hence. And this — as he is wont to borrow nearly all his [material] from the Talmud — Rashi repeats at the beginning of the first chapter of Joshua. But the Deuteronomy commentary, which is called Rabbah, establishes Moses [as dying] alone (f. 302b & 303); yet it proposes a pleasant [thing], as it were a Comedy, when it narrates Moses's many complaints and prayers to God that he might not die; likewise the snares and attempts of Samael, the prince of the Devils; and at last the descent of God Himself from the heaven of heavens, with three Angels — Michael, Gabriel, and Zagzagel — who addressed the dying [Moses], and composed [him].


Question VI. (marg.) Whether Joshua was present at the burial of the same Moses? [Caput X, quest. VI.]

All deny [it], and deservedly. For in the same Deut. ch. 34, v. 6, we read: "No man has known his
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sepulchre" (Moses's) "even to the present day." But someone of men would have known [it], had Joshua been present at the burial. Yet these [objections] can be raised. 1. In the 70 [LXX], in the same place, it is read thus: ἐτελεύτησε Μωϋσῆς, καὶ ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν ἐν [γᾷ] [etleutēse Mōusēs… "Moses died, and they buried him in the valley"]. Who, pray, buried [him]? Were they not men? And was not Joshua present with them, above all? But as for what we read in the Hebrew and Latin, "And He buried him," we can refer [it] not to GOD, but to a man. For such nominatives are often so understood among the Hebrews. 2. In a certain most ancient manuscript codex of St. Ephrem, which is at Rome, these [words] are read: "Jesus [Joshua] buried Moses" — as [Vossius] attests, in the sermon of the same St. Ephrem On the Transfiguration (Vossius, vol. 3, f. 192, 3). How could it be so distinctly known that he [was] buried in the valley of Mount Nebo, and not elsewhere — if [it were] not in a far-off region (because in the lot of Gad, ch. 33, he was signified [as] to be buried) — at least buried also, in another manner, in another place of the same Moabite region, in that part of the valley which is over against the shrine of Phogor [Peor], or, as in the 70 it is said, "near to it" — unless some men had been present and had seen [it]? And even if some saw [it], [was it] not with — and before all others — Joshua? Of all these [objections], from the questions handed down about Moses's burial (at that place of Deuteronomy, and in the Epistle of St. Jude), the solution is clear. Now briefly:

To the first: Angels buried Moses, by God's command — as St. Epiphanius says (heresy 9).

To the second: He who is said to have buried Moses, "Jesus," was not this our typical Jesus [Joshua], but the true [Jesus, Christ]. For in the same place is subjoined: "He called, and led forth Elijah, He the Lord of all." But He is said to have buried [him] because [Moses] was buried by His command, as of God (as already said); or because — as will be said [on] Joshua ch. 5 — there were some by whom "Jesus" is called Michael. But in the Epistle of St. Jude, v. 9, Michael buried Moses. Since, however, I scarcely assent to these, it is enough [that] Moses was laid to rest and interred, by our Christ's command, by Michael and other inferior Angels.

To the [third]: [that] the writer of this narrative knew it prophetically, Abulensis says. But Cajetan says [that], with all who were present at Moses dying looking on, his body [was] carried into the valley by the Angels, and then — a certain cloud being spread, lest the place of the sepulchre be distinctly seen — [he] was buried there. But Isaac ben Arama [Harama] writes (in gate 105, f. 272, col. 3) [that], when Moses was dead, our Joshua wept, tore [his] garments, mourned, and said: "Abbi, Abbi, Rabbi, Rabbi, Abbi she-giddaltani min-neʿurai, Rabbi she-limmadtani torah" [אבי אבי רבי רבי, אבי שגדלתני מנעורי, רבי שלמדתני תורה], that is, "My Father, my Father, my Master, my Master, my Master, who didst rear me from my youth, who didst teach me the Law" — namely, as Elisha [did] nearly [so] to Elijah (2 Kings [4 Reg.] ch. 2). But the commentary Rabbah, cited in the superior question (f. 303b), says [that] Joshua sought his Master, and said that [verse] from Psalm 11[:2]: "Save me, O Lord, for the holy one has failed; for truths are diminished from among the sons of men."


Question VII. (marg.) Whether Joshua wrote the last chapter of Deuteronomy, or at least a certain part of it? [Caput X, quest. VII.]

That not Joshua, but Moses himself, wrote this whole chapter, think Josephus (bk. 4, last ch.), Origen (bk. 2 Against Celsus), [and] Abulensis (on ch. 1 of Joshua, quest. 11). "It is not certain," he says, "whether Ezra [Esdras] wrote that, or Moses while living." But if you should ask them how [Moses] [went up] into the mountain—
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—[how Moses could] ascend [into the mountain], and, [being] there dead and buried in the valley, could write [it] — they answer [that] he did it by a prophetic spirit. For prophets are wont to use past [tenses] even for future [things]. This is indeed something. But not only this so-frequent placing of past [tenses for] future [things] signifies rather another author, but also that which is said [in] v. 6: "No man has known his sepulchre unto the present day." For, as Abulensis rightly reasons (q. 3), these words signify [that] Moses's sepulchre was unknown up to that very time in which that author was living and writing. Therefore he was not Moses himself — who, [being] then both dead and buried, was neither living nor writing — but another. And some suspected this [author] to be Ezra [Esdras]. But that it was Joshua himself, the same Abulensis hands down in the same place, and quest. 4; and it is more probable. Because he succeeded him [Moses] both in prophecy and in the governing of the people, and was both his minister and disciple, so that he deservedly ought to hand down to posterity the most happy — and plainly admirable — end of so great a master, teacher, and prince of his. For who would believe [that] these [matters] were wrapped in silence before Ezra, and illustrated by no light of letters? But there are [those] who judge the whole chapter [was] written by that same Joshua; others [judge] only from v. 5 to the end; others, finally, [judge] only these words from that chapter [to be his]: "And no man has known his sepulchre unto the present day." The first and the third opinion Abulensis attributes to others; the middle he embraces. And the same is [the opinion] of the Rabbis (ch. 1 [of] Baba Bathra, in the Talmud), and of Isidore Clarius's scholia (on ch. 1 of Joshua); and it pleases me well enough — but the first [pleases me] more. For, since the writer here acts [as] a historian, his narration seems to be taken historically, not prophetically. And thus all [things] cohere more, and are plainer. Except that from those [words], v. 10 — "And there arose not again a prophet in Israel, like Moses" — a reasoning [must] be instituted about the future times too, in this manner. If Joshua rightly and truly said that, in his times, no prophet equal to Moses had yet arisen, how much less was [one] about to arise afterward? For if not even Joshua himself [was] equal to him, who else — [one] who is indeed a mere man — could ever be equalled to him? Nor otherwise — even if we referred this to Ezra's times — must [we] reason about the times that followed too. Yet in the comparison of the prophets there is a certain difficulty, about which Lyra and others [treat] at the beginning of the Psalms; Abulensis [on] Num. 12; I [treat it] on Isaiah ch. 1. But whether Joshua himself wrote the book marked with his own name, which now follows, will be said in the second Prolegomenon of that book. Certainly St. Athanasius, at the end of the Letter to Marcellinus (if not the Latin translator, but the Greek text be read), seems to affirm [that] God bade Joshua, now constituted Leader, write Deuteronomy [along with] the Law of Moses. But what proof is there of this? — unless he means what the Rabbis also teach: [that] the king or prince of the people, when he was advanced to the government, had to copy out Deuteronomy for himself alone, even if he already, beforehand, had it copied out [for himself] as a private man.


Question VIII. (marg.) What was signified by this — that Joshua succeeded Moses? [Caput X, quest. VIII — the final question of Book I.]

It was signified [as] future that the Gospel of CHRIST would succeed the Mosaic Law, and the Church the Synagogue — as Origen copiously teaches (on Joshua, homilies 1 & 2). But more briefly Theodoret, at the beginning of the same book, in these words: "The most wise Paul taught us [that] the Old Testament was a figure. For all these things," he says, "happened to them in figure; and they were written
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for our correction, upon whom the ends of the ages are come [1 Cor. 10:11]. And, writing to the Galatians, he says thus: 'It is written that Abraham had two sons, one by the bondwoman, and one by the free. But he who [was] of the bondwoman was born according to the flesh; but he [who was] of the free, by promise — which things are said by an allegory. For these are the two testaments' — and what follows [Gal. 4:22–24]. Not that he rejects the history, but [that he uses it] as a figure for the truth: Abraham [for] GOD, the two wives for the two testaments, the sons for the [two] peoples. So also in this place, by Moses we ought to understand the Law; by Jesus, the Savior of the same name with him [Joshua]. And that the Law is called 'Moses,' we have already shown, using the testimony of divine scripture: 'They have,' he says, 'Moses and the prophets' [Luke 16:29]; and, 'Even to the present day, when Moses is read, a veil is placed upon their heart' [2 Cor. 3:15]. As, therefore, Moses being dead according to the history, Jesus [Joshua] led the people into the promised land: so, the Law being ended, our Jesus [Christ], appearing, opened the kingdom of heaven to the pious people. For 'the end of the Law is CHRIST, unto justice to every one that believeth' [Rom. 10:4]. And 'the Law and the prophets prophesied until John; but from the days of John the kingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and the violent bear it away' [Matt. 11:12–13]. But how does the name of 'minister' fit our Lord JESUS CHRIST? For [Scripture] says of Jesus son of Nave: 'The Lord said to Jesus son of Nave, the minister of Moses.' We also hear the Apostle saying: 'I say that Jesus Christ was the minister of the circumcision for the truth of GOD, to confirm the promises of the Fathers' [Rom. 15:8]. And again: 'But when the fullness of time came, GOD sent his Son, made of a woman, made under the Law, that he might redeem those who were under the Law, that we might receive the adoption of sons' [Gal. 4:4–5]. Made under the Law, therefore, he is thus declared minister of the circumcision. And [Scripture] says to the Jews in this manner: 'If you had believed Moses, you would perhaps have believed me also; for he wrote of me' [John 5:46] — since indeed they said to Jesus son of Nave: 'As in all things we obeyed Moses, so will we obey thee also' [Josh. 1:17]."

Similar [things] almost in the Collectanea: Grillus (f. 1056): "As, after Moses's death, Jesus [Joshua] son of Nave received the command, so, after the death of the legal letter, JESUS CHRIST received the command of the new people"; [likewise] Rupert (ch. 1 on Joshua, bk. 1); St. Augustine (sermon 105 On the Seasons); and, among the recent, Masius (on Joshua ch. 1): "After the death of Moses, after the end of the Mosaic law — which had served GOD as a pedagogue of the sons — Joshua, or JESUS CHRIST, the minister of Moses, was sent by GOD the Father.

For that one was the minister of the circumcision, for the truth of GOD, that he might ratify those [things] which had been promised to the elders by GOD; he was also obedient to Moses's Law, that he might redeem those who were subject to the Law, and through adoption vindicate [them] into the liberty of sons. Sent, I say, was JESUS CHRIST, that those whom Moses had led around — wandering still through waste, pathless, sterile places — and had not been able to bring into the promised inheritance (that is, [those] who, engaged still in the harsh, difficult, and sterile law, and the shadow of future goods, could not attain to the perfect representation of the things themselves) — [that] He Himself might lead them through the Jordan, that is, baptism (by which, by the power of His blood, we are expiated, and by sacred rites are initiated into the mysteries of the eternal inheritance), into the land promised to the seed of Abraham: where they might possess and enjoy the things themselves, not the shadows of things. For who, from the history of CHRIST and of John, does not understand [that] baptism is not obscurely signified by the Jordan?"

And thus far concerning Joshua [gathered] from the various and scattered places of the Pentateuch; now let us proceed to the [matters] gathered together — and, in the book which bears his name, woven and bound into one continuous [text] — the true JESUS Himself going before us, in [His] prayers and intercessions.


Prolegomenon I. What is the argument [subject-matter] of the book of Joshua?

The Book of Joshua embraces that state of the ancient Church which most nearly followed the death of Moses. Namely, how the land which GOD had promised to Abraham, and to his son Isaac, and to [his] grandson Jacob, and to the other fathers, was at last — by the posterity of those holy men, who were called "the people of the Israelites" — entered, subdued, divided, and possessed; and this within the space of fourteen years, or even more (as will be said below), under the leadership and governance of Joshua, the successor of Moses himself. For then, through that one [Joshua], at the [time of the] Israelites' either coming to those regions, or return [thither] — [and] it can indeed be so called, since their ancestors of old had descended into Egypt, whence they now come — the true worship of GOD the Best and Greatest, the true Church, with all the divinely-received laws and ceremonies, received a seat there; and, the idols and superstitions of the Gentile inhabitants being exterminated, [it] began to fix [its] dwelling.


Prolegomenon II. Who is the Author of the same book?

Six opinions about this I see. The first is in Abulensis (quest. 13): [that] there was a certain [author] later than Joshua's times — or rather equal to those times, as [it is] in St. Athanasius's Synopsis. The second — in the same Abulensis (below, ch. 4, before quest. 14; and ch. 7, quest. 9) — wishes the Prophet Isaiah to be the author. But [he does so] on no argument. The third reckons Eleazar the Pontiff [to be the] author. "For," says the author of this opinion, "it was properly his parts [duty] not only, by living voice, to teach the people of his age, but also to make GOD's grace in preserving the Church attested to posterity, that the true religion might be better propagated. And before the Levites had degenerated" (says the same [author]) "there were, of that order, 'actuaries' [record-keepers], who would enter into perpetual records whatever was worthy of remembrance in the governance of the Church." And this could perhaps be confirmed from Isaiah 36, vv. 3 & 22, and other places, where certain of the Levites are called mazkirim [מזכירים, "recorders"] — as it were [those] who guarded the memory of things by writing; or, as our Translator often renders [it], [those] who were "of the commentaries" [registrars]. There is added [that] Josephus (bk. 1 Against Apion) says [that], among the Egyptians and Babylonians, it was the custom that the Priests should handle [lit. "philosophize about"] the public records of things done; but that the Jews entrusted this very [office] τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσι καὶ τοῖς προφήταις τῶν πραγμάτων [tois archiereusi kai tois prophētais tōn pragmatōn, "to the high priests and to the prophets of affairs"] — to the Pontiffs and Prophets. The fourth is of the same Abulensis (quest. 13 on ch. 1; and quest. 9 [on] ch. 7; quest. 11 [on] ch. 16): [that] Samuel was the writer of Joshua. The fifth, of Andreas Masius (preface to this book): [that it] was Ezra [Esdras] — and indeed either alone, or together with pious and learned men of his age (about whom the same [Masius], ch. 8, fol. 142). The sixth establishes Joshua himself [as] writer; and this seems to me more inclined toward the truth. 1. His Master Moses judged [it right] that the state of the Church which had been in his own time was to be committed to letters by himself. Why should the good disciple and successor not imitate him? 2. The very same seems to be entirely asserted [in] Ecclesiasticus [Sirach] ch. 46, v. 1, where it is said: "Valiant in war [was] Jesus [Joshua] son of Nave, the successor of Moses in—
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—prophecies. For thus the Greeks show it should there be read. But what prophecies does he mean? Those, I think, by which the Lord illumined Joshua's mind — but most of all those which he conveyed to others by words and by letters. For that the Sacred Scriptures are called by the name of "prophecies" is established from 2 St. Peter, ch. 1, v. 19. Now thirdly, in the last chapter of this book, v. 26, we read thus: "Joshua also wrote" (he who, in the Hebrew and Greek, is distinctly named) "all these words in the volume of the law of the Lord." What [are] these words? Certainly not only those which contained the covenant, of which mention is there made, but universally all the matters which that book recounts. For otherwise it would have sufficed to say: "Joshua struck a covenant on that day, and set before the people precepts and judgments in Shechem, and wrote them all in the volume of the law of the Lord." Then, what is "the volume of the law of the Lord"? Is it not either Deuteronomy, or the whole Pentateuch of Moses? And in it he wrote, when, in the same Codex which was in the ark, he joined that [book] of his. Hence also the Chaldee manuscript, which Masius writes (fol. 114) [that] he possesses, thus rendered that place: "Joshua wrote these words in a book, and joined [them] to the book of the law of GOD." Fourthly, this is the more received opinion among learned men — not only the recent [ones]: Vatablus, Abulensis, Driedo (bk. 1, ch. 3), Pineda (preface 3 on Job); but the ancient and Christian [ones] too, as Junilius (bk. 1 On the parts of the divine law, ch. 8), and in his synopsis Dorotheus, show; and the Hebrews, who (in Baba Bathra, ch. 1) teach [that] Joshua wrote his own book (fol. 14b of the Basel edition, and again fol. 15, where it is added how he also wrote the last eight verses of Deuteronomy, as will presently be said again). And the same [holds] Radak [Radako], as it seems, in the Book of the Paths of the Holy Tongue. Fifthly, from the dissolution of those [things] which are proposed against [it], the same is confirmed. For Castellio objects two [things], in his Annotations. 1. In ch. 10 the Book of the Just [Sefer ha-Yashar] is cited, to prove the history of the sun bidden to stand still — which book, however, could not be cited by Joshua, since it was written after David's times. For [in] 3 Kings [1 Kgs] ch. 1, the history about David is cited from the Book of the Just. 2. Those [things] are written [in] ch. 15 of this book about Achsah, Caleb's daughter, which were done after Joshua's death (Judg. ch. 1). 3. The expedition of the sons of Dan against Leshem [Jessem] (below, ch. 19, v. 47), which was undertaken after Joshua (Judg. ch. 18). The same [things] are objected also by Masius. But that [things] of this kind were added by some of the later Prophets — for example by Samuel, or [those] who lived in David's or Solomon's time (as below, ch. 16, is indicated from the 70), by others, and by name by that great and most learned Ezra — we gladly confess; nor is the book therefore to be denied to Joshua himself. Otherwise we shall deny Moses [to be] the father [author] of Genesis and of the other following books, since in them the name Hebron is found — which not a few think was afterward imposed by Caleb's son — and the like; and even Moses's own departure from life and burial [is found there], just as here too the death of Joshua himself is narrated (last chapter, v. 29). Certainly the Talmudists expressly assert (in Baba Bathra, ch. 1) [that] our Joshua added to Moses's Deuteronomy the last eight verses; but [that] Eleazar added to this [Joshua-]book those [things] which [treat] of Joshua's dea—
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—death — [these] are below, ch. 24, from v. 29 to 33; which [book-ending], because it treats of Eleazar's own death, they say [was] added by Phinees. A fourth [objection] could be added, from ch. 4, v. 9, and ch. 5, v. 9, where the stones are said to remain, erected in the midst of the Jordan, "unto the present day." And this Abulensis and Masius object there. But the same response can be applied [to it] which is to be recalled to memory again below (ch. 14, quest. 5; and ch. 16, num. 7). Sixthly and lastly, [there] accedes the emptiness of the other opinions. For the first, third, and fourth bring forward no reasons. The second, indeed, teaches that Pontiffs, Levites, and Prophets put labor and study upon the public records — yet not [that] all [things] were written by them alone. Then, is not Joshua also entirely among the Prophets? Did not Ecclesiasticus [Sirach], a little before (ch. 46), say [that] he succeeded Moses in prophecies? And below it will be said [that] by the Jews he is aggregated with the first prophets.


Prolegomenon III. What is the authority of the same book?

Who has denied the divine, and altogether canonical, authority of this book — whether at this time, or already long ago — I know [of] no one, except the Samaritans, and others, who either rejected the Old Testament alone [entirely], or taught that we ought to have been content with the Pentateuch of Moses alone — as I set forth in the general Prolegomena of the Bible. Perhaps, however, those who (in St. Jerome, on Isaiah ch. 16) by way of insult called Joshua "the bloody" [sanguinarium], attributed little to this book — though it always gives to him [Joshua] the testimony of the greatest virtue and of divine approbation. For there is not even any slight reason on account of which this authority could in any way be doubted, since both all the Christians hitherto, and the Jews, with conspiring [agreeing] minds, have embraced and venerated it as most certain, and dictated by GOD.


Prolegomenon IV. What is the order [position] of the same book relative to the other biblical books?

St. Jerome (in the letter to Paulinus), and some of the Jews, give the first [place] to Moses's books, the second to Job itself. But St. Chrysostom and Olympiodorus (on Job 38) gave to the same book [Job] not the second, but the first, [place]. And one cause moves them all: that before all the other books Moses seems to have written that history of [Job's] patience, as [was] said in the general Prolegomena. But Joshua very well holds the place nearest after Moses's books. For the matter itself, and the reckoning of the times and deeds, is most continuous with them. And therefore the beginning of this book is of the kind which is wont to be [the beginning] of those books that are aptly joined with the preceding [ones] — namely, "And it came to pass" [Et fuit], as [was] expounded in question 1 on Judith ch. 1. And is it not most fitting that the disciple should cohere to the Master, [and] the successor to the predecessor? But that Job was written by Moses, St. Athanasius does not concede (in the Synopsis), [nor] Olympiodorus (in the Catena), [nor] St. Nazianzen (in the oration against Julian), who attribute its writing to Solomon. But — on account of several other reasons and testimonies — let us grant [it] to be the work of Moses himself; [and yet the question is] whether Job should, on that account, be cast down from the second place—
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—[whether Job should be] cast down [from second place]? For either, in that order, the reckoning of time must be had — and thus Job ought to be placed either before Exodus, or certainly within it [that period], [Job] who, before the Israelites' migration from Egypt, underwent all those bitternesses, and then nearly died; and in the same way David's Psalms, the Proverbs, and Solomon's other books would have to be placed before the third and fourth [books] of Kings. Or rather the reckoning of the writer is to be followed, so that whatever [books] are Moses's may all be placed together at once. But then, if Ezra [Esdras] had written this book (as some above wished), it would have to be placed after Ezra's book; and if any of Moses's Psalms are in the Psalter (as [it] seemed to some), they would have to be recalled here [beside Moses]; and a similar disturbance would have to be applied in the others. In the New Testament too, the Acts of the Apostles would have to be crammed between St. Luke's and St. John's Gospels; and the Apocalypse placed after that same St. John's Gospel, before the epistles of St. Paul and of the other Apostles. It was altogether better done, that these books be connected among themselves by the connection of the matters and times — especially because Job holds another mode of narrating and explaining, and is an altogether separate argument and subject-matter. Wherefore St. Jerome too, in the same cited preface, afterward followed the common opinion.

Elegantly, indeed, St. Athanasius (in the letter On the interpretation of the Psalms, to Marcellinus) joins those three together, and calls [them] the Triteuchon: Joshua, Judges, Ruth.


Prolegomenon V. Why is the same book entitled "Joshua"?

Although its author is Joshua (as [was] said in Prolegomenon II), yet the title seems rather sought from the matter itself. For those [things] are narrated in that book of which Joshua was the leader, author, and governor; and from him the book begins, and in him it ends. About whose parents, name, and other previously-done deeds, enough was set forth in the preceding book [Book I].

There survives among the Samaritans, even today, a book translated from Hebrew into the Arabic tongue, which is called IOSVE [Joshua] — because, namely, it begins from Moses's departure and Joshua's rule, although it does not end with him, but continues on beyond the reign of the Emperor Hadrian. Scaliger writes (bk. 7 On Emendation, p. 627) [that] he possesses this [book], copied in the Samaritan character.


Prolegomenon VI. What is the utility of the same book?

All those utilities of the divinely-inspired scriptures which were handed down in the Biblical Prolegomena are in this book. But these especially stand out: that it demonstrates GOD the Best and Greatest's excellent and most-certain faithfulness in [His] promises; that it gives a distinguished specimen of the best Prince — in war and in peace, toward GOD and [toward his] subjects; that it shows peace, abundance of goods, and all prosperity to be from GOD, and to be given abundantly by Him when He is religiously worshipped in the manner that is fitting; that it sets before the eyes of all the geography of the land (which the whole Scripture everywhere never fails to mention), and a certain [thing] as it were a picture; finally, that it sets before us the most illustrious Type of CHRIST JESUS our Lord and Savior, and a certain [thing] as it were a mirror. Whence, on this very book (homily 4), Origen [says]: "This book indicates to us not so much the deeds of the son of Nave, as it depicts to us the sacraments [mysteries] of JESUS my Lord."
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Prolegomenon VII. Who are the interpreters [commentators] of the same book?

Among the Hebrews, [those who] interpret this book are R. ibn Ezra [Abnezra], R. Solomon Yarchi [Rashi], [and] R. Isaiah — who, however, seems rather to institute a compendium. But among the Christians: Origen, Theodoret, Procopius, St. Augustine, Rupert, Lyra, Abulensis, and, from our Germany last, Andreas Masius — whom some carp at as [being] a little not-rightly-of-the-faith (the Possevine Appendix, p. 284, [in] the last [entry] on Joshua). But those who know him by face and familiarly affirm [him] most retentive of the Catholic faith and of Pontifical authority — even [those] who would not wish it so, [being] from the flock of the Innovators [Protestants]. And how often does he clearly and openly display this from these his own commentaries? On ch. 6, fol. 103: "Most foolish — not to say impious — it seems to me, to inquire too curiously into those sacred [rites], and ceremonies, and rites of worshipping GOD, which we have as handed down by our elders in the Church, [by] most holy men most approved by GOD." In the same [place], fol. 105: "Let us in nothing, by our reasonings and our judgment, lie against those divine utterances, but with a simple mind let us acquiesce in those senses which the authority of the holy Fathers has explained to us, [which] the Church has approved, [which] antiquity has strengthened." And a little after: "That these additions to the words of God — since they look to this, that the divine triumph here may turn out more illustrious and august, and may affect the minds of all with greater religion — so far did not displease GOD, that they were even vehemently pleasing [to Him], the outcome itself teaches. On which account I do not see why every rite and apparatus in the temples of GOD, not expressly prescribed by GOD, ought to be so petulantly derided by many — provided it be useful for exciting piety." And there is a most clear profession of the Catholic faith, and an exhortation to it, in ch. 11, p. 211 (which I resolve to cite there, quest. 10); and against the Iconomach Calvinists, ch. 22 — enemies of altars and of [all] rites, every one of them — ibid., pp. 316 & 317, 324; ch. 24, p. 336. Nay, even his widow-wife (though now married to the most honorable Consul Sevener), and his other kinsmen, are still said to guard, in the midst of heretics, the sound religion which they saw [guarded] in him. So that our Pererius deservedly praises him several times. For [on] Gen. ch. 15, num. 108: "Andreas Masius," he says, "is a writer no less elegant and eloquent than learned and accurate." And on ch. 16, disp. 17, num. 256: "Andreas Masius, in our age, published Commentaries on the book of Joshua, no less Catholic and pious indeed than learned and eloquent." On Exod. ch. 12, disput. 2: "Andreas Masius, a learned and eloquent writer." Arias Montanus, on ch. 11 of this book of Joshua (fol. 348): "The most learned and pious man, most dear to us, And. Masius, wrote on this same place." And ch. 21, p. 536: "the pious Masius." And in the Apparatus of the Bible, more [praises]. But if in any matter (which is human) he stumbled or erred, one must look upon these his most modest words, which repel all charge of heresy: "Although many," he himself says (preface to the Greek edition, f. 124), "dissent from me, I neither can nor will refuse [it]; but my judgment — in which I ingenuously confess there is great weakness — I [submit] to the judgment of all, and especially of the MOST SACRED CHURCH, and its—
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—[in which I frankly confess great weakness — I submit] to the supreme ROMAN PONTIFF. See also on ch. 17, where he censures not the [errors] of faith, but the wickedness of our vices (p. 273); as also ch. 20, the abuse of asylums (p. 302 and following). Nor did those who wished to accuse him — Castrius, on Isaiah; Possevino, in the Bibliotheca (bk. 2, ch. 8); and others — prove any heresy in him; but even of these, Possevino, in part 1 of the Apparatus, says it is established (p. 85, and part 2, p. 284) that he was erudite, learned, and upright. And these were once my reasons why, in [my] book On the Joshuan Priests (ch. 7) — since I seemed to have profited something by reading him — I followed him, grateful and willing, with the praise [that was his] due. Nor, however, would I on that account have the right of dissenting from him taken away, if at any time he should seem to me to dissent from the truth (which will afterward not infrequently happen). For it is one thing to esteem some man Catholic, and learned, and useful; another, to swear to all his opinions and words.

[The rest of the left column is blank, with a decorative tailpiece — the Prolegomena end short here.]
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Maldonatus, indeed, on Matthew ch. 1 (where he treats of Rahab), signifies that he has written on this book. But it has not yet been permitted [me] to see [it].


Prolegomenon VIII. What is the division of the whole book?

This book is divided into two parts. One [comprises those things] which were done at the very entrance of the promised land, and, as it were, at the first threshold — before the crossing of the Jordan; the other proposes [those things] which [were done] after that same crossing. Now that first threshold of the promised land was the last station of the Egyptian journey, and of the whole pilgrimage through the vast wilderness — about which it was spoken in Exodus. Further, three little sections of the prior part can be reckoned. The first shows their preparation to cross the Jordan (ch. 1). The second, the sending of the spies (ch. 2). The third, the crossing itself to that land (chs. 3 & 4).


Chapter One (opening)

(lemma — Joshua 1:1–18, Douay-Rheims of the Vulgate)

1 Now it came to pass after the death of Moses the servant of the Lord, that the Lord spoke to Josue the son of Nun, the minister of Moses, and said to him: 2 Moses my servant is dead: arise, and pass over this Jordan, thou and all the people with thee, into the land which I will give to the children of Israel. 3 I will deliver to you every place that the sole of your foot shall tread upon, as I have said to Moses. 4 From the desert and from Libanus unto the great river Euphrates, all the land of the Hethites unto the great sea toward the going down of the sun, shall be your border. 5 No man shall be able to resist you all the days of thy life: as I have been with Moses, so will I be with thee: I will not leave thee, nor forsake thee. 6 Take courage, and be strong: for thou shalt divide by lot to this people the land, for which I swore to their fathers, to deliver it to them. 7 Take courage therefore, and be very valiant: that thou mayst observe and do all the law, which Moses my servant hath commanded thee: turn not from it to the right hand or to the left, that thou mayst understand all things which thou dost. 8 Let not the book of this law depart from thy mouth: but thou shalt meditate on it day and night, that thou mayst observe and do all things that are written in it: then shalt thou direct thy way, and understand it. 9 Behold I command thee, take courage, and be strong. Fear not, and be not dismayed: because the Lord thy God is with thee in all things whatsoever thou shalt go to. 10 And Josue commanded the princes of the people, saying: Pass through the midst of the camp, and command the people, and say: 11 Prepare you victuals: for after the third day you shall pass over the Jordan, and shall go in to possess the land, which the Lord your God will give you. 12 And he said to the Rubenites, and the Gadites, and the half tribe of Manasses: 13 Remember the word, which Moses the servant of the Lord commanded you, saying: The Lord your God hath given you rest, and all this land. 14 Your wives, and children, and cattle shall remain in the land which Moses gave you on this side of the Jordan: but pass you over armed before your brethren, all of you that are strong of hand, and fight for them, 15 Until the Lord give rest to your brethren as he hath given you, and they also possess the land which the Lord your God will give them: and so you shall return into the land of your possession, and you shall dwell in it, which Moses the servant of the Lord gave you beyond the Jordan, toward the rising of the sun. 16 And they answered Josue, and said: All that thou hast commanded us we will do: and whithersoever thou shalt send us, we will go. 17 As we obeyed Moses in all things, so will we obey thee also: only be the Lord thy God with thee, as he was with Moses. 18 He that shall gainsay thy mouth, and shall not obey all thy words, that thou shalt command him, let him die: only take thou courage, and do manfully.


Commentary (opening)

There are in this chapter certain [things pertaining] to the crossing of the Jordan, and to the approach to the promised land, [things] of preparation; and these [are] partly of the Leader himself, partly of the people. GOD excellently prepares the Leader himself — both by addressing [him] and by instructing [him] — namely in seven heads. The first is, that, since Moses departed from life, [Joshua should] now succeed him in [his] office in other respects, and now in the governing of the people, and — the office being imposed [on him] — act bravely and briskly, and begin to enter the promised land. For this those words (v. 2) mean: "Arise, and cross this Jordan." The second, the land is shown [to be] taken-into-possession, whose boundaries are established, as will be explained below. The third is (v. 5) [that] divine aid will always be present. The fourth (vv. 6, 7, & 9), [that] Joshua be of a good and constant spirit. The fifth (same, v. 6), [that it is] future [that] Joshua will divide to his Israelites the inheritance in the promised land. The sixth, [that] Moses's law is to be most studiously kept by him (v. 7; as also Deut. 3). The seventh and last, [that] the book of the same law is to be assiduously meditated, and had in the mouth (v. 8). — But why this book begins with the particle "And" [Et], I discussed [on] Judith ch. 1, quest. 1.
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Question I. (marg.) When, how, and now for which turn [time] did the Lord speak to Joshua? [Caput I, quest. I.]

Three [things] are called into question. The first, at what time after Moses's death the Lord addressed Joshua, his [Moses's] successor. And about this [there is a] twofold opinion. One, of Andreas Masius (which was also [that] of certain older [writers] in Abulensis, quest. 4): [that] this happened immediately after Moses's death. The other, of Lyra, of Abulensis (in q. 4, and a little before, before the fifth [question], on those words "After the death"), and of Cajetan: [that it] was done by the Israelites after the funeral mourning for him — which [lasted] all thirty days from his death (Deut., last [ch.], v. 8). And to this I subscribe more willingly. First, because in that Deuteronomy chapter it is signified [that] Joshua undertook nothing of a journey or of greater business except after the mourning. But in this first chapter, this word "Arise," and again "Cross this Jordan," indicate speed, and a matter which ought to be done as quickly as possible. Whence also (v. 11) Joshua himself says: "After the third day you shall pass over the Jordan." Secondly, because with these several Christian Doctors agree all the Jews' Rabbis, and Josephus himself (at the beginning of bk. 5). Thirdly, because there is no reason by which Masius was moved — [namely], that Joshua, perturbed by various difficulties presenting themselves to his mind on this side and that, hesitated with a certain human diffidence, and therefore GOD straightway succored him. For whence [would be] that diffidence in so great a man? What trace of it [is there]? So great a mark [of blame] ought not, without reason, to be attached even to any Thersites — how much less to an Achilles, or rather a Savior? I judge, therefore, [that] when Moses had departed from life, the sum of all things was immediately attributed to Joshua by the signal consensus of all the ranks, and thus he straightway took up the governance of the people. For he had both been constituted leader by GOD, consecrated by Moses, publicly proclaimed, [and] willingly approved and accepted by all. Nor ought so great a multitude of men — even in the camp — to be left one month without any head. Then, this month having elapsed, [and so] that he might now set about the first action of the assumed governance, the Lord roused him — so that that "Arise" pertains not to the inauguration of the principate and governance, but to [its] exercise, or (as they are wont to speak) to the second act of a power already entered upon.

The second [thing] is, how the Lord spoke to that same Joshua. From those [things] which were said in Genesis, I take [it]: [that] God speaks to men either through Himself immediately, or through an internuncio [go-between] — who is either an Angel, or some one of other men (for example, a Prophet, or a Pontiff, in Urim and Thummim, about which [I treated] in the superior book, ch. 9). Again, [He speaks] either by striking the exterior ears by some voice, or the interior [ears] — of which the left is the fantasy, the right the intellect. And therefore that voice is either sensible or spiritual. Finally, [He] speaks to men either lulled in sleep, or awakened and waking. It is, therefore, the opinion of Abulensis (quest. 10) and of Masius, [that] the Lord spoke to Joshua not through Himself, nor through a Priest, but through an Angel, by a spiritual voice moving the interior sense of that waking [man]. But Cajetan says: "GOD's speech with Joshua was nocturnal, yet [while Joshua was] waking. For in a certain ecstasy GOD spoke to Joshua praying." Yet I see no reason which [would] remove [i.e. exclude] either the Pontiff's oracle, or a sonorous voice gliding into the ears of the body—
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—[a bodily voice]. For, as to what Abulensis says — [that] no question is here posited by Joshua — that would effect [imply that] GOD never responded anything to Joshua through Urim and Thummim. For where is any interrogation of his? And yet [in] Num. 27, v. 21, [the Lord speaks] so diligently and articulately: "For this, if anything is to be done, Eleazar the Priest shall consult the Lord" — as I taught [in] the booklet On the Joshuan Priests (ch. 1, num. 14), and thence above, bk. 1, ch. 9, quest. 34. Then, I hardly think GOD imposed this law on Himself: [namely,] to reveal nothing ever through Urim and Thummim unless He were interrogated. For what forbids that the Pontiff, adorned with that sacred necklace [breastplate] of his, should sometimes present himself to the divine sight — so that, if GOD willed anything signified or mandated, he might receive [it] with a most ready mind and with reverence? Nay, the Pontiff could also, of himself — not interrogated by another — interrogate the Lord about those [things] which he judged to concern the whole people and commonwealth, or which pertained to himself alone. And therefore it could happen that, when the people had now mourned Moses a whole month, the Priest himself — solicitous about the state of the whole people — or he himself [Joshua], through him [the priest], inquired of the Lord what was to be done; and He answered [that] it was altogether time that all should gird themselves for the journey, and cross the Jordan. It could also happen that, just as the Lord, speaking, sometimes aroused certain voices in the air to Moses, so also at this time He aroused [them], being about to speak to Moses's successor. For this manner of speaking would — I know not how — among the common people (whom sensible things move more than [things] which escape the senses) conciliate more authority to Joshua himself — [authority] which, at this entrance upon the principate and governance, was especially necessary. Since, however, it is certainly proved [that] these [things] could indeed have happened, but not [that they] were done, I do not yet depart from that more common opinion. The third [sub-question] is sufficiently clear from quest. 3, ch. 10, of the superior book. For since there the Lord first made [address of] words to Joshua, and we read nothing of this kind up to this time, [it] is understood [that] this is the second turn by which the Lord spoke to that same Joshua.


Question II. (marg.) How is Moses called "servant of the Lord"? [Caput I, quest. II.]

Any of men can be GOD's servant, naturally and morally. But the former mode [natural] attributes nothing of proper praise to Moses, since in fact all — as much the good as the evil — perform servitude toward GOD; nay, in a manner even all things, as much spiritual as corporeal, as much animate as inanimate, as much in heaven as on earth. For He is utterly their supreme Lord — immense, perpetual, needing nothing, depending on none, circumscribed by no kind of things, persons, duration, or of any [particular] manner or use. So that, by the custom of the divine letters and of the Christian people (which no other nation, or writer, dared to use of their gods), He is everywhere called, by antonomasia, "Lord." But morally, he alone is His servant who obeys Him — commanding, or assenting, persuading, or wishing something — and does, or omits, what He commanded, assented to, persuaded, [or] wished. And I use words of this kind, several [of them], that I may signify that this title is acquired not only by GOD's precepts, but also by His counsels. And this can be considered both on the part of the things which—



(col. 261)

—[the things] which are commanded, or wished, [rather] than on the part of the manner in which they are done. For in the former mode, either there is only one such thing, or several; and again a greater or lesser [one]. But in the latter mode, either greater or lesser care is applied to effecting those things. For without doubt, one who effects several things — yet of the same magnitude — is to be called GOD's servant with a greater title than one who [effects] one; and again, one who [effects] greater [things] than one who [effects] lesser; and one who [effects them] with greater and interior care than one who [does so] with lesser and slacker [care]. But with the greatest [title] of all, [is he] who [effects] both more and greater [things], with greater care. For this can be gathered from the very nature of servitude, and from the common opinion about good servants. Whence also the Lord (Luke 17, v. 10) comparatively calls him "unprofitable" who does only what the Lord had commanded, but not also those [things] which He had hinted and shown to be pleasing to Him: "Doth [the Lord]," He says, "have thanks [gratia] to that servant, because he did the [things] he had commanded him?" And again: "So you also, when you shall have done all the [things] that are commanded you, say: We are unprofitable servants. What we ought (namely, by precept) to do, we have done." Rightly indeed [says] Seneca (bk. 3 On Benefits, ch. 21): "By a servant is rendered to [his] Lord a [due] service; and sometimes even a benefit, when more than is necessary is rendered by him." Masius, therefore, judges [that] Moses is called "GOD's servant" for one single cause of a command which he had carried out at GOD's nod. But that praise of Moses would be too narrow and too common. For, in the first place, even Saul, and almost any other King, or Judge, or Prince, is GOD's servant in that mode. "For there is no power but from GOD" (Rom. 13); and "by Him Kings reign" (Proverbs 8:15). Nay, Nabuchodonosor is thus, in the scriptures, called even GOD's servant (Jeremiah ch. 25:9; 27:6; 43:10). Then elsewhere, as below (ch. 22), most often is [Moses] adorned with this same praise of "servant of GOD," as will appear below, even where no account was taken of his rule and governance, but rather of [his] virtues and his utmost diligence in obedience to GOD. Why not, therefore, in this place also? Thirdly, Scripture is wont to bestow this epithet more willingly on account of distinguished labor in GOD's worship, and assiduous zeal, than on account of the mere governance of some people. For thus are called "servants of God": Abraham (Ps. 104 [& 105]:43 [143]); Isaac (Dan. 3); Jacob (2 Macc. 1); Job himself (ch. 1, 2, 42:7–8); David (Ps. 88:4 & 21; Ezek. 34 & 38; Jer. 33; Isa. 37; 1 Macc. 4); Daniel (in his own book, ch. 6:20; ch. 14:36); the Prophets themselves (Dan. 9:10; Zech. 1:6); and elsewhere, and others everywhere, so many. St. Jerome (at the beginning of the epistle to Titus): "This servitude is not that of which the Apostle himself says: 'For you have not received the spirit of servitude again in fear, but you have received the spirit of the adoption of sons, whereby we cry, Abba, Father'; but [it is] a noble servitude, of which David also speaks to GOD: 'I am thy servant, and the son of thy handmaid.' And the blessed Mary [says] to the Angel: 'Behold the handmaid of the Lord; be it done to me according to thy word.' This servitude Moses too had, of whom the Lord [says] to Jesus son of Nave: 'Moses (says He) my servant is dead.' And in another place: 'Moses the servant of the Lord died in the land of Moab by the word of the Lord.' Far be it, indeed, that we should believe Moses and Mary had the spirit of servitude in fear, and not in the love of GOD. Nor [is it any] wonder [that], although [they be] holy men, yet [they are] nobly called servants of GOD — since, through the Prophet Isaiah, the Father speaks to the Son: 'It is a great thing for thee to be called my puer [servant/child]': which—
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—in Greek is said: μέγα σοί ἐστι τὸ κληθῆναί σε παῖδά μου [mega soi esti to klēthēnai se paida mou, "it is a great thing for thee to be called my servant/child"]. But "puer" — that is, παῖς — because it can, according to the Greeks, signify both servant and son: in the Hebrew we sought, and found [that] it is written not "my son," but "my servant," that is עבדי [avdi]. Whence also the Prophet Abdias [Obadiah] — whose [name] is interpreted "servant of the Lord" — received [his] name from [his] service to GOD." Moses, therefore, was GOD's servant, because he served GOD [with] his whole life, and directed all his actions, studies, and thoughts to His worship and will — and that with a certain special care and straining of mind — although sometimes he lapsed a little, by the fault of human weakness.


Question III. (marg.) Why is Moses so often affected with [given] this title, "servant of GOD"? [Caput I, quest. III.]

In this very chapter, indeed, not once only, but several times, is the same Moses called "servant of the Lord" — namely, [in] vv. 2, 7, 13, [and] 15; and truly also elsewhere: below, ch. 22, vv. 2, 4, 5; Num. 12:7–8; Deut. last [ch.]; Ps. 104:26; Judith 4:13; 2 Esdras [Neh.] 1:8; ch. 9:14; Malachi 4; and Baruch 1:20. This is done, first indeed — as [was] said in the superior question — [for] Moses's excellent devotion in the divine worship, [his] most-prompt and most-constant obedience in all things (so far as the weakness of humanity bore [it]) to [God's] precepts and nods; whence also "faithful in all the house of GOD" (Heb. 3:2 — where St. Augustine, bk. 22 Against Faustus, ch. 69, reads "most faithful"). Secondly, that we may understand how great a praise and glory of men it is, to be, and be called, servants of GOD. We see how greatly some glory, that they are councillors, secretaries, letter-writers, chamberlains, [or] footmen to some King or Prince. Let them be bodyguards, stewards, couriers, grooms, [cloak-]makers, mending-tailors, cobblers, cooks — and, as our Germans are now wont to joke, let them be stove-heaters, or under-heaters. But by how much the Lord is greater, by so much is the servitude itself more honorable and splendid — [even] while remaining, namely, in the same rank of servitude. For it is a greater thing to be councillor to some King than [to be attached] to a mere Count or Noble; a greater thing to be the Emperor's Chancellor than some [petty] Prince's. And so of the others. But who is a Lord greater than GOD? Is not He Himself the Lord of Lords, in whose hand [are] the principates, kingdoms, [and] empires of all Princes, Kings, and Emperors — body and soul, life and death? See how narrow, and almost servile, is the dominion of this world's Lords. They cannot command Angels in anything: no right [is] theirs in the heavens. They cannot say to the Sun: "Burn, shine, cook this or that place, warm [it], make [it] serene." Over the very clouds, what authority [have] they? They cannot command them: "Come, shade some place with shadow, water [it] with rains — or depart, hinder not the sun's rays, pour not out showers and storms." O how they would wish not only to hurl thunders and lightnings at [their] enemies, but to free themselves, when it thunders or lightnings, and surely to protect [themselves]! How much would Augustus and Tiberius have wished to redeem, from these crashes alone, [their] fear and terror? There is none of them all who can do anything more, upward into the air, than perhaps to build some one higher tower — and thence look round about at the birds mocking his empire, while — [doing] what he can in no way [do] — they are borne freely and loosely hither and thither through this sky, flit about, [and] chirp. When the little son of Philip II, King of Spain — [Prince] James [Iacobus] — [was] at a certain window—
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—[the little son of Philip II], suffering I-know-not-what annoyance from the wind, began, with a certain boyish folly and vanity, to say: "To thee, O wind, I command that thou give me no annoyance." There stood by him then, as page of honor, the Blessed Aloysius Gonzaga, and said: "Your Highness can indeed command men, that they obey; but not the elements. For this is of God alone — whom even Your Highness must needs obey." O true utterance! O saying most worthy, not so much of a boy as of a great Sage and a great saint — which the great Philip himself, when he had heard [it], praised exceedingly (as all this is related in the Life of that Blessed [Aloysius], part 1, ch. 7, p. 57). But on earth princes have dominion. Certainly on earth, and only [that]: nor even below its outermost surface any deeper than the depth to which they [would] dig a well (into which, however, they would not [wish to] descend) — [so] that their citadels and palaces are no less liable to the tremors of the earth itself than the little huts and hovels of the country-folk. And in that very surface, each one's little portion is bounded by certain lines, as it were. What the Spaniard should command in France is nothing, nor [what] the Frenchman [in] Spain, nor either of the two in Germany. But upon his own little portion, each one has not the power to make what part he wills dry, [to be] dry; what [part he wills] watered with springs and rivers, [to be] watered; what [he wills] mountainous, [to be] mountainous; what plain, [to be] plain. [Nor can he] bid to arise out of it what trees, crops, herbs, flowers, metals — where and when he wills; [nor] find in it what beasts — wild and tame, fat and lean, for food, for labor, for delight — where and when it shall please [him]. He cannot even command these anything of what he has a mind to; or, if he command [it], he will straightway experience how utterly no empire is his. For let him say to a dog that it plow, [or] to a wolf that it guard the flock, or [say] to a hare met [by chance] that it run into the kitchen — what [will he do] but recognize himself no great lord? But over men he has dominion. Yet not over past or future [men], but present [ones] only. And indeed [in such a way] that, [as to] not even one whole [man], he [the prince] is even the least and vilest of all. "His soul" (says the Lord and our Savior, Luke 12) "he cannot kill." He cannot compel that one's will, unwilling and resisting, whither he would; nor effect that [the man] know or not-know, remember or forget, think or not-think whatsoever [things] have pleased him [the prince]; nor [effect] that [the man] fear, [or] hate [as bidden], nor prefer his own liberty to that one's command, nor [make him] wish rather to preside over him than to be subject. The account [is] equal concerning the body's members, as to very many matters. He can indeed kill the body, [and] can command that anyone do the things which he knows and can [do]. But not that he move mountains; [nor] that, without sleep, [without] food, and [without] the discharge of some foul [matter] through mucus, spittle, urine, and other filth, he live always healthy [and] never die. And what wonder [is it] that he cannot [do] this in others? He cannot assert himself [to be] utterly immune and safe from death, from disease, from poison, from chance, from ambushes, from all those same inconveniences — nay, from even every bite of a fly or a flea. What [of the fact] that he so needs the labor of servants that without them he can scarcely do anything, scarcely live? — [and] that, to render them obedient to himself, he must almost serve them? For unless he hold [his] subjects and friends by some courtesy of manners, [by] affability of speech, [by] the granting of the things they seek, [by] the largess of wealth and honors — [and] do many [things] otherwise than he would wish — their—
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—[obedience?]… [unless] he obey his [own subjects'] sons, dissemble not a few [things], accommodate himself a little to their wishes, affairs, [and even] his own countenance and manners — how long, I ask, will he have dominion? I know not whether it be said [that] some [have], not ineptly, transferred that sacred word to themselves who command, and interpreted [it] in another sense: [that] they are "King of Kings, and Lord of Lords" — that is, of those who, if it pleases them, obey; [who] rule of themselves, and have dominion by their own judgment. And of our Most Reverend [Archbishop] of Mainz, Wolfgang, a certain [man] who was his secretary is reported to have been wont to say: "Ich muß jetzunder viele Dinge dulden, so ich zuvor nicht geduldet; und noch gute Wort dazu geben" [German: "I must now endure many things which I did not endure before — and give good words for it besides"]. So narrow, indeed, [so] inconstant, maimed, and servile is the power of Lords of this kind. So that it deservedly ought rather to be placed among the greatest praise, to be someone's [servant] — not of some earthly Lord, King, and Emperor, but of the heavenly, eternal, and greatest [Lord's] servant. Hence that saying of Martial: "Let him be free, who wishes to be my master." And, in Euripides, Ion himself [says, in Greek]: κλητὸς δ' ὁ τόπος μοι… οὐ θνητοῖς, ἀλλ' ἀθανάτοις… ["…called is the place for me… not for mortals, but for immortals… to toil in ill-starred labors…"]. Josephus (bk. 8, ch. 4): ἀνθρώπῳ δουλεύειν οὐκ ἄξιον… ἀπονώτερον ἢ θεῷ ["to be enslaved to a man is not worthy… [it is] less toilsome [to serve] God"]. And likewise another: "To serve GOD is to reign." Apollonius praises that [word] of Tiresias to Oedipus in Sophocles: οὐ γάρ τι σοὶ ζῶ δοῦλος, ἀλλὰ Λοξίᾳ — that is, "I live not a slave to thee, but to Apollo [Loxias]," as Philostratus reports (bk. [8], ch. 2). And our own St. Paul — does he not, as it were [his] chief title, prefix to almost all his epistles [that] he is of JESUS CHRIST either an Apostle, or a servant, or both Apostle and servant? (St. Jerome, on Isaiah 56.) So James: "servant of GOD and of our Lord JESUS CHRIST" (ch. 1); and Didymus and Oecumenius note on that place. "Simon Peter, servant and Apostle of JESUS CHRIST" (2 [Peter], ch. 1). "Jude, servant of Jesus Christ." "The Apocalypse of Jesus Christ, which GOD gave him to make manifest to his servants… sending by his Angel to his servant John" (ch. 1). And David (Ps. 115): "O Lord, for I am thy servant, and the son of thy handmaid"; Ps. 118: "I am thy servant; deal [mercifully] with thy servant." That most choice old man Simeon (Luke, ch. 2): "Now thou dost dismiss thy servant, O Lord." The Most Blessed Virgin — mother of the supreme King, now designated Queen of heaven and earth — "Behold," she says, "the handmaid of the Lord" (Luke 1). Constantine the Great rejoiced to be called "servant of God" (Eusebius, oration On the Praises of Constantine). How excellent, therefore, [is] this praise and encomium here [given] to Moses — not by any of men, but by GOD Himself — when He says, "Moses my servant is dead." Theodoret (in the History of the holy Fathers, ch. 4): "Marcian," he says, "faithful servant of God. For it suffices to say this, since the Lord has honored even great Moses with this cognomen." Augustine (bk. 22 Against Faustus, ch. 66): "This Moses, therefore — servant of the living GOD, the true GOD, the supreme GOD, fabricator of heaven and earth (not from another's [material], but from nothing; [under] no pressing necessity, but by overflowing goodness; not by the suffering of a member of His, but by the power of His word) — this Moses, I say: humble in refusing so great a ministry, submissive in undertaking [it], faithful in keeping [it], strenuous in executing [it]; in ruling the people, faithful and vigilant; in correcting, vehement; in loving, ardent; in enduring, patient: who, for those over whom he presided, interposed himself with GOD when consulting [Him]; oppos[ed]—
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—[interposed himself with God consulting Him;] opposed [himself, interceding] to [God being] angry. This man, therefore — such and so great — far be it from us that we weigh him from the slanderous mouth of Faustus, but [rather] from the plainly truthful mouth of God, who truly knew the man whom He had made: since indeed [He knows] even the sins of men which He Himself did not do — and, as judge, recognizes [them] in those who deny [them], and, as father, pardons [them] in those who confess [them]. From His mouth entirely [do we learn to esteem] Moses His servant; and we both love and admire [him], and, as much as we can, imitate [him] — though we be far inferior to his merits: even [with] no Egyptian either slain or despoiled [by us], [with] no war waged — [things] which he did, some by the disposition of a future defender [i.e., as a born leader], others by the imposed command of God.


Question IV. (marg.) Whether, because dead Moses is called "servant of God," it is gathered [that] he was saved? [Caput I, quest. IV; the printed marginal reads "Q. VI" — a transposition of "IV."]

Comparing Moses with Christ, Faustus the Manichaean, in Augustine (bk. 16 against him), thus wrote: "Moses is slain on the mountain, his God being offended; this one [Christ], greatly pleasing the Father, suffers by his own will" — as if, because he was affected with death for a sin, therefore he also in death displeased God, and so is not in the number of the saved. And perhaps someone a little more addicted to Logical amplifications would say it suffices that Moses had once, of old, been God's servant — even if, then, when he died, he were not [one], and had lost God's friendship. But if we consider [it] with Logic's reasoning, as we ought, and [with] the moral manner of speaking, it will easily appear that even when Moses met death, he was in God's grace. For when some good Lord says to some good man — whom he wishes to succeed to one of his dead servants — "Such-and-such, my servant, is dead; take now his place," he seems to do two [things] at once: first, indeed, to adorn that dead [servant] with a good eulogy — [namely], that he was an innocent servant, faithful, and pleasing to himself to the very last; then, to exhort this other [man] who is substituted, that he imitate that one, [and] bear himself in the same manner, and so enjoy an equal grace and charity of his Lord. Hence the otherwise noble Dialectician Cajetan: "This — 'my servant' — is an epithet of Moses, by which God Himself testifies that Moses's services pleased Him, by calling him His servant. Nay, by saying 'Moses my servant is dead,' He discloses that His servant is dead: that is, [that] although he had sometimes sinned, and by sinning had not been 'my servant,' yet [now] my servant is dead — he died in the state of my servitude; he died thus, [so] that whatever he was, whatever he did, was mine. For a servant — [in] all that he is — is his Lord's." But to that Manichaean, St. Augustine responds (bk. cited, ch. 16): "You would not therefore derogate from Moses, the servant of GOD, because you said he was a sinner, and was slain on the mountain, his God being offended. For he too knew how to glory in the Lord, that he might be saved by Him — by whom [is] also that one who says, 'Christ Jesus came into this world to save sinners, of whom I am the first.' For Moses is reproved by the divine voice, because his faith wavered a little at eliciting water from the rock — which he can have in common with the sin of Peter, who, amid the waves, doubted by a similar defect of faith. But far be it that we believe him thence estranged from the eternal society of the Saints — [he] who, with St. Elijah (as the Gospel says), merited to attend the Lord glorified on the mountain. For also in the old books of the law, even after that very sin, how great his merit is before God, appears." And again (quest. 1 on this book): "Not only by this testimony," he says, "but also in Deuteronomy, by many documents, Moses is approved [as having] so died, as God's servant, and pleasing to God — although in him that vengeance was completed, that he should not enter the land of promise. From which it is given to understand [that] the Lord, even being angry at His good servants in something, both temporally punishes [them], and ye[t]—
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—yet has [them] in the number of those who are in His house, [seen as] useful in honor to the Lord, to whom He is about to give the promised [rewards] of the saints." About this very [thing] he disputes more fully [in] quest. 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13 — and indeed so that he shows [Moses] did not even come to purgatory (quest. 7). But the matter is more certain than that one should dwell longer [on it] — especially since it was explained in general toward the end of the Pentateuch.


Question V. (marg.) What is the land into which the Lord bids Joshua, and the Israelite people, cross? [Caput I, quest. V.]

There will be more to treat below (ch. 13 and following) about this. Now, from this place [only], these [things] are to be observed. First, that that land is across the Jordan toward the West. For to Joshua — then existing across the Jordan toward the East — it is said by the Lord: "Cross this Jordan into the land." But when it is added that not Joshua only, but the whole people also, cross into it, this is conveniently to be taken so that only those are signified to whom, by Moses, no possessions had yet been given in that Transjordan part of the camp; and of these also those to whom Moses had commanded the crossing (of whom a little after, v. 12 [the two-and-a-half tribes]). Second, that the same land is to be occupied — and thenceforth possessed — by the Israelites by right, and by a most just title. For, whereas various causes and rights are taught by Theologians and Jurists, by which it is lawful justly to take some thing already otherwise possessed by another, and (if need be) to vindicate [it] by arms, and to possess [it once] vindicated — of all [these], none [is] more consonant with right reason, nor with justice and equity, than when the true, perfect, and absolute Lord of that thing, knowingly and prudently, gives it to someone. But is not GOD the true, perfect, and absolute Lord of all things? Is it not [in] Ps. 23 [24]: "His is the earth, and the fullness thereof — the world, and all who dwell in it"? Does He not hold the bounds of all vineyards, fields, and dominions most perfectly in His single hand, and therefore, to whomever He wills, most justly, by His own judgment, either take [them] away or bestow [them]? Here indeed He bids Joshua cross into the land "which I," He says, "will give to the sons of Israel" — or, as [it is] more significantly in the Hebrew and the Septuagint (and perhaps once was in our translator, before two middle little letters were removed), "which I give." For great [is] the force subject to that "I": from which it also came about that the Israelites, by good right, possessed the gold, silver, clothing, and other things which they took from the Egyptians (Exod. 12). Some indeed of the ancients assert — St. Augustine (sermon 105 On the Seasons), St. Epiphanius (bk. 1, heresy 9, which is the Samaritan [heresy]; [and] heresy 66), [and] the Doctor of St. Ephrem, Jacob of Edessa (in Anastasius, bk. 1 On Paradise), and, of the more recent, Guillaume Postel (in [his] Cosmography), and several others — [that] this land was once possessed by Shem [Semo], then by his posterity; [and that], they being violently driven out, it was occupied and infested by the posterity of Canaan. And therefore that, to the Israelites — who were of Shem's stock — [it was owed] as it were a pristine inheritance, due by most just right. But whether this be true, Masius shows it can be doubted, because this violent expulsion is nowhere charged to the Canaanites. Yet a so-slender little reasoning ought not to spread darkness over the authority of so many and so great ancients. For grant [that] that expulsion is not charged [in Scripture] by the Israelites — was it therefore not [a fact]? It is certain from Gen. 15 [that], on account of [their] completed iniquities, the Amorites [were] to be expelled hence — and yet, where [is it said] by the Israelites [that] this, to those same [Amorites, was] ever—
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—ever objected? It is certain, too, that by God's gift the Israelites themselves were made the true lords of that same region — and yet, when was this [expulsion] ever charged against them by [the Canaanites]? Unless, perhaps, once, at Judges 11:24. But this opinion is drawn from the grave tradition of our forefathers, who were both in the East (as is clear from the cited Edessene [Jacob of Edessa]) and in the West (as St. Augustine reports in the cited place). "Our forefathers hand down," he says, "that when the sons of Noah divided the whole earth among themselves, this land — which is called the Canaanites' — in the division of the world fell to the possession of Noah's elder son, that is, of Shem, and he possessed it for no small time. But afterwards the Canaanite peoples, increasing from that same son who had been cursed by his father, came to those places, and, their brothers (that is, the sons of Shem) being expelled by violence, possessed their land after a barbarous fashion. And because blessed Abraham is read to have been of the stock of Shem, his sons — that is, the Israelite people — did not take over a foreign land with the Lord handing it to them, but their own, which they recovered — [the land] which their fathers had lost through violence." Cassian, Collation 5, ch. 24: "How much the Old Tradition teaches — that these same lands of the Canaanites, into which the sons of Israel are led, had once been allotted to the sons of Shem in the division of the world, [and] that the posterity of Ham afterwards possessed [them] by force and might, through the iniquity of [their] persuasion."

But another reason is offered by the same St. Augustine: namely that the sins of the Canaanites had been most grievous, and therefore by God's most just judgment they could most rightly be stripped of that land of theirs — to which is to be joined [the point] that it could most rightly, likewise, be given afterwards by God to others: either if [given] to some in a certain measure, for the sake of a promised reward, or [because of] any right whatsoever that was owed; or if He willed to choose [any people] from anywhere by His own free judgment and to settle [them] in it — just as He settled the Israelites themselves, both for the deed of their Fathers Abraham, Isaac, [and] Jacob promised [to them] (and to these also He promised [it], partly so that He might affect their faith and piety with some earthly reward too, Gen. 22:16), partly — and indeed first of all — because it so pleased His own divine will. But let us read St. Augustine [himself]: "Because the Canaanites" — he says — "besides that sin, [namely] that they had invaded another's possession, were committing many nefarious and unheard-of crimes (as, when the Lord overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah, He is read to have said, 'For the iniquities of the Amorites are not yet complete'); and the Lord was waiting, either that they might be converted and do penance, or, if indeed they refused to be converted, [that] — heaping crimes on crimes, and filling up the measure of sinning — they might sustain a most just sentence of God. Because, therefore, He found them doubly guilty under divine censure — for that they had invaded others' lands, and afterwards had committed unheard-of villainies and crimes — they are punished by a just judgment, and to the Israelite people the possession of the ancients is restored."


Question VI. Whether that land is circumscribed by any [particular] boundaries?

Widely current in the schools of letters is the fable which they relate as a kind of history in the Libyan affair — Apianus, [and] Justin in bk. [18] of [his] Epitome — [that] Dido bought from Taurus, in Africa, only as much ground as a bull's hide "could enclose with [its] back" (as [Virgil says], Aeneid 1). And when that seemed some small [amount], [she] nonetheless — by cutting the whole leather of that hide into the tiniest strips — encompassed the greatest space for building the new city, beyond everyone's expectation. So (v. 3) the Lord seems to give the Israelites a greatest and almost boundless place, when He says: "Every place which the sole of your foot shall tread, I will hand over to you" [Josh. 1:3 / Deut. 11:24]. For, first, [starting] from Egypt, in the manner in which
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they had come through the longest stretches of the wildernesses, so they were able to advance still further toward the West and the North.


	
Joshua was able to divide so many thousands of men into fixed companies, and to send some hither, some thither — so that, just as in the time of Peleg (Gen. 10) the earth was divided, so it might now be divided by the Israelites too, and be entered by division.



	
He could dispatch individuals even to the outermost regions of the world; and then the foot of the Israelite would have trodden those places, and so they would have come into their power by divine donation.



	
What of it, that no time is fixed for this treading, but [it is] as though it were to be everlasting? — so it is said: "every place which he shall have trodden" — not at this first entry, or this year, or a following [one], but [that] the sole of your foot "shall have trodden [it]" infinitely, ever, namely — "I will hand it over to you." But what shores of the now almost-old world, what nation, what land so unknown, whither some footstep of the Jews may not have reached? The whole world, therefore, once known, was handed over by God to them. So indeed think their Rabbis, the Talmudists, whom R. Simeon ben Yohai cites in his Siphre and Zohar (and against them, Abulensis quest. 22). But it was fair to attend them to those things which v. 4 delivers.





For who and where all that place is which — if they had pressed [it] with footsteps, God handing [it] over — they would obtain, is [there] explained, and its certain bounds and limits are circumscribed, of which [the] following question [treats]. But what our interpreter renders "vestigium" [footstep], in the Hebrew is a noun which is applied [both] to hands and to feet, and [means], in them, the vola and palma [the hollow / palm and sole]; and sometimes, by synecdoche, it is wont to be turned "hand" — Ezek. 6:11, ch. 12:14; 1 [Sam.] 5:4; 2 [Sam.] 22:1, ch. 9:34; 3 [Kings, i.e. 1 Kings] 18:43; Lam. 2:19; Ps. 25:5; Ps. 43:20; Lev. 9:17; Num. 5:18; Exod. 4:4; Prov. 6:1, ch. 31:7 & 19; Ps. 23:4. In these [places] planta [sole] and, synecdochically [συνεκδοχικῶς, synekdochikōs, "by synecdoche"], pes [foot] — below, ch. 3 v. 13; Ezek. 1:7; Gen. 8:8; Lev. 11:27, where our [interpreter] put "hand" — in the way in which some of the Greeks and Latins too called the feet of brute animals "hands," as Oppian treating of bears, and about the same Pliny bk. 8 ch. 36 [and] on apes bk. 11.44, and likewise Galen bk. 6 of the Anatomy ch. 1.


Question VII. What are the boundaries of that same [land]?

In the manner in which Ptolemy, Strabo, and other geographers set up four boundaries of some region — by reason, namely, of the four principal quarters of the world — so here too the Holy Spirit [sets four] of the Israelite land. Now the first boundary, from the South, is the desert — that, namely, through which, from the departure out of Egypt, they have now wandered 40 years. For because this, being recently done, was in everyone's memory, by antonomasia it is called "the desert," and is set as it were among the boundaries — [the desert] which is otherwise called "the desert of Sin and Kadesh [Gades]" Num. 27:32 & 33:34, v. 3. And here the southern boundary [is set] by Ptolemy bk. 5 of the Geography [as] Arabia Petraea, by Tacitus bk. 5 of the histories [as] Egypt; but by Scripture, elsewhere, often [as] Beersheba — 2 [Sam.] 3:13.24; 3 [Kings] 4:4; 4 [Kings, i.e. 2 Kings] 23:1; [1] Chron. 21:2, 30 — [and] in Gen. 15 [as] "the river of Egypt," which, as I explained elsewhere, is not that fuller Nile itself, but that [river] which — as St. Augustine says, quest. 21 on this book — "flows through the city Rhinocolura," a certain stream, as it were, of that fuller Nile,
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—of which [more] at ch. 15 of Genesis, disputation 9, Pererius. — The second boundary, from the North, is Lebanon, a mountain most celebrated in Scripture.

Of which several things can be asked. And first: whence did that mountain take its name? Masius thinks [it is] from frankincense [thus], because in Hebrew it is called lebonah [לבונה], in Greek λίβανος and λιβανωτός [libanos, libanōtos, "frankincense"]. Since this [frankincense] is twofold — namely the most excellent, and the less excellent — the [former] is born in Sabaea alone, as Virgil sang (Georgics 2): "Frankincense is the Sabaeans' [tree alone]"; but this [lesser sort] grows elsewhere too, and on this mountain especially, where [there is] an abundance of cedars, terebinths, and other resinous trees. From these [comes] the viscous humor that oozes out and congeals, and it is wont to be called thus [frankincense], as in Pliny bk. 12 ch. 14 [and] bk. 14 ch. 6; and Ecclesiasticus 24:21: "As frankincense uncut [I gave] the odor of my dwelling." — But from the white snows Ribera (on Habakkuk 2) says Lebanon is named. For Laban [לבן] to the Hebrews is "white," and this region [is] chief of mountains, says Tacitus (in the cited book): "Lebanon rises up — wondrous to tell — amid such heats shady and faithful to [its] snows." Both notions some regard. For because frankincense [is] white there, therefore St. Jerome would have it called Lebanon. Of these I disapprove none. For the more causes of this naming concur, the better — so that from both frankincense and snow, [being] there copious and white, it was called Lebanon. But [some prefer to derive it] rather from Jeremiah 18:14: "Shall the snow of Lebanon fail from the rock of the field?"; and to this [white sense] they seem to look who look to the white [temple] — namely the temple of God at Jerusalem (Zech. 11, Isa. 35, Jer. 22, Hab. 2); and therefore they say it is also called Lebanon, because — as Josephus relates (bk. 9 of the Captivity, ch. 6) — it gleamed far and wide as it were with whitest stones.

Second. Where does the same Lebanon begin? There are two ranges toward the North which bear the name of Lebanon, but the one is called simply Lebanon, the other Antilebanon, by Greeks and Latins. And the one [is] more toward the North, the other more toward the South — with a very ample valley lying between, in which [are] the cities Heliopolis, Albia, Damascus, and the rivers Adonis and Chrysorrhoas. A very pious and learned man proves against Postellus, in threefold [manner], that the one which is more northern is Antilebanon, the one which is more southern is Lebanon. First, because Pliny bk. 5 ch. 20 says Lebanon begins from Sidon's back [i.e. behind Sidon]. Second, St. Jerome (bk. on Hebrew Places): "those [places] which are above Lebanon," he says, "are called Antilebanon." Third, the river Chrysorrhoas tends toward the East into the Euphrates, and is said to gush from all Lebanon; but unless Lebanon be more southern, either this river will not rise from it, or certainly it will not be able to advance into the Euphrates, because the opposing Trachonite mountains — which Ptolemy calls Alsadamus — would impede [it]. I, however, say: first, that in Hebrew both these [ranges] are named by one and the same simple name of Lebanon; and indeed rightly, because it seems one and the same mountain, though it be a little larger, [with] a valley lying between which by Polybius bk. 5 is called Marsyas; and therefore also Pliny, in the cited place, reports that both were once joined by a wall. Second, that of this mountain there are nonetheless two ridges, and therefore two, as it were, mountains; whence Num. 34:8, in Hebrew and Greek, it is called "mountain and mountain," that is, biverticem [two-peaked] or geminum [twin] — for which, in our interpreter, [it is] altissimus [highest]. Third, [as for] that [ridge] of this mountain which is more northern [Aquilonarius],
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I think Lebanon is rather to be called, and that which is more southern, Antilebanon. For Ptolemy (in the cited place) says the latitude of Lebanon is of "parts," or, as they are now wont to call [them], of degrees 34, but of Antilebanon 33. Then Strabo bk. 16: "Two," he says, "are the mountains, which, as it were parallel to each other, make the [Syria] which is called Coele or Hollow [Syria] — both beginning a little above the sea, Lebanon indeed above that sea which is near Tripoli and the city Theouprosōpon [Θεοῦ πρόσωπον], that is, 'God's face,' but Antilebanon above the sea which [is] near Sidon." To that first argument, therefore, I respond: that Pliny took the name of Lebanon then for both ridges, which he afterwards distinguished. To the second: St. Jerome called that "above Lebanon" which is more southern. To the third: Who teaches that Chrysorrhoas empties into the Euphrates? Certainly Strabo [says] of the same thus, in the same place: "Chrysorrhoas, beginning from the city and region of the Damascenes, is almost wholly consumed into channels; for it irrigates a great part of that region, and that indeed which is very deep [low-lying]."

(marg.) By which Lebanon is the boundary here constituted? [the third of the sub-inquiries]

By a Hebrew and Latin general name this cannot be determined; but [it can] from that Greek [name] which the Seventy [LXX] used. For here, for Lebanon, they put Antilebanon; and likewise below (ch. 9), Deut. 1, 3, 11; and this can be confirmed from that which is said in Hebrew, "from the desert and this Lebanon." For the demonstrative "this" [hoc] indicates especially that mountain which was nearer and more conspicuous to the Israelites [encamped] in the Moabite plains. And this was the more southern mountain, namely Antilebanon. Whence elsewhere too this boundary is wont to be drawn "from Dan."

The third boundary is toward the East, the Euphrates. Of this I spoke [at] Gen. 2, where the fourth river of paradise is constituted [as it]. But first, why is it called "the great river"? In [tractate] Shevuot, 7th chapter [perek], the Talmudists respond [that] it was done because it bounds this land, which is the most excellent of all. But by the same reasoning Lebanon would be called "great," and truly the Jordan would be "greatest," because it waters and gladdens that same land. And therefore rather from its own true magnitude it receives that epithet — with which [magnitude] it surpasses even the Tigris itself, as Strabo says (bk. 16), who nonetheless [notes] it is called "great" at Dan. 10 too, and it surpasses the other rivers of paradise, which in the treatise on paradise [I held] to be Phison and Araxes. And this is intimated in Hebrew and Greek when to the river-name is now added that epithet, now a proper name is joined, thus: "the great river, the river Perath [Euphrates]." Whence Lucan bk. 3: "And the great Euphrates, which lifts [its] head with the rushing Tigris."

(marg.) Is the eastern boundary of this land truly [the Euphrates]? [a sub-inquiry]

Masius will have [it] to be the northern [boundary]; and indeed the side of the North also somewhat overreaches the Euphrates. But then there would be no eastern boundary, and — against Geography — this land would be bounded by only three quarters of heaven, whereas nonetheless Deut. 11:24 fixes four boundaries a little more clearly than [it is done] here, and [so it is] below in all [the allotments] by tribes also. Of the other, [truly] eastern boundary, [more] afterwards.

The fourth boundary [is] toward the West — or, as the text has, "against the setting of the sun," or, as the Seventy [have], "from the setting of the sun" — [and] is the great sea, which we [call] the Mediterranean, [and which] Tacitus too (in the cited place) calls the "Jewish" [sea]. But it is called "great" comparatively, and in respect of these parts and of these men [the locals]. For since to the Hebrews every gathering of waters is called "sea," three [seas are reckoned] in that [land]—
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—[the seas] of the Israelites' land. The first is [the waters] of Merom, about which below at ch. 11. The second, the Lake of Tiberias, or Genesareth. The third, the Dead Sea — whence, in the cited place, Tacitus [says]: "The Jordan is not received into the [open] sea." For it flows through the one and the other lake entire; it is held [only] in the third — bituminous, namely, which (as the same Tacitus says) "is of immense circuit, in the appearance of a sea, but more corrupt in taste, and pestilent to the neighbors by the gravity of [its] odor." To these [seas], therefore, when that Western sea is compared, deservedly it is called by the Jews, and in these places, "great."


Question VIII. In what manner was this land given by God to the Israelites?

About the manner in which this land was given by God to the Israelites there is a double question. One: was it given so that it would be to them only tributary and taxable? or truly as hereditary, and their very seat also? St. Augustine (quest. 21 on this book) delivers the former; Masius, the latter; P. Pererius (on Gen. 15, disp. 10) — although he says he dissents from this — nonetheless holds a certain middle [view]. For he says it was given to them as hereditary, yet that for this it is enough if they should impose tributes and compel [the inhabitants] to pay tribute and obedience to them. But the same question is elaborated [with a further distinction]. For that about which it is chiefly asked is: whether that land was so given to the Israelites that they themselves should inhabit the whole of it, divide it among themselves, [and] obtain [it] through themselves as their own inheritance. And plainly I judge that God gave it to them in this [latter] manner. First, because thus the name of "inheritance" is wont to be taken in Scripture. For although what the Catholic King of the Spains holds in Italy, India, and the new world be his hereditary possession, yet by the usage and phrase of Scripture it would not be called "the inheritance of the Spaniards," except [for] those portions which — the old inhabitants being driven out — they themselves dwell in and inhabit. But of that land [in question] Deut. 19:10 says: "to give it to his people for an inheritance." For so the Hebrew speaks, which ours renders "to give to possess"; and the Septuagint: ἐν τῇ γῇ ᾗ κύριος ὁ θεός σου δίδωσί σοι ἐν κλήρῳ ["in the land which the Lord thy God gives thee for a lot [inheritance]"]. Second, if for this donation of the land it were enough that it be tributary to the Israelites — [even] by hereditary right — then Judaea and Galilee would also have been their inheritance even if they had not crossed the Jordan, but all had remained in the land of the Kings Og and Sihon. Third, the Lord God commands — in case indeed He should [only] concede those enumerated bounds of the land at some time [in the future], as He swore to the Fathers — that they should double the asylums, or cities of refuge. Now I ask: was it necessary to double these if they should have the land only [as] tributary, or [only] if they should have a domicile in it?

If [it was] the former, David and Solomon did badly — [they] who, when they extended the empire in that manner (as will be said below), yet constituted no such cities. If the latter [is true]: therefore God's mind, in the promise and in the swearing of the oath, was that the Israelites should place domiciles in that land. Yet that [difficulty], about the sin of David and Solomon, Pererius says "it is no business [of ours] to expedite." Let us hear [it]. And it can be dissolved in twofold [manner]. First: There was not then need of new asylums, for the Hebrew nation had not yet grown in so numerous a propagation that the land of Canaan could not conveniently hold it, but that it was necessary to be diffused into foreign regions, colonists being led out. There was besides that [fact] that that [extension] up to the Euphrates — up to the empire of the Hebrews — [was] exceedingly brief; and if it had endured long, well-established and strengthened, then the Hebrews would have set about instituting new asylums, nor would they have omitted to execute God's command. But [I give] that former answer openly, which we press — [there]
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accedes [to it], namely, that it behooved [them] to lead colonies into those parts and to dwell in them — yet that [this] was not then done, because the Hebrew nation had not yet grown to so numerous a propagation. But the latter [consideration] does not free David and Solomon from fault. For at once in the beginning, when David occupied those regions and had [ordered them] by fixed Commonwealths, laws, and institutions, by the right of victor, he ought to have prefixed these other [asylums]. Just as, as soon as the Israelites divided Canaan, they at once decreed asylums also. But if there was still something to be delayed, was it not — at least in Solomon's principate — already enough delayed? Nay rather, even if this empire over those lands was brief, yet since in the beginning it was begun from David, it was by no means thought that it would be so brief; and therefore it was to be so composed and conformed as if it were to remain for the longest time. For so both they hope, and they do, who join new accessions to their empires.

But since, even up to Solomon — [him] not only taking up the scepters, but also departing from life — all these [lands] were in the power of the Israelites for more than 40 years, was there not too much procrastination in executing that command of God? And if the most religious David [and] the most wise Solomon had done nothing in so great a time, who at last would be about to begin [it]? But in very truth they knew that they were not held by that precept of God unless they had entered those lands as their proper inheritance, and had constituted homes and seats in them, the Gentiles being driven out from them. And this too is the opinion of St. Jerome, epist. 129, as will be seen afterwards.

The other question is: whether all this land was given with some condition, or absolutely. Most markedly the Lord appended a condition in the donation of this land — one indeed, but set down in a twofold [way]. Once, [for] the part which was already being given absolutely into possession, [namely] that it should afterwards be retained; then, [for] the part whose possession was still deferred, [that] it should be obtained. Although the condition of the former can easily be gathered from the event — while we see the Israelites themselves led into exile out of Canaan on account of [their] sins — it is nonetheless declared [at] Deut. 11:20–23: "Thou shalt write," says the Lord, "these words of mine [namely] upon the posts and doors of thy house: that thy days may be multiplied, and the days of thy sons, in the Land which the Lord swore to thy Fathers, that He would give them as long as heaven hangs over the earth. For if you keep the commandments which I enjoin you, and do them, [so as] to love the Lord your God, and walk in all his ways, cleaving to him, the Lord will destroy all those nations before your face, and you shall possess them — [nations] which are greater and stronger than you." The reason of the latter [part] is likewise there signified, when v. 24 it is at once added: "Every place which your foot shall have trodden shall be yours. From the desert, and from Lebanon, from the great river Euphrates unto the Western sea shall be your bounds. None shall stand against you: the Lord your God shall put the terror and dread of you upon all the land which you shall tread, as he hath spoken to you." But more openly, ch. 19 v. 8: "When the Lord your God shall have enlarged your borders, as he swore to your fathers, and shall have given you the whole Land which he promised (yet if thou keep his commandments, and do the things which I command thee this day, [so as] to love the Lord thy God, and walk in his ways at all times), thou shalt add to thee three other cities." And this is what here (v. 3) the Lord again wove onto his donation—
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—[the Lord again wove onto his donation], saying that not simply "every place" of which [he spoke] above would he hand over, but "as," he says, "I have spoken to Moses" — that is, with the condition of Moses set out in the places already cited, as this quest. 1 also admonishes — Theodoret.


Question IX. Whether this land was ever afterwards possessed by the Israelites?

St. Augustine, in the cited place, asserts it was possessed in Solomon's times; but Cajetan and Oleaster [say] also in David's. Masius denies both, in the cited place. But doubtless [these authors], who felt [differently] in the former part of the previous question, speak in mutual agreement [i.e. their disagreement flows from their differing premises]. For because St. Augustine thought this land was given divinely only in such a way that it would be tributary, therefore he affirms that this too was given [into] effect in Solomon's time; but because Masius judges it was given in such a way that — the cultivators being driven out — the Israelites should hold and settle in it, therefore he denies that this donation was committed to execution.

I say, therefore, first: that this land was truly subject and tributary to Solomon, up to the river Euphrates. For 3 Kings [1 Kings] 4 it is thus written: "Solomon was in his dominion, having all the kingdoms with him, from the river unto the land of the Philistines, and unto the border of Egypt, [the peoples] offering gifts to him, and serving [him] all the days of his life." But what [is] that "river"? Is it not that which is precisely named "by excellence" [κατ' ἐξοχήν, kat' exochēn] in the Scriptures? Is it not that which — [as] said above — is called "great"? Is it not, in fine, that which, without any ambiguity, the Lord indicates in Gen. 15, when he says: "From the river of Egypt unto the river Euphrates"? — [the word] there, "unto" [usque ad], which our Interpreter rightly added, so that it might express the Hebrew ellipsis (which elsewhere too is not rare). Though it be a wonder how this whole period is not [so] in the Seventy — which nonetheless the Greeks have in some [copies], as in the Royal Bibles [the Polyglot] — but [there] they say, less aptly, ἀπὸ ποταμοῦ τῆς γῆς φιλισταίων [apo potamou tēs gēs philistaiōn, "from the river of the land of the Philistines"]. And in the same book, 3 Kings ch. 4, after the words just cited, not much later: "He (Solomon) held all the region which was across the river, from Thapsa unto Gaza, and all the kings of those regions, and he had peace on every part round about." But Thapsa here is that which — approaching the Hebrew name of the city Thiphsah — is called in Ptolemy bk. 5 Thapsacus, where [are] the fords of the Euphrates. But in these words that [word] "across" [trans] is to be taken for "at" [ad] or "beside" [iuxta], just as the same Hebrew particle is taken also at Isa. 9:1, Matt. 4:14, & 2 Chron. 20:2 — as indeed [it] seems to our Maldonatus on Matt. 4. For because from both banks of some river one can cross to the other, therefore that particle signifies both banks, and answers as well to "across" [trans] more strictly taken, as to "on this side" [cis], or "beside" [iuxta] and "at" [ad]. And therefore our Interpreter, [for] what in those same cited words is said in Hebrew, "in all the Kings across the river," rendered "all the kings of those regions." And again, [for] what is added, "and he had peace on every part round about," the Hebrew thus expresses it: "And to Solomon was peace from every [side] across that [river]" (namely the river) "round about." But the Chaldee, in both these descriptions of Solomon's empire, always expressly put the name Perath [Euphrates] itself, but retained the Hebrew particle, which the interpreter interpreted [as] "across" and "on this side." Since nonetheless the discourse is always about the Euphrates, the particle is always to be taken not specially — as "on this side" is wont to be opposed to it — but generally, insofar as it includes and signifies this, just as I said a little [before, and]
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as I said before. For otherwise it must be judged that even beyond the Euphrates — under Solomon's dominion — Mesopotamia, or some part of it, came [under it]; and therefore cautiously and truly Josephus indicated that matter [as being] "from the Euphrates" (bk. 8 ch. 2): ἦσαν ἕτεροι τῷ βασιλεῖ ἡγεμόνες, οἱ τῆς τε Σύρων γῆς καὶ τῶν ἀλλοφύλων, ἥ τις ἦν ἀπ' Εὐφράτου ποταμοῦ διήκουσα μέχρι τῆς Αἰγυπτίων [there were other governors for the king, [those] of the land of the Syrians and of the foreigners, which extended from the river Euphrates as far as [that] of the Egyptians] — that is: "There were other Princes for King Solomon, and to them [was given rule] in the land of the Syrians and of other nations, which pertained from the river Euphrates unto the land of the Egyptians," or [thither] it proceeded [extended].

I say, second: that similarly it seems the same land was subject and tributary to Solomon's father David. For although it is not so expressly prescribed of him as of Solomon, it is nonetheless sufficiently intimated. Num. [—], 1 Chron. 18:2, 2 [Sam.] ch. 8 v. 3, he is said to have "set out, that he might have dominion over the river Euphrates." For thus best — what is in Hebrew, "that he might bring his hand into the river Euphrates" — our Interpreter rendered; and what [is] in the Greek, ἐπιστῆσαι τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὸν ποταμὸν Εὐφράτην [to set his hand upon the river Euphrates].

But that he truly was made master of his vow [attained his wish], and returned triumphant to Jerusalem with several partial victories, is clear from the same chapter. For v. 6: "Syria was made David's, serving under tribute, and the Lord preserved David in all things to which he set out." There accedes the congratulation of the King of Emath [Hamath], v. 10; the immense abundance of spoils, v. 11; the little catalogue, as it were, of the conquered nations, v. 12, 14. To these [add]: the whole region on this side of the Euphrates obeyed Solomon, as [was] shown a little before; either, therefore, it subjected itself to him voluntarily [ultro], or [being] compelled. Not voluntarily — for that would be a great miracle, and therefore, when it is unfolded together with the majesty of Solomon himself, and [his] most widely extended kingdom, it would by no means be passed over in silence. [It was] compelled, therefore. But either by Solomon himself, or by his Parent David. Not by [Solomon] himself: because in the first and greatest part of his kingdom he waged nothing at all of wars. For therefore both the building of the temple was committed to him, and the name of Peaceful [Pacific] was imposed. By David, therefore, it had been subdued by arms, and made tributary.

I say, third: that neither in Solomon's, nor in David's time were the old colonists ever cast out from thence, nor did the Israelites fix domiciles there. It is plain. Otherwise the region would not have been tributary, but — like the rest of the Jews' land — free; and there would have been in it some Prefects, established for [collecting] the necessary revenue [commeatum] to be paid to Solomon, just as in the 12 tribes (3 Kings [1 Kings] 4); nay, and cities of refuge would have been established, as [was] said in the previous question.

I say, fourth: that this land was not given to the Israelites in that full and perfect manner in which it was promised — [namely] that they should possess it. For it was given [only] insofar as they themselves should dwell in it, the former lords being expelled, as [was] proved in the previous question; and it was never so possessed by them, as [was] already shown.

I say, fifth: that the cause why the Lord did not give the land in that full and perfect manner is that it was because of the posited condition — of which [it was] said in the last, eighth part of the question — [namely that] the Israelites did not keep the place [i.e. failed the condition]. For after Solomon — nay, under the very supreme [last] time of his life — [they] declined to idols, and not only once, nor in one manner only. "If," says St. Jerome (to Dardanus, epist. 129), "thou hadst observed, O Judaea, the commandments of God, and hadst walked in his precepts; if thou hadst not, in place of the omnipotent God, worshipped Baal-Peor, and Baal, Beelzebub, and Chemosh — whom, because thou hast preferred to God, all [things]..."
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—[continuing Jerome:] "...which had been promised to thee, thou hast lost. And to me [Judaea] in the Gospel are promised the kingdoms of heaven — which the Old Instrument [Testament] does not name at all. But if I do not [do] the things which are the precepts, in no way will there be fault in the promiser, but in me, who did not merit to receive the promise. For where an option is proposed for choosing, [and] one refuses to work, in vain wouldst thou desire that which is promised." And on Ezek. ch. 20 he says [that] Palestine, Phoenicia, Arabia, Coele-Syria, Cilicia, and the other regions had been promised — "which," he says, "O Israel, if thou hadst kept God's precepts, the Lord had promised [again]; which, because thou didst not receive, it was the fault of thy incredulity." Furthermore, [that they might possess it] to the full and perfect [degree], it was necessary not only to conquer and subdue the nations of that land, but also to abound in so numerous an offspring that it might be lawful to lead as many colonies as possible thither.

I say, sixth: that the cause why nonetheless the same land was in some manner given to the Israelites for obedience and tribute is [that it was] because he willed by degrees to lead them into the fullest and most perfect possession. And therefore first he subjected it to them; and would afterwards have brought about that in it alone they should dwell, had not the impediments of [their] crimes been thrown [in the way]. And he would have brought [it] about in twofold [manner]: first, by so breaking and enervating those nations that, without any treaty, surrender, or condition, they should either have wholly yielded into the power of the Israelites — so that these might expel them at their own judgment, or retain [them] in the place of slaves — or in battles and destructions of cities they should have been utterly destroyed by extermination. Second, by bestowing so great an offspring that they might be able to fill those seats — however most ample — [being] empty, with their own colonies and sons.

I say, seventh and last: that if they had possessed that land in the fullest and most perfect manner, or if more had migrated from Canaan into it, and had left the whole of it to one or another tribe — or if some portion had been led thither from any tribe [soever], and twelve tribes had been so raised up [reconstituted] in those places, that one entire tribe should always hold two places (one indeed the former, in Canaan; the latter, [the other,] in these new lands) — and this latter [arrangement] I would believe the more likely. First, so that the eternal inheritance given once to each tribe might stand [firm]. Second, because thus in two scattered places was, at once in the beginning, the tribe of Manasseh, and afterwards the Danite [tribe]. Third, because that manner is wont to be more agreeable to men, as even now today we see in New Spain.


Question X. If so great a land was promised, why is it commanded that Joshua — and all the people — cross the Jordan?

The Lord did not will to give and subdue the whole promised land at once entirely, but [rather] to exercise them first more diligently in one part of it, and then, if they should do their duty well and should not slothfully guard its laws and ceremonies, to lead them out into broader estates and more ample provinces, as [was] set forth before. But because this part across the Jordan was now to be occupied, and to be subdued by arms, therefore both the Leader [Joshua] and "all the people" are bidden to cross — "all," I say, except those few [paucos] whom Moses had excepted (Num. 32), who — in the seats given by [Moses] himself beyond the Jordan — should reside for so long a time while this war was being carried out. And the text itself signifies this order, when first it bids the Jordan to be crossed, and that land to be possessed; then it subjoins those four boundaries, which encircle and encompass much more of the land [than this first part]; so that from those narrows [angustiis] the total sum — if indeed they should stand by the posited conditions — the ensuing breadth [laxitas] would be understood [to follow].
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Question XI. Why does the Lord so often confirm Joshua himself?

Was Joshua of a humble, broken, and abject mind, that he needed to be strengthened in so many and so great manners, and that — lest he should collapse in desperation — he needed to be steadied? For Deut. 1:38 the Lord commands about him to Moses: "Exhort him and strengthen [him]." And ch. 3:28: "Corroborate him and comfort [him]." And ch. 31:7: "Moses called Joshua, and said to him before all Israel: Be comforted, and be strong." Again, several [verses] being interposed, v. 23: "And the Lord commanded Joshua the son of Nun, and said: Be comforted and be strong." But this [again], ch. 1 [of Joshua], four times: "Be comforted, and be strong. Fear not, and dread not." What [was] this so great and so effeminate weakness, fear, and trepidation of his? Truly, if we should wish to consider [it], two causes especially will appear to us why he was so often to be raised up and corroborated. One is that the Lord willed to make [him] judge how much — and how arduous, difficult, and dangerous — it is to be set over others. The other, that our Joshua perceived and felt this very thing by highest [thought], and by the wisest eye of the mind, thoroughly. Nowhere is a breaking of spirit, languor, or cowardice objected [imputed] to him: nay, even from the things hitherto strongly and excellently done, he can be understood to have been magnanimous, constant, and generous. But to whom does the charge, fear, and horror of the burden not present itself — while there are others to be governed — [given] the greatness [of it] and the consciousness of one's own weakness?

Look at the end of government. It is not the advantage, delights, or honor of the one governing, but of those who are to be governed. For "to the moderator of the Republic," says Tullius [Cicero] bk. 5 On the Republic, "the blessed life of the citizens is set forth as the purpose — that it be firm in resources, rich in supplies, ample in glory, honorable in virtue." Otherwise he would be a Tyrant rather than a Prince, as the Philosopher [Aristotle] shows bk. 8 Politics ch. 10.

"Thou shouldst bear thyself [as] citizen and Father: thou, take counsel for all. / Not for thyself: nor let thy own [affairs] move thee, but the public losses" — says Claudian to Honorius. Now let anyone, not imprudent, descend into himself. Let him weigh how much a self-server [laena] our nature is — how appetent of its own emoluments, how inflamed with zeal for pleasure and praise — and at once he will feel with how much difficulty it is joined [i.e. how hard it is] to cast away all care and zeal for one's own advantage, to think assiduously of others' conveniences, and to procure these always and alone.

And how to procure [them]? With so great zeal, so keen care and endeavor, that no labor — however immense — is to be shunned, no trouble or fatigue refused: and almost always the [personal] genius is to be defrauded; necessary rest is to be postponed, sleep scarcely tasted. For thus that Homeric [saying] admonishes, Iliad [book] 2 [β] and 10 [χ]: οὐ χρὴ παννύχιον εὕδειν βουληφόρον ἄνδρα [ou chrē pannychion heudein boulēphoron andra, "it is not right for a counsel-bearing man to sleep the whole night through"]. And Silius Italicus: "It is base for a leader to consume the whole night in sleep. O Ruler of Libya, for the watchful Master wars stand [ready]."

Now what prudence and attention, what justice and equity, what greatness of soul, clemency and modesty, how great temperance and sobriety, and — what is the head [chief thing] — how great religion toward GOD the Best and Greatest [O.M.], what hope and confidence in Him and from Him, is required [in a ruler]? For without these — [without] the things which pertain to his office — he will do nothing rightly and usefully; and it behooves [him] by his own example to instill and infuse virtue into all [his] subjects. For, as the Latin poet before cited [says]—
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—the Poet [Claudian] says: "...[after the pattern of the King] the world is composed [ordered]. — 4. By the King's example [the whole world is shaped]." If he be impious, iniquitous, inert, given over to lust, drunkenness [crapulam], and cowardice, he will be seen to teach those same morals to his inferiors. On the contrary, [if] he fear God himself, be of best faith, [and] cultivate virtue and duty — from him, as from some sun, all the stars borrow [their light], of whose rising and setting he is the Leader, a signal light. "The King," says Seneca in the Thyestes, "wills honorable things: no one but will [will] the same." But if in the administration itself anything be sinned by him, "all things," says the same [author] (bk. 1 On Clemency), "the rumor of the Prince's deeds and words catches up: nor does it happen to him more than to the sun to lie hid." And as the Satirist [Juvenal] said (Sat. 8): "Every vice of the soul has in itself a blemish so much the more conspicuous, as he who sins is held the greater."

Nor [is this so] among men only, but with God also — to whom the Prince himself must give account for the individual heads [matters] committed to him: for the individual tributes, moneys, [and] honors received from the same principate; for the whole end of his principate, and for the means and reasons by which he could and ought to attain it. Serious meditation of these and like matters casts a fear — neither unjust nor small — into a prudent man, when he is called to the helms of the peoples. There were very many — almost all — of the Gentile Princes inflamed with an incredible cupidity of principate, and most ambitious; yet from those very causes some [men] were terrified by these, so that they refused empires and principates, or grieved [at] them received, and sometimes even laid [them] down. This last thing Augustus more than once thought to do; Diocletian did [it]; and Antoninus Pius did [it] — [he] adopted by Hadrian — and afterwards Pertinax, as [it is] in Julius Capitolinus. But in the first rank — though many can be reckoned — [yet] in that kind what can be brought forth clearer and nobler than He in whom [are] all the highest [things], who [is] King and Lord of the heavens and of all [beings], CHRIST JESUS? For that he might teach the just dread of the dangers which most greatly impend over those commanding, and a not-useless flight from all ambition, when he had known (John 6:15) — because "they would come to seize him, and make him King" — "he fled again into the mountain, himself alone." So that in our Joshua that very flight of our Savior, and horror of empire, may seem to have been foreshown long ago. Yet besides these general [considerations], there were also two others which could disturb our Joshua, and affect [him] with no small fear: namely, the consideration of the enemies, against whom [it was] now to be fought hand-to-hand [manu]; then also of the people itself, whom [he had] to rule by [his] command, and to settle in their seats. For of these [enemies] there was a huge multitude, greatest strength, arms and spirits most ready for wars. But of these [the people], as of other things nothing failed them, [there was] a wondrous hardness, an intolerable contumacy. Who [was] a Prince more prudent, more temperate, more modest, more laborious than Moses? Who, being the same, more religious toward God, more courteous [comior] and affable toward the people? And yet how often did this people blaze up against him with most savage wrath and fury? How often did it murmur against him, tear his name with revilings, assail [proscidit] him with dire imprecations, and attack him even with stones—
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—did it wish to overthrow [him]? Joshua had seen all these things, and deservedly he greatly feared [things] worse for himself; and for these causes the Lord now so often addresses [him], raises him, and — as it were with a certain strength [robore] — besets and walls [him] around. Nay, if we wish to judge rightly, by this very [fact] the Lord also indicates how great was Joshua's modesty, and how lowly [demissa] an opinion [he had] of himself, as Masius rightly notes, fol. 20.


Question XII. In what manner does the Lord confirm the same Joshua?

The Lord here proposes about twelve [things], which for confirming his mind avail not a little. The first is: "None shall be able to resist you, all the days of your life." But someone will say: many resisted, and with great forces. But here the Hebrew word of "resisting" means to stand, and indeed so firmly that no one either falls or yields. For the conjugation hithpael [the Hebrew reflexive-intensive stem], in which this verb is, brings [conveys] this force. But how long-lasting [was] this so great felicity of driving out the enemies? As long as Joshua would live. Just as in his name, so also in the life of the Israelites and the good fortune [faustitas] of triumphs, [this felicity] was enclosed. So that we may know [that], as long as Christ lives in us, and rules and leads us, no phalanxes of the flesh, of the world, and of Tartarus [hell] can [prevail] against us — and wars indeed will not be lacking, but [there will be] perpetual victories in them, and laurels always green, ever [flourishing].

Nor indeed does it seem absurd — [the thing] which Masius carps at in some [passages] — that I rightly hinted at those calamities into which the Israelites cast themselves, by their own sloth [socordia] and by impiety against God, after Joshua's departure [death]. For what he objects first — [that] it is little consonant with those most prolix promises of God, which promised the highest amplitude of the land — is easily rejected by [pointing out the false] denial [assumption]. For those promises were with a condition, as [was] said quest. 8: [they held] as long as Joshua should be among the living, [and] were to be kept; and therefore also the felicity connected and joined with it [was so]. Hence [is] that [saying], Judges 2:7: "They served the Lord all his (Joshua's) days, and [those] of the elders who lived a long time after him." He objects, second: [that] Joshua was, after the manner of a best father, solicitous about the future safety and dignity of the Israelites; therefore the Lord ought to have indicated to him nothing about the future depravity and unhappiness of the Israelites. That conclusion is to be denied. First indeed, because Moses was the Prince and best Father of that same people; and yet Deut. 31:27 & 29 [says]: "I know that after my death you will act wickedly, and will quickly decline from the way which I have commanded you; and evils will befall you in the last time," etc. Then, was it not a great consolation [to know] that this people — even if it were most prone to evil — yet, through the whole age of Joshua himself, would persist in [its] duty, and would obtain immense victories? Third, it is not foretold for certain [as] future that, [with] him taken from life, the Israelites would sin, and be entangled in various miseries — but it is only hinted; and it is for certain affirmed that, [with] him surviving, nothing of the like was to be dreaded. Now, fourthly, [the Lord], by this very [hint], stirs up care and solicitude always, both in those who rule and in those who are ruled — in Fathers and in sons. In those [rulers] indeed, that by laws, institutions, and precepts — the best — they should strive to instruct and prop up these [subjects] excellently for the future time; but in these [subjects], that they should obey them [the rulers], and not live [as] Epicureans, freed from all care and fear. The other [thing] is: "As I was with Moses, so will I be with thee." The fount and origin of all the foregoing felicity is shown. For neither [is there anything] greater, nor more fortified, and more blessed than [for God] to be with us—
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—[than for] GOD [to be with us]. Which also is hinted by the Poets, when to Ulysses they join Minerva, to Aeneas Venus, to other heroes other gods [as] companions and, as it were, side-attendants [laterones]. Aristides in the panegyric oration: ᾧ περ ἔφη Πίνδαρος, θεοῦ δείξαντος ἀρχήν [as Pindar said, "God having shown the beginning [leading the way], there is nothing that hinders"]. And against the detractors of leisure, [again quoting] Pindar: "God showing the beginning, that which is set forth flows well [prospers]." But Suidas [gives the proverb]: θεοῦ παρόντος, ἅπαν ἄπορον πόριμον ["with God present, everything impassable [becomes] passable"]. Whence the Adage: "God going before, no obstacle hinders." Of this, however, [there is] more in [my commentary on] Ruth, where that [phrase] "The Lord [be] with you" is explained, ch. 12 quest. 2 and following. But the Lord does not simply promise himself [as] about to be with Joshua, but comparatively, "as he was with Moses." For in various manners — according as [there are] various effects — can God be with someone. But he was with Moses as regards grace, familiarity, [and] help, in the approach to Pharaoh and the leading-out of the Israelites from Egypt (Exodus ch. 4), in the government of the people, and the vanquishing of enemies. As regards the same [things], he was also with Joshua — although as regards familiarity, in a somewhat inferior manner. For Deut. last [ch. 34] v. 10: "There arose no more a Prophet in Israel, like Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face, in all the signs and portents." By an elegant allusion to the eternal Word — as also often elsewhere — the Chaldee renders [it]: "as my Word [Memra] brought help to Moses, so also to thee will it bring help."

The third [head]: "I will not send thee away, nor forsake thee." Here [is] a certain confirmation, or rather amplification, of the foregoing reason. Many [people] are sometimes wont to be friends, familiars, [and] helpers to some; but not much after, from no [cause], or an easy cause, they desert them. Not thus will [the Lord] do with Joshua, the Lord promises — nay, [he promises] to be constant and firm in the promised friendship and help. The same, and in entirely the same words, he promised to the whole people of the Israelites also, Deut. 31:6. From which we understand: first, that from friends [one is] not rashly to withdraw; then, that God will be present to us in evils and adversities, as St. Chrysostom proves hence (homil. 6 to the people); third, [we are] to beware lest we offer ourselves [as] those whom — beyond [their] will — the Lord should have to forsake. For by him no one is forsaken, unless [that person] first forsook him, as St. Augustine somewhere said. When from the King of Babylon legates had come to Ezekiah, "the Lord left him" (2 Chron. 32:31), "that he might be tempted, and all things be made known which were in his heart." But if he had willed, in that temptation which the Lord permitted he could have stood, nor withdrawn even a little from the Lord. For it is one thing [for] us to be somewhat left by God so that we may be tempted, another to be simply left. This — except to those [who first] leave him — does not happen.

The fourth [head]: "For thou perchance shalt divide to this people the land, which I swore to thy Fathers that I would hand over to them." It was a great [thing] to promise that land to the Israelites' Fathers; a great [thing] to lead them to it through so many and so great portents and victories. Why then [is it] not also a great [thing] to settle these very [people], as it were, in the best inheritance — and, in that matter, to act [as] the minister of God himself, and, as it were, [his] vicar? Truly, that Joshua would be such is said in this book, and this — as also in other places often — is repeated [as] something ample and signal (Num. 34:17, Deut. 1:38, ch. 3:[28]). In the Hebrew, however, [there is] here no mention of "lot," but: "Thou shalt make this people inherit the land."
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Our [Interpreter], however, expressed this very thing, and something more — namely the manner in which he was about to send that people into that inheritance. But if to lead some into the possession of land is of so great [worth], of how great, I beseech, [is it to lead them] into the eternal inheritance of the heavens? And if the consideration of this matter ought to make such great spirits for Joshua himself, in so great dangers and troubles of affairs, how great a consolation from the end set before them will they take, to whom [belongs] this one office and care — that they should constitute as many heirs of heavenly goods as possible? From this place [some] good Authors teach [that] the Angel who consoled our [Lord] JESUS — grieving and afflicted in the garden, that is, in the very vestibule of his passion — took a rich matter of consolation. But the Lord had sworn about that land, Gen. 12 & 15.

The fifth [head]: "Be comforted therefore, and be very strong, that thou mayst keep and do all the law which Moses my servant commanded thee." From the end is drawn the argument of this confirmation. For it behooves Joshua to be of a strong spirit for this cause: that the whole law of Moses is to be kept and done by him — as the particle "that" [Ut] demonstrates, and [as] the Greeks' infinitives φυλάσσεσθαι καὶ ποιεῖν [phylassesthai kai poiein, "to keep and to do"], and likewise the Hebrews' "to keep, to do." But Masius thinks these two are to be taken so that in the former the latter is concluded, thus: "Be entirely strong and very firm, so that thou observe to act according to the whole law." Because in the following v. 8 it is said in Hebrew, "to keep to do." Better, however, is the copulative particle "and" understood [supplied]. For the Seventy themselves judged it to be inserted, and the Latin Interpreter; and those Hebrews who refer those two infinitives to diverse [things], as R. Gerundensis [Nachmanides]: to whom "to observe" here is "to beware of forbidden things," but "to do" pertains to those which are commanded to be done. Nay, and elsewhere in the Hebrew, between these same two words the conjunction is wont to be inserted, as Deut. 7:12. And as regards the meaning: "It is," says Masius, "to observe to act — the same as to attend the mind to acting, and to give effort lest anything of those [things] be omitted, by which law the precepts are [given]." Rightly this indeed; but if with the Latin and Greek Interpreters we retain the copulation, does not that very geminating [doubling] of words signifying, as it were, the same [thing], bring the same force? Here, therefore, let us observe six [things]. First, why those who rule over others ought to be of a strong and lofty spirit above the rest. Namely, it behooves them not only to strive for this — that they somehow coerce the people, by a certain human prudence, and by fear or reward bend [them] to acting on those [things] which alone withdraw from them temporary evils, and conciliate goods of the same kind — but much more that the law of the Lord, and indeed [that] above all, should flourish [with them]; [that] he himself should thoroughly express this in himself; [that] he should be zealous [that] it be kept by all as most diligently [as possible]. Whence a twofold error is here cast out. One [is] that of those who, concerning the principate of faithful and Christian Princes, and their end, perceive nothing more sublime than [what they perceive] concerning the Gentiles, and those [whom] nature alone teaches: as though it were enough to ward off thefts, robberies, and other injuries, [to procure] peace, tranquillity, and the affluence of all fleeting things, but [to procure] nothing — or perchance exceedingly little — of faith and of laws above nature, somewhat—
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—[reason] raising us [above nature]. It is nonetheless far different to be only a Prince, and to be a Christian Prince; to be a King, and to be a Christian King. And yet even for that Ethnic [pagan], or merely natural, Prince the wise will that account be had — greatest — of virtue and of all those [things] which lead to the true end of man and the extreme good. Let the Philosopher [Aristotle] be read (bk. 1 Eth. 9, bk. 5 ch. 1, bk. 7 Polit. 1, 13, & 14); Plato (bk. 1 & 4 On Laws, in the Epinomis, and elsewhere); Plutarch (tom. 3 opusc. at the beginning, and tom. 2 on those who are slowly corrected by the deity); Demosthenes (toward the end of the oration against Aristogiton); Isocrates (to Nicocles); Hippodamus the Pythagorean (bk. on felicity). And there can be summoned hither those [things] which, in St. Thomas (1a2ae quest. 92) on the general end of laws, are wont to be discussed, and are copiously disputed by some Jurisconsults — Navarro (bk. on the ends of human acts), Epo, and Garcia Fortunio.

The other error — and indeed by far the fouler and more detestable — [is] of those who, though they wish to seem Christians, nevertheless fundamentally overturn the Christian religion. These, by some, are called "Politici," by more "Machiavellisti" [Machiavellians]; and they esteem this one [thing] to be done by Princes: that they render [their] resources and empire as fortified and ample as possible — yet not by the true, sincere, and chaste worship of God, [nor by] faith and religion, but by a feigned, simulated [worship], and that [only] such-as-it-be, which namely they judge to please the people and [to be] plausible to the crowd. O impious ones! O hypocrites! The Lord here prescribes to Joshua — and through him to all Joshua-like, or Christian, Princes — that they put on great and altogether manly spirits, and this with that aim and end: that they, through themselves and through their subjects, should keep the whole law and discipline of God whole and covered [safe]. Let us observe, second, [that] not undeservedly, for such and so signal an aim, is fortitude enjoined. For truly difficult [things] — very many, laborious and most troublesome — occur. There is the very weakness of the peoples, mostly regarding only earthly [things]; [there is] the tergiversation of many from all [things] which are a little loftier, the slowness in the duties of virtues, and murmuring. There are the slanderous tongues of many; there are hidden seditions, enmities, snares. Which of these do we not see in those who at this time give their labor to restoring the old, holy, and Catholic religion? But some have already conquered all these things most strongly. He conquers even now, and — as divine grace bids [us] to hope — will thoroughly conquer [Vincit … peruincet], the great imitator of Joshua in his Styria, Carinthia, and Carniola, the best offspring of the best parents, hero most strong, most learned, most religious, FERDINAND the Archduke. Let us observe, third, [that] not only is Joshua here said to be of a strong and corroborated spirit, but two adverbs are added in the Hebrew, which add a certainly great force, of which one is "VERY" [VALDE], the other ours [i.e. our Interpreter's], and before it the Septuagint rendered "THEREFORE" [IGITUR] — which can also be rendered "utterly," "altogether," "at least" [prorsus, omnino, duntaxat]. Let us observe, fourth, that the observation of the law is required — not [only] as to some [part], but as to all — Deut. 6:2. "Whosoever [shall keep] the whole [law]," says St. James ch. 2 v. 10, "but shall offend in one [point], is made guilty of all." On which place [there is] a beautiful [comment of] St. Augustine [in]
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epist. 29 & 102. But it is worthy of consideration on account of those who esteem one or another heresy in themselves, or in the people, tolerable: they do not trouble [themselves] if there be a dissension in one or another dogma. But how would the faith be Catholic, if there be not assent to all [the things] which it rightly proposes? Of this certainly St. Athanasius sanctions in his Symbol [the Athanasian Creed]: "Which except everyone keep whole and inviolate, without doubt he shall perish eternally." But is it possible that anyone should keep the whole law? That any man of the Christian name should doubt of this, one will wonder — [anyone] who has seen the Lord will and command it. Does he will that we do what cannot be done? Does he command that we bear on [our] shoulders some universal weight, of which we can [bear] only some pounds and parts? Truly, [only] if the Lord be either imprudent, or importunate and Tyrannical. Nor yet is it thereby brought about that we should never sin even a little. For even if a good man should somewhat sometime depart from duty, or rather do something beside [his] duty, yet he contemns no law, but from ignorance or weakness so only offends that meanwhile the law publicly flourishes, and of that fault of his he at once grieves, and corrects it, and by prayers seeks pardon, and requires the firmer grace of God. Let us observe, fifth, [that] God thus speaks of the law as though Moses were its author, and it ought to be kept for his authority — although he was only that minister. But this is the goodness of God toward his servants: that when he uses their work and ministry, he conciliates to them as much authority as possible. It will be permitted, therefore, to think what obedience a religious man owes to the founders of his discipline; but let him keep and do those [things] which the servant of God enjoined him — St. Anthony, St. Basil, St. Benedict, Francis, Dominic, Ignatius. What when the Church herself commands anything? Let us observe, sixth, [that] the Lord did not say "which Moses commanded you," but "which [he commanded] thee." For even if in reality laws and precepts are given to all, yet Princes, and those set over others, ought to esteem that these look to them by a certain principal reason [concern them chiefly]. For in the life, example, and care of these [rulers] is the life of all the laws. If they keep them, the subjects also will keep [them]. If they establish rewards for [those] keeping them, punishments for [those] violating [them], these [laws] will flourish and breathe [live] in every assembly, order, sex, and age of men.

The sixth [head]: "Decline not from it [the law] to the right, or to the left, that thou mayst understand all [things] which thou doest." First [it is] to be known [that] it can seem to someone [that] it was here written: "Decline not from him" — namely from Moses. Because in the Hebrew it is not feminine, as [it is] Deut. 17:18 & 19, but masculine; and so R. David [Kimchi] interprets. And thence it would be gathered again how great was Moses's virtue and authority, and of what sort it ought still [now] to be [in the highest] of all superiors, so that from them the subjects should not depart even a little. Nonetheless [that] ought to be retained which in all the Latin books I see, "from it" [ab ea, feminine = the law]. Because if it were treated of Moses, it would [be treated] most of all on account of the law, of which he was the administrator, [and so] it would be [treated] as if it were "from him commanding the law"; and therefore, while [one] does not depart from that [law], neither is [one] departed from this [Moses]. 2. Because the Masoretes confess [that] here the masculine is put for the feminine. 3. Because the Seventy said—
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—ἀπ' αὐτῆς [ap' autēs, "from it" (feminine)], namely ἀπὸ τῶν ἐνταλμάτων [apo tōn entalmatōn, "from the precepts"] — [one is] not to decline. For before, they had put the verb ἐνετείλατο [eneteilato, "he commanded"], in which are included ἐντάλματα [entalmata], that is, "precepts." Second, Ralbag [Gersonides] thinks [that] "to the right" those decline who add something of their own to the divine law, but "to the left" those who detract. But that formula of speaking extends more broadly. For it signifies, first indeed, the desertion of right life itself; then any reception whatsoever of another [way], or any deflection from that [right way] to either side — whether it be done for the sake of something useful, pleasant (nay, even [something] which seems good and pleasing to God), or on account of some detriment, pain, and torment, [or for] pleasure and impiety. For all that former is signified through "the right," this [latter] through "the left." For the way of the Lord's precepts is direct, and most compendious [shortest]. If from it [one] deflects, one comes at once into an oblique [path] — just as among Geometers, while from two proposed points a line ascends or descends the least [amount, it becomes oblique]. But that [figure] is a most usual proverb in Scripture — Gen. 24; Num. 20 & 22; Deut. 2, 5, 17, 28; here, and below ch. 23:1; 1 [Sam.] 6 & 14; 2 [Sam.] 2 & 14; 4 [Kings, i.e. 2 Kings] 22:2; [1] Chron. 34; Prov. 4; Isa. 30:2; [1] Cor. 6.

Nor indeed do those decline "to the right" who — besides God's word — retain also the sacred and Apostolic traditions, or the formulas of some religious discipline. For these do not desert the right way, but always insist [stand firm] on it; and by those very traditions or pious formulas of living they strengthen themselves in it, either that they may never fall from it, or that they may always be able more expeditiously to run forward in it. Third, one cause of this admonition is subjoined: "that thou mayst understand all [things] which thou doest." The Chaldee, and almost the Rabbis, render: "that thou mayst prosperously act in all [things] which thou doest." But the Hebrew word also means "to be prudent, and to understand the matter well." And so also here the Seventy took [it]. And indeed whence [comes] true prosperity, and the felicity of things to be done, if not from true prudence — which is not carnal, nor only human, but divine also — namely from the grace of God, and drawn from the sacred fonts of his doctrine, and from the admonitions and examples of his holy servants? Of this [is] that not-vain [saying] of I-know-not-what bard: "No deity is absent, if prudence be with thee" [Juvenal, Sat. 10].

That, therefore, this [prudence] may be obtained, and its companion and shadow, felicity, one must persist in the Lord's laws, and neither to the right nor to the left be plucked from them — as they say — a nail's [breadth], or a hair's [breadth], nor bend aside. The verb "to act" [Agendi] is here put by the Seventy and by ours for the Hebrew [verb] "to walk" [ambulandi], by a trope, which also at Deut. 29:8 is properly expounded through "to do" [facere] in the Hebrew.

The seventh [head]: "Let not the volume of this law depart from thy mouth." But why "from the mouth," and not — as at Prov. 3:21 — "from the eyes," [and why does it forbid] this book to be laid down "from the hands"? Some answer, [that] "mouth" is put by synecdoche for the face, or even for the whole man. But in equal manner it could have said "eyes and hands." Therefore it said "mouth." First, because that action which we outwardly perform beyond [more than] the beasts [i.e. speech] most of all signified [the law is] to be conformed with all zeal, and to be moderated by the prescript of the divine law. For "death and life [are] in the hand of the tongue," Prov. 18:21. If the mouth is well ruled, all the rest also are ruled well. "If anyone," says St. James ch. 3 v. 2, "offends not in word, he [is] a perfect—

(col. 284 [printed 285])

man, powerful also to bridle the whole body with a rein." Second. The Lord also willed to signify that it behooves his law to be thoroughly affixed and impressed in the heart. For if this volume ought not to depart from the mouth, neither ought it [to depart] from the heart itself, because — as the Lord says Matt. 12:34 — "from the abundance of the heart the mouth speaks." And rightly some of the ancients said τὸν λόγον εἶναι τῆς λόγου ῥεῦσιν [ton logon einai tēs logou rheusin, "that speech is the outflow of reason"] — because from it, as from a fount or some full vessel, it is wont to flow out. "The heart of the wise," says Prov. 16:23, "instructs his mouth, and to his lips adds grace." Third. To princely men it is especially fitting that their speech — and almost every word and syllable — be brought forth rightly, knowingly, and in order; because always very much depends on it, [and] all weigh it and far and wide judge [by it]; and from it, of his wisdom, morals, and authority, judgment is made. But truly, how can it be that from anyone's mouth the volume of the law should never depart? It is sufficiently agreed [that] by "volume" is understood not the [physical] volume itself — or the membrane, or the papyrus, and the ink — but the things prescribed in it. Yet since so often (both to those sleeping and to those waking) silence must be [kept], and when truly [one must] speak, other [things] which daily use brings must be spoken — how can this volume be always in the mouth? In two ways some [things] are said to be always to someone "either in the mouth or in the breast [heart]." First, if always, "when one ought, or [when] it is fitting." Second, if "most frequently." For thus teach so many other similar formulas of speaking, and the very Masters of letters themselves. But it is [there] "most frequently," when now the very law of God is praised, soon from it something is learned and said, taught and admonished; now about it too there is inquiry and discussion. And those [uses] indeed, in a certain manner (of which afterwards [more]), fit all Kings and Princes. But there is another manner by which "always" a book is here in someone's mouth: if, namely, whatever he speaks, he speak from the rules of this book; [and] whenever he is silent, he be silent conveniently [in accord] with the precepts of this book. And so Ps. 118 [119]:43: "Take not the word of truth utterly out of my mouth." But from the Hebrew a little question again arises. For in it is: "Let not this book of the law depart from thy mouth" — so that not any book of the law [in general], but "this" [iste], namely one certain and demonstrated [book], is to be entrusted to the mouth. So some of the Rabbis think, and they say that book was that one which Joshua, when the Lord addressed him, had before his feet; or which he was wont to carry in his hands for a standard [ensign], and then held in his hand at that time. Yet there is no need of those fictions. "This book" demonstrates the species [kind], not the individual [copy]. And that our Interpreter and the Septuagint might teach this more clearly, they rendered "the volume of this law," not indeed "the volume of the law [that is] this [physical one]."

The eighth [head]: "But thou shalt meditate on it days and nights, that thou mayst keep and do all [things] which are written in it." The end to which the perpetual domicile of the divine volume in the mouth — and its nocturnal, diurnal, and assiduous meditation — ought to be referred, is here proposed. He who is perfect [does so] not — as our heretics — that he may coin new dogmas; not — as the Jews — that he may fight for the old perfidy; not — as some of every kind of men [do] — that he may contend with all and about all things: [but rather] that he be preferred to all, be pointed at with the finger, and be said [to be]—
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—and be said, "this is he": but that he may live according to His precept; [and] to its exact rule [amussim, plumb-line] let all [things] done, said, and thought be diligently and accurately directed. "Not the hearers of the law are just with GOD, but the doers of the law shall be justified," Rom. 2:13. But not less truly than skillfully it was said by the Rabbis in the tractate Sanhedrin ch. 17: "He who reads the sacred letters, and does not confer what he reads to action, is like to him who sows often, [but] never reaps; and likewise to the woman who often bears, but at once buries [her] children; finally, to the singer who sings the whole day, and afterwards has nothing." A similar disputation also [is] in another book of the same Rabbis, which is inscribed Tseror hammor, that is, "the bundle of myrrh." But there is a most useful [thing] for the keeping of laws and the effecting of certain matters — namely, meditation. For this does not permit any forgetfulness to creep in; it rouses the mind to acting, and even the very members of the body — in those waking indeed always, in those sleeping sometimes too — so that that most true [saying] may seem [confirmed]: πάντα μελέτη δύναται [panta meletē dynatai, "practice/meditation can do all things"]. "Meditation can [do] all things." In the military matter, Philopoemen is commended by Plutarch, because in the very journeys he perpetually thought about battles, affairs, and places apt for the battle-line; and thence he is narrated to have obtained the highest skill of the military art — and praise, victories, and very many trophies. What, therefore, should he do to whom the law of the Lord [is] a meditation? But the Hebrew word [for "meditate"] seems to some to signify "speech" [sermonem], and by a trope the very "thought of the heart," which is a certain speech. But truly it rather primarily signifies that very thought, and then is transferred to its first effect, namely to speech. For serious and keen meditation is wont to burst forth into words — so much [so] that those who are even alone often do not contain [their] voice, as St. Augustine noted in himself in the bk. of Confessions, [and] Lucian too, in those philosophizing. And so it is brought about that in the Scriptures sometimes "mouth and tongue" are said to "meditate" — Ps. 34 & 36, 70, 124, Isa. 59:3. But "that one should meditate nights and days — [that] cannot be done"? The same answer here is which a little before was [given], when it was said in what manner it could be done that from anyone's mouth the book of the law should never depart. For by the use of all [men] this proverb is worn [smooth/common], by which also the Poet was saying: "You [pl.], turn over the Greek exemplars by nocturnal hand, turn [them] by diurnal [hand]" [Horace, Ars Poetica]. And our David, Ps. 1: "In his (the Lord's) law will he (the just man) meditate day and night." But if in the law of the Lord, and in his book, there ought to be so great [a] meditation — [a] perpetual [one] — what place, I beseech, and what time will there be for reading other [things]? [Are] the codices of the Poets, Orators, Philosophers, and other so many and so various [authors] all to be cast away? Thus they seem to have felt in the Babylonian Talmud, tractate Menachoth (or on the vespertine and mealy oblations) ch. 11 fol. 99b, 41. R. Ishmael, being asked by [his] sister's son — after he had sufficiently learned the law of Moses — whether it was permitted [him] to give some [part] of [his] time to the writings of the Gentiles, answered: "God wills that we should expend nights and days on his law." Let him therefore consider all the parts of time, and number all the hours; and if indeed he should find some [time] outside the space of day and night, let him confer that indeed to the reading of the Gentiles. Cleverly [said]. And similar [things] are read in the Jerusalem Talmud, in
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tractate Peah & Sotah, and likewise in R. Azariah, bk. 3 Me'or Einayim [Meor henaim] ch. 2 fol. 39b. But truly of the Christians there was none to whom this same opinion smiled [was pleasing]; rather, by learned men [it was] lately [refuted] — by Espencaeus and Possevino, but once by St. Basil, St. Augustine, [and] St. Jerome — excellently confuted. And indeed R. Samuel, son of Nachman (as is subjoined in the same place of the Babylonian Talmud), and R. Jonathan in Tractate Menachoth ch. 11 fol. 99b, say [that] of so great meditation here [there] is not a precept, but a benediction [blessing] — as our [men] today would say, a "counsel"; that is, [that] they are not guilty of a violated precept who do not do [it], but they act better, and therefore [that] blessing and reward follow those who give themselves to such meditation. And so the Prophet [David] in the cited Psalm: "Blessed [is] the man who went not in the counsel of the impious: but in the law of the Lord [is] his will: and in his law will he meditate day and night." And he subjoins by what excellent utilities he may yet [further] invite [us to it] — of which a little after [more] — and Ps. 118 [119]: "Help me, and I shall be saved: and I will meditate on thy justifications always." "How have I loved thy law, O Lord? All the day is my meditation." But to whom, from his occupations and affairs, is there not so much of leisure that he should so assiduously handle that thought — what should he do? It is certain [that] the states, arts, and occupations of men are various. Nonetheless all can, first, expend this time which is fixed for this matter by God or the Church — as of old was the sabbath, as Josephus writes bk. 2 against Apion (so much [so] that he says his Jews had the laws of God thoroughly sculpted in [their] mind, and held them better by memory than even their own proper names): today, with us, it is the Lord's day [Dominicus], and other festal days. Then indeed, [is there] any prudent [man] so entangled by so great labors, cares, [and] businesses, that from single days or nights he cannot give some little [bit] of time — even if it be exceedingly little — to that so useful and praised meditation? See, if [it] please, [the things] which about the meditation of all human actions generally — from the Seven Sages — the Corinthian Periander delivers, in Ausonius. But for that matter St. Chrysostom thinks the nocturnal time most apt, when [other] mortals, and all other animals, have the deepest silence. For even at midnight David rose to confess to the name of the Lord, Ps. 118 [119]:62. But because sleep sometimes embraces the weary too tightly [for them] to be able to rise then, the matutinal [time] also has no small praise. "In the mornings," says the same David, Ps. 62 [63], "I will meditate on thee." Nor indeed [is] the vespertine [evening] time entirely alien [to it], Isaac demonstrates — who Gen. 24:63 had gone out to meditate, the day being already inclined [toward evening]. For I cannot assent to the Nebrissensis [Nebrija], [in his] Quinquagena ch. 28, that in that place an act of the body rather than a thought of the mind is understood; but the cause I have brought forward there [in my commentary]. But since of Princes, Kings, and Emperors the occupations are so many and so great, truly in great price and most deserved praise were always those who gave something more of effort to the reading and meditation of the sacred divine books. Among these, of our [people], were very many. For Constantine the Great — in Eusebius bk. 1 On his Life ch. 26 — with all care and thought, after he had decreed to be initiated in the sacred [rites] of the Christians, bent himself upon this study; and this was sufficiently plain in the Council of Nicaea—
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—[at the Council of Nicaea], where he also had a most learned oration. Whence also Porphyry the Poet wrote to him: "Amid the virtues of war, triumphs, and laurels, and the sanctions of laws, and other [things], thou art at leisure even for the Muses, thy familiars, so much — so that, amid so many insignia of divine majesty, by which thou art always among the first, of this too, by [thy] study, in thee there shines an excellent splendor." The author of the Hungarian kingdom, St. Stephen, even as an adolescent burned with a wondrous cupidity of sacred letters, as Bishop Chartuitius narrates of him. But the most eloquent writer Osorius, bk. 6 On the Institution of a King: "Never," he says, "shall I be able sufficiently to praise many Princes of Lusitania, who in those uncultured times — in which all excellent studies seemed to be buried — nonetheless read much; because their sermons, which we read translated into the annals, easily declare [themselves] full of the sentences of Philosophers. But in the sacred letters they were versed with the highest zeal, so that if anything were to be written by them in Latin, they wrote in entirely the same style. As King Alphonsus the First, founder of this kingdom, whose divine virtue — joined with admirable wisdom — is deservedly to be celebrated in all eternity. He, therefore, when he had comprehended in Latin letters — and not inconveniently — the site of the city Scalabis, and its most minute art, and the multitude of soldiers, the vigilant diligence, and the vigilance of the prefects defending it (that with 120 men only, most brave, well-provisioned, he had taken it in one night), and the site of the city, the fertility of the region, and that storming: yet so, that it may appear he perceived from the sacred letters not only the discipline of living, but also the style and reason of speaking."

What [of] Charles the Great [Charlemagne]? He was so studious of the same letters that — as in the 10th epistle to him Alcuin [Albinus] writes — "from him the streams of wisdom [flowed], and the light of erudition shone forth"; and the same [Charlemagne] unravelled most difficult questions posed by him with most learned responses. Whence, admiringly, tom. 9, in the year of the Lord 778, says the most Reverend and most illustrious Baronius: "It could plainly seem a miracle, that in this rude age was found a King so cultivated in the sacred letters, and — always set in [the midst of] warlike expedition — a Prince philosophizing about divine matters as though at leisure; so that him whom they deservedly call 'Great' by title, I myself would by [good] right thrice call 'Greatest' — namely by warlike fortitude, by knowledge, and by piety." And he who in those times bound in a commentary the deeds of the Emperor Ludovic [Louis the Pious] — Theganus — after he had reported that this [Louis], crowned by [his] Father Charles himself, instituted by various precepts on piety, religion, and justice, and sent into Aquitaine, subjoins: "The Emperor (Charles) began to do nothing else than to be at leisure for prayers and alms, and to correct books. For the four Gospels of CHRIST which are entitled by the name of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, in [his] last [days], before the day of his death, he had most excellently corrected together with Greeks and Syrians." And it is indeed true, [the thing] which in this place Chytraeus noted — [that] the same Charles acceded to psalmody in the temples, and sang together [with the choir], and distributed lessons to be sung to [his] sons and to Princes (for in his Life this very thing Eginhard testifies); but I wonder [that] the heretic [Chytraeus] adds this: "This Charles the Great first widely propagated the Christian religion in these Saxon regions." For since this be most true, does he not condemn both himself and his Saxons by a most sad sentence — that from that very religion, and those sacred [rites], which he first brought into those shores, they have now most basely departed—
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—[departed]? Yet he goes on: "And he founded very many Churches and Bishoprics in this Lower Saxony and Westphalia at his own expense." Truly [so]. But why are these now overthrown, their resources — either into the treasuries of Princes, or certainly to other uses, [in] abuse and [breach of] faith — sacrilegiously snatched away, [resources] for the cause of which he had founded those [Churches], through the doctrines of new heresies? Namely, from the pious and greatest heroes of Christian Princes these Innovators cannot praise anyone, unless it burn a most base [mark] upon themselves — because they have degenerated from those [heroes]. Of the Emperor Alexius Comnenus writes — [he] who heard him twice disputing — Euthymius Zigabenus, at the beginning of his Panoply: [that Alexius], when he saw various heresies raging in his Greek Empire, [gave] signal labor to the sacred letters. "When from public," he says, "and most grave duties and cares of the Republic something of time was left over, he consumed all that in reading accurately the volumes of the divine scriptures; and about these he conversed with excellent men, of whose great multitude the Royal [court] is always wont to be filled, cultivating above all approved discourses: with a certain immense love of which his mind burned." But a signal [thing], and almost worthy of amazement, [is] that which bk. 2 Panormitanus writes: [that] "the King of Aragon, Alphonsus, read through the sacred Bible fourteen times, with the Glosses and Commentaries." Of the Lord Philip II, King of the Spains, the Gallic historian Petrus Matthaeus writes (bk. 1 hist. of the Frankish peace, p. 64) in these words (translated, however, from the French): "His exercises were either in the reading of the Bibles, through which God speaks to men, or in prayers, through which men speak to God." But from the Old Instrument [Testament], what David did in this kind, [the things] show more clearly than the noonday [light] — his very Psalms, especially the 118th [119th]. And that other pious Kings and Princes bore themselves after his manner — [kept] the precept which is fixed at Deut. 17 — who could deny [it]? It pleases indeed — because it is very much connected to this place in which I have now for a while been engaged — to recite that very [passage], and to note a few [things] about it. Thus it has, v. 18: "After the King shall have sat on the throne of [his] kingdom, he shall describe [copy out] for himself the Deuteronomy of this law in a volume, taking a copy from the Levitical priests; and he shall have [it] with him, and shall read it all the days of his life, that he may learn to fear the Lord his God, and to keep his words and ceremonies which are prescribed in the law. Neither let his heart be lifted up into pride over his brethren, nor let him decline to the right part or the left, that he may reign a long time — himself and his son — over Israel." But three — or four — [things] are by these words enjoined to the King, and then the ends of those precepts are shown. Of those which are enjoined, the first is that the King copy out for himself the Deuteronomy of the law. Whether by another's hand, or by his own, it is not said; and I am rather of opinion that either was permitted. First, because [the things] which we do through others, we ourselves also are said to do, as the rule of Law has [it] — in those [cases], namely, which touch only exterior work, not however proper morals. Then, because the Rabbis in Rambam [Maimonides] bk. 14 — which is called Sophetim or Judices [Judges] — in the last tractate, which is On Kings and Battles ch. 3 & 4, hand down [that] the King ought to have had two books of the law: one in his treasuries and gazae [treasure-chambers], the other always in readiness [at hand]; and [that] this could signify [that] the King received books of this kind from [his] elders, and used them, as if he himself had copied [them]. Yet [it is] more consonant with the text—



(col. 289)

—would I judge [it], if he himself should take up that labor [of copying]. For, first, thus the words of the text are taken in a simpler and more candid sense, and it satisfies the first [immediate] thought which, from those same words, occurs to any reader. Then it more agrees with the end of these precepts, which requires the perpetual memory of them. For [the things] which we ourselves write, we imprint on the memory much more firmly and tenaciously than [those] which we only read, as St. Ambrose rightly noted, epistle 45: "not only with the ears, but also with the eyes we weigh those [things] which we write." And therefore, although they could have used amanuenses, I would believe [that] pious Kings nonetheless sometimes copied out the divine law with their own hand — as also, of our [people], there were indeed [such]. For, besides others of whom [I spoke] above, the histories testify [that] the King of the English, Alfred, completed all the books of the New Testament twice by his own writing. — The other [precept] which is enjoined is that the King copy out the law — not from any [copy] whatever, or from anyone's exemplar, but from that which [was] in the keeping of the Levitical priests. But of what sort was that? And why so commanded? To the former [question] it seems [one] must answer that it was the very autograph of Moses, because Deut. 31:24 we thus read: "After Moses therefore wrote the words of this law in a volume, and completed it, he commanded the Levites who carried the ark of the covenant of the Lord, saying: Take this book, and put it in the side of the covenant of the ark of the Lord your God, that it may be there against thee for a testimony."

But it could be objected, first, [that] that book could be given [only] by the Supreme Priest [High Priest], because to him alone [was there] access to the ark — especially [after] the temple was now built — and [that] indeed only once in the year. Then, [that] by more frequent use so august a treasure would have been worn and much soiled. Third, [that] it could perhaps also, by the wickedness of some copyists, be depraved in something — either by deleting, or by erasing, or by imitating [i.e. producing a corrupt copy]. I answer, [that] it was either the autograph or an apograph [copy], but of such a kind nonetheless that it was agreed to have been copied from that [autograph], and to agree thoroughly with it. But to the latter [question] the answer is easy: [that] it was commanded so that error and all depravation might be absent. Then indeed, [so] that they might so know themselves — in both the reading and the explication of the sacred letters, all [of them], even Kings — to depend on the Priests; and so that the authority of these [priests] might be sanctioned, [and] the humility of their [the Kings'] spirit exercised. — The third of the precepts is that this law be always with the King himself. In Rambam [Maimonides], in the cited place, the Rabbis teach [that] before the King's sight the law ought always to be, even when he was waging wars, unless these three [things] perchance occurred: First, that he should go to the latrines; Second, that [he should go] to the baths; Third, [when he should go] to some other place which was unworthy of the reading of this [law]. — The fourth and last of the precepts is that the King himself should assiduously read the book of the law which he wrote. For therefore [was it] first enjoined that it should always be before [his] eyes — so that occasion for reading it should never be lacking. But how long ought Kings to do these [things]? The context shows, saying: "After he shall have sat on the throne of his kingdom, and all the days of his life" — that is, from the first beginning of the kingdom unto the very last term of the same, and of [his] life at once. But the ends [purposes] why all these are enjoined to Kings are five — or by five
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manners at least are they indicated. The first, that they may learn to fear GOD, as says Ps. 2, David: "And now, ye Kings, understand: be instructed, ye who judge the earth." The second, that they may keep [his] words and ceremonies — or, as the 70 render, τὰ δικαιώματα [ta dikaiōmata], his "justifications"; and in the Hebrew is added whither [to what end] it behooves to keep these, namely to doing them. The third, lest they be lifted up by pride. The fourth, lest they anywhere decline to right or left. The fifth, that both they themselves, and their sons, may long and happily govern the people of the Lord. And on account of these same [ends], conveniently, to this very text — [to] an illustrious leader of the warlike affair — this precept, in the fifth rule of Justice which he both praised in Esther, once gave the Carthaginian Ferrandus: "The study of reading," he says, "although occupations arising from every side [press], let it grow hot by the vigor of spiritual desire, [with] tepidity removed." And more copiously — and, the causes being repeated from the very inmost philosophy, more subtly — St. Thomas, opusc. 20 [On the Governance of Princes], bk. 1 ch. 15: "As," he says, "[our life] is ordained, as to [its] end, to the life which we hope [for] in heaven, blessed — as [is the life] by which men here live well: so the good of the multitude he [the King] orders as to [its] end, whatsoever particular goods are procured through man — whether his riches, gains, or health, or eloquence, or erudition. If therefore he who has care of the ultimate end ought to be set over those who have care of [things] ordained to the end, and to direct them by his command, [then] it is manifest from what has been said that the King — as he ought to be subject to the Lord and to a certain governance [which] they administer through the office of the priesthood — so he ought to be set over all human offices, and to order them by the command of his governance. But to whomsoever it falls to perfect [accomplish] something which is ordained to another [thing] as to an end, this he ought to attend to: that his work be congruous to the end. As the smith makes a sword that it may suit battle, and the builder disposes a house so that it be apt for dwelling: [so], since the end of the life by which we live well in the present is heavenly beatitude, it pertains to the King's office to procure the blessed life of the multitude by that reasoning which is congruous to attaining heavenly beatitude — namely, that he command those [things] which lead to heavenly beatitude, and, as far as it be possible, forbid their contraries. But which is the way to true beatitude, and what are its impediments, is known from the divine law, whose doctrine pertains to the office of the priests, according to that [saying] of Malachi ch. 2: 'The lips of the priests keep knowledge, and they shall require the law from his mouth.' And therefore in Deut. 17 the Lord enjoins: 'After the King shall have sat on the throne of his kingdom, he shall copy out for himself the Deuteronomy of this law in a volume, taking a copy from the Levitical priests, and shall have it with him, and shall read it all the days of his life, that he may learn to fear the Lord his God, and to keep his words and ceremonies which are enjoined in the law.' Taught, therefore, by the divine law, to this chief study he ought to bend [himself]: in what manner the multitude subject to him may live well."

But from the camps of the heretics I see some sometimes come forth, and cry out, [that] Princes and Kings are invited by the Scripture itself to the reading of the sacred letters, but, on the contrary, [that] both they and almost all Christians are kept away [from it] by the Tridentine Council — namely in the fourth rule of the Index of prohibited books. I answer, first, [that] from the reading of the sacred letters there [in that rule] not even one [person] — either a Christian, or any little man whatsoever—



(col. 291)

—[not even one Christian] is barred, [not] in the least — but only from the vernacular versions of the Bibles, which the heretics themselves testify are not the sacred letters, as can be seen in Whitaker's controversy. For they will [maintain] that only the fonts [sources] — that is, only the Hebrew in the Old Testament, only the Greek in the New — are the sacred letters. And this very [thing] is confirmed from their own opinion, still in threefold [manner]. First. Various among themselves — [to say nothing] of the multiple Latin [versions] — are the vernacular versions, not only in diverse tongues (German, Gallic [French], Polish, and others, which the Nuremberg Lutheran Elias Hutter ridiculously — with no fruit and greatest expense — began to heap into one volume), but even in the same one tongue. For [there is] one version among us Germans, the Lutheran; another the Zwinglian, or Tigurine [Zürich]. If these are worthy of the name of sacred letters, then diverse in diverse Nations — and in the same one, for the cause of the [same] Word — will [there] be German sacred letters. Second, they correct these their vernaculars now thus, now otherwise. Therefore they would [be] correcting the sacred letters. For of Luther I taught in the Biblical Prolegomena [that] he confessed himself often to have erred in his version, and to have believed the Jewish Rabbis more than [was] fair. The Calvinist Pastors and Professors of Geneva [and] France — to whom they hitherto had attributed so great authority — correct their Bibles, and from the edition of the year 1535 they inquire [into] many [things] noted from the Hebrews and Greeks, by which they may amend various places of that prior version, in the edition to which they so tatteredly [laciniose] prefaced in the year 1588. And behold, this very correction was still being derided — and [called] inept — in the previous week, when (over his table, by good fortune, being inspected by my associate) the English heretic Hugh Broughton [Brughtonius] was saying [so] — [he] who very often casts the highest ignorance of the Hebrew tongue upon all the Genevans. But see how great [things] that Elias Hutter delivers, in the year 1602, in a little German book, to all the magistrates. Third. The Calvinists forbid the Lutheran version, the Lutherans the Calvinian, as is known from that which was in dispute between the Heidelberg Pareus and the Helvetian [Swiss] Samuel Huber. Do they too forbid the sacred letters? "No," they say, "but with this only [proviso], we correct the versions, and forbid [them]." Rightly. But what is the cause, that when by that fourth rule of the Index they call [men] away not simply from the versions of the Bibles, but from the vernacular [versions], you conclude [that] Christians are deterred from the sacred letters? Desist therefore, I beseech, from calumniating, and from puffing forth, among the unlearned, [such] bubbles of lies of this sort. I proceed now, and I answer, secondly, [that] that rule does not call [men] away from the vernacular versions of the Bibles altogether and utterly, but most moderately — with that very condition, namely, which the expounded place of Deuteronomy applied: that these versions be sought from the priests themselves; that is, that the faculty of having and reading them be sought from the Pastors themselves — the Bishops, I say, or (where indeed they are) from the Inquisitors. What in this modification, I beseech, [is] imprudent, worthy of cavil, or [of] reprehension? [It was] certainly said before, [that it behooved]
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even Kings themselves to demand the exemplar of the Bibles to be copied from the Levitical priests — and this, lest in the variety of other exemplars perchance some [bit] of error or depravity should be in [it]; and likewise, so that in the custody and explication of the divine volumes the authority of those Priests, and the submission of Kings, might stand [firm]. How much more equitable, therefore, [is it] for the rest of the people to depend on these same [priests] — not in the true and germane text of the Bibles, but in the vernacular versions of them, which by the universal Church are not yet approved, [and] very often are not yet sufficiently apt or emended, as we heard the adversaries themselves confessing of their own [versions] a little before? In the Sacrament of the Eucharist — than which nothing [is] more holy in the Church, nothing more [holy] to any Christian — to receive it, if one will, is more exposed [available]; [and yet] we see among them, even the Lutherans and Calvinians, [that] the faculty of receiving it is sought from the Preachers, or certainly they acknowledge — if anyone should note an abuse of their people — [that] one can ask leave for this, lest without their concession anyone should approach it. I answer, thirdly, [that] a faculty of this sort — in some regions indeed easily conceded to Kings and Princes, who obtain so many and great other [things] — in our Germany [is] seen [to be] long since conceded. For the Bishops and Parish-priests know and see [that] the German Bibles of Dietenberger are handled everywhere in the hands of Catholics, and — though they most easily could — do not reprehend [it]; nay rather, they even rejoice and praise [it], so that even thus the pestilent Biblical translations of the heretics may emigrate [be driven out], nor may Catholics be ignorant of those [things] in which the heretics are wont vainly to glory and exult. But these [things] are enough. Let us note this with Masius — [that] a beautiful and brief manner of usefully studying Theology is prescribed in this eighth verse: that first the sacred books be read very much; then that they be turned over and agitated in the mind by serious meditation; finally indeed, that they be led out into use and work [practice]. Let St. Augustine be seen, bk. 2 On Christian Doctrine ch. 9 & 8; Sixtus of Siena, Bibliotheca annot. 152.

Fourth and last, because that fourth rule seems to be less perceived by very many, I will propose a brief analysis of it. In it, therefore, [there] is a proem, then partly concessions, partly prohibitions.

1. From the sacred Bibles in the vulgar tongue — everywhere [passim], without discrimination, [being] permitted — arises something of utility.
2. There arises also something of detriment.
3. More of detriment arises, and this is proved by experience.
4. This detriment arises not on account of the things, words, spirit, or any other vice or cause of the Bibles themselves, but on account of the temerity of men.
5. Therefore not the sacred Bibles themselves are prohibited, but only the sacred Bibles in the vulgar tongue; nor are these themselves [prohibited] in any way whatever, but they are prohibited only [in this]: that they be not permitted everywhere [passim], and without discrimination.
6. But Bibles turned [translated] into the vulgar tongue by Catholic authors can be permitted to men of every kind. But these are twofold: seculars, or regulars [religious]; and the seculars are either buyers of books, or sellers — that is, booksellers.
7. Of the seculars, these [rules hold].
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1. To seculars can be permitted those vulgar Bibles, by the Bishops, or by the Inquisitors.
2. But these [who permit] ought to do three [things]. First, the Parish-priests, or their confessors — [those] to whom the permission ought to be [given] — should adhibit [take] counsel. Second, [they should] give effort that they understand whether, from the reading of Bibles of this kind, they [the readers] can take not harm, but an augment of faith and piety. For to these alone [is] that permission to be conceded. Third, they ought to make that faculty and permission in writing.
3. Those who will [wish] to have or read vulgar Bibles of this kind ought to seek that faculty from those who [it] is said can concede [it]; and indeed so, that they may have it obtained in writing.
4. He who, without such faculty, shall have presumed to read or have those [Bibles], shall not be able to perceive, in confession, the absolution of sins — unless he shall have first returned those very Bibles to the ordinary [Bishop].
5. Booksellers ought not to sell — or in any other way concede, for instance to give for use — Bibles of this kind to him who has not had that faculty.
6. If these Booksellers do otherwise, they shall lose the price of those Bibles, which will have to be converted to pious uses by the Bishop. They shall also lie under other penalties, which — according to the quality of the offense — will be able to be inflicted at the judgment of the Bishop himself.
7. Of the regulars [religious], these [rules hold]:
  1. The prelates of the regulars can, in that permission, [act] in respect of their subjects [in the way] which was said [that] the Bishops and Inquisitors [could act] in respect of secular matters.
  2. Regular subjects ought to have the faculty for reading, or emending, Bibles of this kind from their Prelates.

Ninth [confirmation-head]: "Then thou shalt direct thy way, and understand it." This is indeed the fruit and utility of the foregoing diligence in the divine books. But "the way of a man is directed" in twofold [manner]. First, when by a right journey one proceeds to some terminus [goal]. Second, when all things flow to a man happily and prosperously. And that here it is rather about the latter direction that it is treated, the Hebrew volume shows, and the Greek [words] which correspond to it, two out of the two [versions], as it seems, left [remaining] in the 70: τότε εὐοδώσεις, καὶ διώσεις τὰς ὁδούς σου [tote euodōseis, kai diōseis tas hodous sou, "then thou shalt make thy ways prosper, and shalt direct thy ways"] — as also Isa. 48:15, "his way is directed [made prosperous]," ch. 63:10, "The will of the Lord is directed in his hand." Afterwards "thou shalt understand" — truly, "it" could be omitted, so that the sense be: "thou shalt understand," that is, "thou shalt become an understanding man, a prudent and wise man." For this the Hebrew תשכיל [taskil] indicates, with which entirely agrees the Angels' skill. That great Virgilian hero [Aeneas] was saying (bk. 12): "Learn, boy, virtue from me, and true labor; fortune from others." But the divine codex promises — more certainly than certain — that it will teach not only that former [virtue], but will also give this [fortune]. Who, therefore, would not burn with love of it? Hence also the first Psalm [speaks] of him who in the law of the Lord meditates
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day and night. "And he shall be," it says, "as a tree which is planted beside the running of the waters, which shall give its fruit in its time, and its leaf shall not fall off: and all whatsoever he shall do shall prosper." For the same Hebrew word is there which here I was noting. But how unhappy the Machiavellians, who from books and counsels repugnant to the word of God hunt prosperity! In Isaiah ch. 48:18: "Thus saith the Lord thy redeemer, the Holy One of Israel: I [am] the Lord thy God, teaching thee useful [things], governing thee in the way in which thou walkest. Would that thou hadst attended [to] my commandments: thy peace would have been made as a river, and thy justice as the gulfs [floods] of the sea; and thy seed would have been as the sand, and the offspring of thy womb as its little stones; its name would not have perished, nor been worn away before my face." And a little after: "There is no peace to the impious, saith the Lord." But [it is] noted, [that] by the name of "peace" in the scriptures, from the Hebraism, is signified every abundance of things, prosperity, and felicity of bodies and minds. And for that cause elegantly there the 70 rendered: οὐκ ἔστι χαίρειν τοῖς ἀσεβέσι [ouk esti chairein tois asebesi, "It is not lawful for the impious to rejoice"].

Tenth [head]: "Behold, I command thee: be comforted and be strong." For "Behold" it could be rendered, as Job 22:5 & ch. 31:4, "Do I not command thee?" And that interrogation has great force, as if he said: "Look who it is who bids thee be of good spirit. Is he a Man? Is he an Angel? Is he not rather the very Lord of men and Angels himself?" But the same force express the 70, and our [Interpreter], through the particle of wonder, "Behold," as Job 6:13, for the like.

Eleventh [head]: "Fear not, and dread not."

Twelfth [head]: "For the Lord thy God is with thee in all [things], to whithersoever thou shalt go." Now above, v. 5, [it was] said, "I will be with thee"; but the same is now iterated, so that more of firmness may accede to [his] spirit; and it is iterated with an amplification of those [things] in which the Lord says he will be with Joshua himself. "In all [things]," he says, "to whithersoever thou shalt go." For God can be with someone, or help him, in some matter — "not in all." But to Joshua divine help "in all" is promised. And therefore the Chaldee renders: "The Word [Memra] of the Lord thy God helps thee, in whatsoever place thou shalt be engaged." Would that to me too — his little servant — through St. Joshua's prayers, in this and my other little writings, the same [Lord] may deign to concede [this] — who also in Isaiah ch. 41:10 cries out: "Fear not, for I am with thee: decline not, for I [am] thy God. I have comforted thee, and helped thee, and taken thee up by the right hand of my just one." St. Paul, Heb. 13:5: "Let your manners," he says, "be without avarice: content with present [things]. For he himself said: I will not desert thee, nor forsake thee — so that we may confidently say: The Lord [is] my helper; I will not fear what man may do to me." Ps. 55 [117:6].


In which [is treated] the preparation of the people (opening)

That preparation [is] twofold. For [it is] either of the universal people, or of a certain part [of it]. The former is delivered in this chapter, vv. 10 & 11, and ch. 3 v. 5. The latter [is delivered] in all the rest [residue] of this chapter. Of the former, as it is now here expressed, [it is] to be treated.
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Question I. What was this preparation?

It was, that all should prepare victuals [cibaria]. But what victuals? There are four opinions. The first, of certain Rabbis (which they repeat as if from the school of Elias the prophet, in the tractate on peregrine cult [Avodah Zarah] ch. 1): [that it was] penitence for a life led before, and true piety toward God. For the rain of the manna was still daily to them, so that there was no need at all to prepare any bodily foods. But that [is] a tropological rather than historical exposition. For how would that penitence and piety then be obscurely indicated? Who from the people would understand this? — whereas nonetheless the promulgation of this preparation ought to be made to the whole crowd of the whole multitude, [through] all the camps. The second is R. Solomon's [Rashi's]: [that] not foods are signified, but other things — whatever were necessary for the journey and the war — so that "to prepare victuals" is, as it were, "to collect vessels [gear]"; or, as Josephus says bk. 5 ch. 1, [that it means] the whole multitude [being] prepared for battle. But the Hebrew word here placed, tsedah [צֵדָה], always elsewhere signifies food [esca]. How then, or why, would it here shed that signification? Or, [if] one is led from "hunting" [venari], the opinion would be [that] the hunting [was] made ready. But how many people then would have attended to the collection of baggage-packs? The third is Procopius's opinion: [that] the manna indeed rained on individual days, but that now more abundant [manna] is bidden to be collected for the journey, and to be prepared with the usual pounding and cooking, of which [it was] said in Exodus. The fourth [is] of Masius, and before him Abulensis (q. 31 and following, up to 39), and before both, R. David Kimchi: [that it was] foods [obsonia]. For the manna they had in the manner of bread among the Israelites; but now it is commanded that they join other foods to it. — Into the third opinion I go [incline] more willingly. 1. Because, since the manna had every savor of sweetness, and supplied the place of all foods [as] delicacies (as in Exodus I was affirming), and so abundantly sufficed for all necessity, and also for pleasure — it seems not very likely [that] Joshua ordered other foods by public voice of criers and by edict. For although the Israelites themselves sometimes joined others [foods] (as is gathered from Deut. 2:28), yet it was not commanded them, but was indulged [permitted]. 2. That Hebrew word tsedah is never taken for other edibles [in such a way] that bread ought to be excluded [from its meaning]; but it is taken generally, and signifies both this [bread] and that [other food] — Gen. 24:25 & ch. 45:27, Exod. 12:39, and below indeed clearly v. 5 [Josh. 1:11], Judges 7:8, where ours frequently [renders it] "victuals" [cibaria], sometimes "pottage" [pulmentum], or "provision for the way" [viaticum]; the 70 always render [it] ἐπισιτισμὸν [episitismon]. Why then, from this place, should bread — or manna — be cast out, so that only other foods should be commanded to the people to be provisioned? 3. If commonly, and as it were by law, they had already begun to use other viands than the manna, the manna would surely have failed them before the 15th day of the first month. For we see it thus done below ch. 5 v. 12, when they began to be fed with the fruits of the land. — Abulensis's two [replies] answer q. 38. First, [that] they were not going to remain in the land of the Amorites, and therefore the manna ought not to be subtracted from them there. Second, [that] the new crops had not yet matured, so that they could be a certain and solid nutriment to them. But easily the former is first rejected. First, because that preparation — even if it was to be made in the Amorite land across the Jordan — was nonetheless not [made] for that [land], or so that in it the prepared food should be eaten, but [that] they should be carried across the Jordan; and their use would be for some days. Then, what would meanwhile happen [that they should]
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remain [manna-fed] in that land, [rather] than that they could sustain themselves with manna commonly, and by law [as staple], and had willed [so]? But the latter [reply] is nowise firmer. For of the old crops in the Amorite [land] so great abundance was supplying, that when the inhabitants were destroyed, it could suffice for the sustenance of the Israelites, as Abulensis himself proves q. 35. And of Canaan, into which they were going, who could doubt the same? Yet he objects against that opinion — the same author, q. 31 — two [things]: First, the Manna, [when] kept to the following day, putrefied. Second, on individual days it fell [afresh]; therefore to make a preparation of it [in advance] would have been superfluous. To the first I respond: [that] God was wont to preserve the manna which had been collected on the sixth day [feria sexta] immune from putridity on the Sabbath day; and so at this time [he] did [it] for some days — and this Joshua understood [to be] divinely premonished. Nay, and in the ark, the manna which was there for the sake of a monument was for very many years subject to no putridity at all. To the second, [it] will be said in the following question — and perhaps elsewhere — when it will be disputed whether in Canaan, after the crossing of the Jordan, any manna fell.


Question II. Why was this preparation commanded?

It is rendered [answered] to the Israelites by Joshua himself, with the cause: "Because after the third day you shall cross the Jordan." Leaders are wont to indicate some such thing to soldiers about to set out, as in Frontinus bk. 4 ch. 7: "Cato ordered the third part of the soldiers to prepare victuals, and to embark on the ships." Masius renders [it] "within three days" [intra triduum]. And indeed thus sometimes can be rendered the Hebrew particle beod [עוֹד], as at 2 [Sam.] 12:22. And it seems between these versions this to be the difference: that he who says "within three days" would signify [that] the crossing of the Jordan would be before the third day [was] finished; but the other truly [signifies] "after the same third day finished." And indeed that sense — here and ch. 2 — Ralbag embraces, and the 70 intimate, when they say: "Yet [for] these days; and thou shalt cross this Jordan." Yet our text's version admits not only this [sense], but the other sense also. For [the thing] which is said Mark 8:31 — [that] CHRIST the LORD "after these days shall rise again" — means "within three days," as [it is] also at Matt. 27, and as our Maldonatus proves for this place. And it can, about this manner of speaking, be consulted [in] the third rule of Tyconius in St. Augustine bk. On Christian Doctrine, and [in] Nebrissensis [Nebrija] in the Quinquagena ch. 25. But which sense agrees more, below will be said.

Now [it is] enough [to note] the cause why victuals ought to be prepared: [namely] that — three days still passing, or certainly [three] now elapsed — [the Jordan] was to be crossed beyond [i.e. they were to go across it]. But what then? Was the manna not going to follow them further? Or was it going to follow, but Joshua either did not know it, or was in doubt of it? Neither indeed would I think. But rather, [I would think] Joshua the Leader was of such great prudence, and skill of the military affair, that he foresaw — that which could easily happen — namely that the Canaanites might meet [attack] the Israelites as they crossed the Jordan; or certainly, after they had crossed and fixed camp, might encircle them with various forces as with a hunting-net [indago], fatigue them with assiduous battles, and thus prohibit them from the very collection and preparation of the falling manna. But although, by God's will [numen], none of these was done, yet it was [the mark] of a prudent Commander so to prepare himself, that if perchance it had happened, he might not have [cause] to blush and say: "I had not thought [it]" [Non putaram].
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"In every expedition," says Vegetius bk. 3 ch. 3, "one and the greatest counsel is that victuals suffice thee, [and] that want break the enemies. For more often does famine consume an army than battle, and famine is fiercer than the sword." And he adds: "In other cases [it] can be succored in time; provisioning and grain-supply, in [time of] necessity, has no remedy — unless [it be] stored up beforehand." And that multitude of the Israelites was rather prone to complaints and murmurings. If, therefore, in the very entry of the promised land — and (so to speak) first of all, in the vestibule — there had been need to hunger for something, would they not have complained about their new Commander? Would they not have contemned and cursed him? Nor indeed do these [things] contravene [the fact] that Joshua [was] so prudent in caring for provisioning, nor [do they contravene] the precepts of the military art enjoined on him — [nor] that which our Jesus delivered, Matt. 6: "Be not solicitous for the morrow." For therefore he says: "Be not solicitous [for your life], what you shall eat." For God does not wish all solicitude detracted from men, but only that which arises from a certain diffidence toward God (as there appears vv. 26, 28, 30), and which twists and distracts them from the worship and obedience of God (v. 24).


Question III. Through whom was this same preparation commanded?

In the text, through such men [is] this promulgation announced to the people — [men] whom Joshua also commanded, and the people themselves — and by our Interpreter they are called "Princes of the people"; by the 70, γραμματεῖς τοῦ λαοῦ [grammateis tou laou, "scribes of the people"]. But [it is] to be known [that] in the Hebrew they are called שֹׁטְרִים [shoterim] — which, although Pagninus in the Thesaurus admonishes is written with a śin here, yet I always find [it] without that [i.e. with shin]. But who and of what sort those were, there is various discussion, which the variation of the Greek and Latin interpreters also kindles. For the Septuagint sometimes render them γραμματεῖς [grammateis, "scribes"], as here, and below ch. 3 & ch. 23:2, ch. 24:1, Exod. 5:5, 6, 10, Deut. 20:5 & 9, and nearly [so] [1] Chron. 26:29 — but again clearly there ch. 27:1. Sometimes γραμματοεισαγωγεῖς [grammatoeisagōgeis, "scribe-introducers"], Deut. 1:5 & ch. 16:18, ch. 29:10. And the same word — since in the Hebrew nothing corresponds to it — is placed in certain Greek books: Exod. 18, according to the Greek notations there, and [in] St. Augustine on Exod. q. 69 (who nonetheless reads diversely γραμμάτων εἰσαγωγεῖς [grammatōn eisagōgeis]). Sometimes κριταὶ [kritai, "judges"], 2 Chron. 19:11; sometimes truly ἀνασκάζοντας [anaskazontas], Prov. 6:6, where by Aquila and Theodotion they are called ἐκβιασταὶ [ekbiastai, "compellers"], [and] by that same [author] sometimes ἐκδικηταὶ [ekdikētai, "avengers/exactors"], as Masius notes. But our Interpreter calls them: "those who preside over works" [Exod. 5:14], "prefects" [there v. 6, 10; [1] Chron. 27:1], "princes of the people" [here], "heralds" [below ch. 3], "leaders" [Deut. 20:5 & 9], "Masters" [Josh. 23:2, ch. 24:1, Deut. 16:18], "who teach individuals" [Deut. 1:15, [1] Chron. 26:29], "Preceptors" [Prov. 6:6], "teachers" [Deut. 29:10, 2 Chron. 26:11]. These, therefore, St. Augustine (q. cited, & bk. 18 City [of God] ch. 39) judged to be "schoolmasters," or as it were letter-teachers, alphabet-teachers. For from the name of those letters, he says, hence is understood [that] already before the law the Hebrews had letters — "which," he says, "when they began to be, I know not whether it can be traced." Pagninus in the Thesaurus once and again calls [them] "Praetors," and adds (on the Jewish Polity ch. 5) [that] Bonaventura Cornelius [held] they were [those] "whom the Gauls call Prévôts." Sigonius (bk. 7 On the Hebrew Republic ch. 7) [held them] to have been "greater than the Judges themselves," and "prefects, who introduce the causes to them [the judges]" —
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just as today, in the city of the Venetians, [there are] "Advocates of the community"; of old, among the Athenians, they were the hieromnēmones [ἱερομνήμονες], about whom [writes] the same Sigonius, bk. 4 On the Athenian Republic, last ch. Lipomanus (Exod. 5) calls [them] "notaries and actuaries." Masius, in this place, [calls them] "administrators of the magistrates, monitors, statores, heralds, and apparitors." Oleaster (Exod. 18 & Deut. 1) [calls them] "lesser Judges." For, as R. Abraham says: "the Judge judged, but these executed what was judged, and compelled the parties"; whence to them "scourges and thongs" [flagra & lora], as to the Roman lictors, R. Solomon [Rashi] gives. "But how rightly," says Masius, "he himself shall see." I certainly indeed scarcely think this can be made out from the sacred letters. Yet [that they had] the highest power over them [the people] of compelling — and therefore [that] arms and scourges were theirs — do not the interpreters (by whom we heard them called ἀνασκάζοντας, ἐκδικηταὶ, καὶ ἐκβιασταὶ [anaskazontas, ekdikētai, kai ekbiastai]) sufficiently signify to us? And this is a most widespread opinion among the Hebrews, which bk. 14 [of the] Halakhah ch. 1 the very Rambam [Maimonides] pursues, saying (fol. 227b) [that] among the Israelites there was a double council, which was called Sanhedrin — namely a great and a small; and in that [great one] there were 71 [shown "27"] Judges, in this [small one] 24. Besides the judges, [he says that] there were also in the Council these our shoterim, who stood before their face, and were בעלי מקל ורצועה [ba'alei maqqel ve-retzu'ah], that is, "men of the staff and the thong of the Lord": so that they seemed to have been, not [like] our satellites [guards], whom in German we call Stadtknecht, "ministers of the city," but men of great authority and power — and indeed, as it were, rhabdouchoi [ῥαβδοῦχοι, "rod-bearers"] — although at Acts 16:35 by our interpreter [they are] rendered "lictors," by others "apparitors," and likewise v. 38: just as, namely, at the Colony of Agrippina [Cologne] they are [those] who are called "Masters of the violences." Yet [they were] inferior to the judges themselves, by whom they had to stand, and whose sentences only they committed to execution. But because — as, in that same question, St. Augustine said — "it is not easily understood of what sort they were," I will say briefly what seems [right].

1. Before the law was given, and the Republic of the Israelites constituted by Moses, the shoterim already were, Exod. 5.
2. Their functions were various, and therefore [they were] affected [designated] by such various names by the Interpreters — because these [functions] they arrogated to themselves. For because they were armed and compelled, therefore from that very force [they were called] ἐκβιασταὶ and ἀνασκάζοντες [ekbiastai and anaskazontes]. Because they were present at judgments, and gave effect to what was judged, and so in a certain manner judged, therefore they are κριταὶ [kritai]; and perhaps by that Chaldee name which ours renders "Presidents" (Isa. 1 [ch. 7] v. 25) is signified [the thing] which otherwise "Judges" signifies — but already that name of "Judges" preceded [them]. — Because they were present to the Judges, therefore "constituted for the Judges" they are said (Deut. 1) — not as proposed to [set over] them, as Sigonius thought, but as helpers or administrators. Because they were greater [in authority] than the people, and had something of power over it, therefore "princes of the people" and "prefects" they are called. Because they announced to the people the edicts of the Judges and Princes, therefore also they were "heralds." But why [they are called] γραμματεῖς and γραμματοεισαγωγεῖς [grammateis and grammatoeisagōgeis], [it] is difficult to say, because this name — says there St. Augustine — "in no usage do we have, either of offices or of masteries [teaching-posts]." But γράμματα [grammata, "letters"] can be taken in fourfold [manner]. 1. So that they be the very elements [rudiments] of reading, and as from the Greeks themselves—
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—[the very elements of reading, and] as from the Greeks themselves the Rabbis too everywhere name [it], "alphabet"; or certainly it is the knowledge of letters, that is, Grammar. And thus, as [was] said above, "Grammato-isagogoi" [γραμματοεισαγωγοὺς] St. Augustine understood — because "they introduce into letters" (as he says in that question), or because "they lead in [induce] the letters themselves," or "they introduce [them] in a certain manner into the hearts of the learners," or rather "into those very [persons] whom they teach," as in the cited bk. of the City [of God] the same holy Father speaks. But in a matter so noted and usual, why would the Septuagint use a word so new and unusual? Why would they despise so many other [words] which were in readiness — as "of the Grammarians," "of the Grammatists," "Grammatodidascali" [γραμματοδιδασκάλους], and the like? And did we rightly call orators "Rhetors, introducers" [ῥήτορας εἰσαγωγεῖς], [and] philosophers σοφίας εἰσαγωγεῖς [sophias eisagōgeis, "introducers of wisdom"]? 2. So that they be "letters" [epistles], and then their function would be [that] which is of the "Introducers": to introduce, namely, letters sent from elsewhere; or certainly [the function] which today is of the secretaries, or of those who are [engaged] in the written petitions of suppliants. Or truly [that] they should do [it] which — in the letters of Princes and Magistrates — the tabellarii [letter-carriers], veredarii [couriers], [and] feciales [heralds] [do], just as St. Paul, who carried the letters of the rulers to the Damascene synagogue. An honorable function, but one which in the Republic — and in those times — was little necessary. For there was almost nothing, or certainly very little, of business with foreign nations; and did the letters of the Jews (if they were traveling abroad) everywhere require a proper Magistrate? And what letters, or whence, did they receive? or whither did they send [them] — since they were in Egypt, [and] since into Canaan they first set foot? And yet these [officers], as [is] clear, already then were. There accedes [the fact] that badly by the Latin [interpreter] they are so often rendered "Masters, doctors, preceptors" — unless perhaps because, on the arrival of letters of this kind, the Judges taught, or [taught] about their letters, [to] the people. 3. So that they be "letters" or judicial tablets, by which accusations, defenses, petitions, testimonies, bonds [syngraphae], and the like which are wont to be brought into judgment might be contained. Thus, in the place indicated, Sigonius. For among the Athenians there were magistrates whom they called εἰσαγωγεῖς τῶν γραφῶν [eisagōgeis tōn graphōn, "introducers of the writs"], as [those things] which they call γραφὰς [graphas] the 70 rendered γράμματα [grammata]; and under the end of bk. 1 On the Civil War, Caesar uses the same locution, saying: "Whatever controversies they had among themselves as soldiers, of their own accord they introduced [them] to Caesar." And therefore, by that reasoning, he who desired to bring a suit against someone led [his] adversary to some one of these Princes, and in a certain manner snatched [him] into court; who — if he had taken up the suit or the case — brought the matter to judgment. But the Judges, the cause being known, either absolved the defendant or condemned [him], and delivered the condemned to the exactor [executioner], as [it is] Luke 12:58. And that manner [of it] could indeed be, but it was not necessary — [namely] that they [the shoterim] were therefore set over the Judges — just as neither the Afranian nor the Caesarian soldiers, who introduced their causes to Caesar, were greater [in rank] than Caesar; but it is enough [that] they assisted these [judges] with work, hand, and force, and ministered [to them]. As in the cited chapter of St. Luke, "the Prince," to whom those about to litigate go — be it the Roman (who was then Praeses [governor] in Judaea), or rather he who was prince and head of the Synedrium; but "the exactor" truly, as [it is] in the Greek, πράκτωρ [praktōr] — to whom the Judges owed [gave over] the defendant — let it be some one of these shoterim, or their very order, which compelled the condemned to be dealt with [punished] after the manner of the Judges' sentence, as before [was] shown. 4. γράμματα [grammata] [being] the sacred letters themselves, and the divine laws. And of these judicial

(col. 300 [printed 301])

matters those [shoterim] were the more skilled, thinks Cornelius — so that, in case of a slip, the laws of God, and the things known, and the customs and histories of the people, if to the Judges perchance they had less occurred [come to mind], they might suggest, and introduce [them] into the tribunals. And this manner very much makes probable [the fact of] the appellation "of the scribes" [τῶν γραμματέων], and the so-frequent repetition [of the names] "of Masters, Doctors, and Preceptors." But before the Mosaic law, what sacred letters were among the Israelites in Egypt? What institutes? What annals? That there were nonetheless some writings of that kind, the book of Enoch shows — about which [is spoken] in the epistle of St. Jude — and the "book of the wars of the Lord," Num. 21:14. But if then some could be γραμματεῖς [grammateis], how much more afterwards, when the law was carried [given], and so many ceremonies, rites, and customs [were] instituted, so many books written and handed from hand to hand? Wherefore, not from ambition (as Masius suspects), but from the reason of their office, those professed the science of sacred matters. And either this fourth, or the third exposition [is] to be held. But this [one] I would prefer — especially since even these the old book of the Hebrews Siphre says to have been "Levites." And this agrees well enough, not only with those [things] which 2 Chron. 34:13 are written, but also [with those] which even Josephus, teaching bk. 4 ch. 8, [says: that] in any [town] magistracy seven men ought to bear [office], and to each of these it behooved [there] to be two administering Levites; and again bk. 2 against Apion, [that] there were priests ἐπόπτας πάντων, δικαστὰς ἀμφισβητουμένων, κολαστὰς κατακεκριμένων [epoptas pantōn, dikastas amphisbētoumenōn, kolastas katakekrimenōn], that is, "overseers of all [things], judges of things disputed, punishers of the condemned." Nor does it repugn [contradict] [that] they were set over the statores and the executions — since in war they contended with arms, as from the books of the Maccabees is plain — and [that] very many of them, [being] most grave [men], from the calf-worshippers [at the golden calf], striking some thousands of them with the sword, took punishment [i.e. executed them], Exod. 32:28; and [that] the standard-bearer, as it were, of a most just vindication of this kind offered himself in that cause — Phinehas — when the Jew burning with lust, and the Midianite harlot, he transfixed with a dagger [pugio], Num. 25:8.


Question IV. When was this same preparation commanded?

Whether the day, or the month, of this preparation be sought, [it is] to be known [that] here can be had a reckoning either of those [things] which hitherto have been said, or of those which afterwards shall be said. In the former manner, two [things] are asked. One, whether after the [30] days of the Mosaic funeral and mourning this preparation was indicted [proclaimed]. Some deny [it] — but by a certain necessity (of which [I spoke] in its place) [they are] driven [to it]. But nonetheless, altogether, [it is] to be established [that] after those 30 days elapsed this indiction was made. First, because it was made after the discourse of the Lord bidding that Joshua be of good spirit, and cross the Jordan; but by the first little question of this chapter, that [discourse] was had after the mourning for Moses. Second, [because] the thirty-day mourning of Aaron and Miriam was so quietly conducted that nothing at all of public affairs was meanwhile done (Num. 20) — how then would [less] honor have been held [rendered] to Moses? Third: To the same [opinion] subscribe the sentence of Abulensis (from q. 39), Arias, Masius, Cajetan; and of the more ancient, Josephus (bk. 5 ch. 1), Seder Olam, R. Isaias, and Ralbag. — The other [thing asked] is: Whether on the same day on which the Lord had spoken [to Joshua], Joshua commanded these [things] to be proposed to the people. He would nod assent [yes], whosoever weighs in [his] mind the virtue and obedience of Joshua himself. For how would he delay, and draw out delays, when he had heard Him saying, v. 2: "Rise, and cross this Jordan"? And therefore not—
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—[not] absurdly Cajetan esteems [that] the Lord discoursed with Joshua well in the morning, toward the dawn; but afterwards, on the day a little more grown [i.e. later], these commands [were] given to the people. In the latter manner, more [things are] to be called into disquisition — namely, whether at the same time the explorers [spies] were sent, or truly before [or] after; and likewise, whether this same time is repeated below ch. 3, or [is] diverse. But of the individual [points] more aptly afterward; and then what the month here, or the day, was, will be established, ch. 2 quest. 5, p. 1.


Question V. What is to be learned from this preparation?

What is to be learned by the leaders of wars in the care of provisioning, we saw before (quest. 1, p. 2). But now all men — of whatsoever order and age — can learn other [things]. For thus [it is] to be thought: after "three days," that is, [a] few [days], which are given us for living, the Jordan is to be crossed — that is, this life, which (in the manner of running water) flows assiduously, is to be exchanged with death; and [we are] to come into another region, before neither inhabited by us, nor traversed, or seen. Let us prepare victuals [cibaria], therefore, [as] we ought. "Work," says the Lord (John 6:27), "not the food which perishes, but which endures unto life eternal." And Ecclesiasticus 14:17: "Before thy death, work justice, because there is no finding food among those below." Which [thing] also the poetry of the ancients thus admonished:

"There is no crop below, no cultivated vine, but bold / Cerberus, and the sailor [Charon] of the Stygian bark of waters."

But variously the Fathers expound the "victuals" which [are] to be prepared. Procopius says [that] the works of penitence, actions of piety, and the frequent reception of the most holy Eucharist are commended; and to him subscribe the Talmudists cited [in] q. 1 of this second part. But truly to the faith of the Holy Trinity hence exhorts St. Augustine, serm. 106 On the Seasons: "Moses being dead," he says, "Jesus took up the empire; and, the law ceasing, our Lord the true Jesus obtained the principate of the whole world. That Jesus, therefore, who bore [pre-figured] the type of the Lord, coming to the Jordan, said to the people: 'Prepare for yourselves victuals for the third day.' The third day, dearest brethren, we recognize to be the mystery of the Trinity. What victuals, therefore, ought we to prepare, that we may come to the third day? It seems to me that this food ought to be understood [as] faith. For in Christians there is faith, by which the Trinity is believed, and [by which one] arrives at the sacrament of baptism." What, therefore, that [famous] Jesus then said to his people, this now the true Jesus also says, through his ministers, to the Christian people. For what else is it to say "Prepare for yourselves food for the third day" than "Receive the sacrament of the Trinity"? Origen, hom. 1 on this book, invites [us] to all the offices of virtue, and the study of the divine Books: "Victuals," he says, "are the works which accompany us to the future life as a faithful provision for the way [viaticum]. We see, however, since it agrees not to read the divine letters negligently, and as if in passing, whence he bids them prepare victuals [who] do not have grain. For the manna was food to them. But when now we shall have crossed the banks of this river, the manna fails; and therefore if not everyone shall have prepared for himself victuals, he will not be able to follow JESUS entering the land of promise." Rupert, on this book ch. 8, explains both these [things], and [about] those who ought to admonish the people about the preparation of these victuals: "The princes," he says, "of the people are the holy Apostles, about whom to this Joshua — that is, to the Saviour CHRIST his Son — GOD the father says in the Psalm: 'For thy fathers, sons are born to thee; thou shalt constitute them

(col. 302 [printed 303])

princes over all the earth; they shall be mindful of thy name.' Moreover Joshua's camps here, or his people, all are the elect — all are they who are pre-ordained to life. But where, or when, did Joshua (that is, our Saviour) bid these his princes cross through the middle of the camps, and command these [things]? In Galilee, on the mountain, after he rose from the dead — where, 'seeing him, the princes adored, but some doubted.' For then he said: 'All power is given to me in heaven and in earth. Going therefore, teach ye all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit: teaching them to observe all [things] which I have commanded you.' Therefore Joshua — because he had heard the Lord saying to him, 'Rise, and cross this Jordan' — at once commanded the princes of the people, saying: 'Cross through the middle of the camps.' Because our Saviour, who had heard the Father GOD saying, 'Arise, my glory; arise, Psaltery and Harp,' nonetheless commanded his Apostles, teaching: 'Go into the whole world, go, and cross through the middle of the nations; cross, I say, girded; cross expedited [unencumbered], nowhere halting, nowhere looking back, [with] no secular business impeding you; neither carrying purse, nor scrip, having no bronze [money] in your belts — so that, unburdened of all [things], and under no burden [as if] for a chariot, you may swiftly carry the good news to all. And command,' he says, 'the people, and say: Prepare for yourselves victuals, because after the third day you shall cross the Jordan, and shall enter to possess the land which the Lord our God will give you. Command, I say, [and] use the liberty of the imperious spirit — because where [is] the Spirit of the Lord, there [is] liberty, which fawns [upon] no one's beauty, [and] fears no one's atrocity. Prepare for yourselves victuals; provide fruits worthy of penitence: treasure up faith, carry together hope, lay up for yourselves charity. For these victuals are [victuals] of eternal life.'"

"After the third day you shall cross the Jordan" — that is, [in] the second business, or work of the third day: from death to life, from enemy to friend, from the devil you shall cross to GOD. "I, on the third day, rose from the dead through the glory of the Father: so also may you walk in newness of life. This," he says, "command the people, say this, do this by commanding, this by saying, [and] swiftly cross." A splendid parable [of] this very thing, in the history of St. Barlaam, demonstrated St. John Damascene: "What, indeed, if not after the space of three days [triduum], but — as Ausonius speaks — after the space of three hours [trihorium], must be migrated hence to another [place] by us? For it is permitted to think [that] youth is a certain [thing] as it were [like] a river, and after its crossing, into wrinkled old age [we] must come." And therefore, when he was speaking about wisdom, the fifth Satire of Persius:

"Seek hence," he says, "[both] youths and old men, / a fixed end for the mind, and provisions [viatica] for wretched grey hairs."

And it is a common and widespread admonition of the wise, that good arts [bonae artes] are to be procured most studiously for youth as it were [as] the ἐφόδιον [ephodion, "way-provision"] of old age, or as a viaticum [provision for the journey].

"While strength and years permit, endure labors: / Now will curved old age come with silent foot."

Let them observe, finally — [those] to whom the office of teaching others is incumbent — how seriously they ought to inject to their [people] the mention of the last things, and of this crossing, and of preparation: and indeed to all, and publicly, in the midst of the Church — in the schools, I say, and in the temples, as often as occasion is given.

(End of the first, universal preparation. Caput I continues below with the SECOND preparation — of a certain part of the people, i.e. the 2½ Transjordan tribes, Josh 1:12–18.)
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Of a certain part of the people (opening)

(full-width) The foregoing exhortation [looked] to all the tribes; this one looks to two only, and one halved — namely the Reubenite, the Gadite, and the half of Manasseh (v. 12 and following, up to the end of the chapter).


Question I. Why does Joshua warn these tribes specially?

A twofold cause chiefly can be brought. One from the consideration of those tribes themselves; the other from [the consideration] of Joshua the Leader. The former is understood from that history which is narrated Num. ch. 32 — [namely] how, from Moses, across the Jordan, these tribes received in possession [the kingdoms] of the Kings Sihon and Og. For thus it was agreed, that they themselves should accompany the rest of the tribes as they crossed the Jordan, should be present in the war, [and] should be ready for the occupation of Canaan. But since that was agreed [known] to all, what need [is there], now at this time, to admonish [them]? Masius answers, [that] the men of those tribes were not otherwise going to stand by the agreement: First, because Moses was now dead, and therefore they feared nothing from his wrath. Second, because the goodness and pleasantness of the land which they had received held them too much enticed and ensnared. Third, because, since that region was surrounded with various enemies, they were unwilling to leave it empty and bare of the garrison of warriors. "Since," he says, "these tribes had lately obtained convenient seats — the kingdoms of Sihon and Og, and the whole of Gilead, by the authority of Moses (whose dignity, he being now sufficiently deceased, they would revere no more) — it is credible [that] they were not, unless separately and properly admonished, going to cross the river of their own accord with the others; but rather, in a sweet nest, affluent with all conveniences of life, among [their] wives and children and their family estate, [they were] about to remain — especially since they were not ignorant that these their new possessions were, from [their] neighbors and those most powerful enemies, not safe enough." But, by the good leave of so great a man, [this censure is] too heavy on those tribes. For who would believe that they — when these [agreements] were most recently pacted and agreed, when of their own accord they had consented to it, and had voluntarily offered spontaneous help and escort, and in a great benefit had established themselves [as] heard [heeded] — would have willed so quickly to violate the faith given to God and men? Moses was indeed dead; but was all his authority dead among them? For with GOD (as the Lord said of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, Matt. 22:32) did they not know [him] to be living himself? Did he who had succeeded him, Joshua, contemn [them] — especially when [he had been] adhibited [taken] as witness, together with Eleazar and the rest of the Princes of the tribes? Did they revere nothing [of] all these [men], living and breathing? The goodness of the land had indeed invited them to seek it — but had it impeded [them] from voluntarily promising that they would go from it with the other tribes against the enemy? Or, as in the Poet, shall we fabulate — without cause, without argument and reason — [that they were] made demented by tasting the moly herb [Homer's charm-plant]? They did not fail to know [that] the enemies [were] surrounding [them], when they promised Moses that they would go out on the expedition; how then would the goodness of the land — which did not then restrain the promise — now restrain the promised going-out? Otherwise, of that matter, many [things] here, q. 63, Abulensis; and I, [what] suffices, below.

But besides, did they not know this condition [to be] posited — "if they should proceed with the others,"

(col. 304 [printed 305])

that land was to be left to them; but if they refused, [it was] to be taken away? And [that] the rest of all the tribes could compel them by force — either to drive [them] to the [things] promised, or to expel [them] from that land — since they [the others] were so much greater in number, [and] could most easily [do it]? Especially since one could meet and resist them [the 2½ tribes] as they came into it [the land], but they were already in it; nor [were] the cities as yet so fortified but that they could be stormed and destroyed with the slightest trouble. Those [tribes], therefore — now mindful of [their] promises, revering Moses (now enjoying a happier life), depraved [corrupted] by no fertility of this land, [nor] effeminated, broken by no fear of the surrounding nations, [nor] weakened — I establish [judge] them to have been; yet [I judge that they were] admonished by Joshua, so that, even if of themselves they were already eager and erect [ready], they might become more eager and more erect. For even most generous horses, and most incited to the race, we nonetheless daily see to be incited [spurred] the more by certain [clicking] shouts [popysmis].

"It does no harm to apply the spur to a horse [already] let go [at full gallop]" [Ovid].

And this the Lord confirms at Job ch. 39:24, saying: "Fervent and raging, [the horse] swallows the ground; when he shall have heard the trumpet [buccina], he says, 'Vah!' [Aha!]." And hence another cause arises. Therefore, namely, Joshua exhorted them, because he was a Leader and Commander most excellent and most prudent — who, even to those ardent with zeal of setting out, knew nonetheless most usefully to apply some torches [i.e. spurs], nor fled the labor of exhorting. There are not lacking sometimes inert and slothful men who — although they are set over others — never admonish them; and that (as they say) because those [subordinates] do their duty sufficiently, but in very truth because they either greatly fear them, or the least labor wearies and irks them. Better, in the fourth Philippic, Tullius [Cicero]: "I will do," he says, "as Commanders instructed [in battle-line] are wont. Although they see the soldiers most ready to fight, yet they exhort them. So I will exhort you — [being] ardent and erect — to recovering [your] liberty." And that great our Orator St. Leo, serm. 9 on the fast of the seventh Month: "I know indeed, dearly beloved," he says, "[that] very many of you are so devoted in those [things] which pertain to the observance of the Christian faith, that they need not to be admonished by our exhortations. For what long ago both tradition decreed and custom firmed, neither erudition ignores, nor piety omits. But because it is of the Sacerdotal office to have a common care toward all the sons of the Church — in that which profits both the rude and the learned, whom we at once love — we equally incite [them], that the fast which the recurrence of the seventh month indicts to us, we may celebrate with alert faith, through the chastisement of mind and body."

First, into memory it recalls to them (v. 13) those [things] which, Num. 32, were transacted between themselves and Moses; then, from those very [things], it institutes an exhortation (v. 14, there: "But you"). In those [things it is] to be observed: first, [that] Moses [is] adorned by that encomium of which above q. 2 & 3 — and indeed opportunely, so that greater weight, in those [things] which he had commanded, and a greater weight toward himself (though his life be extinct), of observance and obedience there might be. Then, [it is to be observed] that it is not Moses's oration which begins "The Lord your God"—


Question II. Of what did Joshua warn the same tribes?
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"The Lord your God," etc. For of him [Moses] it is at once said, "which Moses handed over to you"; nor in that Num. 32, or anywhere else, is [this] found verbatim: and therefore that [word] "saying" is to be referred not to the enumeration of the words, but to the sense. And thus often in the New Testament the old [Testament] is cited — not rendered in the individual words of it, but only in the sense. Third. GOD is said [to have given] the rest, and the whole land of Gilead of which the discourse is, to these tribes, v. 13; but a little after (v. 15) the same is attributed to Moses — [that] namely GOD gave [it] as author and supreme Lord, Moses gave [it] as the administrator and servant of the same. Fourth. Masius reprehends our Interpreter because he rendered "beasts of burden" [iumenta] [the word] which in Greek [is] κτήνη [ktēnē], in Hebrew micneh [מִקְנֶה]. For by these two names are signified greater and lesser cattle; but by that Latin [word] only the greater, which namely help the labors of men — as oxen, horses, asses; whence also for iumentis he himself puts pecudes [cattle/flocks] — although both these can be restricted [i.e. either can be limited to the wider sense]. Fifth, about these wives and little ones remaining he asks from q. 63 up to 75, Abulensis: who meanwhile defended them from the enemies, sustained [them] by agriculture, [and] made them fruitful even by the use of marriage. But of these and similar [things] more opportunely below ch. 22.

But in the very exhortation there comes, first, to be noted that "and" is here rendered by "but" [autem], as also elsewhere not rarely. Second, [those] who by our Interpreter — and by the Greek Aquila — are called "armed" [armati] are in the 70 ἔξωνοι [exōnoi], as below ch. 4 v. 13; in the Hebrew חֲמֻשִׁים [chamushim]. These some expound "the fives" [quinos] — as [that] namely five by five, or five [leaders], should go before; others "armed up to the loin," which [at] 2 [Sam.] ch. 23 [is] chomesh, and by the 70 is rendered ὀσφύα [osphya], that is, "loin." Masius [renders] "girded with a belt, and expedited," without arms — because neither could arms supply for those [tribes], oppressed by so long a servitude; nor, if they had cuirassed themselves with such zeal, would it have been enough [placed] in God's garrison of hope and confidence. But I said in Exodus whence the Israelites could have had arms; and Masius himself acknowledges [it] — namely from the spoils of the submerged Egyptians, of the Moabites, and of the recently destroyed Amorites. Nor is it against divine hope and confidence if [those] about to make war carry swords, cuirasses, and armor of every kind. For human arts, works, and garrisons God's grace does not spurn — nay rather, unless the Lord persuade something extraordinarily otherwise, it would be [a mark] of imprudence and great temerity to expect all from GOD [while] adhibiting [applying] nothing, or not so much of zeal, arms, and endeavor as right and prudent reason dictates. That old [saying]: "With Minerva moving thy hand" [i.e. do your own part too]. And if you regard God's power, what need was there of these tribes' escort at all — nay, what of others' [escort] in any war, and of the order of the camp? — as, at the end of this chapter and the beginning of the following [one], the same Masius and Abulensis note, ch. 2 quest. 3.

"The endeavor loves help. For who would join [aid] to one calling [for it]? / [Who] would aid, or join virtue to the slothful?"

But of this afterwards often, and on ch. 4, [and] Judith fol. 252. About the horses, [as to] what he objects, we will see in that place where this same author says he will speak. Rightly, therefore, our [Interpreter] renders "armed" — either because they were armed up to the loins, or rather because [equipped] with arms of whatsoever kind and howsoever, as that
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time bore, as each one's circumstance brought; or, finally, because — being prepared for the journey by that very [fact], with order [and] alacrity, [and] girded — [they were] instructed [equipped]: and thus also "armed" can be taken at Exod. ch. 12 v. 18, where [is] the same word which [is] here (about which [is] more there), and here below ch. 4 v. 12, where the 70 [have] ἐνωπλισμένοι [enōplismenoi, "armed"]. And so there would be no dissension of the interpreters, since the individual [renderers] have brought forth some apt and true signification of this word — which also entirely agrees with that [signification] which the noun chalutsim [חֲלוּצִים] has (which is put for it below v. 13), or chushbim, which in this same history Moses always uses, Num. 32 v. 17. Third. "Before your brethren" [ante fratres] they were to go. But how? [Was it] that they should always be in the first battle-line, and first in place on the roads and battles? For the Hebrew word liphne [לִפְנֵי] means not only, properly, "before" as to place and order, but also as to aspect and knowledge — so that he is said to be thus "before" who is easily in someone's eyes, whether he be in front, or follow after, or be at the inner or outer side. And therefore it can be doubted whether they were "before" as to place, or as to knowledge and association. Masius and Calvin will [have] this latter mode, and therefore that one [Masius] says it is rather to be rendered "in the presence of the brethren" [coram fratribus]. And it can be confirmed in twofold [manner]. 1. Thus frequently in scripture that [word] liphne is taken, as Gen. [—] v. 9, 2 [Sam.] 2 v. 9; and indeed in this very narration (Num. 32), in the Hebrew five times — v. 21 twice, v. 22, 27, & 30 — although to the Latin interpreter it seemed enough to express [it] once, v. 21. Then. The order of encamping (and, from it, of going out) prescribed and preserved by Moses (Num. 2 & 10) would have to be violated. For in the second rank only proceeded the Reubenites and Gadites; in the third, the Manassites. — The former mode, however, pleases Abulensis (q. 80) and me more. Because, since a word or phrase can rightly be taken in various ways, not simply this or that signification is to be assumed at each one's [own] judgment, but [it is] to be looked at which one may most agree to that place of which it is treated — by investigating from other passages [the meaning] in the usual ways of scripture-sense. But from those [passages] it seems entirely [that] these our [tribes] preceded the rest of the tribes. First, because below ch. 4 v. 12 the 70 render ἔμπροσθεν τῶν υἱῶν Ἰσραήλ [emprosthen tōn hyiōn Israēl, "before the sons of Israel"], which pertains more to the former reason of that [word] "before," Masius acknowledges. Second, [because] our Interpreter — who [is] indeed very ancient and most learned — there still more clearly says [that] those same tribes "went before" [praecessisse] in the crossing of the Jordan. Third, because that the Hebrew liphne is [taken] for the anterior place there [Josh. 4], it is plain from this: that before these words is narrated just before (v. 11) how the priests went "before the people." But that [they went] in the first rank — [that] namely the ark, with its priests, was leader to the people — is the common opinion, from which not even Masius himself abhors [dissents], when he writes in that place. — That "before the people" is ambiguous. For conveniently he so interprets it, that it may signify [that] the ark anew offered itself [as] leader of the journey, and — through [i.e. past] the people waiting at the crossed river — penetrated to the front. And hence he afterwards gathers [that] good prelates ought to be first and standard-bearers in every office and virtue. Fourth, finally, because of those [things] which were objected, the one is already expounded; but the other is easily conceded — namely [that] the order of stations and journeys [was] now changed by the Lord—
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—[changed by the Lord], because that [order] had been commanded only for a fixed time in the wilderness, and of change; and therefore not improbable reasons can be brought for this precession [going-before]. One be, that it was fair [that] they be placed in front who first, by divine reward, sought and obtained from Moses the enjoyment of the inheritance. The other: that it was fitting [that] they should also seek first the place of the marching-column, so that they might prove their faith and alacrity so much the more to the whole people, and to the Commander Joshua. The third: that beyond all the others they had no impediments, being now relieved of the burden of wives, children, and cattle. The fourth: because these were all firstborn — Reuben indeed from Leah (Gen. 29:32), Gad from Zilpah (Gen. 30:9), Manasseh from Aseneth the Egyptian (Gen. 41:51); and therefore that some first [places] also should sometimes be given them, in labor and honor — is it not consonant? And indeed, if ever otherwise, [is it] not now? [The fifth:] All [of them] had to cross the Jordan, and to fight for [their] brethren — all, I say, [except] those excepted (whom, besides the cattle, they themselves once had excepted, and Moses had approved, Num. 32:17 & 26); and Joshua had already now pronounced [them] excepted (here v. 14). But these were wives and sons, as above [was] expounded.

But [the things] which cast some shadow [of doubt] are two chiefly. First. Those who had attained the sixtieth year of age are wont to be freed from the necessity of soldiering — nay, if we believe Josephus bk. 3 ch. 11, among the Jews those who were passing the fiftieth [year]. Was it, therefore, for these to war further across the Jordan? Second. There were in those tribes — as is gathered from Num. 26 — [that] the heads [poll-count] of warriors [came] easily [to] 110,580. For there are handed down there, from:




	
	tribe
	warriors





	1
	Reuben
	43,730



	2
	Gad
	40,500



	3
	Manasseh
	52,700





— but of these [Manassites] here [only] the half is [reckoned, the Transjordan half-tribe]. [Total: 110,580.] But below, ch. 4 v. 13, only 40,000 crossed. Where, then, [are] the 70,580 remaining?

To the former responds Abulensis q. 62: [that] the sexagenarians, and those thereafter more advanced in age, remained in Gilead with the women and little ones also. But of their exception with these [women] — if you say [there was] no exception made, because it was sufficiently plain to all that they were to be excepted by law and institute — the same will seem to have to be said of the women and little ones. For that these too were exempt from war, who then could doubt? It could be esteemed [that] of old men of this kind there is therefore no word in the exception [i.e. they aren't mentioned], because their fewness [paucity] was greatest. For since the whole peregrination from Egypt into the promised land was of 40 years (as elsewhere is proved), [and] in the second year of the Egyptian exit the other numbering of warriors was made (Num. 1:1); and again [since] all who were 20 years or more (two excepted, Caleb and Joshua) departed [this] life before entering into the promised land itself (Num. 14:13 & ch. 26:64) — [it is] plainly effected [that], besides those two, [there was] none at this time, in the Israelites' camps, of more than 59 years. If, therefore, as Abulensis wills, the sexagenarians and those seniors had exemption from war, [there was] no need to provide for them by exception, because there were none. But if truly, as Josephus said, exemption was given from the 50th year of age, there could indeed be some [such]; but in these tribes, not so many that mention of them would need to be made expressly. Nevertheless there could indeed be some thousands of them — while some are 41, others 42, 43, 44 years [old], and what runs beyond. And what difficulty would there have been, in one word or another, to name old men together with women and boys? Therefore I would prefer [that] they be provided for in that manner which, in this very disputation, not much later, will be explained.
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To the second [difficulty there is] not one response. Masius: "the note [word] 'all,'" he says, "of universality, signifies indeed [that] none but the military [men] ought to accompany [their] brethren on this expedition, but not [that] they all — [all] who are military — ought to accompany [them]." An admirable exposition! For he says this: "all" means "not all." — Among Abulensis (q. 76), some say [that] absolutely all had to cross, but that of those alive [remaining] there were no more than 40,000. But not long before — in this very year of the Egyptian exit, at the last census — the people had been numbered (Num. 26); and of these tribes that great number was found, of which a little before the sum was placed [given]. And [there was] neither any warlike disaster, nor any pestilent force of disease, nor any other plague — but not even, [as] the cause of any plague, was there afterwards any graver delinquency of the people. How, therefore — without the fault of temerity — is it affirmed [that], from these tribes, in so exiguous intervals of time and place, so many thousands perished? — Others hand down [that] that whole number of the census was indeed still full [alive], but so that into question two [things] still come. One, whether Joshua appended a certain note and modification, by which — from all those thousands of these tribes summed up before — a restriction to forty thousand only should be made. The other, if he appended [it], whether rightly and without sin. Of the former [there is] a twofold opinion. For, among Abulensis q. 77, some teach [that] to the particle "ALL" [OMNES] were added these words, "strong in hand" [fortes manu], [so] that it would be understood [that] not universally to all, but only to all "strong in hand," it was enjoined that they should cross the Jordan. Others deny [it] — as [does] the same Abulensis in that place, and Masius — who by those "strong in hand" understand all warriors, or [those] who were fit for waging war, as were all who were 20 years [old] up to 50 [or] 60 (as above, from Num. 1 and others, [was] shown). But to those former [interpreters] I accede. First, because it is one thing to be, by age, "fit for war," another to be "strong in hand." That [former] agrees to all who are in the army; this [latter] to fewer, and to those only [who are] more excellent and outstanding. Second. Clearly this signifies the Hebrew, in which those are called gibbore chayil [גִּבּוֹרֵי חַיִל], that is, "strong and mighty in virtue, or in strength." For that very name — that it may have force and emphasis the greater — is formed to the likeness of the vehement Hebrew conjugation piel, and has its "strong" dages [dagesh forte]. Then to it still is added the very name "of strength and of forces." Finally, thus in scripture this phrase is often put, [so] that it may denote not all the military [men], but those who in the strength of mind and body outstrip the rest — 1 Chron. 5:24: of the Manassites a huge number is handed down, and their princes are afterwards recounted by name, and of them is subjoined: "most strong men, and mighty, and named leaders in their families"; where the 70 [have] ἄνδρες [andres, "men"]—
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—ἄνδρες ἰσχυροὶ δυνάμει, ἄνδρες ὀνομαστοί [andres ischyroi dynamei, andres onomastoi, "men strong in power, men of renown"]. And similarly 1 Chron. 7:5, of certain Issacharites — when at v. 4 it had said only "girded" [accincti], "for battle" or [for] the battle-line. For this is in the Hebrew, and in the 70, ἰσχυροὶ παρὰ τάξιν [ischyroi para taxin] for "most strong" [fortissimis] — which in our text are [rendered] 2 Chron. 26:12: "The whole number of the princes by families, of strong men [virorum fortium], [was] two thousand six hundred" — although Ozias the King had otherwise a most numerous army, of whom [is spoken] there. Third, because the three [arguments] by which Abulensis strives to destroy this opinion are nothing [worth]. First: "By the sons [filii] it is not to be crossed [i.e. the sons need not cross]. But 'you cross over.' That is, all except the sons." I respond: all except these, and those, whom the adjoined modification "of strength" [roboris] will have excepted. Second. Moses had commanded that all warriors should cross, Num. 32:21. Therefore also Joshua [commands the same]. It will be responded a little later, when it will be discussed whether Joshua sinned. Third. They had assented to Moses commanding that all should cross. Therefore the same is now proposed to them. It is responded: because they had assented to that [command], it could indeed be proposed to them; but Joshua moves them the more [strongly] by asking less from them. The same Abulensis also tries to show [that] this phrase [is]

(col. 310 — but this is col. 309 continued; L-column middle) — attributed to the whole tribe [as] "fit for war," because Num. 1:3 "whoever is 20 years [old], and of the age before pre-defined, are young men [iuvenes]; they are called 'strong men' [viri fortes]." I respond [that] there this Latin name signifies that which afterward — v. 20, 22, 23, 25 and following — is expressed by "proceeding to war" [procedentes ad bellum], as from the Hebrew [it is] openly clear, and from the 70 themselves also, in which ὁ ἐκπορευόμενος ἐν τῇ δυνάμει [ho ekporeuomenos en tē dynamei, "he who goes forth in the army/host"] is that "who goes forth in the army" — to war, namely, and the rest of war [affairs]. Hence indeed now [it is] manifest [as to] what I was touching above: that by these words very many are excepted from the crossing of the Jordan, but chiefly those who are older by birth [natu grandiores], weak, and less vigorous in the strength of body. And by the same words could be excepted also all of weaker sex and age, unless Joshua had willed first expressly to except those whom he had once excepted (these tribes so petitioning), [namely by] Moses; and thus [would he] join to these still others more.

But whether rightly, and without sin, he did it — that further is the other [altera] question which was posited. For since Num. 32:21 so signally Moses says, "Let every armed warrior-man cross the Jordan," suspicion perhaps might fall upon someone (as Abulensis notes q. 75) [that] our Joshua departed from Moses's precept. But how would he depart — who now already, from

(col. 309 continued; L-column foot) that [precept], at v. 7 [Josh. 1:7] had been warned not to deflect the least to right or left — nay, who, in this very his own exhortation, admonishes these very tribes (by Moses's own authority, and with an encomium interposed) so gravely of [their] duty? Rightly, therefore, in the same place and q. 78, Abulensis [holds that] nothing here was sinned by Joshua; but that [is] less rightly [said] which he says: [namely] that Joshua was always of this mind — that whoever could bear arms should set out into Canaan with the other tribes — but that, when he had known the summit of all their alacrity and study of obeying from their answer, he changed his mind, and established [it] settled enough if 40,000 came into the fellowship of war. For of his own accord [sponte], by the decree of his own mind, before they answered anything, he had ordered [only] the "strong in hand" [fortes manu] to come, but had made for the rest the power [option] of remaining. This [is] plain, first, from those [things] which about these "strong [men]" were dis-
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—cussed [disputata]. Second, from the reason of Joshua: [namely,] either Joshua provided [for the case that] it be not conducive that the newly-subdued province should lack all warriors, or [he did] not [so provide]. If he provided [for it], how would he have commanded that all should go from it into Canaan? If he did not provide [for it], was he not too dull and stupid? Who [is] so demented — or [an] Imperator [commander] so little provident — who would not advert [notice] that the remnants of a subdued people could again come together, could solicit neighboring peoples, or [that] these, by some accord of their own, or even by the fear of the same danger, could seize arms, rush into a region bared of defenders, invade the unwarlike crowd of women and boys, and atrociously and with impunity give the whole to iron and flame for slaughter [internecio]? Therefore most wise Joshua provided this very thing; and [so] was unwilling to expose his own [men], and their affairs, and [their] dearest pledges [children], to so present a danger — but [willed] that in Gilead [Galaaditis] all should be safe, defended, and fortified. 70,000 he left there; and, that they might yet help the other tribes with manly effort [pro virili], he excerpted [selected out] 40,000 — that is, the flower of all. He understood, namely, [that] this was Moses's mind [intention]: who [Moses], with a most prudent mind also, foresaw the same dangers which I have said —

—especially since to these tribes those [dangers] had been signified, Num. 32:17. And [Moses] had indeed ordered [that] all [universos], with arms, should go into Canaan; but only that he might explore their mind, and see whether they sought so much [only] their own, [caring] nothing or little about [their] brethren's advantages. But where he perceived all [to be] ready and voluntary, [it is credible that] Joshua afterward privately signified [that] he would leave a garrison in the already-occupied Amorite [land], but would lead with him, beyond the Jordan, as many and whom [as] seemed [good]. But it was [a matter] of divine custody [protection] to be trusted — just as when, thrice in a year, all the men convened at Jerusalem, Exod. 34. Thus indeed [would it be], if, just as there, so in this matter, he had promised the defense. But with him promising nothing, there would have been a certain audacity and temerity: to leave the dominion — a little before subdued — empty of all men, and to fortify [it] with no garrisons, cities, and villages against the enemies' incursions. Third, either Joshua also understood [that] not all the forces of these tribes [were] necessary for the imminent war, or he did not understand [it]. If he understood [it], why would he have fatigued so great a multitude in vain? If he did not understand [it], how did he suffer any to reside at home? — But these [things are] enough: with which will consent those [things] which below, ch. 22 v. 8, will be handed over, and by Abulensis in the same place, q. 5.

Fifthly and lastly [Quinto & ultimo], in the same exhortation [there is] to be noted that particle of v. 15, "against the sun's rising" [contra Solis ortum] — that is, "toward the sun's rising" [versus Solis ortum]. But it [Ea] is used elsewhere too, as [at] Num. 32:19; and that [is] because "across the Jordan" [trans Iordanem] is said in a twofold manner. For this manner of speaking falls here upon either bank and side of that same river. But the one [is] toward the West, the other toward the East. Because, since [it] is led [governed] by the Hebrew preposition "from crossing" [transeundo], [it is] certain [that] from either side into the other [one] crosses.


Question V. What weight have these responses given to Joshua?

Three responses [Tria responsa] are [made] to him [Joshua, v. 16–18]. The first, the deferring [rendering] of the highest obedience — simply and comparatively. Simply, bipartitely: 1. that [they will do] all which Joshua had already said and admonished: "All which thou hast commanded us, we will do." 2. as to other [things], still more: "And whithersoever thou shalt send us [miseris], we will go" — that is, to whatever place (as the 70 render [it]), or to whatever thing and business, as—
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—[the] Hebrew [words] also can be taken [thus], unless one would wish the same thing to be said otherwise; and yet the force [of the phrase] would be greater, at least in the repetition. Comparatively [Comparate] indeed: "Just as we obeyed in all things Moses, so will we obey thee also." But indeed often they had not obeyed [him], as so many murmurings declared, and Moses himself [testified], Deut. 31:27. It can be said: 1. [that] those who had not obeyed were long ago removed from the midst by various deaths [exitus] through the wilderness; but these, who speak these [things], were truly always modest and compliant [morigeri]. If you press the cited place of Deuteronomy — in which the discourse is about the living and present [generation] — [it is] to be responded [that] there account is had of the people, which [is] one and the same, and by reason of the brief delay of interjected time is morally esteemed [as one]; and [that] it [was one thing] in which [they] were unruly [immorigeri] and contumacious, together with the compliant and obsequious, and [another] in which, those [rebels] being extinguished, these now are alone. 2. They speak in respect of that obedience which they had rendered to Moses. For although that [obedience was] sometimes even less than fair [aequo minor], or altogether none, yet more often and more constantly some [obedience was rendered], and great. For how otherwise would they have endured so many years in the peregrination, and at last arrived hither, at [this] place and boundary? Nay, [it] can even be esteemed [that] there was no disobedience [inobedientia] —

—because by repeated punishments it seems ever expiated; and therefore neither is there now any memory or vestige of it. 3. The better and saner part of the people speaks — signifying both what has been done by itself, and what by all is to be done; and indeed [that they will do] this readily [reapse] hereafter, diligently and alacritously. But while I flee Scylla, I am carried into Charybdis. Do these [men] praise themselves? Do they boast their own obedience? "We have obeyed," they say, "in all things Moses." This [is] indeed some praise, but not empty [inane] — indeed [with] no boasting. For [it is] a modest confirmation of future obedience, from the past [obedience], and from the notable equiparation [comparison] of the leaders themselves. For it could seem [that] Moses's authority had prevailed among them, so that they obeyed his mandates, but that Joshua himself would not be of so great [authority] among the same. "Not so," they say, "is it. But if we obeyed Moses, we will obey Thee also. Equal [is] the command of both of you; equal, from GOD, [is] the authority in the principate. Equal, therefore, will be also our obsequy. Nothing less is to be expected by thee from us than by him." These [things], since they are right and modest, and since from our text they are expressed — what is that which Masius says? "Here the Israelites boast nothing of obedience, which the Latin translation, faultily [mendose] indeed,
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—expressed"? Where — and what, I ask — [is] the fault [mendum]? For word for word [verbo tenus] in the Hebrew is: "According to all, just as [prout] toward Moses we were hearing [audientes fuimus], we shall be and shall [do] to thee." In the 70: "According to all things, just as we obeyed [obtemperavimus] Moses, we will obey [obtemperabimus] thee." What between these and our Interpreter — if you regard not the order of words, but the thing and sense — [is] of difference? What does our [version] differ from that very [Hebrew-based] version which from the Hebrew has thus: "Wholly [Omnino], as we hearkened [auscultavimus] to Moses, [so] will we hearken to thee"; from the Greek thus: "In all ways [Omnibus modis], just as we obeyed Moses, so will we obey thee"?

The other [thing], which is the [second] response: "Only let the Lord thy GOD be with thee, as he was with Moses." Of which words the sense can be twofold — exceptive [exceptiva] the one, votive [votiva] indeed the other. Exceptive: "In all things indeed we will obey Thee — provided [modo] thou command [things] consonant to God, [and] repugn nothing to His law." Votive: "O, may the Lord will to be present to thee! We wish [optamus], and we ask [rogamus] him, that just as with Moses, so he may be with thee." And the same bipartite exposition has place in the last words of the response: "Only be strengthened [confortare], and act manfully [viriliter age]." And the prior indeed — that exceptive [reading] — pleases more the Rabbis David Kimhi, Levi Gersonides, [and] the Talmudists ch. 13 of the tractate Sanhedrin; but to Masius, and to me, the latter [posterior, votive] is more optative. First, because when to a Prince — especially [a] new [one] — [who is] speaking or admonishing something, the people assents [annuit], they are wont frequently to interweave [intexere] vows of this kind, as "Long live the King! [Vivat Rex] Long life to the Prince! May GOD help our Lord!" and the like. Second, because in so great [and] so prompt a signification of an obedient will, [it] would have been little aptly placed just now — that which among all peoples, even barbarous [ones], [is] most clear and most received, which the judgment of human reason prescribes to all, which in every covenant, pact, and promise is understood — unless, namely, it be against GOD, against right [fas], and [against the] fair [aequum]. For they would seem too much to distrust the Prince himself, who in a public — as it were — congratulation and applause should acclaim this condition, which [condition], in written contracts [syngraphae] also and codicils, where all things are more exilely [minutely] and to the quick [ad vivum] pared down, is scarcely appended —

—[though] on account of the evidence and necessity of the matter it is never esteemed [to be] absent. For that [phrase] "up to the altars" [usque ad aras] — not in friendships and societies only, but in all [things], as I said, of pacifying, promising, and obeying kinds — has place, although [it be passed over] in silence [verbo taceatur]. But they say "the Lord thy GOD," rather than "ours [noster]," so that they may augment the mind and authority of Joshua himself, as if GOD be very propitious and friendly to him — [and that] he in turn [contra] may cultivate and revere Him greatly.

The third [response] is the penalty [poena] which of their own accord they establish, for the disobedient, among themselves: "Who shall contradict thy mouth, and shall not obey all the words which thou shalt have commanded him, let him die [moriatur]." [Those] who violated Moses's precepts, they [were] almost always punished not by Moses, but by GOD himself. But these [men] will [it], and decree [it] against their own selves — [so] that if any one [of them] had not, in all and single [things], borne [rendered] the will [morem] toward Joshua, against him — even if divine vengeance, which is often deferred, were not present — yet by death he should be animadverted [punished]. Now among other nations the kinds of penalties were various. For they afflicted either the fortunes, or the body; and that either by prison, or by blows and stripes, or by death. To the fortunes pertains ζημία [zēmia, "a fine"] — that is, "a fine [mulcta] in the faculties [goods]" — Ezra [Esdras] 1, ch. 7. To prison [pertains] παράδοσις [paradosis, "a handing-over"], in the same place. To stripes [plagas] and blows [pertains] παιδεία [paideia, "chastisement/discipline"] — that is, chastisement [castigatio] — in the same place. Where, however, "exile" [exilium] is converted [rendered] from our [text]. Which [is] not to be taken of that [exile] by which men are compelled to go among the [foreign] nations and certain other places (for this kind of exile Josephus denies [existed] among the Jews, in [his] book against Apion), but of that by which [they went] into certain other Israelite cities [which] were, so to speak, [cities] "of refuge" [refugii] — as [Deut.] 21 confirms; Sigonius bk. 6 On the Jewish Republic, ch. 8. "A mountain" [Mons], finally, is placed in that same passage of Ezra; and [it is] indeed the first of all. [It is] pleasing, therefore, now to marvel [Mirari libet] [that] for the disobedient not any fine of whatever kind, not prison, not beatings, but the sum of penalties — death — is established to be inflicted. So great, namely, was the ardor of obeying. But did Joshua approve this? [It is] not clear [Non liquet]. Yet, [given] his goodness, clemency, and imitation of Moses, I think [that] in fact he did not approve [it] — unless perhaps in certain most grave matters [gravissimis]—
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—[most] grave [matters], and of greatest moment, as below, in [the case of] Achan, we shall see: and thus in duty [officium] he would contain all [men] more by that reverence than by the fear of the imposed penalty.


Question VI. By whom was this response given to Joshua?

"This response," says Masius, "I certainly esteem [to be] not of these three [tribes] alone, but of all the tribes at once — [tribes] which, through their [own] tribunes, or other men of first authority allotted [delegated] to the Commander, solemnly render to him their command [imperium] and obedience and obsequy." But indeed long ago all the tribes had solemnly conferred [both] command and obedience upon Joshua — first indeed in a certain degree [quadantenus], Num. 27, after they had seen [him] created Leader by GOD and Moses, and commended with so great effort; and again Deut. 31, when [he came] together with Moses to stand in the sacred [precinct] of the tabernacle, and with GOD himself, who beheld [them]; but most of all, immediately as Moses ended [his] life — as I was saying [in] quest. 1, p. 1 of this chapter. For not without a head, whom they would promise to obey, could so great a multitude rightly stay in an alien and foreign place and soil; nor for so long [could they] defer in any way [their] so due, [so] necessary duty — unless [they] were most foolish, most inert, and most contumacious. Hence [at] Deut., last [chapter], v. 9, the sons of Israel are said, after Moses [was] mourned [elutum], to have deferred [offered] the mind of obeying — but now [there was] the work [opus] itself. "And they obeyed," says that text, "him, the sons of Israel." Then, if all the tribes had not yet deferred this solemn office of obeying to him, how would he have dared to command them anything before? How would he not have called the whole multitude to himself, and exacted from them the office? But by right, and every order preserved [premised], he would have said to the princes of the people: "Cross through the middle of the camps, and command the people." Besides indeed, since at v. 16 it is said, "And they responded to Joshua, and said" — is it not clearly enough signified [that] those responded whom he had present before himself [coram se], to whom he spoke, to whom [the things] which now have been expounded [in] quest. 2 he was proposing? But these are, as v. 12 notes, the Reubenites, Gadites, and the half-tribe of Manasseh. By these, therefore, was this response given to Joshua. But whether that which Masius adjoins — [namely] that [passage] Deut. 18:15, "A prophet of thy nation, and of thy brethren like me, the Lord GOD will raise up to thee" — pertains to Joshua, as a type and form of Christ (there, and Acts 3:22, ch. 7:37, [it] is said)—


Question V. Why did Joshua warn [them] of such things?

Why, before the other tribes, Joshua judged these three [tribes] to be warned [of] these three [things], was inquired [in] quest. 1; but now, why to these same three tribes he proposed such [things] about the crossing of the Jordan, [and] help to be brought to [their] brethren, [they] going before [them]. The cause indeed [is] first, that it is [the mark] of a good Prince to discern [dispicere] the [things] which are accommodated to individuals, and to propose [them] to the same. And they had indeed received these same [things] from Moses, and now guarded [them] in memory (as [was] said [in] quest. 1), and wished to give [them] effect further [ultro]; yet those [things] which were of a prudent and skilled [navus] Leader, Joshua wished to omit nothing. Homer, truly, Iliad 12 [a Greek tag — illegible in the scan] etc.; Quintilian bk. 1 ch. 4; Sopater to Hemeterius [his] brother, in Stobaeus serm. 44. The other [cause], that the same Leader wished to explain and define that which had been said — [as something] involved [wrapped up] and infinite — by Moses in the presence of the people [coram populo], and to this [tribe] privately [it was] evolved [unrolled] and ex-
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—plained: so that, namely, not all and single [men] of these tribes, who through age were now fit [habiles] for arms, should be led beyond the Jordan, but (as [in] quest. 2 I was saying) only some out of them, whom, namely, he had described [selected out]. Third [cause], that by this very [fact] he wished the more to sharpen their alacrity, when he sought fewer from them than they had suspected. For since they were 110,580, out of these he did not take — as he could have — 100,000, not 90,000, or 80,000, nor finally at least half, 55,290, but 40,000 only. Great [is] the allurement [illecebra] to subjects for obeying, when the Superiors [Praepositi] exact from them less than they can, or think [they can]. Fourth [cause], that he wished to define this [force] by a smaller number — [that number] which, as [said], on account of [its] fewness [paucity], might exhilarate these three tribes, [and] so bring no sadness to the rest. For he signified [that] the choicest [lectissimi] and the strongest were to be selected — whose presence and vigor could bring great moment to the mass of the imminent war. And in this the greatest prudence and moderation of Joshua shines out, who so consulted [for] the one part that he might not harm the other; but let him inculcate [instil] to all now that [saying] of the Apostle: "Not that to others there be remission [ease], but to you tribulation; but from equality," 2 Cor. 8:13.

Fifth. Joshua wished — or, through him, the divine Spirit [wished] — to teach what fellowship and help ought to be in the Church of GOD. Of our brethren, indeed, the rich and plainly opulent [uber] inheritance they have now already received across the Jordan, in celestial Gilead. To us this river [is] still to be crossed; to us war [is] still to be waged — hands [are] still to be joined with the enemies who [are] barbarous in savagery [immanitas], and innumerable in multitude. What [then]? Will those brethren of ours desert us? [Will there be] no help from them? No escort [comitatus]? Behold, [the] most noble part of that triumphant Church — the holy Angels [are] to us companions, helpers, and guardians. [They] who led [their] life here in this land, [as] holy [ones] go before us [praegrediuntur] by example, prayer, [and] aid. "Of these," says St. Bernard, serm. 2 on the feast of All Saints, "the memory dispels langor, tepor [lukewarmness], and error; when by their intercession our infirmity is aided, by the consideration of [their] beatitude our negligence is excited, and by [our] ignorance too their own [examples] instruct us [erudiatur exemplis]." But in this land too — ours [i.e. here] — we ought to help others, and most of all [those] who are now more perfect. "We ought," says St. Paul, Rom. 15:1, "we [who are] stronger, to sustain the infirmities of the weak." What [of them]? [Those] who a pacified seat now already obtain in the recess [secessus] of the sacred religions [religious orders], [and] enjoy the fat [praepingui] clod [gleba] of reading, of prayer, of recess [seclusion], and of contemplation — if to their own brethren in the Catholic Church, [threatened] by the Canaanites, that is, by heretics and sowers of graver crimes, they should see danger to impend — will they not, [in] their quiet and sacred leisure [otium], set arms, trumpets, and battles before [it]? [A] witness [is], in Theodoret, in [his] History of the Holy Fathers, Eusebius the hermit, ch. 4; the admirable Amraïanus [?]; serm. 9, 12 & 40 on the Canticle, D[ivus] Bernard; in [i.e. cited by] Cassian, Collation 24 ch. 13, Macarius; in the preface of the books against the Filidini [?], Aphraates [Aphraat]; and in St. Brigitta bk. 4 ch. 128, Christ the Lord himself. "If," says St. Gregory, bk. 6 epist. 5, "the Only-begotten of the Father, for the fulfilling of the utility of all, went forth from the secret [privacy] of the Father unto our public [i.e. the world] — what are we going to say [or do], if we set our own secret [privacy] before the utility of [our] neighbors?" There are also other beautiful and useful allegories of the ancients.
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Origen, hom. 3: "See," he says, "[that] for me today the labor is in the agony of this life, and [I have] a contest against the enemies — that is, the contrary powers — how they come into [our] help, [those] who before the advent of CHRIST my Lord were justified in the law. See how Isaiah affords me help, when he illuminates me with the discourses of his law. See Jeremiah, girded and expedited [unencumbered], coming to our help, and with the darts of his volume [scroll] putting to flight the fiercest enemies, and [putting to flight] the darknesses of my heart. Daniel too is girded to our help, when he instructs and forewarns us about Christ's presence and reign, and about the future fraud of Antichrist. Ezekiel too is present, signing to us celestial sacraments in the four-formed circles of wheels, and concluding a wheel in a wheel. Hosea too leads the twice-[six] troops of the prophetic column, and all proceed girded as to the loins in the truth which they preach — to the help of their brethren, so that, instructed by their volumes, we may not be ignorant of diabolical astutenesses. These, therefore, who are strong men, armed and girded as to the loins in truth, go forth in our help, and fight with us. But the infants and women do not go forth to our battle. Nor [is it] a wonder — for an 'infant' [infans] is [so] called who does not speak [non loquitur]. What, therefore, could that one help me who has said nothing? whose [words] I find nothing which I might read? whose discourse does not instruct? But [the] woman the Apostle says [is] a weak [infirmum] vessel. Whence, consequently, a weak vessel comes not to the conflict, lest it be broken and perish. For thus also of the Lord Jesus in the Gospels it is said that 'a bruised reed he did not break.' Because, therefore, women are bidden to be taught at home by their own husbands, and are placed more in the person of disciples than of teachers — to my help comes not [he] who cannot teach me, and of whom I find nothing which I ought to imitate or hold."

Rupert, ch. 9, bk. 1 on Joshua: "The Reubenite and Gadite, and the half-tribe of Manasseh — before the crossing of the Jordan, before the entrance of the land of promise having already obtained possessions — [are] mystically the ecclesiastical orders, who now, in this world and present life, more instantly [urgently] and out of duty [ex debito] announce the word of GOD, and receive the licit faculties conceded to them out of the Gospel, so that to them it may be free [vacet] to evangelize — so that they may delight to announce Christ not only for the hope of future [things] and matters, but also for the sake of present [things]. 'You therefore,' he says, 'be mindful of the discourse [sermon] which Moses the servant of the Lord commands you.' Be mindful of the discourse, be mindful of [your] profession, be mindful of the law and [the] duty, be mindful of the office of your Superior [Praepositus]. For woe to you [vae vobis] if you shall not have fought — because you have already received the stipend of the war [pugnae stipendium]; if you shall not have evangelized, [you] who live off the gospel. 'Armed, cross before your brethren, all strong in hand, and fight for them': armed, I say, in word and in work, and strong in hand — lest perchance, preaching to others, you yourselves be made reprobate." In all these [things], illustriously — to use [him] as [I have] always elsewhere — Joshua bears the type of Jesus Christ our Lord, because all his oration, exhortation, and life was ever occupied in the commendation of charity. "A [new] commandment," said John 13:34, "I give to you, that you love one another; as I have loved you, that you also love one another." The rest [of the things] which are of the greatest prudence and lenity — [where are they so] expressed as, all, in Christ Jesus?


Question VI. What can be learned from the response of the three tribes?

Obedience, first, is to be learned from them. "An obedient man will speak victory" [Vir obediens loquetur victoriam], Proverbs 21:28. And indeed [it is] a kind of obeying most pleasing to GOD which is undertaken for the salvation of others — just as also Christ the Lord, Phil. 2, "was made obedient, up to death, but the death of the cross." There are [Sunt]
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—indeed [some], to whom, if superiors indulge anything — if they command [things] less than by highest right they could — they are wont to abuse their patience and facility, so that (as is commonly said) "if a finger be granted, they take the whole hand." Not so the tribesmen of these tribes; nay rather, they are excited to greater alacrity — which alacrity, in the second place [secundo loco], is also to be learned by us: so that with [our] superiors we may contend [compete] in a certain holy contest. Let them ask less; let us offer more, or at least, with as great accurateness [care] as we can, let us render what they ask — mindful, however, ever of that [saying]: that when we shall have done all, we may say, "We are unprofitable servants; what we owed to do, we have done," Luke 17:10.

Thirdly. There are others in whom there is a study of obeying, but not except to certain great — and quite named [famous] — men, [while] to their successors, perhaps less celebrated, not likewise. I dismiss [Mitto] those who, in warfare only, require Caesars and Alexanders whom they may obey; in Republics [commonwealths], Solons and Lycurguses. You may see, in the families of Religious [orders], sometimes some to whom, either in word or at least in work, "to an Antony, a Macarius, a Benedict I would obey — but this one, who now commands these [things], who [is he]?" Truly indeed, if we shall reason rightly, [there] was something more of excellence, dignity, and glory in Moses than in Joshua. That [glory], for so many years now, [and] by so many present testifications and elogies of GOD, by so many and so great miracles and prodigies, [was] procured, preserved, and amplified to him; and, to say [it] with a word, Moses had been the Master [teacher], Joshua the disciple. Yet because equal was the right of commanding, [these our men] promised with a great and wise voice [that] they would obey this one nothing less than that one. Not the great names of those who preside, but the power [potestas], and He on whose account obedience is given to these, [is what one must] look to [as] Lord [intuendus Dominus].

Fourthly. But let us consider, in these tribes, the voice of the pious Israelites. They obeyed Moses; they will therefore also similarly obey Jesus Christ. "Let us see," says Origen (in the place cited before), "what these say to Jesus [Joshua], who come out of that land which Moses distributed: 'Just as we heard [obeyed] Moses, so will we hear thee also.' Nothing [is] so true as that everyone who hears Moses, [let him] hear also Jesus [Joshua] our Lord. For of Jesus [Joshua] that one [Moses] wrote. Whence also the Lord in the Gospel, reproving them, because from that [fact] that they do not believe him they do not believe Moses [either], says: 'If you believed Moses, you would perhaps believe me also; for of me that one wrote,' John 5:46." But I would opt [prefer] something more [plus quiddam]. They obeyed Moses in all things; we [obey] much more, and much more studiously and constantly, the same Jesus Christ our Lord and Saviour. For greater [is] this one here than that Moses, and greater [is] to him the right of ordering and commanding.

Fifthly [Quinto]. There is, says Masius, the approved [proven] religion of the wishing [optantis] people, who refer all Moses's felicity not to his fortune, but to GOD [as] received [from Him]; nor [can] Joshua further carry on affairs prosperously unless they acknowledge [it] to be aided [only] by this one's [God's] help. But if we regard our Jesus in Joshua, we can — and ought — to opt [wish] nothing otherwise than [we would] to GOD: namely, that with his members, the whole Church, and all its single parts—and thus [Sicque]
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—may [it] be GOD; [that] His will be done in them; [and that] by these to Him praise and glory be rendered. And thus [Sicque] may that [word] of Isaiah ch. 53:10 be more and more fulfilled: "The will of the Lord shall be directed in his hand" (CHRIST's). But if in this same Joshua we auspicate [regard with good omen] our Kings, Princes, and — to use St. Augustine's word — [our] prelates [praeditos, those set over us], [it is] surely fair [that] the same [prayer], often, from the sentiment of [our] mind, we should vow for them; [that] we should pray from the Saviour himself that with them GOD may be — [that] they themselves, in so great labors, molestations, and dangers of governing, may be strengthened [comforted], and act manfully. "I beseech [thee]," says St. Paul, 1 Tim. 2:1, "first of all, [that] supplications, prayers, postulations, [and] givings-of-thanks be made for all men — for kings and [for] all who are in sublimity [high place] — that we may lead a quiet and tranquil life in all piety and chastity." "It is to be known," says St. Gregory, bk. 6, epist. 5, "that, in order that it may be lawful for us to confess the right faith freely, and to dispose concordantly, in peace, all [things] which are to be done, [it is] for the life of the most Serene Lords, and for their own offspring [progeny] also, incessantly to be prayed—
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—that omnipotent GOD may subject the barbarous nations to their feet, [and] may concede to them long and happy times, insofar as, through a Christian empire, the faith which is in CHRIST may reign." Likewise epist. 7, about a new Bishop: "Just as he who is set over you [as] prelate, and over your peoples, [is] to intercede for all — so, for his conversation and morals, you all ought to pray, that in the sight of omnipotent GOD you may avail to profit by his imitation, and [that] he may be aided by your merits. But let us all concordantly — for the most serene Lords and their pious offspring, [and] with great [floods of tears], insofar as we can — with assiduous weepings pray, that superne [heavenly] grace, protecting their life, may guard [it], and may lay the necks of the nations under the Christian Empire." And, most accommodated to these our times, bk. 9, epist. 40: "For the life of the most pious and most Christian Emperor our Lord, and for the most tranquil [life] of his consort, and for [his] most gentle offspring, [it is] ever to be prayed — in whose times the mouths of heretics fall silent [conticescunt]; because, although their hearts, in insanity, boil up perverse senses, yet the orthodox [the Emperor being orthodox], in the time of [such an] Emperor, presume not to speak forth the depraved [things] which they feel."


Caput II (opening)

1. Joshua therefore, the son of Nun, sent from Setim two men [as] spies in secret, and said to them: Go, and consider the Land, and the city [of] Jericho. Who, proceeding, entered the house of a harlot woman, by name Rahab, and rested with her. 2. And it was reported to the king of Jericho, and [it was] said: Behold, men have entered hither by night, of the sons of Israel, to explore the Land. 3. And the king of Jericho sent to Rahab, saying: Bring forth the men who came to thee, and entered thy house: for they are spies, and came to consider the whole Land. 4. And the woman, taking the men, hid [them], and said: I confess, they came to me, but I knew not whence they were; 5. and when the gate was being shut in the darkness, they also went out together — whither they are gone I know not: pursue [them] quickly, and you will catch them. 6. But she herself made the men go up to the flat roof [solarium] of her house, and covered them with the stalks of flax which were there. 7. But those who had been sent followed them by the way which leads to the ford of the Jordan; and when they [the pursuers] had gone out, immediately the gate was shut. 8. Not yet had those who were hiding fallen asleep, and behold, the woman went up to them, and said: 9. I know that the Lord has delivered the Land to you; for the terror of you has rushed upon us, and all the inhabitants of the Land have languished [grown faint]. 10. We have heard that the Lord dried up the waters of the Red Sea at your entrance, when you went out of Egypt; and what you did to the two kings of the Amorites who were beyond the Jordan — Sihon and Og, whom you slew. 11. And hearing these [things] we were greatly afraid, and our heart languished, nor did there remain in us spirit [breath, courage] at your entrance: for the Lord your God, he himself is God in heaven above, and on earth below. 12. Now therefore swear to me by the Lord, that as I have done mercy with you, so you also may do with the house of my father; and give me a true sign, 13. that you save my father and mother, my brothers and sisters, and all that is theirs, and deliver our souls from death. 14. Who answered her: Be our soul [life] for you unto death — provided [only] thou betray us not; and when the Lord shall have delivered the land to us, we will do mercy and truth with thee. 15. She let them down therefore by a rope from the window; for her house adjoined [clung to] the wall. 16. And she said to them: Go up to the mountains, lest perhaps [those] returning meet you; and there hide for three days, until they return, and so you will go by your way. 17. Who said to her: We will be blameless [innocent] of this oath by which thou hast adjured us, 18. if, as we enter the Land, this scarlet cord [funiculus coccineus] be the sign, and thou bind it in the window through which thou hast let us down—

18. (…this scarlet cord be the sign…) and gather thy father and mother, and thy brothers and all thy kindred into thy house. 19. Whoever shall have gone out of the door of thy house, his blood shall be upon his own head, and we shall be blameless [alieni, strangers to it]. But the blood of all who shall be with thee in the house shall redound [fall back] upon our head, if anyone touch them. 20. But if thou wilt betray us, and utter this discourse abroad, we shall be free [clean] of this oath by which thou hast adjured us. 21. And she answered: As you have spoken, so be it done; and sending them away that they might go, she hung the scarlet cord in the window. 22. But they, walking, came to the mountains, and remained there three days, until those returned who had been in pursuit; for [these], seeking through every way, did not find them. 23. When these [pursuers] had re-entered the city, [the spies] turned back, and the explorers descended from the mountain; and, the Jordan being crossed, they came to Joshua the son of Nun, and narrated to him all that had happened to them, 24. and said: The Lord has delivered all this land into our hands, and all its inhabitants are prostrate with fear.


Commentary (opening)

(full-width intro) This chapter proposes three [things] to us: 1. how the spies were sent by Joshua; 2. what befell them in that exploration; 3. how they returned.
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Question I. To what [end], and whether rightly, were the spies sent by Joshua?

[Those] who pursue [carry on] the science of waging wars by letters and theory place a great moment [importance] toward victory in this: [that] the enemies' camps, fortifications, forces, counsels, and minds [intentions] be explored [scouted]. And therefore that a great zeal was devoted to this matter by the ancient Commanders, Frontinus shows by the examples of Scipio Africanus, Q. Fabius Maximus, M. Cato, and the Carthaginians, bk. 1 of the Stratagems, ch. 21. Of Agamemnon and Hector, Homer, Iliad χ [Greek book-letter as printed]. And in [our] fathers' memory, [he] who expelled the Moors from the kingdom of Granada, and subjected the whole Neapolitan kingdom to Ferdinand the King of Spain — Ferdinand Gonsalvo [Gonzalo Fernández de Córdoba, "the Great Captain"] — did he not profess [that] he himself carried out such great affairs by the work of spies, when in the conduct of those wars he expended so much gold upon them? [There] was published, a few years ago, at Herbipolis [Würzburg], the Commentariolus of Count Johannes Tarnowski on the Turkish war. In it, that man most preeminent in warlike praise advises that leaders should spare no money and expenses so long as [there is] something that must be given to spies. From these [scouts] a great part of well-conducted affairs depends. For human prudence persuades [us] that [things] which are accommodated and useful to some good undertaken end should all be applied [adhibeantur] — provided they be not forbidden by God. But the end of those who lead armies is victory. To this [end] it is necessary to proceed at a fixed both manner and place and time, to press on, to draw up the battle-line, and to see to all the other military [matters], so that the enemy, namely, may be resisted as directly as possible, and be broken and subdued. But these [things], unless either openly [and] clearly you see what that one is doing, or secretly, [being] skilful [solerte], you investigate and dig out — how will you accomplish [them]? For just as a prudent Judge broadly tracks out hidden and occult misdeeds by [various] ways and conjectures — Job 29:16 — so too [the] enemy [designs], the war-Leader [tracks out]; as also the Latin master of soldiery teaches, Vegetius bk. 3 ch. 6. When, therefore, Joshua was now on the very point of entering into hostile [territory], he wished, out of military discipline, to know what was the mind of the enemies, and what the apparatus [preparation] of war. Yet someone might suspect that he himself is to be blamed on a fourfold head. First, in that hostile land the Leader was God, and [His] assiduous helper. What need, then, of exploration? Secondly, he had already once explored the land [through] Moses—
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—Moses, and among the very spies had been Joshua himself; and he had surveyed [lustrarat] all [things] with his own eyes. To what [purpose], then, is this exploration iterated [repeated]? Thirdly, that [former exploration] indeed had an outcome little happy, full of murmuring, full of punishment and mourning. Ought not Joshua, therefore, to have made himself more cautious by [others'] alien perils? Fourthly, he himself would at least have done what Moses had done — [namely] to consult God about this [expedition].

To the first the response is [in] the preceding ch. 1, part 2, in the preparation, quest. 2. "It is better," says D. Jerome on Isaiah ch. 66, "to leave [things] written than to repeat [things] said." Yet I add two notable rules of Abulensis, q. 3. The prior: to act according to human prudence — where God has not defined a certain manner of acting, nor forbidden the act of human prudence — is just; nay, not to act, in such a case, according to human prudence is imprudence. The posterior: if God shall have defined for us a certain manner of acting in some matter, or shall have forbidden the manner of human providence, it is [a mark] of little faith [modicae fidei] to recur to human providence. He subjoins an example about the Apostles, whose act of human prudence he esteems [to have been] prohibited by the Lord, saying (Matt. 10:19): "When they shall deliver you [up], be not anxious how or what you shall speak." But of this elsewhere. Now [it is] enough [that], from either rule, here our Joshua acted [rightly] — since [it] was both [a matter] of prudence to explore the enemy, and that [act] was not forbidden, nor [was] another manner predetermined by God. And hence Rupert, ch. 10, bk. 1 on Joshua: "With whom [Joshua] the Lord was — to whom also he had said, 'None shall be able to resist you all the days of thy life' — [yet] he himself sends spies to consider the land, and the city [of] Jericho. Not therefore should anyone, in any business, so presume upon celestial garrisons [helps], as [that] he should not himself also be first present to himself [assist himself] — watching by the faculty of [his] talent [ingenium], laboring in manly proportion [doing his own share]. For just as [it] is of the least faith to doubt about divine promises, so [it] is of excessive temerity or presumption to await celestial help through miracles, [while] sitting idle with hands folded. For it is man's [part] to begin, but God's to perfect [accomplish]."

To the second responds quest. 6, Abulensis: [that] not to explore the same [things] are the spies now sent. For by Moses they were sent to [explore] the nature of the land itself, the natural strength of the nation, and [its] multitude, [and] the part of the region into which first—
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—first the way was to be entered upon, [and] to be known. But now, since all these [things] have been seen by Joshua and narrated, [and] heard by most, and known and perceived by the minds of all, Joshua desires to understand certain other [things] — namely, what [is] the fortification of the nearest city, what [the] apparatus of war, what force and ardor of minds [is directed] to that [defense], what [is] the number of the hostile forces, and the like, which the reason [circumstance] of this time persuaded [required]. For those first spies were sent in the second year of the Egyptian exodus; these [are sent] either at the end of the 40th [year] or the beginning of the 41st, as [will be] said more below.

To the third. From the lying and wickedness of the returning spies came forth that [outcome], whatever it was, [which was] evil. But Joshua then spoke the truth, and sought only that [truth] — from which [there was] nothing of danger, but he certainly trusted [there would be] very much of good. But if from the outcome the whole matter is to be weighed [judged], then also Moses, who instituted that exploration, and God, who assented [to it], would be called into fault. But —

"…may he lack [good] successes, I wish [it], / whoever thinks that deeds are to be judged from the event [outcome]."

Neither, if anything has sometimes turned out badly by the fault of some, is that ever [therefore] not to be repeated [iterandum], but the flaw which there was [is] to be corrected, and from flight [one must] return into battle. καὶ γὰρ οἱ ῥίψασπιδες μάχονται [kai gar hoi rhipsaspides machontai, "for even those who have thrown away their shields [in flight] fight [again]"].

To the fourth, Masius thinks Joshua himself was excited [stirred] to this, of his own accord, by God — [namely] that after the preceding [things] which we have heard promised, the most benign Father might animate His own Commander [Emperor], as [being] a man, and over and above [insuper] by the good news of the scouts. Others say [that] Joshua consulted [inquired of] God's oracle through the Urim & Thummim [וְרִים וְתֻמִּים]. And each [view] indeed is probable; but because neither is hinted in the text, and because that which Joshua did was customary to all leaders skilled in warfare, I reckon that this was done by him rather by prudence [as] mistress [magistra] — with Abulensis, q. 3.


Question II. How many were these spies?

Two there were, says the text; but why neither more nor fewer? For surely Moses once had sent twelve, Num. 13 (and above, bk. 1 ch. 8); and one [man] can explore all [things] most safely. Why, then, could Moses send more? The cause is, because then there was less of suspicion of them, since all [things] were peaceful, and tranquil from all war and rumor of war. But now, since [it] was established [constaret] that huge forces of the Israelites were already present, [and] had lately produced the greatest slaughters of the Amorites, and had occupied the whole region — all [things] were more suspect. So that, with so great a number, foreigners and unknown [men], [it is] no [wonder] that they should be judged spies, [and] could not advance — since even these two were apprehended. Then, they [the Mosaic twelve] were sent from the whole people, to survey the whole land and nation, and studiously to contemplate [it]; but these [are sent] only to a nearby city and neighboring place. And twelve were those, because [they were] chosen tribe-by-tribe [tributim], and delegated [emandati]. But to send one [only] was — as to suspicions indeed and dangers — safer; but not as to the faith [reliability] and dexterity of the exploration. For two see more than one; they remember all [things] better, weigh [them] more accurately, confer more certainly among themselves, deliberate and speak about them. And by two [it is] more believed than by one. And in the very journeys they mutually excite [rouse], teach, [and] confirm each other. "Better [it] is, therefore," says Ecclesiastes ch. 4:9, "that two be together than one. For they have the emolument [profit] of their society. If one shall fall, he shall be supported by the other. Woe to the solitary [one], because when he shall have fallen, he has none to lift him up." And Aristotle teaches [it], Ethics bk. 8 at the beginning; and his own Master [Doctor] Plato,
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—in the Protagoras: [that] firmer and better sentences [decisions] are decided by more [men] than by one. Whence that Homeric [saying], [praised] by Cicero, bk. 9 ad Familiares and bk. 9 ad Atticum, is praised so often: σύν τε δύ᾽ ἐρχομένω [syn te dy' erchomenō, "two going together" — Iliad 10.224] — which, because it agrees most with this place, I will report in the Latin verses from Iliad 10. For, to explore what the Trojans were contriving against the Greeks, Diomedes offers himself of his own accord — a youth and robust — but so, that he postulates [demands] these [conditions] of a companion:

"But to me, if some other should come [as] companion, that one would be a solace; and there would be at the same time greater confidence, if two go joined together. Then this one perceives before that one, if anything needs to be done. But he who [is] alone and one — although he perceive [it], yet [his] mind [is] slower, and his counsel thin [meager]." [Iliad 10.222–226.]


Question III. Who, then, were these same spies?

Who indeed these two spies were is not handed down to memory [recorded]. Since, however, the names of all those whom Moses once had sent off to the same duty are published, Num. 13, Masius gives the causes [reasons] why [these are not]: because these [were] Joshua's, sent by Joshua alone, [while] the Mosaic [ones] by the whole people; these [were] obscure men, those clear [famous] and primary [chief]; these did nothing memorable — neither in a good, nor in a bad part; but those [did], either by a notable crime and destruction, or [were] most conspicuous by preeminent faith and religion. But these causes are either not apt enough, or even false. For — as [when] the names of legates [envoys] are kept silent, or brought forth — what does it matter whether they be sent by a people or by a Commander [Emperor], and whether they be primary [chief] or not? But [that] nothing memorable [was] done by these — when about them, in this very chapter, such preeminent [things] are to be said — who would believe [it]? Nor yet, besides the divine will (which subducted [withheld] those names by the pen of this writer [author]), have I anything to bring forth. But [that] they were Caleb and Phinehas hands down R. Salomo [Rashi] and two other Rabbis — who say [that] one of these spies was an Angel. For thus they sometimes speak about Phinehas. Masius denies [that] these spies [were angels], because — the enemies' minds being now excited and intent — the Commander would not be willing to object [expose] so great forces to so great a danger. But in arduous and great matters, are not [those] most apt to be chosen — [even with] every thought of the dangers cast before [them]? Are not, in Xenophon, Cyropaedia [bk.] 16, men illustrious in dignity [chosen as] most fit for exploring? Scipio Africanus indeed, [when] occasion was seized of sending a legation to Syphax, ordered tribunes and most-chosen centurions to go with Laelius in the habit [dress] of slaves — [those] whose care [it was] to perceive [scout] the royal forces — says [Livy] bk. 1[30], ch. 7. Frontinus, who also (ch. 1) adds: "of these: 1. Statorius, because he had rather often been in the same camp, and certain of the enemies seemed to recognize [him] — by Laelius, for the sake of concealing his condition, as a slave [he was] chastised with a staff." Q. Fabius Maximus, in the Hetruscan [Etruscan] war (the words of the same Frontinus are in the same [book], ch. 2), "when [things] were still unknown to the Roman leaders, [seeking] more sagacious ways of exploring, ordered his brother, Fabius Caeso, skilled in the Hetruscan tongue, to penetrate the Ciminian forest in Hetruscan dress." Behold — these [men] spare not men of highest dignity, and of closest necessitude [kinship], [their] kinsmen and brethren, that they may well consult the common good — and will Joshua be more timid [pavidior]? He reproved — as if I would do [the same] — the Greek Poet [Homer's] Agamemnon, because to Diomedes, seeking a companion of the exploration, he would advise [suaserit] that he choose the best indeed, but added, "if he be not of the royal stock" — because, namely, ἔδεισε περὶ ξανθῷ Μενελάῳ [edeise peri xanthō Menelaō, "he feared for fair-haired Menelaus" — Iliad 10.240], that is, [Agamemnon] feared lest into the fellowship of the danger there be taken [associated]—
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—the Atrides [Agamemnon], whom he held most dear, [his] brother Menelaus. What [of the fact] that, of their own accord, men [who are] princes [chief], and each of the strongest, demand [deposcunt] such [dangerous] roles for themselves? When, in the most desperate affairs of the Achaeans, in the dead of night, with the greatest danger of life, that Tydides — Diomedes — had heard [that] a spy was being sought by Nestor, at once he himself [offered]:

Νέεσθαί μ᾽ ὀτρύνει κραδίη καὶ θυμὸς ἀγήνωρ / ἀνδρῶν δυσμενέων δῦναι στρατὸν ἐγγὺς ἐόντα.
[Neesthai m' otrynei kradiē kai thymos agēnōr / andrōn dysmeneōn dynai straton engys eonta, "My heart and manly spirit urge me to go, to plunge into the host of the hostile men [that is] near" — Iliad 10.220–221.]

And after he had said these [things], and others, did not

Οἵ ἔθελον Διομήδεϊ πολλοὶ ἕπεσθαι;
[Hoi ethelon Diomēdei polloi hepesthai, "many wished to follow Diomedes" — Iliad 10.227]

—[did not many wish to follow] him [as companions]? And among these [were] the servants of Mars [Ares]: the two Ajaxes, and Meriones, and the Nestorides [son of Nestor], and Menelaus, and Ulysses [Odysseus]? Whoever, therefore, shall have reckoned with himself the virtue of Caleb and Phinehas — [their] greatness of mind and zeal — [would] easily persuade himself [that] these [were] in nothing inferior to those poetic heroes, and more appetent [eager] of dangers, for the utility of the whole nation, and for GOD [and] religion; and therefore [Abulensis] embraces that opinion of R. Salomo [Rashi], [as do] Abulensis and all the old Rabbis in [i.e. cited by] Tanchuma. And I would most willingly embrace the same, if [things] which somewhat distract me from it were aptly resolved [into] two [points]. First [Vnum]: Phinehas's and Caleb's praises are recounted, Ecclesiasticus ch. 45 [and] 46; and in these [passages], of this exploration — [which was] nonetheless of [such] magnitude of danger, of Rabbah faith [?], and of safety, [and] most noble by the fruit [benefit] of the whole people — [there is] no word at all. It can be responded: [that] not all [things] of all [persons] whose praises are woven there are commemorated, but from these [only] the chief [things] are tasted, and moderately touched — so much so that not even that notable legation of Phinehas to the returning Transjordanian tribes [is mentioned], of which below ch. 22 [it will be] referred. The other [Alterum], which more retains [holds] me, is the authority of the 70 Interpreters, who here — and below ch. 6 v. 23 — say [that] these two spies were νεανίσκοι [neaniskoi]. For this Greek word avails [means] "adolescents [adolescentulos], little youths [iuvenculos]," or certainly "adolescents" or "youths [iuvenes]," as when our [interpreter] renders [it] Acts 2:17 and Joel 2:28, "your young men [iuvenes] shall see [visions]" — where in Greek [it is] νεανίσκοι. But at this time Caleb was 80 years old, as [is] had below, ch. 14:7 & 10. How, then, [is] he himself a νεανίσκος? Masius responds: "By that word [the 70] wished to signify rather the audacity of those men, and [their] strenuousness, than the youthful age, I esteem." But I confess [that] a reason [account] of strength, audacity, and strenuousness can be had in that word, and in its cognate νεανίας [neanias] — not of age only, as in my St. Paul, Num. 18, I said once, and [as] is patent from Josephus in [his] Life, and bk. 4 ch. 30; [and] from Lipsius in [his] Epistolic Questions, q. 1; and from those [things] which above, bk. 1 ch. 6 quest. 1, [were] handed down. Nay, even "youth" [iuventutem] by Galen — who circumscribes [defines] it [as] the 25th and 36th year of age — is called τῶν νεανίσκων ἡλικίαν [tōn neaniskōn hēlikian, "the age of the neaniskoi"], as against Valeriola the Physician Fuchsius proves, bk. 1 sect. 3. But I do not esteem [that] either in scripture or in other writings [it] is anywhere found, that [those] who have already passed settled age, and have entered old age of 60, 70, or 80 years — even if in mind keen and in body vigorous and strong (as below, ch. 14, of Caleb we read) — [that] these, simply and without any addition, are called νεανίσκοι. Therefore these spies were "youths" [iuvenes] — or, as in the Hebrew and Latin [it] is, "men [Viri], robust, strenuous," and such as, for exploring, Menelaus required in the cited Poet: θρασυκάρδιος [thrasykardios, "bold-hearted"]. For thus here the Hebrew name is to be taken, R. Kimhi advises,
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—and of the Latin [word] Tullius [Cicero] said [that "man," vir, derives] "from man, virtue [a viro virtus]." But the other of them [alter] — both through these gifts of body and of mind, and through age — could be Phinehas. And this opinion seems afterward to have rather smiled upon [pleased] Abulensis himself, ch. 6, after q. 54. But that Phinehas was truly an Angel, [as] the Rabbins say, [is] scarcely worthy of refutation. For how could he be the son of Eleazar, [and] how [the] father himself of the other sons? But [John Baptist] Gramaye cites, in [his] bk. on Israel q. 51, Philo writing [that] these legates [spies] were Cenez [Kenaz] and Seceniamias [?]. And of Cenez indeed it is said, ch. 1 of Judges; but Seceniamias — who [is he]? And who [is] the publisher of these [names]? Not Philo, but Pseudo-Philo.

At the beginning [Initio] of this chapter, both those [points] are noted. First, they are said [to be] sent from Setim, of which place [it was] said in Exodus, [it being] the last station [mansio]. Only Josephus is now to be reconciled [concordandus]. For he likewise, bk. 5, [says the Israelites set out] from Abila, whence he says [they] set out for the Jordan, and he insinuates [that] these [spies] were sent [from there]. But Abila, in Coelesyria, is placed by Ptolemy toward the north much higher [farther] than [the point] to which the Israelites had already ascended. [It is] to be said, from St. Jerome (bk. On the [Hebrew] Places), [that] there are various Abilas. Whence also that [Abila] which is objected [as] more northern, for distinction from the rest — both by Ptolemy and by St. Luke ch. 3 — is called Abila of Lysanias [Abila Lysaniae]. But all [of them], from Abel — when it signifies "a plain" — take [their] name. And therefore in Josephus "from Abila" avails [means] "from the plains [campestribus] of Moab," which are the same as Setim.

But whither [Quo] they were sent, the very words of Joshua show, v. 1: "Go, and consider the land, and the city [of] Jericho." By "the land" is understood not all Canaan, as Cajetan thinks, but its nearest part, in which was — and which of all the cities occurred [came] first — Jericho: as [is clear] of it from v. 3 here. But this [region] Josephus described, bk. 4 ch. 27 [Jewish War], and says [it] was in a plain; but [that] on its western side — namely, between it and Jerusalem — a thin [meager], unfruitful, very long mountain lay [incubuisse], on account of which, in the preceding chapter, he had said τὴν ἀντικρὺς Ἱεροσολύμων ὀρεινήν [tēn antikrys Hierosolymōn oreinēn, "the hill-country over against Jerusalem"] — that is, "the mountainous land which is in the region of Jerusalem," where [are] robberies and very many slaughters, as he signifies bk. 16 [Antiquities]; [and so] Strabo, and D. Jerome on Matt. 20, and in Paula's Epitaph. Whence that [man] who was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho, Luke 10, "fell among robbers, and by them was despoiled and grievously wounded." And D. Jerome, in the Epitaph of Paula: "…she went down to Jericho, and saw the place Adommim, which is interpreted 'of blood [sanguinum],' because much blood was there shed by the frequent incursions of robbers." But in the foot of these mountains, where they look toward the west, [is] that desert in which CHRIST the Lord is established to have fasted 40 days, Matt. 4, [it] is handed down. Hence, indeed, by the inhabitants it is called quarantana [Quarantania]. But in the other foot of the same [mountains], where it looks toward the east, is that noble spring which — 4 Kings [2 Kings] 2 — was sweetened [dulcoratum] and made fruitful by Elisha, as we shall hear from this same Josephus. And on the same eastern side of the city Jericho [is] the μεσιάς [mesias — reading uncertain] — or "level field" [planus ager] — up to the Jordan, of fruitfulness and amenity [pleasantness] once the greatest, on account of which Pliny bk. 5 ch. 14 says Jericho [was] "planted with palm-groves [palmites], watered by springs." Tacitus, Histories bk. 5: "[The crops] exuberate [abound] in Judea [beyond] those — and, besides them, balsam and palms." Thus Strabo bk. 17; D[ominus] Radziwiłł, epist. 2, fol. 106: "Around Jericho," he says, "of all provision [annona], of fruits—"
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—of dates [dactyli] especially, and of similar medicinal [fruits], to which the warm temperature of the sky is friendly; and of wine [there is] the greatest abundance. And afterward: "Although this Jerusalem be distant only six miles directly [per directum] from here [Jericho] — [Jerusalem] which has many date-trees round about — yet fruits of this kind do not ripen there (at Jerusalem); but here [at Jericho] they come to full maturity. There is had here a tree [called] spalatum [?], which is estimated at the greatest price, and needs a most warm temperature of the air; as also the roses of Jericho [rosae hierichuntinae], whose use marvelously confers to easier childbirth for women. All fruits and crops come forth here two weeks earlier than at Jerusalem. Nor [is it] a wonder, for here are such immense heats that hence, to those seeking Jerusalem, the sky may seem far colder — where the air [is] likewise more salubrious, and the nights not excessively [oppressive]." And Josephus, [in] the cited place: "Of the palms," he says, "which are irrigated by that spring of Elisha, there are several kinds, differing among themselves in taste and appellation. Of these, [those] which are fatter [pinguiores], if they be pressed [calcentur], emit even copious honey [mel], not much worse than any other. And the region [is] a nurse [altrix] of the year. It bears also opobalsamum [balsam-juice], which indeed [is] most excellent; and among the fruits which are born here, also Cyprum [henna]" — (Some say this is a tree which in Italy is called by the word ligustrum [privet], Pliny bk. 12 ch. 25.) — "and myrobalanum: [so] that — that nothing may be erred — [he] who said this [to be] a divine little region [regiuncula], in which the rarest and most beautiful [things] are copiously produced [spoke rightly]. For, by the grace of the fruits of others also which are in the same [region], no clime of the whole orb of lands can easily be compared with it; so much, and with great profit [faenus], does it repay what has been cast into it and sown." And before Josephus, Strabo, [in] the cited book: "Jericho," he says, "is a plain [planities] enclosed round about by mountains, which nevertheless in some place incline to that theatre-form [amphitheatre-shape]. Here indeed is a palm-grove [palmetum], having mixed into [it] also other material [growth], both mild [mansuetam] and fruitful; abounding indeed in palms to the length of a hundred stadia, wholly irrigated, and full of dwellings. There also is the royal [seat], and the balsam-paradise [balsami paradisus]; which [balsam] is in great price, because it comes forth only there" — teaches (although from it Masius cites another [reading]), a few [words] interjected, Strabo. And again, in these words, Pliny bk. 12 ch. 26: "To all odors is preferred balsam [balsamum], granted to the one land of Judea." Justinus bk. 36: "The wealth [Opes] of the nation (of the Jews) grew from the revenues [vectigalia] of opobalsamum, which is produced [gignitur] only in these regions." But because the heretics abuse these testimonies for elevating [them as] material for the confirmation of a sacrament, [it] is to be added [that] those authors spoke of it [as] what either in those times [it] was, or [as they] had heard [it] to be, or [spoke] of the regions which they know. Otherwise [see] Masius [in] this place, Lipsius in bk. 5 of Tacitus, Bellonius bk. 2 Observations ch. 39, Thomas Bozius On the Signs of the Church — all, who go to Egypt in our age, affirm balsam to grow there also; and Dioscorides once affirmed [it] of old, and in Palladius's Epithalamium, Claudian:

"The gems, others, throughout the whole [cask] covered with balsam, / to pour forth from the hard cask, which the companion, with the nail [ungue], / the Nile-ish [Niliacus] bark [cortex], with [its] fat, sweats out [desudat] by a wound." [Claudian — corrupt verses on balsam-tapping.]

Nay, in a hand-written epistle of a certain Marcus Antonius Ambazari [?], an Armenian, to the most Reverend Cardinal Julius Antonius Santorius, I read [of] a marvelous ceremony and concourse of Christians at Ezmiazim [Etchmiadzin] of Armenia, and of the patriarchal and primary [chief] see of all its churches—
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—[that,] at single quadrennia [four-year intervals] or quinquennia, Chrism is confected [made], and to it is applied balsam, which is called "Egyptian" [balsam] — because at this time true balsam is not thought to grow except in Egypt, and its place [the garden] is besieged [guarded] by the Turks with most diligent custody. Yet the most illustrious Duke of Olyka [Radziwiłł], epist. 3, fol. 184 & 205, hands down [that] these balsam-trees have now dried up [exaruisse] in Egypt; but [that] from them others [have been] transplanted, by Suleiman procuring [it], into Arabia Felix, so that thence [there] is now had a great supply of it — so much so that [he] brought back not a little of it with himself into Poland. But that it grows in India too [is] now a matter ascertained, and balsam sent thence [I] have seen more than once — although certain accidents [incidental features] be a little diverse, as is wont to happen in various kinds of wines. But because, [at] Isaiah 38, by R. Salomo [Rashi] and other Rabbis, and by Arias Montanus, [balsam] is called par excellence "the ointment [unguentum]," I am easily led into that opinion — that it was therefore called balsamon as if baal schemen [בַּעַל שֶׁמֶן], that is, "prince of ointment," or "lord of ointments [unguentorum dominus]." For to that [passage] Canticles 7 — "The mandrakes gave [their] odor" — R. Elias Levita, from the Targum, says in [his] Thisbi: "A sweet odor was before me, like the odor of balsam; the ointment is very sweet, nor is found an odor better than it itself; and by another name it is called apharsemon [אֲפַרְסְמוֹן]." The Anonymous Animadversor of Clusius carps [criticizes], in twofold [manner], the Bellonius cited before. First, as if he [Bellonius] were asserting [that] there was no balsam-grove [balsametum] in Jericho. Secondly, that [Bellonius says] balsam was planted by the Soldans [Sultans]. But the former [the Animadversor] does not assert that: "Unless," he says, "we ourselves had seen the balsam-plant, we would incline into almost that opinion — [that balsam] was never cultivated on the plains of Jericho." As to the latter, indeed, Bellonius only refers [reports] that which was [just] now noted from the most illustrious Radziwiłł: [namely] that, when the Cairene balsam-grove had dried up, by the care of the Soldans and the Bassas [Pashas] set over Egypt, a new one [novelletum] was substituted [suffectum]. But Masius esteems that plain [to be] — from Josephus bk. [—], ch. [—] — handed down [to be] long by a space of about 70 stadia, and wide indeed 20. But this Josephus handed down not of the plain, but of the flux [flow] and irrigation of the Elisaean spring. For when he was speaking about it, he subjoined: καὶ μὲν ἔπεισιν ἑβδομήκοντα σταδίων μῆκος [kai men epeisin hebdomēkonta stadiōn mēkos, "and indeed it runs over a length of seventy stadia"], etc.; and of the same [thing] he adds: ἐπιτρέφει τε ἐν αὐτῷ [epitrephei te en autō, "and it nourishes in it"] — namely the πεδίον [pedion, "plain"] — παραδείσους καλλίστους [paradeisous kallistous, "most beautiful gardens/paradises"]. And in the same place Josephus testifies otherwise [that] that city [is] distant from Jerusalem 150 stadia, [and] from the Jordan only 60. Nor about this latter distance do they differ from Josephus, the Talmudists in the tractate Yoma [Ioma]; but about the former — [reckoning] from Jerusalem up to Jericho — they establish 10 perasot [פַּרְסָאוֹת], that is, parasangs. But to one parasang R. Salomo [Rashi] attributes 4 miles, so that a parasang would contain 32 stadia; or, if [reckoned] of the shorter parasangs which Masius thinks Xenophon uses in the Anabasis of Cyrus, 29 stadia. And thus, by that former reckoning of the larger parasangs, there would be between Jerusalem and Jericho 320 stadia; by the latter, which is of the smaller [parasangs], 290. The most illustrious Duke, cited before, epist. 2 fol. 106, says [that] Jericho [is] distant from Jerusalem — if a direct route be held — 6 miles; and fol. 104, [that it is distant] from the Jordan one and a half, or a little more.

I will add yet something small [exiguum] about the name [of Jericho]. In our Interpreter [the Vulgate], Hiericho [is] indeclinable — as of Rages in Tobit I said, ch. 1. In Ptolemy, and Pliny [in] the cited places, [it] is Hierichus—
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—of Jericho [hierichuntis], as [of] Emmaus; in Strabo, Hiericus similarly; in Josephus, Ierico (and Dido [?]) bk. 4 ch. 28, and Hiericus in the same place ch. 26 & 27, and bk. 5 Antiquities ch. 1; likewise D. Jerome, bk. On the Hebrew Places, [under] the word Galgala. But it is derived either from luna [the moon] — which in Hebrew is called iareach [יָרֵחַ] — because the Jericho-plain imitates the not-yet-full, or diminished [crescent], form of this [moon]; or, as it seems to Gorionides Josephus [Josippon] ch. 51, from the best and most fragrant odor which its palms, and opobalsam and xylobalsam, pour forth. For to the Hebrews odor is reiach [רֵיחַ], as [to] the Germans richen [riechen]; and then, when [Hebrew] is wont to form proper names — Isaac, Jehovah, and the like — the letter iod [י] would be prefixed. From luna [the moon] I would prefer [it] chiefly: 1. because that [derivation] the ancients rather hand down — at Luke 10, and Nazianzen orat. 4 On Theology, D. Chrysostom hom. on him who [fell] among robbers and hom. On the Anathema, Basil in some places of scripture, and others. 2. because thus not even the iod [need] be fetched extrinsically [imported artificially]. 3. because in Italy, in Strabo bk. 5, we read also a city Ἄλουνα [Aluna (?)], among us Lüneburg, and everywhere that Italian Luna. 4. because, either on account of the form of this [town's] flatness, or for another cause, Jericho was most attended by divine honors of the moon [luna], as below [it will be] said, q. 5 p. 2. In Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 3 it is called "city of odor and of the moon" [urbs odoris & lunae], because the Phoenix, or palm, is sacred to the moon. But what Suidas says — ἱερικοντία τείχη [a corrupt Greek gloss in the scan] — why [it] is [so] said, I do not see. For by Ptolemy it is written ἱεριχοῦς [Ierichous], and ἱεριχοῦντα τείχη [Ierichounta teichē, "Jericho-walls"]; why can they not be said? But whether those walls [moenia] were sevenfold [septemplicia], as [it] seemed to some, below [it will be] inquired. These [things] now about the city — of which [there is] such frequent mention thereafter, and often in other scriptures, [things] which may be noted — have been examined.


Question V. When were the spies sent?

Here [is] a great contest [Certamen]. First, Abulensis — [on] this ch. 2 quest. 8 & 9 & 11, [and] ch. 4 q. 2 — thinks [that] immediately after Moses [was] mourned [eluctum], and the discourse [was] had by Joshua with God, before the preparation for the march indicted [proclaimed in] ch. 1, these legates [spies] were sent — namely, on the first or second day of nisan [ניסן], or the first Month, of the year 41 from the Egyptian exit. Secondly, Masius, ch. 1 & 3: [they were] sent before Moses [was] mourned, [before] God's discourse and the indicted march; nay — what [is] more — even before this [they had] also returned. But whether in the same month in which [Moses] died, or in the following, and likewise on what day of that month, never (as far as I have seen) does he explain from his own opinion. Thirdly, more openly, ch. 2, Cajetan: "It is plain," he says, "the spies were sent before the preparation of the people was promulgated. But on how many days they were sent before, is uncertain — although it be certain that they were sent before." Fourthly, one of the Jews, Ralbag [Gersonides], thinks [that] on the same day on which the preparation was ordered, these spies could be sent out; and that [view] both he himself sufficiently copiously, and also Masius, discusses. Fifthly, the same Masius also shows [that] to Christians it can be seen [held] [that] the preparation [was] promulgated on the 3rd of Nisan, and on the same day were sent out [those] who should spy out the city.

That in all [things] truth may conquer, there seems [to be] a fourfold [quadruplex] comparison to be instituted about this time. First, while the spies' mission is compared to Moses's mourning [luctus] — whether, namely, [it was] made before this [was] finished, or after — and about this I assent to Abulensis rather than to the Rabbis. For [it is] not likely [that], before the Lord excited a new Commander [Joshua] to the crossing of the Jordan, he would so [devote] his
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—cares and cogitations, as to see to all exploration [matters]. But that excitation [of Joshua] happened after the mourning's end, ch. 1 quest. 1. Then, if Joshua were to send spies before the outcome of the Mosaic mourning, he would seem to have less of honor for the dead Moses — since he would both give himself over to cares which could be deferred so long as they can [be], and would abstract [draw away] some of his own Israelites (though few) from quiet, [and] implicate [them] in journeys and dangers not yet necessary — against q. 4:12, ch. 1. The other comparison [Altera comparatio] is to the indiction [proclamation] of the preparation — whether the spies' mission was made before it, or after, or at the same time with it. And it seems [that it was] first, [and] not made after [it]. Because [it] would seem [the mark] of a little-prudent Leader to indict the marching-out somewhat, and then first destine [assign] spies thither; [and] then hardly could enough of days be found for their going, return, and hiding, as below [it will be] patent. 3. No one — whom indeed I have been allowed to see — asserts this very thing. Secondly. It can conveniently be said [that it was] made before that indiction, and yet after the mourning — because it is uncertain to whom [it belongs], for the conjunction of these two, [and] to whom [it is] to be denied. On [this] the cited Rabbis rely [as their] foundation. For thus they dispute: Moses died in the 40th year, in the last month, on the seventh day. Therefore up to the 10th day of the following first month [Nisan] there are 33 days. Therefore, [if] 30 days of mourning be subtracted, there will remain only three — which do not suffice for the going, return, and hiding of the spies. Therefore necessarily [they] must have set out before the mourning [was] finished, and before the indiction. But, as I showed beneath the end of the Pentateuch, some even of the Rabbins think Moses died in the penultimate month, and indeed on its third or fourth day; others [say] in the last month, but on the first or seventh day — as [do] the Christians. Meanwhile I will omit the opinion of those who, in [their] martyrologies, place his death on September 4th. Then, [suppose] Moses died on February 7th; [it] is not certain [that] between the crossing of the Jordan and Moses's death there were only 33 days. For if — as they themselves will [hold] — the months then were not equal, it could be that January then was of 29 days, and therefore February of 30 days. And therefore the days from Moses's death up to the crossing (inclusively — as they themselves, the Rabbins, do, always taking all [things]) would be 34 days. And thus one day before the indicted march, those [spies] could go, and on the same day go out from Jericho, and hide in the mountains — and that would be the first day of hiding [latebrae]. They would have stayed [hidden] there the next day [postridie], which was the first of the indiction; and on the third day, which was the second of the indiction, still a little while there they would have stayed; on the same day they would have returned. For all these [things], if — as below [it will be] patent — the length of the places [distances] and the common manner of acting be considered, could have been done. For ἐντὸς ὀλίγου [entos oligou (?), "within a short [time]"] they had hidden that triduum [three-day space]. 2. Elsewhere I have already said [that] it seems [that] at that time all the months were equal, and all of 30 days; but [that on] the last, which is called Adar [אֲדָר] or February, five [days], for constituting the fixed reckoning of their years, [were] epacts, or adjoined [added in]. Whence it happens that — whatever opinion about Moses's death one pleases to follow, and whether we take the termini inclusively or exclusively — [there is] enough of time for the spies to be sent after the completion of the mourning, and before the indiction of the journey. For let us take [it that] Moses died on February 7th; there will be from the same Month 23 residual days; let there be added to them the epacts—
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—to them the epacts, 5: there will be 28. Let there be added, from the first month of the following year, 9 days: there will be 37 days. The termini excluded [but] included, 39. From 37 let there be taken the 30 days of mourning: there remain seven, or nine. From these let there be taken the three days of the indiction: there remain 4, or 6, before the indiction. If, therefore, [with] 34 days posited before the crossing of the Jordan, and only one day posited before the indiction, for all [things] which are narrated about the exploration there was enough of time — how much more if from Moses's death the days be 37 or 39, and before the preparation is indicted [there] be given 4 or 6? But much more time do those opinions concede which assert Moses [to have] died earlier. Strongly [valde], therefore, as I said, it can conveniently be asserted [that] both after the mourning and before the indiction of the preparation the spies [were] sent. Thirdly, it can also conveniently be said [that] the spies [were] sent on the same [day] at the same time [as] the Israelites [were] admonished about the preparation. 1. because Josephus so teaches, bk. 5 ch. 1, while he narrates [that] the spies were away for one and the same triduum, and [that] the people [in the same triduum] prepared itself. 2. because either the indiction will be made [in such a way] that the day of the indiction be not a part of the indicted triduum itself — and thus it would be the same as that which was said before, about the four days after the mourning before the crossing — or [the indiction-day] be a part [of it]; and thus, on the first day the spies would have set out, and gone out of Jericho, [and] begun to hide; the following day [they were] wholly hidden; also at the beginning of the third day following [hidden], and then returned. Fourthly. Out of all these, to me [it] seems more likely [that] the spies [were] sent before the indicted preparation, and indeed according to that explanation which sets [them] at minimum 37 or 39 days before the crossing of the Jordan. 1. because more conveniently, and more properly, all [things] which about the time are here handed down can be explained. 2. because in the last opinion — which sets the spies sent on the same day [as] the preparation promulgated — if a part of the promulgated triduum be reckoned [as] the day of promulgation, the spies do not return before the departure from Setim; and thus ch. 3's beginning does not cohere with ch. 2's end. But in that [opinion] to which I rather assent, there is only a prolepsis of narration, and ch. 3 coheres with ch. 2, and [there] is enough for all the [matters] of time. The third comparison [Tertia comparatio] could be to the year; but of it below, when [it will be treated] of the crossing of the Jordan. The third [comparison], therefore, now let it be to the month. If Moses died in January, the spies could be sent in February; if in February — and indeed on the 7th, as the Jews' calendar has [it] — they seem [to have been] sent in April, or the following Nisan. For before April, even if those 5 days [epacts be] added and be numbered, the end of mourning is not imposed, since that [mourning] lasted all 30 days, [and] in that February only 24 days would be left; to which if 5 days be added, they are only 29. The fourth and last comparison is to the day of this month. But [it is] more probable [that] the same spies [were] sent on the second [day] of April itself, or Nisan. First, because on the first day [Moses's] mourning had its end, and therefore not on the very Neomenia [New-Moon] were the spies sent. And since Joshua knew the time of crossing to be at hand — [being] now excited and corroborated by God to that [end], and [with] a whole space of 30 days for [thinking about] the manner of crossing — [he] could think various [things]: who would doubt but that he then thought, of all [things] first, [that] spies [were] to be sent? And who would deny [it], since prudently
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—he had cogitated [that] he gave [it] effect as soon as [it] was allowed? 2. because thus more conveniently is explained the time of their setting-out, hiding, and return. For they set out, for example, on that [day] — the second [day] of the month Nisan — for Jericho, and thence in the evening they went out, and began to hide in the mountains. And thence to the following evening of the third day was one day; thence to the evening of the fourth day, the second [day]; thence to the evening of the fifth day, the third [day]. And then, either at once, or in the morning of the sixth day of the month, from their departure, on the fourth [day] they returned. On the seventh day of the month was made the promulgation. On the same day, and the following eighth [day, was] the preparation; on the ninth day, the departure to the Jordan itself; and that was the third day of the preparation. On the tenth day, the crossing over the Jordan.

But in these last days there is one difficulty which properly pertains to ch. 3. Yet I add [that] it can also truly be said [that] that evening of the second day was the first day of hiding, [that] day 3 was the second of hiding, [that] day 4 [was] begun [and] was the third of hiding, and the same was the day of returning — as some of the Hebrews think, [and] Masius, and I below p. 2 q. 22 — or [that they] returned on the fifth day. On the sixth day [was] made the promulgation, and the same day 6 was the first of preparation; day 7 the second; the eighth, third; and on the ninth day likewise [the departure] to the Jordan, which on the 10th day they crossed. Only [Tantum] there is one difficulty: whether, on the same [day] on which they entered Jericho, they also went out on the same [day]. But of this quest. 7 below; and [it] scarcely impedes the calculation. And therefore this whole chapter about the spies, if the order of time were held, would be to be subjoined to the 9th verse of the first chapter, and set before the 10th; but the third chapter [would be] to be attached to the last verse of the first chapter. But the order of time [is] not retained, because Joshua wished to embrace, in one thread of narration, [the things] which he did publicly after the divine colloquy; but, in one other narration, [something] which [he did] privately and secretly [clam] [from] the people. But he wished this because — "the mission of the spies," says Cajetan, "proceeded from Joshua by human counsel, but the promulgation of the preparation proceeded from divine revelation. But fitting it was that the beginning of the book of Joshua's deeds should have [its start] from the divine disposition, and [that] what had been done by human counsel should be subjoined." Moreover, out of these are had those [things] which, [in] the preceding chapter, in the prior preparation, quest. 4, were sought. There is had also the preterite [past-tense] verb from which — Hebraically, Greekly, and Latinly — this chapter begins, [and which is] rightly expounded by the pluperfect: "He had sent [Miserat] therefore" — although the first Hebrew particle could be turned not only "therefore [igitur]," but also "and [&]," as by the 70 [it] is turned.


Question VI. In what manner were the spies sent?

By the word which they say [use], the Hebrew responds [that] they were sent חֶרֶשׁ [cheresh, "secretly, silently"] — which today is omitted by the 70; others, in the royal Bibles [Polyglots], turned [it] κρυφῇ [kryphē, "secretly"]; our [Vulgate renders it] "in secret [in abscondito]." "It is not," [says] Cajetan, "everywhere clear whether this mission be written [as being] clandestine relatively to the people of Israel, or relatively to the garments and exterior signs of the spies. For each [Vtrumque] can be understood." But this whole [matter], whatever it is, will be illustrated, if we advert [notice] what the expositions of the various [interpreters] are, and about them, what is to be thought. But those [expositions] I find [to be] fivefold [quinas] — from, namely, the five notions [meanings] of that Hebrew name. The first exposition is Ralbag's [Gersonides's], who says these were sent [as] spying-out [explorantes]—



(col. 331)

—cogitation [cogitatio] — that is, [that] they were spies of the hostile cogitations and machinations. Because the verb charas [חָרַשׁ] avails [means] sometimes "to machinate [machinari]," Proverbs ch. 3:29, ch. 6:13 & 16, ch. 14:22; and [that] these explored nothing else than with what mind the enemies were, but not the situations of places, the city's bulwarks, and the like — but only those [things] which they heard in Rahab's own house. The second [exposition], of certain old Rabbins in [i.e. cited by] Tanchuma: [that] there were sent "artificer-spies" [exploratores opifices], or — as by the vulgar even of the Germans it is called by name — Abulensis calls [them] "masters [magistros]," not any [craftsmen] whatever, but (from the same Hebrew) "Fabers [Fabri, craftsmen]," who are either "smiths [Ferrarii]," as 1 [Sam.] 13:18, Isaiah 44:12; or "wood-workers [lignarii]," as the same Isaiah 44:13; or "stone-workers [lapidarii]," Exod. 28:11 — [namely] that they carried, so to speak, workmen's tools and garments, and simulated themselves [to be] men of a craft of this kind. The third, of the same [Rabbins] in the same Tanchuma, and Radak [Kimhi]: [that] they carried earthen [fictiles] pots and potsherds [testae], lest they be recognized; for this too that word signifies. The fourth, of the old Rabbins on [the commentary on] Ruth, of Radak on [—], and of R. Salomo [Rashi] and of Lyra: [that] these [spies] simulated deafness [surditas] and muteness [infantia] — nay, even insanity — wholly in the likeness of David, 1 [Sam.] 21, always keeping silence. The fifth: [that] Joshua sent them silently [tacite] and secretly [clam]. But Abulensis wills [it to be] "secretly from the Canaanites [clam Chananaeis]"; Masius, "secretly from the Israelites [clam Israelitis]" — to whom I adjoin myself. First, because [it] seems [that] the text wished wholly to distinguish this mission of spies, by this word, from that which, Num. 13, had been instituted by Moses — the people, namely, asking and demanding [it]. And [it] is confirmed from the dissimilitude of the narration instituted after the return. For the Mosaic [spies] narrated all [things] both to Moses, and to Aaron, and to the whole assembly of the Israelites, Num. 13:27; but these [our spies] are said to have narrated only to Joshua himself, toward the end of this chapter, v. 23. 2. The first four expositions are rejected by the Greeks turning [it] κρυφῇ [kryphē, "secretly"]. 3. The same [expositions] are also repelled, because similarly the Chaldaic Targum [renders it] berathiz [Aramaic — "secretly, covertly, in secret"; reading uncertain]. 4. because the Hebrew word signifies neither the "cogitation" of that first exposition, nor the "artificer [opifex]" or "craft [opificium]" of the second, nor the "earthenware [fictilia]" of the third; and even if the verb charas [חרש] has [meanings] whence these [could] be led, yet [it] is nowhere attributed to that name [the substantive here]. Or the points [vowel-points] would have to be changed here, which the Rabbins themselves posited. For charasch (by cholem & tsere), or charash (by two camets), is "craft" or "craftsman"; and chares, with a point in the left horn [i.e. sin], is "potsherd [testa]," Levit. 6:27, Ps. 21[22]:16, Job 41:20, 4 Kings [2 Kings] 3:26. I hear indeed [that], in our memory, a chief man entered the enemies' camp in the guise of a charcoal-burner [carbonarius] selling coals; another entered Susatum, a city of Westphalia, with earthen vessels. But of these, as I said, nothing here is relevant. 5. If they had simulated deafness, and always kept silent in the likeness of the mute, would they not, by this very [fact], have made themselves more suspect? For that which is added — [that] they simultaneously feigned insanity — is fictitious, since neither does the notion of the Hebrew name import it, nor does the manner of acting permit [it]. For if they were acting [as] demented and insane, how did they always go together [as one]? how [is there] no indication of madness — as in [the case of] David — brought forth, not even from those who indicated their arrival to their King, or sought them at Rahab's? 6. Since
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—charash [חרש] can also mean "to plough [arare]," Judges 14:18, Job 1[?], 1 Kings [1 Sam.] 8:12 — what [is] the cause why the same Rabbins did not equip these [spies] with the scheme [guise] of farmers, and gave them no ploughshare [vomer], threshing-sledge [tribula], or sickle [falx]? Especially since the harvest [messis] was now at hand, and they could have approached as if [as] hired-men [mercenarii] to reap the crops, as among us today happens? 7. Not even in the fifth exposition does that [phrase] "in secret [in abscondito]" seem true, [if] posited so that we should understand [them] having set out "secretly from the Canaanites." For who does not know [that] all spies are sent out secretly from the enemies, and [that] all take care to do this especially — that they be to them as most hidden and most unknown [as possible]? And therefore, when Joshua is said to have sent the spies, [it] was hardly necessary that [it] be narrated [that] he did this [with] the enemies unknowing. [So] rather [it is] to the unknowing and unconsulted Israelites [that] they are signified [to have been] sent by him. Nor does it stand in the way, that the first exposition said [that] these, when they returned, narrated only about the enemies' minds, but not about the cities and places, or [their] situation or bulwarks. For they narrated the enemies' minds broken by fear, as [being] a certain chief and choice [matter], from which a sure hope of victory was shown. Yet [that] about the rest [the spies] were wholly silent, the text does not say; nay rather, [it] indicates [that they] commemorated about these too, v. 23: "They narrated," it says, "all [things] which had happened to them [acciderant sibi]."


Question VII. What is to be learned from this mission?

Besides [Praeter] the mortal [temporal] [things] which pertain to the office of a skilled Leader, or to [general] industry — [a] question which I chiefly expounded [in] the first and second exposition — [there is] never to be spurned that kind of doctrine which contains a useful allegory. To me, therefore, [it] seems [that] our true Joshua, CHRIST the Lord, sends spies in a twofold [bifariam] manner, that he may introduce us into the land of promise: namely, with respect to the whole Church, and to the proper [individual] soul of each of us. And in each mode indeed the Angels themselves are certain spies, even if often invisible, as Origen notes, hom. 3. But in the former mode, before he descended onto these lands from the heavens by [his] domicile [the Incarnation], our Joshua brought [it about] that, for exploring the minds of men, two spies as it were went before — namely, nature [natura], that is νόμος [nomos, "law"], and [the law] of Moses. By each law he perceived [that] the blindness of men was great, [their] infirmity, [their] pravity; he perceived [their] great pride, security [complacency], negligence. And then, that he might bring a remedy for so great evils, the Son of GOD descended. Thus among the Jews he sent ahead also, as spies, the Prophets [and] St. John the Baptist; among the Gentiles, the Sibyls. Nay, even now, when he wills [someone] today to come by faith into a certain region, he sends off before [ablegat] the Apostles, and apostolic-spirited men, to whom is the care of prudently surveying all [things]. By the latter mode, when — through grace and better chrisms [gifts] — he wills to penetrate into our minds, he sends [immittit] certain rays into our minds, and excites our wills by various motions — of fear, or of love, or of any other affection. But there happens, through them, the exploration of our souls. For if we resist [obsistimus], we are rendered unworthy of so great a good; if we yield [cedimus], he comes to us, and remains with us, felicitating [making happy] our souls with various and great gifts. For what [is] this world, and what [is] the sinner's soul, but a certain Jericho [hiericho]? For both this [world] and that [soul] — [with] the exundation [overflowing] of vices, and the perpetual variation and loss of light — [are they] not—
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—[do they] not make [men] lunatics? Do they not corrupt and enervate [with their] amenity, and odors of delights, and excessive loves? But [those] to whom the business of exploring is given, let them chiefly provide two [things]: first, that they be not the vilest and most abject [men], but men [that are] chief and clear [famous] — not as to earthly wealth and dignities, but as to those [things] which notable and solid virtue affords. Let them be chaste in life, upright in morals, praised in reputation, instructed in doctrine, inflamed with zeal — finally, preeminent by the gifts necessary for so great, and so arduous [and] useful, a duty. Then let them not be solitary [solitarii], as far as can be [done]. Elegantly a certain Hebrew [said] אבי לכרי איבי [reading uncertain] — that is, "I alone, not I" [Ego solus, non ego]; and, [in the manner] of our proverbs, "one man, no man" [unus homo, nullus homo]. Therefore also the Lord instituted the college of Apostles, and sent the disciples two-by-two [binos], Luke 10:1 — "before his face, and [into every] place whither he himself was to come" — so that, at least on this account, I can never give sufficiently great thanks to GOD, who deigned to call me into the Society of JESUS his Son, and of our Saviour, immeasurably —

(col. 334, top — Q VII close, cont.)

—[caring] nothing such at all, and [being] wholly unworthy [of it]. But about the utility of the sociable life [socialis vita], D. Bernard treats, serm. 23 on the Canticles; [and] Quintilian bk. 1 ch. 5. And this GOD wholly does always. Secretly from themselves [Clam ipsis], as I said (quest. 6), Joshua sends the spies — because, without all our merit, and without any petition, before all our cogitation, [he] procures all [things] which are to our felicity, calls [us] to faith, applies torches [faces] to the intellect and goads [stimulos] to our will, and largesses [bestows] on us the first grace. Divine Augustine, serm. 106 On the Seasons, interprets the two spies [as] the two [precepts] of the true Joshua — "the precepts of charity," namely toward God and neighbor. Beautifully also the Ordinary Gloss: "Morally," it says, "confessors [confessarii] can be called spies, because they ought diligently to explore the consciences of sinners, and thus they enter the house of the harlot woman — that is, the conscience of the sinful person — which they save [lead back] unto rectitude of morals by their counsels."


Teaching what befell the spies in that exploration (opening)
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Question I. How were the spies able to reach Jericho?

The [things] which could intercept the spies' access into the Jericho-city seem to someone to have been two. One, the Jordan river itself, which — without a huge miracle — the army of the Israelites could not cross, below ch. 3 v. 15–16. The other, [that] of the enemies — the watch-posts [excubiae] and sentinel-outposts [speculae] disposed at the barriers [claustra] of the routes, and the soldiers' stations. For that thus [it] was wont to be done, both military discipline and historical experience teach. To the former, someone might say (as from Abulensis quest. 12 [it] is suggested) [that] perhaps these [spies] too crossed by a divine miracle. For God could dry up the channel [alveus] of the river for them, as once for the Israelites in the Red Sea; and could make firm their steps over its waters, as Matt. 14; [he] could — [he] who would transfer them — either make a fish rise up (as the Gentiles once fabled of Amphion), or any other beast whatever; [he] could suddenly constitute either a ship or a bridge, and finally raise [them] into the air, and — in the likeness of Habakkuk (Daniel 14:35), or of that most chaste Ammon, of whom [is spoken] in the Lives of the Fathers, or (as the Jews indeed trifle) an ark [arca] — transport them; or even [that] they themselves, as if [as] winged [birds] (as the ancient fabulators recount [that] Daedalus did), give [themselves] wings and flight. The Lord could indeed [do] these [things], and many others, much [more] and greater — and especially if the other of the spies, as in the Rabbins' trifles, had been an Angel. But if a miracle of this kind had happened, how would scripture keep silent? how would the spies, now returned, not have narrated [it] before all [things]? For there could be no more accommodated narration for exciting and confirming the minds of all. Therefore the natural manner of crossing [is] to be affirmed, which indeed was either "swimming" [natatus] or rather "wading" [vadatio]. For we read [of] the fords [vada] of the Jordan, Judges 3:28, ch. 12 v. 5, and this ch. 3
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—v. 7. As if [to work out] whence, and how, these [spies] had come to Jericho, the Jerichoites would sniff [them] out; [they] followed them "by the way which leads to the fords of the Jordan." But by those [fords] the whole forces of the Israelites could not afterward wade — because (as below ch. 3 [it will be] said) the river then more vehemently overflowed [exundavit]. And we see, not rarely, [that] by a copiousness of rains, or by the melting of ice and snows, in the space of a very few hours, not the greater rivers [alone], but rivulets and streams [too], so swell [intumescere] — [such] that where before, with almost one step, [it] was allowed to cross, afterward scarcely by little boats [scaphae] is it permitted. And in the praise of strong men we see [it] elsewhere recorded, that, with the same river overflowing, they nevertheless crossed it — 1 Chron. 12:15. But even if to someone, in the Israelites' camp too, [they] could with the same fortitude of mind cross the fords — yet [how] the whole multitude? so many women, little children, cattle? To the latter. If it should please someone even to invent [comminisci] miracles, [God] could [bring] either ἀορασία [aorasia, "non-seeing, blindness"] and blindness — such as Gen. 19:11, 4 Kings [2 Kings] 6:18 we read — or a lethargic sopor [drowsiness], as 1 [Sam.] 29:7; or a Panic terror, as the same book ch. 14 v. 13; or bring forth something similar. But [it] sufficiently appears [that] there was a marvelous either security [complacency], or sloth [desidia], and stupidity of the Jerichoites, who — in so great a proximity of the enemies — did none of those [things] which even the least skill of the military art prescribes. But of this again elsewhere. Meanwhile [note] that [saying] of Polybius bk. 9: ἡ τῶν ἄλλων ἀπειρία μέγιστον ἐφόδιον γίνεται τοῖς ἐμπείροις πρὸς σωτηρίαν [hē tōn allōn apeiria megiston ephodion ginetai tois empeirois pros sōtērian — reading approximate], that is: "The inexperience [imperitia] of others is the greatest viaticum [way-provision], or aid, to the experienced, for prosperity [safety]."


Question II. Rahab — what [is] the name?

There are among the Hebrews two names — רָהָב & רָחָב [Rahab (with he) & Rachab (with cheth)] — which among us Latins and Greeks are sometimes retained by the Hebrew sound, sometimes converted [changed]. When [they] are retained, [it] is thus wont to be written and read—
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—[thus wont to be written], as if [it] were one and the same [name]. Just as here it is in Greek Ῥαάβ [Rhaab], in Latin Raab, so also Ps. 86, where however in Hebrew [it] is Rahab [רָהָב]. But that arises from the same cause from which I said (bk. 1 ch. 2) [that] Jesus [Iesum] arises for Iehosuah [Joshua], and (in the book on the Apostles) John [Ioannem] or Jonas for Iochanan [Yochanan]. For [the Greeks and Latins] hate — as Josephus shows, bk. 1 Antiquities, and in his Life, and likewise tome 5 on John, [and] Origen — the sweeter tongues of the Latins and Greeks [hate] the harsh aspirations of the Hebrews, of which kind is that Raab [רחב], and, in the woman of whom here [it] is treated, the name Rachab [רָחָב]. But when [they] are converted [changed], our Rachab is latitudo [breadth], Job 36:16 and ch. 38:18, Proverbs 2:4; or, as in the Roots [Kimhi's lexicon] Radak wills, [it] is "broad and ample [latus & amplus]." But Raab [רהב] [is] "strength [robur]," and "pride and vanity [superbia & vanitas]," or "robust, proud, and vain," Job 9:13, ch. 26:12, Isaiah 30:7, ch. 51:9, Ps. 39[40]:5, Ps. 86[87]:4, Ps. 88[89]:10. Whence St. Jerome, on Isaiah bk. 9 in ch. 30: "The word," he says, "the Hebrew Rahab — Aquila [renders] ὁρμήν [hormēn], that is, 'impetus and pride'; Symmachus, 'turbation [disturbance]'; the Seventy, μάταια [mataia], that is, 'vanity'; Theodotion translated [it] 'breadth [latitudinem]' — [the word] which is written by three letters, רהב, and [it] is the same which in the Psalms is read: 'I will be mindful of Rahab, and of Babylon knowing me.'" Which words Divine Augustine, on that Psalm, and other ancients, take about our this Raab [Rahab of Jericho]; but the Rabbins, Pagninus, Genebrardus, and almost all the more recent [take] about Egypt — which, on account of the forces and tumor [swelling] of mind, and arrogance, obtained that name — so that the sense [would] be: "I will be mindful of Egypt and of Babylon knowing me," that is, when they shall know me, or when they shall embrace my faith and worship. Or, if [it] please to accede still more properly to the Hebrew with the 70: "I will make Egypt and Babylon to be mindful [as] knowing me," that is, I will bring [it about] that among all who are in my Church, and know me, and profess my worship, the memory of Egypt and Babylon too may flourish — because, namely, as Isaiah 66:28 [it] is promised, they themselves will betake themselves to CHRIST's faith, and the highest study of virtue. And thus about Egypt, Isaiah [in] the cited places always expounds [it] in [his] Commentary, Divine Jerome. Nor yet [is] the exposition of the ancients — for example, of Rupert — in that Psalm-place, about our Rahab, to be spurned. 1. because indeed those two words, Rachab and Rahab, [are] not only in letters, but also in significations, either the same, or exceedingly akin. For that which [is] "broad and ample" is generally "robust and proud," whence among us, of him who [is] proud, [it is] customary: "Er macht sich breit" [German: "he makes himself broad" — i.e. puts on airs]. And in Seneca epist. 121, about the inconstant and proud [man]: "Now he dilates himself even to envy; now he subsides, and is contracted below the humility of the truly abject." 2. because, as we heard from Divine Jerome, Rahab too was translated [as] "latitude" by Theodotion. 3. because the sense also agrees most aptly. For since, with it, in that Psalm the Church is described and praised — [namely] that to it Babylon, the Philistines, the Tyrians, and the Ethiopians, the Gentiles, are about to come — is [it] not rightly placed in the first place, [she] who, of the Gentile Canaanites, either the first of all, or certainly the chief of all, and with chief study, joined herself to the true religion? But of this afterward. Now I advise [moneo], [that] in certain Greek exemplars of Judges
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—[Judges] 1:19 [it is] Ῥηχάβ [Rhēchab]. But [that is] from another verb and signification. For from כבר [rekeb/Rechab — reading uncertain] it is, and it signifies "a chariot [currus]." And 2 Kings [2 Sam.] 4:2, from the same verb similarly, one of the princes of the robbers [is] Rechab [רֵכָב], in Greek Ῥηχάβ; and Nehemiah 3:14, the prince of the district Bethacaram [Beth-haccerem]. But this our [woman] is always called by Josephus Ῥαχάβη [Rhachabē], or Rachabe.


Question III. Was Rahab a harlot?

They deny [it] — some of the Rabbins, as Radak [Kimhi], R. Jonah, [and] others; and of the more recent Christians a few certain [men], as Lyra here (and on Matthew 1), Vatablus here, Pagninus, Arias Montanus (here and on Isa. 23), [and] Titelmannus on Matthew 1. But they will [hold her] to be a "caupona-woman [cauponaria mulier]" — or, as Lyra and Abulensis call [her], a "hostess-keeper [hospitalaria]," [or,] D. Augustine bk. 18 City [of God] ch. 18, a "stable-keeper [stabularia]" — everywhere all today, with Cicero, Ovid, and Horace supporting [it], [calling her] a "hostess [hospita]." Arguments for them can be these seven. 1. The Targum turns [it] בונדקיתא [bunedkita], that is, "a hostess-woman [foeminam hospitem]," who receives all coming [as] guests in hospitality. For it is derived from the Greek πανδοχεῖα [pandocheia] or πανδοχεύτρια [pandocheutria, "innkeeper (fem.)"]; and among the learned it is established [that] in the Targum there are very many words from the Greek tongue. 2. The Hebrew מָזוֹן [mazon] signifies "food [escam]," [and] food of every kind. Therefore the Hebrew by which Rahab is called זוֹנָה [zonah] will signify "a preparer and vendor of foods," as Radak expounds. 3. [It] would be absurd [that] these spies — upright indeed and approved, as above [was] said — turned aside to a whore [scortum]. For either they wished to fornicate with her, or not: if they wished [it], how shameful [was] this their infamy? how intemperate [their] lust? — that, sent to a business so serious, constituted in so great a danger, in a hostile city, and at the very first entrance, before all [things], they would wish to give work [attention] to pleasure? If not, [they are] yet little prudent, [and only] simulated [to be] chaste and cautious, who enter a harlot's house — which, as Plautus says, [is] "Lydus, the door of Orcus [hell], and a rapid river, where [one] cannot cross safely; where all [things are] barbed, and [things] which dig [wound] the mind, [where they] dissimulate [conceal] goods, and wound deeds and reputation." And our Solomon, Proverbs 5:3: "A dripping honeycomb [are] the lips of a harlot, and her throat [is] smoother than oil; but her last [ends] [are] bitter as wormwood, and sharp as a two-edged sword. Her feet descend into death, and her steps penetrate to the lower regions; through the path of life she walks not; her steps are wandering and untraceable. Now therefore, my son, hear me, and depart not from the words of my mouth. Make thy way far from her, and approach not the doors of her house." And ch. 7 v. 27: "The way of hell [is] the harlot's house, penetrating into the interiors of death." But by so much the more dangerous [is] that kind of eating-house [ganea], by how much [those] of them who gorge themselves into them [have] a more vivid body and a more flourishing age. "There," says the same Plautus, "nothing can be made more alluring."

"Night, woman, [and] wine [are ruinous] to a young man [adolescentulus]."

But [that] these [spies] were "youths [iuvenes]," brawny and strong, [it was] established before, [in] quest. 3. 4. Rahab, that [woman], afterward Salmon — the son of Nahshon, the Prince of the Jews — took [as] wife, Matthew 1:5. But a vile little woman [muliercula], who had lost [her] modesty, and had basely prostituted herself to others — would a man most ample [and] most honorable join her to himself in wedlock? 5. If the Hebrew name signified "harlot [meretrix]," it would suffice [that], by that very [word], Rahab [had been] once disgraced [deformasse] by the crime. But now, both here and below ch. 6 v. 17 & 25, and likewise in [i.e. by] St. Paul and St. James—
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—the word is iterated repeatedly. 6. Greek and Latin names too can, just like the Hebrew, be drawn into a more honest [honestior] signification. For πόρνη [pornē, "harlot"] is derived from πέρνημι [pernēmi], which is "to sell [vendo]"; and from "earning [merendo]" (as Nonius notes once and again) [comes] meretrix ["harlot," lit. "earner"]. Why, then, [could] a "caupona-woman [cauponatrix]," [one] who sells foods and merits [earns] by furnishing hospitality, not be adorned by these names in a good part? 7. Finally, Rahab — from this [woman's] progeny the Lord drew [his] origin, Matthew 1. But how indecorous, and to Christians insulting, [would it be that] the Virgin herself, the son of the Virgin, the herald and author of virginity, the most chaste of men, the most holy God, [were] procreated from a whore [scortum]?

These [arguments] indeed are plausible; yet [there is] more of solid truth in the other opinion — namely, [that] she was truly and properly a harlot [meretricem fuisse]. For, firstly, all the texts assert it, and indeed with those words which elsewhere are never taken in a good part, but perpetually — both in the scriptures, and in exotic [secular] writers too — signify an unchaste woman and a whore. So that [it] sufficiently appears [that] these more recent Rabbins, from whom that foregoing opinion flowed, even in this place, by these words subjected [supplied] a notion which was not really inherent, but which had pleased the Rabbins themselves, from [their] own invention and lust. Let us run through, I beseech, the individual [terms]. 1. The Hebrew is zonach [זוֹנָה]. This occurs in the Bibles very often, and another signification [is] nowhere [found] — as Gen. 38:15: "Whom [Thamar], when Judah had seen, he suspected [her] to be a harlot"; afterward, v. 20 & 21, she is called Kedeschah [קְדֵשָׁה]. Levit. 21:7: "A whore and a vile prostitute [prostibulum] he [the priest] shall not take to wife"; v. 14: "the sordid, and a harlot, he shall not accept." Deut. 23:17: "Thou shalt not offer the hire of a prostitute [merces prostibuli], nor the price of a dog, in the house of the Lord thy God" — and that [woman] a little before was called also Kedeschah, when it is said: "There shall not be a harlot of the daughters of Israel." 3 Kings [1 Kings] 3:16: "There came two harlot women to the King." Isa. 23:15: "Tyre shall be as the canticle of a harlot." Jerem. 2:20: "Under every [green] tree thou didst prostitute thyself [as] a harlot." Ezech. 16:31: "Thou hast not been made as a harlot" — and v. 4, where our [Vulgate] says "thou shalt cease to fornicate," Hebraically [it] is "I will make thee cease from harlotry," that is, that thou be no more a harlot. Hosea 4:14: "They consorted with harlots." Nor [is it] in this manner [only] a noun, but also a verb from which [the noun comes]: zanach [זָנָה] always avails [means] "to fornicate and to play the harlot," Gen. 38:23, Levit. 19:28[29], Judges 19:2, Hosea 4:12, Ezech. 16:34, and elsewhere too many times [nimis quam saepe]; likewise other [words] which are names from this [root] — "fornications, defilements [stupra], and harlotries" [these words] always throng [in], as zenunim [זְנוּנִים] Gen. 38:24, 4 Kings [2 Kings] 9:22, Hosea 1:2, ch. 2:4, Ezech. 13, ch. 23:11, Nahum 3:4; zenuth [זְנוּת] Num. 14:33, Jerem. 3:2 & 9, ch. 13, Ezech. 43:7-8-9, Hosea 4:11; and thazenuth [תַּזְנוּת] Ezech. 16:34, ch. 16:26, ch. 23:7, 8, 17, 29, & 35. [There] is one single place in which — because mention of wine is made — the Rabbins think [that] she [Rahab] could be drawn to [mean] "her caupona [tavern]," Joel 3:3; or because they divide the Hebrew otherwise, v. 9, where our [Vulgate] thus [renders it]: "And they set a boy in a brothel [prostibulum], and sold a girl for wine, that they might drink." For instead of "in a brothel," because [the word] is bazonach [בַּזּוֹנָה], they themselves expound [it] "in a caupona [tavern]"
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—"or in the wine-shop [oenopolium]." And because [it] is ridiculous [that] a boy be made a "caupona-woman" or a "wine-shop," they expound the "in" by "with [cum]," so that it would be "with a caupona-woman." But this [is] against the old Latin Interpreter, and the most ancient 70, and the perspicuous sense of the text — [and is] excessive violence. For the Lord complains about the gravest sins of the Jews, and threatens them [with] judgment and most bitter punishments — [is it] because, by selling wine and receiving [it], they applied [their] sons to guests? No. But because they prostituted them [their children] to an infamous and unspeakable lust — as I also expounded about these [passages], ch. 4 bk. 2 on the Maccabees, fol. 569. And certainly, otherwise, [it] would have to be put not so much "a boy" as "a girl [puella]" [that is] azonah [as zonah], so that she herself would be the "caupona-woman," and "boys from the wine-cups." And therefore, in the exposition of this place too, Radak [Kimhi] will depart from his own [fellows], and apply himself to us. 2. The Greek πόρνη [pornē] is, in the same places, [used] even where kedeschah is read. Nay, that very name — into the Hebrew, or rather the Chaldee [Aramaic] tongue — the Targum made to immigrate, Ezech. 23, as [it] is in the Methurgeman [Aramaic lexicon]. And in the New Testament likewise frequently: Matthew 21:31 (twice); Luke 15:30; 1 Corinth. 6:15, 16; Apocalypse [Revelation] 17 (more often) and ch. 19 v. 2. Nay, even πόρνος [pornos] and πόρνη [means] "stuprator, fornicator," or even "cinaedus [catamite]": Deut. 23:17; 1 Corinth. 5:9, 10, 11, ch. 6:9 & 18; Ephes. 5:5; Heb. 12 & 13; Apoc. 21 & 22; and πορνεία [porneia, "fornication"] Matthew 5:32, ch. 15:19, ch. 19:9, Mark 7:21, John 8:4, Acts 15, and elsewhere so often that [it would be] disgusting to enumerate [them]. And by that name πόρνη Rahab is designated — not [only] in this manner [in] this chapter, but also Hebrews 11:31 by D. Paul, and by St. James in [his] epistle ch. 2 v. 25. About the Latin meretrix, in the same places [there] is the same entire reckoning, except that somewhere its Interpreter puts another synonym — "brothel [prostibulum]," namely. Since, therefore, so often these names are in the divine books, and are always lustful, nor [is there] any [place] where [it] could be brought forth [that a name] denotes a "caupona-woman," is [it] not clearer than the noonday light [that] this signification, in this place, is feigned and obtruded by the Rabbins alone — because they thus will [it]? Let their followers [asseclae] bring forth, if in any way they can, into that same honest signification, any [single] example — now not from the sacred volumes, but from so many and such ancient Greek or Latin authors — even one single [example]; or let them ingenuously confess [that] they, without reason and judgment, adjoin more of faith to the Rabbins than [is] fair.

Now, secondly. She dwelt outside the paternal house, in [her] own dwelling, and had no husband and no children — as is gathered from this: that, when so diligently she enumerates all her own [family], v. 13, of a husband and children she makes no mention; whereas, as Tullius [Cicero] says, Offices bk. 1, "The first society is in marriage itself, the next in children." Either, therefore, she was an honest widow, or a harlot — not, [as] what Cajetan asserts, merely a widow (because, as of Thamar, Judith, and others, [it] would somewhere be signified [so]). Therefore, a harlot. 3. The old Fathers, Greek and Latin, with one mind and as it were with one voice, all profess [that] Rahab had [her] unchastity in the open [in propatulo]. How, therefore, [could] we desert these [Fathers], [who] retain the proper force of the sacred words, and prefer the Rabbinical brains, inventing whatever [they please] by their own arbitration? Nay rather, we will hear those [Fathers] rather, who are St. Clement (epist. to the Ephesians); St. Irenaeus (bk. 4 ch. 37); Origen (hom. 1 & 3 & 7); most clearly St. Ephrem (serm. 2 On Penitence, tome 1 fol. 158, and [in his] sermon on the wo[man]—
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—[the sermon] on the sinful woman, tome 3; St. Nazianzen orat. 16; St. Chrysostom hom. 40 To the People, "Rahab was a harlot, but was saved [salvata fuit]" (so hom. 3 on Matthew, hom. 2 to the Romans, hom. 5 On Penitence, hom. On the sinful woman and the Pharisee — which is now for the first time edited in St. Ephrem, tome 3 — [and] hom. On the Circus, in [i.e. cited by] I. Caes. Bullenger bk. On the Circus); Theodoret here q. 2, and on Ps. 86, on Heb. 11; Procopius here; Euthymius on Matthew 1; St. Ambrose bk. 8 on Luke ch. 17, [his] book On Faith ch. 5, book 2 On Virgins, [his] book to the lapsed virgin (near the close): "Thou art able, Lord, to break my chains, by which I have been bound and constricted — thou who didst not spurn the sordid Rahab"; [his] book On Solomon ch. 5, on Ps. 37 & 40: "Rahab was a harlot, who nourished herself with the stipends of perfidy and intemperance." St. Augustine, book Against Lying ch. 15 & 17, on Ps. 86, serm. 105 q. 2. Here [also] D. Jerome, epist. to Pammachius, and [in his] prologue on Hosea. Josephus Abbas [Abbot Joseph] in [i.e. cited by] Cassian, Collation 17 ch. 17: "Of that very Rahab, scripture commemorates not only no [monument] of virtue, but even monuments of unchastity." Peter Damian bk. 6 ep. 5 calls her "a Gentile brothel [gentile postibulum]," as below [it] will be cited, part 3 of this chapter q. 2. Nay, even the more ancient Rabbins, and some of our heretics, agree: the Talmud of Jerusalem in Seder 4, tract Rosh Hashanah [reading] ch. 1; and the Babylonian [Talmud] in [tractates] chatab & mechiltha [reading uncertain]. Calvin, on this passage: "Why some flee the name 'harlot,' and expound zonach [as one] who exercises a caupona [tavern], I do not see." And again: "Since the name zonach everywhere generally (nay, without [any] 'generally') signifies a whore, no reason here compels [us] to depart from the received usage."

4. Finally, the truth of this old [received] opinion is established by dissolving [answering] those [things] which were objected. Therefore:

To the first I say: [it is] not clear whether that word [is] from the Greeks. For many other [words] in the Targum [are] foreign. 2. [Even] if [it] be from the Greeks, yet perhaps [it] was taken for πανδοκεύτρια [pandokeutria, "inn-hostess"] — [a hostess] who would admit all, not to hospitality only, but also to her own bed, and to herself. For by the same cause harlots are called by certain Greeks λαῦραι, δημόσιαι, πανδόσιαι, διάφοροι, δημιουργοὶ γυναῖκες [various Greek terms for public women — reading approximate: "alley-women, public [women], all-giving, promiscuous, working-women"]. But because Eustathius (p. 10, 82) says [these are so] said σεμνότητος λόγῳ [semnotētos logō, "by a word of dignity" — i.e. as a euphemism], I say similarly. 3. [that] that Chaldee [Aramaic] Paraphrast, for the cause of modesty, often calls harlots by various less-sordid names. For, as Masius observes, somewhere he calls [her], for zonah, "the prostituting [woman]," and "she who cannot contain herself within [her] house, but is continually before the doors"; elsewhere, "wandering and roving"; sometimes "deceitful"; but now "pandocceutria [inn-hostess]." And lest anyone think this [to be] feigned by me, thus also in other places, where there is no doubt about a whore being treated, he [the Targum] converts [it], Judges 11:1, Ezech. 23:4.

To the second I say: 1. [that] not from zoun, but from zanah [זָנָה] — which is "to fornicate and to be lustful" — does the name zonah exist, as the Rabbins themselves note in that second verb. Then, [even] if [it] be from zoun, another twofold [explanation], if not more probable, certainly no more improbable, can be brought [as to] why from that verb [it] would [mean] "harlot." One, because this name is from zan, which — Ps. 143[144]:13 — signifies "a various kind, and every kind of abundance [copia]." Since, therefore, promiscuously to men of every kind a harlot makes [gives] the abundance of her own body — is this etymology inept? The other: the mother, fount, and origin of lust is satiety [saturitas], and the affluence of things — whence also a certain one said: "Without Ceres and Bacchus, Venus grows cold" [Sine Cerere & Baccho friget Venus]. And in Athenaeus bk. 1, Clearchus [says]:
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"…Venus is present, where [there is] a great abundance of things. On the contrary, that [Venus] hates wretched [men], and flees [poor] men." Why not, then, and rightly, hence [derive] "harlot"? Certainly, on account of that variety and abundance, the Rabbins say, 2 Chron. 16:14, [that] the King [Asa was] buried in various aromatics and spices — [what] our [Vulgate has as] "in the aromatics and unguents of a harlot." [As to the fact] that some derive even "arms [arma]" from the same zoun, [they would do so] more easily from azen, since Rahab would make [it] "Ionach" [reading uncertain].

To the third, I say, first, [that though] Rahab was a harlot, the spies were ignorant [of it] — either because by that token, habit, and appearance she was not [such] as [harlots] among the Egyptians and Hebrews were wont to be. For just as Gen. 38:16, from the fact that her face was covered, Judah suspected Thamar to be a harlot, so, on the contrary, because Rahab was not covered [veiled], or certainly was not in that dress and countenance which was customary to the harlots whom they had either seen or heard [of], about her they suspected nothing such. Or even because in so liberal and honest a manner she invited them into her house. For it could happen, as Josephus narrates bk. 5 ch. 1, [that] they, having first gone to the city, then [sought] a lodging in which they might turn aside, and about those [things] which they wished might hear something, [and] would seek [it] in that district; but she, very humanely to them, and plainly hospitably — as if the wife of some honest and hospitable man — offered her house of her own accord. For this seems to be signified by St. Paul, Heb. 11:31, [and] St. James 2:25, when her hospitality is praised — especially if with him [Paul] be weighed that [phrase] "with peace [cum pace]," and with this one [James] ὑποδεξαμένη [hypodexamenē, "having welcomed [under her roof]"]. For that [of Paul] is "with benevolence and great beneficence"; but this [of James] imports something of sweetness in [the] receiving — so that what in St. Paul is δέχεσθαι μετὰ εἰρήνης [dechesthai meta eirēnēs, "to receive with peace"], this in St. James be ὑποδέχεσθαι [hypodechesthai, "to welcome under [one's roof]"]. For the Greeks have certain words [compounded] with ὑπό [hypo] [expressing] a grateful affability, and industry. I say, secondly: Be it [that] they knew [her] to have been a harlot — [one] who, as [in] Proverbs 9:15, "would sit in the doors of her house upon a seat, that she might call those passing by the way, and going on their journey: 'Who is a little one [parvulus]? let him turn aside to me'" — nevertheless not for the cause of sinning did they turn aside to her. For even if — as Tacitus reproves [it], bk. 5 of the Histories — "the Jewish nation was most prone [proiectissima] to lust," and from it very many [are] easily [caught], where there was occasion, with little-women [mulierculae] — as Judah (Gen. 38), Samson (Judges 14), David (2 Kings [2 Sam.] 11), others (Num. 25) — yet, that we may judge better of these [spies], [this] is made [likely] not [by] that opinion of the Rabbins [that] they were Caleb and Phinehas (for above I denied [it], q. 3), but first, because [it] would seem [a mark] of temerity and wickedness to accuse of so great a disgrace those whom scripture does not carp even by a single word; then, because their preoccupation, haste, [and] trepidation would exclude all lasciviousness. And [the things] indeed are true which are brought [forward] about the infamy of harlots' hovels [gurgustia] and [their] dangers; but their mind was far [distant] from these. They entered to that [woman] because in the city [there] was somewhere for them to hide; but nowhere [was there] a more convenient hiding-place, because [her house was] the nearest of all to the city gate, v. 15 — so that they might conveniently accomplish [it], [and] could commodiously go out; and because it had more eyes [views], since it had an exit even through the walls, so that if necessity urged, [it] would be allowed to leap out thence; finally, also because [she was] a harlot. For once [olim] certain signs [markers] were assigned to harlots' arches [fornices] and houses, by which they would prohibit access to others:

"To an unknown [man] the harlot joins [her] body — a Quirite [citizen]; / opposite, she moves the people away before the bar [ante seram]."

And bk. 1, Epigram of Martial—
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"But the harlot drives away witnesses, both by veil and by bar [sera]; / and rare are the chinks that gape for the arch [fornix]." [Martial.]

What [of the fact] that the very entrance to a whore availed for removing the suspicion of the exploration? For prudent men — industrious, curious, busy, timorous — do not do this, but [only] the fatuous, the ignoble, the dissolute, the idle, the careless, and the astute [do]. And, on account of these so many and so great opportunities, they could of their own accord solicit that [woman], ask for her lodging, and offer a price much greater than they could get from any lovers, for the whole night. But since she herself, of her own accord (as I said), invited them so hospitably, and [they] were in mind stronger against pleasure, and more cautious of their own dangers — why not enter an [otherwise] infamous roof? Nor do I doubt but that a divine instinct [prompting] was in each [party]: in her, that she should invite; in them, that they should enter; in her, that she should conciliate these to herself, on account of the impending destruction of the city; in them, that they should well conduct their business, and return thence safe and unharmed.

To the fourth. So great a contrivance [machina] this seemed to the Author of the Opus imperfectum, and to Theophylact on Matthew ch. 1, that they doubted whether this our Rahab and that [Rahab] of Matthew 1 were the same. But the same [identity] all the other Fathers confess, and scripture sufficiently indicates, while, with the names of women of approved virtue kept silent, it recounts this [woman] out of order [extra ordinem] with several other unpraised [women]. But why a most ample and most honest man took a harlot [as wife], they ask — [though] they ought also to ask why [he took] a Gentile. For that too [was] forbidden, Exod. 34:16, Deut. 7:3. They will respond [that] this was done by the permission of the law, because she had ceased to be a Gentile, and had embraced the true worship of God. But I say similarly, [that] she ceased to be a harlot, and, with the true worship of God, embraced the study of chastity. Yet [some] infamy still hung about her name — not greater, however, than that she had once worshipped idols; but all that [infamy] was rubbed off by the praise of the new religion, [her] change of life, and — what is the chief [thing] — her most recent [service] toward the spies and toward the whole Israelite people, most florid and glorious. And if anything still [remained], from which an ingenuous man could abhor to dwell [with her], all that Salmon's outstanding piety toward God and toward his own commonwealth reckoned for nothing, and absorbed — while, all else set aside, looking to the highest benefaction of this [woman], he wished to honor her with the prize of his own marriage — Salmon, namely, a chief man of the first tribe. For if, in Athenaeus bk. 13, to Abydenus…—to a harlot, by whose information they had driven off servitude, they returned favor, [and] labored so greatly — why not also this our [Israelite] to our Israelite [woman]?

To the fifth. So often "harlot" is named, so that to sinners there may be an example of divine bounty and mercy, if they desist from sins and seriously correct them: [and] so that she herself be praised — [she] who had been such [a sinner], nor afterward remained such; [and so] that the Lord be praised, who casts not off the resipiscent [those who come to their senses], but follows them, in this age and the future, with his mercy. For [thus] it happens which the Apostle says, Rom. 5:20: "where the delict abounded, grace superabounded." And on this account David's adultery is recorded in scripture, 2 Kings [2 Sam.] 12; Matthew the publican, Matt. 9; Mary Magdalene the sinner, Luke 7:37 & 39. And indeed, if by the name "harlot" here were signified a vendress of foods and lodging, what [praise so great would it be]?—
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—for that praise would be so great, that it would need to be iterated so often?

To the sixth. [The things] which could be made from the etymologies of words are not all to be made; but the usage of those speaking and writing is to be considered. Otherwise, how [many] absurd and ridiculous [things there would be]? Certainly, in this place, that strong and praised woman who [in] so many [verses of] Proverbs 31 is extolled with praises will be πόρνη [pornē, "harlot"], because she made fine linen and sold [it], and handed a girdle to the Canaanite [Prov 31:24]! Anna, that prophetess the daughter of Phanuel, who beheld CHRIST [as an] infant in the temple, and followed [him] with prophecies, [will] be a harlot, because she had already gathered very much of merits with God! And [she will] be a harlot because she did not depart from the temple, serving [God] by fastings and prayers on this night [and] day, Luke 2:37! Nay, the most Blessed Virgin, for the same cause of earning the highest [merits], would be a harlot! But what ears could bear this? Therefore that notion is to be held, in these words: [that] she who sells herself to obscenity, and who earns by the abuse of her own body, be πόρνη, and a harlot — just as ἐπίκοινον [epikoinon, "common"] is "a common body [corpus vulgare]," says Athenaeus bk. 13.

To the seventh. "A faithful discourse," says the Apostle, 1 Tim. 1:15, "and worthy of all acceptance, that CHRIST JESUS came into this world to save sinners." Which [thing], that he might demonstrate to all, he willed to draw [his] origin from sinners; and [willed] that [this] be recorded by his own scribes [evangelists] thus into the Commentaries [Gospels], so that, of all [the mothers], chiefly [those] should be memorated who had been notable by some stain of turpitude or idolatry — [all] except one [the Virgin], in no way to be silenced. But these are either [women] who were in matrimony, as Uriah's wife, Bathsheba; or who had been [married], as the widow Thamar, and Ruth; or who neither were nor had been [married], as Rahab — so that to all, if they return to good fruit, hope and pardon in CHRIST JESUS may be set forth. "To be noted," says St. Jerome on Matthew ch. 1 (where he treats of Thamar): "in the genealogy of the Saviour none of the holy women is taken up, but those whom scripture reprehends — so that he who had come for the sake of sinners, being born of sinners, might delete the sins of all." And the same hand down St. Ambrose, Chrysostom, [and] Euthymius. Nor does this stand against that other question — [about] the three Kings omitted in the same genealogy, Ochozias [Ahaziah], Joash, and Amasias [Amaziah] — because, as [in] 4 Kings [2 Kings] I note, these are passed over [because they were] from Ahab's stock, which up to the fourth generation, by Elijah's prophecy (3 Kings [1 Kings] 21:21), was to be destroyed — enough [reason] they were [omitted]. Nor, again, [is it] disgraceful to Christians [that], in his [Christ's] lineage, certain such wicked [women] existed — because, on account of the highest utility of the human race (of which a little before), that [stain] too of humility and disgrace was taken up and expiated by the Lord of glory. But from this it is patent how ineptly they do, who daily contrive so many new versions, and render [it] either "a caupona-woman [cauponaria]" or "a merit-woman [meritoria]." Nay, there have now existed, of the crowd of heretics, two who in the very text put both "and a harlot" and "a caupona" at once — Junius and Tremellius, rendering: "They entered into the house of a certain harlot caupona [meretricis cauponae]."


Question IV. When the spies came, was Rahab still exercising harlotry?

Following Lyra and Abulensis (quaest. 14), some think [that], before these [spies] came to her, she had already long departed from harlotry, so that she was then no more a harlot. But I [think she quit] not except when these [spies] had come, and she had truly joined herself to the religion of God—
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—[she] would join [herself to God's religion, and then] made the end of harlotry, I opine. 1. because, as above [was] said, through the pretext of this wantonness, the spies conveniently hid themselves in her house. 2. because why she would have desisted from that disgrace [flagitium] before, scarcely any cause can be given. For if, of the Gentiles, [women] flourishing in age and not married to anyone, [it is] scarcely [possible] to find one who of her own accord would draw [her] foot back from that soft and bland way of pleasure — 3. she still had parents surviving, and yet did not dwell in their house, nor was she joined to a man, but was Mistress [Domina] of her own house, when the spies approached. Who, therefore, would doubt [her] still then [to be] a harlot?


Question V. Of what kind was this same Rahab a harlot — whether at once a caupona-woman, a common [prostitute], [and] an idolatress?

BETWEEN a "harlot [meretrix]" and a "prostitute [prostibula]," says Nonius, this is the difference: that a meretrix is of a more honest place and gain [quaestus]. For meretrices are [so] called from "earning [merendo]," because they would make [give] the abundance of themselves only by night; [and] prostibula, because [one] stands before the stable [stabulum], for the sake of day-and-night gain; and, from Plautus in the Cistellaria, he calls [her] "a good harlot [bonam meretricem]," as if not all [are] bad. But as, rightly, in Athenaeus bk. 13 Menander said, [it is] only of the Latin name [that there is such] a distinction — which, however, among [the] authors is not often preserved; and if it were preserved, [it] sufficiently appears from [what has been] said [that] not a "prostitute," but a "harlot," was Rahab. Three other [things], therefore, are asked:

1. Whether [she was] both a harlot and a caupona-woman (cauponatrix) — or, as today we speak, a hostess (hospita) — at once?

Radak asserts [it], [and] Arias, and quaest. 14 Abulensis. Cajetan, even if about the harlotry he concedes [it] can be doubted, yet seems to opine [that] she was a caupona. The arguments can be: 1. because into her house, as if [into] a lodging-tavern, the spies entered, and she, as a tavern-woman [tabernaria mulier], received them. 2. In the 70, [they entered] into "this her house," but [it] is a κατάλυμα [katalyma, "lodging"] — a lodging [diversorium]. 3. [Women] who keep taverns [cauponantur] are wont at the same time also to play the harlot, as Radak and Arias say; and altogether that καπηλεία [kapēleia, "tavern-keeping"] declares [it] to be of ill fame, in Auitus [?], Pseudo-Antoninus, Dio, [and] Philostratus On Nero bk. 4; and from these, Faber bk. 3 ch. 27. I omit [what], from the Chaldee [Aramaic], above quest. 4, [was] expounded [about] the name. I judge [her to have been] a harlot only. 1. because not everyone who receives another in hospitality is at once an innkeeper [caupo]; and above [it was] said [that] Rahab furnished these [spies] hospitality rather out of [private] hospitality than out of [the] office and function [of an innkeeper]. 2. because this opinion was born from that Rabbinic exposition which above, quest. 4, I showed [to be] futile. 3. all the more ancient Hebrews, Greeks, and Latins indicate [her to be] a harlot only. 4. because in those ancient times [there] were not [such things] as today among us [are] taverns [cauponae], as [in] Tobit ch. 5, quaest. 3, I taught. Even if there had been a caupona of this kind, [there] could not have been in it so great a liberty of conversing with the spies, [and] so easy a manner of hiding them; for in such places [there are] always some [people]. But to those [things] which are objected: to the first I have already responded — [that] Rahab received them as a [private] hospitable [host], not as some modern [hodiernal] hostess. To the second: a κατάλυμα can be called every place in which one makes the end of walking [stops], and in which one rests and takes recreation; and so also a place where some banquet [epulum] is taken — although [it be] placed outside a tavern, and [be] not profane but sacred — is called κατάλυμα, 1 Kings [1 Sam.] 9:22 and Mark 14:14, where our [Vulgate] now
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—renders [it] "triclinium [dining-room]," now "refectio [refreshment-room]"; and that indeed not barbarously, as Beza objects, but in that manner in which also the place of refection in Latin is called "cenatio [dining-room]." To the third: In some regions perhaps the same [women] [are] both whores and hostesses; nay, even among these [hostesses there are] sometimes other whores, as St. Ephrem shows tome 3, in the oration on St. Abrahamius. But how great an injury would France and Germany think this — where [there are] grave and honest innkeepers and inn-women? Far be it [that] these two [caupona and harlot] be necessarily joined, or [that they] were always and everywhere joined.

2. Was Rahab a common [public] harlot?

Abulensis denies [it], [in] the cited place: "It is to be considered," he says, "that she was not publicly prostituted, but only was a fornicatress [fornicaria], because she commingled herself with some [certain men] — just as [it] is said of Magdalene, Luke 7, [that] she was a sinful woman, and this in fornication. Yet no one says of her [Rahab] that she was prostituted venally, or for the satiating of everyone's lust, but [that] she basely handed herself over to some lovers. For [it] was not likely [that] a woman of so great a kind [family], and so rich, would expose herself [as] publicly venal." But indeed, truly, from those [things] by which before they proved Rahab [to be] a harlot, very many also prove [that she was] a common [vulgaris] [harlot], and [that she] was public. For, first, this infamous name "harlot" brings this with itself, unless from elsewhere [it] appear [that it is] to be restricted. Secondly. If [she] had had only certain men, whose loves she indulged, these certainly would have been known in that city; and thus [there] would not have been for the foreign [spies] so commodious an occasion of hiding with her. Thirdly. Separated from [her] father's house, she had her own affairs [means], without any husband. But if she had wished to admit to herself only certain [men], she could have [done so] even at [her] parents'. Fourthly. The ancients so speak of her lasciviousness, that they esteem [that] she abstained from the lust of no one. Fifthly, to this [conclusion] will also contribute those [things] which [in] the following quest. will be touched — especially while, about her kind and wealth (which pricked [troubled] Abulensis), the scruple [difficulty] will be removed. For [was] not Megaris Nicarete, [and] Argiua Bilistiche, [any] more clear [famous] by [their] noble birth than [those] in Athenaeus bk. 13? But of Magdalene, Luke 7 treats, [and] Maldonatus, and tome 1 Baronius.

3. Was Rahab a harlot dedicated to impure idols?

[It] is to be understood [that], among the Gentiles, amid the rest of the densest blindness of errors, and impurity of life, [there] was this [one] not the least: [namely] that, in honor of the Gods and Goddesses of unspeakable [things], certain little-women would make themselves common, and be called "sacred harlots [sacrae meretrices]." For thus, bk. 12, Strabo [says] about Comana, a city of Pontus: "Those who inhabit it are of copious and delicate [luxurious] living; and all their estates are planted with vines, and [there is] a great multitude of women there, who make gain by [their] body, ὧν αἱ πλείους εἰσὶν ἱεραί [hōn hai pleious eisin hierai — reading approximate], that is, of whom very many are sacred." For with that worship they worshipped their Goddess, namely Luna [the moon]. And thus in the other Comana of Cappadocia. And a little after: "Of Corinth [there] was a multitude of harlots, αἵ τε Ἀφροδίτης ἦσαν ἱεραί [hai te Aphroditēs ēsan hierai], that is, [those] who were sacred to Venus" — and these, bk. 8, he calls ἱεροδούλους [hierodoulous, "temple-slaves"], and says [there] were more than a thousand [of them]; about whom [there are] many [things] bk. 13, Athenaeus — of which three [are] these. First. [That there] was an old law of Corinth, that when the city supplicated Venus about great matters — for example, in Xerxes' advent [invasion] — [that] into the pomp [procession] of the supplications many harlots be summoned, who should pray the Goddess, and, after the departure of the others, should remain in the temples. Secondly. [That] the Corinthians were wont to vow certain harlots to that goddess of theirs; and thus, after [someone] had been victor in the Olympic contest, Xenophon [vowed]—
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—the Corinthian, and 25 girls, [that he] led [them to Aphrodite], as in Pindar it is. Thirdly. From whores of this kind [there] are celebrated there yearly the Aphrodisia [festival of Aphrodite]. Similar [things] Herodotus bk. 1 near the end, Justinus bk. 21, [and] Dio Chrysostom in his Corinthiaca. And Deut. 23, where Greekly in the 70 [it] is ἐκ ἴσαι τελεσφόρος ἀπὸ θυγατέρων Ἰσραήλ [ek isai telesphoros apo thygaterōn Israēl — reading approximate: "there shall not be a consecrated [woman] of the daughters of Israel"] — what [is signified], unless [women] initiated by the presidents of salacity? And therefore Theodoret says τελεσιομένας [telesiomenas], "those [women] taught the mysteries of the same demons [ταὐτῶν δαιμόνων μυστήρια διδασκομένους]." And what again is noted, when the wage of a harlot is forbidden to be offered [in the temple]? Is it not because the sacred harlots offered [it] to their Gods from that impure and sordid gain? To me, therefore, our Rahab seems to have been of the number of these sacred [harlots]. For 1. Jericho, from the worship of Luna [the moon], can not undeservedly be seen [to be] named [after the moon]. For great was, among the Gentiles, the religion — or rather superstition — of this [moon], as from Strabo everywhere is established (for example, bk. 17, once and again), and in our Jeremiah ch. 7 v. 18 and ch. 44 v. 19, where — just as in Horace's Secular Song she is called "Queen of heaven [Regina caeli]" (not, as Beza ignorantly says on B[lessed] Luke 1:32, [that it means] the Sun) — and impiously this name is transferred by the Christians to the B[lessed] Virgin, "with no less blasphemy." But [that] Luna [had] harlots dedicated [to her], a little before Strabo narrated. 2. The amenity of the place, and the affluence of all things, excited here among the Canaanites — as also at Comana, Corinth, Alexandria, elsewhere — whorings and all disgraces. 3. On this account the city seems to have been given, afterward, into anathema and perpetual destruction. 4. The King's ministers do not enter her house, but say to her v. 3: "Bring forth the men who came to thee, and entered thy house" — as if, namely, they themselves would not [dare to] burst into [her] house, and would not dare to violate it. For how otherwise would the King's satellites, armed by royal mandate, in a matter so sudden and of so great weight, not have rushed in on the spot, and searched out all [things]? And even if they would not rush in, yet they [still] give a reason for their deed: "For they are spies, and came to consider the whole land." 5. When the same [ministers], either by acclaiming, or through the little maid who had been sent to those [spies] now knocking, announcing that [the King ordered] her to bring them forth, would have signified [it] in the King's name — how [is it that] they conceded so much of delay to her, that they let [her] make the spies go up [to the roof] and cover them with flax-stalks? 6. And, [as to] what she pleased to say, those officers believed [it] at once, as if [she were] of great faith and authority among them. 7. To this perhaps also pertains the "scarlet [coccineus]" (of which below), the "cord," and the "flax study [zeal]." For harlots, Eubulus (in Athenaeus) narrates, used [wore] most translucent cloths: "with little tunics," he says, "of transparent woven thread, as if covered with little membranes." Yet [that] nothing can be firmly enough concluded from these [7 points], I sufficiently understand. But GOD's grace shines the more brightly in the more abundant vessel of turpitude and superstition. And thus [it] is understood how [she], who could be of good kind and ample means, might [nonetheless] be esteemed [as] of miserable and blind mind [while an idolatress]. See also our Villalpandus on Ezech. 43 ch. 79 [?], Martinus de Roa bk. 2 Singularia ch. 9, 10, bk. 3 ch. 9 and following.


Question VI. Of how many years [old] was Rahab then?

Hugo Broughton, in his Anglican Concent [Harmony] of Scripture, wills [her] to have been of 15 years. For he says: "in the year of Moses 107, [i.e.] the 27th year [before] the Egyptian exit, she [was] born; from which [year], reckoned up to the 40th [year] of the exit, there are 14 years [inclusive]; but at the 41st [year] beginning, the spies came to her, and therefore [she was] of 15 years." But Rabbi Salomo [Rashi] in [i.e. cited by] Abulensis q. 49, and the Talmudists in Megilla ch. 1 and Mekhilta, and other later Rabbins — as R. Gedaliah [Godolias] in Shalshelet fol. 14 — give her 50 years. For [they] say she whored through the whole time of the Israelites' peregrination, and began to whore in the tenth year of [her] age. But whence either [view] can be gathered, I do not see. This one [thing] I see: [that] from this entrance into the land, up to David's nativity, [he] who numbers the fewest years [numbers] nearly 366. But since — Ruth [ch.] last, and Matthew 1 — from her, now the wife of Salmon, was generated Boaz, and Boaz generated Obed, this one [Obed] indeed Jesse, and this one [Jesse] David — [it] appears [that] she was not at all advanced in age [when she married Salmon]. But of this [there] will again, in that place, be more accurately [something] to be discussed.


Question VII. When did they come, and did the spies lodge overnight in Rahab's house?
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That the spies came into the city with the sun now setting [Occidente iam sole], Abulensis says quest. 17. But neither does the length of the journey necessarily require this, nor [does] the word v. 1, "they rested [quievuerunt]," [signify anything] about [a time] a little after; and it repugns [contradicts] Josephus bk. 5 ch. 1. And therefore [it] is enough, if we esteem [that] they came after midday, one or another hour, before the sun set. But [that] they lodged overnight [Pernoctasse] Cajetan affirms entirely — so that in the evening they entered Rahab['s house], rested there the whole night, on the following day went about the city and explored [it], and returned to the house; and thus, on that following day, [they] were seen, and were indicated to the Jericho[ite] King. His reason [is] first, because v. 1 [it] is expressly said, "they rested with her," or, as in the Hebrew, "they slept there [dormierunt ibi]." Second. By the same Hebrew verb it is said, v. 8, "Not yet had they fallen asleep who were hiding" — and a little after, they were let down through the walls. And therefore [it is] to be confessed [that] here [the] discourse is about the other [second] night. Otherwise the text would fight with itself, saying "they slept, and they did not sleep." Nevertheless, I judge [it] more likely [that] they did not lodge overnight. 1. because v. 2 [the ministers] had said to the King: "Behold, men have entered by night, of the sons of Israel, to explore the land." For in Hebrew [it] is written, "they entered this night [hac nocte]." But that, either on the first day of [their] advent (as I esteem), or on the second (as Cajetan esteems), they said. If [it] is held [that they entered] on the first [day, this fits]; if on the second, they ought rather to have said "they entered yesterday [heri]," not "this night." But, you will say, on the day before they had not noticed [them]. How, then, on the following day did they notice [them]? and how did they not notice before night? Secondly. Of informers [Corycaei], and of all magistrates, the custom is that they be swift and quick, by which they may gather the reputation of diligence, and strenuously satisfy their office. But these [the King's men] would have been slow, and almost late, if they had procrastinated their report into the following-day's night. But [it] appears [that] they themselves wished to be seen before the King [as] quite swift and sharp-eyed, while they say: "Behold, this night." Thirdly, because — Josephus ch. 1 bk. 5, and [this being] the more received [opinion] of the Hebrews and Latins — this [is] the opinion, as above part 1 q. 5 [was] expounded. Fourthly, the two objected reasons diminish that [opinion] in nothing. For the Hebrew verb שָׁכַב [shakab] signifies various [things]: namely "to sleep," "to give work to Venus [lie with]," "to die," and — without sleep, Venus, and death — simply "to lie down, to lie," or "to rest, and to tarry." For this too the verb לין [lin, "to lodge overnight"] signifies. But this last signification [is] to be taken in v. 1, whereas the first [is] proved in v. 8. First, from our Interpreter, who therefore renders that one and the same Hebrew [word] by two Latin [words], so that of that one—
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—[of that one Hebrew word] he might show two significations here: namely, "of resting" or "of tarrying," and "of falling asleep." 2. The same [thing] also [those] whom our [Interpreter] imitated had done before — the 70. For in the first place they rendered κατέλυσαν ἐκεῖ [katelysan ekei, "they lodged there"], as [was] said quest. 5; but in the latter [place], κοιμωμένων αὐτοῖς [koimōmenōn autois, "while they were sleeping"]. And thus the difficulty is dissolved in both ways, and especially the latter, which Cajetan urges more. For [there] is no repugnance, if we say [that] in Rahab's house they rested and tarried, yet took no sleep. Nor is [it] homonymy [equivocation], but the customary polysemy of the same Hebrew verb. But [that] the other significations do not pertain here [is] patent — of "death," since [they] alive and safe returned into the camp; of "coitus" [it] is proved 1. from this, that when this verb has that signification, [it] is wont to be conjoined with the particle "with [cum]," and with some name of a woman, or [with] another [word], but not to be put alone, as Gen. 19:34 & 35, ch. 26:10, ch. 39:12, Num. 5:13 & 19, Exod. 22:18, Deut. 22:22, Levit. 15:24, 1 Kings [1 Sam.] 2:22, 2 Kings [2 Sam.] 11:11, etc.; 2. from [what was] said quest. 3. Although, if in v. 1 we took [it as] "sleep," [it] could still be said [that they] did not sleep, but wished to sleep; or [that] Rahab entered the house with this intent, that they should sleep there and lodge overnight, but afterward, v. 8, it was not permitted. For preterite Hebrew verbs often signify not [that] which someone did, but [that] which he wished to do — just as also that [word] of the B[lessed] Virgin, Luke 1:34, "I do not know a man," that is, I have willed, established, and decreed not to know. If someone would prefer to assent to Cajetan, [he] could set up the reckoning put above pag. 1 quaest. 5 thus: "On the second day of the month Nisan they entered Jericho, and there lodged overnight; on the following day, at nocturnal time, they went out thence, and hid themselves in the mountains that night — and thus [that] was the first day of hiding; and on the fifth day of the month, which [was] the third of hiding, they returned to Joshua."


Question VIII. Whether the spies surveyed all [those things] which Josephus says?

Josephus's words are these, under bk. 5, [at the] beginning: "When JESUS [Joshua] had fixed [his] camp there, suddenly the spies came. Ignorant of none of these [things] which were being done among the Canaanites, they first secretly and freely considered the whole city of them, and at once the walls — whichever [were] strong, and which did not seem so [well] guarded — and [they considered] also the gates, [whether] some were fragile [and] would afford an opportune entrance to invaders. But the citizens did not care [that] whoever saw them [was] considering these [things], thinking [that] the foreigners, for the sake of seeing, were most aptly scrutinizing the single places of the city, not however with hostile intent. And when [it] had become evening, and, descending, they had come into a certain dwelling near the wall — in which also they were about to dine — and there was now to them a care of departing, [it] was announced to the King [as he was] dining, that certain spies of the city, coming from the Hebrews' army, were in Rahab's dwelling, set [there] with much providence of hiding. But he suddenly ordered them, [when] apprehended, to be led [to him], so that, torturing them, he might learn with what intent they were present. And when Rahab recognized their invasion [the search] (for above the wall she was drying flax-stalks), she hid the spies indeed there. But to those who had been sent by the King, she said that the foreigners indeed [were] unknown, [and had been] a little before, before the sun set, with her, and, dining, had departed — whom, if they esteemed [them] to have come bearing terror to the city and danger to the King, [the King's men] would without labor apprehend [by] pursuing [them]. But those [King's men], the woman thus speaking, esteeming no guile of hers, departed, neither scrutinizing her dwelling. And when they had gone through the ways by which they especially believed them to go, and which would lead
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to the fords of the Jordan, and would recognize no token [of them], they rested from labor. But, the commotion settled, Rahab, leading down the men, and making [taking on] danger for their safety [as if it were] her own — [danger] which, if [they] had been caught in their hiding, [would mean] she would in no way have escaped the King's punishments, but with [her] whole house would have most badly perished — asked that they might keep memory of her, and that, while they should obtain the land of the Canaanites, they should render to her the recompense of this her safety." She recalls all these [things] to the balance [examination], in more questions, Abulensis quaest. 17–23; but to tarry in these [there is] no need. For, either from [things] now said, or from [things] to be said, all [things] are manifest. Yet in this old version, which Abulensis follows — the Rufinian [Rufinus's] version — [some things] could be noted. First, [it is] to be read latentes ["hiding"] for latenter ["secretly"]; for in Greek [it] is λαθόντες [lathontes, "having escaped notice"]. Secondly, for "most aptly for the sake of seeing," [it is] to be read "most aptly for the foreigners"; for [it] is said ἱστορία τοῖς ξένοις προσήκουσα [historia tois xenois prosēkousa, "an inquiry befitting the foreigners"]. Thirdly, for "there she hid [them]," [it is] to be read "in those [things]," namely the flax-stalks — τὰς ταύτας ἀγκαλίδας ἀποκρύψας [tas tautas ankalidas apokrypsas, "hiding these bundles"]. Fourthly, for "making danger for their safety," and the rest, [it is] more congruently to the Greek text to be turned thus: "And [taking on] the danger which she would undergo for their safety (for if [they] were caught, [it would be found that] she had hidden them, etc.), she exhorted [them] that they should hold [her] in memory, and, [when] made possessors of the Canaanites' land, could render [her] the recompense of this present saving of hers." [There] are, in the same version, other [readings] — but of almost less moment.


Question IX. About the same spies, what [did] the Jericho[ite] King and his guards [do]?

"The King was dining," says (in the cited book) Josephus, "and, as he heard from [his] informers [that] spies had come into the city, at once he sent his guards, who should catch them in the city or outside." For while spies are caught, one both conserves oneself from danger, and at once harms the enemies — not by diminishing their number only, but by impeding and disturbing [their] counsels. For by how much these [spies] [are] more conducive to the one party, by so much [are they] more harmful to the other; and therefore [there is] a most certain danger to life for these, if one be caught: [see] the whole [title of the] Digest On military matters, and in Appian On the Punic War, Vegetius bk. 3 ch. 5. But just as, in this matter, the King applied something of military diligence, so [it] is a wonder [that] there was so great a cowardice and stupidity of the same [King] and of the Jerichoites, that — since the enemies were so near — [it] was allowed to foreigners so securely to approach the city gate, and to enter into it, without any examination and scrutiny. The guards similarly [were] too easy and credulous, when — as above [was] explained — they did not suddenly burst into Rahab's house, [did] not ascend up and down, [did] not turn [over], move, and scrutinize all [things], but to one woman — and a harlot — at once give credence, and permit [her] so much leisure, that those who were sought could be hidden in the highest part of the house. Superstition perhaps, as I said, held them [in check by] some [awe]; but to it a like ignorance and stupor cohered. But [that] these [things] were all done divinely [by God's providence], we shall see v. 11. And therefore neither do we have [any] need to esteem — as Masius, Cajetan, Tremellius, and others say (who therefore render v. 4, "And the woman, taking the men, had hidden [absconderat] [them]") — [that], before these guards came, the men had already been hidden by Rahab herself. For why should we desert the proper force of the words without that necessity? and why should we feign — [a thing] which we do not know — the muttering of the neighbors, or [that] a rumor about the spies indicated to the King had come to Rahab's ears, and thus [that] she had hidden them? But [that] v. 6 is therefore to be expounded by the pluperfect ["she HAD hidden"], is gathered—
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—[it is gathered] from that same v. 4, where [Rahab] does that which v. 6 she had done. But that [thing] too [is] little [in accord] with military discipline — [namely] to close the city gates so late, at such a time, and with hostile forces so near, so that the awaited darknesses might be [i.e. that they waited for full dark]. Then, when now it had grown fully dark, those spies-of-the-spies [the King's men] went out; and after them the gate [was] closed — partly because the time [was] now nocturnal, partly lest, if in the city those who were sought should anywhere still lie hidden, [there] be for them any place of going out. But that [phrase] in the Latin and Greek v. 5, "and when the gate was being closed in the darkness," avails [means]: "when [it] was next [about time] that the gate be closed, the darknesses now drawing on"; or, as the Chaldee [Aramaic] says, "when the time of the gate-to-be-closed was at hand."


Question X. Where, when, and how did Rahab hide the spies?

"Solarium" [flat-roof / sun-terrace] our Interpreter calls the place where Rahab hid the spies. But in twofold [manner] that name is taken. For either [it means] "solare" — or, as Pliny bk. 7, last chapter, inclines [to interpret], "a solarium [is] a horologium [sundial/clock]," [set] on a flat surface commonly, or a clepsydra [water-clock] — as Cicero, [in] the second [book] On the Nature of the Gods, says: "Who, when he sees a solarium — either a marked one, or [one working] from water — understands the hours to be shown by art, not by chance, but esteems the world (which comprehends both these very arts, and their artificers, and all [things]) to be devoid of counsel and reason?" Or [it] is a superior part of some dwelling, exposed to the sun, and therefore [it is] chiefly the roof [tectum] itself — as in Plautus, and so in this place, and often elsewhere, our Interpreter calls the Hebrew gag [גָּג], that is, "roof"; and the 70 call it δῶμα [dōma], here and Deut. 22:8, 2 Kings [2 Sam.] 11:2, Isaiah 22:1; and from them the Evangelists borrowed [it], as Acts 10:9, Matt. 10:27: "What is heard in the ear, preach ἐπὶ τῶν δωμάτων [epi tōn dōmatōn] upon the roofs." And Matt. 24:17, likewise Mark 13:15, ἐπὶ τοῦ δώματος [epi tou dōmatos], "[he] who [is] upon the roof, let him not come down into the house." For the roofs of those regions were, in the likeness of our pavements, flat, so that on them [it] was allowed to walk, to dwell, to banquet, and to do other [things] of that kind — as is gathered from the cited places, and [from] D. Jerome on Daniel 6, and [in his] epistle to Sunia [& Fretela]. Whence also Gribaldus took this, [in his] book On Buildings. You will see also, if [it] please, [things] which I noted [on] Tobit 3 fol. 50, and Judith 8 fol. 299. Josephus bk. 5 ch. 1 nevertheless said ἐπὶ τῆς στέγης [epi tēs stegēs, "on the roof"], for a reason to be explained [in] quaest. 20. But when [Quando] this was done, Abulensis disputes q. 26, and warns [that] they were hidden when the King's ministers had knocked on the closed doors — before [it] was opened, or certainly before Rahab went to them.

But the manner [Modus] of hiding them was [this]. Rahab had, on the flat-roof of the house, flax, that it might be dried, spread out to the sun. Under this she bade those [spies] lie, and with it, [being] thicker, covered them. But there are here in the text a few [things] to be inquired. For in the Hebrew it is v. 6: "She hid them in the wood [ligno] of the flaxes, arranged by her upon the roof." What, then, first is "the wood of the flaxes [linorum lignum]"? About the version I will speak first, then about the matter. 1. Vatablus [renders] "the stalks [culmi] of flax"; but our Interpreter says [it] to be "the stipula [stubble] of flax." But this, says Masius, "can scarcely be borne. For [it] is not written pisthim, which the Latin rendered [as] 'this is the wood of flax,' but 'the woods of flax.' Nor indeed are the barks [cortices], [when] beaten off, wont to be laid up, but to be thrown into furnaces and ovens, as Pliny says bk. 19 ch. 1." Yet Masius ought to have remembered two [things]. One is, [that] the same [thing] is "the wood of the flaxes" and "the woods of flax." For [it] is wont, as Radak notes in [his] commentary, sometimes among the Hebrews [that] two substantives are so joined that either can govern or be governed. For, for example, Exod.
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—25:3 [it] is called "vermiculus cocci [scarlet grain-worm]," and by the same signification Levit. 14:4 "coccum vermiculi [the scarlet of the worm]"; 2 Thess. 1:8, the Latin "in the flame of fire," the Greek "in the fire of flame"; and [so] could be rendered "linum ligneum [wooden flax]" or "lignum lineum [flaxen wood]." The other is, [that] "stipula" [is] a name sometimes taken for "calamus [stalk/reed]," as when the Poet said:

"—to spend a wretched song upon the stubble [stipula]."

And thus [that] which our [Interpreter] says "the stipula of flax," the 70 say in the same manner λινοκαλάμην [linokalamēn, "flax-stalk"], as [Masius] himself in his own version of the Greek text acknowledges, and Masius retains; nay, even in their own from-the-Hebrew version, the Innovators [Novatores] Tremellius and Junius [do so]. But Josephus bk. 5 ch. 1 [says] λίνου ἀγκαλίδας [linou ankalidas, "bundles of flax"]. Nor indeed, as he [Masius] himself thinks, are the same [thing], in Pliny, "the barks of flax" and "the stipula." Now, as to the matter, two [things] the same Masius brings [forward]. One, [that] perhaps that [is] the kind of flax which, [in] the cited place, Pliny called Xylinum — "from the shrub which some call gossypion [cotton], [and] more [call] Xylon." And indeed from this [cotton] were made garments most thin and most white; and therefore [it was] most grateful [pleasing] to the Egyptian priests, whom Martialis bk. 12 epigr. 25 calls "linen-wearers [linigeri]" — Plutarch in [his] On Isis, [and] Apuleius Apol. 1. But because the 70 did not render [it] λίνον ξύλινον [linon xylinon, "cotton-flax"], but, as I said, λινοκαλάμην, I embrace the other explanation of Masius — so that [it] be "flax which [is] still crude [raw] and wooden [lignosum]," that is, because [it is] recently torn from the earth [and] dried, and by the tow-beating mallet not yet knocked out — which is what Ecclesiasticus 40 is called ὁμόλινον [homolinon, "raw flax"]. This [is] better understood from the second little-question, which is:

How was that flax arranged by Rahab herself? Nearly six preparations and dispositions of flax, [in] the cited place, Pliny indicates, which hodiernal [modern] experience too proves. "1. Torn up," he says, "and gathered into hand-bundles, [it] is dried in the sun, hanging, with the roots turned upward, for one day. 2. Then, for five other days, with the tops of the bundles turned against each other, so that the seed may fall in the middle. 3. After the wheat-month [the month of the wheat-harvest], the rods themselves are immersed in water warmed by the suns, pressed down by some weight — for [to] none [is there] greater buoyancy. 4. And, turned about again as before, [they] are dried in the sun. 5. Then, dried out on a stone, they are pounded by a tow-mallet. 6. Finally, [it] is combed with iron hooks." But Rahab had arranged [it] by the second disposition — as also that which was said "of wood"; and [the flax being] of the wheat-[season], which [wheat-harvest] was then not yet made [reaped], the harvest [messis] indicates. And that [was] indeed most opportunely [done]. For because that turning of the bundles avails not for drying only, but also for the catching of the falling seed, [there] was less suspicion in them [the drying flax looked ordinary], and less occasion of moving and knocking [them]. The same disposition the 70 signify, when they say [that] this flax [was] ἐστοιβασμένον [estoibasmenon], that is, "fitly arranged and composed," like the beds [thori] from straw which [Plutarch] calls στιβάδας [stibadas] in [his] Lycurgus — in couch-like [fashion], as also the same 70 use that verb, or others, Ecclesiasticus 8:3 [and] Kings 12. But why she had flax and dried [it], someone will say [it] was done after the manner of women, whose works of this kind are. Rightly indeed — since [the discourse] is about honest and industrious women, such as Proverbs 31:19, 20, 21 describes. But [are] not harlots idle? [are they] not therefore harlots, because [they are] slothful? Yet of these most abandoned [women] was Rahab; and therefore she handled even feminine labors and works. Just as also, in Strabo bk. 8, that [woman] who was casting a reproach at another whore, ὅτι οὐ φίλεργος ἦν, οὐδ᾽ ἱστὸν ἥψατο [hoti ou philergos ēn, oud' histon hēpsato — reading approximate], that is, "because [she] was neither work-loving, nor handled the loom"—
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—But the cause of this [flax-drying] was [something] which can be drawn from Josephus bk. 4 ch. 27: [namely] that, "on account of the greatest temperature [mildness] of the Jericho air, men were clothed in linens there even in winter, when in other parts of Judea there was snow." But of all most [of all], [those] who had a venal [for-sale] body — women — as [in] quest. 5 I was saying.

Thirdly. Because v. 4 our [Interpreter] says, "The woman, taking the men, hid [abscondit] [them]," in the Hebrew it is "hid him [abscondit eum]." How "him," and not "them"? Three [things] the Rabbins respond. The first, in [i.e. cited by] Lyranus, is [that] Phinehas was an angel (and therefore in [i.e. cited by] Abulensis too quest. 27, and Tanchuma), [and] that only Caleb was hidden — because Phinehas said [that] he himself was a priest, and priests, in the likeness of Angels, can, if they will, either be seen or not seen. The second, [of] Raschi [Rashi]: [that] thus the woman hastened, and [that] the narrow spaces of the flat-roof were [such] that she covered only the one [of them]. But [that] each of these [is] nugatory [trifling] — what need to prove [it]? The third, [of] Radach [Kimhi] and Ralbag [Gersonides]: [that] one was hidden in one part of the flat-roof, the other in the other part; otherwise, if [they] had been found together, an excessive heap of flax would have stood out prominent, and would have given occasion of suspecting and scrutinizing. [It is] to be said briefly, [that it] is customary to the Hebrews, [that] in the enumeration of several [persons], they speak of one — [what is] to be said of the singulars [distributively] — so that, namely, [it means] "Rahab hid this one and that one." Add [that] the adjection [suffix] "no" [the pronominal suffix] is perhaps sometimes plural, just as "mo" is singular, Isaiah 53.


Question XI. Did Rahab lie?

She SAID, v. 4 & 5, five [things]. In the first of which she confesses that which by the Royal informers and guards was objected. But instead of that which in the Hebrew is thus, "aut, etiam [or, indeed]," our Interpreter put the verb which, in an assent of this kind, and in a matter which as it were is objected, [is] customary [for] confession, "I confess [fateor]"; the 70 indeed, "the men came to me." The remaining [things], which are four, all depart from the truth. First. "I knew not whence they were." But just as the informers recognized them [as being] of the sons of Israel, so also she [did], and indeed much more, as she herself shows v. 9 & 10. Secondly. "And when the gate was being closed in the darkness, they also went out together." But they were hiding at home; and to speak of the city gate [is] clear enough, as also concludes quest. 44 Abulensis. Thirdly. "I know not whither they are gone." But [she] notes [them] to cling in the flat-roof. Fourthly. "Pursue [them] quickly, and you will catch them" — namely, [as if to say] "you depart hence, and you will fall upon them elsewhere," [those] who elsewhere are not. There are, moreover, of these Rahab-words two opinions.

The first: [that] in these [words] this [woman] did not lie, because she said all these [things] of other guests, who at that time had set out of her lodging. So either Tremellius or Junius, in the annotation on this place: "This response — why we should establish [it] necessary [that] a liar be said [to be here] — I do not see. For others could have turned aside [lodged] at Rahab's (namely, [as] a Caupona [innkeeper]), about whom she responded" — just as [it] is [proper] to divine providence [that] some guests be indicated from the truth, and others from faith and charity be dissimulated [concealed]. But this opinion is first based on that false [premise] of theirs, the "Caupona" foundation, which before [was] utterly removed, quest. 3. Secondly, from the context [it] clearly appears [that] Rahab responded about the same [men] about whom she was asked; for therefore, she says, "I confess," and "you will catch them." Thirdly. Be it [that] some cleverness of responding [is] permitted sometimes — [that] it is nonetheless not permitted, her patrons [defenders] do not confess, when [one is] legitimately interrogated [by one] who has legitimate power of interrogating,
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—as I expounded [on] Judith 13 q. 10. But to the Jericho[ite] King, and to his administers [officials], that power was indeed [theirs], and [they interrogated] in a manner consonant to [their] morals and laws. And thus, by those who deny [that] Rahab lied, one inconvenience indeed is fled [avoided], but into another [one it is] run — that I may be silent [about the fact that] they oppose their own master, Calvin. Therefore the other opinion — of all the others [the general view] — is [that] she lied; and [it is] confirmed enough from [things] now said.

Two opinions. The prior: [that] she lied, but without sin. So Joseph the Abbot in [i.e. cited by] Cassian collat. 17 ch. 17 — who, [being] once a chief of his own city, and diligently taught not only [in] Egyptian but even [in] Greek eloquence, as the same Cassianus writes collat. 16 ch. 1. For these [are] his words, [in] that former place: "Thus about a lie [it is] to be judged, and thus [it is] to be used, as if [it were] a hellebore [ellebori — a medicinal poison] by nature inborn to it. Which [hellebore], if [it] be taken [with] a deadly disease imminent, is healthful; but otherwise, [if taken] without the necessity of the highest danger, [it] is of present death [lethal]. For so indeed we read even holy and most approved-to-God men [to have] pardonably [venialiter] used a lie, like Rahab — of whom, since scripture commemorates not only no monument of virtues, but even [monuments] of unchastity — for such a lie, by which she preferred to hide the spies rather than betray [them], she merited to be admixed to the people of GOD by eternal benediction. Who, if she had preferred to speak the truth, or to consult [for] the safety of the citizens, [there is] no doubt but that neither would she have escaped the imminent destruction with her whole house, nor [would she have been] inserted among the authors of the Lord's nativity, and enumerated in the catalogue of the patriarchs, [nor] have merited, through her descendant, to bring forth the Saviour of all. And again: Neither could Rahab have evaded death otherwise than by this remedy, nor Jacob arrive at the benediction of the firstborn. For God is not [only] a Judge, but also an inspector of the purpose and intent. Who, if he shall have seen something either done or promised for the cause of eternal safety and of divine contemplation — although to men [it] may seem hard and iniquitous — he nevertheless, inspecting the inmost of the heart, judges not the sound of the words, but the vow of the will; because the end of the work and effect is to be considered, by which some could, as above [was] said, even by a lie be justified, and others, by the assertion of the truth, incur the sin of perpetual death." For "pardonable [veniabile]" by this author is called that which otherwise would be a sin, but now indeed is not — but to it [there] is pardon, or [rather] it is done [with] the good pardon and will of GOD: as from his whole disputation is patent, and likewise from this, that by that lie Rahab, [as] having merited so many and so great goods, he [Cassian] wills [her] — nay, [wills her] to be justified through the lie. But by a sin, however small and easily expiable, neither merit nor justification can be obtained. [It] would be another [thing] if, as Ambrose bk. 10 on Luke ch. 22 speaks, he called [it] a "veniable fault [veniabilem culpam]," or a sin, but "pardonable." Nor does it stand in the way, that in the same ch. [Cassian] says: "those refuges of lies are to be admitted, yet so, that [as] guilty we be salubriously bitten [stung] by a humble conscience"; for [he] seems to exhort to fear, and to a humbling of the mind, not to a true acknowledgment of the fault. In this place too Chytraeus wills [that] Rahab's lie did not displease God; but unknowingly and unlearnedly he confounds a lie with the silence of the arcane [keeping a secret].

The other opinion is [that] of St. Augustine, bk. Against Lying ch. 15, teaching [that it] was a lie, but "a minute [small] and pardonable one," because officious [a helpful lie] — with whom [agree] Lyranus, Abulensis quaest. 33 & 38, and now the whole school of Theologians—
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—the school feels [holds this] not unwillingly. But since against [that] opinion I have said [otherwise] elsewhere, I say only this much: [that] this Rahab-lie is to be explained in that mode by which, [in] Exodus ch. 1, the midwives' [nurses'] lie was explained — [namely] so that not to the sin itself, but to her faith, charity, hospitality, and to the whole good work to which by accident this sin was joined, praise and reward would be [given]. But let us hear that holy Doctor Augustine.


"That which, he says, is written — [that] God did well with the Hebrew midwives, and with Rahab the Jericho[ite] harlot — was not therefore done because they lied, but because toward men of God they were merciful. Not, therefore, in them was the fallacy remunerated, but the benevolence, the benignity of mind — not the iniquity of [the one] lying. For just as it would not be strange and absurd, if [some] evil works committed by them at another prior time GOD should wish to pardon on account of later good works: so [it] is not to be wondered at, that at one time, in one cause, God, beholding each — that is, [a thing] done mercifully, and [a thing] done fallaciously — both remunerated the good, and on account of this good pardoned that evil. For if sins which are done on account of the concupiscence of the flesh, not on account of mercy, are dismissed on account of later works of mercy, [how much more those] which are committed on account of mercy itself — for graver is the sin which is effected by the mind of [one] harming, than [that] which [is effected] by the mind of [one] succouring. And through this, if that [former sin] is deleted by a work of mercy afterward following, why is this [latter], which is lighter, not deleted by the very mercy of the man — both preceding [him] that he sin, and accompanying [him] when he sins? And afterward: It remains that we understand [that] to those women, whether in Egypt or in Jericho, for [their] humanity, mercy, a reward — a temporal one, to be sure — was returned; which [reward] indeed did itself also, by a prophetic signification, figure something eternal even to them unknowing. But whether one is ever to lie, even for anyone's salvation — since it is a question in [the] resolving of which even the most learned are wearied — far exceeded the measure of those little women, constituted among those peoples and habituated to those morals. And so this their ignorance — just as of other matters which they likewise knew not, but which are to be known by the sons not of this age but of the future — the patience of GOD sustained: [God] who nevertheless returned to them, for the human benignity which they had expended upon his servants, earthly rewards — though [rewards] signifying something heavenly. And Rahab indeed, freed from Jericho, made [a] passage into the people of GOD; where, advancing, she might be able to arrive at eternal and immortal gifts, which are to be sought by no lie."



And again, [in] ch. 17 of the same book — but [that] will be brought forward [in] the following question. Similar [things] Rupertus wills, bk. 2 ch. 11 (although there [there] are corruptions [in the text]). Calvin indeed seems to feel the same, yet so that he mixes in an error — as if, [when] sins are joined to a good work, there were no penalty, or, as he himself more ineptly speaks, "no imputation." "The chief action," he says, "[is] pleasing to GOD, because the vice admixed to the virtue is not imputed."


Question XIII. Whether, in order that the spies be preserved, Rahab necessarily lied

St. Augustine, bk. Against Lying ch. 17, teaches [that] the spies could have been preserved by God without any lie of Rahab herself, and [that] her own bodily [life], and their life, was rather to be exposed to the most present peril of death, than that Rahab should tell a lie. But the whole disputation cannot be set forth either more subtly or more clearly than by his own very words. They, therefore, are [these]:


"But someone will say: Then would those midwives, and Rahab, have done better if they had rendered no mercy, by being unwilling to lie? Nay rather, those Hebrew women, if they were such as [those] about whom we inquire whether they are ever to lie [for them], would neither say anything false, and would most freely refuse the foul ministries concerning the little ones to be slain. But, you will say, they themselves would die. But see what follows: For they would die [destined] for a heavenly habitation of incomparably ampler reward than that house which they made for themselves could be on earth. For they would die, [being] about to be in eternal felicity, having endured death for a most innocent truth.

What of that [woman] in Jericho? Could she [do] this? Would she not, if she did not deceive the seeking citizens by lying, betray the hidden guests by speaking the truth? Could she say to the interrogators: I know where they are, but I fear God, [and] I do not betray them? This indeed she could say, if she were already a true Israelite, in whom there was no guile — which she was about to be, passing over, through the mercy of God, to the City of God. But, this heard, you will say, those [citizens] would slay her [and] search the house. But was it consequent [necessary] that they should find even those whom she had diligently hidden? For the most cautious woman had foreseen [it], and had placed them there where they could lie hidden, even if credence had not been given to her lying. So she too — if nevertheless she had been slain by her own citizens — would, for the work of mercy, have ended this life (to be ended [and] precious in the sight of the Lord) by death, and her benefaction toward them would not have been empty.

But you will say: What if, to that place where she had hidden them, those by whom they were sought had, by searching everything, arrived? In this manner [it] can be said: What if they had been unwilling to believe a most vile and most base woman, not only lying but even perjuring? To be sure, even thus she had obtained [it] — she who lied out of fear. And where do we place the will and power of God? Or was he perhaps not able to guard both her — neither lying to her citizens nor betraying the men of God — and those her [guests] from all destruction? For by whom they were guarded even after the woman's lie, by him they could, even if she had not lied, assuredly be guarded.

Unless perhaps we have forgotten [that] this was done in Sodom, where the males, inflamed with unspeakable lust against males, could not find even the door of the house in which they were, [nor those] whom they sought: when a just man, in a cause altogether most similar, was unwilling to lie for his guests, whom he knew not to be angels, and feared lest they suffer a violence worse than death. And certainly he could have answered such [things] to [those] seeking as that woman in Jericho answered; for [those men] too, altogether similarly, sought by interrogating. But the just man was unwilling that his own soul be stained by his own lie for the bodies of the guests — [those guests] for whom he willed the bodies of [his] daughters to suffer violence by the iniquity of another's lust.

Let a man therefore do, even for the temporal safety of men, what he can. But when it has come to this article [point], that he cannot consult for such safety except by sinning, let him now judge himself to have nothing [more] that he may do, when he shall have perceived that to be the [only] remainder which he would not rightly do. Accordingly, Rahab in Jericho — because she received the pilgrim men of God with hospitality, because in receiving them she was imperiled, because in their God she believed, because diligently she hid them where she could, because by another way she gave a most faithful counsel of returning — let her be praised [as one] to be imitated even by the citizens of the supernal Jerusalem. But that she lied — even if something prophetic there is intelligently expounded [of it] — is nevertheless not wisely proposed [as something] to be imitated: although God has memorably honoured those goods [and] has clemently pardoned this evil."



So he — of truth and of morals the best Censor.
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AND [that] the lie of that [midwives'] and of these was venial, but [that] of Rahab herself was graver, Abulensis strives quite copiously to explain, quaest. 34, 35, 39 — because the infants [were] wholly innocent, [and] nothing had been either attempted or [done] by them or by their parents against the public safety of the Egyptians—


Question XIV. Whether Rahab lied more gravely than the midwives of Exodus ch. 1

—at least of the truth [some proof] was likewise to be attempted [demanded]; and because the midwives themselves were bidden to kill those [infants] with their own hands. Otherwise [it is] both with the spies and with Rahab in all respects [the same]. And quaest. 41, ad 1[um], he [Abulensis] teaches [that] she merited not eternal but temporal goods.


Question XV. Did Rahab betray [her] fatherland?

IF, in the vulgar [common] manner, we should call "betrayal [proditio]" any action whatever which is adverse to the temporal safety of the city and to the public [order], and [which] is established amicably with the enemy — [then] to excuse Rahab from betrayal will not be so easy. For she knew them [to be] enemies and spies; yet she received them with hospitality, treated [them] kindly, [and], interrogated about them by the King, did not respond as truth and the public safety of the fatherland demanded; she hid them in her own house, sent them down safe and unharmed from the wall, and taught [them] by what means they could escape the hands of the royal guards, and indicated the time and the place in which they might lie hidden. Let any one even of these [acts] make [her] guilty of betrayal — what then [do] all [of them together]? Let that first law be read which is in the Code, "On those who [are] robbers [de his qui latrones]."

But if we speak of betrayal a little more diligently with the Theologians, "betrayal" is to be called not any action of that kind, but a vicious one, and one joined to sin — and therefore [it] is required [that one] could and ought to have done otherwise; and if either of these [conditions] be absent, sin cannot be present. For "no one is obligated to the impossible"; and if someone omits [what] he ought not do, [there] is no fault. That Rahab indeed could have done otherwise cannot be doubted. But whether she ought [to have] — that is [the point] about which [there is] difficulty. For a love toward the fatherland [is] implanted by nature in all nations, [and] a piety toward the same, sanctioned by divine and human laws, seemed to demand of Rahab that she not receive the enemy into [her] house, or that she at least indicate [them once] received — most of all since in the King's name this very [thing] was sought from her, and likewise that she impede their return to their own [people] and, [as far as lay] in her power, avert the destruction of the fatherland.

Calvin says: "Only the knowledge which God put into her mind exempts her from fault, as [being] released from the common law." But of what knowledge does he speak? Of that of which Rahab herself speaks [in] v. 9? "I know that the Lord has delivered the land to you"? But certainly that knowledge alone could not exempt her from fault. For [it] is agreed — as Abulensis rightly argues, quaest. 38 — [that it] is not necessary that we simply will what God wills, e.g. [that] my father be killed, [my] fatherland laid waste, temples burned, these and those consigned to eternal punishments. For CHRIST the Lord too, although he certainly knew the destruction of Jerusalem, nonetheless did not will it, and therefore, "when he approached the city, he wept over it," Luke 19. Or does he [Calvin] speak of a more perfect knowledge, by which Rahab might know both this and at the same time all the circumstances and modes of this matter, by which she could rightly, in this affair, conduct herself? And then he says [something] true indeed, but [it] does not yet remove the difficulty. For [it] is asked: are there any such circumstances and modes, and which [are] they? Obscurely indeed — but unless he wishes [it] to be a new response — [Calvin] seems a little later to subjoin one circumstance and mode, [when] the same Calvin says: "Although up to that day she had been bound to her compatriots, yet when she was co-opted into the body of the Church, [it] was a new condition — a certain manumission from the law of society by which citizens are bound together among themselves." But this assertion [is] false and dangerous. For grace does not take away nature, nor [does it take away] the divine or human natural law—
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—as Cajetan discusses in a similar argument of betrayal, 2.2, ad quaest. 33, a. 7. And does it not avail to kindle hatred against the Christian religion, to teach [that] they — all who are Christians — are freed from every law by which they are bound to [their] Princes and cities? Otherwise indeed [taught] St. Paul, Rom. 13; otherwise St. Peter, 1[Pet.] ch. 2; otherwise all the Fathers. Namely, Calvin, acting as it were [an advocate], wished in this place to patronize [give cover to] his own iniquitous and violent seizure of so many citadels and cities — Geneva especially — [and to] so many and so nefarious betrayals of the Calvinists, and civil wars. For as soon as [a man] becomes, from a Catholic, a Calvinian, he is co-opted (forsooth!) into the body of the true Church, and therefore is now, by no law, bound to the society of all [his fellow] citizens.

Abulensis quaest. 37 & 38, and Masius, also drive off the crime of betrayal from Rahab, because she had divinely known [that] the city was to be captured by the Israelites. But they add [that] she knew at the same time [that] whatever she herself might do — whether she disclosed or concealed the spies — [it] could not be done otherwise, and therefore [that it] was better that, amid the common ruin of the whole fatherland (which by [her] information and effort she could in no way impede), she should at least save both herself and her own and her [goods]. Nor indeed is this passed over by Abulensis — [that] she conformed her own will to the divine, as regards this: that she was borne by a natural and honest charity toward [her] fatherland, and therefore bore this destruction of it with grief, and would have desired, if it could be [done], that it stand and flourish — [but] so that Rahab [is] not guilty of betrayal, because by an altogether certain knowledge she had foreseen that the fatherland, whatever finally strove against them, was to be overthrown; and [because], out of the impulse of the natural law, she grieved over so sad a case. Another reason — and, as I at least think, a firmer [one] — will be brought forward [in] the question now [immediately] following. Scripture assuredly, when [in] ch. 6 v. 17 & 25 it praises this deed of hers, pronounces her free from all betrayal. And [such] is the opinion of the experts in Law: "He who betrays [his] fatherland — not out of hatred of the prince principally, nor that the city be taken from him, but toward that [other] end — does not fall into the crime of high treason [maiestas]." See Cephalus decis. 76, 661; Pierre Ayrault [Aerodius] bk. 2 decr. 9; and others, on the Julian law of majesty [treason].


Question XVI. Whether Rahab could, without sin, have indicated and handed over the spies

SHE COULD HAVE, says Abulensis quaest. 40. Nay [in] quaest. 41 he says [that], granted she had betrayed and killed [them], or the Israelites had been killed, she would not have sinned. I am not able, however, to bring [my] mind to believe this. First, because God had shown to Rahab herself not only [that] Jericho was to be captured by the Israelites, but [that it was] to be captured also by a just war, of which he himself [was] the Leader and almost the Commander, as [is] manifest from v. 9 & 10. But when anyone knows for certain [that] a war on the other side is just, he ought with all zeal to beware lest he harm that side. For otherwise he would be repugnant to justice: knowing and prudent, he would fight for injustice; and therefore, if such a time should perhaps fall out, that not only a foreigner and a common [hireling] soldier — who gives his name [enlists] to anyone paying the stipend — but even a citizen and [one] subject to some prince should clearly and beyond all doubt understand [that] the arms of [his] city and prince are unjust, he can in no way follow them, but (as St. Augustine said of the Egyptian midwives, quaest. 12) death would rather be to be met by him, than that he inflict any violence upon clear and perspicuous justice. And this too [is] the reason and foundation [of] why to betray those spies for the advantage of the fatherland, or to deliver [them] to death, [was] by no means—

—by any means [something] Rahab ought [to do]; and therefore she was free of all fault of betrayal. Secondly, charity toward the fatherland — and so toward any other whatever — drawn from the springs of nature, prescribes this: [that] since we cannot [remove] every evil from it, we [should] at least certainly remove as much as we can, and conserve its good as much as [is] permitted. But it was established [certain] to Rahab that she could not prevent the destruction of her own city; yet she saw [that], if she did no harm to the spies sent by Joshua, but rather helped them, some remnants of her fatherland could be preserved — and indeed as regards the whole eternity of this and the future age. Right reason therefore urged, and plainly impelled to this: that she herself give what effort she could, lest the spies take any detriment. Thirdly. To her will the divine goodness applied [inward] motions which answered to those practical judgments. Just as, therefore, not to assent to judgments so certain and clear would have been a sin: so [also to yield] nothing to motions so great and so consonant to reason [would be a sin].

Abulensis strives, by a very long disputation, to break two other arguments. The one is: [that] Rahab was bound to defend those whom she had received with hospitality, [as far as lay] in her powers, as Lot [in] Genesis 19. The other: [that] she was moved by God to hide and help the spies. But these [arguments] I either do not use, or certainly not in that mode in which he objects [them] to himself and solves [them]. For thus [in fact] I would otherwise use them: Rahab was bound to protect, [as far as lay] in her powers, those whom she had received with hospitality [as] guests, even if [they were] enemies — because she nevertheless certainly knew [that] they were waging a just war. And by God she was moved to receive and protect them with hospitality, so that she certainly perceived that [inner] motion to impel toward a thing honest, good, and congruent with the true practical judgment. Without sin, therefore, Rahab could in no way indicate nor hand over the spies.


Question XVII. Whether the knowledge which was in Rahab concerning the God of the Israelites was natural or supernatural

AFTER the hiding of the spies, we read [that] Rahab thrice made words [spoke] to them. For, first, she showed what she knew about them, and on that account sought an oath from them for the preserving of herself and her own, v. 9, 10, 11, 12, 13. Secondly, she taught them whither they ought to go, and how long to lodge [linger] on the way, v. 16. Thirdly, she approved what they had said, v. 21. In the first of these, then, is the difficulty, when she says [in] v. 9, "I know that the Lord has delivered the land to you" — whence did she know that? from GOD, or from all [men], or in some human way? This latter [option] perhaps would not displease those who reason thus. First, Rahab could hear from men [that] God had delivered the land to the Israelites. For this these very [Israelites] often kept saying — and indeed publicly, through their heralds [caduceatores] to other nations, when they sought a passage from them through their lands, as [in] Deuteronomy 2 v. 29. And [things] which are so publicly done or said are wont to be carried most easily to all the neighbouring peoples, and everywhere narrated. Secondly, she could know the same [thing] by human reasoning, because, namely, she saw [that] the Israelites had cast so much terror upon her compatriots, and [that] they themselves [were] so dispirited by fear. For who [is] so crude and unskilled that he would not reason thus: "Lo, our enemies are so [great], and so strong and robust, but we all quake in a wondrous manner, our spirits fail, and we tremble in [our] whole body. It is therefore all over with us: victory [rests] with the enemy; and God delivers us and all ours into their hands."
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—and God delivers us and all ours into their hands. For thus too, in Ovid [Naso], Metamorph. 8, Scylla [says]: "And he prevails by [his] cause… [Minos] and, with arms defending [his] cause, we shall, I think, be conquered." Thirdly. Rahab herself seems plainly to show to all [that] she employed this kind of natural mode of knowing, when she testifies [that] so great a dread of her own citizens was born from the hearing of the marvels and portents and victories which had befallen the Israelites, v. 10: "We have heard," she says, "that the Lord dried up the waters of the [Red] Sea, and what you did to the two kings of the Amorites." And further, in the 70 [LXX], who add a causal particle, more clearly: Ἀκηκόαμεν γὰρ [akēkoamen gar, "for we have heard"]. And most clearly [in] v. 11: "And hearing these [things] we were greatly afraid." Now this mode of knowing and reasoning [is] most usual and daily among all nations — to fear for themselves from the heard prosperity of enemies and the slaughter of neighbouring nations, and indeed the more, by how much the greater and more marvellous those [things] were. All histories which treat of wars [are] full of examples. Fourthly, if there had been any supernatural knowledge in Rahab, it would have been in that [above all] which she said [in] the same v. 11: "The Lord your God, he is God in heaven above and on earth below." But this too she could know naturally, either because others said [it], or because she would judge [that] those marvels and noble victories could set out [proceed] from none but the greatest and most powerful of gods — just as, forsooth, on account of certain unbelievers, the Apostle says, [in] Rom. 1 [v.] 20: "The invisible [things] of him, from the creation of the world, through the [things] which are made, are understood [and] beheld."

1. There was supernatural knowledge in Rahab, because Heb. 11 v. 31 [says] there was in her faith — and indeed that [faith] which [the things] here said pertained to; and [that] its matter, about which it was exercised, can be understood to have been [this] — because [the Apostle] takes all those examples of faith which he there recounts from the Scriptures, so that [they are] deeds, namely, in which faith shone forth, [drawn] from those [Scriptures]. But of Rahab's own deed, in which her faith shone forth, we have [nothing] except this. For the Apostle relates two [things] about her: [1] by faith she did not perish with her unbelieving compatriots; [2] by faith she received the spies with hospitality — of which [two] this latter is the cause of that former. For because by faith she received the spies, therefore she did not perish with her unbelieving citizens. But the faith by which she received them — what other [is it] besides this: that she knew [that] God had delivered the land to the Israelites, and the [things] which are added? For in these words is included: First, that she herself knew God. For if she knew him to deliver the land, she first knew him. [2] To know God — not any [god] whatever, but him who [is] the true God, whom therefore she calls Jehovah. Thirdly, to know that he was propitious to the Israelites, in that he does so well for them. [4] And [that he was] not only now [propitious]: but had already been so of old, when [in] Genesis 15 v. 18 [and] ch. 26 v. 4 he promised this land to their Fathers, and by promising delivered [it]. For in Hebrew it is: "I knew, that the Lord has delivered to you this land." For neither do I approve Lyranus and Abulensis, who explain this past [tense] by a future, "he will deliver." For [there is] no cause for omitting the proper signification, as Masius too admonishes. If, however — [which] is permitted — we take [it as] a future, a supernatural knowledge will still be had, on the authority of Origen hom. 3, who, on account of these words, calls Rahab prophetic. [5] [That she] not only knew these [things], but even assented to them — which is [of faith]—

—to believe utterly. For this she could not [do] without an illumination of the divine mind and a holy motion of the will. Secondly, if we diligently look at the series and context of Rahab's words, we shall find [that] the cause and head of all [the things] she here says is this: "The Lord your God, he is God," etc. For, so that the cause of so great a strength of the Israelites, [and] of so many and so marvellous portents which befell them, be indicated, both in the Hebrew and in the Greek and Latin, a causal particle — "because" or "for" — is added: "For the Lord your God…" But this could not be comprehended, approved, and received except by a knowledge which is above man and [above] the natural [order]. For, first, the true God is here recognized, who [is] Jehovah; then the same God is understood [to be] signally the God of the Israelites, not of the Gentiles. Thirdly, the immensity of his nature and power is proclaimed, because he is said to be "God in heaven above, and on earth below." And it is just as if it were said [that] his nature is not contained in any one place, however great and ample. How great and vast [is] the orb of the lands? By how many and how great parts [is] the space of the heavens greater and vaster? And yet God is neither in the earth alone, nor in heaven alone; but he fills each — that is, the highest and the lowest, and therefore also all the intermediate [things] — as our Suárez rightly notes, bk. 2 On God ch. 2; and therefore the nature of God holds and permeates this whole, whatever it be, the universe of the world; and thence flows that immense force and divine power [numen] of the same, by which he rules and governs heaven and earth, Angels and men — the whole world, I say — by his own arbitrament.

And although some of these [truths] could be naturally known by certain Philosophers cleverly investigating the force of nature, [they could] nonetheless not [be so known] by a woman — and one given over to the trifles of a harlot, and [the] younger in years; nor even by Philosophers [could] that [be] defined: [that] God is the accused [i.e. the one meant] — whom the never-yet-seen newcomers, foreigners, and enemies, the Jews, worship. See, says Cajetan, in that woman, not only fear, but faith and a manifest confession, that Jehovah, who is Eloah of Israel, he himself is Elohim in heaven and earth; and therefore [it is] not to be wondered at if she was saved. For [the God] whom he illumined within and made the preserver of his elect, [him] he also preserved from the ruin of Jericho. The same is the opinion of Theodoret quaest. 1, of Masius, and of Abulensis quaest. 48.

Secondly. The same knowledge in Rahab was natural, as regards the proposing cause — or (what amounts to the same) [in this respect]: that, in order that Rahab might perceive [it] with that mind and will, and cling to those [truths], men proposed them to her immediately, not an angel or God. This indeed is against Abulensis in the cited place, but not against the truth. For, first, if either an Angel had appeared to Rahab herself, or God had spoken these [things] to her through some sonorous voices, or forms and species impressed in her mind, she herself would have said [so], just as Cornelius said, Acts 10, [that] "an Angel stood by him," or as the Prophets [say] "God spoke to them." But now she only says "I know." [2] Whence she knows, she expounds — as [the] third argument, proposed at the outset, has explained. [3] The other arguments there likewise confirm nearly the same proposition. [4] The other Jerichoites are said by St. Paul, Heb. 11 v. 31, [to be] ἀπειθήσαντες [apeithēsantes, "having disbelieved / disobeyed"], that is unbelieving, because she had refused to believe. For ἀπειθεῖν [apeithein] does not simply mean to lack faith, but to lack [it] when one could and ought—
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—[and ought] to have had [it]: or [it means] to be unwilling to believe, [and] to be unwilling to comply with and obey the [things] which are proposed. Therefore the Jerichoites could, if they had willed, have had faith in the same words in which Rahab had [it]. Therefore in the same manner the matters were also proposed to them. Otherwise each could say, "No Angel was present to me. God was unwilling to speak to me — and in what manner could I give faith to these his utterances?" For "faith [is] from hearing," Rom. 10 v. 17. The mode, therefore, by which Rahab was brought to faith, was of this kind. Far and wide, even to the more remote nations, a most certain report about the [things] which God had done in Egypt on account of the Israelites had spread abroad; and likewise about the miracle of the Red Sea dried up, and other similar [things], very many narrated these to the neighbouring Canaanites; and finally [that] the slaughter of Sihon and Og, most powerful Kings of the Amorites — they said [it] either was, or certainly was asserted by the Israelites [to be the work of] the God best and greatest of all, by whose beneficence and power all these [things] were carried on. Rahab heard [this]: and, God pouring light into her mind and moving her will, she knew the true [things] and believed them. The other Jerichoites heard [it too], and the Lord offered them the light and the divine motion, but they repudiated [it] and refused to assent.

There was, therefore, in Rahab knowledge indeed — on account of the excellent and interior divine light and motion of those very matters — [that was] supernatural; but in a natural mode it first took its beginning from men and the external senses, not from an Angel or from God. And thus I understand what Josephus says, bk. 5 ch. 1: ὄμνυσι πᾶς ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ διδαχθῆναι [omnysi… ek tou theou didachthēnai, roughly "[she avows that] all was taught by God"]. Yet I said "immediately," because both [the fact] that men said these [things], and this whole [matter] which I have called report and the narration of men, stood forth [as] a benefit of God. But at what time this knowledge and assent of faith was first made, I cannot precisely say: I think, however, [it was] one or another day before the arrival of the spies themselves, or perhaps on that very day and moment when she first beheld them, and at once, this faith urging [her], invited them and received [them] into hospitality, and was made safe.


Question XVIII. What [was] the nature of the terror which had rushed upon the Jerichoites

The same Abulensis, quaest. 48, makes a twofold terror, natural and supernatural, and judges [that] that [terror] which terrified the Jerichoites was of this latter kind. And he recounts two conditions [marks] of a supernatural terror of this sort. The one is, that it be sent in by God. The other, that it be exceedingly hard, and utterly enervate [men's] spirits; and this condition he thinks to be also a sign of the former [mark] — a most certain argument by which the [supernatural] itself may be distinguished from the natural. That, indeed, there is some such supernatural terror, cannot be doubted. For just as the Lord sometimes sends upon men sicknesses of body and debilities of members, so [also] perturbations of soul — namely fears and languors; and each posited condition is manifestly discerned [in] Leviticus 26 v. 36: "I will give a dread in their hearts in the regions of the enemy. The sound of a flying leaf will terrify them, and thus they will flee as [from] a sword. They will fall with none pursuing." And so [it] was even among the Gentiles, [that terror] which was called panic terror — about which [see] Polyaenus bk. 1, and Lipsius bk. 4, On military [matters], dialogue 11 — and δαιμόνιος φόβος [daimonios phobos, "a divine/preternatural dread"], in which [terrors] they used to say, φύζαν καὶ παῖδας θεᾶν [phyzan kai paidas theān, a proverbial phrase — flight and the "children of the goddess" (of panic)]. But in the former condition [mark], it can be asked, in what manner GOD sends in a terror of this sort. I answer [that] this can be done in two ways. First, if an evil—

—[if] some impending evil be set before the minds of men — [one] which is great, and which is brought on by great forces — and, on the contrary, [if God] show in those who ought to fear the utmost weakness for withstanding that evil. For hence arises the flight of the blood to the heart, in the countenance pallor, in the members of the body trembling, in the mind a poverty and dejection of counsel for resisting. Secondly, if, without any knowledge and foresight of an evil or weakness of this kind, [God] should drive the blood in that manner from the exterior [parts] of the body to the interior parts, and rouse up those pallors and tremors. But this latter mode would scarcely have the nature of true fear, but only a certain part or effect of it; and without the former [it] scarcely ever, as I think, comes about from God.

But God twice over sets before minds an impending evil, and forces too weak to ward it off, in two ways. First, by working, for [the benefit of] some, things truly great, from which that opinion deservedly arises in others — as when he does miracles for the advantage and safety of others, or does something similar. Secondly, by working [so] that men apprehend in [their] mind something which is not [real], or certainly not so great [as they think] — as if, from some clamour and war-cry [barritus] of soldiers, because it is perhaps re-echoed by the ridges and valleys of the mountains, an army of enemies far greater than it is should be imagined. But you will say to me: Is God then the author of a fallacious thing and a false opinion? Some indeed nod assent, but [it] is to be denied. First, because God then sets before the senses [things] which truly strike the senses, and which do not necessarily signify that which men gather and suspect. But these [men] gather and suspect this by their own unskillfulness, rashness, and of their own accord. For that echo resounding in valleys and mountains is assuredly a true sound; and if it were diligently and skillfully weighed a little, it would be understood [to be] an index not of so great a multitude as the terrified mind feigns. And so in other [cases]. Secondly, because it can be granted [that] there is always present the evil which is dreaded, and likewise present the weakness of forces which are far unequal to warding off that evil — not indeed if that very [thing] which brings fear be considered nakedly and in isolation, but if it be considered in the manner in which it then is. For although, as regards itself, it be some very slight [thing], and as it were nothing, yet insofar as God is involved and joined with it — [God] who wills to use that thing, as an instrument, for crushing the spirits of the enemy — thus [it] is in truth something very great, and [far too great for] the slender forces of men, that they should be able in any way to withstand [it]. And thus, in what manner the Lord sometimes sends in a terror, let it stand expounded.

In the other condition [mark] of this terror, I am compelled to dissent a little from that most learned man [Abulensis]. For, first, just as he can cast in certain huge terrors, so he can [cast in] lesser [ones] too, according as he shall have judged [it] expedient. For he does not effect only grave and incurable diseases in bodies, but sometimes even bruises, and [such] as can easily be healed. [2] There are also certain natural fears so hard that they utterly enervate and break [men's] spirits. See — to omit now our [own] Damascene and [Gregory of] Nyssa, praised in St. Thomas 1.2 quaest. 41 a. 4 — [what] the greatest investigator of nature,
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—Aristotle, teaches, [Rhetoric] bk. 2 ch. 15, and [what] Cicero [teaches], Tuscul. 4, where he describes desperation, faintness [exanimatio], and dread, "which is a motion striking down the mind, and expectorating [driving out] all wisdom from the soul," as Ennius says there. Or let those orators be an example, who, when they came forward to speak, sometimes trembled in all [their] limbs and became utterly mute — as is written by Cicero [in the] book On the Orator. How then is this [the "hardness"] the best mark for distinguishing a natural from a supernatural fear? I should prefer, therefore, another condition or mark: namely, when by God some things are done in an unwonted manner, by which the spirits of the enemy are deservedly struck; or when it is agreed that a divine business is being carried on, and meanwhile, from some thing which in itself is either nothing or ordinary [foreign to the case], the adversaries tremble and, terrified, shudder. For these [things] I see frequently commemorated in the sacred writings: Gen. 35 v. 5; Exod. 23; Deut. 2, 11, 28; Job 6; Psalm 87; Isa. 30; Jerem. 15 & 49; Levit. 26; and Ps. 52 [53]: "They trembled for fear, where there was no fear."

Moreover, this terror of the Canaanites can be known [to be] supernatural or divine in either mode. For first, as Rahab herself here relates, the Lord had brought forth the greatest portents for the Israelites. Nor does it stand in the way that Masius objects [that] that sea [the Jordan/Red Sea] had dried up several years before, and [that] the kings of the Amorites were destroyed by opportunity rather than by [Israelite] strength. For both the memory of that drying-up, and the gift of this opportunity, showed present the divine force and aid [given] to the Israelites. Secondly. Since the Hebrews were equal to the Canaanites neither in number nor in strength (Deuteronomy 7 v. 1 — so much so that the Israelites themselves greatly dreaded them, Numbers 14), yet now the Canaanites themselves — as though the Israelites were far more numerous and more robust [than they] — tremble and shudder utterly.

But perhaps someone will object [that] the trembling of the Canaanites does not appear so great as Rahab here narrates: "All the inhabitants of the land languished." "Our heart melted [languished], nor did there remain in us a spirit at your entering in." For certainly, when the Israelites approached, the Jerichoites shut the gates [against them]; the Havvites and others (about whom [more] afterward) dared to go forth against them into battle-line and field, and sometimes even inflicted certain slaughters of the Israelites. How then are they reported [to be] so faint and lifeless with fear? It is a saying of the natural philosophers [that] "[things] which differ little seem to differ not at all." The nation of the Canaanites was, in strength, arms, number, [and] fortifications, most well-defended. It could have finished off and destroyed the nation of the Israelites, if [the matter] had been carried on by human prudence and strength alone. Now they resisted so moderately that they seem to have resisted nothing at all; and therefore, dismayed by dread and fear, [they] had no spirit [of courage], no strength or breath. And this only did Rahab wish [to be] signified by a moral manner of speaking.

For the rest, you will note in the text [that] our Interpreter renders by the word "to languish [elanguescendi]" that which in the Hebrew is "to be made liquid [linquefieri]" — like wax, namely, or snow; but [that] the 70 [LXX] omitted it [in] v. 9, and turned it [in] v. 11: ἡμῖν ἐξέστη μὲν τῇ καρδίᾳ ἡμῶν [hēmin exestē… tē kardia hēmōn, "our heart was beside itself in us"], that is, "we were driven out of [our] mind; by an ecstasy, as it were, we departed from ourselves" — and therefore our [Interpreter] too there interposed "we were greatly afraid."


Question XIX. What did Rahab seek from the spies

Rahab sought four [things] from the spies, of [which]—
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—of which the two former are the primary demands [postulata]; the two remaining [are], as it were, confirmations of these. And of those former [two], the one is general: that they should show mercy to her father's house — and indeed in that manner in which she herself had shown mercy to them — modestly, that is, showing the reason why she dared to seek this of them. Now the name "mercy" Abulensis thinks is to be taken here very narrowly, [namely] when someone does a kindness to another not [as his] desert [i.e. gratuitously] — which Cajetan too interprets [as] "grace [favour]." But although in the latter member [of the demand] this can have place — because she did well to the spies who had no merit [to it] — nonetheless [it does] not [hold] in the former: for she was already meriting that a kindness be done to her by them, and, on her account, to her paternal house. And at the outset indeed [it] was a merit — such as is wont to be [present] in receiving and returning a favour [gratia], about which Seneca bk. 3 On Benefits [treats], and a certain Poet:


"There is a certain pleasure in testing a merit [favour] upon an ungrateful [person]."



But afterward, when a promise and an oath were added, [the mercy] put on a certain character of justice. And the Hebrew name חֶסֶד [chesed, "loving-kindness, mercy"] extends most widely in the scriptures, so as to encompass and embrace every beneficence which is conferred upon others, whether living or dead, whether wretched or not wretched, whether deserving or undeserving, whether justly and piously or liberally and kindly. And thus too Naomi [speaks] to her daughters-in-law, Ruth 1 v. 8: "May the Lord do mercy [chesed] with you, as you did with the dead, and with me."

The other demand she explains distinctly and specially, which she had already sought in general. For by the name "father's house" she understood her very father, and [her] mother, and their sons and daughters — that is, herself, and her brothers and sisters — and the goods and resources of all these. And by the "mercy" which she sought, she meant the safety and preservation of all these while Jericho was being captured: "That you save," she says, "my father and mother, my brothers and sisters, and all [things] that are theirs, and rescue our souls [lives] from death." For as to [the fact] that Kimhi [Radach] and Masius say she made no mention of herself, and bring forward reasons for her silence — she herself cries out against [it], when she says "our souls," as [is] still clearer in the 70 [LXX]. But that indeed [is] a marvel, [that] she took thought for [her] parents and brothers and sisters before herself. So great was her piety and love toward them, so great [her] care and solicitude about them, so great [her] confidence about herself before the spies themselves, and their Leader, [their] people, and [their] God. About [her] husband and children [she says] not even a word, because — as [was] said above, quest. 3 — she was a harlot, and lacked these. But whether, to these now named, others were afterward added, will be said [at] v. 18, ch. 6 v. 26. Now "to rescue a soul from death" is to preserve life itself. For often, by metonymy [μετωνυμικῶς, metōnymikōs], the cause is put for its effect. For the rest, in place of what our Interpreter says, "that you save," and the Hebrew, "that you deliver," the 70 used a most elegant word: ζωγρήσετε [zōgrēsete, "you shall take alive"]. For ζωγρεῖν [zōgrein] is to take someone alive and preserve [him] — [as] in Homer, Thucydides, Herodotus bk. 1 (where [he speaks] of Croesus), bk. 2, and in the scriptures, 1 Chron. 25 [?]; 2 Tim. 2 v. [26], where our [Interpreter has] "they are held captive" — by the devil, namely, but so that they are still alive and can come to their senses [repent]: just as, in Athenaeus bk. 13, a certain impure old nonagenarian said [that] he was captured, in the midst of the troops over which he presided—
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—[in the midst of the troops], by wine [taken] from a harlot. Luke 5 v. 10: "From now [on] you shall be taking men [alive]," not in any manner [whatever], but so that those whom the good fisher St. PETER shall have taken, he may preserve alive and unharmed for the spiritual and heavenly life. Of the two latter [demands], the one is the request of an oath: "Swear to me," she says, "by the Lord." For "the end of every controversy of men, for confirmation, is an oath," Heb. 6 v. 26 [16]. The other is the request of some sign, by which she, in that supreme tumult and slaughter which — the city [being] captured — she foresaw in [her] mind to be coming, might admonish the spies and the whole army of the Israelites of the oath rendered, and ward off all violence from herself and her own. These two latter [demands], therefore, are, as I said, confirmations of the former, and signs by which those [former] might be shown and made firm and stable — so that the former sign signifies [is] chiefly [for] Rahab herself, but the latter for the spies themselves and all the Israelites. "[Give] me," she says, "a true sign" — that is, a sign which, when I shall have shown it to you and to those laying waste the city and filling [it] with slaughter, I and all mine may be truly and certainly safe. And by Cajetan [this] is ill-[taken as] the same as the former oath, namely.


Question XX. Whether the spies granted Rahab's demands, and how

The spies assented, and indeed most gladly, since they were grateful and upright men. "He is base," says Plautus in [the] Persa, "who knows how to take a benefit but not to repay [it]." A serpent, in Aelian bk. 13 of the Various History, last chapter, protected — at great peril to itself — the one by whom it had been reared. A lion, in Gellius bk. 5 ch. 14, freed by [its] rending [claws] the little slave (by whom it had been freed from a certain trouble) from the wild beasts to which he had been thrown. A dolphin, in Athenaeus bk. 13, received the Milesian by whom it had once been bought alive and sent back free into the sea, [when he was] perishing by shipwreck in the midst of the waves' billows, and carried him safe and unharmed to the shore, and preserved [him]. Would the Israelites not preserve a woman by whom they had been received and, in the utmost peril of [their] head [life], protected and saved? All [things], therefore, which she had sought they granted, and indeed — [more] than she had sought — nearly all [things] more abundantly. For, as the same Plautus says [of captives], "the benefit which is done to the good, that favour is pregnant [rich] with good [things]."

To Rahab's first demand the Spies respond simply and without comparison: "We will do mercy toward you," and they add: "and truth." Kimhi [Radak] thinks that "mercy" [refers] to Rahab's own parents and kindred, but that "truth" [refers] to Rahab herself — because that [former] is a gratuitous and undue benefit, [while] this [latter] is just and due. But of the former I have spoken [in] the preceding question. The latter is sometimes joined to it [the former], so that that mercy and beneficence be signified [as] not only certain and constant (as Masius thinks), but also true, sincere, and nothing at all feigned — as [in] Proverbs 14 v. 22, 16 v. 6: "By mercy and truth iniquity is redeemed," and Genesis 24 v. 27 & 49, Psalm 22 [v.] 6, 84 v. 12. To the second [demand] they promise to save not only those whom Rahab recounts, but even more, for her sake. For although they seem to omit [her] sisters, v. 18 and below ch. 6 v. 23, they nonetheless do not omit [them]; nor yet, as pleases Abulensis, do they contain [them] under the name of "brothers," but in their place the spies substitute a more capacious word, by which both they [the sisters]—
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—whether they be above or below, to the side [i.e. wherever they are], both live and be taken up [rescued]. For here [in] v. 18 [the Latin] is "and all your kindred," in the Greek and Hebrew "and the whole house of your father." Below, at ch. 6 v. 23, in the Latin [it] is likewise "all her kindred," in the Hebrew "all her families," in the Greek ἡ συγγένεια αὐτῆς [hē syngeneia autēs, "her kindred"] — whence, [in] quest. 53 & 56, Abulensis is sufficiently refuted. Nay, here [in] v. 19 they seem to promise safety to all, [as] many as she wished to receive into her house. These good spies, therefore, imitated those Angels who once repaid the most abundant favour to their host Lot too. For they held in memory that those [Angels] had said to him, Genesis 19 v. 12: "Have you here anyone of yours? a son-in-law, or a son, or daughters — all who are yours, lead [them] out of this city." Again, as to the safety of [their] bodies, Rahab had asked only about her own life and her own [people]'s; but they [go further], saying [in] v. 19 [that] they [will] repel from them slaps, blows, striking, and every injury: "If anyone touch them" — in the Hebrew, "if the hand of anyone be upon any of them."

To the third [demand] the same [spies] received an oath from Rahab willingly, v. 10 [17], and bound themselves by these words, v. 14: "May our soul [life] be for you unto death." Kimhi [Radak] indeed thought they said only this: "If anyone wish to kill you, we forbid [it], and indeed by the interposing of our own bodies, that we rather than you be killed." But in that manner there would indeed be some promise, yet no oath. It is therefore rather to be judged [that] something greater than a simple oath is here sworn by them — a curse, namely, being applied thus: "Let our life be for yours; if we deceive in anything, if you or any of them, or anything, perish, let the Lord punish [us] with death." For oaths of this kind, and imprecations, [are] everywhere in use, as in Cicero, Plautus, and the like: "may I not live," "may I not be safe," "so may I live," "may I perish," "may the gods destroy me, so may it befall me to live and die." In Propertius bk. 4 eleg. 7: "If I deceive, may a viper hiss upon our tombs, and lie over [my] bones." [In] the last elegy: "I myself speak, for myself: if I deceive, may the unhappy penalty of [my] sisters press [my] shoulders with the fillets [chains]."

And thus in public treaties, when the fetial "accomplished fathers" [patres patrati] struck a pig or lamb with a stone [or] flint, they swore with a loud voice: "If the Roman people shall first fail from the stated terms, do thou, Jupiter, on that day so strike the Roman people as I strike this pig today; and strike so much the more, by how much more thou art able and hast power." And again, when he struck the stone from [his] hand, they asked that they be so cast out of all the goods of the living and the dead — as Barnabé Brisson shows copiously from Livy, Polybius, and others, [in] bks. 4 & 8, On the [Oath-]formulas. And to here pertain those [words] in our sacred books too: "May God do these [things] to me, and add these," about which I [treat] elsewhere; and again that [phrase] here, v. 19: "The blood of all shall redound upon our head" — more briefly in the Hebrew, "His blood [be] on our head," or "upon our head," as [in] Matth. 27 v. 25: "His blood [be] upon us, and upon our sons."

But because an oath is a most religious matter, [that it] be not afterward violated in any way, or certainly seem to be violated, [it] must diligently be provided beforehand [that] all [things] be looked around and weighed, and — if need be — various cautions [safeguards] applied: as the ancients (of whom [I spoke] a little before), in those solemn oaths, used to add, "if I knowingly and wittingly deceive," "if the former people fail," "by public counsel," "with evil guile," and the like. Our spies, therefore, since they were of signal religion and prudence—
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—[of signal prudence], applied three cautions [safeguards]. The first is [in] v. 14: "provided nevertheless you do not betray us" — and this, as someone in Abulensis holds, by announcing, after we have gone, that we were here, so that on that account the King fortify the city more diligently; or even while we have not yet departed, as Abulensis himself holds — who writes [that] the spies understood [that] they were to be freed by God, even if they were indicated and betrayed in the city by Rahab herself; or because, as [it] seems to Cajetan, they did not yet know how they were going to escape, whether by the window or otherwise. But the former [reason] is ridiculous. For Rahab would have given herself into the gravest peril of life; and the King notes sufficiently, if he wished to fortify the city, [that it was] from the arrival of the spies. The latter [is] in no way truer: for whence and how did they understand [that] they were to be freed, even if, while still tarrying in the city, they were betrayed? And who would be ignorant [that they were] released from the oath, if she had not further guarded them as she had begun? Of the third [caution, more] afterward. What therefore they take precaution against is this: lest this deed and pact of theirs be divulged; and [lest] thus too many [people], unworthy of life, should intrude themselves into Rahab's own house while the city was being captured, or take away the sign (about which a little later), or set up many [signs] similar to Rahab's own sign, or in some other way impede [it, so] that what the spies had promised be not made effective.

Now this first caution is not in the 70 [LXX at] v. 14, but only [at] v. 20. In the Hebrew, however, it is read thus: "If you do not announce our word," [rather] than as [it] is written by our Interpreter, "provided you do not betray us" — or rather "in a small [degree]," which easily happens, the iod being drawn out and thence a vau made, [so that] it had been read not תגירו but תגירו [tagiru — variant pointings, iod↔vau], as [it] is also read [at] v. 20. The second caution [is at] v. 18 & 19: that all whom, from the granting of the second demand, Rahab herself shall wish [to be] safe, receive themselves into her house, and, when the army of the Israelites shall occupy the city, not carry a foot away from there. The third [is at] v. 18: that from the window of the house a scarlet cord [funiculus coccineus] hang, about which a little later. As to the fourth [caution], the requested sign is fixed beforehand: that it be that very [thing] by which the spies shall have been let down through the window of the wall — a scarlet cord, hanging from that very part of the wall and window, v. 18. For that entirely the same [cord] is prescribed (about which Abulensis seems to doubt) is clear from the text, v. 18, where in Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, with a demonstrative article, it is called "that cord [funiculus iste]," about which [more in] the following question.

They protest, indeed, thrice [that] they will be beyond fault and all harm, unless these cautions be complied with. First, at v. 17, where by some — as Abulensis notes — the negative "not" had been ill placed, and therefore the sense is affirmative: "We shall be guiltless [Innoxii]," that is, "we shall not violate the oath," or, "we shall give effort that we be innocent." Then [at] v. 19, where our [Interpreter] renders the same word "of another [alieni]." Thirdly, [at] v. 20, where again the same word is rendered "clean [mundi]," aptly nonetheless to the sense.


Question XXI. How the spies escaped from the shut-up city of Jericho

It was night; the gate was shut; by the King, within and without, the good spies were being sought. What were they to do? Should they await the morrow, until the gate be opened — [when] all eyes [were] most intent upon them? They would be taken at once, and led to the wroth King. Should they remain hidden in Rahab's house? But [there] was danger lest another interrogation about them be set on foot, and [what] had lately been omitted—
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—[lest another] search of the whole house [be made]. Nor indeed — even if, without any peril, they could tarry there longer, until the arrival of the Israelites — was [that] to their advantage. For their duty required not that they lie hidden, nor that they return in any manner whatever to him by whom they had been sent, but that they report the scouted [intelligence] to Joshua himself as quickly as possible. Behold, then, the admirable manner of their deliverance, v. 15: "So she (Rahab) let them down by a cord [funis] through the window."

This cord is named in the Hebrew in three ways. First, by a single name, which [at] the verse now cited is חֶבֶל [chebel], and signifies not any cord [whatever], but a strong one, [one] composed of several [strands]. For this name always imports a conjunction and a certain association, as could easily be shown by examples — so much so that by it is signified even some congregation and band of men, as [in] 1 Sam. [Reg.] 10 v. 5, where [there is] a "wedge [company] of prophets," and, according to certain Rabbins, Psalm 118 [119] v. 61 — for thus they interpret [it]: "the band of the impious plundered me," where, from the 70, our [Interpreter has] "the cords of sinners encompassed me"; and by such cords Jeremiah too was let down into the pit, Jerem. ch. 38 v. 6 & 12.

Secondly, it is named by two names, v. 21 [18] — namely, "a scarlet cord [funiculus coccineus]" — of which [names] the [former] does not diminish "cord [funis]," which the Interpreter used before, but signifies entirely the same [thing]; [it is] set down, however, because [there is here] in the Hebrew a name other than before: תִּקְוָה [tiqvah], of which [there is] a twofold notion in the scriptures. One, and the most frequent, when it signifies expectation and hope: Job 4 v. 6, ch. 7 v. 6, ch. 8 v. 13, ch. 14 v. 7 & 15, ch. 17 v. 15, ch. 27 v. 8; Psalm 9 v. 19; Proverbs 11 v. 7, ch. 23 v. 18, and elsewhere. The other [notion] here, when it denotes a cord — as it were something woven, and composed of several strands gathered together. For in the verb קָוָה [qavah] there is also a force of weaving-together and gathering, and thence [comes] a strong and robust cord, as R. Isaiah admonishes. Radak gives the same name, from the Chaldee, the signification of "fringe [fimbria]." But both [that] — and the reason for which he would have a fringe here employed — is invented, [namely] because, forsooth, the spies had perhaps spied in Rahab's house a fringe [made] of scarlet threads. For, as I was saying in the preceding question, it was entirely the same cord by which both these were let down and which was afterward hung out by Rahab.

Now coccum or coccus — from which coccineus [scarlet] — is either a shrub, whose grain, both of itself, is fit for a red dye and, if joined to a purple colour, sharpens [intensifies] it markedly and, as it were, kindles it (as Pliny shows, bk. 21 ch. 8); or [it] is a little worm [vermiculus], which is born from the grain of the said shrub, in the shape of a pea or lentil, and clings to its leaves (as Isidore teaches), and produces a signal redness, either of itself, or added to purple; and this worm the Arabs call carmen [qirmiz] or chermes, or — as Chalcondylas says [in] bk. 3 of the Turkish History — κρήμνον [krēmnon]. But whether this red colour be from the grain or from the worm, it is taken in two ways. For either something is dyed with it once, or twice, or oftener — when, namely, either the wool alone is steeped in the one or the other [dye], or both the wool and the thread which is afterward made from it; and these latter the ancients called δίβαφα [dibapha, "twice-dipped"], as it were twice-dyed — about which [see] Cicero to Caelius, and Pliny bk. 9 ch. 36; Seneca [in] the Hercules Oetaeus, when he says:


"Nor does the soft wool, re-dipped in the Sidonian cauldron, drink the strength [of the dye]"



and the Lyric [poet, Horace]: "…fleeces of wool re-dyed with Tyrian purple-shells [murex]."
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Hence indeed it comes about that these [terms] are sometimes distinguished — as [in] Isa. 1 v. 18: "If your sins be as scarlet [coccinum], they shall be whitened as snow; and if they be red as the little worm [vermiculus], they shall be as wool" — [and] sometimes are taken interchangeably for the same [thing], as, in the same place, the 70: what is coccinum they call φοινίκεον [phoinikeon, "purple-red"], and what is vermiculus they render κόκκινον [kokkinon, "scarlet"]. And [at] Exod. 25 v. 4, in the Hebrew, "the worm of the coccus," for which is rendered by our [Interpreter] "twice-dyed scarlet"; likewise ch. 25 v. 1, ch. 39 v. 29, ch. 36 v. 8, ch. 28 v. 5. Nay, these are not rarely confounded with red-purple, or the murex-colour (as Brodaeus explains, bk. 1 Miscel. ch. 8), and likewise with the [Tyrian] purple [ostrum] (of which Gellius bk. 2 ch. 26), and with every red which is more beautiful and brilliant, or more darkening. Whence by Tertullian, bk. 4 Against Marcion, [it is called] "rosy [roseus]"; by St. Gregory [and] St. Chrysostom (hom. to the baptized) and St. Epiphanius, "bloody [sanguineus]." And coccus is called, in Hebrew, שָׁנִי [shani] — either from שָׁנַן [shanan], which is "to sharpen" (because, as I said, it sharpens the purple colour), or, as pleases Radak, from שָׁנָה [shanah], which is "to repeat," because the same colour, as I also said, is applied repeatedly [i.e. dyed twice].

Our Interpreter, moreover, seems deliberately [to have] rather more willingly rendered [it] coccinum than coccus, so as to signify that which is from the coccus — whether it be the colour itself, or the worm, or that which is dyed and imbued with that colour or with the worm's juice. Where, precisely, that kind of grains and worms is born, and other [things] of that kind, Arias Montanus teaches [on] Isaiah 1; our [own] Del Río, in [his] Commentary on the Medea, fol. 23, 24; and I [myself], when I was speaking of the material of the Tabernacle. And from this at last it is clear — both [from] other passages of the scriptures and [from] this our [passage] — in what manner the spies' cord was scarlet [funis coccineus].

Thirdly, the same cord is named by three names, v. 18 — namely, "a sign [signum], a scarlet cord [funiculus coccineus]." But in all the texts there is here something of difficulty, and first in the Hebrew. For there is repeated the second, now-expounded appellation of this cord, but so that a new name is interposed — תִּקְוַת [tiqvath, construct] — and indeed governed by the former. Now [this] is elsewhere always rendered "thread [filum]": Gen. 14 v. 23, Judg. 16 v. 12, 1 Kings [Reg.] 7 v. 15, Eccles. 4 v. 11 [12], Cant. 4 v. 3. Why, then, was this interposition made? Radak responds [that] they are two synonyms, thus: "you shall bind the thread of a scarlet thread" — just as [in] Daniel 12 v. 2, "in the earth of earth [i.e. the dust of the earth]"; and then the rule could be applied which, from the same Rabbin, Genebrardus notes concerning the title of Psalm 107 [and] Pagninus [notes] in the Thesaurus, at the word פָּתָה [pathah]: [that] when among the Hebrews two substantive names of the same signification are joined, some pre-eminence in that class of things is signified — as "the mire of the earth [limus terrae]," that is, the muddiest mire; "the mud of filth [lutum coeni]," that is, the greatest or filthiest mud. "Thread of thread," therefore, or rather "cord of thread," will be a cord well and thoroughly woven and knit from threads, and therefore exceedingly firm, and [one] which could not easily be broken or dissolved.

In the Greek, moreover, is added σημεῖον [sēmeion, "sign"], for explanation's sake, because this cord was given for the sign requested by Rahab — especially since before, [at] v. 14, that (as I indicated [in] the preceding question) had been passed over in the same Greek text. The Latin, however, even though in that place it did not pass it over, nonetheless, for the sake of the same explanation and in imitation of the Greek 70, repeated this same [thing] here at v. 18 — unless someone should think [that] there is alluded, by a certain pleasant [wordplay], another signification of the Hebrew name תִּקְוָה [tiqvah]: that this cord was a sign of the hope which Rahab ought to have concerning the deliverance of herself and her own, and from which safety was to be expected. But in the Greek, besides, the same cord is called σπαρτίον [spartion, "small cord"]. Whether it [was made] of Spanish broom [spartum], or—
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—[whether it was] truly [made] of Spanish broom [spartum] or genista. For of these were cords once made, as [is clear] from Pliny bk. 24 ch. 9, [and] Cato On Agriculture; and from Xenophon, in the Cynegeticus, it is plain; and even today [such] are made. But I rather think [it] woven of linen and silken thread — 1. because the Hebrew text indicates that clearly enough; [2.] then [because] so precious a scarlet colour would scarcely seem to be applied to cords otherwise so cheap; 3. because it is usual that every cord, of whatever material it be, is called σπάρτον [sparton] or σπαρτίον [spartion] — just as also χοινίον [σχοινίον, schoinion, "rush-rope"], although this properly is a cord plaited of rush [iuncus]. For "the Greeks," says Pliny bk. 19 ch. 2, "used rush for cords" — [if we may trust the name] by which they call that plant (for σχοῖνος [schoinos] is a rush) — "afterward palm-leaves and lime-bark." And so, in the place cited before, Jeremiah was let down into the pit by rush-ropes [schoeni]; and Cratinus says [that] the rush-cord, in the fable of Ocnus plaiting σχοινία [schoinia, "rush-ropes"], gnawed up by an ass, Pliny bk. 35 ch. 11 called spartum: "The sluggard," he says, "who is called Ocnus, twisting broom-cord [spartum], which the little ass gnaws"; Propertius [called it] simply "cord [funem]":


"Worthier than crooked Ocnus, who twists a cord."



For in this word [funis] there befalls [what] Seneca teaches happens in many others too, bk. 5 On Benefits ch. 13: "Certain [things]," he says, "even if they are not true [to the name], on account of a likeness, are comprehended under the same word." So we say "a silver and a golden pyx [box]," although the very word cries out [that] it is properly made of boxwood [buxus]. And likewise ch. 14: "He is said to have a debt [aes alienum, lit. 'another's bronze'], both who owes gold pieces, and who [owes] leather stamped with a public form" — such as [there] was among the Lacedaemonians, "which serves the use of counted money."

Finally, because Rahab seems to have had a supply of flax for this [purpose] — to work up that kind of threads and cords, as above, quest. 5 & 9 — from this, too, another [question] can be settled: why Rahab wished to use such a witness [sign]? For I say (the allegory, about which afterward, being now omitted) [that] this was done because that [cord] was at her hand, and she was making it. In Lyranus the Hebrews say [that] by this little cord she was wont to admit and let out [her] lovers. But [that] would have been done at a window which looked rather into the city. I remember hearing someone say [that] this was a token of the houses of harlots. But how he proved [it], I scarcely know. To our Martín de Roa (bk. 1 ch. 3) it seems to have been a token of terror [distress]. But why, before the taking of Jericho, she should have had threads of that kind, and used them, I do not see. And indeed [that] even slender cords of this sort are exceedingly strong is understood from this too — since there were certain linen threads, each of which consisted of 365 fibres, according to Pliny bk. 19 ch. 1; and within our memory I have heard [that] a distinguished man, a prince, let himself down from a certain custody [prison] by a very fine silk cord.

It remains that we understand whether Josephus is in concord with scripture. For in the latter, Rahab lets down the spies; in the former, they [let down] their very selves. But no doubt she showed the plan of the letting-down, pointed out the window, held forth the cord, tied [it], and held [it]; [while] they, gripping this with [their] hands, descended from the wall and departed: and thus something was done in the letting-down both by them and by her. But whether there were also, before the door of the house, certain red signs — as the same [Josephus] asserts — will be said [in] chapter six.


Question XXII. How could Rahab let them down from the city wall

The disciples once let down St. Paul from the wall of Damascus in a basket, Acts 9 v. 25 — thus, namely, that they climbed the city wall at the same time, and put him into that basket, and so let [him] depart. But—



(col. 370)

—but Rahab, in order to let down the spies, had no need at all to climb the ramparts of Jericho, but had, from her own house, the fullest means of doing this very [thing]. "For her house clung to the wall," v. 15 — or, as [it] is in the Hebrew, "because her house was in the wall of the wall, and she herself dwelt in the wall." For her house was so constructed that its wall [side] was one and the same with the city wall, and thus [the city wall] was her [own house's] wall. Today, as the most illustrious Duke of Olyka writes (letter 2, fol. 105), "only a single tower, half of it, whole, four-cornered, survives at the edge of the city" — which some will [to be] the house of Rahab the harlot, others of Zacchaeus. Wherefore they think [that], for the memory of one or the other [of them], the greater part of it has been divinely reserved — since, in that whole site of the city, scarcely a whole [stretch of] wall of one cubit's height can be found. See ch. 6 quaest. 16, to which these [matters] might perhaps better be referred.

But why did she dwell in the wall itself? Masius fol. 49, Calvin, and others respond [that] citizens of slenderer fortune — and especially harlots — were wont either to build little houses into the ramparts of the city, or to inhabit the arches [fornices, brothels]. But in many cities [one] may see the houses of honourable, rich, and ample men so built that the same [structure] is both their wall and the city wall. And therefore it is to be attributed to chance, or rather to divine providence, which so long beforehand prepared this way of escape for the Israelite messengers. But how — the ramparts of the city falling — Rahab's house, [namely] that [same] wall, and thus the whole house, did not collapse at the same time, let [it] be deferred to ch. 6. Let this now be considered: how great was the folly and stupor of the Jerichoites, who, with the enemy so near, had no greater regard and care for [their] walls — [namely] that they should see to it either that windows of that kind be shut, or [be] more diligently watched — especially by night, when even natives and citizens are wont to desert to the enemy.


Question XXIII. By what [way] did the spies go straight from Jericho, and when did they return [to Joshua]

Both of these Rahab prescribed to them thus, v. 16: "Go up to the mountains, lest perhaps [those] returning meet you; and there lie hidden three days, until they return, and so you shall go your way." [Those] who had been sent by the King to capture the Israelites' spies, our Interpreter calls "[those] returning," to express more [clearly] how they could meet these [spies]; but in the Hebrew and Greek these same are here called twice "[those] pursuing the spies themselves," οἱ καταδιώκοντες ὀπίσω αὐτῶν [hoi katadiōkontes opisō autōn, "those pursuing after them"]. Rightly indeed did Rahab advise them to go to the mountains — that is, into a place contrary, either wholly or nearly, to [that] which the royal guards would think. For, as [was] said [in] part 1, ch. quest. 4, Jericho was girt by mountains toward the West, the North, and the South; but the Jordan itself was to the East. The royal pursuers, therefore, advanced toward the river, by which [route] they judged these [spies] to be hastening to their camp. If the spies had gone straight by the same [route], those [pursuers] could, while they retraced [their] step, have met these [spies], or even, while they now and then looked back, have somehow seen them even through the darkness, or at least heard [them] — since the nocturnal silences betray even the least footsteps, especially among those who are then seeking something with mind, eyes, and ears. Three days she fixed for them for lying hidden — because that was consonant to the guarding of their safety, [so] that neither less nor more were needed. Not less, because (as [was] said [in] that same quest. 4) from Jericho to the Jordan there were 60 stadia — that is, 7½ Italian miles, our [miles being]—
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—[our miles being] about two [to the Italian], that is, one and ¼. Because, therefore, in the evening — when the city gates were to be shut — these guards went out, they reached the Jordan in good time, before midnight. Let us grant [that] they went now up, now down, to this ford and that, or halted, and silently considered [everything], and shook out [searched] all — hedges, thickets, ridges, streams, roads, and all the neighbouring hiding-places. For [there] was no time for sleeping. But, if [one] please, [suppose] they even slept: they could, at daybreak, survey everything more accurately, betake themselves hither and thither, and yet return in good time, still before midday. Nevertheless, lest — if they perhaps tarried longer, or, by lingering somewhere, kept watch — the good spies fall upon them, it was most safely provided for them [i.e. Rahab's counsel] that they should rest hidden that whole day and night, and not put themselves on the road. Nor was [it] needful to lie hidden more than three days. For [as to] those whom they [the pursuers] had not overtaken, they could suppose [them] to have advanced with excessive speed, and to have anticipated the crossing of the Jordan before they themselves came. Then the King's expectation pressed them [the pursuers], desiring to be at once made more certain about the whole matter; perhaps hunger too recalled [them] home. For [it is] not likely [that] they had carried food with them for so sudden an excursion. And therefore, [for the spies] to proceed most gladly, or scout most carefully, and see everything through, one night — and as much of the following day as they pleased — was abundantly enough for them. And thus, without any peril, the Israelites' spies could return to Joshua.

There will therefore have been only a certain synecdoche in "those three days" — because only some part of the first and last [day] was spent in hiding; just as the Lord is handed down [to have] risen "on the third day," and [as] it everywhere happens that the time of night which was before sleep is attributed to the preceding day. And therefore they returned to Joshua on the third day from [their] departure — that is, on the 4th or 5th day of the first month, as [was] expounded above, part 1, ch. quest. 5. But did Rahab fix that three-day term by human prudence so aptly? or rather by divine inspiration? This latter Rabbi Solomon [Rashi] and other Talmudists assert — "which," says Masius, "we too think [is] not to be refuted"; although [it is] not absurd [that] a prudent and clever woman used human conjectures prudently.


Question XXIV. In what order were all these [things] said and done

Some depart from the order of the text, and will [that], before Rahab let the spies down from the wall, that whole dialogue which these and those hold among themselves, from v. 9 to 21, had been spoken. For [1.] how could Rahab have let them down before they gave her the requested sign? But [at] v. 15 the context narrates [them] already let down, and afterward, [at] v. 18, [narrates] that a sign was first given there. 2. How [could] the spies have enumerated all the cautions at once, before they bound themselves by any oath, or at least before they let [them] down? 3. And how could it come about that outside the city, at the walls, both Rahab and the spies themselves spoke so many [things], v. 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21? For surely a clear enough voice had to be used, since she was at her house in the higher part of the city walls, [while] they were now in the lower part, outside. And were there none on the walls to hear — watchmen, patrols, neighbours? A historical inversion [enallage] of the narration in these verses, therefore, is posited by Abulensis, Cajetan, [and] Masius. I, with Radak, follow the thread of the context itself, and judge [it] straight [in order]. For when they spoke those [things] which are [at] v. 18, it appears [they] had already been let down, because there — in Hebrew and Greek as well as in Latin — they say, by a past [tense], "you let us down."
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Abulensis (after quaest. 54) responds [that] this is to be referred to the time — not that in which the spies speak (because they had not yet been let down), but that in which they had afterward come to the city with the whole army of the Israelites. But in a historical narration [it is] absurd to say [that] something was done which in truth has not yet been done, and yet be reckoned true (because at some later time it will be true) [and therefore] to have been done. Nor does the former covenant, Leviticus 26, help him; nor indeed had it already been given in past time, Exod. 19. Otherwise, then, Cajetan: [that] of the two spies one had already been let down, but the other was still above, [though] now on the point of being let down — and [that] this one spoke those [things] in his own and his comrade's name. But not even thus would he have spoken truly. For [he] would have had to say either "you let my comrade down," or, in the present [tense], "you [are] letting us down" — which by a Hebrew participle he would have said מורידתנו את [môrîdatênu ʾet, approx. "letting us down"]. For, as to the same Cajetan's saying [that] the mean participates in the extremes, it does not thence follow [that] we can rightly use a past [tense] for a present or future. More briefly and conveniently, Masius: [that] a transposition of tenses [enallage] is most usual among the Hebrews, and so [that] "you let down" is put for "you will have let down," or for "you are preparing to let down." [This] would not displease, if the propriety of the words in a historical narration were not to be perpetually retained — especially in the description of times — unless some other good reason explain [it] otherwise. But now no reason of that kind appears. For [the objections] which have been raised urge nothing.

To the first. She [Rahab] was hastening greatly, and, an oath being received from them, she understood well enough [that it] was going to be [the case] that good and religious men would be solicitous about keeping it, and therefore would either of their own accord give some sign of the house to be found, or of their own accord form [one] for themselves. To the second. They too were hastening, and now this, now that caution occurred [to them]; or now one [man] said the one, now another [said] the other; and they swore, indeed, in general, but prudently — with conditions, that is, appended, which they would presently state. To the third. All these [things] could likewise be feared even in the letting-down itself, however secret and silent. For [as to] those who might see her — were there no sentinels, patrols, [or] neighbours on the walls? It was assuredly of divine providence that no one was present, saw, overheard [them]; and they used, as far as they could, a lowered voice and a very gentle whisper. And therefore, if anything were to be departed from the plain context, I should prefer to say [that] a double narration of the same letting-down is here set up: one, which is closed [at] v. 15; the other, which narrates the discourses and circumstances a little more [fully], and begins at v. 16 and is ended [at] v. 21 — where, word for word, in the Hebrew it is: "And he [she] let them down [dimisit] (not 'demisit') and they departed, and she tied the scarlet cord in the window" — namely, [the cord] by which she would let them down, but not [the one] by which she had [already] let [them] down. For therefore, in the same Hebrew, is added [at] v. 22: "And they departed and came into the mountains." And then that [word], "you let down," would be taken with respect to the prior narration already made — so that they indeed said "you [are] letting us down"; but because it had already been narrated [that] she let [them] down, let it be said, "you let [us] down." But [it] is better, as I said, [that] a single narration—
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—[it is better that] we reckon [there to be] a single narration; and to this opinion Masius [is] at times sufficiently inclined, fol. 48, there [at] "but neither that," fol. 49 [at] "but if," and fol. 51 [at] "he thinks therefore," and "for nothing," etc.


Question XXV. In what language did Rahab and the spies speak with one another

Had Rahab learned the Hebrew language? or the spies the Canaanite? Either [would be] judged to be no way remote from the truth by [one] who has either read, in Athenaeus bk. 13, [that] some harlots — so as to be more refined by the wit of their words, more charming, and furnished with every allurement — devoted effort to philosophy, to music and mathematics; or has considered [that] it could come about that in the camps of the Israelites there were some Egyptians knowing Canaanite, from whom some of the Israelites learned that language. But the easier and truer answer is [that] the Hebrew and Canaanite language were either entirely the same, or certainly so bordering and similar that Canaanites and Hebrews could conveniently enough speak and deal with one another.

For first, from those [things] which have elsewhere been said about paradise and the expulsion of men thence, it is agreed [that] the first of mortals dwelt in these places. And [that] these used the Hebrew language, their proper names — explained by the Holy Spirit from their proper etymologies — teach: Adam, Eve, Cain, Abel, Enos, Lamech, Henoch, Cainan, Tubal, [and] Cain, Noah, Shem, Ham, Japheth, and very many others. And after the division of languages, [that] the use of the same Hebrew language remained in that place [Canaan], all the names of the regions, cities, villages, rivers, mountains, and men also show — and the Hebrew title of the covenant which Jacob fixed [in] Genesis 31, namely Galeed. And thereafter [that] the same language was carried into Egypt by Jacob and the other Patriarchs, and there guarded even to the exodus, the very names imposed there [are] witnesses — Aaron, Miriam, Joshua, Caleb, and so many like [them] recorded in Numbers and Chronicles [Paralipomenon]; witnesses too [are] the Jews themselves, among whom [there] is a tradition [that] their ancestors in Egypt did not change three [things] which they had received from their own elders — [their] names, language, and garments.

Secondly, Isaiah ch. 19 v. 18 says: "In that day there were five cities in the land of Egypt speaking the language of Canaan." But that this [language] is Hebrew, all the Interpreters — Latin, Greek, Hebrew — affirm with concordant voices and pens; so much so that (as Jerome relates on Zephaniah ch. 2) the Jews think [that] all the Gentiles who will be converted to the Messiah will speak Hebrew, and indeed as purely as the Hebrews were wont to speak before the Babylonian captivity. This indeed is a fable, and too crass an opinion of the Rabbins; it indicates nonetheless what they understand by the "language of Canaan" in the Prophet.

Thirdly. Jerome, on that place of Isaiah [ch.] 1[9] v. 7, says: "The Canaanite language is midway between Egyptian and Hebrew, and in great part bordering on Hebrew." St. Chrysostom, on 2 Tim. ch. 2 hom. 4, says [that] the Hebrew and Syriac languages have the utmost consonance with one another. Again Jerome, on Jonah ch. 3 [4], shows [that] Syriac and Punic are akin to Hebrew. For what the Hebrew calls Kikaion [gourd], those [Syrians] call ἑλκετον [elketon]. And [in] bk. 1 of the Commentary on ch. 2 of Galatians, fol. 168: "Peter does not signify one [thing], Cephas another; but [that] which we in Latin and Greek call 'rock' [petra], this the Hebrews and Syrians, on account of the nearness of [their] languages to one another, name Cepha."

Fourthly. The Punic language is either Canaanite, or [derived] from it—
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—but the same [Canaanite] is either Hebrew, or [derived] from it. The same, therefore, is Canaanite and Hebrew, or [derived] from it. The same, therefore, is Canaanite and Hebrew, or between them there is very little difference. That former assumption is clear from those [things] which I shall say below about the Maurusii [Mauretanians], and from St. Augustine in the exposition of the Epistle to the Romans, where he mystically interprets that Canaanite woman who, [in] Matth. 15, begged the safety of her daughter from the Lord [as] the Phoenician Dido, who built Carthage, the royal seat of the Carthaginians; then he subjoins: "Our peasants, when questioned what they are, answering in Punic, 'Chanani' — corrupted, namely, as is wont [to happen] in such [words], by one letter — what else do they answer than 'Canaanites'?" This, however, is to be understood of a corruption with respect to the Latin language, in which (as he explains) — one diphthong or letter being interposed — they are called Chananaei [Canaanites]; otherwise [it is] Chananaeus [Canaanite] without any corruption in the primeval — that is, the Hebrew — language, [where] the letter is Chanani. And of the common citizens [he speaks] in the same [way], serm. 24 On the words of the Apostle ch. 3: "There is a Punic proverb, which indeed I will tell you in Latin, because you do not all know Punic." And toward the end of the preface in bk. 2 of the Commentary on Galatians: "The Africans [Afri]," he says, "have changed the Phoenician language in some part."

The latter assumption is proved: 1. from St. Jerome, [in] the Traditions on Genesis: "The Punic language," he says, "is bordering on Hebrew." And on Jeremiah ch. 25: "The Poeni [Carthaginians] are named, as it were, 'Phoeni' by a corrupted speech, whose language is in great part akin to the Hebrew language." St. Augustine, quaest. 16 on Judges: "These languages," he says, "Punic and Canaanite, do not differ much between themselves." And serm. 35 On the words of the Lord: "These languages, Hebrew and Punic, are joined to each other by a certain nearness of signification." 2. From the many words of the Carthaginians which are nearly the same as [those] of the Hebrews. For "Carthage," in Solinus, [is] Chartada — as if, namely, חַרְתָּא קַרְתָּא [chartha kartha] — which, says the same author, in the Phoenician mouth expresses "new city." And likewise "Hadrumetum" there [is], as it were, הֲצַר מָוֶת [chatsar maveth], that is, "the court of dying," or of death, or of Pluto. For, as [it is] in Philo of Byblos, among the Phoenicians and their offspring, the Poeni [Carthaginians], μῶθ [mōth] is θάνατος καὶ Πλούτων [thanatos kai Ploutōn, "death and Pluto"]. And Dido herself, says Modius (whom, after various errors at last of body and mind, I rejoice [to have] returned to the Catholic mother — Servius [says] her true name was earlier "Elissa"; but, after [her] death, she was called "Dido" by the Poeni, that is, "virago," in the Punic language — or "beloved," and perhaps even before [her] death from דּוֹד [dôd], whence "David," and that [phrase] in Psalm 67 [68]: "the King of hosts, of the beloved, of the beloved"; "Hannibal" חַנִּיבַעַל, "Hasdrubal" חֲצְרֻבַעַל. For "Baal," says Augustine in the cited book, "the Punic seem to say [for] 'Lord'; whence 'Baal-samen' they are understood to say as 'Lord of heaven.' For 'samen' among them is called 'heaven'": in Hebrew שָׁמַיִם [shamayim]. In the Plautine Poenulus [there] are more [examples], for example's sake:


Mi. Hauo. Of what country are you? or from what town?
P. [Hanno]: "Hanno, Muthumballe be Chaedreanech."
Ag. What does he say? M[ilphio]: He says [that] he is Hanno, a Carthaginian of Carthage, son of Muthumbal.



Behold: Hauo — from חָוָה [chavah], as it were "live," χαῖρε [chaire, "hail"], ὑγίαινε [hygiaine, "be well"] — whence also among us Ave, or Have (as not only the more recent [authors], but St. Augustine too has [it], epist. 43). Hanno, moreover, from חָנַן [chanan, "to be gracious"], is "Eucharius," and almost "Johannes." Muthumbal, "lord of the death of certain [men]"; Be, as it were Ben, that is "son" — or, if it be joined with what follows, in the former [it] will be understood [as] "son," as when it is said, "Solomon of David, James of Zebedee"; and the sense will be, "in Chadreanech," or (as someone corrects [it]) "in Catsicanech," that is, "in the courts of Anech." And through—
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—[through]out, "P[oenulus/Hanno]: Hauo. M[ilphio]: he greets [you]." Likewise:


Ag. He greets this [man] again in Punic with my words.
Mi. "Haudoni."



Now this last [word] is, as it were, חָא־אֲדוֹנִי [chā-ʾadonî], that is, "O my Lord" — the word, namely, of one greeting; as today [it is] frequent in the parting of departing Germans, "Mein Herr," etc. — for which Punic word there crept into Gellius "Eupsoner," though it be "Eudones" or "Audonis." And the Greek Anthologist beautifully expressed it, in [the epitaph on] Meleager of Tyre, bk. 3:


"If indeed you are a Syrian, [I say] Σαλάμ [Salam] — שָׁלוֹם [shalom, "peace"] — but if a Phoenician, [Naidios/Audonis]; but if a Greek, Χαῖρε [Chaire, "hail"]; and do you say the same."



There are, in the aforecited St. Augustine, these Punic [words] too: "Mammon" (serm. 35 On the words of the Lord); "Edom," that is, "blood," in Psalm 136; "Salus," that is, "three" or "triad," in the exposition of the Epistle to the Romans — for which the Hebrew [words] are אֱדוֹם, דָּם, שְׁלֹשָׁה, שָׁלוֹם [edom, dam, sheloshah, shalom]. Accomplished, therefore, by one and the same language — or [one] very closely bordering — [were] the discourses held to and fro between the spies and Rahab.

There is one [objection] which someone might perhaps raise from Psalm 80 [81] v. 6: "He placed [it as] a testimony in Joseph, when he went out from the land of Egypt; he heard a language which he knew not." Therefore the [language] of the Canaanites — to whom he came in the exodus from Egypt — was quite other and different; since Joseph (that is, the Israelite people) is said not to have understood that language. I answer [that] this [refers] to the ignorance of the language [as] pertaining to Egypt, not to the regions to which they journeyed thence — whether [it was] Canaanite itself, or others lying between that and this. For it is a description of a pilgrimage, and a most troublesome one, since he was not skilled in the Egyptian language. For [it is] a great trouble to live continually with those whom neither they [understand] you, nor you them — as the exile Ovid complains, bk. 5 of the Tristia, eleg. 8, [speaking] of the Getae and the Sarmatians:


"They ply the commerce of a shared tongue [among themselves]; by gesture must a matter be signified by me. Here I am the barbarian, understood by no one; the stupid Getae laugh at my Latin words. And openly, in my presence, they often speak ill of me; perhaps they cast up my exile against me."



And eleg. 13 [10]:


"[There is] here no [free] book, no one to lend me an ear and signify what my [word] is that he may know; all places are barbarous, and the voices savage."



The sense, therefore, is: "when he went out from the land of Egypt, where he heard a language which he knew not" — that is, where he was a foreigner. There are in the Hebrew other [things] to be observed, but now only these two. First, [that it] is most frequent in that idiom [Hebrew] that particles of this kind — "where," or "in which," namely, "land" — be understood [supplied]. Secondly, [that] in the same Hebrew it is thus: "a language which I knew not, may I hear," or "hear." But the 70 (who are rendered [reflected] in our Latin version of the Psalms), so as to turn the obscure third person into the first, always retained the third person. And thus [in] Psalm 113 v. 1 it is said, "the going-out of Israel from a barbarous people" — that is, a people of another language, as the Hebrew word shows.

But so that a comparison of these languages among themselves may better be set up, I will enumerate a few Egyptian words which occur from various Authors:



(col. 376)


	Ambas, that is, Abbas [Abbot]. In the testimony of St. Ephrem… [a] testament: Vossius tom. 3 fol. 302.

	Ambrēs — a certain book of the sacred scribes [hierogrammateis]; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 38.

	Amoum — hidden, or an invocatory cry; Plutarch, On Isis.

	Arimanios — evil; ibid.

	Astabores — Pliny bk. 5 ch. 9: "a branch of water coming from the darkness." And to the Germans [it is] ramus [a branch], bor or born, a spring or well.

	Astapus — Pliny ibid.: "water flowing out from darkness." Astusapes, ibid.: water likewise, but hidden.

	Bal — myrrh; Caelius Rhodiginus bk. 13 ch. 22 — [that] which signifies "dissection."

	Baiēth — a hawk; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 7 [Greek: ψυχὴ ἐγκάρδιος, psychē enkardios, "soul in the heart"]. Bai — soul; ibid.

	Casas — felted garments; Agatharchides [Greek: Καφάκ]; Lipsius epist. 45, cent. 2, to the Belgians.

	Chenosiris — ivy, which [is] Bacchus's; Plutarch, On Isis.

	Chatzir — a pig; Baronius tom. 9 of the Annals, in the translation [passing] of St. Mark.

	Chnoue [Greek: χοῦν] — a trumpet; Eustathius bk. 10 on the Iliad; Lipsius bk. 4 On Military [matters] d. 10.

	Cori — Horapollo ch. 8 bk. 1.

	Chuni — the name of a demon, in Origen Against Celsus bk. 7 or 8.

	Eccori — Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 8.

	Hesiris — the same as Osiris; [see] below.

	Ēth — the heart [Hebrew: חֵת, heth]; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 7.

	Iri — the eye; Plutarch, On Isis.

	Isis — a swallow, and [Greek: ἐγχέλυον?]; and therefore also the moon, in Plutarch, On Isis; and [Greek: παλαιά, "ancient"] in Diodorus bk. 1; and the year, in Horapollo 1 ch. 3.

	Kacheis — bread; Strabo bk. 17. Whether as if Hebrew lechem? and lacham?

	Kicha — in Herodotus bk. 1, Strabo bk. 17: fruit.

	Meis — Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 56; but Scaliger (bk. 3 On the Emendation of Times) thinks Neisi [is] to be read. Is [it] because [of] the month Nisan? Indeed, in Josephus bk. 2 (he says ch. 5) it is written [Greek: κισάν].

	Meroe — that is, a woman; Strabo bk. 17.

	Mitras [Greek: μολπις?] — Plutarch, On Isis. And more about him [in] St. Jerome epist. 7 and on Amos; likewise the Tripartite History bk. 6, [and] Martianus Capella.

	Mitra — Venus; Herodotus bk. 2. For the Egyptians call a woman who obeys [her] husband "Venus" — sometimes, [but] not other women — as Horapollo says, ch. 8 bk. 1.

	Mo — water; Josephus bk. 2 Antiq. ch. 5, and bk. 1 Against Apion; likewise the notes on the Life of St. Romaricus.

	Noun — the Nile; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 21 — [that] which is [Greek: ῥέος, rheos, "a stream"].

	Ouai — a distant cry; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 29.

	Omouis — a he-goat; St. Jerome on Isa. 46.

	Ouraios — a serpent [Greek: ὄφις, ophis]; perhaps [Greek: ὡραῖος, hōraios], as if Hebrew נָחָשׁ [nachash, "serpent"]; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 1.

	Onuphis — Plutarch, On Isis.

	Os — many [much].

	Osiris — ibid.: that is, "beneficent," "many-eyed" [Greek: πολυόφθαλμος, polyophthalmos].

	Ozamazus — a good God; ibid.

	Paximacium — a tiny loaf, scarcely having the weight of one pound; in Cassian bk. 4 of the Institutes ch. 14, Collat. 2 ch. 19. But [it] is called [Greek: παξιμάδες, paximades] and paximadion — from this [author's] Scholiast, a Roman word — which signifies twice-baked bread; [that] which in the Code of Justinian is called buccellatum, and is there distinguished from [ordinary] bread.

	Pharao — that is, "King," says Josephus bk. 8 Antiq. ch. 2; but elsewhere—



—others give other significations.


	Piromis or Picormin — good, excellent; Herodotus bk. 2 [Greek: καλὸς κἀγαθός, kalos kagathos, "noble and good"].

	Remobath — the worst kind of feigned monks; St. Jerome, to Eustochium, On the guarding of virginity.

	Sairi — joy and festival; Plutarch, bk. On Isis.

	Sanses — cenobites [monks]. 1. St. Jerome, to Eustochium, On the guarding of virginity.

	Sbō [Greek: παιδεία, πλήρης τροφή, "education, full nourishment"]; Horapollo ch. 38 bk. 1; Pierius bk. 38.

	Saphaneth-phance, or Tzophnath-pahaneach [Zaphnath-paaneah] — the name imposed on Joseph, Gen. 41 v. 45; and, to Josephus (Flavius) bk. 2 ch. 3, [Greek: κρυπτῶν εὑρετής, kryptōn heuretēs] — that is, "finder of hidden things," or "interpreter and revealer." To the Chaldee, "[one] to whom hidden [things] are revealed." To the ancients — in their opinion, [and] to our Interpreter — "Saviour of the world"; and to this there is a beautiful allusion in Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 60. But faultily, in the book On Hebrew Names, it is written "somtonphane," and, in Isidore (Orig. bk. …), "cephaneth," [as] "finder of hidden [things]." "Aphane" seems to some to be drawn from the Greek φαίνω [phainō, "to show, appear"], but itself [rather] to be drawn from the Hebrew צָפַן [tzaphan], "to hide," or צָפָה [tzaphah], "to look, to observe." For [in] Judges 11 v. 39, where in ours [it] is "Mizpah," in the Hebrew it is מִצְפָּה [mitzpah], in Greek σκοπιά [skopia, "lookout"], or "from the lookout"; and ch. 12 v. 1, tzaphah, which plainly agrees with mitzpah. In the Greek [it is] σκοπιά, in Josephus σκοπή [skopē, "watch"]. Drusius could be consulted, bk. 9 Obser. ch. 5.

	Sōthis — Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 3: the Dog-star [Canicula]; [Greek: "…which also seems to rule over the others"].

	Thephis — knotgrass [proserpinaca]; ch. 18, Apuleius On herbs.

	Titothos — cyclamen; Apuleius ch. 16 On herbs.

	Thuis — a he-goat; St. Jerome on Isa. 46.

	Typho [Typhon], who [is] also Sethe [Seth] — in Diodorus bk. 5, and, to Suidas, Priapus.

	Hyc — in German [Hirt], a shepherd; in Josephus, bk. Against Apion; Horapollo bk. 1 ch. 59.



Many more could be gathered — especially proper names of men, as Potiphar; and of herbs, in Apuleius bk. On herbs, ch. 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 10, 14, 15, following, and the like. "Seb" — [that] which are agreeable to him, he will seek out; [those] which [are] disagreeable, these too he will spit out. The Egyptian names of the months only — from Ptolemy's Almagest and others — I cannot but likewise adjoin, on account of their frequent use:


	Thot — beginning from the rising of the Dog-star, while the sun enters Leo.

	Paophi.

	Athyr.

	Choiak.

	Tybi.

	Mechir.

	Phamenoth.

	Pharmuthi.

	Pachon.

	Payni.

	Epiphi.

	Mesori.




Question XXVI. In the whole three-day hiding, what did the spies eat and do

Lest anyone allot them, in this foreign land, far from the camp, a morsel of manna, Abulensis labours much in quaestions 57, 58, 59, 60, 61. But these pertain more aptly to chapter 5, and therefore—
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—I conclude briefly: either [that] in those three days they fasted; or [that] they used food indeed, but such as they had either carried with them from the camp, or received from Rahab. For 1. [that] a three-day fast is natural, and not unusual, I have shown ch. 3 [of] Tobit, fol. 50; and there can be added that Egyptian [who was] deserted, 1 Sam. [Reg.] ch. penult. [30] v. 12; likewise many pious men, about whom St. Augustine, bk. On the morals of the Catholic Church ch. 33: "Fasts altogether incredible I have learned [that] many practice; for, daily once, toward night, to refresh the body — which is everywhere most usual — but to lead a continuous three-day [fast], or oftener even longer, without food and drink. And this not in men only, but even in women." And this was the easier for the spies, by how much this three-day [period] was, by synecdoche, more contracted [shorter]. For on its first day they could eat in the camp, then in the evening at Rahab's; finally on the third day too, when they had returned to Joshua. But I think [it] more like the truth [that] on that [middle] day too they had [something] to eat — either on account of the custom of the ancient age, in which travellers carried necessaries with them, or rather on account of the exceptional hospitality and benevolence of Rahab herself. For how would she, [who] appointed them a three-day hiding, whom she loved exceedingly, [and] whom she had chosen [as] the authors of her own and her people's safety, furnish [them] with no provision for the journey? For guests give guest-gifts and parting-presents to guests; and [would] a woman so hospitable, prudent, and beneficent — [one] whom she so watched over, to whom she committed herself, her own, and all hers — give nothing?

For the rest, what they did can be conjectured. In that nocturnal time, having prayed to God [their] Leader, they crept to the mountains with a very suspended [cautious] step and with minds and ears excellently attentive, [and] there solicitously kept watch; when it grew light, they looked around hither and thither, went somewhere now and then, scouted the interior of Canaan — especially the Jerusalem part — from the highest places that were permitted [them], and above all directed the edge of [their] eyes upon the King's guards, [to see] whether they could spy them searching everywhere, or returning to the city. This was their work; nor do I doubt but that they sometimes lifted [their] hands to heaven, and prayed to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, that a happy return to their Leader be granted them by him — [a return] which should be pleasing to him and salutary to the whole people of the Israelites.


Question XXVII. In that same three-day period, and thenceforward until the city was captured, what did Rahab do

Rahab, letting the spies go that they might proceed, "hung the scarlet cord in the window," v. 21. It was said indeed, above [in] quaest. 23, [that] this hanging-out of the cord could be taken as if it were that very [cord] which she used for letting them down — not [the one] which, after they were already let down, she employed as a sign, by their prescription, [at] v. 18. Yet rightly is this latter hanging-out understood [here]. 1. Because the former had already been narrated [at] v. 15. 2. Because there it was said [that it] is more like the truth [that] all these [things] were said and done after they, now let down, stood outside, beyond the city, at the ramparts. 3. Because so it seems also to Radak, Lyranus, Abulensis, Cajetan, [and] Masius. But then this [point] of doubt arises: whether, when they were let down and departing, she at once hung out that cord, or [only] afterward, and when? There are two opinions. 1. [That] of Radak: [that it] was hung out only when Jericho began to be be-[sieged]—
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—[the siege]. And to this Cajetan subscribes, when he says: "Although the ancient Interpreter [Vulgate] signified at the same time the letting-down of the spies and the hanging-out of the cord, the Hebrew letter [text] nonetheless does not signify simultaneity — since it describes these actions by several clauses, saying, 'and she let them down and they departed; she tied the scarlet thread in the window.' For from these words it is not had when she hung out that cord, but only that she tied it there — which could and ought to have been done after many days; but this is written in this place to terminate the narration of the deeds [done] by the woman." 2. [The opinion] of Masius, Lyranus, [and] Abulensis: [that it] was hung out at once. But among these again there is contention about the manner and cause of so hasty a hanging-out. For Lyranus thinks the cord [was] then hung out so that it would hang thenceforward continually, until Jericho should be captured; but Abulensis [thinks it] hung [only] for a while, while the spies were present and could see [it], [and] afterward [that it] was removed, until the Israelite forces should be present and besiege the city. Again, Lyranus will [have] that done for the sake of diligence and memory — so that, being solicitous about so great a sign (in which there was so much moment), she should set it up at once, lest by some forgetfulness or occupation it happen afterward not to set [it] up. But Abulensis [holds that] Rahab hung out the cord at once, so that the spies could see the manner in which, when the city was to be stormed, she would hang [it], and might recognize that sign perfectly. I would not reject any of these opinions as improbable; yet [the view] which makes more for my judgment is [the one] which will [have] that cord hung out by Rahab at once. 1. Because our Interpreter rather intimates this. 2. Because Lyranus's ground is good. 3. Because with it can also—
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—be well joined [the reason] which Abulensis brings. 4. Because, if anything stood in the way [preventing] Rahab's having at once to hang out the cord, this one thing, I think, would have been [it]: lest that sign be seen by the Jerichoites, and thus she come into suspicion and peril. But this would have been [a risk] too, if she had begun to hang [it] out when the city was besieged — and so much the more, by how much all [things] are then more suspect. But now, before the Israelites cross the Jordan, [there is] still greater security and less suspicion — especially since the Jerichoites would not notice whether that cord had hung [there] first on that [particular] day, or already before. And if, on some other [occasion], for some other cause, she had been wont to use a cord of that kind — as, above [in] quaest. 20, some said — the matter would be much more expedited [free of difficulty]. This, however, is not at all necessary. For the rest, [that] she arranged [it] for her house is easy to understand, and yet kept [it] secret until the Israelite army came; and with great and diligent zeal and caution she saw to it that, when she foresaw the city now on the point of being captured, her father, mother, and the other kinsfolk (as Josephus bk. 5 says) should come within her house, so that, the city falling, they themselves might stand safe and unharmed. Nor can it be doubted but that [the things] which she now so nobly believed and spoke about GOD (as [is] seen [in] v. 9, 10, and following) she accurately urged her own [people] to embrace [as] her faith and worship, and often seriously and ardently prayed the same [God] to prosper the spies' journey, and her own plan — that he should illumine the minds of her own [people] with heavenly rays, and snatch them away with her from the imminent destruction of the city.


The Third Part of the Chapter (opening)

On the return of the spies to Joshua, vv. 23–24

The spies crossed the Jordan in the same manner in which [they are] said above (part 2, quest. 1) to have crossed it; [and] returned gladly to their Leader Joshua, by whom [they had been] sent. To him, about their journey, they narrated all [the things] which had happened to them: how they had come into the city; [how], received hospitably by a certain harlot, Rahab by name, they had been preserved, and freed from the city and the King's guard; what they had promised her, and by what sure cautions they had bound [her] with an oath; finally, how, at the persuasion of the same Rahab, they had hidden in the mountains, and what state both of the Canaanites and of the Jericho[ite] city itself they had come to know — partly by sight, partly (and indeed most of all) by the hearing of Rahab herself — and therefore they said: "The Lord has delivered all this land into our hands." For what was on the very point of being, they narrate as if [already] done, on account of [their] most certain hope. "And all its inhabitants are laid low with fear" — [this] as to the receiving of the land (whether all Canaan, or the first part of it, which they had now scouted, namely the Jericho[ite] [region], as [was] said above, part 1 quest. 4) and as to the fear (as also above, part 2 quest. 17). Josephus adds, bk. 5 ch. 1, [that] this oath of the spies was narrated by Joshua to Eleazar the High Priest and to the Senate; and [that] these all approved [it] and held [it] ratified.


Question I. What lessons of life do the spies give

They give many and excellent [lessons], but most of all to Apostolic men, and to all who are sent hither and thither for the safety of souls: alone they penetrate into a hostile land and an adverse city, with great peril of life. Hence is learned fortitude, and the abandonment of things otherwise most dear — fatherland and friends. They do not indulge in sleep, even though [they were] not in Rahab's house; but they hasten [their] flight, and do the business of their mission. Hence vigilance, labour, and care are commended to us.



(col. 381)

—[they are demanded for death]. Before the King's ears a sad and accusatory speech about them is set up, and they themselves are demanded for slaughter. It is usual that, into the discourses, vituperations, [and] hatreds of men — even of great and princely men — the good and innocent run [fall]. From Jericho they betake themselves to the mountains — so that, from this world's more-than-lunatic changes and inconstancies, we may seek the heavenly [things], [and] ascend upward through the contemplation of divine things; [and] meanwhile, while the guards of the King of Jericho — or rather of the Tartarean Tyrant — seek us for death, and that an everlasting [one], we may [for a while] lie hidden. For what, I ask, are wicked and flagitious companions — [those] who invite [us] to wine, games, pleasures, nay even to riches, honours, and empty glories — what, I say, are they, but ministers of the inconstant and changeable moon, apparitors of the Jericho[ite King], and executioners? This our life scarcely has the likeness of three days. Yesterday we were born, today we live, tomorrow we die.

But with respect to the whole Church, thus [writes] Rupert, spiritually, ch. 11 bk. 1: "It was announced to the King of Jericho [that] spies sent by Joshua had come — when to the prince of this world, the devil, it was ascertained in fact [that] there had come, against [his] principality and the aerial powers, preachers of the Gospel sent by the Saviour to the King of darkness. Then, I say, this was announced to him, when [the preacher] began to be cast out from the hearts of men, from the temples and images of the nations. This King, therefore, sent — the King, I say, of the sons of pride, and the King of Jericho, [that is,] of folly. Who are, or were, the [men] sent by this King? First Nero, the chief lictor of the King the devil. Then Domitian. Then Trajan. Then all the rest — princes indeed of men, but satellites of the demons; ruling the world indeed, but obeying the devil. These, sent by their King — sent, I say, that is, inspired by the devil — said to Rahab, said to the Church (which, now spread through the whole Roman world, had received Christ's Apostles into the one house of the faith): 'Bring out the men who came to you, and entered your house.' This they said by new edicts, laws, proscriptions, swords, and various kinds of torments. For when, by persecuting and killing in every way, they acted to extirpate the name of Christ and the faith of his Apostles, they compelled the men to be brought out who had come to her and entered her house. But she never gave assent to such [demands]; nay, where she could not preserve on both sides, she hid the pearl of the faith, and rather betrayed her own life."

Not only [this], but also, according to the historical example of this woman too, wherever cause or reason demanded, she sent forth the received messengers of the Saviour to flee by another way. Nor indeed did the most faithful Leaders of the warriors [Church] in this way bring upon their glory the charge [of cowardice], as often as they fled from place to place, deceiving the persecutors by cunning. For where the persecutor seeks the whole family of Christ, and, as against the whole fold, a wolf or lion rages, there the pastor ought not to flee with arms cast away, but to stand even to death, [as] a companion of the peril, and to give his soul for the sheep. But where a robber or executioner seeks the pastor alone, there he usefully seeks the refuge of flight, according to the evangelical authority: "When they persecute you in one city, flee into another." Thus Paul, at Damascus — where the governor of King Aretas guarded the city, to seize him (because he alone was sought) — was, by the brothers, willingly let down through the wall in a basket, and thus escaped his hands [2 Cor. 11]. But where the universal persecution of the raging Nero sought the life both of the pastor himself and of the sheep, there he asked neither for a window—
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—nor a cord, nor a basket, but willingly, for an example to the sheep, fell by his own blood for the Saviour.

But neither is it for nothing that these spies were first hidden by Rahab under flax — and indeed under woody flax. For I know not whether [it] be not signified [that] there is help and protection to us from things which seem small, still rough, uncombed, and hard, [yet] are nonetheless of such a kind that from them the greatest, most excellent, and most useful [things] are wont to be made. And, "that we may begin (as Pliny says, preface bk. 9) from the acknowledged [things]," — from the utilities — flax, which has filled not only all lands but even the seas, is sown, and can be reckoned neither among the field-crops nor among the garden-plants; but in what part of life does it not occur? Or what miracle [is] greater? — that there be a plant which brings Egypt near to Italy; which receives [i.e. catches] the winds and storms [in sails]; and, finally, is born from so small a seed, [yet] carries the orb of the lands to and fro on so slender a stalk; is lifted not high from the earth; and is knit not by its own strength, but [when] steeped and pounded and beaten into the softness of wool. And what indeed [are] those things small, cheap, and despised, which [are] like this flax? The mortification, namely, of our members which are upon the earth; the bridling of the perturbations of the soul; the exercise of humility, poverty, [and] patience; nay, even the use of the Christian sacraments, and zeal and labour in the disciplines of the sacred books. To me, too, those seem to lie and hide most safely under the flax who contain themselves under the decrees, institutes, and interpretations of the divine scriptures of the Catholic Church. "For linen woven cloth," says Apuleius (Apolog. 1), "is a most pure covering for divine things." And a little later: "The most clean crop of flax, sprung from the earth among the best field-crops, [is used] not only for the clothing and covering of the most holy Egyptian priests, but is also thence taken over as a covering for sacred things." Origen, homily 1: "Nor do I receive the stalk of flax, in which the spies were hidden, without [its] sacraments [mysteries]. For linen is a priestly garment" — about which Josephus [Antiq.] 20 ch. 8.

But the most excellent [thing] in these spies is gratitude — about which above, quest. 19, ch. 2. It becomes us to imitate fertile fields (as Cicero admonishes, bk. 1 On Duties), "which render much more than they received." Nor [is] their prudence and caution in swearing not most worthy of imitation — about which [in] the same place; and [their] signal modesty: they did not despise the counsel of one poor little woman, but accurately followed her wish, returning to their own [people] neither earlier nor later. Finally, having returned, they narrate to their Leader Joshua whatever had befallen them. For indeed the Apostles too, having returned to Joshua [Jesus], "narrated whatever they had done," Luke ch. 9 v. 10. But how greatly they praised and commended Rahab herself, [and] with what care they set forth the religion [sanctity] of the oath by which they had bound themselves, the solicitude of Joshua himself will show below, ch. 6 v. 22. They give a truly scarlet sign of safety — namely, the cross of our Joshua [Jesus]; but [of] this [more] afterward. The rest, which are consonant with these, it is pleasing to bring forward in the words of Theodoret himself, quaest. 1 on this book:


"Just as the spies sent by Jesus [Joshua] son of Nun preserved the believing harlot, giving her, as a sign of safety, a scarlet thread — so the Apostles of our Saviour recalled the harlot (that is, the Church, reclining among various idols) from her former intemperance, and made [her] worthy of eternal goods: not using a scarlet cord as a sign, but obtaining safety by the most sacred blood—"
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—[obtaining safety by the most sacred blood], and afterward: "But indeed the pacts of the spies are very consonant with the truth. For 'whoever,' they said, 'shall have gone out the door of her house abroad, he shall be guilty to himself, and we shall be innocent, as regards your word' [v. 19]. But to us safety comes through the Church; and [those] who are outside it do not enjoy eternal life."


Question II. What lessons does Rahab likewise give

From those [things] which have hitherto been expounded, many [lessons] can well be gathered; but I will point [my] finger at a few. And first, indeed, the Apostles praise her faith — but not [it] alone, but [faith] made pregnant and animated by good work: St. Paul, Heb. 11 v. 31: "By faith," he says, "Rahab the harlot did not perish with the unbelieving, receiving the spies in peace." St. James ch. 2 v. 25: "Was not Rahab the harlot justified by works, receiving the messengers and casting [them] out by another way?" St. Chrysostom, homily 2 on the Epistle to the Romans, before the Moral [portion]: "By faith Rahab the harlot, having received the scouts from her [i.e. the city], did not perish together with the unbelieving, nor said she to herself: How could these, since they are captives, fugitives, exiles, and lead the life of wanderers, force us — the lords of the city, of the ramparts, and of the towers — subdued under their power? For if she had said this to herself, she would have destroyed both herself and them together. Which very [thing] their elders did, who were then saved. For those [elders], forsooth — since, when they saw great and enormous men, [they set about] to dispute the manner of victory — all perished, with no war, no battle-line drawn up. You see how great a ruin unbelief [is], [and] how great a wall the same faith is? For [unbelief] cast down many thousands; but [faith] not only preserved a harlot woman, but even made [her] the protectress [προστάτιν, prostatin] of so great a people."

Peter Damian bk. 6 epist. 5: "Rahab, because she hid the spies of Israel from the face of the raging tyrant, escaped the swords of the Jericho[ite] slaughter; and a gentile brothel was translated into the fellowship of the Israelites, while she furnished, to their messengers, the means [argument] of a life-saving flight." And this Calvin too confesses, saying (fol. 11): "Whoever shall prudently weigh all the circumstances will easily judge [that] she was endowed with a living faith"; and, [on] the following page, he acknowledges [that] her faith was implicit — and ineptly subjoins: "I admit [it] was only a germ of piety, which was not yet sufficient for eternal salvation." But what more was required? Does not whoever has a living faith have charity, have the grace of God, [and] is [he not] a son of God, whom an eternal inheritance awaits? Then the Apostles teach us, by name, that very duty of hospitality — [under the person] of these same [messengers] interpreted — of which [in] Heb. 13 v. 2: "And do not forget hospitality. By this some have lain hidden, [and], receiving Angels into hospitality." And although this is most truly understood of Abraham and Lot — who, beyond all their own opinion, and quite unknowing, were held worthy by God to receive Angels into hospitality, Genes. 18 & 19 — it can nonetheless in some way be understood of our Rahab too: if, namely, we say that the King's fury, the eyes of the guards, and the ruin and burning of the falling city lay hidden from her, and thus she escaped. For the Greek word for "to lie hidden [latere]" can be so taken; and these spies are called by St. James, in the cited place, ἄγγελοι [angeloi, "messengers/angels"]. Now the change and repentance of her from her former lascivious life — does it not exhibit to us another Magdalene of the Old Testament? Not ill did Cicero, in the oration for Caelius, and Athenaeus bk. 13, say [that] both those men and those women who emerge from allurements of this kind [are] the greater in virtue and advanced in every duty—
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—[the greater] afterward. "Amen I say to you," says the Lord, Matth. 21 v. 31, "that publicans and harlots go before you into the kingdom of God." By all means St. Ephrem is to be read, [in his] sermon On penitence, Tom. 1 fol. 158; [and] St. Chrysostom, hom. 5 On penitence. And [Rahab is] so much the worthier of imitation, by how much sooner she came to her senses. For she was, as [was] said above, younger in age still — whereas certain stolid [men], unmindful of the future or of chances or of punishments, wish to wait for gray hairs and old-womanish wrinkles [before] they come to their senses; to whom I should greatly advise [that] they not think [it] a burden to read and weigh St. Chrysostom's homily 22 on 2 Corinthians. For the Church, too, on the fifth Sunday of the month of August, lect. 4, reads and weighs her [Rahab] at Matins as sacrosanct. But also prudence shines forth in Rahab not small: while from past [things] she so dexterously gathers the future, and providently discerns and embraces what is to be salutarily done by her; while too she so cleverly covers her guests, dismisses [them] from the city, and abroad helps [them] as much as she can — by good counsel, namely, and (as I think) by food for the journey. Now taciturnity and silence is a rare thing in a woman, and therefore excellent — [a thing] which, as the Philosopher [Aristotle] says (Politics 1 ch. last), procures her great praise. But Rahab most zealously kept the secret which was committed to her by the spies, and most zealously brought [it] about that her own [people] too kept [it]. In these [things] her charity and love too is to be praised — [she] who did not wish [her family] without a share in the safety [she had] found; but rather solicitous, almost, about them than about herself (as [in] quest. 18 we saw), she at once stipulated their life and fortunes from the spies: "That you save," she says, "my father and mother, my brothers and sisters, and all [things] that are theirs." O how gladly, if she could, would she have saved the whole fatherland and all the citizens!

Let us too pray for other holy spies — Angels, Apostles, and other heaven-dwellers — through whom, as the true ministers of Joshua [Jesus], safety is obtained and covenanted for us: that, if we have kinsfolk bound by heresy or by the chains of certain sins, and liable to eternal death, they be freed and translated into the Catholic Church of God and [into its] safe asylum. "Rouse up," says St. Augustine, on Psalm 33, "love in yourselves, brothers, and cry to each one of you, and say: Magnify the Lord with me. Let this fervour be in us. Why are these [words] recited and expounded to us? If you love God, seize all who are joined to you to the love of God, and all who are in your house. If the body of CHRIST — that is, the unity of the Church — is loved by you, seize them to the enjoying [of it], and say: Magnify the Lord with me. And let us exalt his name together [in idipsum]. What is 'let us exalt his name together'? This is: into one. For many manuscripts have thus: 'Magnify the Lord with me, and let us exalt his name into one'; whether it be said 'together' or 'into one,' this same [thing] is said. Therefore seize whom you can — by exhorting, by carrying, by asking, by disputing, by rendering a reason [account], with meekness, with gentleness. Seize [them] to love: that, if they magnify the Lord, they may magnify [him] into one." See St. Prosper bk. 3 On the contemplative life ch. 22. St. Ambrose, sermon 80: "Let us offer the faith [to] our little household, that whoever is faithful may receive [it], lest perhaps the reckoning of their safety be sought—"



(col. 385)

—[lest] the reckoning of their safety be sought from us, because their life hangs on our judgment. And [in] Ps. 37 [38]: "Rahab the harlot, that foreigner of the [worldly] age, nonetheless judged [that] her soul was to be redeemed not only by the contempt of all [things] which she had, but even by the peril of [her] life — [she] who denied the spies of Jesus [Joshua] son of Nun to her own citizens seeking [them], and preferred to hide the enemies of [her] fatherland (yet the legates of the faith) rather than betray [them]. Neither the threat of the citizens, nor the perils of the wars, nor the burnings of [her] fatherland, nor the dangers of her own [people] terrified her. Learn, O man, learn, O Christian, how you ought to follow the true JESUS — when a woman despised all her own [things], and followed JESUS in figure, on account of the likeness of the name."


Question III. What allegory is in the same Rahab

That Rahab bore the figure of the Catholic Church, nearly all the ancients teach: Origen hom. 3; St. Cyprian bk. On the Unity of the Church ch. 5; Procopius on this place; Theodoret quaest. 1 (as a little before, [in] quest. 1, we were hearing), and on Heb. 11; St. Chrysostom hom. 5 On penitence; Rupert bk. 1 on Joshua ch. 12; St. Augustine on Ps. 86; Theophylact on Matth. ch. 1. About six reasons are brought forward.

The first, because "Rahab" signifies breadth [latitudo] (part 2, quest.). "What, then," says Origen, "is breadth, but this Church of Christ, which says [in] Is. 49 v. 20: 'The place is too narrow for me; make room [breadth] for me, that I may dwell'?" And a little later he compares her with Japheth. Let the fourth mark of the true Church be looked at, in Bellarmine bk. 4 On the Church ch. 7.

The second reason is [that] Rahab was a Gentile and a harlot. For the Church is gathered in great part from heathen idolaters and sinners, as, in the same place, Origen says. "Nor indeed," says Theodoret, "let anyone think Rahab an unworthy figure of the Church; but let him hear the Apostle saying, to Titus 3: 'We were once, we too, foolish, unbelieving, erring, serving diverse desires and pleasures, acting in malice and envy, hateful, hating one another.' And again: 'But then, as ignorant of God, you served those who are not gods.' And [in] 1 Cor. 6: 'You were once darkness, but now light in the Lord.' And in another place: 'Do not err: neither fornicators, nor adulterers, nor the effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with men, nor idolaters, nor the avaricious, nor thieves, nor the evil-tongued, nor drunkards, nor the rapacious shall possess the kingdom of God.' Then he subjoins: 'And these you were once; but you are washed, but you are sanctified, but you are justified in the name of our Lord JESUS CHRIST, and in the Spirit of our God.'" And this Origen inculcates not only in the cited hom. 3, but also [in] 1 and 7. And rightly, in the cited place, Theophylact adds: [that] as Rahab received the spies of that Jesus, so the Church of the Gentiles received the Apostles of JESUS CHRIST our Lord.

The third reason is the excellence of faith, of benignity, and of the other virtues which are in the whole Church — about which [in] the preceding quest.

The fourth: [that] those whom she once received into her house she protects, guards, [and] frees from the hands of the enemy with all zeal; she covers [them] under the flax, calls [them] up to the upper [parts] of her house, [and] urges [them] to proceed to the mountains. For "the [ones] whom the Church has received," says Origen hom. 3, "she establishes, in high and lofty [places], by the sacraments of the faith. For no one who is sent by JESUS is found below, and lying on the ground, but remains in the higher [places]." And again a little later: "She gives them counsel," he says, "mystical and heavenly, having nothing earthly: 'Go,' she says, 'through the mountains. Do not walk through the valleys; flee the low and abject [things]; preach the [things] which are lofty and sublime.'" [So] Joshua.
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The fifth reason. She receives the symbol of the safety of herself and of all her own — the scarlet cord — and embraces it most eagerly, at once displays [it], at once marks her house with it and distinguishes [it] from all others. And what is this, but the purple blood of JESUS, the bloody body, the scarlet cloak, the gory cross? "She knew," says the same Origen there, "that there was safety for no one except in the blood of Christ." And Rupert: "That sign, that scarlet cord to be tied in the window, is the title of the Lord's Passion, to be continually painted between the eyes of the Church; the scarlet cord, I say, is the bloody seal of the cross, to be continually painted on her forehead. For what other sign does the well-provident Church demand for herself?" St. Augustine, on Ps. 86: "The harlot who received the messengers and cast [them] out by another way, who presumed upon the promise, who feared God — [of whom] it was said that she should send the scarlet [cord] through the window: that is, that she should have on [her] forehead the sign of the blood of Christ." Martín de Roa may be consulted, bk. 1 ch. 3. The blood of the lamb on the lintels of the Israelites warded off the Angel striking the Egyptians; and the bloody cord in the window of the Canaanite woman's house warded off ruin, in the horrible destruction of the whole city. A happy token, which, set before the eyes, turns away the mass of evils, brings safety, [and] preserves those who put [their] hope in it! A wondrous cord, which — [by] the material of which it is [made] — signifies the most pure and most chaste body of our JESUS; which, by the weaving-together of many threads now, shows not only the most apt connection of two natures between themselves, but even the woven texture of all the heavenly graces [charismata]; which, by its hanging-down from a higher place, proclaims [Christ's] origin and coming, drawn from the summit of the heavens; which, by [its] profuse colour, represents the blood [poured out] for the safety of the whole world; which, by [its] strength and the firmness of [its] knitting, demonstrates the force of the cross — the power, I say, of God and the wisdom — because "that which is the weak [thing] of God is stronger than men," 1 Cor. 1 v. 25. Herodotus relates, bk. 1, [that] whole cities were once wont to bind themselves with cords to the shrines of the gods whom they worshipped. Did not Rahab, then, by this so wondrous cord, bind herself utterly to the true God of the Israelites?

The sixth reason: [that] those whom Rahab held in the embrace of her house — though the ramparts fall on every side — she has [as] safe and secure; but [those] who are outside, even if they but carry a foot from there, perish by sword and flame, without any mercy, all most wretchedly. This Theodoret whispered to us [in] quest. 1; but with a plainer and greater voice others acclaim the same, and Origen indeed hom. 3, thus: "If anyone, therefore, wishes to be saved, let him come into this house of her who was once a harlot. Even if anyone of that [former] people wishes to be saved, let him come to this house, that he may be able to obtain safety. Let him come to this house, in which is the blood of Christ in the sign of redemption. For among those who said 'His blood [be] upon our sons,' the blood of Christ is unto condemnation. For Jesus had been set for the ruin and resurrection of many; and therefore, to [those] contradicting his sign, his blood is made unto punishment, [but] to [those] believing, unto safety. Let no one, therefore, persuade himself, let no one deceive himself: outside this house — that is, outside the Church — no one is saved." St. Cyprian, in the cited place: "Do you think you can stand and live, withdrawing from the Church? — building for yourself other and diverse dwellings? — when it was said to Rahab (in whom the Church was pre-figured): 'Your father and your mother, and your brothers, and the whole house of your father, you shall gather to your-[self]'—"
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—[you shall gather] to yourself into your house; and every one who shall go out the door of your house abroad shall be guilty to himself." Rupert: "Whoever shall have gone out the door of your house — whoever shall have cut himself off from the unity of the faith, and made heresies and schisms — his blood shall be upon his [own] head, and we shall be free [alieni]." But the same argument St. Augustine pursues at greater length, bk. 21 On the City [of God] ch. 21, bk. On the Unity of the Church ch. 4 & 16, [and in] the former book against Franciscus Puccius the Florentine ch. 11. Unworthy of relating, moreover, [are the things] which the impure Gnostics said about this scarlet [cord], in St. Epiphanius heres. 26. Better — though in a bad cause — the Donatists said [that] those were to be honoured, for the merit of their martyrdom, who had not handed over the scriptures to the persecutors, after the example of that woman who was unwilling to hand over to the persecutors the two spies in Jericho (in whom would be figured the two testaments, Old and New) — as [one] may read in St. Augustine, in the Breviary [record] of the Conference with the Donatists, conference of the third day, ch. 13.


Question IV. Could Rahab in any way be compared with the Blessed Virgin

"What," you will say, "[has] a harlot [to do] with the Virgin? — and the Virgin most choice, most pure, most inviolate of all?" But you might ask, what too [has] a harlot [to do] with the Church, which [is] the most chaste spouse of Christ? And yet a little before we heard the comparisons of the Fathers. Removing, therefore, far off all the turpitude and levity of a more lascivious life, why should not the Blessed Virgin be a certain "Rahab"? Certainly as to the name — by which, as [was] already often said, "breadth [latitudo]" is signified — the name of Mary, [her] virtue and glory, is spread most widely into all coasts. "For from this," she herself said, Luke 1, "all generations shall call me blessed."



(col. 388)

The Blessed Virgin bore [genuit] the true Joshua [Jesus]; and in the series of his progenitors, Rahab is [found]. Rahab received Joshua himself, hospitably, in his spies; but the Blessed Virgin [received] him in his very self. "Happy," says St. Bernard (serm. 2 On the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin), "the woman who now merited to receive not the spies of Jericho, but rather that most valiant Despoiler of that foolish [one] who is truly changed as the moon — not the legates of Jesus son of Nun, but himself rather, the true JESUS, the Son of God." Rahab freed them from the wrath and injury of the King of Jericho; and Mary [freed] the true Joshua from the fury and madness of King Herod. She [Rahab] let them down through the window; this one [Mary] carried him off into Egypt. She let down the scarlet sign through the window, by which she would keep her house intact and covered; but this one called the true Joshua down from heaven, and, from the window of her aged sacred [temple? sanctuary], lifted up the "sign which shall be contradicted" (Luke 2 v. 35), so as to keep the whole world unshaken.

She sent the spies to the mountains, and gave [them] the counsel of tarrying three days in them. These [mountains] — on the authority of St. Gregory (1 Kings [Reg.]), "the mountain is the house of the Lord on the summit of the mountains" — [are] the mountain on whose slopes both Joshua truly lay hidden, and all the men of Joshua can lie hidden, until at some time they make an end of pursuing these [Jerichoites], and of contriving [against] them chains of temptation and the worst [torments] of punishments — the Jerichoites, that is, the lunatics and all the madmen, the guards of the King, about whom above [in] quest. 1. For then too we shall happily cross the Jordan of this life, and return to our true Joshua. Amen. The rest about Rahab, chapter 6 will give.


Caput III (opening)

[Josh 3] 1. Therefore Joshua, rising up by night, moved the camp; and, going out from Shittim, they came to the Jordan — he and all the sons of Israel — and they tarried there three days. 2. When these had elapsed, the heralds went through the middle of the camp, 3. and began to cry out: "When you shall see the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God, and the priests of the Levitical stock carrying it, you too rise up and follow [them] going before. 4. And let there be between you and the ark a space of two thousand cubits, that you may be able to see afar off, and to know by what way you may go in — because you have not walked by it before; and beware lest you approach the ark." 5. And Joshua said to the people: "Sanctify yourselves; for tomorrow the Lord will do wonders among you." 6. And he said to the priests: "Take up the ark of the covenant, and go before the people." And they, fulfilling the commands, took [it] up and walked before them. 7. And the Lord said to Joshua: "Today I will begin to exalt you before all Israel, that they may know that, just as I was with Moses, so I am also with you. 8. But do you command the priests who carry the ark of the covenant, and say to them: When you shall have entered part of the water of the Jordan, stand in it." 9. And Joshua said to the sons of Israel: "Come here, and hear the word of the Lord your God." 10. And again: "By this," he said, "you shall know that the Lord, the living God, is in the midst of you, and [that] he will destroy before your sight the Canaanite and the Hittite, the Hivite and the Perizzite, the Girgashite too and the Jebusite, and the Amorite. 11. Behold, the ark of the covenant of the Lord of all the earth shall go before you through the Jordan. 12. Prepare twelve men from the tribes of Israel, one from each tribe. 13. And when the priests who carry the ark of the Lord, the God of all the earth, shall have set the soles of their feet in the waters of the Jordan, the waters which are below [downstream] shall run down and fail; but those which come from above shall stand together in one heap." 14. Therefore the people went out from their tents, to cross the Jordan; and the priests who carried the ark of the covenant were going before it. 15. And when they had entered the Jordan, and their feet were dipped in part of the water — now the Jordan had filled the banks of its channel in the time of harvest — 16. the waters descending stood still in one place, and, swelling up like a mountain, appeared afar off from the city which is called Adam, as far as the place Zarethan; but those which were below [downstream] descended into the Sea of the wilderness (which is now called Dead), until they wholly failed. 17. But the people advanced against [toward] Jericho; and the priests who carried the ark of the covenant—
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[Josh 3] 17. —[the priests who carried the ark] of the covenant of the Lord stood upon the dry ground in the middle of the Jordan, girded [ready]; and all the people passed over through the dried-up channel.


The Crossing of the Jordan (opening)

Two parts of the chapter. In the former, up to v. 14, is narrated the arrival of the Israelites at the bank of the Jordan, and the last preparations for the crossing of the same river. In the latter, [is] the crossing itself.


Question I. When did the Israelites come to the bank of the Jordan

The day is indeed indicated [in] the preceding chapter, part 1, quest. 5; but a little later, in the following little question, it will be more fully established. Now [it is] to be said what time of day gave both a beginning and an end to this setting-out. Of the beginning, the opening of this third chapter has [it] thus: "Therefore Joshua, rising by night, moved the camp." That "therefore" is in the Hebrew and Greek; but [it] is rendered very variously — and because here certain [matters] form a continuation with the preceding [ones] — about the former three-day preparation, and about the narrations of the sending and the return of the spies — [the connective] "Therefore" is rightly said. So much for "Therefore." Now "night" here is the pre-dawn time, which is indeed the end of night, but still dark, and quite of the morning. For this two words import, which are in the Hebrew and Greek. One is הִשְׁכִּים [hishkim], which of itself, and without another adjunct, means "to rise early"; and it is nearly always rendered by the 70 by ὀρθρίζειν [orthrizein, "to rise at dawn"], by our [Interpreter] "to rise early," and once (Luke 21 v. 38) "to be early [manicare]" — which Beza there calls a "barbarous word." Erasmus (and from him Pagninus in the Thesaurus) [calls it] "unheard-of to Latin ears" — which, Erasmus says, "not even Augustine's ears could bear." But that holy Father speaks much more modestly, quaest. 46 on Judges, when he says only [that] "a Latin word does not occur to him." Yet [one] who has more deeply ransacked the coffers of Latin antiquity, the most literate Justus Lipsius, in a certain letter to me at the end of August in the year [']49, proved [it] Latin, from an old Interpreter of Juvenal — about which [see] ch. 19 of Judges, quaest. 5, and elsewhere. And indeed, to these barkers-against our Interpreter, dormitio [sleeping], diluculatio [dawning], and the like are Latin, because they found these in some one [author], even if [now] obsolete. But that [word] which the old Interpreter preserved, from the authors he had read (even if today they perhaps are not extant, or certainly have not yet been read by us) — why do they cast [it] up with such disdain? The other [word] is בַּבֹּקֶר [baboker], that is, "in the morning" — so that, if [it] were to be rendered word for word, one would have to render those two words joined together, "he rose in the morning, in the morning." But because this would be harsher, and by that conjunction of the words nothing is signified except (as I said) a time still quite of the morning, and, so to speak, before daybreak — therefore our [Interpreter] here, and [in] Genes. 22 v. 3, renders "to rise by night"; [in] Psalm 126 v. 2, "to rise before light"; sometimes "in the morning," or "to rise at dawn" (Genes. 19 v. 27, Num. 14 v. 4, Exod. 8 v. 20, Job 1 v. 5, Isa. 5 v. 11); the 70, here and elsewhere, ὀρθρίζειν ἢ πρωΐ [orthrizein ē prōi, "to rise at dawn or early"]. If Masius had wished to consider these [things], he would, I think, have restrained this his [criticism]; why the Latin rendered baboker "by night," I do not sufficiently understand. For "he moved the camp," in Hebrew it is: "And they set out [were made ready]." Whence it is clear [that] Abulensis's disputation (after quaest. 1) is empty — [namely] whether that "by night" is to be joined with "rising" or with "he moved," so that by the former way a nocturnal time be signified, [and] by the latter, the morning, and the very dawn. [So] Joshua.
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For from what has been said it is clear [that] this is to be joined with the very verb "rising." Meanwhile, however, [it is] certain [that] some little time was spent [placed] in the setting-in-motion of the whole army, and thus [that] all set out, the sky whitening, at dawn — especially if they had to gaze with [their] eyes upon the ark going before, and follow [it] with [their] feet: about which [more] below.

But the end of this journey was quite early, before midday — because, as [was] said above, the river [Jordan] was distant from Shittim only 60 stadia, that is, not [even] two whole German miles of ours. For although a great multitude of men and an army advances more slowly than one man or a few, yet all could most conveniently betake themselves thither before the eighth or ninth hour before midday. But here, with both hands (as [is] said), an excellent lesson is to be taken from the Rabbins' Mechilta: [that] one is not to indulge in excessive sleep, but to rise briskly, early in the morning, for the duties worthy of a man. So once Abraham (Genes. 19); his steward Eliezer (ch. 24 v. 54); Jacob (ch. 32 v. 22); Moses (Exod. 8); Job (ch. 1); and other most holy men. "I will rise," Psalm 107 [108, says] David, "at dawn" — or, as the Hebrew [words] can there be rendered, "I will awaken," or "rouse up, the dawn"; as if he should say (as the Midrash notes on that place, fol. 46 b col. 2): "Never did the dawn find me sleeping; never did it wake me; but rather I awakened it, and roused [it]." How often does Homer inculcate this to princes, as [in] ch. 2 quest. 11 I noted? How often does our Solomon [inculcate it] to the whole race of men, Proverbs ch. 6 & 24? How often [are there] the exhortations of the Church, in the morning hymns? For example:

From St. Gregory:


"With torpors driven far off, let us all rise more quickly; and by night let us seek the holy [God], as we know the Prophet [did]."



From St. Ambrose:


"Drive out drowsiness, lest it overwhelm [us] as we grow sluggish."



From Prudentius:


"The winged herald of day foretells the approaching light; now Christ, the rouser of minds, calls us to life. 'Take away,' he cries, 'your sickly beds, torpid with sleep; and chastely, rightly, and soberly, watch now — I am at hand.'"



Shameful it is — when that [line] of the Satirist Persius is to be heard: "Are you still snoring? Now the bright morning enters the windows"; or that [line] of Virgil [Maro], bk. 4: "Aeneas, can you prolong sleep in such a crisis?… Are you not awake, O goddess-born Aeneas?"; or that [epigram] of Martial: "Rise; already the baker sells breakfasts to the boys, and the crested birds of dawn sound everywhere." It grieved Demosthenes (as [it is] in Cicero, Tusc. 5) if ever the pre-dawn industry of craftsmen surpassed [him]; and will it not grieve us, if we are outdone by the vigilance of the same — and of any shopkeepers, or little servants, or maidservants?
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—[on] Esther ch. 6, quest. 14, I praised, from Plutarch (bk. To an unlearned Prince), that institution of the Persian Kings, by which one of his chamberlains used to enter his bedchamber and cry out: "Rise, O King, and attend to the affairs which Mesoromasdes (that is, the Sun) willed you to attend to." Let us suppose (which in truth happens, but without a bodily form and sound) [that] at morning, when we awake, a good Angel is present to us and cries out: "Rise, O man, and attend to the studies and affairs which the eternal God, JESUS CHRIST, your Lord and Saviour, willed you to attend to." For thus too the Apostle, Rom. 13 v. 11: "It is now the hour for us to rise from sleep. The night has advanced, but the day has drawn near." [It is] an old and well-worn saying: "The dawn [Aurora] is a friend to the Muses." I add: and to prayers, and to all cares and thoughts — nay, even to all labours and exercises of the body. Let it be permitted to alter a little [what] someone [Ovid] said to an over-sleepy [man]:


"Foolish one, what is sleep but the image of cold death? Long times of rest the grave will give."



[Something] which Homer expressed excellently by one word, when he wrote of "long-woeful [ταναηλεγής, tanaēlegēs] death," Odyssey 2 (as Eustathius there explains); and Hesychius, who interprets [it] μακροκοίμητον [makrokoimēton, "long-sleeping"].


Question II. How long did the Israelites stop on that bank of the Jordan

There are two opinions. The prior — of St. Augustine (quaest. 2), of Lyranus, of Abulensis (quaest. 2), and nearly common — [is that] they stopped there three days; and this our text seems to assert, when it says: "They came to the Jordan — they and the sons of Israel — and they tarried there three days." Here, however, [there is] among the authors one reckoning and another of these three days. For to St. Augustine these three days are altogether different from those three in which the preparation of provisions was made above, ch. 1. But to others they are the same — [namely] that on the first day of that three-day [period] the Israelites came to the Jordan, and stuck [remained] there on that day and the two following: and this is the opinion of Josephus, bk. … ch. …, if it be well noted. The latter opinion is [that] of Cajetan, Masius, Ralbag, and nearly the other Rabbins: [that] only one day and night was stayed here; and [that] that day was the very one on which they had arrived here, and which was the third of the previously-appointed preparation — the ninth, indeed, of the first month.

It is proved: first, from the Hebrew, which word for word has thus: "They came to the Jordan — they and all the sons of Israel — and they passed the night there, before they crossed. And it came to pass, from the end of three days, that the heralds went through the middle of the camp." Here you see [it] expressly signified [that] they passed the night there only once before they crossed the Jordan. For if you should say, of some travellers, "They had set out from Bingen, [and] came to Mainz, and there passed the night, before they crossed the Rhine and went to Frankfurt," you would have signified [that] they tarried at Mainz for one night only. Nor does it matter, if someone says [that] the Hebrew verb (as the 70 [do]) renders "they lodged [κατέλυσαν, katelysan]" [as] "they tarried." For the reasoning is equal, [and] although from that signification of the verb—
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—that argument may fall which Cajetan draws from "sleep [lodging]." Nor does it stand in the way, that there is added, "from the end of three days." For these three days are not [days] of tarrying on this bank of the Jordan, but of preparation — about which [in] ch. 1 [Josh 1, part 1] quest. 2. The Latin text, even if not so distinctly, discloses all these [things], [and] can conveniently bear the same sense. For because, in ch. 1, mention had been made of the three days, and now, at the beginning of this chapter, of two places — namely Shittim and the Jordan — it subjoins: "and they tarried there three days." "There," I say — at Shittim and on the bank of the Jordan they tarried still for three days, [namely] those about which [in] ch. 1; whence too follows: "When these had elapsed" — in each place, that is — and after the promulgation of those days made [in] ch. 1. And because what followed [concerned] the crossing, therefore, as [being] clear to all, the same text omitted this: "before they crossed."

3. If the three-day [period] of this chapter were other than that about which [in] ch. 1, Joshua would have falsely said there, v. 11: "After the third day you shall cross the Jordan." For they would have crossed only after the 6th or 7th day — so that not even that ampler manner of speaking could fit, by which St. Augustine (tract. 27 on John) explains [that] Pope Sixtus said to St. Lawrence: "Do not grieve: you shall follow me after three days." Nor can it be said [that] those who cross after the 7th day cross also after the third. For the speech would be fallacious and ridiculous. For in prefixings of times of this kind, times are wont to be taken precisely — as if I should say, "come at [such an] hour": I do not mean [that] I came two or three days before. "After [such an] hour I will make an end of teaching": I shall be hissed, if I understand [it] after two or three [hours]. But then Joshua either knew [that] the Israelites would not cross after the three-day [period] precisely taken, or he did not know [it]. If the former, he would have been a liar and a deceiver of the whole people. If the latter, he would have erred, and himself been quite deceived. And this indeed St. Augustine concedes, quaest. 2. But — as Lyranus rightly objects, ch. 1 — this would have been too much adverse to Joshua's own name and fame, at the very beginning of his rule; too much alien, also, from the goodness of God and [his] purpose, that [one] whom he wished [to be] commended to the Israelites, re-established in the place and honour of Moses, [and] amplified in glory and authority, should at once slip disgracefully, be deceived, and err — and that solemnly, as it were, through the whole camp of the Israelites, through which the heralds promulgated the crossing "after three days," ch. 1.

The holy Father [Augustine] objects [that] Moses nonetheless erred by divine disposition, when alone he was carrying the affairs of the whole people, Exod. 18. But the case is far otherwise. There was no falsity, no error properly so-called; but there was only the other [course], which [his] father-in-law persuaded him [to take] — [a] gentler and better [one]. Nor [was there] thence a disgrace to Moses; but rather [it] was the greatest praise and glory, that he tried to labour so greatly for the people's advantage, even beyond his own strength. But here all [is] otherwise. It is to be concluded, therefore, [that] the Israelites came to the Jordan on the ninth day of the first month — which day was the first of that three-day [period], the last of [the days] appointed [in] ch. 1; and [that] in all the remainder of that day, and in all that night which followed that day, [they stayed] there—
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—[they] stopped there. And from this, [the things] which above (quest. 1, and ch. 1 part 2 quest. 4, and ch. 2 part 1 quest. 5) were being inquired, grow clearer.


Question III. What [was] the latter preparation for the imminent crossing of the Jordan

This latter preparation is narrated, in this place, [by] the heralds, Joshua, [and] God. The heralds say two [things]: first, when [there is] to be departure (v. 3); then, how [there is] to be going (v. 3 & 4). Joshua, indeed, proposes various [things], but in two [modes]. For he either addresses the whole people, or the priests alone — and the people indeed twice, namely v. 5 and 9 to 13. But God [addresses] only Joshua, v. 7 & 8. Before, however, [we] treat of the several [items], two [things] about all [of them] are to be inquired generally: namely, when, and whether all these are done in the same order in which they are written.

Cajetan will [have] the proclamation of v. 2 & 3 made on the day after the arrival at the Jordan, on the tenth day of the first month; but the announcement of the sanctification (v. 5) made on the 9th, that is, on the very day of arrival. The same is gathered from Masius (though he is more obscure), when he teaches [that] v. 5 pertains not to this tenth day of the month Nisan (to which, namely, the rest pertain). St. Augustine (quaest. 3) seems not so much to judge, as to give others occasion of judging, [that] that announcement of the heralds was made in Shittim. For when it was [necessary] to come thence to the Jordan, what leader of the journey did the Israelites have? Not the cloud, as of old — for that vanished when Moses died. They followed the ark, therefore. But nowhere is it commanded [that] they do this, except here (v. 3 & 4); and who would believe [that] they did [it] spontaneously — since the Lord (Num. ch. 10) had bidden it [the ark] to be in the middle of the tribes, both when setting out and when standing? Hence now [it] seems to be effected — [which] was inquired in the second place — [that], according to this conjecture from St. Augustine, all [things] are described in the same order in which [they were] done: first, namely, [those] which [happened] in Shittim (v. 2, 3, 4); then, [those] which [happened] at the Jordan, the day before the crossing (v. 5); thirdly, [those] which [happened] on the very day of crossing (v. 7 and following). But according to Cajetan and Masius, these are not done in the same order in which they are described — but so that among them there is still disagreement. For Cajetan reckons only v. 5 placed out of its [proper] place; but Masius, nearly all. His words are:


"The order of the narration, in my judgment certainly, is quite disturbed in this place. For it is very like the truth [that] the [things] which are narrated from v. 7 to 14 were all done before those edicts which the third and fourth verses contain were promulgated. I say [it is] credible [that] Joshua was first made more certain by GOD about the manner of getting the river across — that which is explained [in] v. 7 & 8; then, indeed, that he disclosed to the people the manner of crossing which he had received from GOD — as verses 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 seem to record; and only then was [it] proclaimed to the people [that], as soon as they saw the ark carried before them, they should follow — as the third and fourth verse have [it]. And presently [that] the priests were bidden, the ark taken up, to go before the people, which the sixth verse narrates. And thereafter [that] there succeeds that narration which is begun at v. 14. Thus, therefore, [in his opinion] the text is to be arranged [in the order]: immediately after the first verse—"
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[Masius's proposed narrative order of the verses, shown as a brace in the printed text:]


The [reordered] verses are: 5 · 7 · 8 · 9 · [10 · 11 · 12 · 13 · 2] · 3 · 4 · 6 · 14.



I, about these two little questions, establish these two [points]. The one: [that] all [the things] which are here narrated from v. 2 befell after the departure from Shittim, [when] the three-day [period] of the former preparation had already elapsed. For in the Hebrew it is (as [was] expounded [in] quest. 2): "from the end of three days, and the heralds passed." In the Latin too it is: "When these (namely, three days) had elapsed, the heralds passed." In the 70: μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας διῆλθον οἱ γραμματεῖς [meta treis hēmeras diēlthon hoi grammateis, "after three days the scribes passed through"]. Then, since at v. 5 it is said "tomorrow the Lord will do wonders among you," and [there] is no particle in the text whence these [words] could be conjectured to have been said on another day than the preceding [ones], all [the things] from the beginning of the chapter, up to v. 7, are to be conjectured [to belong] to the day before the crossing. Thence [that] all [things] belong to the second [day] of arrival — that is, the tenth of the first month — the particle at v. 7, "Today," is a witness. Only [it is] here to be observed [that] those three days are said [to be] "elapsed" because their end was now [at hand], although a small portion remained, in which — after two or three of the midday hours — these [things] were pronounced; and therefore [it] would be permissible to render that Hebrew, "toward the end of the three days."

The other [point] which I establish is [that] the order of the events here was the same as [the order] of the narration. First, because, when no reason presses, nothing is to be diverted from the text — especially in a historical narration. Secondly, because all [things] cohere excellently. For about the manner of advancing, which thenceforth from this bank into the land of promise (and in it) was to be observed, first the people were instructed (v. 3 & 4), then the priests (v. 6).

But about the manner in which they came to this bank, I feel thus. First, [that] from that text it cannot be proved [that] the cloud had then already ceased. Secondly, [that] it nevertheless seems more likely [that] it had ceased — so that in Joshua's rule there was no longer any cloud, none to lead the people; the darkness [ceasing], on account of the greater signification of the things which were figured. Thirdly, [that] in this journey to the bank there was no leader other than some of the Israelites. For since the camp had stuck so long at Shittim, who would doubt [that] very many ran out as far as the Jordan (since the interval was very small), and thus had the whole way most thoroughly scouted? But you will object: if nothing at all be departed from the order of the text, [it is] necessary that, before the tenth day of the month, and after this approach to the bank, some journey was made, in which this new manner of advancing was employed — because [at] v. 6 the priests are said to have fulfilled the commands, gone before the people, and carried the ark of God before [them]. I answer [that] here is narrated [what] was done thenceforth in its [proper] time and place. For because it was not to be narrated afterward, therefore (although [for] another rea-[son]—
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—[for another reason] it may bring [reason: quest. 12, Abulensis] — here [it] is opportunely and briefly narrated, [that] this order of advance was diligently complied with. Otherwise this could have been narrated [at] v. 14, [or] ch. 4 v. 18 or 19. Nor yet is there any disturbance of order, if, while the command is reported, [it] is briefly added [that] it was afterward observed. The rest, moreover, which were done on the 10th day, begin from v. 7; and they prescribe certain new modifications — not about the whole [advance] which was to be in the promised land, but about that alone which was to be in the channel of the Jordan — about which [more] afterward. For it follows [that] we now treat of the several [items].


Question IV. Who [were] the heralds, and what [about] the time of the advance itself

The heralds here, in Hebrew and Greek, are of the same names as [those] which, [in] ch. 1 v. 10, were rendered by our Latin Interpreter "chiefs of the people [principes populi]" — about which [there is] enough [said] there, quest. 3. The time of the advance, indeed, is the taking-up and carrying-off of the ark of the Lord by the priests, v. 3: "When you shall see the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God, and the priests of the Levitical stock carrying it, you too rise up." But of what sort this ark was, of what parts, and how constructed, and why [it is] called "the ark of the covenant of the Lord," [has been] sufficiently expounded in Exodus, where the construction of the tabernacle [is] set before the eyes. Three [things], therefore, only now are to be said.

The first is: Why must the ark now be carried by the priests? For this was otherwise the office of the Levites — and not of all of them, but of the Kohathites — as [is] handed down [in] Num. 4. I answered elsewhere, in the booklet On the Joshuan priests ch. 3 num. 35, in these words:


"The priests carry the Ark — the most holy of all the vessels which the Old Testament had — in which then [was] the golden urn holding manna, and the rod of Aaron which had budded, and the tablet of the covenant, as [it were] of the Decalogue; to which also the book of Deuteronomy, placed in the same ark, is to be referred. In the wilderness hitherto this burden was carried by the lower Levites; but when that blessed land was soon to be entered, it is laid upon the priests — partly, so that, as God's greater benefits appeared day by day, thereby the greater veneration should be paid [to God] by pious and grateful minds; partly, so that [it] might be signified [that], in the Evangelical and final law — which bears [us] nearest to the heavenly land — it is chiefly of the priestly office to handle sacred things: to touch the divine Eucharist, in which is contained the sweetest manna of very many both mysteries and benefits; to bear the rod of their priestly power as a symbol and mark [character]; to unroll always the divine laws and books, and, by teaching and explaining, to convey [them] to the minds of others also."
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But [that] a carrying of the ark of this sort — out of [the usual] order, by the priests — happened three times, the Talmudists note in [tractate] Sota. Yet they ought to have said four times, as Radak too confessed. For first it was done here; then below, ch. 6, in the circuit of Jericho; thirdly, when the same ark was brought into David's house from the house of Obed-edom the Gittite (1 Chron. 15); lastly, when it was carried back to Jerusalem from the flight of David, [as he was] yielding to Absalom (2 Sam. [Reg.] 15).

The second. Did the priests alone then carry the ark? The Seventy [LXX] and the Chaldee Paraphrast seem to deny [it], because in the words of the text already cited they interpose a conjunctive particle, thus: "When you shall see the Priests AND the Levites carrying it"; and the same [is] related [by] Josephus, bk. 5 ch. 1. And [it] can be confirmed [thus]: because, when [it] is said "Priests, of the Levitical stock," [it] seems to be signified [that] there are other priests of another stock, from whom these are to be distinguished in that way. Yet [it is] to be said: 1. [that] at this time the priests alone carried the ark, because the Hebrew put no conjunction, but only said "Priests, Levites"; and because in those words there is a certain apposition, our text expressed it by rendering "of the Levitical stock." 2. [that] either the Levites carried [it] together with the priests, or succeeded them. Not the former — because very few men (as will be said below) were needed to carry that ark; and a coupling of men unequal in rank and dignity would have been less fitting. For not ineptly [did] a certain one of the ancients [say]:


"Not well do unequal bullocks come to the plough."



Nor yet the latter — because the text [did] not say either that the Priests should begin the carrying of the ark and the Levites succeed [them when] wearied, or, on the contrary, that the Levites should begin and the Priests themselves relieve [them when] wearied; or certainly, in general, that both should carry the ark by turns. Then, the journeys to be made then were not so long, nor was the ark of such bulk and weight as to tire its bearers much. And [even] granted it did tire [them] — [is there] not, in honour of GOD, some labour to be borne? And elsewhere too, when priests alone are in question, the name of "Levites" is still wont to be joined to them — so that in the scriptures the Rabbis, in Bereshith Rabba, noted this forty-five times. But [it] is joined, neither so that these be distinguished from other priests, nor so that [it] be shown [that] the Hebrew name of "priests" here is not taken for "Princes" (as [in] 2 Sam. [Reg.] 8, in the way it seemed to Abulensis here); but so that God's singular benefit toward the Levitical family might be repeatedly recalled, and impressed upon the priests themselves — and [likewise] their kinship with the other Levites, and [their] same origin — lest they set themselves too much before these, [and] despise them, but rather love them more and more, as [being] kinsmen. But if anyone will have it that this was done altogether for the sake of distinction, let it be so indeed — yet so that they were distinguished from other priests: not [those] who then were among the people of the Hebrews, but [those] who once had been, and among other peoples still were (if any worshipped the true GOD) — namely, the firstborn.

The third. Why did the Lord now will [that] the priestly carrying of the ark be the sign of setting-out? Because [that] which was wont before to be the admonisher and Leader of the journeys — the cloud — he now willed [to be] taken away. And he willed [it thus], because that [cloud], in inhabited and cultivated lands (in which thenceforth [there was] not so much wandering to be done as dwelling), was neither necessary, nor, as in the wilderness, very suitable: since here the ways were well-trodden, and easily known to anyone with modest care; and the time of setting-out was to be prudently observed — from the occasions of affairs and the crises of hostile counsels — by Joshua himself, [who was] then to signify [it] to the priests, so that they could take up the ark. [One] may, if [he] please, see Abulensis quaest. 6 & 7, and, in the booklet On the Joshuan priests cited before, ch. 3 num. 38.
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Question V. About the manner of the advance, [do] the same heralds [say] anything?

About the manner of the advance the heralds hand down three [things]. First, [that] to the priests carrying the ark let no one go before, but let the whole multitude follow those going before. "Follow," says the text, "those preceding." Perhaps [it] was written by our Interpreter: "Follow the preceding [one]." For in the Hebrew, Chaldee, and Greek copy it is: "Go after it" — namely, the ark. Yet there is no variation of the meaning, whichever way we read. For if we follow those who carry some object — for example, a standard [vexillum] — we shall follow not only these [men], but also that object [itself].

The second: [that] between those going before and these following there should be an interval of two thousand cubits. And from this the Rabbis say [it] came about [that], on the sabbath day — on which otherwise all work and journeying [was] forbidden (Exod. 16) — a walk of two thousand cubits was nevertheless permitted, as Rashi teaches on this and that place of Exodus, and the Chaldee Paraphrast [on] Ruth 1 v. 26, [and] Elias Thisbites under the word תְּחוּם [techum, "boundary"], and in the Talmud very many [Rabbis] in the tractate ʿEruvin, in several chapters. For if on the sabbath day anyone had wished to come to the ark, or the tabernacle, for the sake of sacrifice, he could not approach unless he completed at least those two thousand cubits by which he was distant from it — although, if he had been in the rear part of the camp, or elsewhere, [he] would perhaps have had to go somewhat more. So that, therefore, there might be a fixed measure of the space which [it] would be lawful to walk about on sabbaths, the ancient priests of the Jews, and the sages of the Sanhedrin, decreed these two thousand [cubits] — as Rambam explains at length, tome 1, tractate On the Sabbath ch. 17. And this, [in] Acts 1, is called "a sabbath [day's] journey," as Oecumenius, Theophylact, [and] Clement (Stromata bk. 5) say there, and from him Suidas. And to these clearly assents Josephus, bk. 20 ch. 6, when he says [that] the Mount of Olives was distant from Jerusalem not six stadia — as Baronius reads (tome 1, fol. 245) — but five. For, by common opinion, to one cubit is assigned a Greek foot-and-a-half [sesquipes]; and from Pliny (bk. 2 ch. 23) to one stadium there are 600 Greek feet, and therefore 400 cubits. Whence it comes about [that] five stadia have 2000 cubits, but 3000 Greek feet. About the magnitude of cubits, however, I have said more [at] Genes. 6; and about the sabbath journey [at] Acts 1, where I brought forward eight or nine opinions, and expounded either wherein they agreed or disagreed. Clavius, too, may be seen on these measures in the first [chapter] on the sphere, [and] in the book On weights and measures ch. 18 and following; [and] Io. Mariana; [and] Lipsius, century 3, epist. 59.

But of this their second announcement the heralds themselves add the reason: "that you may be able to see afar off, and to know by what way you may enter, because you have not before walked through it." For that "before" [prius], in Hebrew and Greek it is "yesterday and the day before" [heri & nudiustertius], as below, ch. 4 v. 18; but our [Interpreter] expressed the force of these [words], just as Josephus [does] bk. 2 of the Antiquities at the end, and the Iliad bk. 2 in those [words] χθιζά τε καὶ πρωΐζα [chthiza te kai prōiza, "yesterday and the day before"]. But Rashi — and Vatablus, following him — explain this reason thus: [that] there was for the Israelites on the sabbath an open road to the ark, for the sake of prayer, unimpeded by any tents. But Abulensis refutes [this], quest. 1.

The third: "Beware lest you approach the ark." For just as—
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—for just as, when the Lord had fixed certain limits for the people [who were] to receive the law, and had said (Exod. 19 v. 12): "Beware lest you go up into the mountain, nor touch its borders. Everyone who touches the mountain shall die the death" — so here, after he had commanded [that] between the ark and the people there be [a gap] of two thousand cubits as an interval [capedo], he now gravely enjoins [that] no one dare to approach nearer: lest [anyone] think it enough if he be distant from the ark by a thousand cubits, [or] by a thousand and five hundred, or [by] some other similar space; but [that] the distance which [was] appointed — that [is] to be wholly kept.


Question VI. Whether the appointed distance between the people and the ark is to be taken geometrically, or ethically [morally]

[It] will be reckoned [to be] taken geometrically, if [even] one cubit indeed, or a foot, or a grain, or anything at all be wanting to, or exceed, the fixed number of two thousand. But ethically [morally], if some tiny [amount] be wanting or overflow — provided [that], to the eye, and with some good reason, two thousand appear [to be there]. This latter mode is urged: First, [by] the difficulty of observing that geometrical measurement accurately. For either all the intervals of the ways would have to be measured and marked most accurately, and always one and the same [would] the pace have to be, both of those going before and of those following; or ropes [would have] to be stretched from the ark, [as] fixed [measures], to the following multitude, and [there would have to be], almost before the feet of all, a certain line, or pole, which — drawn by those carrying the ark — would be the index for advancing a step, and, for those perhaps hastening too much and putting the foot too near, a check and a barrier restraining them. But who would believe [that] so laborious an advance, so tedious a diligence [applied] to the readiness of everyone's feet, was exacted by GOD? Secondly. In human actions, the numbers of times, journeys, and similar things are wont to be taken not by the accurate reckoning of Mathematicians, but by a certain moral prudence and custom. For example: when [it] is said "on the eighth day the boy is to be circumcised," [it] is not necessary [that] from the hour at which he is born the 24 hours begin to be numbered by which one day is completed, and so another 24, seven times, until [we come] to (namely) the 200th hour, at which the eighth day is closed, or the 177th [hour] at which [it] begins. When [it] is said "on the 10th [day] of the first month the lamb is to be taken, and on the 14th the Passover to be celebrated," [it] is not necessary [that] these be worked out by a plainly Mathematical calculation, but morally — as still today [it] is done in our Easter [Pasch], and [that it] ought so to be done our Clavius proves against the Lutheran Maestlin. Thirdly. In the Hebrew and Chaldee the Lord bids [that] two thousand cubits be numbered, not precisely, but he prefixes a little word [vocula] by which is signified "about," or "as it were two thousand cubits." And therefore Masius: "It is probable," he says, "that that space could be prescribed not so definitely — [seeing] that [it] was to be measured only by the conjecture of the eyes, not by cubits." Fourthly. The Israelites would have been too anxious on the road, and too much occupied in so accurate an observation of all the cubits, feet, and digits [finger-breadths].

But toward the former [geometrical view] there seem to push: 1. The Latin text, which simply, without any diminishing particle, says: "let there be between you and the ark a space of two thousand cubits." 2. Granted that that particle be added which is in the Hebrew — "about," or "as if" — [yet] it is agreed [that] it does not always di[minish the thing or number to which it is added]—
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—[it does not always] diminish or weaken [the thing], but rather sometimes signifies its very accurate truth. And therefore the Hebrews call it Caph amithith [כ״ף אֱמֶת, "the Kaph of truth" — the particle k- taken as marking exactness, not approximation], that is, "the Kaph signifying truth." 3. In the Hebrew is added "in measure" [in mensura] — which Junius and Tremellius interpret [to mean] that those cubits had to be of the common measure, and received among all. But Vatablus expounds [them as] royal and sacred cubits. But where, and how, do those words signify this? Be it so — let there be some cubits common, others sacred, or royal. Why, when "in measure" is said, should I take those [sacred/royal ones] rather than these [common]? Does not the notion of measure suit all [cubits]? And is it not agreed [that], when [the matter] concerns the dimensions of common chests, or of lands — but not of sacred buildings — common cubits are always employed, as the same [authors] confess on Num. ch. 35? "In measure," therefore, here means "measuredly," "according to measure," or "by applying a measure" — just as, if I should say in Hebrew "to do something in wisdom," it will mean "wisely," or "with wisdom applied." And [it] is confirmed: because our [Interpreter] and the Greek text omitted these words, "in measure," for this reason — that, the particle "as if" or "as it were" being now simply removed (which could seem ambiguous), they said [that] two thousand cubits [are] to be numbered here. Otherwise these words would have been passed over by them with little correctness. But now in them [our texts] the meaning is the same as in the Hebrew. 4. If this distance were only moral, there would have been no need to express the number of cubits, but only [to say] "let the interval between you and the ark be long."

Weighing these [things], therefore, in my mind, I reckon indeed [that] here both measurements are to be taken — so that it is, namely, geometrico-moral [Geometrica moralis]: that is, let it be moral indeed, but with such care and study of measuring applied as could, at that time and place, be done by them — so that it either was altogether Geometrical, or came as near [to it] as possible. Or [it] is indeed Geometrical, but so [taken] that, if some little [amount] be wanting or overflow, that be reckoned as nothing. As if, for example, the priests were to halt a little, or to proceed somewhat more slowly, [and] the rearward [ones] meanwhile unknowingly stepped forward three or four paces. And thus also circumcision, Passover, and the like had to be effected by a fixed number — [but] a moral-Mathematical [one]. The highest human diligence in sacred matters is pleasing to God; and therefore Rome once examined even the tiniest scruples of religion with scrupulous care, as Valerius Maximus witnesses (ch. 1 num. 8). But measuring-ropes [funes] were in use for the longer spaces (Ezek. 40, and in Psalm 77 [78] & 104) — as will be said below in the distribution of the land, quest. 12, on ch. 14.


Question VII. Whether in the Hebrew [the reading] is that the interval must be between the people and several arks

If we regard today's [system of] vowel-points, verse 4 seems to be read benau [בֵּינוֹ] in this sense: "let there be between you and them (namely, the arks) a space of 2000 cubits." And thus Rashi reads and explains [it], saying [that] there were really several arks then — one indeed of the covenant of the Lord, the other in which the bones of Joseph were being carried, as [is] said below, ch. 24 v. 32. But 1. [it] is to be said [that] the Hebrew letters can be read so that [it is] not benau, but beno, that is, "between you and it [her]." And thus our [Interpreter] and the 70 read [it]. But the [vowel-]points, by which to-[day the Bibles are pointed]—
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—[the points by which] today the Bibles are pointed are the Rabbis', as I showed in the Biblical prolegomena, and in [my] earlier Rabbinus ch. 12. 2. [Even] granted we read benau, that Rabbi [Rashi] will still not accomplish his purpose. [i.] Because in certain Bibles — as in Pagninus — a circle [circulus] is set above this word, which among the Hebrews is wont to signify [that] something is to be read otherwise, or corrected. [ii.] Because [it] would be permissible to render "between you and them," namely the priests who carry the ark — so that benau stands for benehem, or benā, or "between you and their [thing]," namely the ark. For although in these [readings] something be lacking from the common rules of the Hebrews, [it is] nevertheless no more than in that Solomonic [= Rashi's] interpretation benau. [iii.] We can refer that benau to the ark of them — not of the priests only [who are] carrying [it], but of God himself. For where, at v. 3, we have "the ark of the Lord your God," [it] is read in Hebrew in the plural, elohecem [אֱלֹהֵיכֶם]; and therefore the plural relative could now rightly be referred thither — since both [in] Isa. 44 v. 2, [and] ch. 54 v. 5, [and] Hosea 12 v. last, [God as] "ruler and our Lord" is named in the plural number. 3 [sic — read 4]: other Rabbis say benau here is written, and to be taken, for beno — as Radak and the Masoretes, who note this [same thing] done once elsewhere in the same word. 4. It would be ridiculous to say "between you and them [f.]," since neither before nor after is there any mention of several arks. 5. Why should only two arks, and not more, be set up? For [Scripture] shows [that] not only Joseph's, but also the other Patriarchs' bones [were] carried back from Egypt — St. Stephen, Acts 7 v. 16, and St. Jerome in the Epitaph of Paula; but of this below, [in] the last chapter. 6. Abulensis brings other arguments against that Solomon [Rashi]. But both of these, and of many other matters pertaining to those bones, [it] will be spoken [in] the same last chapter. It suffices [that] these [reasons] which I have brought are ready [prompt] from this very text.

Yet I will add a little admonition about Masius. You [pl.] reckon [that], by these two arks, [are] signified the two [figures] whom, in tractate Sukkah ch. 5, the Talmudists hand down (and from them Galatinus reports, bk. 4 ch. 2) — [namely] the Messiah, or Christ. For they say [that] one [is] the son of David, and he most victorious and most powerful; the other, the son of Joseph, lowly and weak, who is to be slain by the enemies. But [this is] a contumely against Christ our Lord, who was the son of Joseph; I judge these [to be] their fabrications. And therefore I rather note this: from the opinion of that Solomon [Rashi], and of the Rabbis agreeing with him, [it follows that] the relics and ashes of the saints can be held in some honour. For if the dry bones of Joseph [were] carried in an ark, in a solemn manner, and indeed by the priests, and at so great an interval from the crowd of the people, and in a place equal with the ark of the Lord — why do they [the Protestants] turn [it] into a fault for Christians [that] the relics of the heaven-dwellers [the saints] are so greatly valued by them?


Question VIII. What [were] the causes, that the manner of advancing, as expounded, should be prescribed

I HEARD, when someone was saying, [that] the interval between the ark and the multitude [was] prescribed so great [only] for this [reason] — that it is the space which some father of a family, even an elderly one, could conveniently complete, together with [his] wife and children, going on the sabbath day to the Lord's tabernacle, and into his [own]—
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—going on the sabbath day to the Lord's tabernacle, and returning into his own — whether tabernacle or home. For here [Joshua] took [into account], as [was] said above (quest. 5), a certain reckoning — had in that precept — of the journey which [it] was lawful to make on the sabbath. But there are several other causes; and because I once cast [them] into the booklet cited before, On the Joshuan priests, and cannot devise better ones than they [are], it will now be not inopportune to take [them] thence in nearly as many words. For thus I was writing, ch. 3 num. 39:


"But why did the Lord command two thousand cubits to be interposed between those [priests] going before and the laity following? — 'that you may be able to see afar off,' they say, 'and to know by what way you enter.' But in an army of whatever size, if — [when] all are foremost, one and another close by, and (as it is said) at an equal pace — they follow, [then] necessarily all arrive at the same place. What, then, forbade them to walk right behind the priests? Why must they keep off from those going before by so great an interval? The cause, assuredly, [is] neither none, nor [only] one. THE FIRST: how far we, poor manikins and sinners, are removed from the perfection and excellence of Christ the Lord — this the Lord himself willed to signify. THE SECOND: of how great dignity the priestly office is. Since the priests themselves carry and handle those things from which all the rest — however lustrated and sanctified — must be shut off so far, [they] rightly say: What ought we to do, [we who are] set far and wide from the common crowd? THE THIRD: lest the laity ever in any way thrust themselves into priestly functions, but let each persist in the vocation in which he was called. 'Beware, O princes, and any of the people, lest you approach the ark.' THE FOURTH: that the honour [paid] to the ark itself, and to the priests its bearers, might be greater from the whole people; for this cause almost all were of old removed far from Mount Sinai — as [was] warned here by Vatablus, not a little more truly than what he adds, [namely] that this distance was so that, on the sabbath, before the ark, there might be, according to the reckoning, an open road, unimpeded by tents. THE FIFTH AND LAST: that they might see afar off the road by which [there was] to be entering — not simply see [it], but see [it] with admiration, with exultation of minds, with proclaiming of the divine majesty. For when [Joshua] was at the Jordan, the ark advanced through it by the space of two thousand cubits, so that all might see, by a huge miracle, how the water fled from the priestly feet, the channel dried up, [and] a way was paved through the midst of the waves. And [see] num. 41."



And these [are] the causes why the priests ran ahead of the multitude by so many cubits. But why the Lord willed this to be done by that fixed number of two thousand cubits, or thereabouts, the ancient Gazan writer Procopius refers to two causes. ONE is: that there might be a signifying of those two periods which occur in those who are dipped in baptism — namely, of the preceding catechesis, and of the following chrisis [anointing], by which (and [it is] to be noted against the Novators) they are anointed against every adverse force, and the water is made effective for them. THE OTHER: that there might likewise be a signifying of the two thousand years which [there] were from the typical to the true Joshua [Jesus]. For he [Christ], by the baptism of the true Jordan, was to save the people, and lead [them] into the promised seats of the heavens, where [is] everlasting rest and inheritance. Another [reason] too may be added: [that] that time was to be circumscribed by two thousand years — [the time] in which the sacred baptism of this Jordan, and the other sacraments, flourish — during which we see the ark only from afar, and the mysteries which are hidden in it (in an enigma, I say, and as if through a mirror): the most holy humanity of CHRIST the Lord, which has now preceded [us] by one thousand five hundred and ninety-five years, and the divinity latent in it. Not that I am moved by the Talmudic fiction of Elias about the Hexachiliastic [six-thousand-year] duration of this world—
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—which is so greatly valued by our sectaries; but because [one] may praise great authorities of this opinion — provided, however, it be taken not by a most definite and most minute calculation of years. For of the last day, or hour, of the [future] judgment no one knows — neither the Angels in heaven, nor the Son (by natural knowledge, that is) — except the Father. And [there] could be brought in here what was said about the particle "about" or "as if" [in] quest. 6 — especially if it were reckoned to be added by way of doubting.


Question IX. What [did] the leader Joshua [say] to the people?

He proclaims a sanctification, v. 5: "Sanctify yourselves; for tomorrow the Lord will do wonders among you." The Chaldee Paraphrast — and from him the Rabbis, and some of ours following them, Lyranus [and] Abulensis — interpret the Hebrew verb "to sanctify" [as] "prepare yourselves." But because there are various kinds of preparations, [it] is again asked: by what preparation ought the Israelites now to be prepared? Some say this: that they should pack up all their [belongings], gather their baggage — [so as] to be altogether girded and unencumbered for crossing the Jordan. But this will be the daily preparation in the desert, whenever the cloud, the index of the ways, moved. Besides, what need would there have been of this admonition now? Three days before, they had been warned by the public voice of the heralds [that] they would cross on that morrow, and [should] prepare provisions. Was it not enough for travellers [to be told] this — that they have their baggage collected? Thirdly, [and] finally, they had by now come here to the bank of the Jordan from Shittim. Therefore they had already gathered their vessels; nor, since they were in readiness [in procinctu] and awaiting the morrow's crossing, did they greatly loosen or scatter them.

I would dare to say [that] in all the passages of scripture which the Rabbis gather [in order] to attribute to the Hebrew verb the meaning of "preparation," there is always present — as the word itself properly signifies — a certain notion of sanctity. For example: Num. 11 v. 18, "Sanctify yourselves for tomorrow" — or, as [it is] more openly in Hebrew and Greek, "for the morrow." For the Lord willed the murmuring people to come to their senses, and to expiate itself; for [it] was to be [the case] that he would comply with their desire, and give them flesh. Isaiah 13 v. 3, of the Medes and Persians, the Lord says: "I have commanded my sanctified ones, and called my strong ones in my wrath" — that is, I have commanded those whom I have so prepared for myself that, as if sanctified for me, and utterly devoted and consecrated to my service, they will thus serve my wrath against Babylon, will punish it, and lay it waste. Jerem. 6 v. 4, "Sanctify a war against her" — that is, wage a war against Jerusalem, which will be plainly just and holy; or, prepare a war against her thus, so that my justice and holiness may appear in it, avenging the impiety and crimes of my people. Joel 1, "Sanctify a fast" — that is, keep a fast which be holy, whereby you may be made holy, may recover holiness, may sanctify God himself; and so in the others. Certainly in this place not only a preparation is proclaimed, but also its kind is indicated — namely, that it be religious and holy. For, first, if only the vessels were to be gathered, it would have been enough to have said: "For tomorrow you shall proceed; tomorrow you must make the journey." But now, with no — or the least — mention made of the journey, [he says] "sanctify—"
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—[with no mention of the journey,] another cause of the sanctification is subjoined — namely, the very magnitude and marvellousness of the things to be divinely done, as Masius acutely perceived. Then the Seventy rendered [it] ἁγνίσθε [hagnisthe, "be purified"], that is, "be made pure and chaste," or "be expiated." And if we regard the force of the Hebrew conjugation which is called hithpael [the reflexive], [it] will be permissible to render: "Sanctify yourselves" — make yourselves holy and clean. But by what means [is] this [done]? There is no doubt but that this same thing was effected by faith, and by hope of the things — marvellous, whatever they should at length be — which Joshua was promising from the Lord; and at the same time there intervened a certain holy thought of the divine power, and of [its] benevolence toward its people; the memory, too, of past benefits and miracles — especially, how they had marvellously escaped from the hands and lands of the enemies through the Red Sea, and [that] therefore, without doubt, [it] was now to be [the case] that they should likewise come marvellously into the lands and possessions of the enemies through the Jordan. For by these and other like [thoughts] their mind, [thus] raised up, was borne toward God — so that they were kindled with holy love of him, begged of him pardon of all [their] sins, praised him, and followed [him] with every sacred worship. The very reckoning of the time aided these their pursuits of religion. For the morrow, of which [it is] here treated, was that day on which the paschal lamb was to be taken, family by family, the Lord saying (Exod. 12 v. 3): "On the tenth day of this (first) month let each one take a lamb, by their families and houses."

Pleasing, too, is that sanctification which — [as reported] in Lyranus and Abulensis — the older [writers], and from them Masius, hand down: that garments were to be washed by all, and by those who had spouses, continence [secubitus, sleeping apart] to be kept. For we see this manner of sanctification prescribed by the Lord (Exod. 19 v. 10 & 15) when the Law was promulgated on Mount Sinai. And when a sanctification was proclaimed for any great and unwonted matters, what other outward manner should the Israelites employ rather than [the one] which God had signified to be pleasing to himself? For other [sanctifications], through the waters of expiation, were employed only in certain defilements, and often required a fixed [number] of several days. But now there were neither those defilements, nor did the imminent day of crossing allow lustrations of a longer time. And indeed, even before the Law was given, a visitation of this manner too was commended among the ancient Fathers (Genes. 35 v. 2). But let us close this disputation with the words of St. Bernard:


It is usual in the scriptures, he says (sermon 22 on the Canticle), for "sanctification" to be put for continence or cleanness. In short, what were those so frequent "sanctifications" in Moses anything other than certain purifications of men restraining themselves from food, from drink, from intercourse, and things like these? But hear the chief Apostle himself, how familiar [it] is to him either to use or to employ "sanctification" in this sense: "This is," he says (1 Thess. 4), "the will of God, your sanctification: that each of you know how to possess his own vessel in sanctification, and not in the passion of desire." Likewise: "For God did not call us into uncleanness, but into sanctification." It is clear that he puts "sanctification" for temperance.
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Question X. What [was] the cause of the sanctification proclaimed by Joshua?

He himself subjoined it: "For tomorrow the Lord will do wonders among you." Now there are two kinds of wonders [mirabilia]. For some are truly wonderful, some falsely [so]. Those are [truly wonderful] which are really, in themselves, great and excellent — as God himself, and [the things] which are done by him beyond and above the common order of things. Falsely wonderful are [those] which in themselves are small and rather cheap, but are deemed worthy of wonder either because of men's ignorance and folly, or because of their rarity and novelty. Of which sort are certain deceptions [praestigia] of demons — about which [see] 2 Thess. 2 v. 9, St. Paul; and bk. 4 On the Church ch. 14, [in reply] to [objection] 1, Bellarmine — and the fleeting and perishable riches, dignities, pomps, games, and the like of this world, about which [see] bk. 1 Epist. 6, Horace:


"To marvel at nothing, Numicius, is nearly the one and only [thing] that can make and keep [a man] happy… What think you of the gifts of the earth — of the sea enriching the far-off Arabs and Indians? What of the stage-shows — applause, and the gifts of the friendly Roman? With what feeling, in what wise, do you think they are to be regarded, and spoken of? … Go now, gaze up at silver and ancient marble, at bronzes and arts; admire, with the gems, the Tyrian dyes."



Whence, too, in the book On listening to the Poets, Plutarch said [that] from the studies of Philosophy this above all is gained [as] excellent and useful — μηδὲν θαυμάζειν [mēden thaumazein, "to marvel at nothing"]; and St. Augustine (bk. 13 City [of God] ch. 21): "Ignorance [is] the mother of wonder." But things of the former kind, the more they are known, agitated in the mind, and deeply penetrated, [are] by so much always the more wonderful; and of this sort [were the things which] Joshua promised for the next day. For he says: "Tomorrow you shall see wonders," or "tomorrow there will be wonders" — and, so that he might indicate their kind, magnitude, and excellence, he discloses their author: "The Lord will do wonders" — and indeed not far from you, in heaven or [on] earth, but among you; and therefore [also] for you. For why would this have been added, unless [so] that in some way the end of those wonders be marked — namely, the salvation of this people, [their] confirmation in faith, [their] rousing to the worship and love of God? Now God willed both to say and to do these wonders, because the expectation of such [things] (whether future), or the recollection of past [ones], moves [men] more vehemently, and clings longer in the minds and talk of men — [even] among late posterity, [their] descendants.

But the same words can have various use. For, first, if a [festival's] eve be, for example, the vigil of the Lord's Nativity, how aptly might we rouse either ourselves or others with these same words? "Sanctify yourselves" — by a true confession [exomologesis] and detestation of sins; by a firm purpose of fleeing those sins and all their occasions; by a pious meditation of divine things, and especially of that mystery which is celebrated in the Church; by warm prayers, at last, [by] almsgivings, and other holy exercises of this kind. "For tomorrow the Lord will do wonders among you" — for example, by being born, receiving circumcision, bearing a most bitter death, coming to life again, ascending into the heavens, sending [down] the Holy Spirit. Then, if the last day of life—
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—shall come, and you perceive [it] beforehand — whether from the weakness of [your] powers themselves, or by the physicians' judgment, or otherwise — is not the same exhortation most timely? For truly, [those things] which not so long after — in the other world [saeculum] — the Lord will do, are marvellous. He will judge all most justly; he will punish the guilty most severely; he will bless the innocent and holy most abundantly. O how marvellous then are either the punishments or the rewards! The fires and mournings of the lower regions, the pleasures and joys of the heavens? The horror of the foulest demons? The fellowship of the most blessed Angels! But thirdly — since this life of ours, and this whole age, is called "Today" by the Apostle (Heb. 3 v. 13, and ch. 4 v. 7) — what [is] now ever to be done by us, other than that we hear this voice of our true Joshua: "Sanctify yourselves; for tomorrow the Lord will do wonders among you"? For what else [mean] those [words of] Luke 21 v. 34: "Take heed to yourselves, lest perhaps your hearts be weighed down with surfeiting, and drunkenness, and the cares of this life; and that day come upon you suddenly. For it will come as a snare upon all who sit upon the face of the whole earth. Watch, therefore, praying at all times, that you may be held worthy to escape all these things which are to come, and to stand before the Son of man."

[It is] surely fair, and altogether necessary, that we wash our garments, and abstain from all the enticements of pleasures. The washing of garments signifies the correction of all [those things] which are about us — as if [to remove] what is called by the Apostle (Heb. 12 v. 1) "the sin surrounding us": if [our] habits be depraved, if the occasions of sinning [be] domestic, if [our] companions [be] evil. A certain one of the bards once cried:


"Chaste [things] please the gods above: come with clean garment."



And from these same gentiles, Tibullus cries (bk. 1 epist. 1):


"You too I bid be far off; [let him] depart from the altars, / to whom Venus brought joys the past night."



In Livy (decade 4, bk. 9), for anyone to be initiated into the Bacchic [rites], a chastity [castimonia] of 10 days was required. And another says:


"[The gods] no doubt [are] easy, if grim crimes are thought able to be washed away by a river's water."



Not by the hands — as Cicero says (On the Laws) — nor by the whole Ocean can the filth of the soul be washed away; but only by that most precious liquid which the Angel pointed out, when, praising the white-clad race of the pious, he said (Apoc. 7 v. 14): "These are they who came out of the great tribulation, and washed their robes, and made them white in the blood of the Lamb." For [he] alludes to those old washings of the Hebrews and Gentiles, and admonishes [us] that these ought to be effected through the true blood of CHRIST — from which both penitence, and tears, and prayers, and all [things] which we do, have [their] force. But the Apostle (1 Cor. 7 v. 29) counsels continence [secubitus]: "This therefore I say, brethren: the time is short; it remains, that both they who have wives be as though not having [them]; and they who weep, as though not weeping; and they who rejoice, as though not rejoicing; and they who buy, as though not possessing; and they who use this world, as though they use [it] not: for the figure of this world passes away." And Beza there acknowledges continence [as] useful both for prayers, and praised by the Apostle. But beautifully [does] St. Chrysostom [write], bk. On Virginity ch. 30 — nearly all of which is to be transcribed here — and ch. 31; [and] St. Jerome on Ezekiel 46: "Moses wishes the people to be sanctified for three days from all uncleanness, and from the embrace of wives—
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—[from the embrace of wives], so that [the people] may approach Mount Sinai, and, [thus] sanctified, receive holy things. But if [those] about to approach to hear and receive the words of God are bidden to be sanctified from [their] wives, it is manifest [that] in the Law is contained that Apostolic [saying]: 'Do not defraud one another, except perhaps by consent for a time, that you may have leisure for prayer' — and [that] by consent [there is] to be abstaining from wives, that we may have leisure for prayer."


Question XI. What [did] Joshua [say] to the priests? and whether he could command them?

The former [question] is proposed in the text itself, v. 6: "Take up the ark of the covenant, and go before the people"; and [it] has been sufficiently expounded hitherto (quest. 4 and following). But the latter — because of [the things] which, against Abulensis's twelfth and 16th question, were disputed in this place [in] bk. 1 ch. 9, quest. 32 & 33 — may be seen more readily [there]. For it was for him [Joshua] to obey the priests, and especially the chief [priest], not to command [them]. "Rightly," you will say, "in sacred [matters] — not in political affairs. But what is now commanded — is it not political? Is it not [the part] of a commander, when a hostile land is to be entered, to prescribe the time, manner, and order of the going?" Thus indeed the whole question would easily be dispatched, unless certain sacred and divine [matters] — in which a political prince has no right — had intervened. For we said before [that] it was the part of the Levites alone to carry the ark, not of the priests; [and] that the order even of those [priests] had been appointed by God, [namely] that they be, with the ark, in the middle of the camp, whether standing or advancing. To change these two [things], then — is [it] political? or [is it] not rather contrary to the sacred law? I answered once, in the Joshuan booklet, ch. 3 num. 42, in these words:


"But someone may perhaps wonder why a political Prince commands this order of advancing and going far ahead. Does he dance the chorus outside his office [i.e. overstep his role]? Has he a right and command over the priests themselves? That, of a most modest and most religious Commander, no one would suppose; on this, in political [matters], all agree. But there was something else, which made both him command and these obedient [priests] obey — namely, prophecy: in Joshua [there was] the [prophetic] spirit. For God — as [was] also touched above — spoke not only through the Urim and Thummim, as it were through the priests themselves, but sometimes also ἀμέσως [amesōs, "immediately, without an intermediary"], with no mortal [as] go-between. Whence that [word], 'The Lord said to him, Command the priests'; and this is plain from the very nature of the commands, which were above the measure of human prudence. For of what [merely human] counsel would it have been to tear away — so far, and [these] the sacred things of the whole nation, hedged about by no garrison of military men, [and now] in hostile [territory], amid dangers — [these] from the rest of the army? What reason would have commanded that the very high-priests should cast themselves into the midst of the waters — [where] the rivers stood in wide-spreading pools, where neither bridge, nor rafts, nor any ford presented itself? But, as I said, these [things] flowed from a higher mind."



To us, moreover — who are priests — [it] is said even today, by our great prophet and true Joshua and Lord: "Take up the ark of the covenant, and go before the people." [This,] though it may easily be understood from quest. 8, and from [the things] which will be said below (ch. 4 & 5), is nevertheless to be noted briefly, and as it were ἐν παρόδῳ [en parodō, "in passing"]: [that] there is no [reason] why superiors [maiores] should bear [it] ill, if — when the honour and glory of God requires [it] — [they take up] some burden which they were not otherwise wont to bear; nay, [a burden] which was imposed on others, and indeed [on] inferiors. [If] it is to be undertaken, again all priests must give their effort, that for the people—
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—always by good example, and by the carrying of the ark of the covenant, [the priests] may go before [the people].


Question XII. What [did] the Lord [say] to Joshua?

The Lord says two [things] to him. One, which pertains to himself [Joshua]; the other, which pertains to the priests. That [first] is a certain promise; this [second] is a precept. The promise is this: "Today I will begin to exalt you before all Israel, that they may know that, just as I was with Moses, so I am also with you." "Exaltation" [exaltatio] is [what] is rendered in the Latin and Greek — which, in the same sense, is called in Hebrew "magnification" [magnificatio]. But indeed the Lord had already, long since, magnified Joshua himself — almost from a boy — yet most of all when, from Moses's servant, he made [him] the prince of the whole people, and honoured him with so many and so great ornaments of wisdom and prophecy, as we saw in the former book. How, then, [does] the Lord now say he will begin his magnification? [Because] this [is] a different [magnification], of course — and much more magnificent and marvellous. For, as to himself, [Joshua] had been adorned and magnified with virtue, grace, and various charisms; he had also [been magnified] as to others, when — on their account — all looked up to and venerated him, [and] when Moses proclaimed him prince with so solemn a ceremony, and imparted [to him] his own grace. But by his grace (as of old, on Moses's account, [God had done] so many [things]) God had not yet done anything which might seem quite above the order of nature, which was utterly unheard-of and unwonted, and which held the minds of all fixed in vast admiration. This kind of magnification toward him, therefore (which was perfected [in] ch. 4 v. 14), the Lord now promises he wishes to inaugurate; and he adds the cause — in which, if [it] be well noted, several causes are contained. ONE is: that all the Israelites might know in what place Joshua stands with God, how [much] he loves him, with what favour, zeal, and help he attends [him]. Hence arises THE SECOND: that Joshua's authority and veneration might be supreme among all. Thence [comes] THE THIRD: that all might be willingly, promptly, and eagerly subject to him and obey [him]. And hence again THE FOURTH: that the whole people of the Israelites might fare best — might subdue the enemies (however horrible in ferocity, however innumerable in multitude), might most happily enter and possess the promised land, and — [which] is the chief [thing] — might duly worship God, and excellently comply with his precepts and ceremonies. There is also A FIFTH cause: that God might be held [as] the author and parent of all those so many and so great goods; that he might be praised by all, and worshipped with a most grateful mind by assiduous thanksgivings. For when the people knew [that] God was with Joshua, as he had been with Moses, they most clearly understood [that] those so great [things] which were done under Joshua's leadership were done by his help and divine power. O happy Joshua, with whom, in so excellent a manner, the Lord deigned to be! O happy Israelites, to whom the Lord willed to give such a man, so beloved and dear to him!

But let us turn our eyes for a little to the true Joshua. With him the Lord was, in a far more excellent manner than with Moses, [and] than with this our mystical Joshua. For through grace, all charisms, and help [he was] greater and more excellent, as it were, by infinite degrees; and—
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—[which] surpasses all those [things], or rather, [which] is the fount and origin of all of them: through the hypostatic union — and that from the very first moment of conception. Yet afterward he began to make [Christ] illustrious, and to magnify [him], variously before all Israel — nay, before the whole world — through prodigies infinite in magnitude and number; and indeed also through heavenly voices: first, when he received baptism in the Jordan. For whatever Abulensis (quest. 15) may resist, Origen rightly said, in the mystical sense (of which [we treat] now), homily 4, [that] not all the exaltation of Christ the Lord, but that [part] which was done openly in the sight of the whole people, took its beginning from his baptism. And the same assert Procopius, and Theodoret (quest. 2). Then, therefore (Luke 3 v. 21), "Jesus being baptized and praying, heaven was opened, and the Holy Spirit descended in bodily form, like a dove, upon him, and a voice came from heaven: 'You are my beloved Son; in you I am well pleased.'" Then, when on Mount Thabor he was transfigured by a wondrous metamorphosis (Matt. 17 v. 5): "Behold, a bright cloud overshadowed them; and behold, a voice from the cloud, saying, 'This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear him.'" Thirdly, in the thronged circle [corona] of the Jerusalemites (John 12 v. 29), "a voice came from heaven: 'And I have glorified [it], and will glorify [it] again.'" And this repeated glorification is that [glorification] which the heavenly Father began — through the cross and death, through the resurrection and the ascension to the heavens, through the descent of the Holy Spirit, and the preaching of the gospel. But O thrice and four times happy Christians, for whose sake all these [things] were done! Again and again happy, if they be obedient to this their Joshua's word — [if] they worship, observe, [and] revere him. By them, assuredly, all the hellish [Tartarean] enemies will be laid low; the river of this world will be crossed dry-shod; the promised land of the heavens will be most happily entered, and possessed most securely unto all eternity.

"But I, O Lord, do not wish to be exalted in this world; I do not wish these [things] to be magnified with that magnification which gathers fame and great authority — because [it is] neither necessary to me (a subject, and engaged in trifling matters), nor useful, but rather [a source of] dangers; or, if ever you would wish to magnify me — as you know better what is expedient for me or for others — [so be it]. I beg and beseech you [that] you always make me understand [that] this is done for the sake of others, and of you — that I may profit them, namely, and that you, the beginning, bestower, and giver of all good, may be proclaimed by all. And therefore [I ask] that I may labour, that I indulge myself in nothing, but, with all my strength, labour for the benefit of others; that I rest not in myself, but transfer all glory and honour to you, to whom I truly owe [it] — because for that [reason] it pleased you to magnify [me, though] small and cheap. But altogether, O Lord, I pray this: [that] no other than you magnify me; and [that] none but he who is magnified by you magnify [me] for your sake. For what is it to me, if by men I be held and called great, [while] before you meanwhile I am small and nothing? Now to me, O Lord, give only grace in this life; and then, if you will, in the hour of my passing to you, begin to exalt me — not indeed before all the Israel of this world (for that pertains to your great saints, whose prayers and imitation of [their] life can profit the living), but before the holy Angels, and the citizens of the heavens. But I, from this hour, from this very moment, will begin to exalt your name, and to magnify [it], before all peoples, that they may know that you are my God, and I your servant,—
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—your [servant], the son of your handmaid. Amen." [Ps. 116:16]


Question XIII. What [did] the Lord [say] to the same Joshua, about the priests?

At this very morning-time of the tenth day — which hitherto he had indicated only in general words — the Lord openly disclosed to Joshua himself the whole manner of the crossing of the Jordan. For although this be not so expressly related, we can nevertheless gather [it] from all [the things] which are thereafter handed down. For what the priests must do, the Lord now prescribes; a little after, what the people [must do], what the twelve men, and the like. To the priests, therefore — not all, but only those who were to carry the ark — this precept is given: "When you shall have entered part of the Jordan, stand in it." And perhaps [it] was written by the interpreter "stand in it [masc.]," because the Jordan is found in Hebrew in this manner: "When you come to the part of the waters of the Jordan, you shall stand in the Jordan." Yet there is no variety in the meaning, whether we say [that] they stand in a part of the Jordan, or in the Jordan itself. But the question is: which [was] that part of the Jordan, in which they had to take their stand? There are three opinions. The first, of Masius himself: [that] it was the far part of the Jordan, on the other bank of the Jordan, toward the promised land. The second is [that] of Lyranus and Abulensis (quest. 18): [that] the priests stood in the middle of the Jordan. The third — of certain Hebrews [reported] in Lyranus — places them on the nearer bank, where the camp already was. In the Joshuan booklet (num. 45) I followed the middle [opinion], and still follow [it]. But [it] is to be explained a little, and better proved. For the text indicates a twofold stationing of the priests in the Jordan: one at its edge, the other in the middle. The former, in this very verse 8 and 15, is signified by the Hebrew noun קָצֶה [qatseh, "edge, end"]. For in scripture everywhere our [Interpreter] and the Greek interpreters render that [word] "the edges" and "the ends" of some thing; here they render [it] "part of the water," and understand "the outermost part." But because "the outermost" can be said both of that [part] which is on the farther bank, and of that which [is] on this nearer one, Masius will [have it that it is] that [farther one]; we [take] this [nearer one], and we prove [it] from the text not obscurely — because at verse 15 it is said [that] the Jordan was divided, when the feet of the priests had been dipped in its edge with the waters. But before they touched the other bank, the Jordan was divided. Otherwise, [it] would have been necessary [for them] either to advance through the midst of the waves, or, by some other miracle, to fly over them. Then he [Masius] brings here no reason for this his opinion; but from [the things] which he had before taught (folio 57) I seem able to gather only this: The ark had to precede the people by the space of two thousand cubits; and such is wont to be the breadth of the flooding Jordan. And therefore, unless they had fixed [their] step on the farther bank of it, that prescribed interval would not have been kept — nay, he later (folio 64) clearly sets out this reason. But although in general this had been so prescribed, [it] is now nevertheless modified, so that in the Jordan [it] be not so done, but after its crossing. And this Masius too has to confess. For he says [that] the ark stood on the farther bank so long, until the whole people had crossed; and therefore it did not then precede [them], but stood near those crossing. But against this same [opinion make the things] which—
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—will now be said about the middle of the Jordan. For in that very [text] there is another stationing, which is most clearly shown [in] ch. 3 v. 17, [and] ch. 4 vv. 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 18 — where in Hebrew it is always תָּוֶךְ [tavek, "midst"], and in the Septuagint τὸ μέσον [to meson, "the middle"], in our [Latin] "the middle." And [it] is wonderful [that] Masius was so tenacious of a presumed opinion that he would render [it] anything rather than in this way. For he renders it [as] only "the channel" (ch. 4 v. 3), "into [it]" (v. 5), "the Jordan" (vv. 8 & 18), "within" (v. 9), "inside" (v. 10) — not even once "the middle," although that be the first and most usual notion of the Hebrew noun, and [there be] nothing which draws us away from it; whereas the interpretation of the Greeks and Latins, the consensus of the Fathers, and a certain very apt reason lead [us] to it. For if the priests had remained not in the middle of the channel, but only at the edge of one or the other bank, they would have seemed to the more ignorant people to have chosen a safe place for themselves, [in case] perhaps the Jordan should not long hold back its course, but, after its manner, fill the channel again. But those from the people who meanwhile advanced through the middle would always have reckoned themselves in great danger, lest they be overwhelmed by the masses of the down-flowing waters. But now, when they see the priests, and the ark of the Lord, remaining firmly and constantly in the very middle of the channel, why would they not bear greater courage, and [be] fuller of faith and confidence? And therefore Sulpitius said [that] they had their station not on the opposite bank, but in the opposite [midst of the] river — as if they gazed at a wall of standing waters, and forbade it, lest it now move itself. Rightly, therefore, the second and third opinions are joined together: that at the beginning, indeed, the ark-bearers stood in the part of the waters which first received them; then, when the waters had ceased [receded], they advanced into the middle of the channel, and there clung, with unmoved position. But in that outermost part [they stood] no longer than while the Jordan divided itself, and gave a dry road to those crossing. And [it] is likely [that] this was done in a very short time, as will be said a little later (v. 13). But in the middle of the channel their station was longer — namely, until the whole people had crossed (ch. 4 v. 10). And therefore the discourse is chiefly about that one station, when [it] is asked how the priests stood; and about that alone I was answering formerly, in the cited place. Here, however, with Cajetan, [it] has pleased [me] to answer more distinctly. Yet Masius well notes [that] the 70 seem here to have read not atha [אַתָּה, "you"], as [it] is read in the Hebrew — that is, "you" — but hatha [עַתָּה, "now"], that is, "now." For they render that v. 8 καὶ νῦν ἔντειλαι [kai nyn enteilai, "and now command"] — "And now command." Our [Interpreter]: "But do you command."


Question XIV. What again [did] Joshua [say] to the people?

We saw (quest. 9) [that] he spoke words to the people. He repeats this same [thing] at v. 9, but much more fully. For [him] whom — as [was] said in the preceding 13th question — he had now understood from God, [namely] the manner of crossing the Jordan, he discloses to them. And first, indeed, he procures attention; then, at verse 10, he pursues the matter itself. In that [former part] [it] is to be noted, first, [that] his voice could not be so strained that — as in some school by the disciples—
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—[as, in some school, by the disciples of a] teacher, [or] in the forum by the surrounding people, some vocal herald could be heard by the whole camp of the Israelites. Who [is] a Stentor of such strength of lungs, with so vast a chest, as to strike the ears of more than Six hundred thousand [men]? [It is] to be said, therefore, [that] he addressed those nearest, and as many as could hear his voice; but that the others received from these [what] he had said. For [there were] called not the magistrates only, as Lyranus thinks, but all. Yet from all, [only] certain [ones] — to whom his voice could reach — heard him; the rest stood indeed with most attentive ears, and with the greatest silence, but [only] so that they might know [that] something was said by him, and afterward understand it from the others. Secondly. When he says "Come here," he means, of course, the place where he then was. And [it] seems to have been in the middle of the camp, at the tabernacle itself. For there he had just now received the divine revelation about the manner of the crossing, and there too the assemblies of the people were wont to be held, especially when something divine was to be announced to it. But Abulensis says (quest. 19) [that] Rabbi Solomon [Rashi] much more defined and narrowed this very place — [so] that, namely, it should be only that space which was between the two poles [vectes] of the ark. But if we were to apply those poles to the sides of the ark's breadth, and its length were intercepted between them (as [it] seemed to that same Abulensis, and was rejected by me in [my commentary on] Exodus), that space would be only two cubits and a half. But could so many myriads of men be contained within so tiny a little space now? Certainly not, except successively — although not even that was then possible, because that one whole day would scarcely have sufficed for driving the individuals into that little space, while some had to go out thence that others might enter. Much less [could they be contained] all at once — because either a penetration of bodies, or certainly a reduction of so many thousands to a very tiny quantity, would have had to occur. This absurdity, in that whole question (19, 20, 21, 22), that same writer [Abulensis] gathers and refutes from the inmost recesses of the Physicists — [he,] surely most enduring of labours, even where [there] would scarcely be need. For who would think either that that was Rashi's meaning, or, if it was, that [it is] not at once foolish and ridiculous? I know [those] who assert [that] some mystical meaning-or-other is placed beneath such fables of the Rabbis; and then Abulensis would be doing what some say Aristotle did against Plato, Parmenides, Hippodamus, and some others — [namely], stirring up their words, lest the more ignorant be carried off by them into error. 3. When he asks [that] they hear words not his own, but God's — and God's, [God] who most of all, and indeed most deservedly, moves attention as, so to speak, more properly his own. For what should we hear either willingly or attentively, if not the words of God? — and of God [who is] benevolent and propitious to us [though we are] so undeserving and unworthy. Let that [line] surely hold good here:


"Not for me, but for the great God is he demanded."



The matter, moreover, Joshua pursues in three ways. First, he promises a sign from God, and the cause and explanation of the sign. For at verse 11, the sign is [this]: that the ark should precede them through the Jordan, and that they should follow it through the same Jordan. A great sign, assuredly, a great miracle — but why is [it] to be done? He answers, verse 10: that in it — or, through it — those two [things they may] know. First: that God is [in their midst]—
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—[that God is] in their midst — that is, [that he is] most intimately and most closely present to them, that he may rule, help, confirm [them], [and] make [them] grow. For just as from the centre, which is in the middle of a circle, lines are drawn to the several points of the circumference; and from the heart, which holds the middle of a man, force and life are poured into the whole body: so from God, who says he is in the middle of the Israelites, life and strength are to be expected; and, in this manner of beneficence, he is among them — [he] who otherwise, by essence, knowledge, and power, is everywhere. Secondly [that] which flows from the former: that the same Lord, for these same Israelites, when they have crossed the Jordan, will make the seven nations of that land give way, and — as the Hebrew has [it] — "by expelling will expel" them; or, as our [Interpreter] rightly [renders], "will destroy" [them]. For that "sprouting" [germinatio — the doubled Hebrew verb] implies a great expulsion, which happens when something is destroyed and exterminated. But in these [there] are five little questions.

1. Why is God here called "living"? Masius aptly answers. Life, as Aristotle says, is action, and is known chiefly from motion. And [those things] of which no action or motion appears are deemed dead, or at least languid and torpid. God, therefore — since by his efficiency he governs and moderates all things, and above all comes to the aid of the solicitude of his worshippers — is most rightly called חַי [chai], "living, agile, vigorous"; which the divine bard [David] signified when he sang: "He will not suffer your foot to be moved; he who keeps you will not slumber; behold, he who keeps Israel will neither slumber nor sleep." For although for that reason too he may rightly be named "living," nay "life itself" — because through him all [things] live, and move, and exist, as Paul says — nevertheless that etymology which I mentioned serves the present place. Many [things] have also been disputed by the philosophers of the Hebrews — whom they call Cabbalists, as [being] those who have received a doctrine handed down by the hands of [their] elders — about those names of God אֵל חַי [El Chai, "living God"], both in many other places, and also in that book which they entitled the Gate of Light [Sha'are Orah]. For here they write [that] יהוה [Iehouah], whom we call God the Father, [when] invoked and called by this name El Chai, bestows through Adonai — that is, through the Lord, whom we call the Son — most kindly, both the other [things] which are needful, and life safe and secure from enemies. And they add [that] the Commander Joshua, in this place, used that [name] אֵל חַי [El Chai], so that by its mention he might render the minds of his [men] secure against the most ferocious enemies whom they were approaching.

2. Which are those seven nations, and especially the Hivite? [It has been] said of the individual [ones in] Gen. 15. But those who are there called Rephaim, the same Masius thinks are here called Hivites. For the names of nations are not rarely changed. See Acts 13 v. 19.

3. Why are only seven enumerated here — as [in] Acts 13, [and] Deuteronomy 7 — when in Gen. 15 ten are enumerated? The answer was [given] in the same place. But from Masius I now briefly say [that] Joshua treats of those possessions which he himself was to distribute to the Israelites — that is, [those] which did not lie beyond חֲמָת לְבוֹא [Lebo Chamath, "the entrance of Hamath"]. But in those more liberal promises, all the places are [included], as far as the Euphrates — about which matter let the reader recall [what] was prolixly disputed by us on the fourth verse of the first chapter. Besides, those seven nations are sometimes signified by more, sometimes by fewer names, as we shall note in [their] places. For [it] is credible [that] in a most populous region very many diverse families dwelt. See also on Genesis, tome 3, Pererius, folio 293.

4. How are the Amorites now said [to be] destroyed, when—
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—when, their Kings Og and Sihon having been slain, they were long since destroyed, and their land occupied? Abulensis answers (quest. 9) [that] the Amorite [region] is twofold. One [was] on the Eastern side of the Jordan, and that was already occupied; the other on the western side of the same Jordan, and of this [there] is now discourse.

5. Whether the ark is here called "the Lord of the whole earth"? So it seems to Masius — both because in the Hebrew, in this place, [there] is the royal accent of separation, Zakeph, and because elsewhere too the same [ark] is marked with the name of God (Num. 26, 35 & 36; Psalm 24). But, first, our text called the ark not "the Lord," but "the Lord's"; and so also the Septuagint, and the other Greeks — Symmachus and Aquila. And besides, his reasons press nothing. For those accents and points were adjoined to the text by the more recent Rabbis, as Masius himself shows and confesses in the Biblical Prolegomena, and above (quest. 7). But in the other cited places, not the ark, but he who was understood to sit upon the ark, is (as was treated in [my commentary on] Exodus) called [so] by Moses and David — just as, if a King sat in a chariot or on a horse, we would address him so seated, and call [him] "King," but not the chariot or the horse. Yet rightly — from the opinion of the Rabbis who [were] the affixers of those accents, and of all the synagogues which now follow them — rightly, I say, is the ark called "Lord" by Masius; and [it is] a not-to-be-despised precedent against the Iconomachs [image-breakers], as I noted (bk. 1 ch. 3 quest. 23). Yet the same Masius seems to do somewhat too boldly, when — not in the commentary, where [it is] permitted [to indulge] copiousness of doctrine, but in the very version of the text (the Latins and Greeks set aside) — he would put this same [thing], saying: "Behold, the ark of the covenant — the Lord of the whole earth — goes before."

Two other [things] which Joshua adds to this sign, and to its signification, I will defer to the following question, if I [first] warn how great and vast a thing it is, before God — the recognition of his love and beneficence toward us. For since the sign is so great and so admirable, how great and how admirable [is] the thing to be held [as that] which is signified by it? Yet this knowledge ought to be not bare and sterile, but clothed with the grateful service of our minds, and begetting in us a signal love toward him, and religion. For this — as [was] also said above — the Lord regards in his portents and prodigies; in which is placed our highest usefulness.


Question XV. About the twelve men, and the dividing of the Jordan, what further [did] Joshua [say]?

In Joshua's address to the people, two [things] still remained to be expounded. One is about the twelve men to be chosen tribe by tribe (v. 12); the other clearly explains the manner of crossing the Jordan (v. 13). In the former, the question is: whether those 12 men are the same [as] those about whom [it speaks at] the beginning of the following chapter? First: [that] they are not the same, one [author] — as far as I could gather by reading — hands down: Cajetan. Second: others, in a body, all — as Lyranus, Abulensis, Masius, [and] also the Rabbis — teach [that they] are the same. But then a new question arises for them: how [is it that] here these are ordered to be chosen, and again at the beginning of the following chapter? Was Joshua not already obeyed by the people? No one would say [that], on that day — when [there] was so great an expectation of so many and so great portents—
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—when [there] was so great an expiation and sanctification of the whole people, when, by so many and so great exhortations, love toward the Leader had been kindled in the minds of all, [and] observance toward the Leader, and an ardour of obeying was fervent — [that] in a matter so easy and ready there was any disobedience. Others, therefore, understand a recapitulation [as] made in the following chapter — as Lyranus; others, an anticipation in this third [chapter] — as Abulensis (quest. 1 of the following chapter). But others say these same [men] are the [ones] chosen [there]. First indeed, for this — that they might be ready to do what Joshua would wish to command them, and observe his nod, whenever [it] pleased [him] to use their service; then indeed, after the Jordan [was] now crossed, [that] Joshua called the same [men], and enjoined what he then wished to be done by them. So Masius. But which of all seems likest the truth will be established at the beginning of the same following chapter. Cajetan, however, thinks these — who are different from those — [were] chosen for this purpose now: that, in the name of the 12 tribes, they should accompany the ark going before. But — for the sake of what thing, I ask, [was] that accompanying? For the sake of defence, if perhaps any of the enemies should rush in? or rather for the sake of honour? Not of defence — because for that [reason] the Lord wished the ark, with the priests carrying it, to go before the people alone, so that he might show [that] he himself was present to them, protected them, [and that] with him [as] Leader there was nowhere any danger, nothing to fear. Nor was honour regarded [either] — because [in that case] the Lord would have wished [that] the Levites rather (who were holier than the rest of the people, and more devoted to the divine worship) should be present to those priestly bearers, than individuals from the other tribes. Then, how did they accompany the ark? Did they go before, or follow, or close its sides, or partly this, partly that? They could not go before, because [then] it would have been necessary [for them] to enter the Jordan, and to be thoroughly wetted — almost ridiculously. For, unless the priests set foot in the waters, those [waters] did not depart. They could not follow either — because, if defence were sought, they would have had to be in the front; if honour, even then [it] would rather have been fitting [for them] to go before, both because of the custom of that age and nation, and because of at least some show of defence. Why they should be at the sides, I see no cause either — nor why [they should be] at these [positions], both before and after. But these companions the law which was passed above (v. 4 & 5) utterly exterminates: "Beware lest you approach it." No one then is excepted, nor in this text (v. 12) is any exception now hinted. How, then, did he [Cajetan] so easily invent those companions? Let these 12, therefore, and those, be the same. About the manner of the crossing something too would have to be said; but [it] will be more opportune when the crossing itself is treated a little later. But between our [Latin] and the Hebrew or Greek text these [things] are to be noted. 1. Where our [Interpreter] says "prepare," in the Hebrew it is "And now take for yourselves"; in the Greek similarly, καὶ νῦν προχειρίσασθε ὑμῖν [kai nyn procheirisasthe hymin, "and now choose for yourselves"]. 2. Where our [Interpreter] has "And when they have set the soles of [their] feet," the Hebrew has "And it shall be, when the soles of the feet shall have rested"; the Greek, καὶ ἔσται ὡς ἂν καταπαύσωσιν οἱ πόδες τῶν ἱερέων [kai estai hōs an katapausōsin hoi podes tōn hiereōn, "and it shall be, when the feet of the priests rest"]. 3. Where our [Interpreter] reads "the waters which are below shall run down," the Hebrew and Greek seem to make no mention of the lower waters; but the [Hebrew] indeed [reads] thus: "the waters of the Jordan shall be cut off [discindentur]" — or "cut away [exscindentur]" (for both notions belong to the Hebrew verb, as will be touched below) — "descending from the upper part, and shall stand as if" — (for this particle of likeness, as often elsewhere,—
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—[for this particle of likeness, as often elsewhere,] is not badly supplied) — "one heap." But the Greek [reads]: τὸ ὕδωρ τοῦ Ἰορδάνου ἐκλείψει· τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ καταβαῖνον ἄνωθεν στήσεται εἷς σωρός [to hydōr tou Iordanou ekleipsei; to de hydōr katabainon anōthen stēsetai heis sōros, "the water of the Jordan shall fail; but the water descending from above shall stand as one heap"]. That is: "The water of the Jordan shall fail. But the water descending from the upper place shall stand [as] one heap." Yet altogether those lower waters [are present], not by word, but in fact, in both those texts, though a little more obscurely; and in the Greek indeed [it] is said: "the water of the Jordan shall fail." For, properly, the upper water did not fail, but stood [still] in one heap; and therefore, when [the text] is about to speak of this upper [water], it adds the adversative particle δέ, that is, "but." But in the Hebrew, when [it] is said: "And the [waters of the] Jordan shall be cut off [discindentur], or cut away [exscindentur]" — for if we should wish the Hebrew verb here to signify "cutting-off [discission]," the sense will be [that] the lower waters are to be cut off from the upper; and, when [it] is added [that] the upper [waters] shall stand, [it] is given, of the lower [waters]—
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—[of the lower waters, it is given] to be understood [that] they do not stand still, but run further down. But if we should wish the same verb to signify "cutting-away [exscission]" — since the upper [waters] were not cut away, or lifted out of their channel — [it] is plain [that] this is to be understood of the lower [waters]. And [that] this notion of the verb is more proper to this place, the 70 teach, when they render it by ἐκλείπειν [ekleipein, "to fail"], and [so does] the Chaldee Paraphrast. But the conjunctive particle "and," before "they shall stand," Rabbi Isaiah says [is] superfluous; others — with whom I agree — [say it] joins those upper standing waters with the others [that are] cut away, or failing, so that [the phrase] "they shall stand" would indeed more clearly be placed before "the descending [waters]" — either alone, or with the verb to which [it] is now annexed (as below, v. 16). Yet in the place where it is, it does not now change the sense already expounded.


The Second Part of the Chapter (opening)

In which [is treated] the crossing of the Jordan itself, from verse 14.
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Question I. How many, and which, priests carried the ark?

That the priests carried the ark in this crossing of the Jordan, and went before the rest of the people, was said before (quest. 4, 5, and following). But who they [were] who carried it, I nowhere found. But that we may attain this by conjecture in some way, first [it] is to be established [that] the priests altogether then were not much more than twenty-four. This, in the Joshuan booklet (ch. 3 num. 31 & 32), I gathered thus. The minor [lower] priests were not so many in Joshua's times as [they were] not so long after. For when the first consecration of the Aaronic priests was made — thirty-nine years before, on Mount Sinai — below Aaron himself (who first of all received the Pontifical dignity), there were only four priests, his four sons: Nadab, Abihu, Eleazar, Ithamar. And the former of these indeed, on the eighth day from the [day of] consecration, were consumed by a certain unhappy — but, on account of their own fault, just — fire, when they had left no children at all. But the two survivors — since they were younger in birth — who would reckon [them] to have had offspring already then? And yet, unless from the stock of these, no one could aspire to the priesthood — but of these [sons] whom these two also had begotten, [none was a priest] except [one] born twenty-five years [old], or 30 (as our [Interpreter] and the Hebrew [have it]). Whence [it] seems to be concluded [that] only those two, and their sons — but no grandsons — were initiated into the priesthood at the entry into that land. But how great the number of those was, is found by no calculation. Yet even if, from the thirty-eighth year, we were to imagine a son of theirs born to each every year, the priest-sons of both would nevertheless then scarcely have been thirty. But who would believe [that] those years [were] each so fertile that [the fathers] either always begot, or at least always [begot] sons? I therefore suspect [that], besides Eleazar the Pontiff, there was with Joshua [also] Ithamar his brother; [and] the sons of both, at least seven or eight [each], as is signified [in] ch. 6. If more, perhaps twelve, or not much more. From this, if anyone should think Ithamar to be subtracted from the number — because, [out of the six hundred thousand]—
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—[because, out of the] six hundred thousand Israelite men who came out of Egypt, not even Moses and Aaron crossed the Jordan, but only two pious [men], as it were spies — Joshua and Caleb: [it is] to be known [that] that so great slaughter of the others ran upon only those who, from the twentieth year of age, had been entered in the military rolls — unless [they had been] either implicated in the common fault of the [other] murmurers, or bound by some fault of their own, to which this penalty was divinely inflicted (as we have understood of those chief men, Moses and Aaron). But to this our Ithamar — since he was of Levitical stock — what [had he to do] with the military rolls? Since he is nowhere accused by scripture, why should we condemn him to death? Look at Eleazar his brother. [He] had gone out with the rest from Egypt, and yet he himself touched the blessed land. Nay indeed, [it] is the common opinion of the Hebrews — which, from our older [writers] too, Origen approves (homily 27 on Numbers) — [that] the deaths which were brought on in the wilderness did not pertain to the priests and Levites. But of these so few, nearly all think [that] only two carried the ark — so much so that in all the pictures this very [thing] is signified. In only one single writer — whose name, however, has slipped from my memory — I read [that] there were more bearers than two; and he cited Theodoret on 1 Kings [Reg.], quest. 20. But where [is] this work of Theodoret? That author also brings a reason for this same [thing]. But its weakness will appear in the following question; and therefore [there] is nothing [for which] I should wish to depart from the common opinion. And a reason can be added: that neither the weight of the burden, nor a wavering and danger of falling, would demand more [bearers] — nay, the manner of carrying (about which [in] the following question) would not admit [more]. Those two, moreover, I indeed reckon to be none other than the two surviving sons of Aaron, Eleazar and Ithamar — or certainly the [former], and his son Phinehas. For because, for the sake of greater veneration toward God, [and] of greater alacrity and consolation in the people, this carrying was now transferred from the Levites to the priests (as [was] said above), the best and most excellent from the number of those priests seem [to have been] employed. So too below, ch. 6 quest. 4.
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Question II. In what manner did the same priests carry that ark?

A twofold manner can be regarded in the carrying of that ark. The first. Since [it] is certain [that] it was carried by poles [vectes], [it] can be asked whether those [poles] were on the sides of [its] length or of [its] breadth? But [in] quest. 14, against Abulensis, [it] was already answered above [that] they were on the sides of the length. The other manner: whether those [priests] carried the ark so that one went before and the other followed; or whether — [be there] two, or more — they were at the sides of the ark? This latter [view] Theodoret is said to assert, in the place cited in the preceding question — namely, [so] that the ark hung in the middle of them, and there was no one before it, and another behind; and this, lest anyone turn a back and buttocks toward the ark. But — first — they would not then have carried the ark on [their] shoulders, contrary to the most usual custom (most attested by the scriptures, Num. 7 v. 5, [and] 1 Chron. 15 v. 15, and by all the pictures) — unless we imagine [that] the same priests, standing at the ark like Cherubim, looked at one another mutually, and advanced, not so that [their] face looked [forward], but so that [their] sides [did] — the left of the one, indeed, [and] the right of the other; and [that] each always advanced the left foot first, the other the right; and thus made [their] journey not in the manner of men, but of wheels. Secondly, [they] would not have used poles either — if indeed they proceeded straight, and [with] the face [toward] where [it] tended — but ropes; otherwise the ark would not have hung level between them. Thirdly. That reasoning of honour and courtesy — lest one's back be turned toward some greater [personage] — is indeed today customary among the Turks, and among some few of our courtiers begins [to be observed] when they depart from the presence of princes; but that [it] was of old among the Israelites, by what argument [is it proved]? And not even among those [Turks], most ambitious and most superstitious, is [it] observed in all places and times — nor can [it be]. For the guards, horsemen, [and] Janissaries who go before the Tyrant of the Turks — do they not look at him with their backs [turned]? Fourthly. So many lords who had standard-bearers, litter-carriers, fore-walkers [anteambulones], and so great a retinue before them of old (as I was also saying above, quest. 15) — did they not follow their backs? [Did] not also, not long ago, among the Peruvian nation, its Kings? Fifthly. The ark was wont at other times to be carried in the middle of the Israelites. Was it an injury to it, that some preceded it with backs turned? Sixthly. Of that so curious courtesy [David] thought nothing at all, when — girt with the linen ephod — with all his strength he danced before that same ark, and turned himself into various circles (2 Sam. [Reg.] 6 v. 14 and following). Seventhly. We could also, in the same way, in some measure calumniate God himself, who testified [that] he sat upon the ark. For if he sat there, he looked either toward Canaan, into which [they] went, or [toward] the Israelites themselves, who followed the ark. If the former, he himself turned [his] back toward the Israelites; if the latter, he went backward, and as it were in the manner of crabs. Eighthly. But although we ought to owe reverence and veneration to God as prudently as ever we can — and [although] the priests too should moderately and honourably beware, at the altars, lest they give [their] back to the most holy Eucharist — nevertheless God is not so [fastidious]—
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—[God is not so fastidious] or ambitious, that he would utterly spurn the nature which he founded (covered and veiled, especially, in an honourable and seemly manner among men), or demand from us that honour which [is] altogether [determined] by human actions, and by the manner of walking prescribed by nature. Not [so]. Yet if he had then demanded [it], why is that nowhere handed down to memory? [why] insinuated nowhere by a single little word? From the bearers of the ark, therefore, let one have gone before it, [and] the other after it, and let the second have put [his] shoulders under that Sacred burden. Yet I am easily led [to think] that, for the sake of greater reverence and religion, those same [bearers] were bare-footed. For we shall hear a little later [that] their feet were plunged into the water, and nothing is added about shoes [calcei]. If they had had these then, they would not only have gotten wet, but would also have gotten very much water [in them]; and thus, even with the channel dried up, they would have had to unshoe themselves there, and pour out that water — or would have proceeded thereafter with much noise and trouble, and stood there in wet shoes; or, just as the lower waters of the Jordan had flowed away, that water would have had to be removed from those same shoes of theirs by a new miracle. But that there is something of religion in bare-footedness, I showed [at] Exod. 3 v. 5, and I will show again below, ch. 5 v. 15.


Question III. About the Jordan. Whence is it derived [traced]?

Whence the Jordan is derived can be inquired in two ways: namely, as to the thing [itself], and as to the word [name]. As to the thing, its origin is twofold. One [is] general, from the sea — about which [I treated] once in [my commentary on] the Meteors [of Aristotle], and afterward perhaps on Eccl. 1, if [it seem] good to God. The other [is] special: [namely], from what place it first begins to gush forth, and to appear to men. "The Jordan," says Pliny (bk. 5 ch. 15), "is a river [that] rises from the Paneas spring, which gave [its] surname to Caesarea." And he adds, "of which we have spoken." But where? At chapter 13, I think. But there he described not this Caesarea — which by Ptolemy [is called] Panea, [and] more usually [Caesarea] Philippi (for a reason handed down in [the account of] Herod, ch. 20) — but the [Caesarea] which is [Caesarea] of Strato. And therefore, [it is] to be corrected with Delechamps, we shall say. For below (ch. 17) he names that one in the Decapolis. Yet the same Pliny — or certainly the authors whom he followed — in this origin of the Jordan too, Josephus seems to correct (bk. 3 of the Captivity ch. 35, or in the Latin, 18), when he writes: "And the source of the Jordan does indeed seem to be Paneum; but [the river] is carried in this [source], hidden under the earth, from Phiala." Now this [Phiala] is a pool [stagnum], which there — from its round shape — is called Phiala [Greek "bowl, saucer"]; and toward Trachonitis it is distant from Caesarea 120 stadia to the right. In Burchard (bk. On the Holy Land) [it] is called Medon, that is, "the waters of Dan," [and] Magedan, and Dalmanutha; and he puts the distance from Caesarea at 125 stadia. Meanwhile, [as long as] it was unknown [that] the Jordan takes its beginning hence, this was demonstrated by Philip, when he was acting [as] tetrarch of the Trachonites. For when he had cast chaff into that Phiala, he found it carried down into the Paneum — from which the ancients thought the river Jordan to be generated. Now the Paneum is both a spring and a mountain, from which [there is] also a cave, in which it gushes forth; and it has a remarkable beauty from nature itself, but [one] which King Agrippa greatly increased by work and royal expense — as Josephus there narrates, who, because there [it lies] under—
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—[because there it lies underground, [and] the flow of the Jordan first becomes manifest] from that spring, we shall assign to it a twofold special origin: one indeed hidden and latent, from Phiala; the other visible and open, from the Paneum. But in the book On the Holy Land, Burchard establishes not only one, but two springs there, from which the Jordan flows, in these words: "Not far above this city" (namely Caesarea — or, as he calls it, Bellena; Benjamin, in the Itinerary, folio 52, seems to call [it] Balivus) "arise two springs, namely Ior and Dan, which, meeting at the foot of Mount Lebanon before the gate of the city, make the river Jordan." From another description of the same Holy Land, Abulensis too (quest. 37) cites similar [things] — except that he will [have] the Jordan made from those springs beneath the mountains of Gilboa. But that it is formed before those mountains, Burchard more truly asserts; between whom, however, and Pliny and Josephus — when they name only a "spring" [fons] — I think [there is] no difference. For authors are sometimes wont to call that the "spring" of some river whence it rises, whether [there] be properly only one spring and fountain-head, or several — as when, of the Danube (about which St. Ambrose, bk. 2 of the Hexaemeron ch. 3), we say the spring is at Donaueschingen, in the domain of the Counts of Zimmern — a place which Tiberius once deservedly thought worth visiting for himself — where, however, [there are] several sources. The most illustrious Duke of Olyka, Lord Radziwiłł (epist. 2): "There is a bridge, which the very Turks call [the bridge] of Jacob the patriarch. It is fairly wide, and solidly compacted, and set over the Jordan; which river, on the right, has two channels — of which one is called Ior, the other Dan — [and], joined together above the bridge (yet at a fairly long interval), make, as it were, one stream, [and] thus retain one name; and it is called Jordan, which rises not far thence from the mountains." But the same Lord may be read in the same letter, folios 103 & 104: "The Jordan," he says, "a river, empties into this sea [the Dead Sea], on that side which meets those coming from the monastery of St. Sabas. Thence, [for] one and a half miles, through high and sterile sands, one reaches the place of Christ's baptism. On the right of the river — which very often shows itself to be seen in very winding bends — in that very place where Christ was baptized by John, [there] is a shady grove, extending, near the banks of the river, half a mile in length, and a bowshot in breadth. It has trees, whose leaves imitate willows, yet are not of that kind — as [one] may see from the twigs which I brought with me. And this is that desert which the Evangelist Matthew (ch. 3) and Mark (ch. 1) mentioned, in which John baptized and preached penitence. Now those [things] on which the holy Forerunner lived — namely locust and wild honey — are no longer found in these places. But [it] is likely [that] the river — which has not a muddy, but even a sandy bottom, and glides between rocks — cast onto the banks certain shellfish [conchylia] edible without cooking (some species of which the sea too is wont to produce somewhere). Whether the Saint ate these, or similar [things], is uncertain. Wild honey too this grove could once produce, on which — scripture attesting — he fed. Now nothing such is found here, since [it] is a solitude, admitting no cultivation. The Jordan has very turbid water, but wholesome, which, kept in vessels, is never corrupted — as I have undoubtedly experienced in that [water] which I brought with me. Some of ours washed [their] body there, when we took refreshment on the bank. Scarcely does [it] grow to a breadth of [thirty cubits]—"
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—[scarcely does it grow to a breadth of] thirty cubits, except where it flows into the Dead Sea, in which place it is also spread more widely. Here are seen the ruins of the bridge on the farther bank — [a bridge] of stone which St. Helena once constructed. Beyond the river, on the right, toward the Asphalt Lake [Dead Sea], now begins Arabia, which is — and is deservedly called — 'desert.' For it produces nothing but rocks and sand, as [one] may manifestly see from the very first sight. Higher up, proceeding half a mile, [there] is the place where the Hebrews crossed the Jordan dry-shod. [See] Joshua ch. 3."

[That] the whole land of Israel is surrounded by that same Jordan; [that] the middle part of it is above the earth, and the middle within; and [that] into them flows the Leviathan — which was created by God for the great banquet of the Just — R. Eleazer teaches, rabbinically (that is, triflingly), ch. 11.

As to the word [name], [it] is now sufficiently plain [that] Burchard and others compose the name of the Jordan from those two springs [Ior + Dan]. But by the Hebrews today it is called, and in the Bibles everywhere written, Iarden [יַרְדֵּן]; and they will [have it derived] from Iarad [יָרַד], that is, "to descend" — as if [it were] "descending from Dan." For thus that Caesarea is everywhere named in scripture, as we shall see below in its place. And to this notion of "descending" St. Ambrose looks, in the preface on Psalm 37, where, for Salim — which is rendered by him "ascending" — [he says] Halim or Salik is to be read. But of old, not Iarden was read, but Iordan, as [is] gathered from the most ancient 70, and from the Syriac Testament. And [that] Herodotus (bk. 1) looked to this name, when he wrote Iardanes [as] the parent [ancestor] of the Heraclidae, I noted [on] 1 Macc. ch. 12 — just as in the same region there was the Saronic gulf, because, since in the sacred books among the Hebrews Saron [שָׁרוֹן] occurs so often, by that name ancient Greece called the oak, as Pliny says (bk. 4 ch. 5). But in the Syriac text of the Gospels [it] is indeed so written, with Syriac letters and points, that [it] can be read Iourdanan — although Boderianus writes [it] in Latin Iourdenon (for example, Matt. 3 v. 5 & 6). But Tremellius [writes] Iourdanan — just as, namely, in the same place (v. 3) and elsewhere, St. John is always called Iouchanon. But the Paneum, or Dan, is at the root of Lebanon — or, to speak more properly, of Anti-Lebanon — as will be said below (quest. 5) against Strabo. Eusebius, moreover, narrates (bk. 7 of the History ch. 17, in the Greek) [that] a certain mockery of the devil was exterminated at these springs of Paneum and Jordan by St. Astyrius; and (ch. 18) about the statue [effigy] made by [the woman] with the issue of blood, [as] worker of the miracles of CHRIST the Lord. But whether, and how, there was amber in this river, David Pomarius disputes, from the book Mishnaioth, in the book Tsemach, under the word Kiphah.


Question IV. How far does the Jordan flow, and where does it end?

We have seen the origin of the Jordan; if we shall see [its] end, [then] from that [it] will easily be understood how far it flows. Now [it] is the common opinion of all the ancients, and of those who, among the more recent [writers], surveyed those regions, [that] it is carried into the Asphalt Lake, or Dead Sea, and there loses both [its] flow and [its] name. Pliny, in the cited place: "The Jordan, a pleasant river, and — as far as the situation of the places allows — winding [ambitiosus], offering itself to the dwellers-near, makes for the Asphalt Lake (dire by nature), as it were unwillingly, by which at last it is drunk up, and loses its praised waters, mingled with pestilent [ones]." Similar [things]—
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—Similar [things] Tacitus [says], bk. of the Histories: "Lebanon," he says, "feeds and pours forth the river Jordan. Nor is the Jordan received by the sea, but flows entire through one and another whole lake, [and] is retained by a third — the Asphaltites." Cassian (Conference 6): "The streams of the Jordan, having entered the Dead Sea, fail; and the ashes of Sodom [are] there spread out with the most ample extension." But between this end [the Dead Sea] and the beginning of the Paneum, or Lebanon, Father Pererius (tome 2, on Gen. ch. 13, disp. 2) says [there are] about a hundred thousand paces interposed; but the numbers from which that [total] is gathered, he sets [as] these:


	From Lebanon itself to Lake Samochonitis, or the Waters of Merom — 135 stadia (= 15,000 paces)

	The Lake of the Waters of Merom itself, in length — 60 stadia

	From these to Lake Gennesaret — 102 stadia

	That [lake], in length — 100 stadia

	From it to the Asphaltites [Dead Sea] — 230 stadia

	[Total] — 645



But if — as is the custom — we give 8 stadia to each mile, [there] will arise 80 miles and 5 stadia, or [about] 80 miles. And therefore that same writer added, in his calculation, the particle "about." But that Pliny either uses another calculation, or gives fewer stadia to one mile, appears from this — that (bk. 5 ch. 15) he gives to the same Lake Gennesaret 6 thousand paces in breadth, and 16 in length; whereas, according to Josephus in the cited place (that is, bk. 3 of the Captivity ch. 35), the stadia of the breadth are only 40, of the length 100 — of which the former give only 5 miles, but the latter only 12. But if, from Lebanon, or the Paneum, we ascend higher, toward Phiala — whence I said (in the preceding question) [that] the Jordan rises by a hidden channel — [there] will have to be added, according to the same Josephus, 102 stadia, that is, 13 thousand paces; and thus, from Phiala to the Asphaltites, [there] will be 39 [thousand paces] — to which sum that "about" still better agrees. Burchard: "[It is] to be known," he says, "that from the origin of the Jordan below Mount Lebanon, as far as the desert Pharan, for nearly a hundred miles, the Jordan itself has, on both banks, broad and pleasant fields, and green meadows — very high mountains being set here and there, in which these fields end, and which are extended, even to the Dead Sea, alongside the stream of the Jordan."

But since the Jordan is buried in the Asphaltites, the question is: whither does it go [away]? Some think [there] are certain channels in the lake itself, through which it slips-under either into the Red [Sea], or into a subterranean sea. And this can be confirmed: 1. because this is now wont to be taught, in the Meteorologics, of all rivers whose course into the sea is not open — as I was saying about the origin of the same rivers (quest. 3). 2. since this river rolls down so much water assiduously into that sea, how would it not sometimes overflow, unless those [waters] were diverted elsewhere by certain hidden abysses [voragines] or channels? Burchard indeed says [that] it swells from the melting of the mountain snows, yet does not flood — but why not? 3. because the spring which was called Capharnaum, some in Josephus (in the said place) thought to be a vein of the Nile — as if there were subterranean passages of those waters. 4. Since [the Jordan], when it runs down from Phiala into the Paneum, that course of it is hidden under the earth: therefore, in the Asphaltites too, it can similarly plunge itself into some subterranean pipes [tubi]. Whence, in that question in which [it] is asked, before — from the burning of Sodom — the Dead Sea [came to be]—
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—[before the Dead Sea] came to be (as [on] Gen. 19, I was saying): how did the Jordan behave — [whether,] flowing down over the earth, it precipitated into some sea, or not? Our Pererius indeed thinks (in the cited place) [that] it flowed down over the earth; and [that], in the destruction of that sulphurous region, the earth subsided in some vast chasm; and [that] the Jordan, absorbed there, having found a subterranean route, directed [its] course to the sea — either the Red or the Mediterranean. But I reckon [that] the Jordan itself was indeed swallowed always in the same place, and at length hidden, and did not flow through further; but [that], in the burning of Sodom, that Dead Sea alone came into being, and reached the last, as it were, out-flow of the Jordan, and infected the same with all its dreadfulness, and, [thus] infected, sent [it] down into the usual subterranean places. For thus — since a fitting reason or conjecture, which would establish a new miracle, cannot be brought — [there] is less departure from the pristine state of nature. And indeed, while I ponder within my mind [that] that whole Sodomitic valley was, before that punishment, irrigated by the Jordan — like a paradise and an Egypt, as [it] is written (Gen. 13 v. 20) — I would dare then to suspect, of the Jordan, what Strabo (bk. 16) hands down of the most noble river of the Damascenes, Chrysorrhoas: [that] it, by irrigating a great and deep tract of land, is consumed into various streams, as if into Euripi [channels]. "The Saracens told me," says Burchard, "[that] the Jordan enters the Dead Sea, and again goes out; but, after a small interval, is absorbed by the earth."


Question V. How wide, and [how] deep, [is] the Jordan?

This — as in other rivers — we can regard either ordinarily or extraordinarily. Who has handed down [its] breadth or depth in the former way, no one [that] I have read, except the most illustrious Duke of Olyka — who (epistle 2, folio 104) describes the Jordan, and says: "Scarcely does [it] grow to a breadth of thirty cubits, except where it flows into the Dead Sea, in which place it is also spread more widely." Yet that [its] breadth was great is gathered from this — that Strabo (bk. 16), comparing it with the rivers of that region, says [it] is the greatest of all. But [there are] here in Strabo several errors. The first: that in Coele-Syria, between Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon, he places the Jordan. The second: that he adjoins to it the Lycus — which by Ptolemy is placed in Assyria, and is said to empty itself into the Euphrates. The third: that both the Lycus and the Jordan, he says, are filled [navigated] by the cargo-ships of the Aradians. But between Aradus and the Jordan, how much land [is] interposed? Above Tripoli and Lebanon is the island of Aradus, toward the North; and from Anti-Lebanon, toward the South, flows the Jordan. It is added [as a further point] that, ordinarily, [it] could not be crossed except through certain fords. But [that it] was extraordinarily sometimes wont to be greatly widened, so that it flowed out far and wide beyond [its] banks, [Scripture] indicates in this place (v. 15), when it says: "But the Jordan had filled the banks of its channel in the time of harvest." Now [there] are several little questions about this.

1. How great was this extraordinary breadth? Radak, and sometimes Masius, assign to it about two thousand cubits — which agrees [with] 12—
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—[which agrees with 12] miles; which [breadth] the Syro-Chaldee [version], in that place where the Israelites crossed, [gives] (says p. 117) — as I show [on] Acts ch. 1. Yet I think this breadth [is] uncertain, on account of the magnitude and variety of the cause whence it [comes] — about which a little later.

2. Whether this extraordinary [breadth] was only at this time, when the Israelites were about to cross, or also at other times? Abulensis (before quest. 35) attributes to Lyranus the opinion [that] he thought [it] made only at that time — because [what] in our Latin is "in the time of harvest," he [Lyranus] renders from the Hebrew "in all the days of harvest." But to me, first, Lyranus does not seem to deny [that] this happens in other years too, but only [that] the sense of these words is [that] which he handed down. Secondly, if anyone should nevertheless deny [it], it can easily be proved from other places [that] this inundation of the Jordan is annual — as 1 Chron. 12 v. 15: "These are they who crossed the Jordan in the first month, when it is wont to overflow its banks"; [and] Eccles. [Sirach] 24 v. 36: "Who multiplies [wisdom] like the Jordan in the time of harvest." Thirdly, this place is better expounded, from those other scriptures, [as] "in all the days of harvest" — that is, "at any harvest-time," or "in any year while the harvest is going on" — [that] the Jordan is wont to overflow, rather than that it overflows during the whole time of two months. For this can neither be proved, nor will it appear afterward to happen, when the cause of this inundation is treated. And yet this same [view] seems to please Cajetan too.

Third little question. What [is] that harvest? In scripture [there] is a harvest spiritual and corporeal. And this [corporeal one] is either of wheat [tritici] (Gen. 30; Judg. 15 v. 1; 1 Sam. [Reg.] 12 v. 17), or of barley [hordei] (Ruth 1 v. 22; 2 Sam. [Reg.] 21 v. 9), or of myrrh (Cant. 5 v. 1). Abulensis (Judg. 6 quest. 24) seems to take [it] only [as] a barley-harvest. But Cajetan thinks [that] here both the barley- and the wheat-[harvest] are signified together. But [it] seems [that] only the wheat[-harvest] is to be taken. First: when no other name or circumstance is added to "harvest," [it] is wont to be taken of the most proper and chief harvest, which is [that] of wheat. Secondly: expressly, in the 70, "the days of the harvest of grains" are placed — or, as St. Augustine has (quest. 3), "the days of the harvest of wheat." Thirdly: the first month is not only Nisan, but is also called Abib [אָבִיב] (Exod. 13 v. 4, & Deut. 16) — that is, "the month of new fruits," or "of the stalk and the new ear." Nor does it avail [to argue], as some urge, [that] at Pentecost the firstfruit loaves [are] offered to God from the new wheat-harvest (Exod. 34:22; Lev. 23:15; Num. 28 v. 26). For that does not signify [that] the harvest then takes place, but [that it] took place—
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—[but that it took place] in the days of the wheat-harvest. This seems incredible to our regions. But there, as those who have known [it] report, in the beginning of spring is the wheat-harvest; and then that river is filled more fully than during winter. Pliny (bk. 18 ch. 18) hands down [that] the harvest in Egypt is begun a little before the Kalends of April, and finished or completed in May. And in Cassian (Conference 15 ch. 4), Abbot Abraham, for the sake of reaping, used to go from the desert to Egypt on the fiftieth day [i.e. in the Pentecost season, between Easter and Pentecost]. And John Leo [Africanus] (bk. 8), treating of the customs of the Egyptians, says: "Under [the beginning of] April they cut down the crops; the cut [crops] they at once thresh; nor do they leave an ear to be cut on the twentieth of May." The Comic [poet], certainly — Aristophanes, in the Birds — says [that] the verpi (that is, the Jews, Phoenicians, and Egyptians) go out to the harvest when the cuckoo begins to sing. For thus he himself [writes]: κόκκυ ψωλοὶ πεδίονδε [kokku psōloi pedionde, "'Cuckoo!' — the circumcised [go] out to the field"]. Where his Scholiast says this [was] said "according to the proverb," because, namely, among the Egyptians there were many "verpi" [circumcised] — so that the sense is: "when the cuckoo says 'cuckoo,' then the circumcised went out into the field"; or, "at the crowing of the cuckoo, they reaped": [that is,] when the cuckoo sings, then the circumcised little fellows went out into the fields, and reaped the crops. And he understands, by the name ψωλοί [psōloi], the Phoenicians and Egyptians, who were wont to be circumcised. And therefore he had said a little before [the Greek line, to the effect]: "Of the Egyptians and Phoenicians the cuckoo is king … and when the cuckoo said 'cuckoo,' then all the Phoenicians reaped the wheat and the barley in the fields." See below, ch. 5 quest. 31, quest. 4, at the fifth objection.

Fifth little question. What [is] the cause [that], at that time, the crops there are ripe? Oleaster wonders [at this] (on Lev. 23). But Abulensis answers here (quest. 35) [that there] is a greater nearness to the equinoctial circle, and therefore also a greater heat, than [that] which is in Spain, and much more [than] that which [is] in this our Germany. But in that way the crops of Egypt would ripen still sooner than [those] of Judea, because it is nearer to the equinoctial circle. But from what has been said [it] appears [that] the reason is the same. Nay, in all Africa the harvest ought to be quicker than in Judea. But that [it] is not [so], St. Augustine indicated above. I would therefore think [that] not this one cause only is to be considered, but with it also that [other] is to be coupled: the goodness of the air and of the soil. For "the [good] temperament, or the well-mixedness of the air [τὸ τοῦ ἀέρος εὔκρατον]," Josephus reviews (bk. 3 ch. 35). Whence Radak too says [that] that land is called (Isa. 13 v. 19) צְבִי [tsevi, "beauty, glory" — also "gazelle"] — tsevi, because, as the deer and the roe (which is called by the same Hebrew name, Deut. 14 v. 5) is swifter than the other animals, so the land of Israel, for ripening and maturing its fruits, is more apt and quicker than other lands — as will be said again below, ch. 13 quest. 3.

Sixth little question. Why does the Jordan overflow at that same harvest-time? Since this happens not in the whole year, but at that [particular] time of year, [there] must be a cause — not perennial, but [one] which exists then. And that would seem, first, [to be] the abundance of rains falling at that time of year. Abulensis denies [it] (quest. 36): 1. because [the rains] would not return every year at the same time; 2. because scripture indicates [it] to be a miracle [that] there were rains in that region then (1 Sam. [Reg.] 12) — and [there] can be added that [saying of] Prov. 26 v. 1: "As snow in summer, and rain in harvest: so glory is unbecoming to a fool." Yet in the months of the spring season, rain [was] not only usual to Judea, but even desired—
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—[rain was even desired,] too, [it] seems to be proved from the rain which — malkos [מַלְקוֹשׁ] — is called in Latin serotina [the "late" rain], or also verna [the spring rain], as Genebrardus says in the Calendar of the Hebrews, where, on the 26th day of the first month, he notes [that] it is sought from God by prayers, because it is most suitable for the harvest soon to come. Just as the other kind of rain — which either softens the earth for conceiving the seed, or waters the [already-]sown crop, [and is called] Ioreh [יוֹרֶה, the "early/former" rain], by our Interpreter (Jer. 5) "the timely [rain]" — was sought on the 25th of Kislev, or November. And on Amos 4, Ribera says [that] that late [rain] begins toward the end of April; and as author of this opinion he praises St. Jerome on the same place. But in these words several [things] seem to be either errors or obscure. For, first, he says [that] to the fields of Palestine, and the thirsty ploughlands, the late rain is especially most necessary — so that, [otherwise,] when the grass swelled toward harvest, and the wheat brought forth, [it] would dry up from excessive dryness. But that rain is not necessary [in order] that the earth should dry up, but [in order] that it should not dry up — and therefore the place is to be emended, in one way or the other. 2. When, in the same Prophet Amos, the Lord says: "I withheld the rain from you, when [there] were yet three months remaining until the harvest," the same St. Jerome comments thus: "[It] signifies the spring-time of the end of April." And this [is] not faultily [said]. But there follows: "from which" (namely, the end of April) "up to the harvest of grain, [there] remain three months — May, June, July." But those are not the words of Jerome himself, but of some other. For a little after, he refutes that exposition, saying: "[But] if we accept [it], [it is] altogether — according to all the regions of the East — both unusual and impossible. For we have never seen rains at the end of June, or in the month of July, in these provinces, and most of all in Judea." And after the place [in] 1 Sam. [Reg.] 12 had been cited, he proceeds: "[It] would have been superfluous now to threaten the dryness of the month of July — in which the Lord himself had never given rains." There is, therefore, between St. Jerome's opinion and this [one] which he confutes, this difference: that [Jerome] would have the end of those three months — and thus that harvest — pertain to the end of April; whereas that [other] exposition makes the same end of April the beginning of those same three months, but places the end in July. 3. Before that refutation is placed a certain note about the 70 — that they rendered "vintage" for "harvest," after their custom. But that note seems [rather] to be subjoined to the refutation itself — unless (what I reckon likelier to the truth) that refutation of that exposition is to be utterly thrust out of Jerome's text, and then the same refutation of St. Jerome will be against the 70 themselves, [in] that [they] render "vintage" — which is wont to happen in the same Judea in July, as Burchard too shows, when he says [that] triple clusters are borne by the Judaic vine, and adds: "The first, in August, being brought to ripeness, require their [own] vintage; the second are gathered in September, and the third in October. Hence too it is that in the Holy Land you [may] find grapes for sale from the day of John the Baptist [June 24] until the day of St. Martin [Nov. 11]." For [it] seems [that] someone, when he saw mention of June and July being made by St. Jerome in that refutation, thought this to be referred to the wheat-harvest; and, so that this — which was not [being] said — might seem to be said more clearly, put that gloss in the margin, which afterward crept into the context of the Saint himself. But these [things] in St. Jerome being briefly either corrected or expounded, let us conclude that for whose sake I was led hither:—
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—[let us conclude] that there are rains in Judea in April — from the opinion indeed of St. Jerome himself, who himself inhabited those regions, and was inhabiting [them] when he wrote those [things], as [is] plain from what follows. Then [is there] rain there in [the] harvest [itself]? I answer [that there] is: both ordinarily, always a little before the harvest, and sometimes, in the first days of the time in which [the harvest] was wont to happen. But what Samuel said (1 Sam. [Reg.] 12 v. 17), "Is it not the wheat-harvest today?" can be explained either of a harvest already grown [ripe], or of a day which was pleasing and suited to the harvest — that is: "Is it not now clear and serene? Is [it] not such a day as you desire in [the] harvest?" So too Solomon says only [that] rain is not agreeable to harvest — just as the Poet [Virgil] said:


"Sad [is] the wolf to the folds, [and] rain to the ripe crops."



For although in summer snow never falls — except perhaps by some miracle, as in the history of Blessed Mary of the Snows [Santa Maria Maggiore] — yet in harvest rain can be more frequent; and therefore some cause, why the Jordan swells at that time, and is carried more widely beyond its channel, can lie in the chance of that kind of late rains. And [there] is also another [cause]: that the snows — with which I said (ch. 1 quest. 7) Lebanon abounds — are then wont to melt, both in it and in the other mountains. For, as Naso [Ovid] says:


"Struck by the west winds and the suns, / the soft snows are dissolved in the warming spring."



And again:


"And the snows perish, conquered by the warming sun."



For thus we see, at the same time also, our own [rivers] — both the Main and the Rhine — grow, for the same cause. Thus Masius says the Euphrates and Tigris increase (from Ecclesiasticus 24:35). And when Caesar had once pitched camp between two rivers, the Sicoris and the Cinga, he underwent great danger of great calamity — because, as he writes (bk. 1 On the Civil War), the snow then flowed down from all the mountains, and overtopped the highest banks of the rivers, and broke all the bridges in one day. When the Scythians had harassed Nicaea, Cius, Apamea, and Prusa with incursions, they made for Cyzicus (says Zosimus, in [the reign of] Valerian); but, because the river Rhyndacus, swollen from the rains, rolled [down] a vast force of waters, they retreated. Burchard: "The Dead Sea swells from the melting of the snows from Lebanon, and from the rains falling in Galilee, on Mount Gilead, in the land of Moab, [of] Ammon, and [of] Seir — which waters all flow together into the Jordan." Bellonius writes [things] agreeable to this (bk. 2, obs. ch. 86). Herodotus indeed wonders (bk. 4) why, when the Danube receives so many rains and snows, it nevertheless always remains equal to itself. Namely, he had not seen it, when it is often swollen, and — having overtopped its banks — floods over at its very beginnings, so to speak. But when Lord Radziwiłł says (epist. 2, folio 29) [that] the snows of Lebanon are never melted — although the heats there are far more vehement than in Italy — he means [that they are] not entirely melted, and [not] from absolutely all places, some of which, [being] very hidden or very shady, feed perpetual snows.

Seventh little question, and last. Whence, in so hot a region, [comes] snow? [It] is to be answered, says Abulensis (quest. 37), [that] in the level land of this region snow rarely occurs; but on the highest mountains, on account of the magnitude of the cold, [and] the small repercussion of the sun's rays, and—
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—[on account of the cold, and] the great shades of the groves, the snows remain. "Wonderful to tell," says Tacitus (bk. 5 of the Histories), "Lebanon, amid such [great] heats, [is] shady, and faithful with snows." But that [there] are snows even in the level places at their [proper] time — namely in winter — is made manifest from 1 Macc. 13 v. 22, 2 Kings [Reg.] 23 v. 20, [and] 1 Chron. 11 v. 22; and can be gathered from Prov. 31 v. 21. Yet the three causes which Abulensis brings avail for this: that a more copious, denser, and more lasting snow is found in the mountains than in the more level places. And from these [things] this too is held: that at this time, on account of the abundance of the waters, the Jordan ran down with a very rapid force. For in rivers of this kind, water pushes water. And in this way it is thought by some [that] the Jordan is called ethan [אֵיתָן] (Psalm 72 [71]), that is, "strong and robust" — as Genebrardus notes in the same place.


Question VI. In what manner was the Jordan divided?

The priests who carried the ark having entered the Jordan, and their feet being dipped in part of the water, the text says [that] it was divided. And [it] is the common opinion — which Abulensis often touches, especially after question 32 — [that,] at the first entering of the priests into the river, while their feet were first dipped and wetted in its first waters, at once — in those same whole waters, [through] the whole channel, from one bank to the other — the division of the whole stream came to be, so that, before the eyes and feet of the priests, a way so open and solid [was] at once [made] as [that] they could conveniently [pass] with a great [multitude]. But Masius dissents, and reckons [that] the whole stream [was] not so suddenly divided, but step by step, at each contact of the water [coming] to meet — while they made [their] individual steps, and plunged their feet into the waters standing before [their] face. For these his words mean this: "As soon as the priests began to plunge [their] feet into the waters, so far as they advanced, so far those [waters] which were above, as if held back by a mound, were stopped." And a little after: "The priests, gradually going out [across], nearly up to the opposite bank, little by little stopped the course of the upper waters, and, from the lower [waters] gliding away, gradually dried up the fords. And then at last they, as widely as the channel lay open, step by step advancing, laid bare the fords." Similar [things] again afterward (folios 65, 67, 68). But this reckoning of the miracle [is] too slow, which the text itself at first rejects. For when [it] is said "they having entered the Jordan, and their feet being dipped in part of the water," is it not signified [that], as soon as they entered the Jordan and their feet were dipped, that [thing] which is being treated was done? — just as the greatest speed would also be signified, if I should say: "when I had entered into Masius's book, and cast [my] eyes upon that place, [someone] came who would announce [that] the recently-instituted Regensburg disputation was being bragged of by the Frankfurt Lutherans, as if victory stood on their side." So too the Hebrew: "When the bearers of the ark had come to the Jordan, and the feet of the priests, the bearers of the ark, were dipped in part" — or, as Masius himself renders, "in the edge of the waters." Secondly. Since, in our individual steps, the feet are moved forward not much farther than the head, [it] would nearly happen [that] the head would strike against, and be wetted by, the water which stood before [it]. Thirdly. At the least, the poles [vectes] by which the ark was carried [would be]—
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—[the poles by which the ark was carried would be] continually dipped into that water; for some part of these projected before the shoulders. Fourthly. If the water gave way only while [it] was touched by the feet, the priests would not see where, in that deep gulf of the river, they [might] plant [their] foot. For — for example — let us suppose the most obscure and most murky air [darkness] to stand before me, which, at my approaching, gives way, so that the part where I now set [my] foot goes off only after I shall have set [my] foot [there]: certainly, when I first set [my] foot, I shall not see where I set [it]. What if [there be] — as sometimes in certain rivers — some deep pit and abyss there? Fifthly. [It] would besides be necessary [that] several other miracles concur at the same time. For the upper waters would have to be stopped step by step, and as it were line by line; [and] the lower [waters] likewise to run down — while the rest [of the waters] meanwhile kept their usual course. For while the priest set [his] foot before himself, all the upper waters — corresponding to this foot along a straight line on either side — would stand still; the lower [waters] would run down so [as] to leave [only] a tiny empty space, and therefore the upper [waters] would swell up step by step — and how would they not fall to the side into the other waters continuous with them? And when the lower [waters] too ceased step by step, how would the neighbouring and continuous waters not fall back into their place? But if the upper [waters] stand swollen line by line, and do not fall back into the neighbouring [ones], [there] will be a great miracle in the liquid element; and likewise if those [waters] from the lower [region] do not slip into the space of [the waters] which flowed away — [the space] which the foot has not yet reached. Sixthly. Finally, from that so great speed of the division of the whole river, the force and power of God is more clearly perceived — which would wonderfully confirm and raise up the minds of the Jews. Suddenly, therefore, and in the briefest, as it were, point of time, the waters were burst apart from the waters; and this the author of On the Marvels of Sacred Scripture also affirms (bk. 2 ch. 1): "When," he says, "the priests — adorned with the burden of the ark of the covenant, [and] preceding the rest of the people — entered the first waves, from that place where they stood, all the way to the sea, the channel of the whole river was at once bared of its waters; and the upper mass of waters, which was increased from the springs, mounted upward into the air, until all Israel had crossed the channel of the river with dry feet." But since two priests carried the ark, and one was before, the other behind it — was the same bursting done when that former [priest] plunged [his] foot into the water? The Text says all [things] in the plural — both the feet and the priest-bearers — so [that it was] not when the former touched the waters [that] the [waters] departed one from another; but [it was so] when the latter also [touched them]: [that is,] when each of the two set both feet into the water.


Question VII. By what efficient cause was the Jordan divided?

[It] is sufficiently agreed [that] the efficient cause of miracles, and of all [things] which happen above nature, is God — but [as] the primary and principal [cause], which meanwhile uses certain secondary causes and instruments for effects of this kind. Certainly St. Augustine (bk. 21 On the City [of God] ch. 6 & 8) notes, from Aeneid 4, [that] it was thought by the Ethnics [pagans] that the Magi could, "by songs [spells], stop the water in rivers, and turn the stars back." What, then, [is] the secondary [cause], and [what the one] which — as [it were] an instrument—



(col. 429)

—[what, then, is the secondary cause, and what the one which — as an] instrument — the Lord deigned to use in splitting and restraining that river, is inquired. Some think [that] the priests' feet themselves are this efficient cause — to which God gave that power, so that by their contact they drove the waters this way and that, and made some stand still, others flow away. So seems to think [the one] who wrote the abridged Life of St. Bridget, as he calls it. For, describing how the holy Catherine, daughter of that same saint, once checked the flooding Tiber at Rome, [he] speaks thus: "A wonderful thing — an ancient miracle is renewed. In Joshua's time the Jordan was turned backward; and at the entering of the holy virgin into the water, power went out from her, and, restraining the force of the waters, compelled the flooding river to return with all speed into its channel." For just as [he] compares St. Catherine with the priests entering the river, so he signifies [that] power went out from them, just as [it] went out from her. But what [is] this "power," other than efficiency? For [there] is an allusion to that [saying] about CHRIST the Lord (Luke 6 v. 19): "Power went out from him, and healed all." And [it] is confirmed: 1. For just as God, who willed the thing, gave a natural power to some [agent], so he can also give a supernatural [power]. 2. [There] was some efficiency in the smoke of the [fish's] liver for expelling the demon, as [is] proved [on] Tobit ch. 8 (quest. 2 & 3). Therefore [there] was also some [efficiency] in the priests' feet for stopping the Jordan. But to other authors the efficient cause seems [to be] an Angel — as [to] Abulensis (quest. 19 & 33), [to] Cajetan (on Exod. 14), [and to] Pererius nearly in the same place (disp. 1, fol. 832). For although those later [authors] treat of the division of the Red Sea, yet the reasoning about the divided Jordan is equal — especially since the same Pererius (disp. 5) diligently gathers the differences of both miracles, and establishes nothing in this efficient cause. But to me, first, a distinction of a twofold efficient cause seems [worth] observing. For one acts physically; the other morally — namely, that which does not exert a force upon some physical effect, but is only a moral, as it were, sign, which being posited, some other cause physically produces that effect (as the followers of Scotus make plain in the disputation on the efficiency of the Sacraments). Next, the priests' feet, while they touched the water, I reckon were the efficient cause — not physical, but moral. For that they effected something toward that miracle can scarcely be doubted, since the Lord so expressly requires them before it, saying (v. 13): "And when the Priests shall have set the soles of their feet in the waters of the Jordan, the waters which are lower shall run down, and shall fail," etc. Nor was that contact a mere disposition of the waters, nor a pure and simple causa sine qua non — and [even] if it were, it could still be recalled to the notion of a moral efficient cause. But that [it] was not a physical cause is gathered from this: 1. that the text insinuates no efficiency of this kind. 2. Moses touched the Red Sea with his rod; and yet no one, that I know of, attributes physical efficiency to that rod — therefore neither to the priestly feet, even if [one] thinks something [is] to be attributed to them at once. 3. Because [it] would be either a natural power, or supernatural, or mixed. Not natural. For what power [is there] of those feet against so [great a mass of waters]?—
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—[against so] great a mass of waters? [For] even if God had not supernaturally concurred, not the priests' feet only, but they themselves entirely, and all the Israelites, would have been submerged in that river — if indeed they had wished to cross it on foot. Not supernatural. For although this could have been divinely put into them, [that it] was nevertheless not done we gather from this — that that [supernatural] manner of effecting is the greatest and noblest, and not easily to be attributed to anyone, unless either the text be author to us, or some notable reason. Not mixed, for the same cause. And therefore only a moral efficiency is to be ascribed to these footsteps of the priests. And of this [is] to be understood that exclamation of mine in the Joshuan booklet (num. 43): "O the wondrous power of the priestly feet! O the efficiency of the sacred contact!" Thirdly, finally, I reckon [that] one or more Angels cut through the middle of the Jordan, and held back the upper waters by a certain, as it were, bridle. For something of this kind can be done by the merely natural power of Angels — both good and evil. But God, for effects of this kind, [uses], as he is wont (as [was] also said above), secondary causes. But here [there] ought to be no thought of evil spirits. For good and marvellous works of this kind the Lord accomplishes by the ministry of good ministers. For not even any powerful [man], if he wishes to bestow something useful, pleasing, splendid, and marvellous on certain [people], and could use for that purpose honourable and splendid ministers — without any trouble and inconvenience of his own, or of the ministers themselves — would rather employ fugitives, and sordid little slaves, laden with a thousand chains and a thousand crosses [tortures] for [their] crimes and wickedness. And that the Red Sea was once divided by Angels is the received opinion, which Lactantius, so many ages ago, expounded in these words too: "In the leading-out" (of the Israelites from Egypt) "God showed the power of his majesty. For he carried the people across through the midst of the Red Sea, an Angel going before, and cleaving the water, that the people might go dry-shod." He says [there was] a single Angel. And indeed, for bridling the Jordan, one was much more [than] enough. And perhaps it was St. Michael — about whom [more] below, ch. 5; since about him a most beautiful history too is related by [Symeon] Metaphrastes and Surius (Sept. 29): how [he] compressed two rivers — [which had been] diverted by the infidels against St. Archippus and the temple of St. Michael himself, and [which,] the barriers having been moved, were now let loose — and bade [them] thereafter be buried in a chasm of the earth.

But to those [arguments] by which the former opinion was being confirmed, the answer [is] very easy. For to the first, [it] is granted [that] God can give this efficiency to the priestly feet. But whether he gave [it] is the question; and this is denied, because [there] is no reason for asserting so great a thing. To the second: the text in Tobit clearly gives some efficiency to that liver — and, in a way, [a] natural [one], as [was] shown there. But here the text speaks so [as] to establish no efficiency of this kind, but only a certain, as it were, sign — which being perceived, the Jordan would at once stop its course. For those words effect nothing more (v. 13): "When the priests shall have set the soles of their feet"; and v. 15: "they having entered the Jordan, and their feet being dipped in part of the water." But this too is to be gathered from these [things]: since the degrees of miracles are various, this [one] is not in the highest degree — because it does not surpass the whole order of natural powers, but only [surpasses] natural—
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—[but only the order] of natural powers, which are in this corporeal world, and inhere in corporeal things. The author of On the Marvels of Sacred Scripture (bk. 2 ch. 1), having said [that] the river Gyndes of the Babylonians was diverted elsewhere by Cyrus, and other [rivers] elsewhere by others (as will be noted below, ch. 4 p. 3 quest. 4), [says]: "What men, [being] as it were earthly, frequently do out of earthly gross matter, how could the Angels then — by whose offices all these marvels are accomplished — not do through the air? Since it is the natural work and proper office of the air to retain the waters in the clouds, and, as the learned and unlearned alike know, [the air] retains [them] by its daily administration. So then, at God's command, [the air] prohibited the course of the river, that through its streams the ark of God and the priests might cross."


Question VIII. From that efficient cause, what came to be, by which the Jordan was divided?

Various [things] can be understood [as those] which came to be, from the Angel, for dividing and stopping the Jordan. First: his command and order alone. For such a thing the Poet [Virgil] attributes to some Nymph-or-other, when he led down Aristaeus, the son of the river Peneus, "beneath the watery realms" (bk. 4 of the Georgics):


"…at once she bids the deep waters withdraw far and wide, where the youth might set his steps. But, curved into the shape of a mountain, the wave stood around him."



Which verse also — otherwise translated from Homer (Iliad 11) — Lactantius cited in the place cited in the preceding question. Second: if [the Angel] impeded the divine concurrence — not, of course, with God unwilling, but willing — so that [the waters] could flow up to that place where [there] was to be crossing, [but] not further, except after the space of the section [the gap]. Third: and they [the waters] could also flow back toward the source, and swell up, if [some] assert [that] a certain mass, either of stones or of any similar material, was thrown by the same Angel against the rushing waters — so great that they necessarily had to flow back and swell up. Fourth: if [the Angel] put into the waters themselves some force toward that part where they ceased to flow further — by which they, as it were, froze together, congealed into crystal, or in any other way whatsoever solidified; or [if] the surrounding air, solidifying in the same way, [and] having itself like [the shape of] wineskins or glass, restrained them. Fifth: if so great a force of the winds opposed itself, from the contrary [direction], to the falling waters, that they, having slid down, were forced to be carried backward. Sixth: if certain heavenly rays or influxes were sent into the waters, and by these they were retained and welled back — just as we see in the flux and reflux of the sea, and just as [some] thought the Red Sea was crossed by the Israelites (falsely indeed, but they nevertheless thought [so]) — in Diodorus of Tarsus, and Eusebius (bk. 9 On the Preparation of the Gospel, last chapter), [namely] the Memphites. Seventh: if in stones, or in animals, or in any other natural things — even [if] unknown to us, [yet] known to the heavenly Spirits — [there] were some power by which the course of rivers could be impeded and driven back. For if [there] is something (as indeed [there] is) by which iron is drawn [the magnet], by which fire is warded off, by which speeding ships are fixed [the remora], by which flowing blood is stopped — could not something be [founded] by God—
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—[could not something] be found, founded [by God], by which rivers might be cut off, and delayed from their [winding] course?

But first: the command of an Angel, unless something else be joined to it, can effect nothing in an inanimate creature. For a command and order is nothing other than a certain fixed expression of an efficacious will. But what would this effect upon that thing which does not perceive that expression? And therefore [it] is necessary [that], with that command, some other efficiency concur — as also was done when the Lord commanded the sea and the winds (Matt. 8 v. 26). Second: but for impeding or withdrawing the divine concurrence, [there is] no Angel [that is] either necessary or fit. For that [concurrence] depends on God alone; and therefore, when God only wills not to concur, that concurrence at once ceases; nor is any creature required simply to remove it. Third: moreover, no mass was here thrown [in the way]. For [there] would have been, between the standing waters and the crossing Israelites, some solid and gross body interposed; and thus it would have impeded their eyes — even if it itself were not seen — because the rays which are called "visual" (whether they be taken [as going] from the seer to the thing seen, with the Platonists, or from the thing seen to the seer, with the Aristotelians) would have been interrupted. Then, this opposed matter, whether it fell under sight, or lay hidden after the manner of the Vulcanian [invisible] bonds, would (I think) have been sub-indicated by some little word in the text. Fourth: [there were] no winds here; and if [there] had been any, they would surely have brought great trouble to those crossing. For, during the whole time in which they crossed, [the winds] would have had to blow, and to strive against the rushing waters with a constant and vehement blast. Fifth: since no thing of this kind is known to us, which could either slow or altogether check the courses of rivers, [it] is not fitting that we imagine something of this kind [to have been] employed. Sixth: and therefore I reckon [that] a certain very-cold and utterly icy force was excited in those waters — or some other [force], whether heavenly influences were present or not — infused by the Angel; by which that part of the waters (which was found where God wished the river to be divided, and which first thereupon flowed up) coalesced into a hardness and, as it were, a crystalline solidity — so that [it] became a wall, watery indeed and shining, yet solid, for restraining and stopping the other flowing [waters]. For what I here assert of one side of the waters was of old asserted of both sides of the divided sea (Exod. 14 v. 22): "And the sons of Israel entered through the midst of the dry sea. For the water was as a wall, on their right hand and [their] left." And in bk. 1 of the Recognitions of Clement, we read [that] those waves stood "constrained as if by frost." Nay, in this place too (v. 16), the Greek renders πῆγμα [pēgma, "a congealed mass"] — that is (as Masius renders [it]), "congealed [concretum]" — in that manner, namely, in which ice is thickened and grows together; and [it] is gathered from ch. 15 of Exodus (v. 8), where it is said ὕδωρ ἐπάγη [hydōr epagē, "the water congealed"]; and Dionysius, in the Periegesis, calls the [frozen] sea πόντον πεπηγότα [ponton pepēgota, "a congealed sea"]. Whence Masius (fol. 66) says [that] the waters stood, "congealed and compacted as if by frost." St. Ambrose (bk. 2 of the Hexaemeron ch. 3): "This is not wont to be [the way] of nature, that water should separate itself from water, and in the deep the interfusions be parted by a middle [strip] of earth. The waves froze," he says, "and, in the appearance of a firmament, reined in their course by an unwonted end [boundary]."
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Question IX. The Jordan being divided, in what manner did that part of the waters behave, which [was] toward the source and the North?

How that part behaved with respect to the [other] part, and to the, as it were, line where the division was made, I said sufficiently [in] quest. 7. But now, since — from the very source of the Jordan, meanwhile, while the people crossed — more and more waters flowed down continually, two [things] about them are chiefly to be regarded. One, with respect to length: i.e., how they behaved along the straight line by which they had come. The other, with respect to breadth: i.e., whether, at the sides of the river, toward either — or at least one — bank, they poured themselves out into the fields or neighbouring lands. The former [is] thus described in the text (v. 16): "The descending waters stood in one place, and, swelling up like a mountain, appeared afar off from the city which is called Adom, as far as the place Sarthan [Zarethan]." But in those words, several [things] are to be inquired — both as to the thing signified, and as to their translation.

First, be it [asked]: What [are] the "descending waters" here? They are those which were descending from the very head of the Jordan up to the place of crossing; and therefore, in the Hebrew and Greek, they are called "the waters descending from the upper place." Whence, namely, the river flows down, as I noted [on] Tobit ch. 1 fol. 10.

Second: What [is] "Adom" here? Luther, in his German version, will [have it] to be "men" — [namely] the inhabitants of some unnamed city, which is nevertheless near to Sarthan itself. He says: "Da stund das Wasser, das von oben herunter kam, aufgezogen über einen Haufen, sehr ferne von den Leuten der Stadt, die zur Seite Zarethan liegt" [German: "Then stood the water that came down from above, drawn up into a heap, very far from the people of the city that lies beside Zarethan"]. But that "Adom" is here the proper name of a city, not only our Latin text teaches, but also the Greek — and indeed even the Hebrew. For here it is either read without points, and then we understand [it] to be a city from the ancient interpreters (Greeks, Latins, and Chaldees); or, with points, and the two cametzin which are placed under [it] show [that it] is not a common noun which would govern the word "city" that is subjoined, but is [something] absolute and proper. Then all the Expositors, Christian and Jewish, old and new, agree.

3. How is the same city variously called? In certain copies it is written here Edom; in others Adam, as today in the Hebrew; in the corrected Roman [editions] Adom. But whoever knows the affinity of the cametz [vowel] with o sees here no repugnance or error. In certain Greek [copies] it is called ἀδαμί [Adami], as also in the Latin below (ch. 19 v. 33) — whether it be the same city or not; but in the Roman Septuagint it is entirely omitted.

4. Where, then, is that city situated? Adrichomius places it in the tribe of Reuben, not far from the eastern bank of the Jordan, a little beyond the more southerly inflow of the torrent Carith [Cherith] into the Jordan. But Masius will [have it] near to the pool of Tiberias. But about this matter, perhaps [more] below, ch. 19 quest. 9.

5. What sort of city [was it]? [It] seems to have been rather obscure, since it is described in Hebrew by the vicinity and respect of another city — which, however, [was] not also most noble.

6. What [is] the description? "The city which [is] at the side of Sarthan." But this signifies [that] it was on the same side of the Jordan from which Sarthan is — namely the eastern — or [that it was] on the side of Sarthan itself. But since a city [is wont either to be round, or to have several sides]—
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—[since a city is wont] either to be round, or to have several sides, from what side [of it] was [Sarthan]? [It is] difficult to say — unless we say [that] "the side of the city" is [so] called with respect to those who were crossing the Jordan. For on their right side was Sarthan, and on the right side of this [Sarthan] likewise [was] Adom — or so that Adom was between the Jordan and Sarthan. And thus in the Chaldee it is said "beside Sarthan."

7. What [is] Sarthan [Zarethan]? Adrichomius places it between the city Adom already mentioned, and Bethabara. But Masius and others [place it] far higher up, toward the North. St. Jerome indeed (in [his book] On the Hebrew Places) says: "Sarthan is at the root [foot] of Jezreel." But Masius: "Sarthan was in the farthest borders of the Bethshanite or Scythopolitan field, which borders pertained to Tiberias." And this is rightly proved from 1 Kings [Reg.] 4 v. 12 & ch. 7 v. 46; and the same [place] (Judg. 7 v. 22) seems to be called Tserera [Zererah], and, by the change of one letter, Tsereda [Zeredah] (1 Kings [Reg.] 11 v. 26). And Adrichomius indeed does not deny that latter Sarthan; but he establishes that other [one] too — yet without any foundation. But this I do not yet attain [understand]: why the Septuagint put, for that Sarthan, καριαθιαρίμ [Kariathiarim, Kiriath-jearim]. For, as will be said below (ch. 9), [Kiriath-jearim] is far distant from the Jordan toward the West — unless perhaps that [place] was called by two names, and [there] was a twofold Kiriath-jearim.

8. Now then, in what manner does the text say those waters behaved? Our text answers three [things] — namely, [that they] "stood," "swelled," [and] "appeared." The Hebrew, two: "stood" and "rose." The Greek, one: "stood" — for [it] says twice ἔστη [estē, "it stood"]. But the one [Greek word] has the signification of the two which [are] in the Hebrew. For it signifies עָמַד [amad]: "to stand by resting, and by not advancing further"; and likewise, "to stand by raising and lifting oneself up." And that former state of rest is signified by the Hebrew עָמַד [amad]; but the latter, of rising and swelling, by the other Hebrew [word] קוּם [qum]. But the Latin added, for the sake of greater clarity, a third verb, which arises, as it were of its own accord, from that second [one] — namely, "the water appeared." For [things] which rise up and stand out appear from farther off. Although the same Latin text is [rather] to be said not so much to have put three words, as to have explained the latter of the two Hebrew [words] by both a participle and a verb, when it says "swelling up, they appeared."

9. How did those same waters stand "in one place"? That [phrase] "in one place" is absent from the Hebrew and the Greek, and [is] added only by the Latin — so that [it] might show [that] they stood by resting, and not by flowing further to another and another place, as they would have done, unless they had been bound and restrained by divine force — although [it] seems probable [that] they flowed back a little toward the source, from that part of the waters which now stood [still]. "The Jordan," says St. Ambrose (bk. 2 of the Hexaemeron ch. 3), "the stream being turned back, returns to its own source. For water to cling [stop], when it glides [downward], [is] unwonted; and to return again to the upper [places] without any barrier is held impossible. But what [is] impossible to him who gave the power, to whom he willed? He gave the power to the weak, that the weak [one] may say: 'I can do all things in him who strengthens me' (Phil. 4)."

10. How did they swell up "like a mountain"? This name "mountain" Masius bears ill, and yet confesses [that it] is in the Syriac text — nay, [he] says [it] is even in the 70; but "in no [good] sense," he says. But, first, in the Roman Edition of the 70 it is not read. Then, wherever it is read, [it is] read neither "in no sense," nor as he adds, [but] with some error. For, first, since the river, flooding, brought down from above the greatest force of waters, and those [waters], as if beaten back, at once stood still, and raised themselves upward — [it] was necessary [that]—
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—[it was necessary that they should be] like a mountain. Secondly, this same [thing] is also expressly asserted in the Hebrew. For the waters are said to have risen up [as] ned echad [נֵד אֶחָד, "one heap"]. But that word ned is interpreted in two ways. To Symmachus it is "a wineskin [uter]" — [and so] also to the 70 themselves, in Psalm 32 [33] verse 7 [and] Psalm 77 [78] verse 13. But to those same 70, in Exodus 15 verse 8, [it] is "a wall"; [and] to Radak, Pagninus, and Masius here, "a heap." The Chaldee noun roukeba [רוֹכְבָא] has both notions, just as does the Hebrew. But whichever interpretation we follow, is not the raising-up and swelling of the waters, "like a mountain," always signified? Of the former [the "wineskin"], thus [says] Theodoret (quest. 1): "The checked force of the waters swelled up like a wineskin, and was lifted into a peak; because the boundary set by the Maker, stronger than any adamantine wall, held it back." Of the latter [the "heap"] [it] is clear enough. For since, on account of the perpetual inflow of the most abundant water, [there] was a huge heap, is it not rightly compared to a mountain? Of that greater, feigned Trojan horse the Poet [Virgil] said:


"Like a mountain they build the horse by Pallas's divine art." [Aeneid 2]



—and would the greatest masses of waters be unfittingly called "like a mountain"? Nay, another [poet], near in age to that same [Virgil] — [Ovid,] Tristia 1, elegy 2 — says: "How great mountains of waters roll! You would think they will now, now, touch the highest stars." In Maximus of Tyre (oration 38): "There stand also, at Mount Atlas, waters, like walls." And the Author of the Marvels of Sacred Scripture [Pseudo-Augustine], with a word indeed little used, yet not unfitting to this very thing, twice says the waters "mountained-up" [montasse]. Thomas of Cantimpré (bk. 2 ch. 53) relates [that it] happened about the year of the Lord 1205, that in the midst of the sea's surge nine men were preserved by the relics and prayers of St. Catherine, when the foaming sea swelled and, with open [sky], poured down from above to forty cubits. And therefore utterly vain and ridiculous is that suspicion of Masius, which he put forth in these words: "Indeed I think [that] once, by a man no less rash than unskilled, 'mountain' was written in the margin — [a man] who thought the former syllable of the word [הָרִים / הָרָה] signified 'mountain' — [and that it] was at length, by the error of the copyists, brought into the order [text] of the sacred words." But truly [it] seems to me great rashness so greatly to accuse the Syrians, Greeks, [and] all the Latins, without reason, of a fault and of corruption — since both from the thing itself, and from the Hebrew words themselves excellently (as [has] now [been] shown), that likeness of a mountain is expressed. Only [it] is to be noted [that] very often, among the Hebrews, the particle of likeness is indeed omitted, but [is] understood — as [is] permitted [here], though [it] be in the Hebrew: "The waters rose up, one heap" — [it] is to be understood "like one heap," or "like [the] mass of some mountain."

11. Where did the waters thus swell up and appear? [The] exposition is various. Some say [they] swelled up (in Abulensis, as [in] quest. 37) between Adom and Sarthan [Zarethan], so that those two cities are the two boundaries of the swelling. Abulensis, in the cited place, [says they swelled] at Sarthan only, but so that their swelling was visible from Adom. The Rabbis, [say they swelled] near the place of crossing, far from the city Adom itself, [and] near to Sarthan itself. For [waves] of this kind would otherwise have overwhelmed a town. Cajetan and Masius [place it] between the place of crossing and Adom — so that the same swelling was drawn out lengthwise from the crossing itself as far as Adom; or (what is the same) from Adom as far as the place of crossing. For—
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—for in the Hebrew we can take harchek [הַרְחֵק] as a gerund in hiphil [the causative], thus: "the waters rose up like one heap, removing themselves very far unto Adom, or from Adom" — so that the waters swelled lengthwise from the place of crossing as far as Adom.

12. As to the translation, moreover, what [of it]? Many [things] have already been said. Yet these remain. 1. In the Hebrew [it] is either, as I said, "removing [itself] very far," or [it] is "far off, greatly." And this adverb of intensity, [though] omitted in the Latin, [is] set down in all the Greek [copies]: μακρὰν σφόδρα [makran sphodra, "very far off"]; and indeed in the Roman [copies] twice: μακρὰν σφόδρα σφόδρως [makran sphodra sphodrōs, "very far off, exceedingly"]. 2. "From the city which is called Adom": in the Hebrew it is either בָּאָרֶץ [read] as "in Adam" or "from the city Adam." 3. "As far as the place Sarthan": in the Hebrew, "which [is] at the side of Sarthan." In the Greek, ἕως μέρους [heōs merous, "as far as a part"] — or ζαρθάμ [Zartham], or (as I said) καριαδιαρίμ [Kariadiarim, Kiriath-jearim] — that is, "as far as the part." And Masius thinks [that] for עִיר [ir, "city"] the 70 read עַד [ad, "as far as"]; but rather [it is that] they accommodated that ἕως ["as far as"] of theirs to that which is in the Hebrew: "at the side."

But the other [point], concerning the breadth, is not obscure. For [the fact] that the waters did not spread themselves onto either bank, that same great swelling of them shows — [the swelling] of which I have now spoken. And therefore, for either side of the breadth, the same force is to be posited which [was posited] on the side of the length: [the force] which, near the crossing, checked the waters themselves.


Question X. In what manner did the other part of the waters, [that] toward the South, behave?

The text proceeds to narrate. "But those [waters] which were lower descended into the Sea of the Wilderness — which is now called the Dead [Sea] — until they wholly failed." The sense is indeed the same in the Hebrew, but proposed otherwise, thus: "And the descending [waters], into the Sea of the Bascherabah [יָם הָעֲרָבָה, "the sea of the Arabah/plain"], the Sea of Salt, failed — they were cut off." And the Latin explains the manner in which they had failed — namely, by descending into that sea. But the Hebrew does not reject that manner, and yet can also admit another. For example: if [those waters] which were wont to descend into the sea had been either now consumed by wind, or swallowed by a gaping of the earth, or drained off in some other way. But since, if any of these latter [things] had happened, [it] would have been worth recording, that former manner only is to be retained — namely, that the waters failed by descending, as the Latin expounded, and [as did] the 70: τὸ καταβαῖνον ὕδωρ κατέβη εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν [to katabainon hydōr katebē eis tēn thalassan, "the descending water went down into the sea"] — with the Expositors especially, and all the Rabbis, agreeing. They failed, therefore, and in the briefest time, while with rapid course into that sea — partly by the usual [course], partly also, on account of the greater quantity of the flooding waters, by an unusual and swifter [course] — they are carried off: from the land itself, from their own whole channel, and from the place of crossing as far as the sea itself, [they] were utterly cut off and taken away — so that, from that place where the upper waters began to swell, a little after, in that whole lower channel of the Jordan, [one] could scarcely find a single droplet. For the verb "to cut off" [excidere] imports both the swiftness of removal (as [in] Job 6 v. 17, Heb.) and completeness and perfection — especially since [there] is still joined to it, in the Hebrew, another verb, by which finishing and perfection is signified. Therefore the Latin said [that] the waters "wholly failed"; and the 70: εἰς τὸ τέλος ἐκλιπών [eis to telos eklipōn, "failing unto the end"] — that is, "unto the end," or "unto perfection itself," or "perfectly and completely."

[It] remains that a few [things] be said about this sea. And, first, [it] is to be known [that], for "the Sea of the Wilderness," in the Hebrew [there] is a word set above [superscript], which the 70 thought was to be retained by them, calling [it] τὴν θάλασσαν ἀραβά [tēn thalassan araba, "the sea of the Arabah"]—
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Secondly, [it is to be known that] this [name] signifies either Arabia, or a plain, or a wilderness. Yet here [it] is by no one whom I have seen rendered "the Sea of Arabia" — although [the sea] reaches to the borders [χώρα] of Arabia, which, as St. Jerome (in [his book] On Places) advises, is Segor [Zoar], as he shows (bk. 4 ch. 27); [and although] Josephus and Borchard teach clearly [that] Arabia is set off distinct from Judea by this [sea]. But by the Chaldee and by Masius [it is rendered] "the Sea of the Plain" — because, namely, [it] is situated in that plain which, while Sodom yet stood, was most delightful (Gen. 13 v. 10); [and] by Symmachus, ἡ θάλασσα τῆς ἀοικήτου [hē thalassa tēs aoikētou], that is, "the sea of the uninhabitable land"; and by our [interpreter], following him, "the Sea of the Wilderness [Solitude]" — because [it] was near the desert of Sin (Num. 34), as Abulensis will [have it]; or because, through the sulphurous fires of the Sodomites, [that region] which had been a certain paradise — [both] the plain and the whole land — was now most barren, most fetid, most poisonous [virosissima], and therefore utterly deserted and solitary. And [this] can be seen in [the entry] Araba, [in] St. Jerome, On Places. Thirdly. Why is it also called the "Sea of Salt"? Are not all seas salt, according to Aristotle (Meteorology 2 ch. 2) — so that they are on that account called salum, nay, even sel [salt]? For thus [says] the Poet [Virgil] of the Aeneads (bk. 1):


"Gladly they gave sail, and rushed [through] the foam of salt with [their] bronze [prows]." [Aeneid 1]



And bk. 10: "…they cut the plains of salt with [their] bronze." [Aeneid 10] And bk. 5: "Then the hoarse rocks, from afar, resounded with the ceaseless salt-[spray]." [Aeneid 5] So also among the Greeks [it is] ἅλς [hals, "salt / sea"], whence to us — by the changing of the rough breathing into an S — [come] sal [salt] and salum [the open sea], and in salo [the sea], insula [an island]. [It] is indeed so. But because, before the nature of all other seas, this [one] is salt, therefore before the rest it also takes its name from the salt; and [it is called] ἁλμυρώδης, πικρά, δὲ ἄγονος λίμνη [halmyrōdēs, pikra, de agonos limnē, "a briny, bitter, and barren lake"] in Josephus, in the cited place; [and] (Num. 34) "the most salt sea." But the cause of this is the very same which raised up this sea in the same place: the divine vengeance upon the Sodomites. For [there] was a rain not only of sulphur, but also of salt, by which those wicked lands were burned up — as Moses shows (Deut. 29 v. 25). And hence too [there are] "salt-pits," about which [see] Zephaniah 2 v. 9 ["the salt valley"]; about which heresy (19th, in the Osseni) St. Epiphanius [writes]; nay, and even that salt statue of Lot's wife — about which, as also about that whole calamity, I have said many [things], from sacred and profane [sources], [on] Gen. 19. But this appellation "of Salt" the Interpreter here changed into another, also most usual, and added [that it was] in his own time commonly called "the Dead Sea." The cause of which [is] not only that its water is, as it were, torpid, and does not flow; but rather [that], as [was] said above from Josephus, it produces no fish, no animals whatsoever — nay, if any fish should even swim into it from the Jordan, [or] if any birds should chance to fly over from the land, it kills them (as [is] handed down of Avernus) by a certain sulphurous pestilence and by its remarkable stench. "Impiety," says Tertullian (in the book On the Pall [De Pallio] ch. 2), "deserved showers of fire. Thus far both Sodom and Gomorrah are naught, and ash [is] everything: and the nearness of the sea, together with the soil, drinks in death." Aristotle (bk. 2 On Plants ch. 2): "In the Dead Sea," he says, "naturally neither is an animal drowned, nor is [any] begotten, because in it there is dryness." Nay, not even apples and fruits, in which [there] is anything of life and of human use, grow in those places — as, in the same passage, Josephus relates, and from him the venerable Bede (on 2 Peter ch. 2), St. Augustine (bk. 21 of the City [of God] ch. 5), Cassian—
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—[Cassian] (Conference 16 ch. 1), Philo (bk. 2 On the Life of Moses), Tertullian (in the poem On Jonah), and others cited on Gen. ch. 19. [It] will not be beside the point here to hear Borchard: "The patriarch of Jerusalem writes," he says, "who has often visited that place, [that] that sea always sends up smoke and a mist after the manner of an infernal furnace; whence that whole valley — which was once, on account of its fruitfulness and delightfulness, called illustrious — has been rendered barren and useless for the space of half a day's journey, so that it puts forth scarcely any growth for the space of five leagues, except near the city of Jericho, where the gardens are watered from the fountain of Elisha. On the right and left of this sea, barren and arid mountains are seen. For wherever the vapour rising from that sea is driven, there the growing things of the earth die, no otherwise than if they had been touched by frost. In which the strict judgment of God is set before our eyes — [God] who does not cease, even to the present day, so severely to punish those great sins of the Sodomites. Nor do I write here anything but what I have seen." It is also called the "Glacial [Frozen] sea," in Dionysius [Periegetes], in his Periegesis, [and] "the Dead" — but for a far other cause; namely: ἄλλοι δ᾽ αὖ καὶ νεκρὸν ἐφήμισαν [alloi d' au kai nekron ephēmisan, "and others again named [it] 'dead'"], namely πόντον ["sea"] &c., ὄντα ἀμαυρῷ ἠελίῳ [onta amaurō hēeliō, "being [dead] with a dim sun"] — "for slowly does the fire [of the sun] shine upon that salt-[sea], and [it] is ever thickened with shadowy clouds." Which [verses] Priscian thus renders:


"Dead [it is] to others, this deep, because it enjoys the least light of the sun. For slowly does it receive the risen rays: it is pressed by thick clouds, and weighed down with storms."



But our [sea], of which this discussion [is], is also everywhere called Asphaltites lacus [the Asphaltite Lake] — that is, "the bituminous." And Josephus gives the cause, in the place often noted: that huge clods of concreted and black bitumen are wont to float on it, which have to be dissolved by the menstrual blood of women, that the use of them may be [had]. Moreover, [it] is distant from Jerusalem 300 stadia, as Josephus says (bk. 15 ch. 9) — that is, 9 German miles and 12 stadia. Its length is 580 stadia, its breadth 150 (bk. 4 of the [Jewish] War ch. 27), the same Josephus. To Borchard, the length is 5 days' journeys, the breadth 5 leagues. Let one last [author] be heard, Tacitus (bk. 5 of the Histories): "A lake," he says, "of immense circuit, in the likeness of a sea, more corrupt in taste, pestilent to the neighbouring inhabitants by the heaviness of its odour; [it] is neither driven by wind, nor does it endure fish, or the birds accustomed to waters. The uncertain waves bear up [things] cast upon [them] as [upon] a solid [floor]: the skilled and the unskilled in swimming are alike buoyed up. At a fixed [time] of the year it casts forth bitumen; the practice of gathering which, as [with] the other arts, experience has taught. [The bitumen is] a liquor by its own nature, and, [when] vinegar is sprinkled [on it], congeals, [and] floats. This [is] taken by hand; those to whom that care [belongs] draw [it] into the top of the boat. Thence, with no one helping, [it] flows in and loads [the boat], until you cut [it] off. Nor can you cut [it] off with bronze or iron. It flees blood, and a garment stained with the blood by which women are freed [purged] each month. Thus the ancient authors. But those acquainted with the places relate [that] the masses, waving [floating] with bitumen, are driven, and drawn by hand to the shore; then, when by the vapour of the earth [and] the force of the sun they have dried, [they are] split with axes and wedges, like beams or rocks. Not far thence [are] plains, which they say were once fertile and inhabited by great cities, [and] were burned up by a stroke of lightning: and [that] traces remain, and a land scorched in appearance, [which] has lost its fruit-bearing power. For all [things], whether springing up of their own accord or sown by hand — whether they grew up to the grass-blade or to the flower, or into their wonted appearance — turn black and empty, and vanish, as it were, into ash. [I,] as [I would grant] the Jewish [cities once famous]…" [Histories 5.6–7]—
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—[I would grant that] the cities once burned with heavenly fire; [and] that, the place being so affected, the land is infected, the air poured over [it] corrupted, and that thereby the produce of the crops and of autumn rots, I judge — the soil and the sky alike being heavy [noxious]." [Histories 5.7] These [things] of that Gentile [Tacitus are] agreeable both to the narration of our [writers] and to the nature of things.


Question XI. Was the bottom of the divided Jordan dried up?

Certain [authors], in Abulensis (quest. 34), deny [it]; but imprudently. For first, at verse 17, [it] is clearly said [that there was] "dry ground," upon which the priests stood in the middle of the Jordan; and again, "all the people passed over through the dry channel." Where [there] is [one and] the same phrase always in the Hebrew — namely becharabah [בֶּחָרָבָה, "on the dry ground"] — but in the Greek ἐπὶ ξηρᾶς [epi xēras], and διὰ ξηρᾶς [dia xēras] — that is, "upon the dry [land]" and "through the dry [land]." Likewise in the following chapter, verses 22 & 23, and [in] 2 Kings [Reg.] 2. And Josephus (bk. 5) says [that] the pebbles, which are wont otherwise to be on the shores, and to be swept away by the swifter river, now had settled on the bottom, and, as it were, on a pavement. Next, all God's works are wont to be perfect. But now the miracle of the crossing granted would have been less perfect, if [the people] had had to cross through a channel still wet, through mud and mire. Thirdly, [it] was not fitting to enter the land so often promised, and so desired, and long sought, with muddied and miry feet, and to defile that very bank with filthy footprints. Fourthly, [there] would have been need to them again of water and of time, that they might wash off the filth of the mud; and thus the mind of all would have been somewhat called away and hindered from the consideration of so great a miracle. Fifthly, the reason why this drying is denied is one only; and yet that same [reason] is vain and futile. For thus do they argue:

"When the Red Sea had to be crossed, so that its channel might be dried, [there] was need to send in, the whole night, a certain vehement and dry wind, which should dry it, and take away all the moisture of the water, the mud, and the mire (Exod. ch. 14 v. 21). But in this place [there] was no wind; nor any night intervening — nay, nor any longer time [at all]. For as soon as the Jordan was cut asunder by the contact of the priestly feet, and the way through it laid open, at once all began to cross." These [things] are indeed so [put]. But [one] ought to have remembered [that there] is not to God only one manner and mode of doing any thing. The wind dried the Red Sea by its blast; but [God] could have dried [it] in many other ways. For example: he could have heated the air which stood nearest to the channel, so that it should utterly drink up all the moisture; he could have made certain, as it were, fissures of the earth, into which the same moisture should all be gathered, and utterly hidden away; or through which certain hotter exhalations might break out, which should, as it were, suck it up or cook it away — especially since (as the Duke of Ołyka [Radziwiłł] says, letter 2 fol. 104) "the Jordan has a bottom not muddy, but sandy." And Pererius (Exod. ch. 14 disp. 15) says this was done on account of the shortness [narrowness] of the channel, and the sandy shallow. For, as [in] Aeneid 7, Virgil [says]: "the Tiber, yellow with sand." So perhaps the Jordan. He could have set beneath the bottom itself fires, as [beneath] a kind of pot, greater [ones], by which everything that was wet would be burnt off. He could [also employ the ministry] of Angels—
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—of Angels (so to speak) to scatter, by [their] hands, sand and any other drier material in great quantity, so that the little hollows and little pits should all be filled, [and] the wetter [parts] thicken and harden; [or] he could, through the Angels, so suddenly in the whole channel work down [subdue] all the mud and moisture, and, as it were, ram [it] tight, that — like a paved road — [there] should be a most convenient crossing. And why do I labour [the point]? We see by how various means, [and] by how manifold herbs, powders, dusting-mixtures [diapasmata], and purgatives, skilled physicians can dry the human body more succulently and greenly [i.e. keeping it fresh]; and shall we deny to the divine power six hundred [i.e. countless] ways by which it may dry the deep of either a sea or any river? But if you should ask, out of so many ways, which one he employed in now drying the Jordan? — I answer [that] to us [it] indeed ought to be certain [that] it was dried, but the manner is uncertain; yet [it] seems likely [that] this was [it]: that the Angel heated, by a certain hidden force, the air spread through the whole channel and lying closest upon it, and thus sucked up all the moisture — just as, [by] a certain hidden cold and frost, we said [that] the upper water was constricted on three sides: one, namely, of the length, at the crossing itself, and two of the breadth, at either bank, lest the swelling waters should pour themselves out into the surrounding fields. And to this pertain also those two Hebrew [words], about which [I spoke in] the preceding question: "the waters failed, and were cut off." But in what manner the priests' feet are said to have been drawn out, and at length to have touched the dry ground (ch. 4 v. 18) — that will be said [in] part 2, quest. 1.


Question XII. At what place did the Israelites cross the Jordan?

As to the place, the text answers these [things] at verse 17: "But the people was advancing over against Jericho" — that is, in sight, and in the region opposite the city of Jericho itself; and this the Lord willed to be done. First: that he might show, at the very first entry into this land, [that] he was to them a Leader and helper — [he] who at that place, where [there was] a very small city, [and] also a mighty King and a strong nation of the Canaanites, led them across without any disaster, danger, or fear. Secondly: that, on the contrary, great dread and terror might be cast upon the enemies, while they saw the Israelites coming into their own borders, almost before their eyes, by so direct a march and with open front. Thirdly: that we might understand [that], although the people had such great confidence and eagerness, yet all rashness and audacity was absent from it, by the prudence and care of the Leader. For although, from this very place as far as the Asphaltite [Lake], all the shallows [were] laid bare, and the whole channel emptied, and although the very great desire held men of setting foot first upon that most-desired land — yet they did not desert order: nor did they carry themselves in every direction, nor spread and scatter themselves, palating [wandering] over the whole channel; but joined together, under the standards, by tribes, in good order, [and] by a certain and definite space [interval], they advanced. Fourthly: that the very first face [aspect] of this land might at once revive the spirits of all, satisfy [their] prayers, [and] confirm [their] hope. For this was the most fruitful and most delightful part of Canaan, as [was] set forth [in] ch. 2 part 1 quest. 4.
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—[as was] set forth. But for "the people was advancing," in the Hebrew [it] is "the people crossed" [עָבְרוּ]; in the Greek, ὁ λαὸς εἱστήκει [ho laos heistēkei], "the people stood." But this seems to conflict with the crossing itself. For if they were crossing and advancing, how did they stand? Masius answers two [things]. 1. Perhaps [that the LXX] read in the Hebrew amdu [עָמְדוּ, "they stood"] for avru [עָבְרוּ, "they crossed"]. For sometimes [a] mem [is put] for [a] bet, and vice versa — [as] appears from 1 Kings [Reg.] 14 v. 4, where for Boses is read in the Greek Moses; and above (quest. 9 & 12), for meadam is read in the Hebrew of today beadam. And [it is] frequent, too, [that a] resh [ר] be read for [a] dalet [ד] and vice versa — as St. Jerome notes (on Isaiah ch. 8, 38 & 44), where [he says] the likeness of those letters is distinguished "by a tiny apex, and through this [they are] often confounded." 2. [Or] that the 70 wished by this word to signify the intent meditation [directed] toward crossing — especially since, in the words immediately following, the Israelites are again said to have crossed.

But [that] this place, where the crossing was, was Bethabara — as if you should say, "the house of crossing" — some teach. But about it [there] is inquiry. First: was it a city, or something else? Masius reckons [that] that very part of the Jordan was so called. Others (in Toletus, on John 1, note 66) say [it] is a city, as [does] Chrysostom (homily 16 on John), [and] St. Jerome (On the Hebrew Places). Second: is it to be read [thus] in John 1 v. 28? Origen answers (in the second volume) [that], in all the ancient copies, [it] is not "Bethabara," but "Bethania"; and so read all the Latin books, and the Syriac, and some of the Greek — also the Vatican Codex, and Cyril. Yet "Bethabara" St. Chrysostom will [have] (in the cited place), [and] Epiphanius (heresy 51), Theophylact, [and] Oecumenius; and [it] can be confirmed. First: because Bethania was far from the Jordan — distant, namely, only 15 stadia from Jerusalem (John 11). Second: the place of which St. John speaks (ch. 1) was beyond the Jordan, as [is] there expressly asserted. But Bethania [is] on this side, as [has] now [been] said; Bethabara, however, beyond. For thus [says] St. Jerome (in the book On Places): "Bethabara (so [it is] rather to be read, than Bethbara) beyond the Jordan, where John was baptizing unto repentance. Whence even to this day very many of the brethren — that is, of the number of believers — desiring to be reborn there, are baptized in the life-giving stream." Certain more recent [scholars] today correct the Latin text, and put back "Bethabara"; others retain "Bethania," and say [it] is [a place] different from that other, not indeed in name, but in fact; or [that it] is the region which by Josephus (bk. 17 ch. 10) is called Batanea. Others approve either reading, because either the same city on the Jordan is called both Bethania and Bethabara, or at least [that] between Bethabara and the Jordan [there] is a certain nearest house, where boats were [kept] for crossing, [and this] is "Bethania" — but so that, although in the Latin and Greek [it] seems the same, "Bethania," yet [it is] different — both in fact and in the name itself — from that other, in its native idiom, namely the Hebrew. For that [Bethania] which is called the town of Lazarus and Martha (John 11) is written, in the middle, with an ayin [ע], as if Bethaniah [בֵּית־עַנְיָה]; but this other with an aleph [א], Bethaniah [בֵּית־אֳנִיָּה]. And the derivation and interpretation of the former is "the house of affliction or of lowliness"; but of this [latter], "the house of the boat." For oniyah [אֳנִיָּה] and oni [אֳנִי] is "a boat" (1 Kings [Reg.] 10 v. 22; Prov. 30 v. 19; Isa. 33). But this distinction the softer letters of the Greeks and Latins could not sufficiently express. This [observation] is indeed ingenious, and — in Toletus, in whom I find it noted by one annotator—
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—[noted, I find it] most worthy. But by this [very thing it] is almost wholly overthrown: [namely] that in the Syriac text — which has the same sounds of the letters as the Hebrew tongue — this our Bethaniah too is written with an ayin [ע]; and likewise in the Arabic; and therefore [one] must return to the double [interpretation of] "Bethania." Third: is Bethabara beyond, or on this side of, the Jordan? Our Maldonatus (on John 1) puts [it] on this side, in Canaan itself; St. John [places it] beyond. But he answers [that] in the scriptures [it] is sometimes put for "beside" [iuxta], as I also said [on] Isa. 9. But [he] who spoke properly, and dwelt there — St. Jerome — I have said [places] it beyond the Jordan, as we heard a little before. Fourth: is it the same with the Bethbera [Beth-barah] of which [is spoken in] Judg. 7 v. 24? Scaliger affirms [it] (bk. 5 of the Emendations fol. 518). St. Jerome distinguishes [them] (in the book On Places). But faultily is [it] there read "Bethara" for "Bethbera" or "Bethbara." Fifth: is the Bethabara of which [is spoken] below (Josh 18 v. 22) the same with that Bethbera? [It] seems [so] to Maldonatus (in the cited place); but not to St. Jerome (in On Places), where he distinguishes these three places. But about this [more] below, ch. 18. Borchard says: "From Jericho, two leagues toward the Jordan, [there] is a chapel built in honour of St. John the Baptist, where the Lord is thought to have been baptized by him." But others think this was done at Salim. And Bede (in the book On the Sacred Places ch. 13) [says] a cross was of old erected there. But [Gregory] of Tours (bk. 1 of the Glory [of the Martyrs] ch. 17) attests [that] lepers were wont to be cleansed there. The words of both our [authors] Gretser cites (bk. 2 On the Cross ch. 32).


Question XII bis. How much time did the Israelites consume in crossing that same Jordan?

Of this time [there] is some indication in the Hebrew text, in which [it is] thus: "And all Israel [was] crossing over through the dry [ground], until the whole nation had made an end of crossing." Likewise in the Greek: "And all the sons of Israel were advancing through the dry [ground], until all the people who were crossing the Jordan had finished." Where the Israelites are compared with a certain other nation and people also crossing — [it] being said [that] they crossed for so long, until this [other] had at the same time crossed. And therefore [there] is here a twofold little question. The former: what [is] that other nation? I answer [that it] is those who went up together with the Israelites out of Egypt, and their sons, who up to this time had clung to those same Israelites in the wilderness. And of them the number was very great; and this [is] goi [גּוֹי — here of the "mixed" people; cf. עֵרֶב, Exod. ch. 12 v. 38], where [it] is called "a promiscuous crowd" — as also [in] Nehemiah ch. 13; but by the 70, ἐπίμικτος [epimiktos], that is, "a mixed and varied multitude of men." Of which Philo makes three kinds. The first, of those who had indeed Hebrew fathers, but Egyptian mothers. The second, [of those] who had already before, of their own accord — namely, from the very custom of the Jews — embraced the true religion and worship of God. The third, [of those] who, terrified by the plagues of the Egyptians, and roused by such great miracles to God and to a better fruit [manner] of life, had [joined them] — when they saw the God of Israel triumph so splendidly and so magnificently over the many gods of the Egyptians. For this it was that the Lord had said, in that same [chapter] (ch. 12 v. 12): "Upon all the gods of Egypt I will execute judgments" — that is, "upon the idols," says the Chaldee — which, with a kind of sad utterance—
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—with grief and disgrace, the Lord then afflicted [them]. And perhaps not all those [proselytes] were from Egypt, but [some] were also from the neighbouring peoples and lands, to which the report of such great things had come; [these] were certain proselytes. Inasmuch, then, as all these had crossed over, the Israelites [likewise] crossed; nor was anyone of their number left behind or shut out. And therefore the Latin joined those [proselytes] with the Israelites, and of them, thus joined together, said: "all the people was passing over through the dry channel." The second little question. How much definite time [was it], in which both the Israelites and those proselytes crossed? [It is] nowhere defined; but [that it] was some hours can be estimated: first, from the multitude; second, from the breadth of the space which they were crossing; third, from the very manner of advancing. Concerning the first, Abulensis reckons (on Joshua ch. 1 quest. 67) [that there] were more than three thousand thousand [3,000,000] persons. And although, of the tribes to which I said (ch. 1) the trans-Jordan land was given, only forty thousand now crossed the Jordan (as will be said in the following chapter), yet from the sum already stated scarcely a little can be deducted. Concerning the second: since this space [was] opposite Jericho, [it] did not open, I think, beyond a thousand paces — if indeed it opened even that much. Concerning the third, I hold [that they] did not run, nor employ greater speeds than the advance of a heavily-drawn-up line, marching under the standards, would require — such [an advance] as so many thousands of women and little ones, so many flocks too, and herds, [and] the impedimenta of so great a multitude, would allow; as daily experience teaches, and as [did] Jacob of old, when to Esau his brother—
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—[Jacob] explained [that he had] to advance rather slowly (Gen. 33 v. 13 & 14). Yet neither is [it] to be thought [that they] marched, like litters, quite slowly and tardily; but rather [with] the utmost eagerness — and, in that gravity of which I spoke, [that they] employed as great a speed as [those] who are most glad and most ready, and most desirous of some thing, can conveniently [use]. For this [is what] the following chapter [says] (v. 10): "and the people hastened and crossed over." And therefore, when they had begun to cross before noon, at the morning hour — perhaps the first or second after sunrise, that is, our morning 7 or 8 — they crossed [i.e. finished] after noon, about the first or second hour [our 1 or 2], as can be gathered from the following chapter (v. 3), where [it] is said: "in the place of the camp, where you shall pitch [your] tents this night." But this crossing had to be made in clear light, so that the marvellous cessions and masses of the waters might be seen clearly and plainly by all. Abulensis (ch. 4, [quest.] 23) says: "In crossing the Jordan, the Israelites delayed enough: since all waited until the whole people had fully crossed the channel; then they stood on the bank until the 12 stones were set up in the Jordan, and others were brought out, to be placed in Gilgal. In this some part of the day passed." And (on ch. 8) Masius (fol. 151): "Who could doubt," he says, "[that] a great part of the day was consumed in the crossing of the river? — especially since the multitude of men was very great, and the stones twice-twelve [were], some to be taken up, [and] others to be set up in the channel of the river." Of the priests' station in the middle of the Jordan [it] is spoken here (v. 17); but [it has] already [been] treated above (p. 1 q. 13), and will be treated in the following chapter — where [I shall explain] in what manner they are here called "girded" [accincti], which seems to be absent from the Hebrew; [this] I shall set forth [in] quest. 2.


Caput IV (opening)


1. When they had crossed over, the Lord said to Joshua: 2. Choose twelve men, one from each tribe: 3. And command them to take up from the middle of the channel of the Jordan, where the feet of the priests stood, twelve very hard stones, which you shall set in the place of the camp, where you shall pitch [your] tents this night. 4. And Joshua called twelve men, whom he had chosen from the sons of Israel, one from each tribe. 5. And he said to them: Go before the ark of the Lord your God to the middle of the Jordan, and carry thence, each [of you], a single stone on your shoulders, according to the number of the sons of Israel, 6. that it may be a sign among you: and when your sons shall ask you tomorrow, saying: What do these stones mean to you? 7. You shall answer them: The waters of the Jordan failed before the ark of the covenant of the Lord, when it passed over it: therefore these stones were set as a monument of the sons of Israel forever. 8. The sons of Israel therefore did as Joshua commanded them, carrying from the middle of the channel of the Jordan twelve stones, as the Lord had bidden him, according to the number of the sons of Israel, as far as the place in which they encamped, and there they set them. 9. Joshua also put twelve other stones in the middle of the channel of the Jordan, where the priests who carried the ark of the covenant had stood: and they are there to the present day. 10. Now the priests who carried the ark stood in the middle of the Jordan, until all was fulfilled which the Lord had commanded Joshua to speak to the people, and Moses had said to him. And the people hastened and crossed over. 11. And when all had crossed, the ark of the Lord also crossed, and the priests went before the people. 12. The sons of Ruben also, and Gad, and the half tribe of Manasseh, went armed before the sons of Israel, as Moses had commanded them: 13. And forty thousand fighting men, by troops and squadrons, advanced through the plains and champaign [fields] of the city of Jericho. 14. In that day the Lord magnified Joshua before all Israel, that they should fear him, as they had feared Moses, while he lived. 15. And he said to him: [16.] Command the priests, who carry the ark of the covenant, to come up out of the Jordan. 17. And he commanded them, saying: Come up out of the Jordan. 18. And when they had come up, carrying the ark of the covenant of the Lord, and had begun to tread the dry ground, the waters returned into their channel—
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—[the waters returned into] their channel, and flowed as they had been wont before. 19. And the people came up out of the Jordan on the tenth day of the first month, and encamped in Gilgal, over against the eastern quarter of the city of Jericho. 20. The twelve stones also, which he had taken from the channel of the Jordan, Joshua set up in Gilgal. 21. And he said to the sons of Israel: When your sons shall ask their fathers tomorrow, and shall say to them: What do these stones mean? 22. You shall teach them, and shall say: Israel crossed this Jordan through the dry channel, 23. the Lord your God drying up its waters in your sight, until you crossed over: 24. as he had done before in the Red Sea, which he dried up until we crossed: 25. [so printed; = Vulgate v.24b] that all the peoples of the earth may learn the most mighty hand of the Lord, that you also may fear the Lord your God at all time [forever].




Commentary (opening)

This chapter comprises three [things]: 1. those [things] which, the Jordan being still divided and open, were done. 2. in what manner it [the Jordan] was closed, and loosed [back] into its unwonted course. 3. those [things] which, [the river] being closed and relaxed [back], were done. In the first [there] are four [heads]: 1. certain [matters] about the stones taken up from the Jordan, and others set up in it, [extending] up to v. 10; then about the priests, vv. 10, 11; 3. about the people — whether the whole, or a part of it — v. 12; 4. finally, about Joshua himself, vv. 14, 15, 16, 17; but these latter are plain from ch. 1. Concerning the others, certain [things] are to be inquired.
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Question I. About the 12 men taking up the 12 stones from the Jordan: were they now chosen for the first time? and from which tribes?

Above (ch. [3], p. 1 q. 15) [it was] said [that] some interpreters, in that chapter, make of these [things] an anticipation, others [make], at the beginning of this [chapter], a recapitulation — [and] different [interpreters hold] different [things]. Now I say briefly [that] both the matter narrated before, in that chapter, was in its own order, and [that it] is narrated again here. For then, by the Lord's command, the 12 were chosen — and indeed for this very work. For unless they had known for what business they were to be picked, whom could they [have] pick[ed] as suitable? For [otherwise] they would have named [men] weaker in strength, or in some other way unfit for bearing the burdens. Meanwhile, however, when, and whence, these stones were to be taken up, was not yet settled. Now this very [thing] is added; and because the command briefly narrated before is here repeated a little more fully — and therefore, as [if] they had already been chosen before, they are not here said to be "chosen," but [to be] "called" by Joshua (v. 4). But [they] were chosen from the 12 tribes, taking them in such a way that the tribe of Levi held its own place among them, and one [tribe] of those [tribes] which would be called "Joseph" made up [both] Ephraim and Manasseh. For this benefit of the crossing of the Jordan had been given no less to the Levites than to the other Israelites; and therefore [it] was fitting [that] some monument of this thing too should be set up by that tribe. But since the 12 tribes were so numbered that Levi made up [one of] the number, those two [tribes] which were otherwise wont to be separated, [it] was the custom to join into one, lest there be 13 tribes — as [was] done in the onyx stones (Exod. 28); and Abulensis shows this in this place (quest. 3), saying [that] one of those two was chosen, either by lot, or rather taken from Ephraim, because it surpassed Manasseh in multitude and dignity (Gen. 48). But Josephus (bk. 5) says [that] these [men] were the phylarchs [tribe-chiefs] themselves, who bore the stones on [their] shoulders. Hence, moreover, [it] appears [that] St. Ephrem (vol. 3, sermon on the 40 Martyrs) speaks improperly, saying [that] these stones were brought by the Levites.


Question II. How great, and of what sort, [were] those 12 stones?

In the Talmud of the Jews, in the tractate Sotah ch. 7, [one] can read of the prodigious size of these stones. For they relate [that] certain of their Rabbis measured [them]—
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—[measured them]. But because [the men] were able to take up each [stone], of these twelve men, onto [their] shoulders, and to carry [it] from the Jordan into the place of the camp — "that," says Masius, "is certain: [that] they were no greater than [such as] individual men could carry from there as far as Gilgal." And the same is the opinion of Abulensis here (quest. 11). But indeed someone might perhaps suspect [that] a certain huge strength was divinely given to these [men], so that they could bear even huge rocks. For thus we read [that] Samson carried the gates of the city of Gaza on [his] shoulders up a mountain [Judg. 16]; and, in Cassian (Institutes bk. 4 ch. 26), [that] a certain John, most excellent in obedience, rolled a huge rock, [being bidden] by [him] whom he was commanded [to obey]. Or certainly [that] these [men] were so pre-eminent in merely natural strength, that [they carried] burdens far greater than [those which] the rest of men could bear, and therefore also much greater than even the strongest men of our present age can. For [there] are not now to men strengths as great as [there were] in those times. For thus — to mention nothing of Goliath and other giants — Josephus (bk. 3 of the [Jewish] War ch. 16) says [that] Eleazar took up, and cast from the wall against the enemy, πέτραν ὑπερμεγέθη [petran hypermegethē] — that is, "a huge rock"; so [also] of the Rock of Ajax, Agathias (bk. 1 of the Anthology), and Juvenal (Satire 15):


"…And now they begin to hurl stones, sought along the ground with bent arms — the household weapons of sedition; nor [is it] this stone, such as Turnus and Ajax [could hurl], and [such as that] with whose weight Tydides [Diomedes] struck the hip of Aeneas: but such as right hands can send forth [that are] unlike those [ancient ones], and born in our time. For this race was already diminishing while Homer yet lived; earth now brings forth wicked men, and puny ones." [Sat. 15.63–71]



So Homer himself [in] Iliad [books] Ε, Η, & Φ; and Virgil, who imitated him (bk. 12, of Turnus):


"…He looks about [and spies] a huge stone — a stone ancient [and] huge, which by chance lay on the plain, a boundary set in the field, to settle disputes over the plough-lands. Scarcely could twice-six chosen [men] bear it on [their] neck — [men] of such bodies as earth now brings forth." [Aen. 12.896–900]



These [things] could indeed be said — especially since [it] seems probable enough, [as] St. Augustine asserts (City of God bk. 15 ch. 9), St. Cyprian (Against Demetrianus), the Angel Uriel (bk. 4 [2] of Esdras ch. 5), [and] Pliny (bk. 7 ch. 16), and [as], in many [places] of bk. 4, Magius proves — and our [fathers of] Coimbra (bk. 8 of the Physics ch. 2 q. 3)—
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—[Pliny bk.] 1, of the [human] race (ch. 3): [that there] are now smaller and weaker bodies of men [than of old]. Yet because the text hints at neither a miracle nor those eminent and prodigious strengths, I know not whether trust can here be safely placed in the Jews, who fable so many [things]. And yet, if the stones were small — such as anyone else could lift or move — how could a firm and lasting monument be set up [from them]? — unless perhaps [they] were raised into certain masses and built up [as a structure]; about which [more] later. But of what sort these stones were, our Interpreter said (verse 3): "the hardest," namely. But in the Hebrew that word is not [there]; but hacin [הָכִין], about which those who are said to know Hebrew letters fight it out here and at the preceding chapter (v. 17), where our [Interpreter] put "the priests girded" [accinctos]. For Masius thinks [it] is a verb, which is to be taken actively, and therefore renders [it] above, "the priests stood preparing" — namely, the crossing for the people, as he explains in his commentary; but here, "from the station of the priests preparing" — namely, the same crossing. But Münster and Tremellius say [it] is to be taken passively — so that the same priests are understood to have stood "prepared, and fixed, and made firm." I say, first, [that] this Hebrew [word] is of the infinitive mood. Secondly, [that] in the Hebrew tongue that kind of infinitive is sometimes taken for adverbs or adjectives. And thus, in the preceding chapter (v. 16), the 70 rendered harchek meod, as we saw, σφόδρα σφοδρῶς [sphodra sphodrōs, "exceedingly far"]. That hacen or hacin Aquila and Symmachus render, in the same place (v. 17), ἕτοιμος [hetoimos, "ready"]; but here (v. 3), with the 70, ἑτοίμως [hetoimōs, "readily"]. And this exposition the Rabbis too approve, [and] the Chaldee Paraphrast, and R. Isaiah. And our Interpreter, following it, put that [rendering] which seems to follow [from] that readiness or preparation. For if the priests were ready and prepared in the preceding chapter, they were also "girded." If these 12 stones were to preserve the memory of this deed for future ages forever (as [is] said, v. 6), they had, being ready [set], to be "the hardest."


Question III. Whence, by what author, by whom, and why were those 12 stones taken up, and where are they today?

Five [things] are here inquired. First: whence were those 12 stones taken up? The text (v. 3) points out two places whence they were taken. One [is] the more general — namely, the middle of the Jordan itself; about which [see] above, here (q. 1) and [ch.] 3 part 1 q. 15. The other [is] the more definite: namely, where the feet of the priests carrying the ark had stood — not taking precisely the very place of the footprints, but a little more broadly, that place which was nearest, and had stones of this kind. For the Hebrew matsah [מַצָּב] signifies "a station," from which the stones [were] to be taken. But a "station" of anyone is not wont to be taken so narrowly that [it] is circumscribed by his footprints only. And how would 12 rocks [have been] under the feet of two priests? — unless, [being] very deep beneath them, [the place] had been dug out, so that stones lying one upon another might be dug up. But thus those stones would indeed [have been] marvellously prepared by the Lord, almost as [Jonah] stood in the fish's belly (Matt. 12 [Jonah]); yet the priests would have had to give up their place — which seems to be denied (v. 10). That [phrase] too (v. 5), "before the ark of the Lord," signifies [it] was enough [that], from a place near the ark — which was, as it were, in its sight — those [stones] might be taken. Secondly: [who] is the author? He was, for the 12 tribes and the 12 men, [Joshua] himself—
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—[Joshua] himself (vv. 4 & 5). But lest so great a Leader should be thought to consult too much for the fame and glory of his own name by the placing of those stones, [it] is handed down (vv. 1, 2, & 3) how the Lord himself was to him the author [of it]. Thirdly: by whom were the stones taken up? [It] is now established [that there] were 12 men; but that [phrase] (v. 8), "the sons of Israel therefore did as Joshua commanded them," signifies [that] the same [stones] were taken up by the 12 tribes, through the work of those [12 men]. For since these [12] were chosen from the whole people, as [was] said above, their shoulders and hands were, as it were, the shoulders and hands of the whole multitude. Fourthly: why were they taken up? [It] is said (v. 6); but again afterward (v. 21), where the cause will be explained more fully. Fifthly: the most illustrious and most religious Duke of Ołyka and Nieśwież, Lord Nicholas Radziwiłł, when he was surveying those holy places, for piety's sake, in the year of the Lord 1583, wrote four letters about them; in the second of which he thus says (fol. 104): "The stones, which the Israelites, having transferred [them] from the channel of the Jordan, set up in Gilgal, are nowhere to be seen."


Question IV. Where were the OTHER 12 stones set up in the Jordan, and were they brought into it from one or the other bank?

Masius will [have them] set up on the bank toward Jericho. But [they] were in the middle channel of the Jordan; because [it has been] proved above [that] the priests' feet stood in the middle. And these [stones] were placed in their station, and under their feet. But [some], in Abulensis (q. 1[2]), assert [that they] were brought hither from the other bank; yet the text does not assert [it]. Since [the text], just as it indicates the terminus from which and to which in [the case of] the first 12, would seem [that it] was going to indicate [it] in [the case of] these too, if they had been brought from elsewhere. Moreover, since [there] was abundance of stones in the Jordan, why would [it] have been necessary to bring [them] in? But Abulensis (in the cited quest.) censures the text on account of the word "he placed" [posuit], since in the Hebrew [it] is "he erected," in the Greek likewise ἔστησεν [estēsen]; and a reason is added, because "placing" signifies [that] something is set in a place where [it] was not before, [whereas] "erecting" signifies [that it] was already in the same place — but otherwise [disposed]: before, indeed, sunk down or lying [flat], but now taken up and standing. Yet [one] easily meets this censure, if we say [that] there is also "placed" somewhere that which was already there before, but [now] in another manner and position; and again, that [something] is "erected" somewhere which was not there even before. As when the name of God is "placed" in Jerusalem (2 Kings [Reg.] 2 [23]; 2 Chron. 33 v. 7); when a "deserted land" is "placed" (Isa. 5 v. 6); when a "city" is "erected" somewhere — an arch, a title [inscription], a column (1 Sam. [Reg.] 15 v. 12; 2 Sam. [Reg.] 18 v. 18; 1 Kings [Reg.] 7 v. 21). Although [it] can also be said [that] those stones were placed in another place than [where] they were. For although they had hitherto been in the Jordan, [they were] not, however, in that place of the Jordan where the priests were standing. These [things] are probable; yet that [is], I think, more probable which the author of the Marvels of Sacred Scripture (bk. 2 ch. 1) hands down — [and] Augustine himself (On the [Seasons], sermon 60), and [as] I was saying in the Joshuan booklet (num. 46) — [namely] that these [stones] were transferred from the Jericho bank and the fields of Gilgal.


Question V. How were those same 12 stones set up in the Jordan?

These stones can be compared both among themselves, and with the Jordan itself. And in the former manner [it] is inquired—
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—[it is asked] whether they were erected singly, or all [together] in, as it were, one heap or mass. "Singly," says Abulensis (q. 11) and Masius; "conjointly and in a heap," Cajetan. The former seems more probable. First: because the Hebrew and the Greek, as [was] said in the preceding question, say [that] the 12 stones were "erected," or "made to stand." But that manner of numbering indicates a separateness of the individual [stones]. Otherwise [the text] would have said either "an altar," or "a title [pillar]," or "some mass out of the 12 stones." Secondly: because thus [also] were the individual stones raised up (Exod. 24), and — as I shall say below — in Gilgal. Thirdly: because thus the number of the 12 tribes, [and] the memory of this benefit toward them all, appeared better. But in the latter manner [it] is inquired whether these stones were only sunk in the deep of the channel, or whether they projected even above the waters themselves. In the deep only, the Rabbis mostly place them; but Lyranus prefers [that they] projected — not always, however, but when the water was low; and, in the same place, Abulensis (& q. 13). With these Rupert (ch. 14) seems to agree; with those [the Rabbis], St. Augustine (sermon 106, On the Seasons), saying these stones [were] "buried"; and [this] is confirmed: 1. because [they] would have had to be very vast and great, to stand out from so deep a river. 2. because either they had already projected from the Jordan of old, or not: if they had projected, nothing new would [now] seem [done], or at least the miracle would not be so illustrious, since only some ordering of them would have been added; if they had not projected, then either they would have had to be dug up from the deep, so as now to stand set on the surface of the channel itself, or other stones would have had to be laid under them, upon which they might at last appear above. That [they were] dug up I should scarcely believe; but rather [that] stones lying at hand, and appearing in the dried channel, were taken. For how much time would have been needed, that [stones] of suitable size might be sought, and, [once] found, dug out? And perhaps [it] would have been necessary to dig out several, that fit ones might be had from them. Nor should I easily think [that] others were laid under them, because, against the masses of water, [it] would have been necessary to fasten and make firm those stones among themselves, either with cement or with iron [clamps]. Finally, if they had projected, how [is there] no mention of any of them in any sacred or profane history? But Abulensis and Masius object: [that] these stones were erected as a monument of this crossing. For whom does a monument admonish, which never appears? How is [it] a sign, which never comes into sight? The Rabbis answer [that they] were a sign and monument, because, although [they] did not strike the eyes, yet [they] struck the ears, since the report was most widely known [that] they were fixed there, [as] perpetual witnesses of this crossing. Masius presses [back]: if fame alone indicated them, what need was [there] of them? For the same fame, without them, could have made the crossing itself famous. It could indeed; but [a fixed sign] has great force toward memory and everlasting testimony, if some fixed and certain sign stands surely somewhere, even though this itself is not seen. But if the matter and necessity required, [it] could be inquired after, and seen. For example: [as] if the charters or diplomas of some privilege, donation, or contract be [kept] in some most secret archive, even most deeply hidden. [To this] is added, that if the Jordan were either smaller or clearer, [they] could be seen; and, in the lowest bottom of the Red Sea, certain signs of this kind are handed down by Osório (bk. 1 ch. 10): "There are extant," he says, "even now, most certain monuments of these deeds"—
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—the tracks of the chariots and the ruts of the wheels are seen through, not only on the shore, but also in the deep, as far as the sight reaches. And even if [they] are for a time disturbed, whether by chance or by curiosity, [they] are continually restored, by divine [power], to their former shape by the winds and waves — so that whoever is not taught the fear of God by zeal for the religion [thus] published, may be terrified by the example of his accomplished vengeance. Yet another manner, by which — although they were overwhelmed and covered by the waters — they could be seen, Rupert indicates (ch. 14): not in themselves, namely, but in [their] effect — that is, in the din, and the perpetual dashing and roaring of the waters. For thus [says] he: "Nor indeed [were] these [stones] which [were placed] in the middle of the Jordan's channel less hard than these which are placed upon the dry [land] — inasmuch as [they were] nourished under the waters, and worn by their long use, they could preserve or indicate the memory of so great a deed. For although at times, the waters rising, [being] covered, they could lie hidden, yet always the eddies, provoked by striking them (which is natural to flowing waters), by running there more strongly and boldly, never let their own stumbling-block be concealed."


Question VI. By whom were these other 12 stones erected, and how long did they so remain?

To the former part of the question the text answers so as to speak of Joshua alone. But the interpreters add two other [things]. One [is] Masius's: [that] Joshua did this likewise by the authority and command of God. "Nay, that this Commander had that command from God," he says, "I think no one ought to doubt, since in all things he was once bidden to hang wholly on the mouth of Eleazar the High Priest, as [on] the interpreter and minister of God." The other [is] Abulensis's and Cajetan's: [that] Joshua erected those stones, not by himself, but through others to whom he gave the charge of it — just as (1 Kings [Reg.] 6) [it] is said [that] Solomon "built" the house of the Lord; and [Cajetan] adds two reasons: 1. because he could not have erected them alone; 2. because [it] did not befit the Prince of the people to set his hands to manual works of this kind. But the former [reason] has force only if [it] be granted [that] these stones were very large, or that no new strength was divinely granted to Joshua. The latter, however, is true, [as] concerning ordinary works of the hands. Yet sometimes, and in some place — whether for the worship and glory of God, or to give some example to others, or on account of necessity, or [for] some other good end of this kind — [it is] most excellent, and not altogether unusual, [for] princes to lower themselves to such works. Of Constantine the Great, on the 18th of November, when he was dedicating the Vatican [basilica], the Church reads these [words]: "Constantine the Great, the Emperor, came on the eighth day after receiving baptism, and, laying aside his diadem, and lying on the ground, poured out a flood of tears. Then, taking up a mattock and a two-pronged hoe, he dug up the earth; and thence, twelve baskets of earth being carried off, for the honour's sake, in [memory] of the 12 Apostles, and the place of the Basilica of the Prince of the Apostles being marked out, he built the Church." But which [was] greater in power and command — Constantine or Joshua? And which [is] baser: to roll and fix twelve stones, or to take a mattock, dig the earth, [and] place baskets on [one's] shoulders and carry [them]? And — to say nothing of others — [that] the Supreme Pontiff Leo himself laboured in the fortifying of the city of Ostia, and did the work with his own hands, Baronius teaches (vol. 9). [Joshua] could therefore, and perhaps wished to—
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—[Joshua could, if not alone, at least with others,] spend labour on setting up these stones, to proclaim the deeds and power of God.

But how long these [stones], [once] set up, stood, two [things] too are handed down. One [comes] from the text itself: "they are," it says, "there unto the present day" (v. 9). But Masius and Abulensis gather from these words [that] this book was not written by Joshua. But — as I also noted in the Prolegomena — [it] can be answered [that] similar [phrases] were added afterward by Samuel or some prophet. For in the very books of Moses the same must be admitted. Besides, could not Joshua himself rightly write this, [even] several years later? He set up those stones at the [time of the] first crossing into the land of Canaan; but if, after 12, 14, 20, or more years, he should say [that] those stones still remained, what [would be] absurd [in that]? The other [thing] is said by others: [that] they stood even in the times of Christ the Lord [himself]; but of this [in] the next question.


Question VII. Are these the stones out of which St John the Baptist said the sons of Abraham could be raised up?

[That they] are the same, Lyranus hands down in this place, and (on Matt. ch. 3) the Scholastic History, Albert the Great, St. Anselm, [and] St. Remigius — nay, Abulensis (q. 11) says [it] is the common opinion of the Doctors; and adds [that] it is very agreeable to reason. Because, he says, "John spoke these [words] standing by the Jordan, [to those] coming to him to be baptized there; and because these stones were notable, he would rather point out these than others." Abulensis repeats the same (on Matt. ch. 3, before quest. 62), pressing the demonstrative pronoun, "these." But Maldonatus (in the same place) says [it] is not necessary to believe this. For [it is] not necessary to restrict the general saying of St. John to those particular stones. For [it] was, as it were, a proverb, "to produce something from stones" — [that] which seemed difficult to do; or else he was pointing at any stones whatsoever which were before [his] feet. When, in the following chapter of St. Matthew, Satan said to the Lord, "If thou art the Son of God, say that these stones be made bread" (Matt. 4 v. 3), was he pointing out those same Joshuan stones? And yet neither was [Satan] far off, and if he could show him all the kingdoms of the world, he could surely [show] those stones too. Nor do Abulensis's reasons effect anything. Grant [that] St. John was at the Jordan. Were [there] not plenty of other stones there? These were notable — nay, [they] lay hidden in the bed of the river; and, that they might be in some part visible outside [the water], why would he point his finger at these rather than at others, which were wholly visible, wholly set before the eyes, [and] trodden almost by [his] very feet? And the tempter too used the demonstrative pronoun, [in] "these stones." At last, in [his commentary on] Matthew, Abulensis himself confesses [that there] is nothing certain in this matter. Yet [it] could be [that] those stones remained fixed and firm not only to Christ's times, but even down to our own. For since the Jordan flows in the same channel, and has never afterward dried up, nor [has] anyone [ever] been read to have girded himself to dig up those stones, why should they not be able to remain still? For how many and how great ages hard stones bear [endure] in rivers, we see in the rocks of the sea, and in certain rocks of our Rhine. From the new—
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—[interpreters] certainly Junius (ch. 4 v. 9) interprets "unto this day" [as] "by an unmovable and perpetual decree," or "forever," as he repeats below (ch. 6 v. 17); and he cites St. Augustine (bk. 6 of the Locutions on Joshua). Not inelegantly, Baronius — [when] now about to die — writes, at the beginning of the twelfth volume of his Annals, [that], in the likeness of these 12 stones, he sets twelve volumes "of ancient memory" in the Church of God.


Question VIII. How did the priests, holding the ark, stand in the middle of the Jordan?

The manner in which the priests stood in the middle of the Jordan seems certain: that they stood unmoved and fixed. But this some gather from the word hacen (discussed above, quest. 2); others from the motion of the waters [ceasing] at their [ceasing of] motion. "[It] is credible," says Masius, "[that] they, out of great religion, did not move from [their] place — once they had fixed [their] feet — until they were bidden to bring up the ark, lest that huge mass of waters, hanging close over [their] necks, should itself also be moved." But this reasoning, if [it] effected anything, would (I think) effect only this: [that] the priests did not move themselves southward — namely, along the length of the river — but not [that they did not move] to one or the other side of the breadth. For if they had moved themselves toward the bank whence they had advanced, the waters would have behaved no otherwise than when they [first] dipped their soles into the river from that same bank. Nay, that reasoning does not entirely exclude their motion along the length either. For since (as [was] said, part 1 quest. 7) the priests were only a moral efficient cause, [it] could be [that], wherever they stood in the Jordan's channel, [and though they] walked about and moved themselves, they were a sign to the Angel for holding and bridling those [waters] physically. Yet this unmoved rest of the priests the word "standing" (vv. 3, 9, 10), which Scripture here uses so often, can sufficiently persuade. Otherwise, if they had moved about, they would not properly be said to have "stood, until all was fulfilled which the Lord had commanded Joshua" (v. 10). Besides, [it] would have been nearly all one whence the 12 stones were taken from the channel; for [the stones] would have been, and stood, in various parts. Thirdly: that they might show the force and power of God, [and] that they might make greater the spirits of the whole people crossing, [it] was fitting [that] they stand in that place where a greater heap of waves, and a greater peril from them, might be seen. But who would doubt [that] this was in the middle? But [there] is another manner [point], about which [it] can be doubted: namely, whether those same priests stood facing toward the bank of Jericho, or toward the other, whence they had come; or toward the mass of the upper waters; or, finally, toward the flight of the lower [waters] — that is, toward the South? And this last pleases me more. For thus their eyes were turned toward the crossing people; thus, [with the waters] hanging behind [their] backs, they, as it were, looked down upon the waters; thus their very look and face gave security and eagerness to the people; thus they signified [that] they were not looking out toward one bank or the other in fear of the waters. But since (ch. 3 part 2 quest. 2) [it] was said [that] one of the priests was foremost along the length of the ark, this too had to be [so] in that position; and thus, [it was] not only [the face] of the priests, but in a manner [that] of God himself, above the ark—
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—[the priests,] wont to sit [go] above the ark, guarded, animated, [and] revived all the crossing [people] by their look [face]. And [that] they left dry footprints, St. Jerome relates in the epitaph of the mother Paula, in these words: "In the middle of the dry channel the priests set [their] footprints." But from [ch.] 3 part [2], last quest. (q. 11 [13]), this is now plain.


Question IX. How long did those same priests stand in the same Jordan?

The time in which the same priests stood in the Jordan the context defines fourfold. First: in the preceding chapter (v. 17), in the Hebrew, "until all the nation had made an end of crossing." But that this was a time of several hours [was] said [in ch.3] part 2, quest. 13. Secondly: in this chapter (v. 10), "until all was fulfilled which the Lord had commanded Joshua to speak to the people, and Moses had said to him." That signifies [that] both those addresses which Joshua had made to the people at the time of the crossing itself, and those [things] which were foretold in the addresses made above (ch. 3), were finished, before the priests departed from their Jordanian station. But that [phrase], "which Moses had commanded," the 70 omit; and they refer [it] (ch. 7), in the cited [tractate] Sotah of the Talmud, to the stones which Moses had commanded to be set up on Mount Ebal (Deut. 27) — but in two ways. For some of them really will [have it that] the stones were set up on that very day of the crossing, and [that] the priests did not leave their station in the Jordan before they were set up. But how would the Israelites have come to that place that day? — and these fictions the narrative of the eighth chapter will clearly rout below. Others, however (as Radak), do not understand [that] those stones were really set up today, but [that] the words were made by Joshua about setting them up; and thus, as to their opinion, the end would be [that] the priests did not depart from their place. But [there is] here no mention, even the least, of those stones; and because [it] is, in the former part of the words which I now expound, col dabar [כׇּל־דָּבָר, "every word/thing"] about all [things] — [it] is understood, as I said, either of the [things] said in this chapter, or of the [things] foretold in the preceding chapter — both as to the crossing of the people, and [as to] the stones to be brought out and brought in. Abulensis, then (q. 14), thinks these [words] are understood [of] those [things] which Moses had said about the leading into the land of Canaan through Joshua (Num. 27 [printed "17"]; Deut. 3 & 31). Masius [understands] generally all [things] which Moses had taught Joshua and commanded him, about the accurate performance of obedience to God's commands. And [it] can be confirmed from the Hebrew, in which, word for word, [it] is thus: "And the priests, bearers of the ark, were standing in the middle of the Jordan, until every word which the Lord had commanded Joshua was fulfilled, according to all that Moses had commanded Joshua." Where that [word] "according to" seems to modify, not what the Lord had commanded, but that fulfilment of every word — that is, until all [things] which the Lord had commanded Joshua were administered and brought to completion by Joshua himself, in that manner and with that obedience and eagerness which Moses had always commanded and commended to him. Thirdly: the time in which the priests stood in the Jordan is defined here (v. 11)—
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—[v. 11:] "And when all had crossed, the ark of the Lord also crossed; and the priests too went before the Lord." The ark crossed, I say, from the Jordan — namely, from the middle; or, [having] begun [the crossing] up to the middle transit, [it] now completed [it] up to the other bank: not, as the Talmudists trifle in the cited place, and [those] in Lyranus and Abulensis (q. 20), R. Solomon [Rashi] — [that] it returned to the former bank, and again crossed through the mid-flowing waters, and carried off its bearers with it. "Before the people the priests went" — that is, the people watching; or rather, that they might now hold the order of advancing prescribed elsewhere: when the last were going out of the channel, they went on through the midst of the people waiting on the bank, so that in advancing they might hold the foremost [places] thereafter, and [that] between the people and the ark there might be two thousand cubits. Fourthly: the same time is handed down (vv. 16 & 17) — namely, as to going out, and being bidden by Joshua to come up from the channel of the Jordan itself. And [that there] was in these priests the greatest patience, constancy, and obedience, whoever will consider [it] will recognize — [he] who has weighed their desire, too, at last some day, to see and tread the highest [best] land, so long sought; the delay in the channel so long-lasting; the unmoved rest of so many hours; the carrying-out and bringing-in of so many stones done in between; the bearing of the ark on [their] shoulders for so long a time; and other [things] of that kind.


On the Jordan's return to its former flow (opening)

This part is, as it were, a kind of appendix to the preceding, and is contained in verses 18 & 19.
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Question I. How was the Jordan poured back into its former channel?

[It] is explained (v. 18), in which our Interpreter has excellently rendered the matter and the sense. Yet [it] will not be beside the point to hear, almost word for word, what is in the Hebrew. "And it was," says the text, "when—
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—when the priests, the bearers of the ark of the covenant of the Lord, came up from the middle of the Jordan, [and] the soles of the priests' feet were transferred onto the dry [land], the waters of the Jordan returned to their place, and went, as yesterday and the day before, over all their banks." In which words these [things] are to be noted. First: from this ascent of the priests, Rashi seeks to prove — in Lyranus and Abulensis (the cited quest. 20) — the argument for the "flight" [flying] of the ark and the priests, about which [in] the preceding question: as if [someone] who, from the deep of some river, [comes up]—
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—[as if one] who has stood a while [in the deep], comes from the channel to the bank, [and] does not "ascend" [fly up]. Secondly: otherwise the whole people too would have had to "fly," because it also (in the following v. 19) is written to have "ascended." Moreover, the word which marks the priests' feet [as] "transferred" could also be rendered so as to call them "drawn out and plucked up" — not [as if] they had been fixed in any deeper mud (as could be understood from [ch.] 3 part 2 q. 11), but [that], on account of the long station in the same place, and the altogether unmoved step, they had, like trees, been seen fixed [rooted] there. Thirdly: [the] "dry" [land] is here called earth which was not merely dried up for some hours now, but was simply dry — covered, namely, by no river, wet with no waters, except perhaps rain- or spring-[water]. And therefore the 70 rendered those two [words]: ἔθηκαν τὰ πόδας ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς [ethēkan ta podas epi tēs gēs, "they set [their] feet upon the ground"]. Fourthly: the waters are said to have "returned" — not those which had already flowed off into the Dead Sea, but those which, like mountains, had stood heaped up and gathered together. And although they had never yet before descended into the lower channel, [they] are nevertheless said to have "returned," because, according to the desire of their own nature and their wonted course, they had already in a manner [begun to] descend, and only a new and unwonted barrier had before held them back. Or rather [it is that] "the waters of the Jordan" is the Jordan itself, which is rightly said to have "returned," because [it] had before been there. For the Angel removed that barrier which he had set against the river (about which [in] the preceding [ch.] 3 part 2 q. 8 & 12), and, in its former manner, it began to be poured back and to flow again through the whole channel. Yet [it] did not take away the whole at once. (Otherwise so great a heap of waves would, by its own force, have overwhelmed all the neighbouring [region].) But little by little, and wisely, as it saw [that] the emptied channel of the river could be filled again without any harm to any city, place, or man. And then "the waters went, as yesterday and the day before" — that is, as always before, as expounded elsewhere above. But because in these harvest days the Jordan overflowed (as also [was] handed down above), it, after being loosed by the Angel, flowed out even beyond its banks, as it flowed before the Angelic barriers were set against it. And therefore the Hebrew text says [that] those waters "went over all their banks." And although the 70 render the Hebrew al [עַל] by [a preposition], they signify the same, when they say [that] those [waters] went out δι᾽ ὅλης τῆς κρηπίδος [di' holēs tēs krēpidos, "through the whole brink [rim]"].


Question II. In what year, month, [and] day did this marvellous crossing of the Israelites through the Jordan happen?

The first [the year] is here passed over in silence, as [being] clear from the narrations of the Mosaic books. But the two latter [month and day] (v. 19) are thus explained: "But the people came up out of the Jordan on the tenth day of the first month." What the names of the months were among the Hebrews, I have said on Genesis, and [on] 1 Macc. ch. 1 (fol. 568). And deservedly did the Lord attribute the first month to this crossing — both because, to the Israelites, weary with the wandering of so many years, and longing with so great a desire for the promised land, it [the first month] chiefly, in that region, was fitting. For the fields (as appeared from the preceding [ch.] part 2 q. 5) flowed with ears; the vines were budding with grapes; the trees were bending with fruit; the whole land, clothed with flowers, grasses, and herbs, as it were smiled. How it revived the spirits of all, so pleasant—
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—[so pleasant] a spectacle! And the most kindly Lord is wont so to dispense the opportunities of all things, and the joints [critical points] of all times, that he always has the greatest regard for our weakness, and sustains, helps, [and] raises it by all supports. [To this] was added, that if he had begun [it in] any other month of the same year, this pilgrimage or exile of the people would have been longer by 40 years, contrary to what he had threatened (Num. 14). But of this first month the same Lord chose the tenth day, because it was [the day] on which the lamb was to be immolated, that the Passover might be performed [Exod 12]; and [on which] each one was choosing [it], and keeping [it] at home up to the 14th day — although Abulensis (q. 21) denies [it]. Since, then — for causes to be touched on below (in the following chapter) — the Lord wished the Israelites to keep this first feast of the Passover in the promised land, [it was] most fitting [that], at this beginning of it, and as the first preparation [for it], he should have them cross the Jordan, and, the first camp being pitched there, prepare themselves for it, and set apart the best lambs they could from their flocks.

But of that first [point] — of the year, I say — a double question can be raised. One is: which year from the Egyptian departure was this? [The] opinion [is] twofold. For to some [it] seems the forty-second year. Because, namely, since in the second year of the same Egyptian departure the spies had returned from Canaan, and the people, having heard them, had murmured, the Lord had said (Num. 14 v. 33): "Your sons shall be wanderers in the desert forty years — for the [40] days in which you viewed the land, a year shall be reckoned for a day." To these forty years, then, if the two years which flowed from the departure be added, this will be [year] 42. And St. Augustine expressly asserts it, in this place (q. 6); and — as, indeed, [it] is attributed to him by Masius below (ch. 11 v. 18) — Josephus (bk. 5 ch. 2); and [it] can be confirmed from the 70 themselves (following ch. 5 v. 6), where they say τεσσαράκοντα γὰρ καὶ δύο ἔτη ἀνέστραπται Ἰσραήλ [tessarakonta gar kai dyo etē anestraptai Israēl, "for two-and-forty years Israel was turned back [wandered]"] — that is, "Israel was driven back for 42 years." Yet the common opinion — as [being] in truth much better founded — is the other: [that] this [was] the fortieth year from that departure. For (Deut. 1 v. 3) we read [it] handed down, in express words, [that] in the fortieth year, on the first day of the eleventh month, Moses made [his] discourse to the people — and this not long before he died — namely, in the plains of Moab, after Sihon and Og the kings were vanquished. But [that] those forty years are to be counted from the Egyptian departure itself, not from that murmuring, clearly shines out in those words in which the death of Aaron is recorded (Num. 33 v. 38). For since he departed from life in the same year as Moses, but some months earlier, [it] is there thus written: "Aaron went up into Mount Hor at the Lord's bidding, and there died in the fortieth year of the departure of the sons of Israel out of Egypt, in the fifth month, on the first day of the month." And just as the greater number of 40 years is shown, in these scriptures, [to be counted] from the leaving of Egypt, so the lesser number of 38 years [is counted] from the place of that murmuring, Kadesh-barnea, [and] is expressly handed down (Deut. 2 v. 13): "Rising up," he says, "that we might cross the torrent Zared, we came to it. But the time in which we walked from Kadesh-barnea unto the crossing of the torrent Zared was thirty-eight years." Behold, then, how — while Egypt is set [as] the terminus from which the journey began — Scripture reckons 40 years; while [reckoning] from the place of the murmuring of the spies, only 38 — so that about this matter [there] ought to be no doubt. But now that most clear [passage] too—

[Upper part of page — two columns, above the divider:]

(col. 457 — upper)

—[But now] that most clear argument too [confirms it], which Ribera uses on Amos 5. The year in which Moses spoke to Pharaoh was the 80th year of his age; but of Aaron the 83rd (Exod. ch. 7). But when Moses met death, he was 120 years old (Deut., last [ch.]); and when Aaron departed from life a little before him, he was 123 years old. Therefore, from that colloquy with Pharaoh up to their death, the years are neither more nor fewer than 40. But the year of their death is the same as the year of the entry into the land; and that year of the Pharaonic colloquy [is] the same as the year of the Egyptian departure. Therefore, from the Egyptian departure up to the entry into Canaan, the years are only 40.

But to those [things] which were objected [for the 42-year view]: to the first I answer [that] the sense of that place (Num. 14) is [this]: [that] the entry into the promised land would be deferred to the fortieth year, and that meanwhile, in the [interval] of time, [the people], like shepherds who wander here and there in the wilderness with uncertain seats [camps] to find pastures, would themselves also wander. But the beginning of those 40 [years] is the same as [the beginning] of the journey to that land. If you say [that] the Lord threatened [that] 40 years would answer to the 40 days of exploration, I do not deny [it]; but I say only [that] one whole year of those 40, and now the greater part of a second, had then already passed — [years] which the Lord nevertheless willed to come into the sum of 40, so that the likeness between the days and the years might be fitting; whether the sin were reckoned really from the beginning of that exploration (as, ch. 2 fol. 35, Masius will [have it]), or only at the very end (as Abulensis argues, Num. 14 q. 70 & 75). You will press: how can a penalty be inflicted, in [respect of] that which is done afterward, [for] what is already past? I answer [that] this can happen, whenever the delay of some thing is deferred still further. For the past time of delay increases the time of the later delay. For example: if something which one greatly desired could be given [him] this year, and yet, for a certain cause, were not given; if it happened [that] he offended at the end of this year, and the gift were deferred, as a penalty, into another three years — [then] rightly would he be said to be tormented by the expectation of four years, and by the longing for the most-desired thing—
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—[tormented]. For "hope which is deferred," Solomon being witness (Prov. 13 v. 12), "afflicts the soul." To the second [objection]: St. Augustine followed the 70's text, of which a little later. To the third: Josephus never asserted that number of 42 years, but the other [40]; and indeed in that very place which is objected — saying [that], from the beginning of the manna given to the Israelites, up to its ceasing in the promised land (which, as we shall see in ch. 5, happened a few days after the entry), there were 40 years — which Exodus too (ch. 16 v. 35) expressly affirms. But in the former book (bk. 4) he reckons only 38 years from that murmuring, and clearly adds [that] Miriam died in the fortieth year after she had gone out of Egypt. And that was the last year of the wandering, and precisely the same [year] which brought the end of life to her brothers Aaron and Moses (Num. 20 vv. 1 & 28). Now, to the fourth [the LXX's "42"]: I say [that] the number was here corrupted (as, not rarely, also in other places) among the 70. And this is understood not only from the Hebrew, Chaldee, and Latin text, but also from Theodoret, who diligently warns [that], in other Greek copies, [there] are not 42 years, but 40; and [it] is cited in the annotation of the 70 of the Roman edition. And the Royal Bibles too followed this, in whose Greek [there] are 40 years. But St. Augustine (of whom above) chanced upon an uncorrected copy. I conclude, therefore, [that] from the Egyptian departure to this crossing of the Jordan, 40 full years passed — 10 days being added, if account be taken of the month in which they once went out; but 5 days being subtracted, if [account be taken] of the day on which they likewise went out. For that was the 15th day of the first month; but now they go out [of the Jordan] on the tenth day of the same month. And thus that [word] too (Ps. 94 [95] v. 10) is to be taken: "Forty years was I near [nigh] to this generation." And Amos 2 v. 10: "I am [he]," says the Lord, "who made you go up out of the land of Egypt, and led you in the desert forty years, that you might possess the land of the Amorite." There is, further, another question: which year from the founding of the world was this? This depends on the perpetual chronology of the preceding books, which is various among various [authors]. But to me this is the year of the world 2490, which, according to my chronology, was 1705 before Christ the Lord.


The Third Part of the Chapter (opening)

This last part of ch. 4 explains three [things]. First, where the Israelites pitched their first camp. Second, how the Leader Joshua himself set up there those 12 stones (about which above). Third, how he set them forth [explained them]. But all these now pertain to the other [second] part of this book. And therefore, before I begin about them, [I] must pass a little to [gather] the [things] useful for morals, and the documents [lessons] or interpretations — from those [things] which were said about this crossing — of the mysteries of our Christian piety.
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Question I. What does the crossing through the Jordan signify?

In the first place, [it] rightly signifies the passage into eternal life of all the faithful who follow the true Joshua, Christ the Lord and Saviour, by faith and obedience. For what else is this life of ours than a continual pilgrimage through the various solitudes of this world? And when at last, by the grace and help of God, we have finished it, we come—
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—we come to the banks of the Jordan, to the last time of life, to death itself. And is not this very [death] a kind of "crossing" [transitus]? Certainly [it] is so called by the French, among whom "to die" is trespasser, and the dead one trespassé — but the greatest crossing of all, as their superlative particle tres ["very / most"] indicates. And in our scriptures [too]? "Jesus, knowing that his hour had come, that he should pass [transiret] out of this world to the Father" (John 13 v. 1). And most clearly, and most aptly to the matter in hand, JESUS himself said: "Amen, amen, I say to you, [that] he who hears my word, and believes him who sent me, has eternal life, and comes not into judgment, but shall pass [transiet] from death to life" (John 5 v. 24).
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—and [John] 13 [v. 1]: "When he should pass out of this world." &c. But the promised land itself bore the figure of the promised [things] of the heavens [made] to us, and of that eternal inheritance and rest — as the Prophet David teaches (Ps. 94 [95]), and the Apostle expounding him (Heb. 3 & 4). For [the Apostle] shows [that there] still remains for us an entering "into [the] rest" — which certainly is not that [rest] which had passed by before David, this [Psalm's] writer; whether it be that in which God rested at the first founding of all things (Gen. 2 v. 2), or that into which that ancient Jesus [Joshua] led the Israelites — but another, which was foreshadowed by these rests. St. Jerome (on Eph. ch. 6): "[There] is to be sought the land which the Lord promises, and grants to those who shall have left spiritual Egypt; and [who], with all patience, shall have crossed the great and terrible deserts of this life, and shall have conquered great kings, whom the Lord strikes down, and shall have crossed into Judea, which flows with milk and honey; and [who], under Jesus the Leader — Jericho falling, and Ai laid waste (which is interpreted 'a steep [precipice]') — shall have come to Jerusalem; and [for whom] a temple is built under Solomon the peaceful King; and [who] shall possess the land which is prepared for the meek. For 'Blessed [are] the meek, for they shall possess the land' — which is truly the land of the living, the Psalmist also saying: 'I believe [I shall] see the good things of the Lord in the land of the living.'"

But at this very crossing of death the Jordan overflows — [how] shall we be able to cross? Behold the huge floods of temptations from Satan, who lies in wait most of all for this last time of life. Behold, from nature itself — which shudders at the dissolution of body and soul, [and] which is hindered and most vehemently disturbed by the force of sickness and the bitterness of the pains tearing our flesh — great masses of waves. And these, as it were natural [waves], those so many and so great adventitious [ones] increase, which arise from the melted snows of Lebanon and of the other mountains. But those snows are this world's pleasures, honors, [and] riches — which appear white [gleaming] by the foolish admiration of men, and [yet] are cold, and fleeting. One rather warm breath of fortune, one little Zephyr-fever, one spring[-thaw], one irradiation of a hotter sun, dissolves all these. But thereafter, when one must die, [come] the various and vast whirlpools of cares and sorrows. And the greatest trouble and terror they bring, who are on the right [hand] of those crossing, and stand on the upper side. For [it] generally happens [that] death is harder and more resisted [by those] to whom [belong] these right-hand and prosperous [goods]. "O death," says Ecclesiasticus (ch. 41 v. 1), "how bitter is thy memory to a man that has peace in his possessions — to a quiet man, and whose ways are directed in all things, and who is still able to take food!" But the lower and left[-hand] waters yield, as it were of their own accord, and make [it so] that a man passes hence to the heavenly [things] neither unwillingly, nor with much difficulty. And therefore [it] there follows: "O death, good is thy judgment to a needy man, and to him who is lessened in strength, [and] failing in age" [Sir 41:3–4]. Yet through both these waters one must cross; and [when there] is neither ford nor bridge of doctors, nor of natural [things] or medicines, nor of consolations — what [is] to be done? JESUS our [Leader] must open the way for us. Through the midst of the waves, with dry foot, if we will, he will lead us [across]; he will hold up [against] the falling-in of all the waters. And this by the work of his priests and Angels. To them he committed [the ark] of the divine books, and of the heavenly manna — that is—
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—[the ark] of all the sacraments, by which the weakness of souls, as by the best food, is propped up and refreshed: to these [priests and angels], indeed, he gave charge concerning us, "that we dash not our foot against a stone" [Ps 90/91:12]. These, by so great a power and grace granted to them, will check the roused assaults of all temptations and dangers; these will bring [it] to pass [that] we depart happily into that blessed region, without any stain [wetness] of crimes, [or] any moisture of old depravities. "See, brethren," says the Apostle (Heb. 3 v. 12), "lest perhaps there be in any of you an evil heart of unbelief, to depart from the living God: but exhort yourselves every day, while it is called 'today,' that none of you be hardened by the deceitfulness of sin. For we are made partakers of Christ — yet so, if we hold firm the beginning of his substance unto the end. While [it] is said: 'Today, if you shall hear his voice, harden not your hearts, as in that provocation.' For some, hearing, provoked [him] — but not all who set out from Egypt through Moses. But with whom was he angered forty years? Was [it] not with those who sinned, whose carcasses were laid low in the desert? And to whom did he swear [that] they should not enter into his rest, but to those who were unbelieving? And we see that they could not enter in because of unbelief." And afterward (ch. 4 v. 11): "Let us hasten, therefore, to enter into that rest, lest anyone fall into the same example of unbelief."

Nay indeed, [it] behooves us to cross not alone, but to lead across with us a great multitude also of the Egyptians and of other peoples — as the Israelites did: namely, by exhorting others too, [and] by instructing, [and] admonishing [them] with words and deeds. "In all things," says the same Apostle (2 Cor. 6), "let us show ourselves as the ministers of God, in much patience," &c., "by the arms of justice on the right hand and on the left; by glory and dishonor; by evil report and good report."

But for so great a crossing — of so great moment, peril, and difficulty — [there] is need of good preparation. "To live," says Seneca (in the book On the Brevity of Life ch. 7), "is to be learned one's whole life." Nay, one's whole life [it] is to be learned — to die. Let us sanctify ourselves, let us get provisions [cibaria], let us follow the ark of the Lord, let us tread in the footprints of the priests, and, undaunted, with faith and great courage, let us go down into the channel of this Jordan. The power of God will be at hand, and the hand of the Angels. And indeed [it] is a point [moment] of time in which [it] is to be crossed. For suddenly these waters are divided, and [we] are hastily carried across. How little is this — to breathe forth the breath twice or thrice? How little the delay between this bank and the other — between "he wakes and he sleeps," between "he lives and he [has] lived"? But on the tenth day of the first month [it] is to be crossed. As these few ten days stand to the whole year, so does this whole life of ours [stand] to eternity. Those [days] are only the beginning; but a beginning, nevertheless, in which [is] the simplest series of all numbers — from which, coupled and heaped together among themselves, innumerable and infinite sums are built. To this crossing, moreover, many other [things] can be applied from the [matters] above. But in these few [words] this [is] now sample enough — [though it] would not a little illustrate [it] that the words of Origen [do so]. "After the labors," he says (hom. 4), "and the temptations which we shall have endured in the desert of this world; after the crossing of the Red Sea; after the streams of the Jordan — if we be worthy to enter the land of promise, with joy and exultation we shall arrive, following the priests of the Lord Christ and Saviour—
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—[following the priests] of our Saviour, to whom is glory and power unto the ages of ages. Amen." [end of the Origen quotation, and of Q I]


Question II. What more does the same crossing signify?

Very nearly all [interpreters] advise [that] the sacred baptism, which we enter with JESUS our author and Leader, is signified by this crossing of the Jordan. Of these [things], at the beginning of homily 5, Origen says: "Of those who crossed the Red Sea, the Apostle says [that] all were baptized in Moses, in the cloud and in the sea (1 Cor. 10). But of those who cross the Jordan, we too can pronounce in like manner, [that] all were baptized in Jesus in the Jordan — so that those [things] which are related [as] done in the Jordan hold the form of the sacrament which is celebrated through baptism." And [in] homily 4: "If you shall have come to the mystical font of baptism, and, the Sacerdotal and Levitical order standing by, shall have been initiated into those venerable and magnificent sacraments which they know to whom [it] is permitted to know [them], then also, by the ministry of the priests, the Jordan being crossed, you shall enter the land of promise — in which, after Moses, Jesus received you, and he himself is made for you the Leader of a new journey." For just as through the Jordan [there] was a coming into a land — desired indeed, and flowing with all good things, but in which nevertheless [there] is to be fought against various and strong enemies — so through baptism we are led into the possession of the eternal inheritance; yet [into] that [possession] which is [still] exposed to various battles and combats against the flesh, the world, and the devil — adversaries not at all slow and unwarlike — as will appear in what follows: until, namely, all these being tamed and subdued, we may enjoy a peace never to be interrupted.

And just as those waters stood so marvellously not by their own motion and stillness, but by a certain higher divine power — so also the waters of baptism wash out, cleanse, [and] whiten our souls. Is there in any liquid any efficacy implanted by nature [for this]? What can body do of itself upon what is not body? Whence would a stupid and fleeting element have such great riches as the soul attributes [to it]? But the true JESUS put this power into them. He commanded his priests (Matt., last [ch.], v. 19): "Going, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you." Is this not [an image of] the [priests] going before that people, and bearing the ark of the testimony before [them]? And in St. Mark (last chapter, v. 15), when our Joshua had commanded the same, the marvellous efficacy of this sacred washing is at once subjoined (v. 16): "He who believes, and is baptized, shall be saved." And so that the Leader of our salvation might go before us not by precept only, but also by example, he willed himself to enter the Jordan, and to be baptized in it. For (Matt. 3 v. 13): "JESUS came from Galilee to the Jordan, to be baptized by him [John]." "When the Jordan is crossed," says Origen (homily 4), "[it] is said to JESUS: 'On this day I begin to exalt you in the sight of the people.' For JESUS was not exalted before the mystery of baptism, but his exaltation, and [his] exaltation in the sight of the people, takes its beginning thence. For if all who are baptized are baptized into his death, but the death of JESUS is completed in the exaltation of the cross—
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—deservedly is JESUS then first exalted, for each of the faithful, when he has come to the mystery of baptism; because so also [it] is written, that 'God exalted him, and gave him a name which is above every name, that in the name of JESUS every knee should bow — of things heavenly, and earthly, and infernal' (Phil. 2)." For a crossing of this kind, to those who are about to cross by their own feet and will — that is, to the more adult — there were of old prescribed by the fathers preparations of certain days: namely, that they should sanctify themselves by abstinence from the eating of flesh, from the drinking of wine, [and] from the sight [use] of marriage; that they should give themselves to prayers, fastings, and other works of penance — as [one] may read in Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechesis 1), in Nazianzen (oration On the holy lights), in St. Augustine (in the book On Faith ch. 6), [in] the fourth Council of Carthage (canon 85), and [in] the author of the Life of St. Gregory of Armenia (vol. 6 of Lipomanus).

To the same crossing haste too is to be applied. For the ancient fathers blame that slowness of those who — that they might indulge the body more freely, and be washed from the filth of all their sins at once — thought baptism [was] to be postponed. But how much more vehemently would they have blamed those who — like the Anabaptists of the present age — should have judged [it] necessary to do so?

"Nor without a reason of mystery," says the same Origen (in the cited place), "do I think [it] written, that part of the waters of the Jordan is plunged into the [Dead] sea, and flows out into bitterness, but part perseveres in sweetness. For if all who are baptized kept the sweetness of the received heavenly grace, and none were turned into the bitterness of sins, [it] would surely not be written that a part of the river had been immersed in the eddies of the salt sea. And therefore [it] seems to me [that], in these words, the variety of the baptized is signified — which indeed we (which I recall with grief) often see happen: that these, who obtain the second [gift, or a later] baptism, when they give themselves again to the affairs of the age, and to the enticements of lust, and with avarice drink the salt cup, are set firm in that part of the waters which flows out into the sea, and flows down among the salt waves; but that [other] part, which remains with stability, and keeps its sweetness, designates those who hold the received gift of GOD unswervingly. And rightly is [there] one part of those who are saved, because [there] is also one bread which came down from heaven, and gives life to this world; and [there] is one faith, and one baptism, and one Spirit by whom all are given drink in baptism; and one GOD, the Father of all" [Eph. 4]. Yet perhaps, by these double waters, we may rightly take a double baptism — so that the lower [waters] mark the baptism of John, but the upper [that] of CHRIST the LORD. Those [lower waters] did nothing above nature: in their wonted manner they ran down into the dead marsh; they only prepared the channel, that the way might be free and open to those about to cross. And so [did] the baptism of St. John: it had no power of itself; it washed out no stains of souls; it infused no riches of divine grace. But it invited to penance, and prepared the crossing to the true possession of the heavenly land. Far otherwise [is] the baptism of our Joshua [Jesus] — as Bellarmine accurately teaches (in the book On Baptism, from ch. 14 to 23, and bk. 1 On Penance ch. 14). But of our JESUS, John himself the Baptist said (John 3 v. 30): "He must increase, but I [must] decrease. He who comes from above is above all. He who is of the earth, is of the earth, and speaks of the earth—
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—[He who comes from heaven, is above all." And St. Ambrose (sermon 18, on the Epiphany): "Therefore is Christ baptized — not that he may be sanctified by the waters, but that he himself may sanctify the waters, and by his own purification may purify those streams which he touches. For the consecration of Christ is the greater consecration of the element. For when the Saviour is washed, then already all the water is cleansed for our baptism, and the font is purified, that the grace of the laver may afterward be ministered to the peoples who follow. Christ therefore goes before through baptism, that the Christian peoples may confidently follow after him. Understand, then, the mystery. For so also the pillar of fire went before through the Red Sea, that the sons of Israel might follow undaunted; and it first went through the waters, that it might prepare a path of journeying for those coming after it. Which deed, as the Apostle says, was the mystery of baptism. It was plainly, in a manner, a baptism, where the cloud covered the men, [and] the wave bore [them]. But all these [things] the same Christ the Lord wrought — he who now [does them]; who, as then he went before the sons of Israel through the sea in the pillar of fire, so now goes before the Christian peoples through baptism in the pillar of his own body. It is, I say, the [same] pillar which then furnished [light] to the eyes of those following, [and] now supplies light to the hearts of believers. Then it made firm the path of the inflowing waves; now it strengthens the footsteps in the laver of faith: through which faith, whoever shall have walked undaunted, like the sons of Israel, will not fear the Egyptian persecutor."

But we can here understand, besides, the baptism of tears and of penance — not in the way which our Novators [the Novatian innovators] feign, against whom, in the same latter place, [is] the same Bellarmine; but [the way] which holy Mother Church proposes. Of which I also take Origen (homily 4), when he speaks of a "second baptism" — although in the margin Genebrardus takes [it] for "happy and prosperous." But since [there] are two kinds of sins, two waters likewise answer to them. For to the better-fortified [lesser] sins are owed the lower waters, which, departing nothing from the state of their nature, run down most easily. But upon the greater [sins], the lofty mountains of the upper waters must lie heavy — which a certain greater divine force rouses up. "I have laboured," says David the Prophet (Ps. 6), "in my groaning: every night I will wash my bed; I will water my couch with my tears." Of himself St. Augustine (bk. 8 of the Confessions ch. 12): "I let loose the reins to my tears, and the rivers of my eyes burst forth, an acceptable sacrifice to thee." St. Cyprian (in the sermon On the Lapsed, at the end): "[One] ought to pray more earnestly, and to entreat; to pass the day in mourning; to lead the nights in watchings and weepings; to occupy all one's time with tears and lamentations." St. Ambrose (in the preface on Ps. 37, and bk. 1 On Penance ch. 2): "He who has aggravated the fault, let him aggravate also the penalty. For greater crimes are washed away by greater weepings."

An image of the confession of sins, too, this very advance through the midst of the open waves can be. For out of the various windings of errors, he takes himself into the blessed land who washes away with tears the stains of his past life, and crosses before the priests of the Lord who bear the ark and [its] authority — and indeed so that all may see and weigh every step and pace of those [crossing]: to them [the penitents] make God propitious, that from the deep of the river they may ascend happily onto the bank of blessedness. For this crossing of confession and penance, too, a preparation of some days is very useful, and some haste. In the former [preparation], a man takes for himself space to examine his conscience, and to reflect on all his years in the bitterness of his soul. In the latter [haste], [it] is wisely done—
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—[wisely is it done], [as] Ecclesiastes advises (5 v. 8 [7]): "Delay not to be converted to the Lord, and put [it] not off from day to day. For suddenly his wrath comes, and in the time of vengeance he will destroy you." But because Origen (homily 5) connects with this crossing the fulfilment of all [the things] which the Lord has prescribed for us, let us hear him: "That [phrase] which is written," he says, "'And the people hastened and crossed the Jordan; and it came to pass, when all the people had passed over, the ark of the covenant of the Lord also passed' — [it] does not seem to me idly added by the Holy Spirit, that he said, 'because the people hastened to cross.' Whence I too judge [that], for us too, coming to the saving baptism and receiving the sacraments of the word of God, the thing is to be done not idly, nor slothfully, but [it] must be hastened and pressed on, until we cross over all. For to cross all is to fulfil all that is commanded. Let us hasten, therefore, to cross — that is, first to fulfil what is written: 'Blessed are the poor in spirit' — that, all arrogance being laid aside, and the humility of Christ taken up, we may deserve to arrive at the promised blessedness. But even when we have fulfilled these, we must not stand still, nor cease, but [they] are to be crossed, and the rest that follow — that we may hunger and thirst for justice. We must cross that also which follows — that we mourn in this world. Quickly too the rest are to be crossed — that we be made meek, and that we remain peaceful, that by this we may be called sons of God. We must hasten, too, to cross the weight of persecutions by the virtue of patience. And when we seek out these several [things], which look to the glory of virtue, not slothfully nor remissly, but with all urgency and speed — this seems to me to be 'to cross the Jordan with haste.'"


Question III. What other things are to be noted in the same crossing?

Both the most constant faith in [his] promises, [and] the power in great and arduous matters, the highest benevolence toward the people, and the favor and zeal toward Joshua himself, are sufficiently seen from what has been said. But [it] is also shown to us how great-souled we ought to be in the most difficult matters and times. Through the midst of rivers [there] are dry footsteps for virtue. He almost mocks the very dangers, who — full of God — sings: "What ails you, O sea, that you fled? and you, O Jordan, that you were turned backward?" (Ps. 113 [114] v. 5 [printed "123"]). "To the sinner," says Origen (homily 4), "every creature is an enemy — as [it] is written of the Egyptians: 'The land fought them, the air itself fought them.' But to the just [man], even [the things] which seem inaccessible are made level and easy [downhill]. The just [man] crosses the Red Sea as [if] through dry [land]; but the Egyptian, if he should wish to cross, is drowned, nor does the water become for him a wall on the right and the left. The just [man], even if he enter a horrible and vast desert, has food ministered to him from heaven. So then also the ark of the testament had led the people of God into the Jordan. The Sacerdotal and Levitical order halts, and the waters — showing, as it were, a certain reverence to the mysteries of God — rein in their course, and are heaped up into a pile, granting a harmless passage to the people of God. But here [was] our Joshua exalted; here [it] appeared how dear and beloved he was to God; here [it] is known how excellent and useful [it] is to obey him instructing, ruling, leading, and admonishing. Nay indeed, he will lead us not only through the waters safe and dry, but will also snatch us aloft through the air into heaven; through the midst of the flames he will carry [us] safe and unharmed into the region of the blessed" — as, in the same place, Origen notes. Nor—
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—"Do not marvel," he [Origen] says, "when these [things] done toward the former people are related to you — [that] to you, O Christian, who have crossed the streams of the Jordan through the Sacrament of baptism, the divine word promises far greater and loftier [things], and pledges you a journey and crossing through the air itself. For hear Paul saying of the just: 'We shall be caught up,' he says, 'to meet Christ in the air; and so we shall always be with the Lord' (1 Thess. 4). [There] is nothing at all which the just [man] should fear: every creature serves him."

According to the letter, says Rupert (ch. 13): "If perhaps you were asking what the Lord meant when he said, 'as I was with Moses, so I will be with you,' and likewise, 'today I will begin to exalt you before all Israel, that they may know that, as I was with Moses, so I am with you [too]' — behold, you have [it]: [that,] as [he] was with Moses, so that, at his lifting up his rod over the sea, the Lord bore it away, a vehement wind blowing and scorching the whole night, and turned [it] into dry [land], that the water might be divided, and, the sons of Israel having entered through the midst of the dry sea, the water was as a wall on their right and left — so also now, using by the divine power the same element for his own ministry, at Joshua's entering he divides the Jordan, the people advancing, and the priests who carried the ark of the covenant of the Lord standing upon the dry ground. But, moreover, according to the spirit — behold, [something] more than Moses [is] here; behold, with Joshua the Lord was [something] more than [he] was with Moses. In what? Namely in this: that 'the descending waters stood in one place; but those which were lower' (it says) 'descended into the Sea of the Wilderness, which is now called the Dead [Sea], until they wholly failed.' The lower waters were the justifications of the Old Testament, of which the Apostle, when he had said, *'But what is antiquated and grows old is near to destruction' (Heb. 8), immediately subjoined: 'the former [covenant] had indeed justifications of worship, and a worldly sanctuary. For a tabernacle was made, the first,' &c. (Heb. 9). But the descending and following waters are the Gospel faith, [which] is the justice of God. The lower waters descended into the Sea of the Wilderness, into the Dead Sea, and wholly failed — because, namely, the justifications of the flesh, the justifications of the Jews, all their carnal ceremonies, which brought nothing to perfection, came to nothing like a running water; nay, are to be held for a loss, and to be reckoned as dung (Phil. 3). So they descended into the Dead Sea. But those which follow, descending and coming from above, [are] living waters, waters of the heavenly grace. Descending, I say, from above, from the Father of lights — behold, standing in one place, they swelled up like a mountain, appearing afar off from the city which is called Adom, unto the place Sarthan: Adom is interpreted 'red,' Sarthan 'their tribulation.' Adom, then, [is] 'red' — it is the earthly Jerusalem, whence, according to the Prophet, this true Joshua came, 'beautiful, with dyed garments' (Isa. 63). But Sarthan — that is, 'their tribulation' — is the Roman empire, by which that Jerusalem, [worthy] of pity, nay, by [its own] desert, was afflicted, and turned to destruction. From that Jerusalem unto the Roman empire, the descending waters of the Jordan, and [those] swelling like a mountain, appeared. For, beginning from Jerusalem unto the bosom of the Roman city, the gifts of the Lord came down — namely, penitence and the remission of sins. Therefore (as was foretold) God is more with this Joshua than he was with Moses, and exalted this [one], rather than that, before all Israel [as] Prince and Saviour."

But most beautiful are the examples of the priests. These first, at Joshua's word, enter the still-overflowing waters; nor do they fear lest they be swept off by their eddies, or drowned; or lest, if perhaps the waters had not yielded to them, they should offer themselves as a laughing-stock to the rest of the people. Great [is] their faith, when — the river flooding beyond its banks — they doubt not that Joshua prudently bids them go before:—
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—and they hope surely [that it] will come to pass that the waters will withdraw, and grant a passage to the whole multitude. But when they saw those [waters] had withdrawn, [it] was [a matter] not only of great fortitude, to remain in the middle of the channel while the most menacing [waters] hung over their heads; but also of great patience, to stand unmoved so many hours on one and the same footing; and neither, from desire of the now-smiling, longed-for land, to run forward into it, nor to be scared from the station once begun by any masses of the gliding and tumbling waters. At last the whole people had crossed, and they [the priests], who had been first, bear [it] not at all ill to be left last in the deep. Who will grant that today's Clerics, Priests, and Bishops all imitate the virtue of these priests? The ark of the divine law is to be borne; the Gospel is to be promulgated; God's precepts and testimonies are to be explained. But so, that [it] be done not by words only, but much more by examples. If any dangers, difficulties, [or] labors are at hand, [it] is [the part] of true Prelates to occupy the first place in them, [and] to withdraw from them the last of all. And so [it] is to be understood of all [things] in which the honor of God, and the glory and exaltation of our Joshua, is at stake. There are [those] who sometimes carry the ark with the tongue, [but] set no hands of works [to it]; or set hands [to it] indeed, but so that they scarcely lift it from the ground, while their life has nothing high and lofty above the Laity's. But [it] is most just to put one's shoulders under so sacred and noble a weight, that it may be borne both higher and more steadily. For [there is] so much the more honor to God, the loftier the life of his ministers, and the more separated from all earthly contagion; [and] so much the more usefulness to themselves, the less they rest in the midst of this bearing, and set the ark down on the ground.

But as the ancients, for their eminent knowledge of things and their varied reading of various books, were called either "Museums" or "Libraries" — so among us, for the science of divine things and the assiduous poring-over of the sacred books, some [are called] "arks of the testament." These, that the ardor of sacred studies might [flourish], the priests who abound in wealth and dignity ought to attend with all beneficence, to honor, and, as it were, to sustain on their own shoulders. They carry [the ark] before the whole people, that, to all striving toward the land flowing with milk and honey, they may make an entrance — [that] they may be leaders, by doctrine, by example, and by the dispensation of the sacred mysteries. "By the priests," says Origen, "the people is led; and it makes its journey to the land of promise by the teaching of the priests — that is, [it] is the Sacerdotal and Levitical order which shows the way to the people of God that came out of Egypt. For they are the ones who teach the people to come out of Egypt — that is, out of the errors of the world — and to cross the vast Desert — that is, to run through the diverse kinds of temptations, and not to be harmed by the serpents of the demons, which are the bites of demons and the poisons of the evil suggestions of [this] life. But if perhaps someone has been struck in the Desert by a serpent, [it is theirs] to show him the bronze serpent hung on the cross (Num. 21; John 3) — which whoever shall look upon (that is, whoever shall have believed in him whose figure that serpent showed) shall by this escape the diabolical poisons. It is the Sacerdotal and Levitical order that stands by the ark of the testament of the Lord, in which the law of God is carried, without doubt; and they illuminate the people concerning the commands of God, as the Prophet says: 'Thy word, O Lord, is a lamp to my feet, and a light to my paths' (Ps. 118 [119] v. 105). This light is kindled through the priests and Levites." And a little after: "Israel makes its journey not by its own [power], but by the helps and—
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—the providence of the priests." And Isidore: "In that," he says, "the Sacerdotal and Levitical order shows the way to the people of God, the sacerdotal magisterium [teaching-office] is shown." "If anyone," says Procopius, "shall wish to cross the Jordan, let him not advance rashly, but let him await the preparation of the priests, who by the standing of the ark sanctify the waters, and by the very crossing furnish [that] security which they [others] knew not — as [they] did not perceive [it] who, going this same way, are ignorant of the laws of the Church [τὰ νόμιμα τῆς ἐκκλησίας, ta nomima tēs ekklēsias, "the Church's ordinances"], and ought first to learn them." And afterward: "The Scripture shows that, by the work of the priests, those who will [it] cross the Jordan, and just as [there was] then a mystagogy [initiation into the mysteries] at that time." But Theodoret says: "The priests who carried the ark of the covenant of the Lord represent John the Baptist. For he was a priest, and the son of a high priest. As, therefore — the priests holding the ark, [and] first entering the Jordan — all the people crossed with JESUS [as] leader and prophet: so plainly, when John began to baptize, and JESUS the Saviour sanctified the nature of the waters, the pious people entered the kingdom of heaven through the most holy baptism." "The elder people," says St. Augustine, "the Red Sea being crossed, is buried in the desert; but the younger crossed this river Jordan, to receive the kingdom. No one shall receive the blessedness of the heavenly kingdom, unless he first pass through the Sacraments of baptism." Very similar [things] too [says] Isidore. What Aeneas said to his father amid the flames of Troy (Aeneid 2), this let us say [that we bear] our heavenly father — not [as borne] in himself, but [as borne] in his word and his name by us, [and] especially in this most sorrowful age of the burning Church:


"Come, then, dear father, mount upon our neck;
I myself will bear [you] on my shoulders, nor will this labor weigh me down." [Aen. 2.707–708]




Question IV. How is this dividing of the Jordan to be compared with [that of] the Gyndes, the Euphrates, the Pamphylian [sea], and the Red Sea — and with other divisions of the same Jordan too?

The author of the Marvels of Scripture (bk. 2 ch. 1), Freculphus of Lisieux, and before all these Herodotus (bk. 1) relate how, through the dried-up Gyndes, Cyrus the King of the Persians led his forces. But best of all, and in the most elegant Latin, Seneca (bk. 3 On Anger ch. 21): "Cyrus was angered at a river. For when, about to besiege Babylon, he was hastening to a war whose chief moments lie in [seizing] opportunities, he tried to cross by a ford the Gyndes, a widely-spread river — which is scarcely safe [to cross] even when [the river] has felt the [heat of] summer, and is drawn down to its lowest. There one of those horses which were wont to draw the royal chariot, [being] white, [was] swept away, and vehemently moved [angered] the King. He swore, therefore, that he would reduce that river — [which was] carrying off the passage of the royal horses — to [such a state] that it could be crossed and trodden even by women. Hither he then transferred all his war-apparatus, and sat so long at the work, until, the channel being divided by 180 tunnels [cuts], he scattered [it] into 360 streams, and left [it] dry, the waters flowing off in different [directions]." But Julius Frontinus (bk. 3 ch. 7): "Alexander," he says, "at Babylon, which was divided in the middle by the river Euphrates, laid out both a ditch and a mound [dyke], so that the enemy should think the earth [was] carried out for the use of it [the works]; and thus, the river being suddenly turned aside, he entered the city through the old channel (which, being dried, gave entrance)." Semiramis, against the same Babylonians, the same Euphrates being turned aside, is said to have done the same. Of the same Alexander, near the end of the second [book] of the Antiquities, Josephus says [that], by his leading, the Pamphylian sea gave way to the Macedonians, and — [they] having no other way — opened a passage there, since—
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—God had decreed to use his work for destroying the empire of the Persians. And this last, indeed, Peter Crinitus believes [to be] false (bk. 17 On Honest Discipline ch. 13). And [so it] indeed is, if we should reckon Josephus to say [that] the waters of the sea, of their own accord, by some miracle, gave a way to Alexander's forces. For nothing of the sort happened. But I think he means only [that] God brought [it] about that [Alexander], by a great and vast daring, overcame by crossing the mid-waves poured back on the shore of that sea — in the manner which Curtius (bk. 5), and more clearly Strabo (bk. 14), narrated. And these are his [Strabo's] words: "There is a mountain by the name of Climax, lying upon the Pamphylian sea, and, on account of the narrow shore, leaving [only] a passage: which, when the sea is calm, is laid bare, and can be walked over by travelers; [but] when the sea overflows, [it] is much covered by the waves. But Alexander fell into a wintry storm; and since he believed the greatest part of the outcome [to lie] with fortune, before [the waters] should flow off whence they had set out — so it happened that the soldiers made their way through the water the whole day, plunged into it up to the navel." And therefore, either more aptly, or at least in no way more ineptly, could Josephus have mentioned Scipio — who, as Frontinus relates (the cited book, ch. 9), at Carthage, at the ebbing of the maritime tide, following "God" (as he said) [as his] "Leader," approached the walls of the city; and, the lagoon receding, because [it] was not expected, burst in.

But all these divertings or recessions of waters happened by many and great human works and efforts, over a long time too, and by digging; or else by the daily and usual impulse of natural causes, and by a diligent and accurate observation of them. But in dividing the Jordan, and holding [it] back for several hours, [there] was no effort, digging, or diversion of any [man], even the least; no usual tide and reciprocation of the waters; no watched-for and seized occasion of the same. But suddenly — beyond all the custom of all the years gone by, beyond the opinion of all, both Israelites and Canaanites — the whole river was cut and laid open by a divine power and an angelic hand. Suddenly and all at once its bottom dried up; the lower part flowed off; the upper stood [firm], like a mountain; nor, though wave pressed on wave flowing from the head [source], did it pour or scatter even one little droplet beyond the appointed limit. St. Gregory Thaumaturgus dried up a lake [pool] by his prayers, so that afterward [there] were ever woods, fields, and meadows there; and St. Gregory of Nyssa, in his Life, compares that miracle with this Joshuan one. And that indeed [was] great; but this [is] surely as much greater as [it is] more marvellous — [as it would be more marvellous] suddenly to stay a fire raging through the roofs and devouring all things, and — the flames heaped on high — [the fire, as if] terrified and stupefied, not to lick even a little the nearest house before it, but to be wholly extinguished and overwhelmed.

But the division of the Red Sea was itself also supernatural — yet between this and that [there] are differences. First: there [it] was a sea, here a river — that is, there the water [was] stupid [sluggish], inert, resting as in a kind of pool and lake, unless perhaps [it] were stirred by winds; but here [it was] living water, restless, ever flowing — so that the division could not happen without the waters which came from above being at the same time blocked, or prohibited from flowing further. Second: there [the crossing] was from Egypt into the wilderness, nearby; here from the wilderness into a most cultivated and most-longed-for land.
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—[a land] most desired. Third: there the Egyptian enemies pressed hard upon the Israelites from behind; here the Canaanites [threatened] from the front. Fourth: there the waters [were] drawn apart by the stroke of the rod; here disrupted by the contact of the priestly flesh, and the putting-in of [their] feet. Fifth: there on both sides stood, as it were, solid walls of the waters (Judith 5); here, on the left side, all the water vanished, but on the right [side], not only [a wall] most high, but, like a mountain, [it] stood [firm]. Sixth: there, before [it] was crossed, the divided and gaping sea lay open the whole night; here, at the [very] moment in which [it] had to be crossed, and in which the crossing was now begun by the priests, the river was divided and opened. Seventh: there the mud of the sea [was] dried by a nocturnal wind; here the river [was] at once both divided and dried. Eighth: there Moses crossed first of all, as St. Chrysostom says (hom. 23 on 1 Cor.); here [it was] partly the priests, [going] to the middle, namely, and partly Joshua himself, [going] to the other bank. Ninth: there no one stood still on the dried bottom, but all pressed on to the other shore; here the ark-bearing priests stood still — spectators and, as it were, encouragers of all who crossed. Tenth: there the Egyptians [were] swallowed up and drowned by the waves; here not one man perished, but safe and unharmed [were] all who entered the river. Eleventh: there [it was crossed] on the fifteenth day of the first month; here earlier — namely, on the Tenth day — [it] was crossed. Twelfth: there before the crossing [was] dread, and, on account of the nearness of the enemy, horror; here the utmost security, and — through the various zeals of holiness — a preparation neither slothful nor anxious. Thirteenth: there, after the crossing, a signal ode of the divine goodness [was] sung (Exod. 15); here, for the perpetual memory of so great a benefit granted by God, stones [were] erected and firmly set up. Fourteenth: finally, there Moses [was] Leader, here Joshua; there he [was] glorified, here this [one was] exalted.

But in which of the two the miracle was the greater, [it] is scarcely [possible] for me to say. In one, some [things] stand out; in the other, others excel. Greater indeed, in the [Red] Sea, was the mass of the waters divided; greater the paved way; greater the danger from enemies; and a more unheard-of kind of miracle. Greater from it [was] the slaughter to those [Egyptians] and the terror to others; greater the celebrity to the Israelites; and a more widespread fame among all, and glory to God himself, the author of so great a thing — as appeared above from ch. 2, and from Judith (the cited ch. 5). Yet here, in the Jordan, [was] the greater speed of the division; greater the courage of the priests penetrating into the waters; greater the efficacy of those touching these [waters]—
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—greater the majesty of the Lord's ark; and greater and more illustrious the power of God in holding back the waters that flowed constantly from the source itself, and [in] delaying [them] by, as it were, a single barrier. For great rivers, which otherwise flow placidly, are wont — when they are struck against and held back — to go mad, and to break off all their delays; no otherwise than that [river] of the poet:


"…the Araxes, indignant at the bridge." [Aen. 8.728]



For, as Seneca says (bk. 6 of the Natural Questions ch. 17): "as long as the channel is easy and free for it, it spreads out the first waters [smoothly]. [But] all that wave—
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—[all that] wave which comes up from behind, and grows upon itself, when [the river] could not sustain its own burden, prepares a force of ruin, and, headlong, flees along with those [waters] which lay [ahead]." But here [there was] no ruin of anything — no breaking-off and submersion of the [things] which delayed the waters, [namely] of the priests and the sacred ark. Nay indeed, the power of God shone forth greatest even in this: that when all had crossed, and — the way being now given to the waters — they might have rushed, [God] nevertheless brought [it] about so placidly and moderately, that they neither overwhelmed the neighbouring cities and villas, nor subsided to the harm of anyone. Our Villalpandus (in the preface to the Reader) relates, from Epiphanius, [that] Ezekiel was the author of leading the Israelites across the river Chebar [Cobaris] by a dry footpath. The Rabbis of the Jews, in St. Jerome (on Zech. 10): "The Lord will strike," they say, "sweeping before his people, the sea-waves; and all the deeps of the rivers shall be confounded — as [it] was once done when the Jordan was dried, and the people crossed the Red Sea in the desert." But St. Jerome subjoins [that] these [are] like fables.

But now let the Jordan be compared with itself. For [it] will one day be divided and dried up (Apoc. 16 v. 12). And even after this Joshuan division, [it] happened [that] it was divided again twice by a great miracle, and gave a dry way to those crossing (2 Kings [Reg.] ch. 2): once, indeed, with Elijah himself [as] the author (v. 8), and once with Elisha the prophet (v. 14). St. Augustine (bk. 21 of the City [of God] ch. 8) [says]: "We read in the sacred letters," he says, "[that] the river stood above and flowed below, when the people of God, with Joshua son of Nun [as] author, took the way; and when Elijah the Prophet crossed, and afterward his disciple Elisha." Here, indeed, an immense multitude of men crossed; there, once only two — Elijah and Elisha; [and] once the same Elisha alone. Here, by the impress of the priestly feet, the waters fled apart; there either by the striking of Elijah's mantle alone, or with the added prayer of Elisha too. Here the waters stood on one side only; there on both, as St. Jerome notes in the epitaph of the mother Paula. Here Joshua the Leader [was] affected [honored] by God with signal glory; there, when they had crossed, Elijah [was] taken up into heaven in a fiery chariot (v. 11), and Elisha [was] reverently adored by the prophets (v. 15) — so that it may appear [that], to all who, with God [as] helper, shall have piously crossed the Jordan of this flowing world, a great glory and honor is prepared by him. "Glory," says the Apostle (Rom. 2 v. 10), "and honor, and peace to everyone that works good."

Lead, O Lord JESUS — lead me through that Jordan. Let the most sacred ark of thy word — nay, [the ark] of thy virginal womb — go before me. Let so many and so great priests of thine, my Fathers and Doctors, go before me. Let them watch me as I walk; let them examine, correct, [and] exhort [me]. And I hope [it] will come to pass that I escape from the most dangerous channel of the temptations of this world, and obtain the promised throne of heavenly felicity — encompassed with that glory which thou hast prepared for those following and diligently [seeking] thee. Grant [it], O Lord JESUS, my Leader and Saviour. Amen.


Altera Libri Pars, De Iis, Qvæ Post Iordanis Transitvm Accidervnt (opening)

[BOOK THREE. THE SECOND PART OF THE BOOK, ON THOSE THINGS WHICH HAPPENED AFTER THE CROSSING OF THE JORDAN.]

The [things] which, after the Israelites had crossed the Jordan, were done, this book hereafter hands down — beginning from verse 19 of the begun fourth chapter, as I have already noted above. For [there] were three remaining [matters] there which give the beginning to this second part of the book: namely, the laying-out [measuring] of the camp, the setting-up of the stones taken from the Jordan, and the cause of this. But the [things] which were done after these [are] either before the wars, at Gilgal (ch. 5); or the wars themselves, from ch. 6; or after the wars, from ch. 13. Our Possevino, moreover, notes in the Apparatus (Tome 1) that [one] Antonius wrote a "Triumph on the Entry into the Land of Promise." But as yet I have had no opportunity of seeing that work.
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Question I. Why were there no enemies on the Canaan bank of the Jordan? (Cur in Chananaea Iordanis ripa hostes nulli fuerint?)

Most true [is] that which Vegetius says (bk. 3 ch. 7): "Adversaries pressing close [upon an enemy] are wont to make ambushes, or to come suddenly upon [them], at the crossings of rivers." Caesar, Livy, Ammianus, [and] other historians [are] full of examples [of it]. [It is] indeed a most usual [thing] for this to be done by enemies. They meet [the crossers] at the rivers armed; they extend their banks with as much soldiery as they can; and, as the Poet expressed this custom:


"They will know wars, and forbid [us] to set foot upon the first land [the shore]."



What cause, then, shall we assign, that the bank of the Jordan was so peaceful — [that] no Amorites and Canaanites guarded it, [and that] none offered any trouble at all to the Israelites as they crossed? Two [things], namely — and those quite dissimilar — kept those [enemies] from the defense [of the bank]: excessive security, and huge fear. For because they saw [that] the Israelites had now for so many days stuck fast in the plains of Moab, they somewhat applauded themselves in [their] utmost dread, and persuaded themselves at times [that] those [Israelites] were unwilling to advance further — nay, [were] unable [to], because the Jordan would hinder them, [and] this especially at the harvest season, at which it is wont to overflow. And then, moreover — just as Rahab related (ch. 2 v. 9) — all the inhabitants of the land had fainted, nor, at the Israelites' entry, had [there] remained in them [any] spirit, no prudence, no counsel; and more and more [there] came to pass that which the Lord had said (Deut. 2 v. 25): "This day I will begin to send the terror and the dread of you—
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—[the dread of you] upon the peoples that dwell under the whole heaven; that, hearing your name, they may be afraid, and tremble after the manner of women in labor, and be seized with pain." The Lord willed, besides, [that] provision be made for the Israelites themselves. For just as, at the beginning of this pilgrimage and setting-out, the Lord takes care (Exod. 13 v. 17) lest the armed Philistines should throw themselves in the way of those setting out, so also now, at the end of it and at [their] first entry into the sought-for land, [he takes care] lest the Canaanites should hold the bank hostile [to them] with their arms. And the Lord did all this because it was for the good of the Jews themselves. For thus [they] more clearly perceived God's providence toward them, and the truth of all those [things] which the Lord had foretold concerning the future terror of the nations, and which — as present in these very days — Rahab had signified and the spies had reported. For with a more tranquil and more intent mind they could [now] contemplate the present miracle of the divided and held-back Jordan, and turn over in [their] heart, and ponder, the wondrous power of the ark itself, [and] the unheard-of advance and standing-still of the priests.


Question II. Whether, after the crossing of the Jordan, they halted on its bank, and greeted the land? (An post Iordanis transitum, in eius ripa institerint, terramque salutarint Israelitae?)

It could have happened that those who had crossed the river first should go straight on beyond [it] — without any lingering or delay on the bank — namely, to that place which had been appointed for the camp that night. Nevertheless—
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Nevertheless [it was] otherwise — as Abulensis rightly says (quaest. 25). For on the bank itself the first [crossers] waited for the last, and then, a signal being afterward given, all advanced together. This is gathered from [the fact] that [what] the Lord had commanded (ch. 3 v. 4) — that the ark should go before, [and] the Israelites follow, and indeed at an interval of two thousand cubits — had now to be observed. But the ark went out from the channel only after the very last of all the crossers, so that all had to wait for and await it [as] the guide of the journey, the defender of the people, [and] the terrifier of the enemy. Now [there] is an old custom, that those who have sought out some city, or region, or place with great journeys or perils and difficulties, or [who] have returned to it after a long interval — when at last, at some time, they touch it — are wholly carried away with joy and gladness, and even greet the land itself. The sons of Aeneas were making for Latium; and, driven by many wanderings of land and sea, they had begun one morning, with a dim gaze as it were, to descry Italy; and then indeed (Aeneid 3):


"'Italy!' Achates first cries out;
'Italy!' the companions greet with joyful shout."



But when they had entered the river Tiber with the fleet, and had disembarked (Aeneid 7), Aeneas himself:


"Straightway: 'Hail, O land owed to me by the fates;
and you,' he says, 'O faithful household-gods of Troy, hail.
Here [is] home, this [is our] fatherland.'"



And Ovid, in the first [book] of the Fasti:


"'And hail,' he said, 'ye gods of the sought-for places,
and thou, O earth, about to give new gods to heaven;
and [ye] rivers and springs which the hospitable land uses,
and Nymphs of the groves, and choirs of Naiads.'"



Elsewhere [Ovid, of Cadmus]:


"Cadmus gives thanks, and fixes kisses on the foreign land,
and greets the unknown mountains and fields."



Plautus, in the Bacchides, a slave:


"Hail, my master's fatherland, which — two years
after I went off to Ephesus — I gladly behold."



And in the Stichus:


"Hail, Athens, thou nurse of Greece."



Catullus:


"Hail, O lovely Sirmio."



Seneca, in the Agamemnon:


"At last I return, safe, to [my] fathers' hearths.
O dear land, hail."



Claudian, On the Rape of Proserpina:


"——Hail, most welcome land."



From Stobaeus [he] adduces (bk. 5 ch. 20); [and] P. Victorius [gives] these [lines] of Menander:


χαῖρ᾽ ὦ φίλη γῆ, διὰ χρόνου πολλοῦ σ᾽ ἰδὼν / ἀσπάζομαι [chair' ō philē gē, dia chronou pollou s' idōn / aspazomai, "Hail, O dear land; seeing thee after a long time, I greet [thee]."]



Of Alexander the Great, Curtius (bk. 3): "He himself ascended to the ridge of the lofty mountain, and, with many torches shining round about after his country's custom, made a sacrifice to the gods, guardians of the place." And the beginning of bk. 2 of the Cyropaedia in Xenophon can be consulted; and our Pontanus's Summaria (Tome 3, dial., part 1). For a fatherland most of all, and one seen after an interval, was greeted. Did not, then, the Israelites also greet Canaan — promised so many ages before, longed-for with so many and so ardent vows, sought now through so many years, with such wanderings, troubles, and windings, but now at last found and entered? Truly, indeed, someone may say [that] this belongs to ignorance, and to the error of the Gentiles. For to what end should a "greeting" [of well-being] be addressed to an inanimate thing, understanding nothing, and utterly stu-
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—pid? Yet if we should consider that [greeting] to be rather the affection of a certain natural [feeling], which can be free from all fault; and if we ourselves for a moment give heed to the mind and person of these [who greet], nothing will seem unlikely [in the notion] that a new abode is greeted — if not with a shout, yet with each one's subdued voice and feeling. For why should that be reckoned an evil? The land is indeed mute, and devoid of sense and reason; yet such an addressing of it displays a man's inmost feelings, affections, and prayers. Nor in the Scriptures are examples lacking of those who have wisely addressed the same [earth], and the heavens, and many other [things] of that kind: Isaiah 1 v. 1[–2]; 2 Kings 13 v. 2; Daniel 3; Psalm 147 [148]; and elsewhere. Then, "to greet" [salutare] is to wish someone health [salus], or felicity, and an abundance of some good things — whether he does not yet have it, or has [it]. For if he does not have [it], who would doubt [that it] can be wished-for? If he has [it], who would deny [that it] can be approved, and — by our vote and wish, as it were — desired to be perpetual for him; or at least, since it is of that kind, be proclaimed and celebrated by our speech? [It is] certain [that] we can pray good-fortune for some land, city, or house — especially since [that good fortune] wholly redounds upon [its] men. Does not our Lord and Master most clearly [say] (Matt. 10 v. 12): "Entering into the house, greet it, saying, Peace [be] to this house"? For although these last [words] are not there in today's Greek and Syriac [texts], [that] they ought to be [there] is plain from v. 13, and from those expounding that place — St. Hilary, the divine Jerome, St. Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others; but especially from St. Luke, in whom too, in the Greek and Syriac, those words are [present] (ch. 10 v. 5). St. Jerome's teacher — as [he] is called by him in bk. 1 Against Jovinian — Nazianzen, in [his] oration to the 150 Fathers, says "Farewell" [Vale] to his own Pontifical see, and to [its] walls, when he departed from Constantinople. And St. Jerome himself, concerning St. Paula, in her Epitaph: "With joy and tears mingled," he says, "she spoke: 'Hail, Bethlehem, house of bread, in which was born that Bread which came down from heaven; hail, Ephratha, most fruitful region, and καρποφόρος [karpophoros, "fruit-bearing"], whose fertility is God.'" And in this manner, in the Church, the holy Chrism too is greeted — Calvin (bk. 4 Institutes ch. 19 §. 21) mocking [it] in vain; and perhaps the Cross itself, when [it] is said, "O Cross, hail, [our] only hope" — although what is the truer [sense] seems nearer [to be] that the Lord himself is then greeted, who for our cause was fastened to the cross — so that the compiler of the Montbéliard [Montispelgardensis] colloquy wrote impiously [in saying] that that little prayer is idolatrous. Was St. Andrew an idolater — who, as his own disciples say in their epistle to the universal Church, when he had come to the place where the cross was prepared, seeing it from afar, cried out with a loud voice, saying: "Hail, O Cross, [thou] who wast dedicated in the body of CHRIST, and adorned with the pearls of his members"? Luther, moreover, greeted not only Rome — as [it stands] in his Table-Talk ch. 77 — but also his own Eisleben [and] Wittenberg. And in the Enselian Animadversions (p. 66), Scaliger: "Hail, venerable Olympiad, guardian of the times, vindicator of the truth of history." But if anything, in salutations of that sort — of things lacking sense and reason — has been mixed in from paganism, that indeed [is] to be wholly wiped away and omitted, as [I shall show] in the following ques-
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—will be said in the [following] question.


Question III. Whether they greeted God himself? (An Deum ipsum salutarint?)

This too was of the ancient custom: that they should greet not only the land, but also the Deities [Numina] of some place, and all the gods, and sacrifice to them. Now [it] is — as Donatus explained upon the Phormio — [that] "to greet the gods [is] to adore them with prayers." Whence also (Aeneid 7), when Aeneas had first come into Italy:


"He binds his temples with a leafy bough,
and prays to the Genius of the place, and Earth, first of the gods,
and the Nymphs, and the rivers still unknown;
then he invokes the Night, and the rising stars of night,
and Idaean Jove, and the Phrygian Mother in order,
and both his parents, in heaven and in Erebus."



And the same rite is plain from Ovid, cited before, and from others which Brissonius heaps up in bk. 1 of the Formulae. Nay indeed, these blind Gentiles seem to have greeted even the earth itself for this reason — that they thought [it] a Goddess, as Virgil himself has already clearly proclaimed; and that [certain] someone (I know not who) in the cited Menander says [that] he greets his own little countryside for this cause: that he accounted as God whatever supplied him nourishment:


Τὸ γὰρ τρέφον με, τοῦτ᾽ ἐγὼ κρίνω θεόν. [To gar trephon me, tout' egō krinō theon, "For that which nourishes me, this I judge [to be] God."]



But far be it [that] any of the pious greeted the earth, rivers, stars, and the like in that manner; far be it [that] the Israelites venerated any Genii or Lares of a place. For although [there] were perhaps, in so great a multitude, still some to whom something of the Egyptian mud and darkness clung — as will be said elsewhere — yet, when one is to speak of them universally, no account is to be made of a few such and obscure [persons]. Yet [that], according to this custom — whether nature herself leading, or by the admonition and institution of [their] elders and of Joshua himself — they then greeted God the Best and Greatest, or adored [him], and to some degree celebrated [him] with thanksgiving, I do affirm. For who [is] so ignorant of all things and forgetful of the heavenly [ones], so stupid and blockish, that — when, after so many years at last, [he] had found and obtained the thing which he had most ardently desired [and] most studiously sought with the greatest labors and troubles — [he would] not, exulting with joy, cry out with that Geometer "εὕρηκα, εὕρηκα" [heurēka, heurēka, "I have found [it], I have found [it]!"], and give thanks to God — especially indeed if so illustrious and so recent a proof of the divine goodness toward him—
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—and a miracle of the same [divine] power, were present, which would call the mind away from all forgetfulness; nay, would invite and rouse [it] up by its very marvellousness and most-welcome novelty? For my part, I would not at all doubt [that] Joshua himself — either falling upon [his] knees, or standing — lifted [his] eyes and hands to heaven, [and] turned himself, full of reverence, toward the ark of the covenant, the witness and seat of the divine presence, and gave thanks to the most holy Deity with [his] whole soul, with most religious gesture, and with most chaste words.

Yet [that] a Canticle, such as [was] made at the crossing of the Red Sea, was here sung by him, I denied above — and, as I think, not wrongly. For if [there] had been here any ode, why [was it], as there, either not committed to memory, or at least indicated by some word? There, moreover,—
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—[there, moreover,] she gave the beginning to the hymn, inspired [afflata] by the Holy Spirit [as] a Prophetess — and, as certain of the fathers relate, the Virgin Miriam, sister of Moses; [but] here she had by now already met [her] death; nor, endowed with the same divine gifts, or stirred certainly by the same impulse, was she now present. And the matter and theme of the whole hymn [there] was not so much the division of the sea (although that too is celebrated) as the submersion of Pharaoh, and of his so many horsemen and chariots. But here no enemies [were] overwhelmed in the Jordan-waters; none [were] affected with even the least loss. Nor were the Israelites here going to have a fixed halt; but, a little after, [being] about to go on further, and girded and ready only for the journey, they waited [only] for a little while. And therefore the Talmudists say [that] the "new song" [canticum novum] is [what] Psalm 95 [96] is called — which [was] sung at the deliverance from the Babylonian captivity, and set over against the old [song], which was [sung] at the Egyptian deliverance. But although the name of "Genii" is taken — profanely enough, and in a novel way — for "Angels" by certain Innovators [Novatores] (whom that otherwise great Innovator, Beza, also reproves at the end of his Annotations on First Timothy) — [yet] such "genii" of this land could be greeted by the Israelites: not as gods, by adoring [them] (God forbid! [Nefas]), but as ministers of the true God, whom he had appointed for the guardianship and safety of this land — by a certain worship, which the Theologians call dulia [the veneration due to God's servants, distinct from latria, the worship due to God alone], that is, by venerating and invoking [them]. But whether they [actually] did this, I am not [able] to affirm — although both by the apparition of that Angel, of which [in] ch. 5, and by ancient custom, I am drawn so to think. For nearly all the superstitions of the Gentiles flowed from the most holy religions of the ancient worshippers of God and of the Fathers, but [were] disturbed and defiled by the various accession of the Satanic slime, as Junilius Firmicanus long ago showed.


Question IV. How did they depart from the very bank of the crossing now made, and where did the Israelites pitch camp? (Quomodo ex ipsa facti iam transitus ripa discesserunt, et ubi castra metati Israelitae?)

On the same [day] — as has been said, from v. 19, on the tenth day of the first month — [they departed] from that bank where for a little while some had waited for others; they had set out toward Jericho, in this order (as was said in ch. 1, quaestion 2 of the second preparation, and ch. 3, part 1, quaest. 7): In the very first place went the ark of the Lord. In the second [place], the priests who accompanied it most nearly — the remaining [priests] and the Levites — as Josephus advises (bk. 5). In the third [place], the Reubenites, Gadites, and half-Manassites (here, v. 12). In the fourth place, the other tribes advanced in the usual order, as Abulensis explains. But the Rabbis trifle [in saying] that from here [the people] set out straight to Gerizim and Ebal, and thence returned to Gilgal. But see Lyra at the end of ch. 4; Abulensis quaest. 22 and following; Masius at the beginning of ch. 8, fol. 151.

At last, that evening, they pitched camp in a place which was between Jericho and the Jordan — that is, on the eastern side of Jericho (v. 19). But because [it] was shown (ch. 2, part 1, quaestion 4) [that] Jericho is distant from the river Jordan by 60 stadia, the place of the camp was at the fiftieth stadium—
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—[at the] fiftieth [stadium] from the river and the tenth from the city, as Josephus there says. So that, after the crossing of the Jordan, the Israelites still completed 50 stadia — that is, a German mile and nearly a third part of one [more]. Now this place has names, either common or proper. Of these [common ones], here (v. 13; ch. 5 v. 10) [is] the Hebrew harboth [עַרְבוֹת, arboth], that is, "the plains and level-fields of Jericho" — that is, level and even plains, so that [it] may be signified [in contrast] to the mountains which were around Jericho, as [was] said in that same question (ch. 2): [namely,] that [there] was nothing of camps [there], but only on the very level of the plains. But here (v. 13) the Seventy indicated only where that place was, not what kind [it] was, when they translated πρὸς τὴν Ἱεριχὼ πόλιν [pros tēn Hierichō polin, "toward the city Jericho"]. Yet in the following chapter (v. 10) they showed also its very quality, by translating [it] πεδίον [pedion, "plain"]. But in the former place they imitated the Hebrew text itself (in the same ch. 5 v. 13), where [it] says [that] Joshua himself was "in Jericho," for "in the plain"; or, as our Latin [Vulgate] expressed the thing itself, "in the field of the city Jericho." For within the city itself Joshua was not yet [present] then. The same place is also called (ch. 4 v. 3) malon [מָלוֹן, malon], that is, "a lodging-place," or rather "a halt"—
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—in which the Israelites might lodge; for which the Seventy said σταθμόν [stathmon, "halting-station"]; and (ch. 5 v. 8) simply "the camp," τὴν παρεμβολήν [tēn parembolēn, "the encampment"]. The proper name — which is set down here (v. 19) — was Galgala [Gilgal]. But of it [more] fitly [at] ch. 5 v. 9. Now Joshua chose this place for the camp not by chance — [as if] because on that day [it] was not permitted to advance further, as Abulensis thinks (quaest. 21) — but either by divine admonition, or by military art and prudence. For, first, to press on beyond the city of Jericho was not expedient. For then [there] would have been enemies both behind, and in front, and on all sides. But "those who break through the borders of others," says the expositor of Vegetius (bk. 3 ch. 8), "who set out with an army on an expedition — if they are prudent — always take this care, not to leave an enemy behind them." And to this pertains that [saying] of Varro (bk. 3 On the Life of the Roman People): "Caesar made a turning-back, lest he leave behind his back, in Spain, the armies which were [there], to which Pompey might betake himself, and [so Caesar] be pressed by a war on two fronts." And therefore, too, Vegetius (in the cited place): "The enemy hardly dares to approach those places in which he knows [there] are adversaries lingering both in front and behind." And therefore [it] is related [that this] is greatly guarded against by the Turks. Then, to place the camp very near the city itself is [a matter] neither of custom nor of [sound] counsel. For beyond a spear's throw,—
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—and further from battles, those [camps] ought to be, since in them [there] are not only the men who fight, but also the beasts of burden, the baggage, the carriers, and — then indeed — also women, boys, and the other impediments of a long march. Thirdly, these plains were, as was shown [in] ch. 2, fertile, healthful, near to woods and waters, so that foraging, wood-gathering, and water-gathering, and the pasturing of the cattle, could be most easy. Finally, according to the character of the region, [there] were here all the [things] which the masters of the art of war require for a camp-dwelling — for instance, that very Vegetius already named by me, in the cited place. But all these [things] had to be considered so much the more diligently, because the force and multitude of the enemy was great, and because the camp was going to be — not for the passage of a single night, but for several summers and winters — a fixed [standing] camp [statiua], as will appear below. But since camps are wont to be either square, or round, or triangular, or oblong — which of these its shape was, I have not found. But of old the standards [signa] were first placed in their [proper] places, within the camp, because — says the same Vegetius — "nothing is more venerable to the soldiers than their [the standards'] majesty." Here, therefore, first of all, [the] place was appointed for the ark, because to all the Israelites nothing was more venerable. But that castrametari ["to pitch camp"] is one word or two — [this is a thing which] Abulensis teaches, in this place, [only to] those [who are] quite ignorant of Grammar.


Question V. What things bearing on the practical use of the spiritual life can be gathered from these? (Quae ad practicum spiritualis vitae usum ex his colligi possint?)

Out of many [things] I will note a few briefly. And first, from the first question, we see [that] which the Apostle teaches (1 Cor. 10): [that] "God makes, together with the temptation, an outcome [a way out]" (1 Cor. 10:13). [It] happens not rarely, that where the greatest forces of the flesh, the world, and the devil — [and] the most dangerous battle-lines of all kinds of temptations — were thought [to be] drawn up and armed against us, there, by divine providence, [there] is nothing of enemies: no, or small and few, temptations exist [there]; and thus, beyond [our] expectation, by an easy task and by divine help, we obtain and penetrate the [things] which seemed quite arduous and inaccessible. For instance, in the hour of death, how many does the Lord preserve from the heavier and more troublesome assaults of the demons? In the Religious life, from how many does he take away every appearance, as it were, of enemies, and all sense of all difficulties, so that — glad and tranquil always, even from youth — they bear the yoke of the Lord? From how many — striving toward barbarous nations to announce CHRIST to them, [or] approaching heretics and sinners to persuade them to repentance — does he remove, take away, and scatter all impediments and perils? So also in other [cases] — so that we ought deservedly to be most-persuaded of that [word] (Matt. 10 v. 19): "When they shall deliver you up, take no thought how or what you shall speak. For [it] shall be given you in that hour what you shall speak. For [it] is not you that speak, but the Spirit of your Father, who speaks in you." The book of the Soliloquies, which [is] in the volume of St. Augustine (ch. 15): "I know," he says, "O Lord, and confess — thou teaching [me] — that those only who know themselves [to be] poor, and confess to thee their poverty, shall be enriched by thee; because those who reckon themselves rich, when they are poor, shall be found excluded from thy riches. I therefore confess to thee, O Lord my God, my poverty; and let all the glory be thine, because thine is every good [thing] done through me. O Lord, I confess — as thou hast taught me — [that] I am nothing else than utter vanity, and the shadow of death, and a certain dark abyss, and an empty and void earth, which without thy blessing does not sprout, nor bears fruit, except confusion, sin, and death. If ever I had anything of good, I received [it] from thee; whatever of good I have, is thine, or I have [it] from thee. If ever I stood, through thee I stood; if ever I fell, through myself I fell; and I would always have lain in the mud, hadst thou not raised me up; I would always have been blind, hadst thou not enlightened me. When I fell, I would never have risen, hadst thou not stretched out thy hand to me. After thou hadst even raised me up, I would always have fallen [again], hadst thou not sustained me; I would more often have perished, hadst thou not governed me. So always, O Lord — so always [may] thy grace and thy mercy—
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—[so always may thy grace and mercy] come before me, freeing me from all evils, saving [me] from the past, rousing [me] from the present, and fortifying [me] against the future; cutting off even before me the snares of sins, taking away [their] occasions and causes: because, unless thou hadst done this too for me, I would have committed all the sins of the world. For I know, O Lord, that [there] is no sin which [some] man has [n]ever done, [and] which another man could not do, if the Creator, by whom man was made, be lacking. But what I did not do, thou didst [it]; that I should abstain, thou didst command; and that I should believe thee, thou didst pour in grace. For thou, O Lord, wast ruling me for thyself, keeping me for thyself; and to me — that I might not commit adultery, and every other sin — thou gavest grace and light. The tempter was absent, and that he might be absent, thou didst [it]; place and time were lacking, and that these should be lacking, thou didst [it]. The tempter was present, place was not lacking, time was not lacking; but that I should not consent, thou didst hold me. The tempter came, dark as he is, and that I should despise him, thou didst strengthen me. The tempter came, armed and strong; and that he should not conquer me, thou didst curb him, and didst strengthen me. The tempter came, transfigured into an angel of light; and that he should not deceive me, thou didst rebuke him; and that I should recognize him, thou didst enlighten me."

2. From the second question: when [one] has come to the heavenly fatherland, how great and how delightful [are] the greetings of that most blessed soil? What embraces, what kisses? For what is to be thought [of] there, if — while still on the bank of this life — with so great affection these [things] are said by the cited author of the Soliloquies (ch. 35)? "O our fatherland, secure fatherland, from afar we see thee. From this sea we greet thee; from this valley we sigh toward thee, and strive with tears [to find] whether in any way we may come to thee. O hope of the human race, Christ, God from God, our refuge and strength — whose light, from afar, amid the dark mists, above the storms of the sea, like the star of the sea, [its] ray shines upon our eyes, that we may be steered toward thee [as our] harbor. Steer thou, O Lord, our ship with thy right hand, by the tiller of thy cross, lest we perish in the waves, lest the storm of the water sink us, lest the deep swallow us up; but by the power of thy cross draw us from this open sea to thee, our only comfort — [thee] whom, from afar, as [it were] the morning star and the sun of justice, with scarcely-restrained weeping eyes we see awaiting us on the shore of the heavenly fatherland. Behold, to thee we cry, thy redeemed — but now also thy exiles, whom thou hast redeemed with [thy] precious blood. Hear us, O God our Saviour, hope of all the ends of the earth, and in the sea afar. In a turbulent sea we are tossed; thou, standing on the shore, beholdest our perils: make us safe for thy name's sake. Grant us, O Lord, between Scylla and Charybdis so to hold the middle, that — both perils being avoided — with ship safe and with [our] wares secure, we may arrive at the harbor." So also, after — through baptism, or the tears of penance — we have come to the Church, to a religious state of life, to the soul's solid and longed-for tranquillity, [it] is permitted to be filled at times with a holy joy, and to rouse ourselves with various exclamations to various [things].

But 3. From the third question: that [is] most greatly and necessarily to be done — that to God himself, whose grace and kindness has brought us across, we say a greeting and constant thanks, as [did] those who said (Apoc. 5 v. 13): "To him that sits upon the throne, and to the Lamb, [be] blessing, and honor, and glory, and dominion, forever and ever, Amen."

4. From the fourth. After the river of baptism and penance, [one] must not stand idly on the bank, but must go on—
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—further, and advance in the way of the commandments of God — by reaching ourselves out toward the [things] before, and forgetting the [things] behind [Phil. 3:13].

5. But in this journey our leader, whom we are to follow, must be the ark of the Lord — his law and will — [and] also his priests and ministers; and those who, against the ambushes and assaults of the demons, in the first times of the Church were most fully armed — the holy Fathers, Martyrs, Confessors; and, in the first place, the most Blessed Virgin herself, who is wont to be called "the ark of the covenant" — by Blessed Justinian of Venice [Lorenzo Giustiniani], in [his] sermon on the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin, and by others.

6. And, that we may be safer from enemies, we must dwell in the camp of the Catholic Church — which is indeed on the plain of Christian humility, not on the high and lofty mountains of pride and vainglory; and over against Jericho itself — a voluptuous and "lunatic" city, as was said [in] ch. 2 — toward the eastern quarter, that [it] may the more quickly receive the rays of the heavenly Sun; having the Jordan nearest, so that whatever of filth should befall a man may always and quickly be washed off. But of that camp again elsewhere afterward.

7. Does not the march of the Israelites seem a notable procession? Just as there the ark went before, and the whole clergy of that time, so in our Processions today the Cross is carried before, [and] the sacred pyx [theca] of the Eucharist, and the reliquaries [arks] of the holy relics. See my On Processions (bk. 1 ch. 3 and following).

8. In military camps too [it] must be seen to, that for Christian sacred [things] the first and most honorable place be [given].

9. Lastly, [it] must be guarded [against], lest anyone advance rashly into enemy territory, [and] lest, imprudent and bold, he throw himself into the midst of the occasions of sinning. For if anyone — the former vices not [yet] conquered — should seek those dignities or functions in which [there] are various enticements of various sins, does he not — against all military prudence, and against and beyond the example of our Joshua — seem to leave the adversaries behind [his] back, and to summon others in front? This rashness gives [causes] great slaughters daily in the Church. "I have not yet stormed the Jericho of pride, and yet I wish to be advanced thither where [there is] the highest and daily occasion of being proud. I have not yet burned away the citadel of lust with the sacred flame of the Holy Spirit, and yet I wish to deal with women and others who can build up a danger to chastity. The bulwark of anger stands before me firm and whole; yet where [there] is perpetual matter of quarrels, angers, and hatreds, I desire to dwell." Is not this — to rush out, beyond Jericho, into the midst of the Canaanites, rashly and ignorantly?


Question VI. When, where, and how were the stones which had been taken up from the Jordan set in place? (Quando, ubi, et quomodo, qui elati e Iordane fuerant lapides, collocati sint?)

On the same day on which the river was crossed, and on which the camp was placed in the plain of Jericho, these stones too were set in place. For the text indicates this not obscurely (v. 20), when [it links], to the very laying-out of the camp, the setting-up of the stones—
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—[the text] straightway subjoins [it], and diligently notes, in the following chapter, those [things] which were not done on the same day, but only on the following days — such as the circumcision, the Passover, the ceasing of the manna, and the like. Nay, even the Rabbis themselves — although, by various windings, they carry these stones first to the mountains Ebal and Gerizim — nevertheless carry them back to this same place of the camp, and set [them] up in it. And to what end would Joshua, so tireless and diligent in all other things, in this one [alone] grow sluggish and weave delays? If in the very midst of the Jordan twelve other stones could be set up so suddenly, why not these too, [set up] in the remaining hours of the day and evening? Nor will he be deceived in [his] judgment who reckons [that] — to signify this — that night is so pointedly set down in these words (v. 3): "Which [stones] you shall place in the place of the camp, where you shall have fixed [your] tents this night." The Rabbis, moreover, say [that] they were first placed on the said mountains, then straightway torn up, and — on the same day, as I was just now relating — placed in the camp, as the Seder Olam relates (ch. 11). But that [opinion] has already been exploded above; this [one], however, is true. For on the same [day] (v. 3) the Lord had thus commanded: "You shall place them in the place of the Camp." And [here] (v. 20): "the stones Joshua placed in Gilgal."

But in which part of the camp? "I find twelve" — says Tertullian (bk. 4 Against Marcion ch. 13) — "stones chosen by Jesus [Joshua] out of the Jordan, and stored up in the ark of the testament." But so many and so great stones, which strong and robust men had to carry not with [their] hands but on [their] shoulders — how would the not-large ark, and [that] now [filled] with more things (namely, with the urn of manna [Deut.], and perhaps [that] which is disputed on Exodus and Heb. 9) — have held [them], [being already] filled up with other [things]? Why should stones — to which [there is] no danger from heat, nor from cold, nor from any other weather and injury of the air — be stored up in an ark? And indeed the word "PLACED" [posuit], v. 20, in the Hebrew and Greek, imports a position far other than [such] that those [stones] should lie in a chest, as will be said a little after. Yet, lest anyone suspect a corruption in Tertullian, that most learned expounder of him, Pamelius (num. 161), confirms that reading from the following words, where he also asserts this opinion [to be] peculiar to him [Tertullian]; which, however, in our age, Lorichius Hadamarius embraces upon that chapter. But Rabbi Levi son of Gershon — who, for brevity's sake, is called by the Jews Ralbag — in [his] Commentary on this place, will have [it] that [they] were deposited "beside the ark." But whether within the sanctuary itself, or without, he does not indeed expressly state; but insinuates [that they] were outside.
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And this also seems [right] to me. For since [they] were placed in an illustrious spot — both for renewing the memory of so great a miracle, and for stirring up some feeling of piety toward God (as will be more explained in the following question) — what other place [was] more fitting than beside the tabernacle and under the open sky? [So] that they might strike the eyes of all coming to prayers, or to the ark, as [it were] at first glance, might drench their souls with a sacred religious [awe], [and] rouse [them] to the praises of the divine goodness? But in the same Ralbag [there] is a certain other thing which I cannot but disapprove. For he says [that] those [stones] were perpetually kept beside the ark, so that, when — by the custom of which I spoke [at] Tobit 1 — the Israelites came to it thrice a year, they might see them, and religiously call to mind the past miracle. But, first — since [the ark], if transferred elsewhere—
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—to the ark's [station], whether Shiloh or Jerusalem, these rocks too would have had to be transferred at the same time. But from what [source] is [it] gathered, by even the least indication, that [they] were ever transferred? What trace of them [is there] ever, either in the Shilonite or in the Jerusalemite station of the ark? Was not the memory of this long-lasting work more fittingly preserved, if — not far from the Jordan, in the very first [camp] which the Israelites pitched in that land — [the stones] remained in the camp? Are not other stones too — which for other causes were set up elsewhere — always left in their [own] places? Nay, [it] is handed down [that] they stuck fast in that very place of the camp [even] many ages afterward — because Jerome, concerning St. Paula, writes thus in her epitaph: "She gazed upon the camp of Gilgal, and the heap of foreskins, and the mystery of the second circumcision, and the twelve stones which, brought thither from the channel of the Jordan, had made firm the twelve foundations of the [twelve] Apostles." But whether that holy [woman] gazed upon all these [things] with the eyes of the body, or of the mind, can scarcely be affirmed. For now of those [bodily things], now of these [spiritual], St. Jerome speaks in the description of that pilgrimage. Yet [that] he speaks [here] of a bodily sight, he may not ineptly believe who has weighed [that], when [Jerome] speaks of the spiritual, [there] is generally something added by him whereby this very thing may be observed — as when he says: "Prostrate before the cross, she adored, as if she beheld the Lord hanging [upon it]. She swore [that] she saw, with the eyes of faith, the infant wrapped in swaddling-clothes." In this camp-dwelling, therefore, near the tabernacle, these rocks were set up; and, that [tabernacle] being afterward removed, they none the less remained there. But why none were set up at the Red Sea — the cause seems [to be] either that the Israelites were not going thereafter to dwell in those places, or that on the bottom of the sea the Lord had impressed other signs, as I adduced in [my commentary on] Exodus.

Josephus, moreover, in the cited place, says [that] out of these stones an altar was built by Joshua; and Moncaeus (bk. 2 On the Calf ch. 4) yields to his opinion. But the context does not assert this — but only [that] he set up or placed the stones. For the Hebrew verb, since [it] is in hiphil [הִפְעִיל, the causative stem], means "to make stand," or "to set up." And in the Greek [it] is said ἔστησεν [estēsen, "he made [them] stand / set [them] up"], which is set down also for those stones (v. 9) which were fixed in the midst of the Jordan. But out of those [river-stones] no altar was raised. And therefore these all seem [to have been] fixed and set up each one separately — not compacted and joined into the construction of one "ark" [heap]. So [it was] done also [in] Exod. 24 v. 4 [the twelve pillars]; and thus a more distinct memory of all the tribes of the Israelites, and a deeper propriety of the words, is preserved — even in that wonder of posterity (v. 7 & 21): "What mean these stones?" But nowhere, "What means this ark?" or "What means this joining-together of stones?" And [it] would be a marvel, if these stones had served for an altar, and yet no mention of this were ever made in Scripture. Therefore Abulensis (quaestions 29 & 30) rightly convicts Josephus. For that man oftentimes committed to writing — against or beyond the Scripture — not what was done, but what he thought could probably have been done, and would be more pleasing to the Gentiles themselves.

But whether the same stones were altogether rough, or polished; and again, whether inscribed with the names of the tribes or with other marks, or not; and whether — [with] other stones set under [them] — they stood forth [and] were placed on top, in the likeness of little columns or of pyramids — I shall say—
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—whatever seems [good] to anyone. For [there] is nothing of those [things] which could not have been done. But when he had joined them, says the cited Seder [Olam], with lime [mortar], they inscribed the law above [on top] in seven languages. To whom, I ask, [did they do this], and for what reason?


Question VII. To what end were the same stones set up? (Ad quid iidem statui lapides?)

This question could at once come into the mind of anyone seeing those stones — as Joshua indicates (v. 6 & 20), when he says [it] will certainly come to pass that the posterity of the Israelites, and perhaps even the little ones [yet] to be born, would ask this very [thing]. For when we behold things — even cheap ones, and otherwise commonplace — placed somewhere not at random, but by design and in a certain order beyond custom, a desire straightway steals over the mind to know why that was so done. "When," he says, "your sons shall ask you tomorrow" — that is, hereafter, in [time] to come. And [that it is] not a curious and vain question, but a very useful one, and worthy [that] a good and careful answer be given to it, the same Joshua shows from this: that he teaches the manner of answering it twice, at this very time — otherwise so busy, and hampered by so many thoughts of the river-crossing, the advance into enemy territory, and the laying-out of the camp — namely at v. 7 and v. 21. And he brings [forward] causes of a twofold kind: some which look to knowledge and the mind of man; others which look to the affection and the will; and again, some in respect of the Israelites, others in respect of all the other nations.

The [causes] which look to the mind are handed down in three [ways]. 1. "That it may be a sign among you" (v. 6). Word-for-word in the Hebrew: "that thus this thing [be] a sign in the midst of you" — that is, that it may admonish all, and continually. And therefore the Seventy translate: ἵνα ὑπάρχωσιν ὑμῖν οὗτοι εἰς σημεῖον κείμενον διαπαντός [hina hyparchōsin hymin houtoi eis sēmeion keimenon diapantos, "that these may be to you for a sign, set [there] permanently for all time"] — that is, "that these stones may be to you for a sign, set up or remaining at all time." Now since a sign is a sign of the thing signified, that [thing signified] is here expressed: both before [the sign] was made (v. 7) — yet by the past tense, in the manner of the Prophets, because [it] was certainly future — and after [it] was made (vv. 22, 23), but in two ways. For first the wrought miracle is simply set forth, of which [we have spoken] hitherto; then it is compared with the crossing of the Red Sea, as was done above in the last question of the [prior] part of the book. Yet in this comparison two [things are] to be observed. First, [that] in the Hebrew [it] stands thus: "which dried up from before us until we passed over"; and in the Greek too [it] is ἔμπροσθεν ἡμῶν [emprosthen hēmōn, "before us"] — which, however, in the Latin is easily understood from the very likeness. Second: since those who had crossed that [Red] sea had died in the desert (as will be said [at] v. 4 of the following chapter), how does the text say "from before us," and "until we passed over"? [It] will be answered there.
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Now, secondly, [it] is said (v. 7): "These stones were set up for a monument [memorial] to the sons of Israel forever." "A monument of the sons of Israel" is said here by the Translator [Vulgate], not [as] that which is about them, but [as] that which is for them — as the Hebrew and Greek plainly have [it] — and which admonishes them, or rouses their memory. For from this are derived the names which our [translator] renders by "monument": the Hebrew וכרון ziccaron [zikkaron, "memorial"], and the Greek μνημόσυνον [mnēmosynon, "memorial"]. And therefore in St.—
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—Augustine (quaest. 4), from the older of their [the Jews'] Seventy translators, [it] is read: "These stones shall be to you a memorial to the sons of Israel forever." But what [is] "forever"? Are [the things] which I adduced (1 Macc. ch. 13) concerning the vanity of that kind of monuments, empty and false? Did Tully [Cicero] say, in his [oration] For Marcellus, more rhetorically than truly and wisely: "There is no work, or thing made by hand, which age does not at some time destroy and consume"? Did Ausonius play the Poet more than the Philosopher, when he sang:


"Death comes even to stones, and to names"?



Or does daily experience prove it? Where [are] so many and so splendid Mausolea of the ancient ages — the coins, statues, arches, columns? Where [are] these very [stones] of which we treat? The stones? Where are they?


"Wasting age consumes iron, and the stone."
"Time, devourer of things, and thou, envious age,
thou consumest all things." [Ovid, Met. 15.234–236]



What is stable, firm, and eternal under heaven, when heaven itself, and earth, shall pass away? Therefore St. Augustine (in the cited place) applies two answers. One: [that] the stones, as regards themselves, are not eternal — but [they are] as regards [their] signification; for by them something eternal is signified. The other: [that] that "eternity" is not eternity taken strictly, but in the common manner, so that [it] is some long time — which by the Latins is sometimes called saeculum [an "age"]. For thus, both among the Hebrews and the Greeks, the noun set down here is frequently taken [in this sense]: ὁ αἰών [ho aiōn], עולם [olam]. And this latter [answer] can seem the more fitting, both because [it] is more frequent in the Scriptures, and because [it] cannot aptly enough be said what that "eternal" [thing] is which is signified. For the crossing of the Jordan, and the marvels divinely joined with it, had ceased on that very day. Or — if [they are] to be reckoned eternal because what has once been done cannot be un-done — [then] not only a sacred sign, but even a profane sign of a thing that has passed, would [be] an "eternal" sign? For the ivy-bush, which yesterday signified wine for sale in a tavern, because that was so and [it] cannot now be otherwise, would in that way be "eternal." But if a future thing, which is eternal, is signified by these stones — then indeed all the sacraments, which mark the grace and glory of Christ the Lord, will have to be called eternal; nay, [even] pictures and words, which set either eternal felicity, or Christ himself our Lord and Saviour, before our eyes or ears, will be reckoned to "eternalize." I could wish, moreover, that the holy Father himself had explained what that "eternal" [thing] is, of which these stones [are] the marks and symbols.

Thirdly, at last — toward the end of the chapter — [there] is set down this cause, which also pertains to the mind, and to the other Gentiles: "that all the peoples of the earth may learn the most mighty hand of the Lord." In the Hebrew, word for word: "that all the peoples of the earth may know the hand of the Lord, that it [is] strong." Now "hand" [is] a metaphor which occurs often elsewhere too; the Seventy rendered [it] δύναμιν [dynamin, "power"] — that is, power and strength. And the Lord wills this strength to be known by the Gentiles — not in any manner whatever, but because it is mighty and strong: [strength] namely which can [do] what it will; which can aid and defend his people in whatever way it please — the very elements and the natures of things obeying [it] — and can crush and scatter his adversaries. But [that] this [is] to be known through the stones—
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—[the manner of knowing this through] those stones was this: that when [the Gentiles] had either come into these regions, or the report of those wonders reached their ears, they themselves would inquire into the truth, and would have these stones [as] witnesses of it, which would say to them, as [it were] with a loud voice: "The [things] which you have heard, O Gentiles, concerning the crossing of the Israelites through this neighboring river [now] dried up, are most true. Their God did all these [things]. He commanded the river, and straightway — although it was then overflowing — the river obeyed. We lay in the very middle of the stream, in the deep; and behold, taken up thence by the hands of twelve men, and lifted on their shoulders, we are [now] here. That God [is] great and mighty: the God of heaven, earth, the waters, and of all [things] contained in them, the One only and true God. If men be silent, this we, the many stones, cry out and testify."

But the cause which touches the affection and the will is this same [passage]: "That you also may fear the Lord your God at all times." The fear of the Lord is called the beginning of wisdom, and in Scripture not rarely embraces the love of God, and all [his] worship. And therefore, for "to fear," the Seventy here put σέβεσθαι [sebesthai, "to revere/worship"] — from which [come] ἡ διοσέβεια [hē diosebeia, "the fear/worship of God"] and ἡ θεοσέβεια [hē theosebeia, "piety, religion"] — that is, piety and religion, as St. Augustine explains (bk. 10 of the City [of God] ch. 1; bk. 1 of the Enchiridion ch. 2). This, therefore, [is] the aim of those rocks, this the end: that the wills of the Israelites be affected with a holy fear of God; [that] they reverence his deity, keep his precepts, and give themselves wholly to him; [that] they venerate and worship him with hymns, sacrifices, and all the sanctity of the sacred ceremonies which they had learned from Moses — and that not [only] at some one brief time, or only at the beginning of their entry into that land, but at all time; or, as [it] is in the Hebrew, "all [the] days," namely of each one's life, and of the whole world. In some Greek [copies], as in the Roman [edition], [it] is ἐν παντὶ ἔργῳ [en panti ergō, "in every work"]. But all the others, as the Roman note also teaches, read ἐν παντὶ χρόνῳ [en panti chronō, "in every time"]; and that reading is closer to the Hebrew — although the sense is the same. For he who always worships God worships [him] in every work, and conversely. Whence also the Apostle said (1 Cor. 10 v. 31): "Whether you eat, or drink, or whatever else you do, do all [things] for the glory of God." And truly to this one cause all the foregoing [causes] are referred. For to this end the signs of those wonders are given, the memory is roused, [and] the knowledge is thrust upon all the Gentiles: that — although, without reason, [it] seems to Calvin here [to be] otherwise — all whatsoever, both Jews and Gentiles, men and women, young and old, small and great, may praise the Lord. Amen.


Question VIII. Whether it was lawful for Joshua to set up those stones? (An licuerit Iosuae istos lapides erigere?)

This seems forbidden (Lev. 26 v. 1): "You shall not make for yourselves an idol, nor a graven image, nor set up titles [pillars], nor place a notable stone in your land [to adore it]." But those stones were "titles" [tituli, pillars]. For the Translator [Vulgate] is wont to call these by the name of "titles": Gen. 28 v. 18 & 22; Gen. 31 v. 45; Gen. 35 v. 14 & 20; Exod. 24; Num. 33 v. 52; 2 Kings [Sam] 18:18; 4 Kings [2 Kgs] 23:17; Isa.—

(col. 486 — right column; printed "493")

—[Isa.] 19:19; Ezek. 39:15; 1 Macc. 14:27 — which the Hebrews name matseboth [מצבות, "pillars"], and the Greeks either λίθους [lithous, "stones," as Exod. 24] or στήλας [stēlas, "steles, pillars"] — [pillars] which [occur] also in Herodotus (bk. 2, in [the account of] Sesostris) and in Strabo (bk. 17). Since — Festus [being] the authority — they are tituli, as it were tutuli, because [a pillar] guards [tuetur] the memory of some thing. And this name — [so] that [it] might be kept in the Greek too — pleased St. John the Evangelist (ch. 19 v. 19 & 20), calling [it] τὸν τίτλον [ton titlon, "the title"]. And he signified a stele or such a titulus who said in Lucan (bk. 8):


"Meanwhile let us mark the shore with a small stone"



—namely, [so] that the tomb of Pompey be marked. But if we should suppose in these stones some carving and writing, they could also be called "notable stones," or "marked and polished [stones]." How, then, was it lawful for Joshua to set them up? [There] is a twofold answer. One: that of Abulensis (q. 12) — simply, indeed, on account of that precept, [it was] not lawful; but on account of the divine dispensation, privilege, and command, [it was] lawful. The other: that of itself [it] was lawful, and that that divine law forbade it to no one; because only those "titles" and marked stones were forbidden by that law which were adored — or [which were made] lest they be made to be adored, as certain [ones were] adored as it were [as] gods. For the idols of the Gentiles [were] sometimes rude, even shapeless, and plainly such as [is] the Terminus described by Naso [Ovid] (bk. 2 of the Fasti), and, in the Poet [Virgil], "the immovable rock of the Capitol." But that explanation of the law is drawn from that very place of Leviticus. For to the cited words [is] added: "that you may adore it." If you say the Hebrew has "for adoring," or "that you may adore upon it" — [it] must be known [that] the particle על ['al] does not always mean "upon," but also other [things], and indeed sometimes "before" [coram]; so that here [it] is forbidden [that] anyone bow himself before the stones, which is to adore them. [This] is confirmed not only from our Latin version, but also from their own Greek [version] of the Seventy, who clearly say προσκυνῆσαι αὐτῷ [proskynēsai autō, "to bow down / worship to it"]. Nay, even the enemies of sacred images themselves translated this place thus. For in Calvin [it] is: "You shall not set up for yourselves a statue, nor place a polished stone in your land, that you may bow before it." And Junius [says]: "A graven image, or a statue, do not set up for yourselves, nor place a figured stone in your land, that you may bow before it." [There] is added [the point] that the setting-up of every altar whatsoever — upon which sacrifice would be made even to God — would [thereby] be forbidden [which is absurd]. See Tertullian (bk. 2 against Marcion ch. 21). Did not, moreover, Jacob set up stones of this kind — which were not adored, but preserved some deed from oblivion — three times of old (Gen. 28 & 35)? Did not the lawgiver Moses himself [do so] (Exod. 24)? Abulensis indeed answers [that] those [patriarchs] did this before the law [was] here given; but — although concerning Moses [that] is somewhat doubtful — [even] that being granted, behold, after the law not only our Joshua set up stones of this kind, but (according to Abulensis himself, 2 Kings [Sam] ch. 18) David also [did]; his son Absalom (2 Kings [Sam] 18:18); those who cared for the tomb of the holy Prophet (4 Kings [2 Kgs] 23 v. 17); the Maccabees themselves (1 Macc. 14:27). And yet none of these is anywhere reproved by Scripture under this head. But to Joshua, David, and the Maccabees a privilege [was] given by God, because in them [there] was no danger lest they adore the stones, or be thought to adore [them]. So indeed Abulensis; and yet he does not [thereby] extricate himself. For once those stones had been set up, [it] could [happen] in others—
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—[in others there be] danger lest they adore [them]. And so the privilege, which would so greatly harm others, would not have had to be given [i.e., no privilege was needed]. Since, therefore, [the matter] is to be concluded by the more received and more celebrated opinion — [namely] that [it] was in every way lawful for Joshua, even if the Lord had not commanded [it], to fix and set up those rocks, which would have not adoration but [would] guard the perpetual memory of so great a deed, and proclaim God's glory before all. Hence Masius rightly gathers two [things]. One: [that] God's goodness is deservedly to be admired and continually praised, because he not only continually attends us with the highest benefits, but of his own accord even supplies and prescribes aids for remembering them. The other: [that] usefully, in the Catholic Church, images, feast-days, and the other instruments of piety are frequented. His words [are] worth reading. "From the same cause," he says (fol. 70), "[it] is to be thought to have proceeded, that our most sacred and most lovable mother the Church has set before us — whether in anniversary feasts, or in images and statues and likenesses of JESUS CHRIST and the monuments of the rest of the most holy men — namely, that, recalling with assiduous and grateful mind the [things] which he both did and suffered for our salvation, we may be inflamed more and more with love of him, and may adore [him as] the one author of our salvation; and [that], observing the [things] which each of the saints performed through virtue and faith in CHRIST, we may order and compose our life to their example." Wherefore I certainly reckon [it] is to be put among wicked crimes, that certain [men] — not religiously but rabidly, not piously and holily but petulantly and insolently — not only remove these monuments of sacred things from the sacred buildings, but cast [them] out with insult and mockery. How great a licence in morals, impiety toward God, and rebellion against the Magistrate — and, to say [it] once [for all], a deformation of the Commonwealth in every kind — this deed brings on: [this] is not only, by experience itself, bitter and sad, but even in the [very] thought [of it] mournful to the pious and to men of ancient probity. And these [things] are so much the truer against our Iconoclasts, as [they are what] the holy Fathers of old already admonished so many years before (at Nicaea II, act. 4); and how much more truly [is it that], as we saw above, the Innovators themselves concede [that] the setting-up, carving, and painting of stones of this kind [is] to be avoided [only] so far [as] that they be not adored. Of this matter [it] has been said in [my commentary on] Exodus; and also lately, in the preface prefixed to certain books On Adoration published by our Vasquez and reprinted here at Mainz. Whence I will transcribe a few [things] here — both because [they are] fitting for [my] purpose, and because, having been rather faultily [printed] there, they can be corrected. In no way [is it] against the words or the sense of the law to have statues and images, and to render to them the worship which the Catholic Church teaches. That this may appear, we recite the law itself — and indeed in those very words in which Calvin reported it in bk. [ch.] 8, §. 17 of his Institutes: "You shall not make for yourself a graven image, nor any likeness of the [things] which are in heaven above, or in the earth beneath, or in the waters which are under the earth. You shall not adore [them], nor worship [them]." Now the same Calvin sets up two parts here: one, by which he forbids a graven image or any likeness to be made; the other, by which [he forbids that] it be worshipped. We too assent. But in the former [part] either we sin not at all, or the Calvinist himself also sins. For — to say nothing of natural images, to the making of which they [the Calvinists] will [have] everyone bound by the divine [command], as it were, "Increase and multiply" — [whether] the likenesses of the [things] which are in heaven, earth, and water—
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—do they not themselves make very many [likenesses]? Do they not paint the Sun, Moon, Venus, and the other stars in the orbs of the heavens? Not [also] the [things] which were sometimes deities to certain Gentiles — mountains, trees, rivers, oxen, dogs, birds, and fishes of every kind? The text says [that] no likeness is to be made of the [things] which exist in the heavens, on the earth, [or] in the waters. But all [the things] which I have just said are some likeness of them. Do they not, then, contravene the very express words of the precept? So too, in their own Bibles, they set forth chorographic maps, and the very images of Pontiffs and of Cherubim; in [their] household [decorations] and books, sometimes Ovidian Metamorphoses, or at least Gentile Scipios or Alexanders. What? Do they not scrape together gold and silver coins from every quarter, and most gladly embrace [them], and somewhere mint [them] — on which, however, that [image] of Christ the Lord too may have [its] place, "whose is this image and superscription"? Are not all their own books a kind of image? For — the Philosopher [Aristotle] being author — the words [of speech] are [symbols] of the notions of the mind, and the writing of words [is] itself [their symbol]: σύμβολα [symbola, "symbols"], μνημεῖα καὶ ὁμοιώματα [mnēmeia kai homoiōmata, "memorials and likenesses"]. But most of all — [those things] which they so greatly vend, and read in their temples, and set forth to be read by the common [people]: the German, French, Scottish, and English Bibles — nay, even the Latin — by their own opinion are not Bibles, but only a semblance and image of Bibles. For the Calvinist Whitaker teaches, in [his] book against Bellarmine, [that] that only is the word of God which is written in the language in which God first said or dictated it. But [it] happened, a few months ago, that I fell in with one of those Innovators — of whom, among not a few, on account of [his] skill in certain languages, [there] was no small opinion. He said [that] among Christians [there] is one sacred image — namely, the Sacrament of the Eucharist — in exactly the manner in which the old Iconoclasts [said so] at the second Synod of Nicaea. More liberal [is] Calvin, who (bk. 1 Instit. ch. 11 §. 10) gives two: "It seems to me unworthy," he says, "of the sanctity of the temples, that they should receive images other than those living and iconic ones which God has consecrated by his own word — I mean Baptism and the Lord's Supper." Yet the same [Calvin] gladly saw his own seal and little medallion carried by his [followers] even on the very neck. Nay, [I] have heard for certain [that] his disciple Beza too gave to certain [followers] images of his [own] countenance and beard — [so] worthy of immortality! To this [point] indeed [it] has now come: that those who thrust out the images of Christ the Lord, of the Blessed Virgin, and of the other heaven-dwellers, [now] strive to obtrude their own in rivalry. Of the Lutherans — in some of whose temples Luther and Melanchthon are painted just now — I say nothing. [Do] not, in the Calvinist temples, the statues not only of princes but even of baser men come to be seen? [Do] we not see [that], if any Preacher, Professor, or man of letters [is] now [become] somewhat more learned, or bolder and more turbulent, his images are straightway fashioned and cast? Are not the effigies of the Innovators — themselves greatly disagreeing among one another — set out for sale at the Frankfurt and other fairs? Are they not also committed to type and books, and carried about with great eulogies — one of which Beza himself even wrote?


Question IX. What did the same stones signify? (Quid iidem significarint lapides?)

What they signify according to the letter has been said (q. 7); what [they signify] as to morals has been touched [on] somewhat in the preceding (q. 8). Now [it] is to be set forth what they signify allegorically. Theodoret, therefore (q. 1): "The twelve men, and the same number of stones," he says, "designated the Choir [company] of the Apostles."—
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—[the Choir] of the Apostles. The same were [both] the workmen and the foundations. We have already heard Jerome above (quaest. 6) saying [that] those twelve stones made firm the twelve foundations of the Apostles. But upon Amos the Prophet (ch. 4) [Jerome says]: "As that sun which we behold completes [its] annual course — until it return to [its] former goal — in twelve months, which severally roll [round] in thirty days each; and the moon, which in Hebrew is called ירח [yerach], in Greek μήν [mēn], has, in each language, given [its] name to the months from its own name, and is illumined by the sun's rays from that part which is near to it, receiving more or less light according to the variety of the seasons — so also the Church, adorned with the splendor of the true Sun, fills up the twelve number of the Apostles." Whence also [there] are called twelve tribes in Israel; and, for a testimony of eternal memory, twelve stones are taken from the channel of the Jordan, to be placed in the place of the second circumcision. But Tertullian, when — as was shown [at] the same quaest. 6 — he had said [that] those twelve stones [were] stored in the ark, subjoined: "For just so many Apostles were portended; and accordingly [it was] as [with] the stones — [men] of solid faith, whom the true JESUS chose out of the laver [font] of the Jordan, and received into the sanctuary of his testament." And this very type I already long ago noted [in my] book On the Apostles (num. 10). But [it is] to be observed [that] the holy Apostles [are] signified both through the twelve men who [took up] those stones — yet by a different aspect. First: they [the Apostles] were truly men, most valiant in strength of soul and might. For to them chiefly pertains that [passage] (Rom. 8 v. 35): "Who shall separate us from the love of CHRIST? tribulation? or distress? or famine? or nakedness? or peril? or persecution? or the sword? (as [it] is written: For thy sake we are put to death all the day long; we are accounted as sheep for the slaughter?) But in all these [things] we overcome, because of him who loved us. For I am certain that neither death, nor life, nor Angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor [things] present, nor [things] to come, nor might, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in CHRIST JESUS our Lord." Then: they are chosen out of the whole number of the tribes of Israel, and applied by Joshua to this work. And [were] not the Apostles similarly chosen, and bidden by the true Joshua to give [their] labor to taking up stones from the Jordan and fixing [them] elsewhere? Thirdly: the stones which they had to take up — what else are they than the whole race of mortals, who not rarely are marked by the name and figure of the twelve tribes, as [in] Matt. 19? For truly these were covered by the flowing waters of this world, and in the deep channel, under the eddies, received either no heavenly—
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—sun's rays, or [received them] only cooled, wet, and — as the opinion of the opticians is wont to speak — refracted, if indeed they kept the law of nature itself, or of Moses. The Lord checks the waters; the sun looks upon those stones; the Apostles set [their] hands to them; they grasp them, lay [them] on [their] shoulders, and carry [them] onto the dry [land]. Nay, are not men often stony? — by the ferocity and barbarity of [their] morals, and hardest in the very stubbornness of [their] breast, [and] most heavily [laden] by the multitude and magnitude of [their] crimes. Fourthly: and whither do they carry them? Thither, where the camp of the Lord is; where the Church of CHRIST JESUS [is]; where the sacraments are performed, sacrifices offered, feast-days kept; where [there is] a most-safe dwelling against all enemies, the presence and nearness of the Lord's ark, most-commodious to the people of God — [there] for a while,—
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—until [each] enter [his] inheritance, [that is, the] station [halt]. Fifth: but by what manner do they carry [them]? On [their] shoulders, and over a long enough space. [There] was labor and sweat. But [it] behooved [them] to imitate the Lord, who — seeking and finding the lost sheep — carries [it] back on [his] shoulders into the fold, and reckons not the labor equal to [his] love. What? Would some blind man in the Greek Anthology gladly carry on [his] shoulders a lame [man] sound of eyes — and would an Apostle, sound of eyes and feet, not gladly carry a blind and lame [man], so as to profit him and give [him] the happy land? In the Poet, Aeneas says to his [father] Anchises, [asking him] to snatch him from the flames of Troy — as was said in the earlier part of this chapter, quaest. 3:


"Come then, dear Father, mount upon our neck;
I myself will bear [you] on my shoulders, nor will this labor weigh me down." [Aen. 2.707–708]



—and would any labor weigh down an Apostle, while mortals are to be snatched from the flames of hell, or lifted up out of the Jordan — that is, out of the torrent of the swiftest judgment? For we know the Lord's sentence (John 3 v. 18): "He who does not believe is already judged." In our age, the Apostle Blessed Father Xavier, before he set out for those parts of Japan and India — nay, [in order] that he might set out — was divinely admonished by a vision, when he seemed to lift onto his shoulders an Indian man — very heavy indeed and most burdensome, but for whom that carrying [was] necessary unto eternal felicity — as [it stands] in the Life of Blessed Father Ignatius (bk. 2 ch. 16), in Ribadeneira. Sixth: since, therefore, the Apostles established Churches in all parts of the world, then they [also] set stones — which would be the most illustrious monuments of the divine benefits toward us; which would set the true Joshua, the true crossing through the Jordan, and the true entry into the true land of promise, before the sight of all nations, and would rouse the true Israelites to fear, worship, and praise. Seventh: and although both time and the wickedness of men have thrown down some of those rocks or Churches, yet the Roman [Church] stands — which, [with] the necks of St. Peter and St. Paul set under [it], [the Apostles] set down out of the Jordan of Paganism onto that plain of Jericho — that is, into the land which was then the true Jericho of the whole world; into the noblest, most opulent city of the whole world, most fruitful of all pleasantnesses and delights [i.e. Rome]. And, lest [it] ever be disturbed by any length of time, by the crime of men, or by [any] tempest, they founded [it] most deeply, fixed [it] most wisely, and made [it] firm and fortified [it] most steadfastly. And, this [Church] standing, [there] stand in it — and through it, in a manner — the others [too]. Certainly the memory [of it] never perished. Deservedly, in honor of the Apostles, Constantine the Great, while he raised the Vatican basilica to the honor of St. Peter, himself carried away on his own shoulders twelve baskets of earth — as we read on the 18th day of November — since that holy Apostle [Peter] had carried the city, and thereby so many and so great nations of the Roman Empire, [like] a huge rock, with the greatest labor and at last with his own blood poured out, so far out of the mud of the Gentiles' superstitions and vices, into the Elysian fields of the heavenly and blessed land. But of this [let it be] enough. Some indeed — as [Lorichius] Hadamarius — take the twelve rocks which these twelve carried [as] the twelve articles of the Creed, which the same [Apostles] composed. Nor do I gainsay [it]. But of that I refer [the reader] to num. 57 of [my] booklet On the Apostles; and I go on further to say—
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—[in] what manner the same Apostles were these twelve rocks. First: they are the foundations of the Christian Church — which is the house of God, and the pillar of truth (1 Tim. 3) — [as] Eph. 2 & Apoc. 21 v. 19. Then: against all the enticements of pleasures, all the blows of striking fortune, [and] all the assaults of raging tyrants, they are most hard [firm]. Thirdly: by no wind of temptations, by no man's wickedness or force, can they ever be torn away or cast down. Fourthly: they were in the Jordan itself — because they were in the world, and their chief [men were] fishermen too. Fifthly: they are witnesses of all Christ's merits toward us, and of the miracles which he wrought, in the whole world, among all Gentiles, and men of every kind and order. Sixthly: in the inheritance of the promised felicity they, first of all, were fixed and fastened by the true Joshua. Seventhly: they were nearest around the sacred tabernacle and the ark of the Lord — around CHRIST the Lord, I mean, who was the tabernacle of the divinity, [and] the ark by far the most holy of all. Eighthly: by their sight and admonition, who would not come to a recollection of the divine—
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—beneficence, mercy, and kindness toward us? Ninthly: their head and chief is Petra [the Rock] — or, what means the same, Peter. Tenthly: nay, the supreme head both of them, and of that head [Peter] itself — and the Lord — [is] the spiritual rock (1 Cor. 10), the living stone, supreme, angular [the cornerstone], chosen, precious (1 Peter 2 v. 4 & 6): CHRIST JESUS. And we ought to be built up upon him, and with them, as living stones [1 Peter 2:5]; nay, [we ought] also to imitate them in this — that we carry stones: namely, by dragging others to the Church (even rude, gross, vile [ones], harsh and hard toward virtue, stubborn and obstinate in vices); and by exercising ourselves with certain honest labors and works of piety; and by patiently and bravely carrying our cross. [Thou] who, on thy most sacred shoulders, O CHRIST JESUS, didst carry thy [cross], [and] first of all didst cross this Jordan, and didst bear the immense stone of the most bitter and most heavy sufferings — help, I beseech [thee], my weakness. So, O Lord JESUS, help [me].


De Iis, Qvæ Post Iordanis Transitvm Contigervnt (opening)

[THE SECOND PART OF THE BOOK, ON THOSE THINGS WHICH HAPPENED AFTER THE CROSSING OF THE JORDAN.]

The [things] which happened after the crossing of the Jordan can be reckoned [as] threefold. First, προπολεμικά [propolemika, "the things before the wars"] — that is, [the things] which came to pass before the wars. Then, τὰ πολεμικά [ta polemika, "the war things"] — that is, the wars themselves. Thirdly, τὰ μεταπολεμικά [ta metapolemika, "the post-war things"] — that is, the matters which followed the wars.


Caput V (opening)

(the Joshua 5 lemma, vv. 1–16:)

1. When, therefore, all the kings of the Amorites, who dwelt beyond the Jordan toward the western region, and all the kings of Canaan, who possessed the places near the great sea, had heard that the Lord had dried up the streams of the Jordan before the sons of Israel until they passed over, their heart was melted, and there remained no spirit in them, fearing the entry of the sons of Israel. 2. At that time the Lord said to Joshua: Make thee knives of stone, and circumcise the sons of Israel the second time. 3. He did what the Lord had commanded, and circumcised the sons of Israel on the hill of the foreskins. 4. And this is the cause of the second circumcision: All the people that came out of Egypt of the male sex, all the men of war, died in the desert through the very long circuits of the way, 5. who were all circumcised. But the people that was born in the desert, 6. during the forty years of the journey of that widest wilderness, was uncircumcised — until those were consumed who had not heard the voice of the Lord, and to whom he had before sworn that he would not show them the land flowing with milk and honey. 7. The sons of these succeeded into the place of their fathers, and were circumcised by Joshua; because, as they had been born, they were in [their] foreskin, nor had anyone circumcised them on the way. 8. Now after they were all circumcised, they remained in the same place of the camp until they were healed. 9. And the Lord said to Joshua: This day I have taken away the reproach of Egypt from you. And the name of that place was called Galgala [Gilgal], unto the present day. 10. And the sons of Israel remained in Galgala, and kept the Phase [Passover] on the fourteenth day of the month, at evening, in the plains of Jericho; 11. and they ate of the fruits of the Land, on the next day, unleavened bread, and parched grain of the same year. 12. The manna ceased after they ate of the fruits of the Land; nor did the sons of Israel use that food any more, but they ate of the fruits of the present year of the Land of Canaan. 13. Now when Joshua was in the field of the city of Jericho, he lifted up [his] eyes, and saw a man standing over against him, holding a drawn sword; and he went to him, and said: Art thou ours, or [of] our adversaries? 14. Who answered: By no means; but I am the prince of the host of the Lord, and now I come. 15. Joshua fell prostrate on the ground. And, adoring, said: What does my Lord say to his servant? 16. Loose, said he, thy shoe from off thy feet: for the place in which thou standest is holy. And Joshua did as had been commanded him.


Commentary (opening)

In this chapter are related the [things] which happened before the wars — chiefly five: namely, the fear of the enemies; the circumcision of the Israelites; the celebration of the Passover and of the Unleavened [bread]; the ceasing of the manna; and the apparition made to Joshua himself. Now in that first [matter], these [things] are to be observed. First: that that enemy-fear is set forth for this reason, that we may understand in what manner the [things] which are thereafter narrated in this chapter could be carried out — especially the circumcision. For if (Gen. 34 v. 25) two men, Simeon and Levi, could cut down with the sword the whole city of the Shechemites while it lay oppressed with the pains of circumcision, what could so many and so great kings of the Amorites and Canaanites not [have done] against the circumcised Israelites? Second: that that fear was sent utterly from God, so that we may consider his continual care and providence over his own. Third: that — whereas all the enemies are wont [elsewhere] to be set down under seven names, or ten — here [they are set] under two, being contained under [the names] of Amorites and Canaanites. Fourth: that the Amorites are here indicated — all indeed settling toward the banks of the Jordan, but some toward the Eastern bank, others toward the Western. And those indeed [are] more usually and more precisely called Amorites, whose king Sihon had been destroyed by the Israelites while Moses [was] still alive; but these [western ones] are sometimes included under the name of the Canaanites. But their description here is [such] that they are "beyond," or rather "beside," the Jordan; and, that they may be distinguished from those others, [there] is added in the Hebrew, "toward the sea" — the Mediterranean, namely — as was expounded above (ch. 1, part 1, quaest. 7). And therefore the Translator [Vulgate] expressed the thing most clearly, saying "toward the Western region." But the Seventy omitted it [the phrase], because — since [the matter] concerns those peoples toward whom the Israelites were now advancing — when they were called "Amorites beyond the Jordan," [the Seventy] thought [it] sufficiently understood [that] they were Amorites not Eastern (from whose region [the Israelites] were now departing), but Western (into whose land they were now entering). And under this one name of "Amorites" all the inhabitants of this land seem also to be comprehended (Amos 2 v. 9 & 10). Fifth: the Canaanites are said to possess the places near the great sea. In Hebrew [it is] "upon the sea"; or, as the Seventy translate, τὰ παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν [ta para tēn thalassan, "the [places] beside the sea"] — that is, "at" or "beside" the sea; which, for the sake of greater clarity, our Translator expressed [as] "great," for the reason expounded in that same quaest. 7. Sixth: these [Canaanites] are here translated by the Seventy φοίνικες [phoinikes, "Phoenicians"] — so that this name extends much more widely than [it] is sometimes taken among writers, [so] that [it] embraces not only that [region] which among these is called Phoenice, but also Judea, Galilee, and Palestine. Whence those who are everywhere called "Phoenicians" — even in Homer, in the Odyssey (bk. ξ [14]) — are the same [as the] Canaanites; and Cadmus [is] a Phoenician, Dido a Phoenician [woman], the Phoenician letters — that is, they are "Canaanite" (masc.), "Canaanite" (fem.), "Canaanite" (pl.). And, conversely, she who by St. Matthew is called "Canaanite" [Chananaea], the same by St. Mark (ch. 7) is called "Syrophoenician"; and by Dionysius, and likewise Pausanias, Gaza — which is otherwise [in] Palestine — is placed in Phoenicia, as Stephanus notes. But whence the Phoenicians were [so] named, [there] is various opinion, as is wont to happen in these obsolete matters. Some derive their origin from a certain son — I know not whom — of Agenor, [son] of Neptune and Libya, of whom Stephanus [speaks]; others from the Red Sea, in Strabo (bk. 1); others from the ruddy color with which the fruits of the palms are endowed — for as [Phoenicia] abounds in them, so they [the people] are of one color with them, as Eustathius says [commenting] on the Iliad, where he also calls them "Erythraeans" [Red-men] for the same cause. But in the ancient Writer [cited] in Eusebius — in Sanchoniathon — the cause is read [to be] that χνᾶν or χνᾶς [chnan/chnas] — that is, Chanaan or Chnaan — μετωνομάσθη φοίνιξ [metōnomasthē phoinix, "was renamed Phoenix"]. And concerning their nearness to the sea, which is said here and in Num. 13 v. 30, the same [is] thus expressed by Dionysius: οἳ δ᾽ ἁλὸς ἐγγὺς … φοίνικα ["and those near the sea … Phoenicia," the line is garbled in the scan]. But of their kings [it] will be said below, in other places. Seventh: the fear of these [nations] is thus depicted in the text: "Their heart was dissolved, and there remained no spirit in them, fearing the entry of the sons of Israel." In the last of which words [it] is to be noted [that] that [word] "fearing" [timentium, genitive] refers to the earlier [word], namely "their heart"; otherwise [it] would have had to be said "fearing" [timentibus, dative — agreeing with "them"]. But in the Greek and in the Hebrew [it] is said only more briefly — on account of what, and whence, that liquefaction or dissolution of the heart, and failure of spirit, arose: namely, "from before the sons of Israel." Eighth: what is here signified by the name of "heart" and "spirit," the Seventy teach, when they translate the [former] τὰς διανοίας [tas dianoias, "the minds, thoughts"], the [latter] τὴν φρόνησιν [tēn phronēsin, "prudence"] — that is, [that they lost] mind and prudence, and all thoughts or reasonings and counsels; or [that] every [means] of acting well and prudently at such a time and peril [was] divinely taken from them. And this fear is wont to be the greatest — unnerving, and bringing on a kind of madness and stupor. Now Seneca warns his Lucilius (epistle 13) not to torment and torture himself too much with a fear of that kind (which he calls "frantic" [lymphaticum]) — of evils which, whether they will ever be, is uncertain. "Look," he says, "whether [there] are certain proofs of a coming evil. For the most part we labor under suspicions, and that [rumor] which is wont to decide a war mocks us — fame [rumor]; but much more does it undo individuals. So it is, my Lucilius: we quickly come round to opinion; we do not refute the [things] which lead us into fear, nor shake [them] off, but tremble, and so turn [our] backs — just as those whom a dust stirred by the flight of a herd drove out of [their] camp, or whom some tale spread without an author terrified. I know not how the vain [things] disturb [us] more. For true [things] have their [own] measure; whatever comes from the uncertain is given over to the conjecture and licence of a fearful mind. And so no fears are so pernicious, so irrevocable, as frantic ones; for the rest [fears] are without reason, [but] these [are] without mind [sense]." But if [the matter] concern death, judgment, [and] the punishments of hell — which will certainly and quickly come upon those doing evil — is it not deservedly to be greatly feared? Yet those doing well, and fearing God, may deservedly hope and trust that the Lord will either unnerve and restrain the enemies of our souls too by fear (as was done here), or grant a glorious victory against them (as we shall see in what follows). See the first question of this part, in the preceding chapter.

The second part of the chapter proposes three [things] concerning the circumcision. First: how [it was] commanded by God, and undertaken by the people. Second: what [was] the cause. Third: what, as regards it, was done afterward. But the questions demand all [these things].
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Question I. In what sense is [it] here called the "second circumcision"? (Quaenam hic secunda circumcisio vocetur?)

The opinions [are] quite various, but such that they seem able to be recalled to two heads. Some, indeed, say the circumcision is called "second" in respect of a prior [circumcision] in the same man. And these [are] threefold. The first is [that] of the old Anabaptists, who — in St. Augustine (quaest. 6) — said the same man was truly and simply circumcised twice; and therefore [could] also be baptized twice. The second is [that] of the old Apostates and deserters of the Jewish religion. These, in the manner which I taught [on] 1 Macc. ch. 1, buried [covered over] the former circumcision by a new extension of the foreskin; and this extension was called ἐπισπασμόν [epispasmon, "a drawing-over"] — that is (as St. Epiphanius says in [his] book On Weights and Measures), δευτέρα ἐπιτομή [deutera epitomē], "a second circumcision." The third is [that] of Rabbi Eliezer (ch. 29) and Rabbi Solomon [Rashi] and other Rabbis, who explain this "second circumcision" from the [things] which they do in their circumcision today. Now they do chiefly three [things]: first, they cut off the foreskin; then they stretch and fold back the membrane, and that action is called by them פְּרִיעָה [periah, "uncovering"]; thirdly, they suck the blood from the wound itself, and that sucking is called מְצִיצָה [metsitsah]. They say, therefore, [that] all the Israelites, as to the first action, were always circumcised in the wilderness, but not as to the second; and that this [second] was now performed, and therefore called a "second circumcision."

But the text itself overthrows all these expositions. For [it] says [that] those who had been circumcised before, and [those circumcised] now, were different [men] — especially at v. 6 & 7. Then, how ridiculous [is] the first of these! How could one and the same [man], who long ago lost [his] foreskin and received no other by any art's aid, be circumcised again? The second, indeed, sets up a circumcision not properly [so] called, but a catachrestic [misapplied] one. For that new extension of the foreskin is not a circumcision, but a deletion and removal of circumcision; and therefore [it] is also called ἐπισπασμὸς [epispasmos]; and those who applied it [were] called ἐπίσπασται [epispastai, "drawers-over"], in Hebrew משוכים [meshukim, "drawn ones"], and by certain [writers] — and by the expositors of Persius, and Baronius following them (tom. 1) — recutiti, as [being] again covered with skin. But this last name of recutiti seems rather to be assigned to all the circumcised by those very Poets. For the Prior [poet, Martial] says (bk. 7[/11]), against Caelia:


"Lest thou flee the loins of the recut Jews." [Martial]



The Later [poet], Satire 5 [Persius]:


"Thou movest thy lips in silence, and turnest pale at the recut sabbaths." [Persius 5.184]



And in the same manner Sidonius:


"[He] bears the beginnings of the recut Jews."



For the particle "re-" does not always import repetition, but sometimes also its negation — [the thing] which is affirmed by the simpler word. For, by way of example, "to unseal" [resignare] and "to uncover" [retegere] something is not to seal and cover [it] again, but to not let what was sealed and covered be such [any longer]. And in the sacred Translator of the Bibles, reprobus is not "again probus [approved]," but improbus [wicked]; and among all [writers], reprobare is to not approve, and therefore also to reject. So, then, recutitus too is not one who received the foreskin-skin again, but one who lost the [skin] which he had—
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—so that he who has [his] foreskin, and whose skin is whole, is called cutitus [skinned]; and, on the contrary, [the circumcised is] recutitus. And that Translator could have learned this from that very Martial too (bk. 9), where he spoke of a mule that had an ulcerated and broken skin:


"Nor the recut [broken] neck of a burst mule." [Martial]



But, to return to the matter: perhaps someone will say [that] not the drawing-forward of the restored foreskin itself is called the "second circumcision," but a new cutting-away of the same [foreskin now] drawn-forward and renewed. Now that [this] can be done, Suárez indeed denies (tom. 3, disput. 30, sect. 1, fol. 366); yet the thing itself shows [it], and the examples of Symmachus, and of those whom Bar-Cochba circumcised a second time (in the Talmudists, tractate Gittin, ch. 5), and Epiphanius (in the cited place). And then [it] would not badly be called a "second circumcision"; yet that the Israelites were circumcised by Joshua in that [way] cannot be said — because that drawing-forward would have bound all those Israelites by the highest crime, on account of which they would have been no less unworthy of the promised land than their Fathers, and worthy of a most-immediate destruction. For [it] was done — as Epiphanius says in the cited place — πρὸς ἀπαρνησείαν, καὶ ἀφανισμὸν τῶν πατέρων χαρακτῆρος [pros aparnēseian kai aphanismon tōn paterōn charaktēros] — that is, "for the denial of God himself, and the abolition of the character [mark] of the Fathers." Which no one did except a deserter from the true religion, and one plainly impious and utterly wicked — such as those who by the French and Italians (unspeakable!) are today called "Renegades." But how would the Lord have long borne so great and so horrendous and execrable a crime for so many years in the desert? How would neither Moses nor Joshua have done or muttered anything against it hitherto?

Furthermore, the third opinion also takes "circumcision" quite improperly. For that periah [uncovering] is not circumcision, but an action following it. And thus a "third circumcision" could also be posited — namely, the metsitsah [sucking] itself; nay, anyone could call whatever other accessory action a "circumcision" — for example, even that [action] which I once saw them employ: the pouring of wine into the mouth of the already-circumcised infant, and [its] carrying before the Torah in the Synagogue, and a prayer, and other like [things] — so that thus a fourth and a fifth "circumcision" would be made [too]. But, to deal [with it] in a word: for these Israelites the foreskin either had already before been cut off in the desert, or not. If [it] had — then [there] would now have been no need of knives, and those so sharp; for the membrane would only have had to be drawn back and folded over (for today too the circumcisers do that with [their] nails, for which reason they are seen to have the nails of [their] thumbs longer). If [it] had not [been cut] — then a true circumcision was now employed, and the knot [is] not yet untied: why is it called "second"? Also in this opinion [there] is this [element] of difficulty — that [it] would have to be explained why the circumcision had before been made without the periah; especially since the Jews themselves say [that] it [periah] is not necessarily connected with it [circumcision], but is connected [only so] that the edge of the membrane may more decently and soundly remain [in place], as Abulensis says (q. 12). The Talmud indeed says (tractate Yebamoth ch. 8, and in the chapters of Eleazar) [that] the perfect manner of circumcising was not handed down to Abraham, but now to Joshua himself. But although, as regards the allegory, that [is] most truly asserted by the older Rabbis (as will be said below) — and by the more recent [ones] — yet, as regards the words [literally], [it] is not rightly taken. For who [would deny] to that great patriarch of the Israelite nation, the highest friend of God, [who was] the first both circumcised and [the beginner] of the true [manner] of performing this bodily circumcision—
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—[who would] deny [that] the true [manner], divinely handed down, [of performing this bodily circumcision belonged to Abraham]? Who [would deny it] to Isaac and Jacob? Who to Moses and Aaron? [It is] therefore to be concluded [that] in no way [is it] to be said [that] the same individual men were circumcised twice.

The other head of opinions is, that the circumcision is "second" in respect not of individuals, but of the whole people. But that people [is] either considered [as] different-and-different [ones], or [as] one and the same. [As] different, indeed, when some say [that] on that night on which [they] emigrated from Egypt, a great many of the Egyptians too were circumcised at the same time; and so the circumcision of the Israelites which was arranged by Joshua is called "second," because through it a great many of the Egyptians too were circumcised at the same time. But how could that night — occupied with so many and so various affairs and cares — be spent in the circumcision of so many? Why, at the very point of the journey — and of a journey to be completed most swiftly — were so many wounded? How could they have advanced afterward? Others regard the one and only Israelite people, and some of them say [that] first, on that same night of the emigration, a great many Israelites were circumcised; but they are refuted in the same manner as those who [said] the Egyptians were circumcised entirely [that night]; and by this argument besides — that a cause would have to be assigned why so necessary a token of the divine law, and mark of the [chosen] nation, for so many [people], was deferred to that last night. Had Pharaoh forbidden [it]? Nowhere is [it] said. Had [it] been the negligence of the Israelites themselves, or a contempt of the divine precept? Neither is this cause [of the omission] anywhere insinuated. Secondly: otherwise St. Augustine (q. 6) — namely, [that] in the Israelite people some had been circumcised, others not; and these [uncircumcised], indeed, [had been] either born in the wilderness or [had] come out of Egypt; but [that] those latter [ones] paid the penalties both of [their] contempt of circumcision and of other sins by a sad destruction, while those born of them [were] now circumcised, Joshua [being] the author; and so the circumcision is called "second," because the same people was circumcised in respect of some [members], [while] in respect of others [it] was now being circumcised. "One," he says, "and the same people was in some [members] circumcised, in some not circumcised. Therefore [it] was said 'Again,' [so] that [it was] circumcised again — not the man, but the people [that was] re-circumcised." And a little [after]: "No single man, one in number, is twice circumcised, but the people, which had already been circumcised in some [members], but in some was still uncircumcised." [It] is a rather subtle exposition, yet perhaps not sufficiently consonant. For in the same people [there] were some already adult in age, others younger but who grew up afterward: is it not rightly said [that] the same people "grew up again"? And if [it] is said [so], could [it] not thereupon be said a hundred times to "grow up," and likewise to "be circumcised"? For always in a great people [there] is a succession and perpetuation of that kind. Nay, on the same day and the same hour [it] could be said [that] the same people eats and drinks a second, third, fourth, and fifth [time], or oftener — because in it some are already eating, others not yet, but different [ones] after others. Thirdly — [it] is easier, and more like the truth, [the view] which Lyra brought forward and Masius nearly approves: [namely] that this circumcision is called "second," a solemn [one], and public, of many persons at once; and that the first was [that] which Abraham once employed for the circumcising of himself and his whole household (Gen. 17). But this would be not a second, but a third circumcision. For (Gen. 34) [was there] not a solemn—

(col. 500 — right column; printed "507")

—and public [circumcision] of many, by which all the citizens of the city of Shechem, and their sons, were circumcised? Did they not [thereby] openly go over into the people of God and the rites of Abraham? And [it] would much more be called a third, or rather a fourth [circumcision], if [what] Radak among the Jews — and, among our own, Tertullian in the book against them — teaches were true: [namely] that a great multitude of the Israelites omitted that ceremony in Egypt, but that Moses, taught on the way at his own peril, circumcised all those at once. Fourthly: Radak, however, does not look back to any past circumcision, but [to] the repeated acts of circumcising in this very [event]. For some were being circumcised after others. But in that manner, as often as — in a certain order of time — more [people] were circumcised, [there] would so often be a "second" circumcision. But why not a third, a fifth, a sixth, and so on, according as more or fewer succeeded [one another]? And in the circumcising of Abraham's [household] and of the Shechemites [it] would also, in like manner, have been "second."

[It] is therefore to be said [that], in our Latin text, [it] is called "second" — yet not with such regard to number that another could be a third, a fourth, and so on — but only by reason of iteration and repetition, after that rite of circumcision had been utterly intermitted for some interval of time; so that "second circumcision" is the same as "iterated, repeated, and — after a long interval — recalled and renewed." [It] is proved, first, from the cause subjoined at vv. 5, 6, 7 — when [the text] says [that] of old, and indeed at the very Egyptian departure, the Israelites had been circumcised, but that this rite had ceased in the wilderness, and yet [was] not to be utterly omitted, but now to be repeated and used in the accustomed manner. Secondly: this the version of the Seventy also signifies, in which [it] is ἐκ δευτέρου [ek deuterou, "a second time"], which in Augustine (in the cited place) is always translated "again." Thirdly: the Hebrew phrase signifies mere iteration, at v. 2: "Return, circumcise the sons of Israel a second time." For that [phrase] "return, circumcise" means the same as "repeat the circumcision, recall it into use, return to that former rite of circumcising." Yet for שוב [shuv] — that is, "return" — the Seventy seem to have read ישב [yashav], "to sit"; because at v. 2 they say κάθισας ποίησαι [kathisas poiēsai, "sitting, make"]. And [as for] what is added, "a second time," [it] is the same as "again," or "repeatedly." For שנה [shanah] means "to iterate." And therefore this iteration requires a former use, which was afterward interrupted and [now] is begun again — whether [it] be begun properly [as] a second, or [as] a third, or fourth, and so on. For even if [it] were the hundredth iteration, [it] would still be "iterated," and — in the manner now explained — "second"; and of it the same words could be said which were here spoken to Joshua by the Lord (v. 2). Abulensis does not indeed confirm [it] with arguments, yet affirms this very thing in fact (q. 15 & 43).


Question II. Whether circumcision was intermitted for the whole forty years in the wilderness? (An totos quadraginta in solitudine annos intermissa fuerit circumcisio?)

[There are] three chief opinions. The first is [that] of Abulensis (quaest. 23): [that] the circumcision was intermitted [for] all those forty years. The second [is that] of R. Ishmael (in R. Eliezer, ch. 29): [that they] were indeed circumcised, but without skill, or [without] the uncovering [retectio] of the foreskin — but this "uncovering" [was] already cast out in the preceding question. The last, or third, is [that] of Masius. "Nor indeed," he says (fol. 80), "would I say, doubting, [that]—
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—[Masius, continuing:] "...in those stations at Mount Sinai, in which [there] was need to tarry both for receiving the law divinely and for constructing the sanctuary of God and the tabernacle — [that,] just as the Israelites kept the Passover according to custom, so also they circumcised their children too, as many as had been brought forth into the light either in those 47 days in which they had come from Egypt thither, or meanwhile while they lingered there." In which words not only his opinion itself appears (denying [the total omission]), but also a twofold confirmation of the same. For, first: since [they] tarried at Mount Sinai for a whole year — if you except 12 or 13 days — not [merely] for some few days or weeks, what cause could [there] have been, that they should now omit a ceremony so necessary, and for so long a time — ever since Abraham — kept even amid the very hatreds and furies of the Egyptians? Was not the covenant entered with Abraham now, in that Sinaitic station, renewed — nay, established, and confirmed and ratified by various laws and by interposed blood? At what time, then, ought they [more] diligently and religiously to have observed the rite divinely given and prescribed to Abraham? Secondly: the Lord willed [that] another rite instituted not long before, at the very Egyptian departure — namely, the Passover — not be omitted by them, but be kept with great religion (Num. 9 v. 1); how would he have suffered the circumcision — which by long use was known to all [to be] necessary — to be passed over? For, for that reason too, concerning it — as concerning the more recent ceremony of the Passover — nothing seems to have been necessary, that the Lord should admonish [them] that it keep its former course. But the same writer [Masius] adds a third reason, as it were: for he says [that] the text of this chapter (v. 5) [means that] the Israelites were not circumcised "on the way, in going out," or while [the people] was going out of Egypt; and [that] what was done at the stations ought to be reckoned neither [as] the setting-out on the journey, nor [as] done on the journey.

For my part, I could not deny [that] those [things] are said very probably; yet the text itself seems rather to urge us [to think] that not even then were any circumcised. For, first, [it] signifies (v. 6 & 7) [that] through all the forty years in which [the people] went and stayed to and fro in the desert, no one was circumcised — though the years would be but 39. For no cause here compels us to depart even a little from the proper use of the number set down, as was done above (ch. 4, part 2, quaest. 2). Then (v. 5 & 7) two termini, as it were, of the performed circumcision are set: one in Egypt — for those who went out thence had all put off the foreskin; the other now in Canaan — when [it was] done in like manner. [With] the years, then, intervening, no one [was] circumcised. Thirdly, clearly at v. 5 the Hebrew says: "All the people — those who were born in the desert, on the way, in going out of Egypt — they did not circumcise." That is, "No one circumcised anyone in the desert." Nor does [it] stand in the way, what Masius more subtly noted — [that] those who were at the stations are not said [to be] "on the way" nor "in the going-out." For truly the whole space, both of places and of times, which was between Egypt and Canaan, is wont everywhere to be described in that manner. For because, even while they had a station somewhere, they were [still] making for elsewhere, nor was [there] a sought [permanent] seat there, they were said [to be] "on the journey and setting-out." Just as one who sets out for another city — even if he take food in some inn, [and] pass the night, [and even if] by some sickness or—
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—by some other cause hindered he tarry a little longer — [yet] no one will deny that he is "on the way," and setting out for another [place]. Nor indeed do the other [things] which Masius adduced draw us away from that opinion. For concerning the cause on account of which the intermission of this ceremony [lasted] so long a time, [it] will be said in the following question. Now that keeping of the Passover was done — and indeed by God's own command — for this reason: that, since (as was said) that rite was most recent, and had never before been performed except once, [it] might now, by the very iteration, be the more inculcated, taught, and brought into custom. Otherwise concerning circumcision: for since [it] was already ancient, and by long use strengthened and established, [there] was no danger that — though [it] be interrupted for some years — it would fall away or be unlearned; especially since [there] were always many surviving circumcised [men], and some circumcisers too (of whom below, q. 7). Nay, from [the fact] that the Lord then commanded the Passover [but] was silent about circumcision, [it] could not improbably be gathered [that] it was not even employed then — especially since Masius confesses [that] its course was already cut off, from Egypt up to these Sinaitic stations.

But if [one] had to depart from the exact number of 40 years, another could say, from the text (vv. 6 & 7), [that] the circumcision then first ceased after the Israelites sinned at Kadesh-barnea, at the return of the spies. For then first the Lord threatened them with those horrible deaths and slaughters, of which [there is] mention here (Num. 14 v. 30 & following); and therefore, then too first, properly, he substituted and raised up sons — as is here said — into the place of the slain Fathers. But why do I say another could say this? Nay, Calvin has already said [it] (fol. 20) — who, however, is sufficiently refuted by the first and second argument against the second opinion. But clearly, toward the end of bk. 1 of [his] Commentary on Galatians, St. Jerome [says]: "For forty years," he says, "in the desert no one was circumcised."


Question III. What was the cause of that intermission? (Ecqua intermissionis eiusdem causa?)

A manifold cause is wont to be adduced. And the first, indeed, [is] from Radak, and before him from the Talmudic Rabbis (tractate Yebamoth ch. 8): [that] the circumcision was intermitted by the Israelites because through the whole 40 years in the desert the wind Boreas [the North wind] never blew. For since it is wont to scatter the gathered clouds, and [since] there would have been danger lest it also blow away that [cloud] which was the Leader and coverer of the Israelites' camp, therefore [they say] the Lord forbade it to blow. Now this wind is as much an enemy to clouds as it is a friend to wounds and blows, so that by its breeze those [wounds] can easily be healed and grow together; and for that cause [they say] it is watched-for by the Jews who are about to circumcise, that it may bring the fitting medicinal power to the circumcised member. [These] are fables! [For:] could that cloud, which the Angel guarded and governed, be scattered by Boreas? Are there not other winds more vehement than it, especially in that wilderness? If, when infants are born, the eighth day be present, and Boreas does not blow — is the circumcision to be deferred? And what would be done in those places to which — Aristotle [being] witness — Boreas does not reach? They teach indeed [that] some of the winds are more or [less than others]—
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—[whether] wholesome or harmful — Hippocrates, and Galen (bk. 3 of the Epidemics), [and] John Baptist Montanus (tractate 3, On the pestilent fever, ch. 12). But [that] Boreas [is] so propitious to wounds, though it be most cold — I know of no one who teaches [this], unless perhaps for this [reason]: that, just as it wards off putrefaction from raw or cooked flesh, so in the cut-around part it suffers none to arise. For so also by Philo (bk. 3, On Moses) [it] was said [that] the northern winds invigorate most greatly. See Abulensis (q. 54 & 55).

Another cause the Scholastic History [Comestor] adduces: the fault and negligence of the parents themselves, who took no care that [their] sons be circumcised. And that seems able to be proved: first, from St. Augustine, who (quaest. 6) accuses their disobedience — not that by which in the desert they variously murmured against God (as [it] seemed to that best Commentator on Genesis, ch. 17, disp. 4) — but that by which they omitted the circumcision itself. For thus he speaks: "They who went out of Egypt begot sons in the desert, and neglected to circumcise them, because they were disobedient to the law of God." Secondly, from Rupert (bk. on Joshua, ch. 15), who also proves this from Amos. Thirdly, from the Seventy themselves, who seem to say [that] those very [men] who went out of Egypt were not [themselves] circumcised, and therefore also took no care to circumcise their [sons]. For thus they say: ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων ἐξ Αἰγύπτου [aperitmētoi ēsan tōn exelēluthotōn ex Aigyptou] — that is, "They were uncircumcised, of those who had gone out of Egypt." And again: ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν οἱ πλεῖστοι αὐτῶν τῶν μαχίμων τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων ἐξ Αἰγύπτου, οἱ ἀπειθήσαντες τῶν ἐντολῶν τοῦ θεοῦ [aperitmētoi ēsan hoi pleistoi autōn tōn machimōn tōn exelēluthotōn ex Aigyptou, hoi apeithēsantes tōn entolōn tou theou] — that is, "Uncircumcised were most of those warriors who had gone out of Egypt, who had disobeyed the commands of God." Which words [say] what else than that some — nay, very many — of those who had left Egypt and were now in the number of the fighters were without circumcision? But how would that sin never have been touched — [with] neither penalty nor any reproof, [however] slight — in the whole Scripture? How, by Moses, in so great a people, [for] so many years, [would it have been] so silently borne and dissembled? Certainly [there] were other, much lighter [faults], and much less necessary [to punish], which neither he nor God bore patiently — such as the collection of wood on the sabbath (Num. 15), [and] the complaint about thirst and fatigue (Exod. 15, 16, 17). But to St. Augustine [it] is to be said [that] he [was] led into that opinion by the version which is read in today's common Greek [texts], and which — as regards this present difficulty — is similar, and as it were the same, [as] that which I cited [as] the [version] corrected from the Seventy. For after he had cited that version, he subjoins to it the words which are objected. Yet the mind of the Seventy themselves [is] other. For they always understand the sons of those who went out of Egypt. Thus [it should be read] ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν (ὑιοὶ) τῶν [aperitmētoi ēsan (huioi) tōn], etc.; and afterward: ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν οἱ πλεῖστοι (ὑιοὶ) αὐτῶν τῶν μαχίμων [aperitmētoi ēsan hoi pleistoi (huioi) autōn tōn machimōn] — "Uncircumcised were most of the sons of those very fighters" — as can be understood not obscurely from v. 7. Rupert too followed St. Augustine; but his reasoning from the prophet [Amos] will be explained afterward elsewhere — as [it] has also already been to some extent explained [at] Acts 7. See Ribera there; and, concerning the sin of the omitted circumcision, Abulensis (q. 52).

The third cause Masius (in this place and on Gen. 17) [and] Pererius (disput. 4) hand down: [that it] was not the fault of those parents, but a penalty — while this burned their minds, that by the omission of circumcision they saw—
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—their children in a manner excluded from the promises made to Abraham. And this they gather from Num. 14 v. 33: "Your sons shall be wanderers in the desert forty years, and shall bear your fornication, until the corpses of the fathers be consumed in the desert." But this "bearing of the parents' fornication" is nothing else than, generally, to pay certain penalties, and to endure some bitter [things], on account of the parents' fault. But if [one] ask specifically what those penalties are, or what bitter [things], not the circumcision itself, but rather that wandering — and the long staying in the desert — is intimated; so that the latter part of this sentence indicates the cause of the former. Truly indeed, if this rite had ceased for the burning of the parents' minds with some grief, then certainly [it] ought not to have [begun to cease] before the parents had bound themselves by those sins and this penalty had been appointed for them, nor [ought it to have continued] after all [of them] had been driven out of life. But immediately, as soon as they left Egypt, no one afterward was circumcised (as was said, q. 2), and before the crossing of the Jordan no one [was] — although of those who had sinned [there] was not even a single survivor at the very crossing of the torrent Zared (Deut. 2 v. 14). Besides, the circumcision would have had to be either forbidden to them by some command, or taken away by some other necessity. For otherwise [it] would not have been a penalty, if [they] had omitted [it] willingly and compelled by nothing; or, if [it] had been a penalty, [it] would have had [an] accompanying voluntary fault — in that manner in which the penalties of sins are sometimes called "sins" [poena peccati], as in Rom. 1. But in these parents those authors acknowledge no fault which was omitted on account of the omitted circumcision. By these arguments [there] is also refuted [the one] to whom this opinion pleased — Calvin; especially since he too confesses [that] Moses would not have borne so great a slackness. [There] is also refuted his disciple Francis Junius, when in [his] annotation on this chapter he writes so affirmatively: "This is the most open and most true reason why that age lacked circumcision — namely, the most shameful obstinacy of the parents, by which they breathed [longed for] Egypt."

The fourth cause Major forges out of the school of the Theologians (bk. 4, disput. 1, quaest. 5): a divine dispensation. But whence [is] that known? Where [is it] handed down? If the Rabbis' fiction set down before had any [degree] of probability, [it] could now be said consonantly [that] — by that very [fact], that the Lord had restrained the wind propitious to healing the wounds — [he] would seem to have given a power of neglecting the circumcision. But that [fiction] was exterminated above.

The fifth [cause], which could come into someone's mind, Abulensis set down (quaest. 20): [that] the Israelites were not obliged to the observation of the law itself in the wilderness. But either that is asserted by no one, or — as regards this ceremony of circumcision indeed — it agrees with the already-rejected opinion of Major. Yet [for] a fuller refutation of it, if [it] be at heart to anyone, let him betake himself to that cited question of Abulensis, and likewise to the eleventh and the 22nd.

The sixth cause is, that circumcision was a certain token and mark, as it were, which distinguished the Hebrews from the other nations; and therefore, since in the wilderness those [Israelites] were alone, [there] was no need of it [in order] that they might be mutually recognized. So [says] Theodoret (on Genesis, quaest. 67, and on this book, quaest. 2). Where,—
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"Where," he [Theodoret] says, "when they themselves were freed from the servitude of the Egyptians, and led [their] life in the desert, [God] did not require that this law be kept, nor exact penalties for transgression — because they lived among themselves, not mingled with foreign nations: they had no need of the sign of circumcision. But afterward, when he brought them into the promised land, he commanded [them] to be circumcised, lest through association with strangers [their] piety be undermined. For if it happened that anyone was led astray, [it] was easy — the mark being examined — to be received [back] into the flock; just as sheep marked with some sign, if they stray, are found [again]." And Damascene (bk. 4, On the Faith, ch. 26): "Circumcision," he says, "was given before the law, after the blessings and the promise, as a sign — that [it] might distinguish him [Abraham] and his children and home-born [servants] from the nations among whom they dwelt." [It] is an argument, that when the Israelites for 40 years dwelt apart by themselves in the desert, and had no commerce with any other nation, of those who were born in the desert absolutely none was circumcised; but after Joshua brought them across the Jordan, then at last they were circumcised, and [there] arose a "second law" of circumcision. For in the time of Abraham the law of circumcision was given; then for 40 years in the desert it ceased; and secondly again God gave the law of circumcision to Joshua after the Jordan was crossed. For in the book of Joshua [it] stands thus written: "But about this time, the Lord said to Joshua: Make thee knives of stone from the sharp rock, and, sitting, circumcise the sons of Israel a second time." And, a few [words] intervening: "For forty and two years Israel dwelt in the Battaritid [Paran] wilderness; and for that cause many of the sons of the warriors, who had gone out of the land of Egypt [and] who had least obeyed the commands of God, were uncircumcised — [those] to whom [God] also affirmed [that] they would by no means see that good land, flowing with milk and honey, which the Lord had promised by oath to give to their Fathers. And into their place he substituted their sons, whom — because they had not been circumcised on the way — Joshua circumcised." From which [it] is clear [that] circumcision was a sign which distinguished Israel from the Nations among whom [he] dwelt. St. Jerome, toward the end of bk. 1 of [his] Commentary on Galatians (ch. 3), when — as I cited above (q. 2) — he had said [that] no one was circumcised in the desert, subjoins: "For they lived alone, without admixture of another nation. As soon as the people crossed the bank of the Jordan, and poured itself, a Jewish swarm, into the land of Palestine, circumcision — [being] necessary — provided against the future error of the intermixture of the Gentiles."

But first: when [there] is some law to which several duties and ends are set, it does not on that account remit its force and bond because some one of those ends ceases; for on account of the others — which are still in vigor and press — that law [is] to be kept. But now not only the distinction of the Israelites from other peoples was set for the law of circumcision, but also several other [ends], of which [it] was said (Gen. 17) when its end was explained — but especially the divine worship, and the expiation of original sin. Then, even if the law had only one end, [yet] when that ceases only negatively (as the Theologians say), its obligation is not dissolved. Thirdly, not even in their own Judea — after, the wars being settled and all the enemies subdued and exterminated, they had possessed it in tranquillity — would it have been [necessary] to circumcise them. For then no nation [was] mingled with them, none from whom it were needful to be distinguished, joined [to them] for at least some time. For Josephus too (bk. 1 against Apion) praises the Jews for this very [thing], that in their [own] land they are pure, and [free] from all—

(col. 506 — right column; printed "513")

—filth of foreigners' [in-]mixture; and that because with other nations [there] is to them no ἐπιμιξία [epimixia] — that is, [no] intermingling. And truly, if circumcision were considered not as [it] is a symbol of divine worship and obedience, [it] could seem a mark little apt to distinguish the Jews from others — since others could be marked with the same, and afterward several were [so] marked [as circumcised], such as the Egyptians, Arabs, and others of whom [Gen. 17]. And then, moreover, because [it is] not on the forehead, face, breast, arms, or [any] other honorable and easily-conspicuous part, but on that [part] which inborn shame — [implanted] by nature — forbids even to uncover and show by a word. See Abulensis (quaest. 56). But if [it] were to happen that the nations should embrace Judaism, [there] would then be no necessity of circumcision.

The seventh [cause], therefore — in St. Thomas (3rd part, quaest. 70, art. 4), Abulensis (quaest. 20, 57, 59), Masius, Pererius (in the cited place), and others — is [that] [it] was just [reasonable] that the infants be not vexed by any cutting in the desert, because the time of setting-out was always uncertain. For when the [cloud-]leader stirred the clouds, straightway, suddenly, the baggage had to be gathered and the journey undertaken; but that would have created the greatest danger of life for those who had then been circumcised. For if (Gen. 34) the pain of this circumcision, on the third day, so broke and weakened men [who were] strong, and robust in [their very] age, that by two of Jacob's sons a whole city could be destroyed and cut down — how great a pain, and how present a danger, would [it] have threatened for the tender little ones, whom the labor of the journey would shake and agitate? Among the Jews, even today, [it] is the custom that, if — on account of the sickness of that wound — one or two sons die to someone, he may, in the other children whom he afterward begets, wait for a firmer age for circumcising, as Rambam shows (tractate Millah, tome 2); or [because] someone on the eighth day may seem too weak to be safely circumcised, as (Exod. 12 v. 48) Lyra notes, and from him Abulensis in the same place (quaest. 57). What wonder, then, if — in the continual motion or fear of the pilgrimage through the wilderness — [circumcision] was not despised, but deferred? For those laws of God which he did not implant in nature itself, but bears [imposes] afterward either through himself or through his own [ministers], are so gentle, and accommodated to the weakness of men, that — unless [God] himself expressly, or at least the necessary end of the [laws] themselves, pronounce this — they never oblige us with danger of life. But in the law of circumcision, neither is severity of this kind explained by express words, nor is [it] gathered from its end. For here [the end] can be obtained otherwise, both from infants and from those greater in age. For those [infants], indeed, could be freed from original guilt through that remedy which, before the precept of circumcision, was applied to infants; and these [adults] could be granted pardon through the very contrition of [their] mind — as is clear from the disputation cited often on Gen. 17, and from our Suárez (tome 3, disput. 30, sect. 1). Therefore the circumcision could, without any harm, be deferred for a while — [namely,] because a fixed and firm dwelling-seat [was] either assigned or at least indicated. For I judge [that] if the Israelites had certainly and surely known [that] they would remain either at the Sinaitic or at any other stations, and would not be compelled to the journey by the cloud's summons, then they would think about circumcision—
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—[that it was] necessarily [so]. For indeed, when the summit of Mount Sinai held Moses, the Israelites were always uncertain of the setting-out, as Abulensis also teaches (quaest. 59). If you say [that] [it] seems likely that to Moses — as [were] so many and so great other [things] — [it] was divinely revealed, [namely] that they would tarry at that mountain [only] until the tabernacle, with its vessels and ornaments, was perfected, erected, and consecrated: I answer, first, [that] perhaps [it] was not revealed. For often, to certain [men], some great [things] are revealed by God, and lesser [ones] concealed. And in the same manner that [objection] of Junius (in the cited place) would be resolved, if [it] were true [that] many years were spent by the Israelites in one place (Deut. 1:46; ch. 2:13) — but of this elsewhere. Secondly, [even] granting [that] it was revealed, [it is] likely [that] at the same time [it] was signified to him [Moses] that he should not divulge this, but keep [it] to himself, so that the people might be retained in the former care and solicitude of the journey, and never — secure of a longer station in any place — sleep on both ears. And in that manner, if anyone should understand [that] God then dispensed in the precept of circumcision, I would not think [it] to be gainsaid. For since he willed the movement of the cloud [to be] unknown and uncertain, [he] at the same time seemed openly to say [that] he was not now urging his law of circumcision, and made a power [permission] of deferring it [for] so long, until they came into that place where the cloud was absent, and did not seek the trumpet-signal of the journey from it. But if, on account of the scarcity of fine-flour, incense, wine, and like things in that desert, [it] was lawful to abstain from sacrifices during the time of those many years, as Abulensis teaches (quaest. 21) — why not also, on account of the want of fixed rest and dwelling, [to abstain] from circumcision? These [things] rightly perceived and weighed, [it is] easy [that] the [things] which Calvin objects against that exposition (fol. 20) are either denied or explained — of whom again below (quaest. 5 & 11).

But perhaps a certain cause is not to be omitted, which Theodoret hands down (quaest. 2): [that] circumcision was now omitted for this reason, that we might consider [that] those old Fathers, endowed with circumcision, perished, but that their sons — without circumcision — were led into the promised land. "So we," he says, "who are the sons, have received the kingdom of heaven; but the Jews, who held the place of the fathers, fell away from the eternal goods, and are expelled from the kinship of the patriarchs. Therefore it was fitting [for] the Jews to understand [that] circumcision is not a necessary thing. For the Lord God, foretelling to Abraham the time of his sojourning, commanded [him] to be circumcised; but when they themselves were freed from the servitude of the Egyptians, and led [their] life in the desert, [God] did not require that this law be kept, nor exact penalties for transgression."


Question IV. Why were the Israelites circumcised at once after the crossing of the Jordan? (Cur post Iordanis transitum circumcisi statim Israelitae?)

The cause — that, the Jordan being crossed, the Israelites were immediately circumcised — [namely] that alone great [cause] may seem sufficient, that the Lord so commanded (v. 2). But, first, this command [is] rather a renewal of the old precept given [in] Gen. 17, or a recall into memory—
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—[a recall into memory] was [it]. For now the cause ceased on account of which, in the earlier years in the desert, they had been excused from that ceremony. Secondly: the cloud was away — the admonisher and mistress of unhoped-for and least-expected departure; [there] was a land in which the foot [was] to be fixed; [there] was a camp, [which was] going to be in that place [for] so long, until [it] should [now] seem [good] to their leader Joshua. That old law of circumcision, therefore, began again to bind the Israelites. The time of year also admonished [them], that the Passover be celebrated; and [it] ought to be celebrated and eaten by no one except the circumcised (Exod. 12 v. 44 & 48). Thirdly: after so long a pilgrimage, when rest, and the possession promised of old by God, now began to be given, [it] was most just that from the Israelites themselves should begin also [the observance of] its law, [its] rites and all [its] ceremonies — insofar as [it] could be [done] — to be observed, as is prescribed (Deut. 12 v. 8, 9, 10, 11). But the chief and beginning of all those [ceremonies] is circumcision itself. Hence St. Paul (Gal. 5 v. 3): "I testify again to every man that circumcises himself, that he is a debtor to do the whole law." In this land of promise, therefore — the pilgrimage now wholly finished, the Jordan crossed, the camp fixed and fortified, and monuments of stone of such great things established and most firmly agreed [set up] — circumcision, deservedly, becomes the auspice, and the foundation is, as it were, laid, of the divine worship thereafter to be kindled, perpetuated, and propagated there. Fourthly: for conciliating divine grace and help more and more, what could be more apt than that the first, most difficult, and most troublesome ceremony of religion of all should, after so great an interval, be recalled, and be begun at the very first time; and be imprinted on the bodies of all who hitherto had never experienced it, and be most deeply cut in? What sign could then be raised — against the superstitions, impurities, and gods of the Canaanites — more terrible and more efficacious? Fifthly: this command of God also kindled the minds of the Israelites, that they might most firmly trust [that] they would be victors over the enemies, and tamers and possessors of the whole land — when they saw themselves, of [God's] own accord, roused up to reclaim from God himself the sign of [his] benevolence and adoption toward Abraham himself and his whole posterity. Finally: [it] did not befit [that] a region, in which all sanctity and religion ought to flourish, should — even for some few days — be polluted and defiled, by those who ought to be [its] first, as it were, sowers and cultivators, through the foreskin. For if the Lord was unwilling [that] Moses, the Master of piety, descend into Egypt with one of [his] sons uncircumcised, how would he gladly see [that] the first authors of establishing and propagating his worship in this land tarried [there] longer [as] uncircumcised? But of that [it] has been said in [my commentary on] Exodus. And indeed, for this cause, the Seventy here called the circumcision, [to signify it] in a manner, περικάθαρσιν [perikatharsin, "a purging-around"], or the [act of] circumcising itself περικαθαίρειν [perikathairein] — that is, as in St. Augustine (q. 6) [it] is translated, "to purge-around." But this same question Masius proposes otherwise, thus (fol. 86): "But indeed a difficult question can be raised in this place: Why did not the Israelites rather determine to celebrate this ceremony of circumcision in the plains of Moab; or [why did] God [not] command that they celebrate [it] there; or, the two most powerful Kings [Sihon and Og] being conquered—
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—[they had not yet] gained sufficiently convenient leisure and security — especially since [it] seemed to accord and agree more with religion and the holy covenant, that they should not set foot into the sacred land [as] a possession, unless first circumcised. Then, when — from the causes which I have adduced — he [Masius] had set down the first, he subjoins three others (although the second of the same touches the third of mine), in these words: "But as concerns God's counsel — which no edge of the human mind can attain by sufficiently sure conjecture, much less ever explain: he had appointed beforehand 40 years, in which the sons should bear the penalty of the defection of the parents in the wilderness, so that the years might correspond to the number of days in which the impious spies had roamed through Canaan [Num. 14:34]. And by 'wilderness' [he] called, as it seems, whatever places lay between Egypt and Canaan — [places] in which, as [it were] on a foreign soil, they had to live. So long, therefore, as that fault of defection was not yet expiated, the circumcision ought not to be celebrated — [it] which was a certain reconciliation of divine grace. Besides this, [it] was consonant that — since the circumcision was now, as it were, to be instituted anew — this be done in Canaan, a land dedicated to all sacred ceremonies, in which also the first circumcision had been divinely instituted and celebrated. Moreover, thus the foreshadowing better agreed with the fulfillment, [in] that Joshua in Canaan — not Moses in the plains of Moab — should perform that second circumcision. For the true Joshua, who was JESUS CHRIST, when he had been made commander and leader, began to initiate his people by a circumcision not made by hand [Col. 2:11], within Canaan." With the first alone of those causes Abulensis is content (q. 60). St. Jerome, toward the end of bk. 1 of [his] Commentary on Galatians (ch. 3): "That the people is written [as] circumcised by JESUS, [as their] second leader, signifies both that circumcision ceased in the desert — which in Egypt was reasonably exercised — and that by the Lord JESUS CHRIST believers are to be cleansed by a spiritual circumcision."


Question V. Who were circumcised in that iterated circumcision? (Quinam iterata ista circumcisione circumcisi?)

This is explained in the text in two ways. First, negatively (v. 4): none of those who came out of Egypt — males, warriors — were circumcised a second time; because, before the Jordan was crossed, [they were] all destroyed by death; and indeed because [there] was no need to circumcise them, since in Egypt they had all already been circumcised (v. 5). But two [things] are to be noted. The one is: from this [it] is held [that] none of those who were under 40 years [were now] circumcised — because all such had been born outside Egypt; and to these are also to be reckoned those who, though born in Egypt, were carried off [died] before the eighth day from birth. The other [is]: by "males" the whole class of women is excluded, to whom (as is plain [from] Gen. 17) circumcision in no way pertained; and by "warriors" [there] is removed whatever was of the Levitical stock — not because any of the Levites who had been born in Egypt were circumcised a second time, but lest we should think them comprehended in that [penalty] which is added, [namely] the penalty of death. For into the land of promise entered the sons of Aaron, Eleazar and Ithamar (as is clearly handed down about him [Aaron] below, in the last chapter); and yet [each] was more than 60 years [old] at the very entry, as [is clear] from his consecration and prefecture, which — begun at the entering of the second year [of the Exodus]—

(col. 510 — right column; printed "517")

—was made [Exod. 29 & 40; Lev. 8; Num. 3] — is gathered. Secondly, affirmatively (v. 5 & 8), thus indeed: "All who were born in the desert were [now] circumcised" — because they ought to have been circumcised (Gen. 17), and yet were not circumcised; and that because (v. 6) "for 40 years through the desert the sons of Israel went" — namely, until, according to the word of the Lord (Num. 14), the whole nation of warriors who had gone out of Egypt should be consumed by death. And [it] was being consumed because they had not obeyed the voice of the Lord — [about] which [he] therefore swore that he would do [it] to them, that they should not see that land, concerning which the same Lord had sworn to their Fathers that he would give it — namely, the land flowing with milk and honey, and abounding to them. "Their sons" (v. 7) "the Lord raised up in their stead," and Joshua now circumcised them, because they were still uncircumcised, since — as [was] already said — no one had circumcised them on the way. But in the eighth verse [it] is said [that] "the whole nation [was] circumcised," where — as above (ch. 3, part last, quaest. 13) — גּוֹי [goi, "nation"] seems to be taken for the Jews; but, as Masius says (fol. 83), because they were still uncircumcised after the manner of the barbarians. And therefore I do not sufficiently grasp what the Latin version of Theodoret means, when [it] says (quaest. 3): "But [the] history teaches us [that] several born in Egypt had not been circumcised — [their] parents perhaps fearing the death of the infants, if they had circumcised them. And so all (to say [it] in a word) remained uncircumcised, except a few: [namely] those who were born in the desert." But [there] are some [things] here concerning which inquiry is made.

1. Whether all those born in the desert — and at the very time of the Egyptian departure — remained uncircumcised until that iterated circumcision? [It] would seem ridiculous to call this into question, since the text expressly affirms [it] — were it not [that] Calvin, on the contrary, affirms [that] not all remained uncircumcised, but only those who were born after the sedition and the sentence of death pronounced by the Lord (Num. 14). But which is more to be believed — the text, or Calvin? He indeed tries to twist the clear words of the text into his [own] fiction; but — as is plain [from] their opinion and paraphrase already expounded — quite "against Minerva" [i.e. against nature], as is wont to be said. "This cause is to be noted," he says, "that the sons of Israel wandered through the desert until that whole nation which had refused to follow God should be abolished; from which, in my judgment, [one] may gather [that], as a sign of malediction or rejection, the use of circumcision ceased through all that time." [It] is well gathered [that] the use of circumcision ceased through all that time — but not [that] it ceased [as] a sign of malediction, and therefore [not] that this cessation began [only] then first. See the [things] said above (q. 3), and Abulensis (q. 48), where this argument of Calvin's already long ago came up, and [he] rejected [it].

2. Whether all those same [ones] born in the desert were circumcised in this second circumcision? St. Thomas doubts (4, dist. 2, quaest. 2, art. 3, little-question 1, ad 3), because [it] is uncertain whether none of those died in the same desert. If any died, [they] certainly did not reach that circumcision which happened after the crossing of the Jordan, nor received any other before — as is clear from the [things] said (this quaest., proposition 2, and above, quaest. 1, 2, 3). If [they] did not die, the context expressly affirms [that] all who were survivors had now been circumcised, as we have seen.

(col. 511 — left column; printed "518")

Is the whole difficulty, then, situated in this?

Whether [any] of those born in the desert also died in it?

That [they] did not die [is] proved, first, by St. Thomas (in the cited place) from Psalm 104 [105:37]: "There was not [one] infirm in their tribes." If [there] was no infirmity among them, then neither [was there] death. Secondly: Joshua narrates in this chapter (v. 6) who died, and names only those who did not obey the word of the Lord; and asserts [that] their sons were substituted by the Lord into their place. But of these sons — if death had carried off any — how would he have raised up those [others] into their place? Thirdly: Rupert (on Joshua, ch. 15) reckons the same not improbable, and confirms [it] from Deut. ch. 29 & 32. These are his words:

"Or perhaps [it] will be permissible to affirm that — among the other marvels of God — this too could marvelously happen: that of the sons who succeeded into the place of the circumcised fathers, no one died through the 40 years of that widest wilderness? For Moses says to them: 'The Lord led you 40 years through the desert; your garments were not worn out, nor were the shoes of your feet consumed by age' [Deut. 29:5]. If he deigned to take care of that — that the garments should not be worn out, nor the shoes of their feet consumed by age — how much more is [he] to be believed to have taken care of that, that no one of them should die by an untimely death? Otherwise, how will [that] stand which the same [Moses] says in the Canticle: 'He led him about, and taught him, and kept him as the pupil of his eye' [Deut. 32:10]?"

Nevertheless, nothing [in] these [arguments] stands in the way [against the possibility] that death carried off some of them, though perhaps fewer. For that [text] which denies any infirmity in the Israelite tribes is understood of the very time of the Egyptian departure. For in the same verse [it] precedes: "And he led them out with silver and gold"; then follows: "and [there] was not [one] infirm in their tribes." [As for] the second [argument]: [there] are indeed narrated here all who died [because] they had not obeyed the Lord — but not [these] alone. Then, mention is made of the death of those who perished afterward on account of the murmur of the spies — not of others who died from another cause, natural or violent. And who would think [that] among the others — [deaths] which either preceded that murmur or followed their murmurings — [there] was never one who had been born in the wilderness? Who would believe [that] of those who were 20, 30, or more years [old], the lust of none slipped into the Moabite women? [That] none of them was among those 23 thousand who — the Apostle says (1 Cor. 10 v. 8) — fell? Nor, [even] if death snatched away some of those born [in the desert], is [it] thence gathered [that] into the parents' place [there was] no substituted offspring. For truly this too happens daily, that children succeed [their] parents, and yet some of these always die off. The third [argument] — [taken] from me — stands entirely. For Rupert indeed only doubts and inquires; but since the former place of Deuteronomy relates the [things] which, beyond and above the common course of things, were granted to them, and yet says nothing about this immortality of those younger [ones] — who would not rather reckon [that] there was none [such]? For if the constant integrity of the shoes and garments is narrated, how [would] the perpetual safety of the men themselves [be] omitted? The latter [place] explains God's assiduous care over them, and [his] guardianship, but not in such a way, however, that death touched none [of them] — as is clear from similar phrases elsewhere (Prov. 7 v. 2; Ps. 16:8; Sir. 17:18; ch. 29:16; Zech. 2:8).
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But besides this question about the death of certain [ones], [there] are still two others which make [one] doubt whether all who crossed the Jordan were affected with circumcision. The one:

Whether [there] were then none [so] impious as to have despised this old sacrament?

If [there] were in the desert some so impious that they even worshipped idols through all that time — as seems to be said [in] Amos 5, and as Rupert also noted above (quaestion 3) — what wonder [would it] seem, if — whether of the Israelites, or of the Egyptians going up with [them] — some slipped into that impiety, [so] that after the crossing of the Jordan they also despised and spurned circumcision? Yet I would rather believe [that] none of that kind were [there] then. But [even] if any had been so wicked, [I would believe] that they all were consumed and utterly taken away by various slaughters and destructions in the wilderness itself. For the Lord had willed to purge his people thoroughly, so that [he] might bring [them] into the promised land, and, as it were, [lead them] by the hand into [their] inheritance. For this reason too he had commanded all to be sanctified, as [was] said above. The other question, then, remains:

Whether at least those Levites who had been born in the desert, and on the journey itself, were not circumcised until this time of the second circumcision?

Radak and most of the Rabbis believe [that] as many of the Levites as were born in the desert were also there circumcised — because, namely, [in] Deut. 33 v. 9 [the Levites] are praised for having kept the Lord's word and covenant. But, first, the other tribes committed nothing against the same word and covenant of the Lord by omitting the circumcision. Secondly: the same reason which brought [it] about that circumcision was then omitted by the other tribes falls entirely upon the Levitical [tribe] too. Thirdly: those Rabbis now contradict themselves. For before (q. 3) we heard [them say] how, unless the North wind blew, they handed down [that] no one was to be circumcised, and again how it [the wind] held itself for the whole 40 years in the cave of Aeolus, and never blew. How, then, do they trifle [in saying] the Levites were [already] circumcised? But that praise of the Levites from Deuteronomy looks to that time in which, in the same desert, the calf [was] worshipped, and a great number of the calf-worshippers [were] cut down by their [the Levites'] hands and swords (Exod. 32). For therefore, in the same ch. 33 of Deuteronomy, before the cited words, these [words] go before (v. 8): "Who (namely Levi) said to his father and his mother: I know you not; and to his brothers: I am ignorant of them" — exactly as, after that slaughter (Exod. 32 v. 29), Moses had already praised them: "You have consecrated your hands today to the Lord, each one in his son and his brother, that a blessing may be given to you." And Philo asserts the same (bk. 2, On the Monarchy). [It] remains, therefore, [that] which the text says (v. 6 & 7): [that] all to whom the desert and the pilgrimage gave this light [birth] were, after the crossing of the Jordan, circumcised. But in the Latin text [there] are, for the sake of explanation, certain [things] a little otherwise than in the Hebrew — as, "through the circuits of the longest way," "the widest wilderness."
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Question VI. How many were circumcised? (Quotnam circumcisi fuerint?)

A little before this crossing of the Jordan, a third census of the whole people was made, and its sum found [to be] 601,730 (Num. 26 v. 51). And in that sum [there] were none of the warriors who were 61, 62, and beyond years [old], except our one Joshua, and Caleb (Num. 14); nor any Levites (Num. 26 v. 62). Therefore in that same sum [there] were only warriors of a twofold kind: namely, those who, when [they] emigrated from Egypt, were 20, 19, and under years [old]; and those who, in the following 40 years, had been born in the desert places. But the former [ones] are now not circumcised [again], but only the latter, as was explained above (quaest. 5). Now of these [there] were very many thousands — which, although they cannot be defined by a certain and precise number, yet the number can be entered upon from a good and clear conjecture, which errs little or nothing from the truth. For that whole sum [it] is permissible to divide, in a manner, into three parts: because, as the 20 years which were passed in Egypt before the departure — with the use of circumcision — stand toward that sum, so also the following 20 [years] which [were passed] in the desert, and again the other 20 which followed — that is, all the 40 in the desert without the use of that same circumcision. Therefore from that sum let us take away a third part — [those] who were circumcised in Egypt, namely, 200,576, or thereabouts (for we cannot divide into three precise parts) — [and there] will remain uncircumcised 401,154, or 401,153. But let us similarly add of the Levites — who (in the same Num. 26 v. 62) are said [to be] 23,000 — the two-thirds, that is, the 1,532 who remain, if we subtract from them the third part (that is, 766), or [rather] the 768 [reckoning the two who are always required for the whole sum]; [and] there will be, of all who were uncircumcised in the desert and circumcised beyond the Jordan — both from the other [tribes] and from the Levitical — 402,686, in this manner: 401,154 + 1,532 = 402,686.

Add now also those who had not yet come to the number of the warriors — that is, who were 20 years and under; and these, in the same proportion (another ~200,576), added to the former, make the sum of the circumcised [about 603,000]. [The figures are Serarius's own conjectural reckoning.]


Question VII. By whom were so many circumcised? (A quo tam multi circumcisi?)

[They] are handed down (v. 3 & 7) [as] circumcised by Joshua. But, first: how could Joshua alone be enough for circumcising so many — especially in so brief a time, as will appear below? Secondly: [was it] not [necessary] that the circumcisers be either priests or Levites? But Joshua was of the tribe of Ephraim (above, bk. 1, q. 1). Someone might answer [that] he undertook the office of circumciser itself by dispensation, because the Lord had expressly commanded [it]. But here [there] is no need of a dispensation. For not only the Priests and Levites performed this office — as, against Calvin and some [Priest-]authors, I said [in] Gen. 17. Then, whether he were present or absent (as indeed he was absent) — [as for] a dispensation, [I ask]: how could Joshua alone — although he had been more than hundred-handed [Briareus] — circumcise so vast a multitude of men, in so brief a time, in that manner?
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[It] is therefore to be said, first, [that] all these [were] circumcised by Joshua not as regards his [own] hand, but as regards [his] command, admonition, and exhortation. For thus also above (ch. 4 v. 9) the same Joshua "set up" the stones in the middle of the Jordan's channel, and (v. 20) the others at Gilgal. And therefore that voice of the Lord to him (v. 2) — "Circumcise the sons of Israel a second time" — means "take care that they be circumcised; order, admonish, exhort." And that he did (v. 3). [It] is to be said, secondly, [that] he [circumcised] some also with his own hand — such as his own household, and perhaps some chiefs of the other tribes. For if Abraham, having received the precept of circumcision divinely, immediately "took Ishmael his son, and all the home-born of his house, and all whom he had bought, all the males of all the men of his house, and circumcised the flesh of their foreskin at once on the same day, as God had commanded him" (Gen. 17 v. 23) — is Joshua to be thought slower and more hesitant in the same ceremony of religion? [It] is to be said, thirdly, [that] Caleb did likewise, as regards his own household too, and any others he could; and much more Eleazar the High Priest himself. [It] is to be said, fourthly, [that] circumcisers were all — as many as had of old been circumcised in Egypt [and] were still surviving — namely, all who were advanced beyond the 40th year up to the completed 60th; for example, those of 41, 42, 43 years and onward. And their number we conjectured above, by a certain analogy, to have been 200,576 of the warriors. Therefore if each of them circumcised two other warriors, the whole sum of the warriors then circumcised would be 401,154. But of those who had not yet completed the 20th year, and had not yet given [their] names into the census tables, let each of them [the circumcisers] circumcise still one more; and both the warriors, and those who were under the warriors' age, would all have been circumcised. And the like reckoning [holds] in the Levites; nay, even in the Egyptians who followed the sons of Israel, as [was] said [at] Exod. 12. [It] is to be said, fifthly and lastly, [that] it could also happen that the women and mothers themselves circumcised their little ones. For what Sephora, Moses's wife, did on the way (Exod. 4 v. 25), these too could do here. And perhaps, that some likeness of that deed might now be recalled, [there] is made mention of the stone knives, of which below. For such [a knife] Moses's spouse once used, in the same place.


Question VIII. With what instrument were they circumcised? Namely, whether knives of stone? (Quo instrumento circumcisi? An cultri nimirum lapidei?)

If we look only at our Latin version, [it] can be answered in a word: [that] the knives were of stone. For [it] is expressly so handed down (v. 3). But some raise a dispute from the Hebrew, so that concerning the instrument of circumcision [there] are now three opinions. The first: [that there] was never a stone knife, but always an iron or steel one. So most of the Rabbis, and, among our own, Arias Montanus, in—
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—this very chapter; and among the heretics, Chytraeus, who expounds "stone knives" [as] "knives sharpened with a whetstone." For Calvin indeed, perhaps by design, dissembled [it]. And the reason which moves them is, that here and [in] Exod. 4 they think [that] by the Hebrew names only "sharp knives" are signified — or, to say [it] word-for-word, "knives of edges." For צור [tsur] (Psalm 88 [89] v. 43) they say — and Genebrardus with them — signifies "an edge," where our [translator has]: "Thou hast turned away the help of his sword." The second opinion is [that] of those who, from this place and [from] Exod. 4, thought [that] the knife proper to circumcision had to be of stone — and that either always, or at least from Sephora, or [from] this our Joshua, up to the time of David. And in the former part of this opinion are the Master [Peter Lombard] (bk. 4, dist. 5), St. Bernard (sermon 50, on circumcision), [and] St. Augustine (sermon 141). In the latter [part], indeed, [are] the Hebrews [cited] in the author of the Scholastic History [Comestor], of whom he [speaks] thus: "Certain Hebrews fable [that] up to David the circumcision was made with a stone; but because, in the felling of Goliath, the iron of the cuirass and helmet yielded to the stone hurled by David's sling — as [it were] giving place to it — thereafter, in circumcision, the stone yielded to iron." The third opinion, finally, holds [that] neither iron nor steel, nor stone nor rock, is necessary, nor was it always held [so] of old; but, provided only [that] the circumcision be done, [that there] was no instrument prescribed; and therefore sometimes an iron [one], sometimes a stone [one], was used — and here indeed, in this very Joshuan circumcision, [a stone one]. So Justin Martyr (dialogue with Trypho), St. Ephrem (oration on the 40 Martyrs, tome 3), St. Augustine (serm. 15, on the words of the Apostle, ch. 10), St. Thomas (3rd part, quaest. 70, ad 2), Hugh of St. Victor (bk. 1, On the Sacraments, part 12), Abulensis (Exod. 4, q., & q. 7 & 8), Masius (fol. 83), Pererius (Gen. 17, disp. 6) — whom, [being] so many and so great leaders, I follow not unwillingly. For, first: that neither iron [is] always, nor stone always, necessary, [there] is a great argument from this, that in the very law of circumcision neither is laid down. Then, that the Hebrews used iron even in the most ancient times is established from their own Masters, and from certain circumcision-knives which in some places are very old; and again, that this cutting was [also] done with stone will be plain to him who ponders these [things] with his mind. First: since the Hebrew name צור [tsur] is most frequent in the Scriptures, [it] always signifies stone or rock — whether [it] be taken properly, or metaphorically, as when [it] is taken for God, or [for] a strong [one]. Why, then, in this place, should [it] not have the same signification? That antecedent [premise] is certain, and is conceded even by the adversaries — except in the cited Psalm 88 [89]; where, however, [there] is no necessity that [it] be understood primarily and properly [as] "an edge." For if we translate: "Thou hast turned away the rock of his sword," [it] will be understood metaphorically — either [as] that in which the strength and firmness of the sword is (which, secondarily — the primary notion of "rock" being preserved — is called "an edge"); or [as] that in which someone's strength and hope [lies], for example, "the sword." And thus not only our Latin [translator] renders [it] "the help of his sword," but also the Greek and Chaldaean text from which he received [it]. Secondly: this same Hebrew צור [tsur], when circumcision is treated of, Onkelos clearly renders ציפרא [tsippra] or טינרא [tinra] (Exod. 4) — and by that [word] rock and stone are always wont to be signified (Exod. 33; Ps. 77; Job 28), where, however, in his Syro-Chaldaic, Boderianus (fol. 83)—
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—notes [that] in the Venetian copies [there] is wrongly written שורי [shuri] — that is, "mountains." Thirdly: by the same word the Bereshith Rabba says [they were] of old employed, galuin detinari — that is, "stone razors." Fourthly: the Moreh Nebuchim (part 1, ch. 16) [Maimonides] affirms [that] this Joshuan circumcision was performed with hard flints. Fifthly: the manner in which the Lord commanded that matter to Joshua pertains here too. "Make," he says, "thee knives, tsurim [צֻרִים]." But why would he say "make thee knives," and not rather "sharpen the knives"? Why "knives of edges," and not simply "knives"? For [it] was sufficiently established [that] for that work they had to be not blunt. Sixthly: and although our version is [taken] through ancient [sources], yet of much greater age and authority among the Jews are they who — from the midst of their own Sanhedrin — interpreted the Scriptures before CHRIST the Lord: the Seventy. And these here (v. 2) render [it] thus: ποίησον σεαυτῷ μαχαίρας πετρίνας [poiēson seautō machairas petrinas, "make for thyself knives of stone"]; and — as [it were] to remove all evasion — in the corrected Roman [edition] [there] is added ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόμου [ek petras akrotomou, "from a sharp-cut rock"]; and again (v. 3): καὶ ἐποίησεν ἑαυτῷ Ἰησοῦς μαχαίρας πετρίνας ἀκροτόμους [kai epoiēsen heautō Iēsous machairas petrinas akrotomous, "and Jesus [Joshua] made for himself knives of sharp-cut stone"]. Seventhly: the same [Seventy], in Exod. 4, render צור [tsur] ψῆφον [psēphon] — a pebble, or flint. To whom, then, shall we give faith — to the more recent Rabbis, or to these most ancient [ones]? Following these indeed (in epistle 143), St. Jerome said of Sephora: "With a pebble — that is, a most hard stone, and [yet] gentlest of all by [its very] hardness — she circumcised." And again, in the same place, in our text (v. 25), he interpreted that single and monosyllabic Hebrew name [as] "a most sharp stone." Eighthly: [as for those] which the Chaldaean Targum in this place called "razors," חרבות [charboth] — we can indeed call [them] "sharp," but not in such a way that they be denied [to be] of stone; nay rather, [in such a way] that — because rocks are wont to have certain sharp points — on account of their likeness [to sharp things] they are called "sharp." Ninthly: that sometimes knives of a certain kind, material, and form are required for ceremonies will be no wonder to him who knows [that] the devil — who is wont to imitate the divine [things] — willed [that], in his sacrifices, the sacrificers use not any knives whatever, but those which they called dolabellae or dolabrae (of which [there] is a representation in Martianus [Capella]); and likewise secespitae, which were of iron, oblong, with an ivory handle — round, solid, bound at the hilt with silver, and fixed with gold, with brazen nails, [of] Cyprian bronze. And among the Jews a certain booklet, Secinach, is circulated, in which the whole method and figure of the knife with which cattle ought to be slaughtered and divided is marvelously described. Among the same [Jews] the circumcising knife today has no point, [being] otherwise similar to other knives. Tenthly: that both the foreskin can be cut off with stones, and knives be made [of stone], and [that] sometimes in those Eastern places [they were] made [so], the witness [is], first, that priest of Cybele, in Catullus:


"He himself rolled off from himself the weights [testicles] with a sharp flint."



Secondly: Juvenal (Satire 6):


"[He] who cut off the soft genitals with a broken potsherd."



Thirdly: Herodotus (bk. 2 & 3), who also relates (bk. 7) [that] in Xerxes' army [there] were Ethiopians equipped with arrows, on which ἐπὶ τὸ σιδήριον λίθος ὀξὺς πεποίηται, τῷ καὶ σφραγῖδας γλύφουσι [epi to sidērion lithos oxys pepoiētai, tō kai sphragidas glyphousi, "upon the iron a sharp stone is fixed, with which they also carve seals"]. Fourthly: Lucian (in On the Syrian Goddess). Fifthly: Plutarch (in [the Life of] Nicias), saying [that there] was one who, at the altar of the Twelve Gods, cut off his own shameful parts with a flint. Sixthly: Tacitus (bk. 5 of the Histories); Pliny (bk. 12 ch. 26): "Balsam," he says, "is cut with glass, [with] stone, or with knives of bone." Seventhly: Josephus (bk. 14 ch. 7): ἢ ἀποβάλλουσιν μόριον ἀκρωτηριασμένον… [ē apoballousin morion akrōtēriasmenon…, "…or they cast off the amputated member…"]—
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—[Josephus's Greek continues]. Eighthly: what [says] Arias himself in this place? Does he not testify [that] among the recently-discovered Western peoples little knives are made of stones? Our Beretarius indeed [does so] in the year 1594 and 1595. Finally, this whole denial of stone knives seems to me [to have been] devised by the Jews, so that they might, in whatever way they could, either overthrow or obscure the most beautiful allegory concerning CHRIST the Lord — who is the true rock of circumcision — [an allegory] most celebrated by the exposition of the old Fathers. But of that [allegory] afterward, in another place (quaest. 14). Now this [is] to be noted: [that] the knives are called by a Hebrew name which elsewhere signifies "swords" and "blades"; but by the Chaldaean [name] which [means] "razors," [and by] the Greek which [means] machairas and acinaces [daggers]. But yet, from the nature of the thing itself, [it] is sufficiently understood [that they] were not longer swords and warlike machaerae, but smaller [ones], which are generally called "knives"; sometimes also "razors," inasmuch as by them something is cut off — with, as it were, a surgical hand — and, as it were, shorn away; especially since, for this work, barbers are not rarely employed by the Jews themselves. And we read in Cicero (On Duties 2) "barbers' knives"; and again, "a razor" for any knife whatever, in Columella (last book, ch. 45), when he says: "Take the roundest of the turnips, and, if they be muddy, wipe [them]; and pare off the top skin with a razor."

Three [things] could still be asked. First: whence so many stones — or [stones] so great — for so many knives, a rock? But either they had gathered stones of this kind in the wilderness, at some time, for making knives, or that very place in which they then were supplied [them]. Theodoret indeed (quaestion 3) says [it] is quite likely [that] those who had spent so many years in the wilderness had few iron knives, but rather stone [ones]. Second: what in the Seventy are ἀκρότομοι [akrotomoi]? Lactantius (bk. 4, ch. 17): "too sharp," or "very sharply [cut]." Third: why do the Seventy not say only "of stone," but add also ἀκροτόμους [akrotomous]? Perhaps someone might think [that] here [there] are two versions joined, of which one rendered the Hebrew name of "rocks" [as] "of stone," but the other [as] ἀκροτόμους.


Question IX. When were they circumcised? (Quando circumcisi?)

[It] was said above (quaest. 4) why the Israelites were circumcised immediately after the crossing of the Jordan; now the day [is] to be investigated. And, first indeed, [it] must have been done before the 14th day of the same month; because, as will be said below, on that very day at evening they kept the Passover, and they could not keep [it] unless circumcised (Exod. 12). Then, [it] could not be done on the day before the Passover itself, nor on the day-before-that — that is, neither on the 13th nor on the 12th day of the same month. Because the pain of circumcision — and indeed that [pain] which most tortures and weakens on the third [day] — would have fallen upon the Jews' paschal joy; that is, the third day from the circumcision (Gen. 34). Thirdly: [it] was not done on the 10th day of the same month, because on that [day], as we saw above, they came into that station where they then were [only] after midday — and indeed with the sun now sinking; and they were then occupied in pitching the camp, erecting the tents, and other like [things], [and] also in the setting-up of the 12 stones, of which before.
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Fourthly: the circumcision, therefore, was done on this eleventh day of the first month. For if [it] was done after the crossing of the Jordan, [and] before the 14th day of the month, yet not on the 10th, 12th, [or] 13th — therefore [on] the 11th. But was the whole [circumcision] completed on that day? Abulensis denies [it] (quaest. 7): "On one day," he says, "[it] could not be completed, since [there] would be so many thousands of Israelites to be circumcised." Yet, from the [things] which were said (quaest. 6 & 7), all could be circumcised not only on one and the same day, but in one and the same hour, almost. For how easily, and how swiftly, could one and the same [man] cut three, four, or six men — especially young men and youths and adolescents, who could present and steady themselves for receiving that token? And if each of those who were already circumcised did this, the whole thing was most expeditious, as was made plain in the same place. [It] happened that those who were circumcised not on the same 11th day, but in some part of the 12th day — for example, in the morning hours — would immediately, on the 14th [day] toward midday, be sound and strong; as [it were] precisely, as soon as the last hour of the third day from the circumcision had passed, all pain and infirmity would depart. But if the circumcision was done in all [of them] on the 11th day, [there] was, for all of them, after the third day of the circumcision, a whole night, and almost the whole following 14th day, in which they might refresh themselves for celebrating the Passover, and strengthen their strength [now] languid from that pain, as is said (v. 8). If [there] was any delay on the 11th day, [it] would have been wholly in preparing those stone knives. But neither in this was [there] a great delay, since both [there] was no lack of stones to them, and those knives had to be fitting only for necessary use — not, however, elegant and polished; and [that] they abounded in such knives rather than in iron [ones], Theodoret said above (quaest. 7).

So then [it] was done. When Joshua had risen early in the morning according to custom, and was holily offering prayers to his God, he was commanded by him to circumcise the uncircumcised with stone knives. He straightway promulgated the divine will to all; and most swiftly the knives [were] sought and made; most swiftly, with great feeling of piety and [with] attestation, all [were] circumcised. And then [there is] a half-shekel [coin] with the inscription "The time of circumcision," as Villalpandus discusses (bk. 2, Apparatus, On weights, disput. 4, ch. 27).


Question X. In what place were the Israelites then circumcised? (Quo in loco circumcisi tum Israelitae?)

That place is called by two names. For in the preceding chapter (ch. 4 v. 19), as was noted there (q. 4), and here (v. 9), the place in which the camp [was] now placed and that circumcision made, in the Hebrew text and in Josephus (bk. 5 ch. 1) is called Galgal, and in the Greek and Latin Galgala; sometimes also, in the Seventy, πολγόλ [polgol] (Deut. ch. 11 v. 30), and in Eusebius (in the book On Hebrew Places). But why [it] is [so] called, the cause is also here handed down: because the Lord had taken away — or rolled away — the reproach of Egypt from the Israelites (of what kind that [reproach] is, will be opened below). But Galgal comes from galal, which means "to roll," or "to roll away," and "to remove" — as [we saw] above (q. 7) [that] a certain one of the Poets used that same verb in the cutting-off of the shameful parts. So that Galgal is the place—

(col. 519 — left column; printed "526")

—[the place] of rolling-down, of taking-away, and of removal. But to Lyra, Galgal [is] a wheel, or a circling — "because the little skin," he says, "which is cut off by circumcision, has a circular figure." Ridiculously! And the [meaning] which I adduced, and which our Translator embraced — nay, which the text clearly demonstrates — is confirmed by Psalm 118 [119]: "Take away from me reproach and contempt" [Ps 119:22]. For [there] too, in those words, [is] the verb gal. And therefore neither [is] that [etymology] to be praised in Chytraeus — [that] the name of Galgala arose because Joshua, from this camp as [it were] a fixed station, subdued and conquered all the neighboring nations round about, and, as [it were] by circling-around, crushed [them]. But Josephus (in the indicated place): σημαίνει… τὸ ἐλευθέριον ὄνομα [sēmainei… to eleutherion onoma] — "this name signifies," he says, "him who is free." Which [interpretation] utterly displeases Abulensis (q. 62) and Masius — so that this [Masius] reckons that it proceeded from the ignorance of Josephus, and of his age, in Hebrew letters. "I know not," he says, "what came into Josephus's mind, that he should say Galgal signifies liberty. But [there] are, in that man — otherwise great and most learned — six hundred [such things], from which you may understand how great, in that age, [was] the unfamiliarity and ignorance of the Hebrew tongue." Thus Masius; with whom also Calvin [says] thus: "That Josephus interprets [it] 'liberty' is vain and ridiculous. Whence [it] appears [that he was] no less ignorant of the Hebrew tongue than of legal science." Yet against these [men] concerning [Josephus's] ignorance I would not now litigate; but [I] think, nevertheless, [that] Josephus here explained not the proper and immediate notion of this word, but that [notion] which he thought [was] here handed down by the Lord, when [the Lord] said (v. 9): "This day I have taken away the reproach of Egypt from you." For he [Josephus] reckoned [that] this "reproach" [was] that most bitter servitude and calamity by which — in Egypt, and, in the departure from it, through the vastness of the wilderness — they had been afflicted. Because, therefore, the Lord had taken this away, he had endowed them with most delightful rest and liberty. And so [it] is nearly the same, [whether] the name imposed on this place [be reckoned] from the taking-away of servitude, [or] from liberty. And this too I gather from Theodoret (q. 3), who follows Josephus. And therefore the same Josephus adds: διαβάντες γὰρ τὸν ποταμὸν… [diabantes gar ton potamon…] — that is, "For when they had crossed the river, they knew themselves now free from the misery of the Egyptians, and from that which they had endured in the desert." And in nearly the same manner, in Pausanias (bk. 2), mention is made of τῆς ἡλικίας ἐλευθερίας [tēs hēlikias eleutherias, "the liberty of [that] age"]. But who imposed this name on this place [it] seems, in the Hebrew and Greek, to be said [to be] the same [one] who also had said to Joshua "I have taken away the reproach" — that is, GOD. Yet [it] could also be understood [to be] he to whom the Lord was speaking — that is, Joshua himself. Nay, [it] can be understood [as] the whole multitude of the Israelites themselves, and their [common] usage. For the Hebrew verb ויקרא [wayyiqra], "and he called," is often — says Masius — set down without a person to whom [it] attaches. And therefore perhaps our [translator] rendered [it] (v. 9) as [it were] indefinitely: "And the name of that place was called Galgala." Finally, when the name of this place was set down above (ch. 4 v. 19 & 20), [it] must be known [that this was] done by prolepsis [anticipation]. For since the circumcision was not yet done, neither were those words "I have taken away the reproach" yet pronounced by the Lord — just as the Poet said of his Aeneas (bk. 1):


"[Aeneas,] a fugitive by fate, came to Italy and the Lavinian shores" [Aen. 1.2–3]
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—which [shores], however, had the name of the Laurentine field, not that which they at last obtained from Lavinia, the daughter of King Latinus (concerning whom [in] bk. 7), whom he [Aeneas] afterward married. But the other name of the same place is [at] v. 3: in Hebrew, gibʿath ha-ʿaraloth [גִּבְעַת הָעֲרָלוֹת]; in the Seventy, βουνὸς τῶν ἀκροβυστιῶν [bounos tōn akrobustiōn] — that is, "the hill of the foreskins," concerning which, on ערל [ʿarel], Pagninus [speaks]. Basely, through unfamiliarity with the Hebrew tongue, Calepinus was deceived (on Joshua 5 v. 3), who, for "on the hill" [in colle], reads "in the cabbage" [in cole]. Now the reason of this name Rabbi Levi assigns: that a certain hill was raised up from the multitude of the cut-off foreskins. But others say [that] the hill was there already before, but — because the cut-off foreskins were cast into it, or (as Abulensis will have [it]) buried [there] — they prefer [it] to be so called; and that the Chaldaean also indicates. Of that little addition, "unto the present day," [it] was said in the second Prolegomenon of the book. St. Jerome, in the book On Hebrew Places, when he described Golgola: "It fell," he says, "into the lot of the tribe of Judah; and to this day [there] is shown a desert place at the second milestone from Jericho, held with wondrous veneration by the mortals of that region."


Question XI. What reproach of Egypt did the Lord now take away from the Israelites? (Quod Aegypti opprobrium, quod ab Israelitis nunc amouit Dominus?)

The ignominy of Egypt is handed down [in] Isaiah 20 v. 4; yet [that] this pertains here, Arias there denies, nor does anyone (whom indeed I know) assert [it]. And therefore [there] are chiefly six opinions. For they say, first indeed, [that it] is the servitude with which the Egyptians vexed the Israelites, and which they were wont to cast at them as [it were] a reproach. So Theodoret (q. 3) and Josephus (cited above, q. 9); and some in Masius add [that] this servitude [was] so removed from them, that [it] could thereafter by no right be dragged back upon the same [Israelites] by the same Egyptians — as if of old [there] had been to those [Egyptians] some right of imposing this servile yoke. Secondly: others understand other reproaches and insults of the same Egyptians cast against the same Israelite nation — for example, [that] they [the Israelites] were deceived by their God, or by Moses: led out of Egypt not to the possession of some land, but to a wandering and needy life; most miserably afflicted with various wanderings and difficulties of the ways, and worn out in the desert. So Ralbag. For to this seems to look [that] (Exod. 32 v. 12) [when] Moses said to the Lord: "Let not the Egyptians, I beseech, say, 'Craftily he led them out, that he might kill [them] in the mountains, and destroy [them] from the earth.'" Thirdly: others [understand] the foreskin itself — or the uncircumcision — [as] this "reproach" concerning which the question is [asked]; which, as [it] always [clung] to the Egyptians, so [it] had [now] clung to the Israelites for 40 years in the desert. For, first, Gen. 34 v. 14 — where our version says, "We cannot give our sister to an uncircumcised man, because [it] is unlawful and abominable among us" — the Hebrew text says [it] by exactly the same name which we read here: "because this [is] a reproach to us"; and the Greek, ὅτι γὰρ ὄνειδός ἐστιν ἡμῖν [hoti gar oneidos estin hēmin, "for it is a reproach to us"]. Then, [was] it not this very thing [that], as a matter of great contempt, Jonathan said of the Philistines (1 Kings [Sam] 14), and David reproached to Goliath (in the same [book], ch. 17)? This is the first of Ralbag's three expositions.
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—[this is] the first [of Ralbag's expositions], which also pleased Abulensis (quaestion 65) — although he had disapproved it (quaestion 62); unless perhaps we say [that] he disapproved only this: [that] this reproach was cast upon the Egyptians by the Israelites while they were still in Egypt. For to the Israelites, [being] in so very hard a servitude, [there] was not present [enough] boldness. But he [rather held] that the uncircumcision was a reproach, as [it were] from the Jews' opinion and law alone — which, however, they kept [to themselves] silently, and did not dare to bring out in Egypt. But just as slaves sometimes mutter against [their] masters, and fix maledictions upon their household or nation — especially among themselves and secretly — so the Israelites could sometimes, even in Egypt, have called the Egyptians uncircumcised. If Moses dared to kill an Egyptian, thinking [it] would be secret (Exod. 2 v. 12), who would believe [that] no reproach at all against all the Egyptians was hurled by any one of the Israelites, where he would have thought [it] would be hidden and unpunished?

Yet Masius objects two other [things] to this opinion. First: [would it be permissible] to interpret that place of Genesis thus? — "The thing, namely — [that] to give our sister in marriage to an uncircumcised man of a foreign nation would be a reproach to us." Secondly: why would [it] be called "the reproach of Egypt," since no nation, except the Hebrews, is wont to circumcise foreskins? Truly [it] may be permitted to expound the Genesis place thus — and therefore perhaps Abulensis did not use it; yet other [texts], from the Book of Kings, are firm. But this latter objection both Abulensis and Ralbag saw. And he [Abulensis] indeed answers [that] uncircumcision is the reproach of all nations, but [that] God here called [it] "the reproach of Egypt" because — since the Israelites had dwelt among the Egyptians alone — they had known [as] uncircumcised chiefly those alone. But Ralbag would have account taken of the intemperance and lust, to which, beyond the other nations, the Egyptians were prone and lecherous. For the Lord too (Num. 18 [Lev. 18]), about to institute the laws of marriage, prefaces [that] the Israelites are not to act as the Egyptian was wont to act. But Masius: "[it] is one thing," he says, "to be intemperate, another not to have regard of blood and affinity in marriages — [the thing] which is there laid to the charge of the Canaanites, similarly as of the Egyptians, by God — namely, because the Israelites, to whom he was giving the laws, had lately left Egypt, and were going to the Canaanites."

[It] could perhaps be objected against that opinion an argument contrary to the foregoing: namely, that the foreskin cannot be called "the reproach of Egypt," because the Egyptians circumcised it (Jer. 9), and indeed — Herodotus (bk. 2) [being] witness — before the Jews themselves. For my part, I have taught [that] circumcision was in use among the Egyptians in later times (Gen. 17). But neither before [it] was in use among the Jews, nor even at that time when these [Israelites] went out of their borders, [was] this rite [yet] among them. Was [there] anywhere any circumcision before Abraham? What propagation of it [was there], except through him and his posterity? And if the Egyptians had already mutilated [circumcised] their own offspring, how — according to Theodoret — would Moses have been recognized in the waters, from the offspring of the Hebrews (Exod. 2)? The contrary, therefore, was to be written by Herodotus: [that] the Egyptians received circumcision [from the Phoenicians]—
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—or from the Jews, [and] not those [the Jews] from these [the Egyptians]; but either forgetfulness stole over him [Herodotus], [about] that which he had heard, or a deception was made by the Egyptians — to whom, on the same matter, the Epicurean Celsus preferred to add [his] faith rather than to Moses, as Origen notes (bk. 1 against him). Fourthly: this reproach is, to others, the religion — or rather the superstition — of the Egyptians itself. But [it] is explained variously. First, the book of the Jews which is called Exodus Rabba hands down — and from it, Ralbag — [that] the Jews [were] prepared by the Lord, through circumcision, for the Passover; by whose religion and rite the empty superstitions of the Egyptians were trampled down: since those [Egyptians] worshipped the Ram [Aries], and believed it armed with fire; but, on the contrary, the Israelites slaughtered rams, and roasted [them] with fire, and devoured [them]. For what sharper axe could be driven into the worship of this [Egyptian] god? Secondly: others said [that] the Ram — which the sun traverses at that time of year — has, in the opinion of the Egyptians, the greatest power in heaven; and [that] to this opinion the throat [of the ram] is, as it were, cut off, when — by God's command — the ram is slaughtered by the Israelites at the Passover, roasted through, and consumed by eating. Thirdly: certain [ones], as in the Leviticus Rabba [of] R. Haddarshan, and from it Rashi, [say that] Pharaoh announced [threatened] all dire [things] to the departing Jews, and chiefly a most deadly and most pernicious shedding of blood, which the star [constellation] threatened — [the star] whose name [is] רעה [raʿah], that is, "evil" — and under [whose influence] they would go out; as is recognized by Moses (Exod. 32 v. 12). But now, since the blood [has been] shed in circumcision, and the threshold [is] now thrown open for approaching to those goods promised to the fathers — and to Abraham himself especially — [goods leading] to the highest joy and felicity: how is that reproachful announcement of Pharaoh, and of all Egypt, not taken away? This pleased Lyra — whom therefore Abulensis lashes (quaestion 63). Yet, in explaining that reproach, Theodoret (quaestion 3) mentions "religion," but with a far different mind: namely, that every contagion — or rather likeness — of Egyptian impiety now seems amputated and circumcised. And to this perhaps look also two other expositions which remain: of which one [is] the fifth in number, and put forth by Masius himself — [that] the Israelites had hitherto, in Egypt and in the whole departure, been [like] Egyptians, namely by the very manner of [their] life and by the imitation of circumcision; [and that] this whole [thing] is now cast out as [it were] a certain reproach. The sixth [is] of Junius: [that] this reproach is the very omission of circumcision, which is called "of Egypt" because that omission happened for this cause: that the Hebrews had greatly desired, with a wicked and insane longing, to return into Egypt; and, since in fact they could not return, [they] yet always breathed [after] it in [their] mind, and — with an obstinacy supreme, and worthy not of Israelites but rather of Egyptians — desisted from the office of circumcision. But this was refuted above (quaestion 3).

I, first, think [it] must be observed [that] this word "reproach" [probrum] is found in Scripture in two ways: first, actively — as [in] Nehemiah ch. 5 v. 9, in the Hebrew: "Will you not walk in the way of our God, on account of the reproach of the nations which are our enemies?" — that is, on account of the reproach which the nations and our enemies are wont, or at least could, [cast upon us]—
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—[which the nations and our enemies could] reproach [to us]. And therefore our Latin [translator] too rendered [it] thus: "Why do you not walk in the fear of our God, lest [it] be reproached to us by the nations, our enemies?" Secondly: passively, frequently — Ps. 73[/72]:22; Gen. 30:21 [23]; Isa. 4:1; ch. 25:8; ch. 47:3; Hosea 12:14. And an example of both notions [together] could perhaps be that [of] Daniel 11 v. 17: "He shall make the prince of his reproach to cease, and his reproach shall be turned upon him." [A second point]: hence [it] seems evident [that] most of the foregoing expositions are quite probable. For the first and second take "the reproach of the Egyptians" actively, but the others passively. Thirdly: primarily, the discourse here seems to be about circumcision, as the third opinion said; secondarily, and, as it were, through a certain connection, about servitude, and about a certain imitation or likeness of Egyptian impiety and depravity of morals — as in the first, the fourth (taken in the way Theodoret understood [it]), and the fifth.


Question XII. After the wound of circumcision, when did the circumcised recover [heal]? (E circumcisionis vulnere, quando conualuerunt circumcisi?)

Already touched above (quaest. 8); but the eighth verse [is] to be explained, in which [it stands] thus: "But after all were circumcised, they remained in the same place of the camp until [donec] they were healed." Did they, then, after they were healed, straightway go away from that place of the camp? This [is what] that particle "until" seems to sound [imply]. But at Gilgal they remained for several years, as will appear below (ch. 18). For so long a time, then, [were] those [men] wounded and uncured? Ridiculous! — since [it] was said above (quaest. 4) [that] on the fourth day after the circumcision they sacrificed and ate the Passover, and again — not much below — [it is] to be said [so]. Namely, this is like that [objection] which Helvidius brought against the integrity of the Blessed Virgin, from Matt. 1: "And he knew her not, until [donec] she brought forth [her] son." But St. Jerome answers (in the book against him) [that] the particle "unto" and "until" signifies a twofold time — finite or certain, and infinite or uncertain. And because examples of that former signification [are] everywhere obvious, [but] of the latter — which the heretic either did not see or dissembled — he heaps up many and beautiful [examples]. As is that (I will now set down his very words) [in] which God speaks to certain [ones] in the Prophets: "I am, I am; and until [donec] you grow old, I am [he]." Will God, after they have grown old, cease to be? And the Saviour, in the Gospel, to the Apostles: "Behold, I," he says, "am with you all days, unto the consummation of the age." Will the Lord, then, after the consummation of the age, depart from his disciples — and then, when the Twelve are going to judge the twelve tribes of Israel [upon twelve thrones], will [they] be defrauded of the Lord's fellowship? Paul the Apostle too, writing to the Corinthians: "The first-fruits [is] CHRIST," he says; "then they who are Christ's, who believed at his coming; then the end, when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to GOD and the Father, when he shall have destroyed all principality, and all power, and virtue. For he must reign, until [donec] he put all [his] enemies under his feet; for he has subjected all [things] under his feet." Be it [granted] [that this] is said of the man [Christ's human nature]: we do not deny [it] of him who suffered the cross, [and] who afterward is bidden to sit at the right hand. What does this mean, that he says: "For he must—
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—reign, until he put all [his] enemies under his feet"? Will the Lord reign only so long, until [his] enemies begin to be under his feet; and, after they have been under [his] feet, will he cease to reign — when [it is] precisely then [that] he will the more begin to reign, when the enemies have begun to be under [his] feet? David too, in the fourth of the Gradual Psalms [Ps 123]: "As the eyes of a handmaid [look] to the hands of her mistress," he says, "so our eyes [look] to the Lord our God, until he have mercy on us." Will the Prophet, then, hold [his] eyes to the Lord [only] so long as he obtain mercy, and, after mercy is obtained, will he twist [his] eyes to the earth? — [he] who says in another place: "My eyes have failed for thy salvation, and for the word of thy justice." I could heap up [things] beyond innumerable examples, and hide all the impudence of the assailant [Helvidius] under a cloud of testimonies; but I will yet subjoin a few, that the reader may find for himself [others] like these. The divine discourse speaks in Genesis: "And they delivered to Jacob the strange gods which were in their hands, and the earrings which were in their ears. And Jacob hid them under the terebinth which is at Shechem, and destroyed them unto the present day." Likewise, at the end of Deuteronomy: "And Moses, the servant of the Lord, died in the land of Moab, near the house of Phogor; and no one knows his sepulchre unto this day." Certainly "this day" is to be reckoned [as] the time [in] which the history itself was composed — whether you will [choose to] say Moses [is] the author of the Pentateuch, or Ezra the restorer of the same work, I do not object. Now this is asked: whether that which was said [holds true] as the books were published or written. Let [Helvidius] then show that — after that day, [with] so many years now unto us having passed away in [the composition of] the volumes — either the idols which had been hidden under the terebinth were recovered, or Moses's tomb was tracked down; because he obstinately asserts [that], after "until" and "unto," that begins to be which [for] so long was not, [namely] so long as the "until" [clause] was being fulfilled and [the] "until" [lasted]. Nay rather, [would that] he had observed the idiom of holy Scripture — and, along with us (in which he wavers), understand [that] those [things] concerning which [there] could be doubt, if they had not been written, are marked; but the rest [is] left to our understanding. Thus far the holy Father [Jerome]. [It] may perhaps be permitted to say [it] more briefly: [that] by those particles is signified, primarily, the continuation of some action up to a certain time — whether that action be expressed affirmatively or negatively; but [that] an interruption of the same action (whether affirmed or negated), and a new inauguration, as it were, of the same [action now] changed, is sometimes indeed signified, but neither always nor necessarily. And this [is] to be gathered from other circumstances — for example, in the affirmation: "I am with you unto the consummation of the age." That is: the presence and constancy of CHRIST the LORD with [his] disciples will be continued unto the consummation of the age itself; but whether, after this terminus of time, [it] is to be changed — so that [he] cease to be with the same [disciples], or further remain — by these words indeed nothing is asserted. In the negation: "Joseph knew not Mary, until she brought forth [her] son." That is: truly, up to her holy childbirth, this negation of not-knowing [her] was continued; but whether afterward this negation was changed into affirmation, so that he began to know her, the signification of those words does not import — as Helvidius ineptly gathers otherwise from them. So also in this place: "The Israelites remained in the same place of the camp until they were healed." That is: this remaining was continued up to their [very] healing; [but] whether, after the removal of this [need]—
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—[whether, after the removal of this need, they] straightway went away from here, cannot be made out from the words themselves, and from the force of those particles "until" and "unto." But we know from elsewhere [that] they did not straightway go away. And so, to the examples by which that place of St. Matthew is wont to be explained, this too can not ineptly be added — concerning which place [also] elsewhere. But [that] the text throws in so clear a mention of this remaining — and indeed up to the recovered health — [there] seems to me [that] a cause is greatly insinuated why they were not circumcised elsewhere on the journey: namely, because concerning a remaining of this kind — until the wound should be cured — they were nowhere certain, as [was] more fully discussed in quaestion 3.


Question XIII. On which day of the circumcision do the circumcised feel more pain? And why? (In quoto circumcisionis die, doloris plus persentiscant circumcisi? Et cur?)

[It is] the common opinion of all [that] the pain is most intense on the third day of the circumcision. For expressly, after the circumcision inflicted on the Shechemites, [it] is thus written (Gen. 34 v. 25): "And behold, on the third day, when the pain of the wounds is greatest," &c. But, first, perhaps someone might object against our Translator, both because in Hebrew [it] is said without a comparison of greater or lesser pain — "on the third day, when [they were] in pain" — and because in Greek similarly, the same comparison being omitted, ἦσαν ἐν τῷ πόνῳ [ēsan en tō ponō], that is, "they were in labor," or pain. Then, another might ask, what [is] the cause of a pain of this kind on that day? Why not on the earlier days? Not on the later? But truly the Translator perceived and rendered that place of Genesis excellently. For when in Hebrew [it] is said "on the third day, when [they were] in pain," [it] is understood, of course, "they are, or were." But did they not also feel pain on the first day, when the skin was cut with the knife? Did not some pain also sometimes prick them on the second day? How, then, are they said to have been in pain on the third day? Namely, because they were in pain excellently [in a marked degree], or more than on the other earlier days. And this same [thing] is understood in the Greek. Besides, this very [thing] is clearly confirmed from Hippocrates (in the little book On Fracture, commentary 3 according to Galen's division). For he says: "On the third and fourth day all wounds are least to be disturbed; and, to say [it] in sum, all applications of the probe [specillum] too are to be avoided on these days, and all other [things] by which wounds are irritated: for, on the whole, the third and fourth day brings exacerbations to most wounds — both [those] by which inflammations and foul matter are stirred up, and whatever [wounds] tend toward fevers." Whence this [is] a proof of very great moment, if any [other is]. For what [things] are gravest in the art of healing, to which this [is] not common? For [it] pertains not only to ulcers, but to many other diseases too. So that the Translator seems to have expressed the force of the text more deeply, from that skill of the physicians, when he said "when the pain — not only of the wound received from circumcision, but universally, of wounds — is greatest." What the cause of that pain is, the physician of outstanding learning, Franciscus Vallesius, investigates and expounds (in the book On Sacred Philosophy, ch. 12): "Hippocrates teaches clearly enough [that], not in these or those, but in all wounds, the pains are wont to become graver on the third and fourth day. For [Hippocrates], treating of ulcers which happen with fractures, transferred the discourse to all ulcers — nay, even to all diseases — signifying [that] all great and note-worthy ulcers (for tiny ulcers are wont to bring no exacerbations) are wont, on the third and fourth days, to become graver. But the immediate cause of this thing he himself insinuated, saying: 'both [those] by which [wounds] are stirred to inflammation and foul matter, and whatever tend toward fevers' — namely, because inflammations, and fluxions [flowings], and fevers are wont, on the third and fourth days, to come upon the wounded parts. For on the first day, on which one is wounded, [there] is wont to be pain only from the very division of the flesh, while [it] is wounded, or the part is handled by the surgeon's hands; but from the treatment [it] quickly quiets, the cause of pain ceasing. For pain is not made when the part is already cut, but when [it] is being cut. For since pain is the sensation of a corrupting thing, and [since] not the affection already made, but that which is being made, moves the sensation — as soon as the external cause ceases, the part remains without pain, and (except in a few [cases], which happen to be most predisposed) without fever, until some other new cause of pain or of fevering comes on:—
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—until, namely, [when] a fluxion has been called together to the ill-affected part, an inflammation grows up, or much foul matter, and, on account of these, sometimes even a fever. And so this is the immediate cause of the said outcome. But why the fluxion does not come on before the third [day], or is not drawn out longer (which is the first proposed part of the doubt), we have not yet said; nor indeed did Hippocrates say [it], nor did Galen append [it] in [his] commentary — unless perhaps Hippocrates insinuated it, saying: 'For [it] pertains not to ulcers only, but to many other diseases too.' Namely, the same [cause] seems to be in ulcers and in all other diseases depending on matter and having exacerbations (since ulcers are exacerbated not on account of their own proper essence, but on account of fluxions): [and] that [cause] is the nature of the humors, which — [being] stirred and agitated — make and increase diseases. For the circuits [cycles] of diseases happen — whether quotidian, or tertian, or quartan — when [there] are in the body certain parts prepared to receive, [and] certain [parts prepared] to send. The preparation of the receiving [parts] is pain or weakness; of the sending [parts], a multitude of humors, or a vicious quality. The wounded part, therefore, is prepared to receive, for [it] is necessarily weak, nor without pain. Unless, therefore, the remaining body happen to be most emptied and most pure (for thus, perhaps, great pains will never return), nothing is lacking for the influx of the humors; and, [the humors] keeping their [own] natures, on the second day phlegm [pituita] will flow in — a mild juice, moderate, and least irritating; on the third day yellow bile — a sharp juice, biting, and exceedingly hot, with which — on account of the pain it brings and the heat — the blood necessarily runs up, and produces phlegmons [inflammations] and fevers; which, since [they] cannot grow mild within a day, but [only] most mildly within twenty-four hours — as [things] which have [their] origin from external causes — necessarily fall upon the following day, which is the fourth from the received wound.

This, therefore, is the cause by which the pains of wounds are wont to be exacerbated on the third day. And for the same cause the surgeons — as Hippocrates advises — after the first [treatment], whether the drawing-together of the lips [of the wound] or the stitching (as the matter requires), ought not, until the fourth day, to irritate the wounds, nor to touch [them] otherwise than lightly, applying [things] which ward off inflammation." Yet how certain that cause is, let other physicians see. For, first, what cause is [there] why, after the shedding of blood, on the second day phlegm rather than bile should stir itself, and on the third day bile rather than phlegm or melancholy [black bile]?—
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—[why bile rather than phlegm or melancholy]? Then, if on three [different] days one received different wounds, [there] would be, in the same man, different motions of those humors. For by reason of the first wound all [things] would happen in the order which Vallesius has already said; by reason of the second, [there] would happen — on the day which is the third day for the first wound — a stirring of phlegm and of a gentler juice, because that is the second day for the second wound. And so, on the third wound, on the 4th day, melancholy [black bile] would be stirred by reason of the first wound; but by reason of the second, yellow bile; by reason of the third, phlegm. Nay, this could happen in the same member — if, for example, the same arm or head received different blows on three different days. Finally, those [things] which are said — even by Hippocrates — about the gravity of the pain, I think are to be taken according to common custom, and for the most part. For the Jewish circumcisers affirm to me for certain [that] the cut member sometimes heals on the second day; and [it] is sufficiently established [that] the scars and wounds of some come together and heal more quickly than [those] of others; and [there] are [those] whose skin, once injured, is scarcely and very slowly cured.


Question XIV. How, mystically, is [this] made a "second circumcision"? (Quomodo mystice secunda fiat circumcisio?)

Rightly do almost all the Doctors advise [that] the old circumcision, which the Israelite people held (Abraham [being its] beginner, Moses [its] legislator), can be called the former; but that [circumcision] which flourishes chiefly among Christians [is] the second — which the true JESUS not only commanded, and, by commanding, renews, but himself effects and works in our hearts. "In CHRIST you are circumcised," says the Apostle (Coloss. 2 v. 11), "with a circumcision not made by hand, in the despoiling of the body of the flesh, in the circumcision of CHRIST, buried with him in baptism." St. Augustine (serm. 15, on the words of the Apostle, ch. 10): "We are circumcised." Whence [the] circumcision? "From a rock." What rock? "CHRIST." But that the whole matter may be perceived more clearly, [it] will be permitted either to compare the whole Christian people to all who were before CHRIST, or to compare each [person] singly to himself. In the former way, baptism is wont to be called the "second circumcision." But since I have called [it] an iterated circumcision — [one] which happens after a certain interruption — how was our circumcision ever [such], and how [was it] interrupted? First indeed, the spiritual circumcision was always [present], before Moses's law, and in it [the law], as appears [in] Deut. 30, and from the thing itself. For how, unless human depravity circumcised the heart and senses, would men live piously and holily? Yet in many, both of the Israelites, and in almost all other nations, no circumcision of this kind was in use. All slackened the reins to lust, avarice, intemperance, and the other vices; they indulged themselves in all [things] most licentiously; they denied nothing to the mind ever coveting other and other pleasures, and grasping [them] from every side: in all [there] was mere foreskin, a mere impetus toward all crimes, and unbridledness. But when the fullness of time came, CHRIST JESUS laid on [his] hand: by his most holy grace, law, and life, he restrained the minds rushing to destruction; he took away disgraceful deeds; he cast down pride; he cut away lusts; the very occasions of sinning—
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—from the eyes, ears, and all the senses, he cut off and circumcised. And so the spiritual circumcision — interrupted in the Israelite people, and in others — [is], with our JESUS [as] author and helper, now recalled, and restored nearly to that use which [it] had in the most holy men of the old law. Nay, if we ascend higher, [there] was circumcision even in paradise — in that first state of an innocent, vigorous life, flowing with every pleasantness and delight — by which even the very stimuli to lust and disgrace, and the vicious motions [that go] beyond reason, were entirely absent from man. [There] was also no disease present; no hunger and thirst tormented [him]; no grief or calamity gnawed [his] mind. Adam rushed into sin; and this whole circumcision of all vicious things and evils came to an end. Can [it], then, ever be iterated and restored to us? Truly [it] is now, through the true JESUS, iterated and restored to us as regards a certain beginning; but as regards [its] perfection and completion, [it will be] one day — when, from the pilgrimage of this life, we shall have been led by that same our Leader and Saviour into the promised seats of the heavenly fatherland.

But if we compare each [person] singly to himself — behold, our former circumcision happens in the sacred reception of faith and of baptism. But [it] happens not rarely that — whether by the vices of adolescence, or by the fault of a bad upbringing, or by the wickedness of evil companions — this circumcision grows obsolete in us, and the foreskin grows up again. Then, indeed — our JESUS ever variously calling and rousing our hearts — the circumcision [is] to be renewed: the foreskin of lasciviousness, vanity, and idleness which has grown up [is] to be cut away. And this [is] to be done as often as we perceive ourselves "re-covered" from the former circumcision. Nay indeed, [it] is very useful, in the morning time, to institute a circumcision of certain and definite vices which cling to us more tenaciously — namely, by a firm resolution of the mind to beware of them, by prayers and the flight of all occasions [of sin]; but in the evening time to approach the other circumcision, through a diligent examination of conscience, true grief for the faults committed, [and] a serious entreaty of pardon from the divine mercy. [It] may be added [that] he who has already circumcised some more-imperfect [things] can — by advancing more and more day by day — circumcise more and more other [things], until he be perfect in the work of the Lord. Origen indicates [this] (homily 4), saying: "He who is learned in the law, and taught through Moses, [and who has] cast off the errors of idolatry, [and] laid aside the superstition and worship of images — this is the first circumcision, through the law. But if he [passes] from the law and from the Prophets to the Gospel faith, then he receives also the second circumcision, through the rock, which is CHRIST." And in the last homily on this same book of Joshua, [Origen] explains [that], by the "stone knives" with which this second circumcision was made, [is] understood the word of God. St. Bernard (serm. 1, on circumcision): "What," he says, "is our moral circumcision, but that which the Apostle commends (1 Tim. 6): 'Having food and clothing, let us be content with these'? Most excellently does voluntary poverty circumcise us, and cut off all superfluous [things] — [voluntary poverty], the labor of penance, [and] the regular observance of discipline." Rupert (on Joshua, ch. 16), more copiously: "Furthermore, naturally, of the second circumcision to us [there] is likewise such a cause. Of the second, I say — for, by believing in CHRIST—
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—[by believing in] Christ, and [being] baptized, we are circumcised with the first circumcision — the Apostle [being] witness, when he says: "In Christ you are circumcised with a circumcision not made by hand, in the despoiling of the body of the flesh, in the circumcision of Christ, buried [with him] in Baptism, in which you also rose again through the faith of the operation of God, who raised him from the dead." And this very [thing] he said, in the Gospel of Christ, not without the testimony of the law and the prophets. For the law says: "The Lord your God will circumcise your heart, and the heart of your seed, that you may love the Lord your God with your whole heart and with your whole soul, that you may live." And the prophet says: "Be circumcised to the Lord, and take away the foreskins of your hearts, [ye] men of Judah, and inhabitants of Jerusalem." By the first circumcision, therefore, we are circumcised, and by the first resurrection we [shall] have risen — buried with Christ in Baptism, and despoiled in the works of the flesh, "in which you also rose again," he says, "through the faith of God." Such, therefore (as [was] foretold), is to us the cause of the second circumcision. We, the whole people of acquisition, who under the grace of CHRIST are born — nay, reborn — through all this time of the journey of the widest wilderness (that is, the life of the present age) are indeed circumcised with the first circumcision (of which [it] has already been spoken), but with the second circumcision [we are] not yet circumcised: because, namely, in the spirit of our mind we are indeed renewed, but in body, or flesh, we are still old, and daily [we know] old [things] — that is, we are still corruptible and mortal, and, by living, we daily journey more and more toward death. Whence the same Apostle: "The body indeed," he says, "is dead because of sin, but the spirit lives because of justification." The Lord, therefore, says to Joshua — I say, the Lord God the Father says to our Saviour, in that resurrection of him (of which [it] has been spoken): "Make thee stone knives, and circumcise the sons of Israel the second time." The Saviour will do what is commanded, and will circumcise the sons of Israel "on the hill of the foreskins" — that is, in the resurrection of the dead. For, the trumpet sounding, the dead will rise incorrupt, "and we," says the Apostle, "shall be changed." "For all of us," he says, "shall rise, but not all shall be changed." And, expounding what [it] is to be changed: "For this corruptible must," he says, "put on incorruption, and this mortal put on immortality." By this change, indeed, not all shall we be changed, for the Elect alone shall we rise to impassibility. Tertullian (in the book against the Jews, in the proof of the nativity of CHRIST): "The introduction into the possession of eternal life — than which nothing [is] sweeter — was to come about not through Moses (i.e., not through the discipline of the law), but through JESUS (i.e., through the grace of the new law), we being circumcised 'with a stone edge' — that is, with the precepts of CHRIST. For CHRIST [was] foretold [as] a rock, in many manners and figures." [The thing] which, for another cause too, [I] cited before (bk. 1 ch. 1 q. 6). Lactantius (bk. 4 ch. 17, on the second circumcision to be fulfilled): "Isaiah prophesied thus: The Lord says these [things] to the men of Judah who dwell in Jerusalem: Renew among yourselves the newness, and sow not among thorns. Circumcise yourselves to the Lord your God, and circumcise the foreskin of your heart, lest my wrath go forth like fire, and [there] be no one to extinguish [it]. Likewise Moses himself: In the last days the Lord will circumcise your heart to the loving of the Lord your God. Likewise JESUS son of Nave [Joshua], his successor: And the Lord said to JESUS: Make thee stone knives, exceedingly sharp, and sit, and circumcise the sons of Israel a second time — [thereby saying] that the circumcision to come would be not of the flesh (as the first was, which the Jews even now use), but of the heart and the spirit, which CHRIST handed down, who was the true JESUS. For the Prophet does not say thus, 'And Jesus said to me,' but 'to JESUS' — that he might show [that] he spoke not of himself, but of CHRIST, to whom then God [spoke]—
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—[to whom then God] spoke [in giving the name Joshua]. For that JESUS [Joshua] bore the figure of Christ." And, a few [things] which were mentioned in the preceding book (ch. 2, quaest.) being interposed: "For that circumcision of the flesh," he says, "lacks all reason [purpose]; because, if God had willed it, he would from the beginning have so formed man that [he] should not have a foreskin. But [it] was a figure of this second circumcision — signifying [that] the breast is to be laid bare, that is, [that] we ought to live openly and with a simple heart; since that part of the body which is circumcised has a certain likeness to the heart, and is a shameful [part]. And for this cause God commanded it to be laid bare, that by this proof he might admonish us not to have a wrapped-up breast — that is, that we might not will [to conceal] any shameful deed within the secrets of [our] conscience. This is the circumcision of the heart, of which the Prophets speak, which God transferred from the mortal flesh to the soul — which alone is the measure. For, willing to take counsel for our life and salvation according to his eternal love, he set before us penance in that circumcision — that, if we lay bare the heart (that is, if, having confessed [our] sins, we make satisfaction enough to God), we may obtain pardon: which is denied to the obstinate, and to those concealing their [own] deeds, by him who beholds not the face as a man [does], but the inmost [parts] and the secrets of the breast." St. Jerome (bk. 1 against Jovinian): "Jesus [Joshua] the son of Nave [Nun] was before called Ause — or, as [it] is more correctly held in the Hebrew, Osee, that is, 'Saviour.' For he, according to the epistle of Jude, saved and led out the people of Israel from Egypt, and led [them] into the land of promise. This Jesus, as soon as he came to the Jordan, the marriage-waters which had always flowed in the law were dried up and stood [still]; and with dry and bare feet all the people passed through, and came into Gilgal; and there [was] circumcised a second time. Which [thing], if we take [it] according to the letter, cannot at all stand. For if we had a double foreskin, or if — the little skin being cut off — [it] were born again, rightly would a 'second circumcision' have place. But now this is signified: that Jesus [Christ], with the knife of the Gospel, circumcised the people which had come through the desert, and circumcised [them] with a stone knife; so that [that] which in the son of Nun [Joshua] was prefigured before, in a few, might, under Jesus [as] leader, be fulfilled in all. But the very foreskins, heaped together into one pile, and buried, and covered with earth — and the reproach of Egypt taken away — and the name of the place Galgala (which is interpreted 'revelation'), show [that], while the people walked in [its] foreskin through the desert, its eyes were blinded [and now opened]."


Question XV. What other things pertain mystically to the iterated circumcision? (Quae ad iteratam circumcisionem mystice spectant alia?)

Since, in the interruption of this spiritual circumcision, [there] is nothing which could at all excuse us, [it is] rather to be considered whether the uncertain stirring of the heavenly cloud — in [the face of] the certain hour of emigrating hence [death] — and the invitation to the journey, do not rather urge us [on]. "Watch," says [the Lord] (Mark 13 v. 35): "for you know not when the Lord of the house comes — [whether] at evening, or at midnight, or at cockcrow, or in the morning; lest, when he comes suddenly, he find you sleeping." And (Luke 12 v. 45): "If that servant say in his heart, 'My Lord delays to come,' and begin to strike the men-servants and maid-servants, and to eat and drink and be drunken: the Lord of that servant will come on a day on which he hopes not, and at an hour which he knows not, and will divide him, and will place his portion with the unfaithful." And again (ch. 21 v. 34): "But take heed to yourselves, lest perhaps your hearts be weighed down with surfeiting and drunkenness and the cares of this life, and that day come suddenly upon you. For as a snare shall [it] come upon all who sit upon the face of the whole earth." For—
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—[which] excused those [former ones], as [was] said above: the pain of the body, and the sickness, arising from circumcision. But in this spiritual circumcision [there] is no debility of the body, no infirmity and sickness, but a grief of the soul, contrition, the love of God, and the desire of a better life — which, the greater they [are], the safer, better, and more salutary [is our] emigration from this life. And to that circumcision, the Passover — which is to be kept by us in this life and in the future — ought to stir and impel us; and [likewise] that heavenly place, in which nothing polluted and superfluous ought to be. Lucifer, assuredly, was cast out from thence, and thrown down with his Angels, because the foreskin of pride and arrogance abounded [swelled] in him. And how great a glory [it would be] to God and our Saviour, the true Joshua — how great an edification to all nations — if, in us Christians, the circumcision of vices and of all proud things were repeated and almost continual? [if] no luxury be discerned in the care of the body, in the heaping-up of empty riches, in the apparatus and delights of tables, in the levity of games and words, in the pursuits and institutions of the whole life? But how many, thus, are circumcised in this life and in the future, cannot be certainly defined by us; yet good and suitable conjectures — observed by the Fathers — exist, through which, though far otherwise than [things] which fall under faith [i.e. not with certainty], yet in some way the predestination and number of the blessed can be foreknown. But this [is] certain: [that] we, as many as are circumcised, are best circumcised by those who are already circumcised. For those [are] the best Masters and Doctors of leading life, who have cut away all vices in themselves, rejected whatever is superfluous, [and] cut off whatever is petulant, impudent, and luxuriating in [their] actions, words, [and] thoughts. See Lactantius (bk. 4, ch. 23 & 24). But the knife by which the circumcision is made imports indeed something bitter (for "the violent seize the kingdom of heaven"); but [the knife], because [it] is of stone and rock, signifies CHRIST JESUS — who is called by St. Paul "the spiritual rock" (1 Cor. 10), and indeed even according to [his] divinity, according to which, in Scripture (especially the Hebrew), God is often called "Rock" and "stone" (Deut. 32; Ps. 94; and elsewhere). So Origen (hom. 4), and — last on this book — Theodoret (q. 3), [and] Rupert (ch. 16) noted that figure of the Rock; and indeed in such a way that the two former take, in the knife itself, also the word of God, which penetrates even the inmost marrow of souls, and cuts away all vain and superfluous [things]. But Rupert looks also to the blessed-life circumcision, saying: "The stone knife — by which, having been already once circumcised, we have risen by the first resurrection, and by which, to be circumcised a second time by the second circumcision (that is, by the resurrection of the flesh), we are going to rise again — is the word of God: the word, I say, of God, living and efficacious, and more penetrating than any two-edged sword — by whose power we shall rise, [and] by whose efficacy we shall be wholly despoiled of corruption. Therefore the stone knife is Christ; for the word of God is Christ, and Christ himself was called a stone, or Rock." Nor is that to be passed over: [that] as soon as we have crossed the Jordan, that circumcision is to be in no way deferred; but after Baptism, penance, the examination of conscience, and the taking-up of a good resolution, the knives are straightway to be sharpened, and whatever in our skin is too much, and like a foreskin, all that is to be—
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—cut off. But what are all sins, except reproaches? All omissions of the [things] which we could do — of good [things] and of virtues — what [are they], except matter of maledictions, and of most-just reproaches which the angered Lord deservedly casts against us? Truly Origen (in the cited place, and more clearly, hom. 5), when he had enumerated the various kinds of sins from ch. 3 to Titus, [says]: "Do not these seem to you to be reproaches — and reproaches of Egypt?"

But the place of the rolling-away of all reproaches, and the true Galgala, are — in the other world — heaven (whether you consider the reproaches of soul or of body, whether true or feigned, of which kind is the Passion of the Lord, which — as Lactantius says, bk. 4 ch. 16 — is wont to be cast at us as [it were] a reproach, [namely] that we worship both a man, and [one] afflicted by men with a signal punishment and tortured). But in this world, the Galgala are the holy Catholic Church, outside of which no Egyptian reproaches are removed, no sins remitted, no roots of vices cut out, no foreskins of crimes rolled away. Of that kind, too, are Galgala all the schools of virtue and probity, all the gymnasia of piety, all religious families and houses — in which the circumcision is celebrated not only of vices, but of all the riches, pleasures, and arrogancies which allure and invite to them. But for this [it] is necessary that we persist constant in those Galgala, and turn away thence to no other [place], until we are wholly healed in our souls, and can keep a joyful Passover. Of which [it] follows next.


On the Passover Celebrated at Gilgal. (De Celebrato in Galgalis Paschate.) (opening)

The text describes the celebration of the first Passover after the crossing of the Jordan — from v. 10 to 13 — in two ways. First, by declaring precisely how they kept the Passover (v. 10); then, how [they kept] the ceremony of the Unleavened [bread] (vv. 11 & 12). And of the former, indeed, three [things] are handed down: first, [that] the Israelites in general kept the Passover; secondly, the time of this thing; thirdly, the place. And of the two former [it] was treated in Exodus; but some [things are] to be called [in] here.


Question XVI. Whence [is] "Pascha," what does [it] signify, and how is [it] both translated and written? (Pascha unde, quid significet, quomodo et vertatur et scribatur?)

The name of the Passover is treated here, and first indeed: whence [is] it? Certain of the ancients — in Nazianzen (oration on the holy Pascha), [and] St. Jerome (on Matt. 26) — said [it comes] from the Greek verb πάσχειν [paschein], that is, "to suffer." Whence also, on Psalm 120 [121], St. Augustine [says]: "Pascha," he says, "is a Hebrew word; and men think [it] is Greek, as [if] 'passion': but [it] is not. [It] was found out by the more diligent and more learned, that pascha is a Hebrew word." And at the beginning of tractate 55 on John: "Pascha, brethren, is not — as some think — a Greek name, but Hebrew." Tertullian (bk. against the Jews, ch. 2), Irenaeus (bk. 4 ch. 23) — as Suárez cites them (tom. 2, disp. 40, sect. 2). A certain sermon among the works of St. Jerome, on the celebration of the Passover: "Pascha," [it] says, "is not Greek, as [it] is wont to seem to the common [people]; but those who know both tongues say [it] is Hebrew." But not only to the common [people], but to great men also, thus—
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—[but to great men also] thus [it] seemed [good], he says, in the Quinquagena [Fifty Questions] ch. 34 — [namely,] Nebrissensis [Nebrija]; and for [the sake of] example he names Lactantius and Ambrose. Yet concerning this [author] who, of the books On Cain (ch. 8), has better weighed [the matter] — [I] would not easily, as indeed I think, assent, as I shall say a little after. But he [Lactantius] (bk. 4 ch. 26) only says: "The immolation of a beast is named 'pascha' by those very [people] who make [keep] the Passover, because [it] is a figure of the Passion." But of whichever [these views] may be, [it] is an inept opinion. For how could a pure — [and] to be considered [wholly] — Hebrew word have a Greek origin? [There] are indeed not a few Greek [words] which arose from the Hebrews, but of [words] Hebrew from the Greeks or Latins, not even one. For that tongue [Hebrew] is much more ancient than these, and thus the mother of all tongues, as St. Jerome says (on the third [chapter] of Zephaniah and the sixth of Isaiah; and epistle 142). "Pascha," therefore, is drawn from the Hebrew pesach, which properly and primarily signifies "a crossing-over," and "a leaping-up." For פסח [pasach] is "to leap, to spring up, and, as [it were], by leaping to pass by and cross over" — as is understood from ch. 12 of Exodus (v. 13, 23, & 27); Isaiah 3 v. 5 [31:5]; 3 Kings [1 Kgs] 18:26. For hence also he who limps [claudicat] — especially somewhat more vehemently, because, on account of a more vehement and steeper motion from side to side, he seems to leap — is called פסח pisseach [lame] (Lev. 21:18; 2 Kings [Sam] 5:7, 9; Mal. 1; Isaiah 33 v. 23). And that word also signifies "to limp" (3 Kings [1 Kgs] 18:20); taken passively, [it means] "to become lame" (2 Kings [Sam] 4:6). And that [it] indeed signifies "a crossing-over," Josephus teaches (bk. 2 ch. 5); Nazianzen (in the cited oration); the Collectanea of Cyril or Maximus (ch. 21); St. Bernard (serm. 1, on the Passover); likewise St. Jerome (in the cited place, and on Isaiah 31 and Micah 7); St. Augustine (on the cited Psalm 120; epistle 119; bk. 2 On the Trinity ch. 17; bk. 16 [City] 34; tractate 55 on John); St. Ambrose (sermon 55; bk. 1 On Cain ch. 8): "Pascha," he says, "is a crossing-over from the passions to the exercise of virtue." And more clearly (bk. 1 of the Hexaemeron ch. 8): "The Passover of the Lord is celebrated every year — that is, the crossing-over of souls from vices to virtue, from the passions of the flesh to the grace and sobriety of the mind, from the leaven of malice and wickedness to the truth and sincerity of regeneration." For although he makes mention of "passions," yet he expressly says [it] is "a crossing-over." Yet if, from the cited places, we look more diligently at the usage of Scripture, we shall find [that] not just any crossing-over is signified by that name, but only that by which certain [things] out of many are passed by, and, by not touching [them], are leaped over — as in German [one] says überhüpfen; in Greek (in Josephus, cited place) ὑπερβασία [hyperbasia], and in Symmachus ὑπέρβασις [hyperbasis]. But on account of some likeness, the signification of this word among the Greeks and Latins — partly [those] cited, partly others — is amplified, so that [it] embraces any crossing-over whatever; and thus by Philo (bk. On the sacrifices of Cain and Abel) [it] is called διάβασις [diabasis], and (bk. 3, On the life of Moses) διαβατήρια [diabatēria]. But from which crossing-over chiefly the word "Pascha" began to be so used, Nebrissensis (in the cited place) makes [it so] that [it] is not so much to be asked as explained. For he intimates [that] it is the opinion of the Church [that] this name was made from the crossing of the Red Sea, because, namely, she sings: "After the crossing of the Red Sea, let us sing to Christ [our] Leader." Ribera attributes the same to St. Augustine too (tractate 55 on John),—
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—and to Villalpandus (bk. 5, On the temple, ch. 3). But truly the mind of neither [is that]. For the Church there calls the crossing of the Red Sea "Baptism," from St. Paul (1 Cor. ch. 10 v. 2). And therefore [it is] afterward the true [crossing] from which that word indicates "crossing," saying:


"Protected on the Passover-eve
from the destroying Angel," &c.
"Now our Passover is Christ,
who is the immolated lamb."



But St. Jerome indeed says: "In the Hebrew tongue 'Pascha' is called 'a crossing,' for this [reason]: because the people of God then first celebrated the Passover, when, fleeing from Egypt, they crossed the Red Sea." But by these words he shows only the time of this name, not the cause; which he rather shows by these [words] subjoined: "Now that prophetic figure is completed in truth, when — like a sheep led to the slaughter — CHRIST [is led], by whose blood, smeared on our doorposts (that is, by whose sign of the cross, [with] our foreheads signed), we are freed from the destruction of this world, as [it were] from the Egyptian captivity or slaying; and we make a most-salutary crossing, when we cross over from the Devil to CHRIST." Nazianzen (in the cited oration), and (as [it] seems) Josephus (bk. 17), call "pascha" the crossing from Egyptian servitude into liberty, but by a secondary notion, as is plain from Josephus (bk. 2 Antiquities ch. 5). The true cause, therefore, is [this]: [that] the Lord, about to bring a most deadly slaughter upon the firstborn of the Egyptians, afflicted with no harm all the houses of the Israelites, whose doors had been smeared with the blood of the slain lamb; but, when [he] had come to them, [he] as [it were] leaped further on, and left them free from all slaughter, and passed over — as is clearly asserted (Exod. 12 v. 13, 23, & 27). This, therefore, is the proper and primary notion of this word. But from it [there] arose three secondary and less-proper [notions].

1. The first, [namely] that the victim itself — which, by God's prescript (Exod. 12; Lev. 23 v. 5), was immolated — is called "pascha" (in the same place, v. 27, according to the Seventy; 2 Paral. [Chr.] 30 v. 17, "the Levites should immolate the Phase"; or, as [it] is in the Hebrew, "the Levites [performed] always the slaughter of the happesachim"; and v. 18, "A great part of the people of Ephraim, and Manasseh, and Issachar, and Zebulun, which had not been sanctified, ate the Phase" [הפסח]; ch. 35 v. 8, of which place below; Matt. 26: "Where wilt thou [that] we prepare for thee to eat the pascha?"; Luke 22: "The day of the unleavened [bread] came, on which [it] was necessary [that] the pascha be killed"; Josephus, bk. 3 Antiquities ch. 10). And in that notion, [there] is a twofold pascha: one old and Mosaic; the other new and Christian, which is CHRIST himself, who at the paschal time was slain for us. For thus St. Paul (1 Cor. 5:7): "Our Pascha, CHRIST, has been immolated." Where [it] could also be translated from the Greek: "Our Pascha, CHRIST, has been sacrificed for us." Who therefore is called by the Church "the Paschal Victim," as when [she] says: "Let Christians immolate praises to the Paschal Victim."

2. The second notion is the anniversary day of this immolation. Luke 22: "The festal day of the unleavened [bread] was approaching, which is called the pascha." And to this — or to the former — notion pertain those [words of] Exod. 12 v. 43: "This is the religion [rite] of the Phase"; or, "this is the statute, and ceremony, of the pesach itself"; and ch. 34 v. 25: "There shall not remain in the morning [aught] of the victim of the solemnity of the Phase," or of the pesach itself. The third [notion] is the whole solemnity of the Unleavened [bread], joined to it [the Passover] for seven days, which is affected [called] by the same name (Acts 12 v. 4). For when, on those very days of the Unleavened [bread] — perhaps on the second, or third—
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—[when, on those days of the Unleavened bread] (for on some days prayer was made by the Church for St. Peter without intermission, v. 5) Herod had cast Peter into prison, he wished, after the pascha, to bring him forth to the people [Acts 12].

Two other notions are adduced by certain [authors]. The former, by Bellarmine (bk. 4, On the sacrament of the Eucharist), Toledo (on John 13, annot. 3 & 5), Suárez (tom. 2, disp. 4, 5, 2; tom. 3, disp. 41, S. 1), Ribera (bk. 5, ch. 3), when they say [that] the victims which were immolated on the seven days of the Unleavened [bread] are also called "Pascha" (Deut. 16 v. 2; 2 Paral. [Chr.] 35 v. 8); and Suárez thinks this confirmed, in the indicated places, from Augustine (quaest. 24 on Deuteronomy). But I cannot assent. For Deut. 16 v. 2, in the Hebrew, we read thus: "You shall immolate the pesach to the Lord your God — sheep and cattle." Where the precept is twofold: one about immolating the pesach, or lamb; the other about the sheep and oxen to be immolated — namely, those which the Lord had commanded (Num. 28 v. 19 & 21). And Suárez indeed (Tom. 3, disp. 41, sect. 1) says [that] [it] must entirely be conceded [that] there [the discourse] is about the paschal lamb, but [that] in those words (v. 1, "observe the [Passover] month, that you may make the phase") — but I have already shown clearly enough [that] also at v. 2, "phase" is taken for the lamb. But in Paralipomena [Chronicles] (v. 8), in the Hebrew likewise we read thus: "The princes of the house of God gave to the priests Lappesachin" — that is, "[so] that paschal [offerings] might be made" — "two thousand and six hundred" (lambs, namely, and kids, as [they] are named in the same place in the preceding verse); and by our translator [these] are rendered "cattle," "and three hundred oxen." Where we see a twofold gift: two thousand six hundred lambs and kids; then three hundred oxen. But those former [ones] only, not these [oxen], are called "paschal [offerings]" [paschata]. And [they] are accurately distinguished below (v. 13), where again those [are] called paschata, [and] these kodaschim — that is, "holy [things]," or, as our [translator] renders, "pacific victims." But Augustine (in the cited question) only says [that] the oxen are added on account of the sacrifices to be immolated on the days of the Unleavened [bread]; but he does not say [that they] are called paschata. The latter [notion is] from Alcuin (in St. Thomas, on Matt. 26): [that] the unleavened breads themselves are also called "pascha." But [this] will be weighed below (quaest. 31; quaest. 7).

But our translator [Vulgate], in the Old Testament, generally renders the Hebrew pesach [as] "phase," except [at] Ezekiel 45; Ezra [Esdras] 1:6; and, if [one] pleases to add from the apocrypha, 3 Esdras ch. 1. But the Greeks, in the New Testament indeed, always [render it] πάσχα [pascha]; in the Old [Testament] too, as here (Joshua 5 v. 10; Exod. 12; elsewhere): Theodotion, in Theodoret (on Exod. 12, quaest. 24), [renders it] φασέκ [phasek]; and in the Seventy, in 2 Paral. [Chr.] ch. 30, [it appears] often. Hence, finally, [it] is asked: In what manner, from that Hebrew pesach, was formed both "phase" and "pascha"? Nebrissensis (in the cited place), when he had said [that] he preferred to hear another [opinion], at last expounds the whole matter not ineptly thus — and about "phase" first. "The thin P is frequently turned into an aspirate by those who translate from the Hebrew tongue into Greek or Latin — as, for that which the Hebrews say פרעה Paro [Pharaoh], פסגה Pisga, פשחור Paschur, with a thin p, the Greeks first, then the Latins, translated Pharaon, Phasga, Phasur, with an aspirate ph, and thousands of others. But the sheva which is placed under the letter p — since by others [it] is almost always pronounced with the vowel e — the Greeks and Latins mostly turn into a: as, for that which they say with a sheva — שמואל Semuel, זבלון Zebulon, רפאים rephaim — we pronounce with a [Samuel, Zabulon, raphaim]. Moreover, that which they [say] זרח Zerah, נבר gever,—
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—עקרון Ekron, with a segol, we pronounce Zara [Zerah], Gader, Accaron [Ekron] with the vowel a. [That] the samech too is to be turned into S, [there] is no doubt — which letter, although [it] does not differ much in pronunciation from zeta, corresponds to our S and the Greek sigma, since the ש sin and צ tsade are forcibly transferred into those, as we demonstrated in the little book On the Power of Letters, and by the authority of Jerome. That [is] marvellous — what pleased the Greek and Latin translators [in this]: the letter which Jerome calls 'a double aspiration' [i.e. heth], with a patah or qamets underneath, to turn always into the letter e — as נח Noah → Noe, תרח Therah → Thare, קרח Corah → Core, יפתח Iphtah → Iephte; and by the same reasoning פסח Pesah → Phase — the thin p into an aspirate, the e into a, the samech into S, the heth (with a patah underneath) into e. But the Greeks, the letters being transposed, turned [it] into πάσχα [pascha]; for they mostly change the letter heth into their χ. The Latins, because [they] do not recognize such a sound except only in Greek words, almost always strike it out, or turn [it] into a simple aspiration — as, for that which the Hebrews say with heth: חרן Charan, חורי Chori, חרב Choreb, חברון Cebron — the Greeks with their χ [say] χαρὰν, χωρὰι, χωρὴβ, χεβρὼν; but the Latins, the letter ה struck out, pronounce Aron, Ori (or horri), Ebron (or Hebron)."

I. [To this] I add four [things]. First: that in Scripture [it] is sometimes written pasach — Num. 9 v. 2 in the Hebrew; 2 Paralipom. [Chr.] 35 v. 6. II. The second: that [it] is entirely a Chaldaean [Aramaic] word. For those [Chaldaeans] are wont to add an a to the Hebrew [forms], as [is] clear in Abba, Golgotha, Chesda; and that [is] truer than what Nebrissensis says (the letters transposed by the Greeks) — since not so much a letter, as a single [vowel-]point, would have been transposed. And Philo (bk. 3, On the life of Moses) too says [it is] Chaldaean; but he is reproved by St. Jerome (on Daniel ch. 2), because he confounds the Chaldaean tongue with the Hebrew. And indeed, in the book On the Decalogue, he says "pascha" is said in the ancestral tongue of the Hebrews; [and] in the Legation to Caius, he says "Israel," in the Chaldaean tongue, is "one seeing God." And hence [it] came about that, among the Greeks, [it] is entirely indeclinable. For we read τῷ πάσχα [tō pascha] (Luke 2; John 11:55; ch. 12:1; ch. 19:14); ἐν τῷ πάσχα [en tō pascha] (John 2:23; ch. 18 v. 39). III. The third: that Philo writes (bk. 2, On the life of Moses, and On the Decalogue) πάσχα; but Josephus (bk. 2 ch. 5, and bk. 5) writes πάσχα. For the Hebrew can be read in either manner, as [was] said in [the case of] "Pharaon" and others. Yet [it is] better, at the beginning, [to read it] with a simple and gentle p — just as also (bk. 6 of the Captivity [Jewish War], ch. 45), for πατρία [patria] [there] is written φατρία [phatria]; whence some thought [it] should be read φρατρία [phratria], as (bk. 7 of the Captivity) Rufinus (ch. 17), when he renders [it] "contubernium" [a mess-company] — which Scaliger praises (bk. 6, On emendation). [It] is to be noted, says St. Jerome (at the end of [his] commentary on Daniel 11), that the Hebrew tongue does not have the letter P, but uses for it פ [pe], whose force the Greek φ sounds. And indeed similarly, [it] seems, (bk. 3 of the Antiquities ch. 10) in Josephus [it] should be read κατὰ φατρίας [kata phatrias]; especially since there Rufinus (ch. 13) renders [it] no longer "contubernia," but "tribes"; and (bk. 2 ch. 5), when, at the departure from Egypt, Moses is read [to have arranged] the people διατάξας εἰς φατρίας [diataxas eis phatrias, "arranged into companies"], where Rufinus (ch. 13) renders [it] "to have constituted [them] by tribes." IV. Finally: the Syrians — as [may] be seen in the whole New Testament — retain the Chaldaean termination, but change the Hebrew samech into tsade, and say petscha [פצחא].
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Question XVII. What is it "to make [do] the phase, or pascha"? (Quidnam facere phase, seu pascha?)

Someone might at once say [that] "to make the pascha" is nothing else than to keep the festal day of the Passover. But properly and primarily [it] is to sacrifice and eat the paschal lamb. For — not now to touch the question whether the 14th day of the moon was festal — when the time is treated [of], both Latins and Greeks rather say "to keep" [agere], ἄγειν [agein], than "to make" [facere], ποιεῖν [poiein] — as in Plutarch (On Isis, and in the Roman Questions) — except perhaps rarely, as [in] 3 Kings [1 Kgs] 8 v. 55 in the Hebrew [and] Greek, and 2 Paralipom. [Chr.] 35 v. 15. And yet these latter are [found] in this chapter of Joshua, and Matt. 26:18; Heb. 11:28. Then the disciples "prepared the pascha itself" (Matt. 26:19; Mark 14:16; Luke 22:8 & 13). But they did not prepare the day itself, but the lamb; and therefore [it] is called "pascha," which they prepared; [and] the Lord is said to have eaten [it] with them, in the same chapters. Thirdly, [it] is said [thus]: for [in Num.] 9, twice, [it is] not simply "to make the pascha," but "to make [it] to the Lord"; and 2 Paralipom. [Chr.] 30 v. 5; ch. 35 v. 1. Fourthly, in the same ch. (v. 6 & 11), for "to make" is put the verb of slaughtering, שחט [shachat]; and likewise ch. 30 (v. 15 & 17) — just as [in] Exod. 12 v. 6, Deut. 16 v. 1, "to make"; but [at] v. 2, 6, זבח [zavach, "to sacrifice"]. Fifthly, [it] is very usual among the Latins, Greeks, and Hebrews, that the verb "to make" means "to sacrifice." Cicero (for Murena): "Juno," he says, "the hostess, to whom [it] is necessary [for] all guests 'to make' [sacrifice]." [Cicero] to Atticus (bk. 1): "which was 'made' for the people." The old Poet: "I vow more — if, I say, he returns — that [I] will 'make' [sacrifice] with a two-year-old [victim], a boar." Juvenal (satire 9): "'making' for the people." Virgil: "when I 'make' [sacrifice] with a heifer, for the crops, do thou thyself come" — as Macrobius reads (Saturnalia bk. 3 ch. 2), or, as Nonius, "when I make a heifer"; just as also Plautus (Aulularia): "O Faith, I will 'make' [offer] thee a full gallon-jar of honeyed [wine]." And to this [some] not ineptly recall that Varronian [saying] (bk. 2 On agriculture): "The gods, being 'made' [sacrificed to], help." And that [of] Luke 2:27: "that they might 'do' according to the custom of the law for him" — that is, "offer, or sacrifice," says Suárez (disput. 83, sect. 2, tom. 3), although about this I less assent, since [it] seems only to be signified [that] they did that which the custom of the law willed to be done — as often elsewhere, in the laws and other precepts where [there] is no mention of sacrifices, [it] is said [so]. Thus ῥέζον [rhezon] (Iliad, bk. 2): "…of a lamb; and to another of the ever-living gods he sacrificed…; there the Achaeans were sacrificing to Zeus of all oracles" [Il. 2.400–401]. And with the accusative, the same Poet (Iliad bk. 1): "to make [offer] to Phoebus a holy hecatomb on behalf of the Danaans" [Il. 1.443–444]. And in the Anthology: "having sacrificed a heifer to Cypris." Similarly, another verb of making, δρᾶν ἀντὶ τῷ θύειν [dran anti tou thyein, "to do" instead of "to sacrifice"], was employed — as Athenaeus (bk. 14) is [the] author, from Clitodemus, and, from both, the most learned Budaeus (fol. 342). Of the verb ποιεῖν [poiein] examples likewise are adduced, together with the Hebrew. For [in] Lev. 15 v. 15, when Moses prescribed, for the purgation of one with a flux, two turtledoves or pigeons to be sacrificed, he says, word-for-word in Hebrew: "And the Priest shall make these — one [for] sin, the other [for] a holocaust" — that is, he shall immolate one for sin, the other for a holocaust. In Greek, καὶ ποιήσει αὐτὰ ὁ ἱερεὺς, μίαν περὶ ἁμαρτίας, καὶ μίαν εἰς ὁλοκαύτωμα [kai poiēsei auta ho hiereus, mian peri hamartias, kai mian eis holokautōma]. And in the same manner, when [the discourse is] about the sacrifice of the Nazarite,—
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—[it] is treated [in] Num. 6 v. 11, both in Hebrew and Greek. And 3 Kings [1 Kgs] 8 v. 64; in the same book, ch. 18 v. 23, where Elijah, contending against the sacrificers of empty gods, demands two oxen, which they should sacrifice without fire: "And I," he says, אעשה [eʿeseh] "will make [sacrifice] one ox," ἐγὼ ποιήσω τὸν βοῦν τὸν ἄλλον [egō poiēsō ton boun ton allon]. Hosea (2:8): "I multiplied silver to her, and gold, which" עשו [ʿasu] "they made [for] Baal," ἀργυρᾶ καὶ χρυσᾶ ἐποίησε τῇ Βάαλ [argyra kai chrysa epoiēse tē Baal]. More of that kind [it] is [possible] to find, but these [are] enough — from which, however, [it] is understood how unlearnedly Calvin wrote (in the Antidote to the Articles of the Parisians): [that] the verb "to make," even if in Latin [it] be taken for "to sacrifice," yet [does] not [so] in Hebrew or Syriac. See Bellarmine (bk. On the Mass, ch. 12). But that that Pascha was a sacrifice is plain [from] Exod. 23 v. 18; Deut. 16; Num. 9 v. 7 & 13, where [it] is always called קרבן [qorban, "an offering"]; and Num. 9, when [it] is said: "You shall not immolate upon leaven." Josephus (bk. 3 ch. 11): [he] sacrifices "the sacrifice called pascha" — or, slaughters the sacrifice called pascha. And therefore, in the Hebrews' little book Tseror ha-Mor (fol. 70), [it] is written [that] the pascha ought to be roasted, [so] that [it] be a sacrifice. And Josephus (bk. 3 Antiquities ch. 10), "the sacrifice called pascha," says [it] must be sacrificed every year. And Abulensis teaches [this] (Exod. 23:27); Bellarmine (bk. On the Mass ch. 7, with added places, from Mark ch. 14; 1 Cor. 5). And Calvin confesses [it] (1 Cor. 5), and Junius (in [his] annotations on Num. 9, note 3), saying: "The paschal lamb is a Eucharistic sacrifice, or [a sacrifice] of the peace-offerings [pacifica]." And nearly the same [says] Scaliger (bk. 6, On emendation, fol. 535). But because the consumption of the same [victim] looks to a certain perfection and integrity of the sacrifice, therefore sometimes he who eats the pascha is also said "to make" it (Num. 9 v. 13), as is understood from v. 12. See below, quaest. 21 & 24.


Question XVIII. For what end was the pascha instituted? (Quem ob finem pascha institutum?)

The primary end of the Passover was to preserve the perpetual memory of that crossing [transitus] of the Lord — by which, while he tortured the Egyptians with the deaths of the firstborn, he leaped over [passed by] all the houses of the Israelites, as [was] expounded above (q. 15). For thus [it] is clearly handed down (Exod. 12 v. 25, 26, 27): "When your sons shall say to you, 'What is this rite?', you shall say to them, 'It is the victim of the crossing of the Lord, when he crossed over the houses of the sons of Israel in Egypt, striking the Egyptians, and freeing our houses.'" A secondary end also was [this]: that at the same time [there] might be a perpetual monument of that so-illustrious and admirable liberation which immediately followed that crossing — as [was] said from Josephus (bk. 17) and Nazianzen (q. 15). (Otherwise, for continually renewing the memory of this liberation, the ceremony of the Unleavened [bread] — of which [more] not long after — was primarily instituted.) But because the whole Passover itself signified the immolation of CHRIST JESUS, and the liberation which he brought forth for us, [there] was assuredly, [as] the aim of both these ends, another [end] more perfect and more principal, of which below. But now certain Rabbis recount other ends. For the author of Exodus Rabba, and from it Ralbag, Lyra, and Burgensis (on Exod. 12), will [have it] [that] the pascha was appointed by God, [so] that they might destroy that superstition of the Egyptians by which [they worshipped] God [as] a Ram—
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—[they worshipped God as a Ram], as was also treated above (q. 10). For when the Lord had commanded the paschal [victims] to be immolated, and roasted with fire, and devoured whole, was he not openly mocking that vanity, and destroying that empty God with his own arms? But Rabbi Moses of Gerona [Nachmanides], cited also by Paul Burgensis (on Exod. 12, addition 2), and Nehmanus, will [have it] [that] this was intended by the Lord: [so] that this Israelite safety, and the driving-away of servitude, might not be ascribed to the star Aries [the Ram] — which the sun was then entering at that time of year — since, by slaughtering and devouring rams, they would seem to have inflicted an injury on that highest star. And those [views] please Lyra (on Exod. 12) and Burgensis (in the cited place). But I think [it] a Rabbinic fable; because, whereas so many have handed down so much about the gods and superstitions of the Egyptians — Herodotus (bk. 2), Diodorus (bk. 1 ch. 4), Plutarch (On Isis), Strabo (bk. 17), Philostratus (bk. 6 ch. 9) — I see nothing special about Rams; but the same [authors] teach only, in general, [that] sheep were held by them in the number of gods, and likewise goats and he-goats — as I also noted [on] Gen. 46; Exod. 8 v. 26. And Juvenal:


"Every table abstains from woolly animals;
[it is] impious there to slaughter the young of a she-goat," &c. [Juvenal 15.11–12]



Nor indeed did the Hebrews slaughter and eat Rams — as will be expounded below (quaest. 18 [19]) — but paschal lambs. Jupiter Ammon indeed had ram's horns (whence, in Gellius, bk. 3 ch. 3, "the ram-answer"); but [he] was neither a ram, nor in Egypt. And why would the Lord not rather have waged war, by another rite, against so many other gods of the Egyptians — aquatic, flying, four-footed, but most of all against the bull Apis? Whence, too, [there] is refuted the reproach which Tacitus casts against the Jews (bk. 5 of the Histories) — although, if [it] were true, what evil would [there] be [in it]? — when he says: "Moses, [so] that he might make the nation firm for himself in the future, introduced new rites, contrary to [those of] other mortals. [There] all [things] are profane which among us [are] sacred; again, [things are] permitted among them which to us [are] unclean. The effigy of the animal by whose showing they had driven off [their] wandering and thirst, they consecrated in the sanctuary — a Ram being slain, as [it were] in reproach of Ammon. A bull too is immolated, which the Egyptians worship [as] Apis. From the pig they abstain, in memory of the disaster, because the scab once disfigured them, to which that animal is subject." But someone might perhaps think [that] the Lord willed to overthrow another superstition of the Egyptians, concerning which Plutarch [speaks] (in the cited place): for on the ninth day of the first month those [Egyptians] kept a very great feast, on which each of them, πρὸ τῆς αὐλείου θύρας [pro tēs auleiou thyras, "before the courtyard door"], ate a roasted fish — except the priests, who did not even taste [it], but before [their] doors burned fishes. But that rite pertains nothing here. For to the Egyptians the first month is not the same as to the Israelites — namely, Nisan, or Abib, from the vernal equinox; but [it begins] from the rising of the Dog-star, when the sun enters Leo; and that first month is called by them Thoth; but that [month] which corresponds to the Israelite [first month] [is] either Phamenoth or Pharmuthi, as is in Josephus (bk. 1 Antiquities ch. 4; bk. 2 ch. 5). But this [thing] does pertain to this institution of the Passover, which is noted by St. Epiphanius (bk. 1, heresy 19): [that] the Egyptians were wont, at the vernal equinox, to anoint sheep, trees, [and] fig-trees — namely, for averting the conflagration by which they hallucinate [that] the world once burned up on that day—
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—whereas [they] could more wisely remember the plagues with which they were then afflicted. But for what primary and secondary end the Lord chose a lamb, Abulensis asks (quaest. 8); but [it] will be better understood afterward, in the disputation about the material.


Question XIX. What was the material of the Passover, or what animal was immolated? (Quae Paschatis materia, siue quod immolatum animal?)

First indeed, that animal had to be — as in the Hebrew [it] is said — seh [שֶׂה]. The Seventy render [it] (Exod. 12; Gen. 30) πρόβατον [probaton], which often signifies "a sheep," yet sometimes also, generally, "of the flock-beasts" — or, as in St. Augustine (quaest. 42 on Exod.), "a beast [pecus]." For in Eustathius and Suidas, πρόβατα, πάντα τὰ τετράποδα [probata, panta ta tetrapoda, "probata [are] all four-footed [animals]"]; and [there] are examples in Hippocrates (in the book On the sacred disease, and the book On joints), as Galen advises. And [in] Deuteronomy 14 v. 4, the Seventy rendered [it] partly ἀμνὸν [amnon, "lamb"], partly χίμαρον [chimaron, "kid"] — namely, putting the species accommodated for the genus, just as our Latin [translator] too (Exod. 12 v. 3 & 4) called [it] agnum [a lamb], for which others either everywhere substitute pecudem, or pecus [a beast]; or, at least — which is both truer and more modest — expound [it thus]. For [that] that Hebrew word extends more widely than "sheep" or "lamb," the cited place of Deuteronomy teaches, [and] Radak, Pagninus, Oleaster, [and] others. But from this genus of "flock-beast," some said [that] the pascha could be [of] three species — lambs, kids, calves; others [of] two — lambs and kids; others [of] one only. But of these, in Abulensis (quaest. 9 on Exod. 12) and Lipomanus (in the Catena) — some [say] kids only, others lambs only (as, on the same place of Exod., Paul Burgensis, addition 2; and already of old St. Augustine, in the cited 42nd question, where, although he concedes [that] πρόβατον [probaton] can of itself be rendered pecus, yet here he does not wish [it] to be so rendered, because, he says, "something else would [then] be understood [than a lamb], nor would the sacrament [mystery] be preserved"). One author of the 21 Questions (in tom. 4 of Augustine, quaest. 2) [says it was] a beast blended of sheep and kid — like a Chimaera, namely, and a monster.

[It] is to be said, first, [that] two flock-beasts were instituted for the pascha — namely, lambs and kids. [It] is proved from ch. 12 of Exod. (v. 5), where — when [the Lord] had before set down "a lamb" — the Lord subjoins: "According to which rite you shall take also a kid." But that version does not agree, says the cited Burgensis, with the Hebrew truth, which has thus: "of rams and goats you shall take it." Yet [that] it agrees as to the sense itself, he will understand who notices [that] in the Hebrew [it] is not "of rams," but "of lambs." But [that there] is a great difference between these [lambs] and those [rams], Radak teaches (in [his] Roots) — just as between boys and [grown] men. For lambs are tender, and with tender hearts; but rams [are] already more robust, and with more robust horns. Whence also [rams] are called אילים [ʾelim] from "strength" [fortitudo]. Since, therefore, the Translator had before said [that] "a lamb" [was] to be immolated, and [since] Scripture now adds [that] a beast could be taken "of the goats" — did not the Translator rightly say, "according to which rite you shall take also a kid"? For a kid is a tender goat, and in the genus of goats the same [thing] that in the genus of sheep [is] a lamb.
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[Burgensis] then tries to expound the Hebrew text, [so] that the sense may be: "You shall take a lamb from some flock, in which are rams and goats, as [they] are commonly wont to be associated [together]." As if indeed the name of "flock" were lacking to the Hebrews, so that [it] could not be expressed, if this had been Moses's meaning! Then, [it] is a usual manner of speaking, that the material be signified, when we say: "You shall take of these or those herbs, coins, cattle, &c." — that is, such-and-such herbs, coins, and cattle, &c. Thirdly, by his opinion indeed, a lamb would not be suitable for the paschal immolation which was taken from a flock in which goats were not associated with the sheep. Fourthly, if to someone — as [in] 2 Kings [Sam] 12 v. 3 — [there] were only one or another lamb, and it were pastured not in a flock, but at home and in a little field, that could not be a pascha [on his view]. [It] remains, therefore, [that] both the version and the exposition [are] good: [that] a lamb and a kid can be taken. [It] is confirmed, 2., from the Seventy, who — about the "flock-beast," or (to retain the Greek, with Pliny, as I said in 2 Macc. ch. 14, f. 1, 705) about his probaton — say: ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρνῶν καὶ τῶν ἐρίφων λήψεσθε [apo tōn arnōn kai tōn eriphōn lēpsesthe, "you shall take from the lambs and the kids"]. 3., the Fathers teach the same with these: Theodoret (on Exod., qu. 4), Procopius of Gaza (on Exod. 12), the Collectanea of Cyril (ch. 21), Peter of Blois (epistle 3); Finally, the Chaldaean Paraphrase, and with it all the Rabbis — as St. Augustine already long ago indicated (on Exod., quaest. 42): "The Jews," he says, "try to understand [that] a kid too is to be taken for celebrating the Passover; and [they] think this too is said — [that it is] to be taken 'of lambs and kids' — as if [he] said: either a lamb of the lambs, or a kid of the kids; if the [one] be lacking, [the other] ought to be taken." In the tractate Corban Pesach (ch. 10), expounding from the 16 paschal precepts, Rambam himself [says]: "The pascha [is] not [to be] sacrificed, except of the sheep or goat kind only." [There] is added, 4., the emptiness of the reasons of the same Burgensis. One is, that this was prescribed by the Lord against the Egyptians' God, the Ram — but [that] was denied (quaest. 17 [18]). The other — which he seems to have borrowed from St. Augustine (the cited q., where he says [it is] "figuring the sacrament and the precept") — [is] that this victim is a figure of CHRIST the Lord; but [that] one is called "a lamb" (John [1:29]; Isaiah 53), never "a kid." For by "kids" too the wicked are signified (Matt. 25 v. 33). But this is just as if someone, from [the fact] that the devil is called "a Lion" (1 Pet. 5:8), should conclude [that] CHRIST the Lord is not "a Lion" (Apoc. 5 v. 5). But [there] is, both in the Scriptures and among profane writers, [something] much fouler [and] baser [than a kid] — a he-goat [hircus], [rather] than a kid [hoedus]; and yet by the type of a he-goat our same Lord himself is marked (Lev. 16 [the scapegoat]). Nor [is it] true, what is said by the same Burgensis: [that] in the Passover CHRIST is figured under the aspect of meekness and innocence only, but not inasmuch as he had "the likeness of the flesh of sin"; for surely, inasmuch as he bore death for us, so far he had "the likeness of the flesh of sin." And yet, of him crucified, from that paschal figure, [it] is said (John 19:36): "These [things] were done, that the scripture might be fulfilled: 'You shall not break a bone of it.'" [It] is to be said, secondly, [that] not both flock-beasts [were] to be taken in the same house, and by the same head-of-household, for the pascha — but only one. For [it] is the common opinion of all Christians and Jews, and their perpetual practice of old; 2., because Scripture, as often as [it] speaks of the eating and ceremony of the pascha, always speaks as [it were] of one victim only in each house (Exod. 12—
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—v. 6 & following; Deut. 16; Num. 28:3), because the Fathers say [that] a lamb was especially to be taken, but if [it] were lacking, a kid could be taken. Augustine (q. 42), Theodoret (q. 34), Hugh of St. Victor (on Exod. 4) [say so], because [it] is not unusual [for] the particle "Et" [And] — placed in the Hebrew, Chaldaean, and Greek, [and] indicated by the Latin too — to be taken for "vel" [or], as Pagninus shows (bk. 1 Institutions ch. 21 and following), and among the Greeks in the definition of "nature" (bk. 2 Physics ch. 1), and likewise among the Syrians (1 Cor. 11 v. 27), as is clear there from the Greek and Latin. Unless, however — [as] seems to me — [there] happened in the Syriac there [what] is established to have happened in other tongues: that, because at the end of the preceding word [there] was an olaph [aleph], it was omitted at the beginning of the following [word]; which, if [it] were added, would be not "Et" but "Vel." And so, perhaps, below (ch. 10 v. 24), in the Hebrew [there] is א [aleph] after the third-person plural of the verb.

[It] is to be said, thirdly, [that] the paschas [were] not [of] kids alone. [This] is plain from the first conclusion; secondly, from the empty exposition of the authors of this opinion. For they think [that] on the tenth day of the month a lamb was to be eaten, [and] on the 14th day a kid? But [is it] not clear (ch. 12 of Exod.) [that] the same animal which had been taken on the 10th day is commanded to be kept until the 14th day, and then immolated? Thirdly: from the Fathers before cited, [it was] not [that a kid was to be immolated], except when a lamb could not be had, [in which case] a kid was to be immolated. [It] is to be said, fourthly: Beyond kids and lambs, no [other] beast could be a pascha; because (Exod. 12 v. 5) only those two species are numbered, and elsewhere no other is numbered. But those who add oxen adduce the chapter of Deut. 16 v. 2; but above (q. 16) that place was explained. Yet these fight with a reason, but without reason. "A family," they say, "could be so large that neither a lamb nor a kid would suffice for it; therefore [it] would have behooved [them] to immolate an ox." Truly indeed, if the family had had to be satiated from the eating of the pascha, not even one ox would perhaps sometimes have been enough. But according to the size of the family, those who were in the family ate more or less of the paschal victim — if few, more; if many, less; and [it] was enough to take even a tiny morsel [buccella] thence, as Ribera answers (bk. 5, On the temple, ch. 3). And we see, in the Gallican Churches, on Sundays, to how great a multitude of men one blessed bread (which, because they are wont to take [it] as [it were] in place of the Eucharist, the Greeks call ἀντίδωρον [antidōron]) is divided piece by piece, and suffices. And [it] was the custom — as I shall say below — that, after the pascha was eaten, they took other foods, with which they might be satiated. And of these [is] the 16th paschal precept in Rambam (in the cited place): "That nothing of the flesh of the pascha of the 14th day be left over, until the third day." Therefore only a lamb or a kid was [the] pascha; but from the more frequent and more celebrated use, [it] is commonly called only "a lamb."


Question XX. How ought the paschal animal, or lamb, to have been affected [qualified]? (Qualiter affectum esse debuit paschale animal, siue agnus?)

Of the material, or flock-beast, which could be [the] pascha, the Lord prescribed three conditions (Exod. 12 v. 5). The first: that [it] be without blemish. Now the Translator calls "a blemish" every defect of the body which — in such a way that [the beast] could not be rightly immolated — made the beast unfit; for example, if [it] were mutilated, sick, scabby, and if [there were] anything similar. Therefore, in the Hebrew, [it] is said—
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—[Therefore, in the Hebrew, it is said] that [it be] "a whole, or perfect, beast" — in the Greek, τὸ τέλειον [to teleion], for which other Greeks render ἄμωμον [amōmon] — that is, [something] which cannot be blamed and rejected, which is free of every blemish and defect. For [it is] probable enough [that] this Greek [word], like many others, is drawn from the Hebrew מום mum, which is "a blemish" (Lev. 21:18; and elsewhere). But what blemishes or defects bar a beast from sacrifice, Moses explains (Lev. 22): "The man who shall offer a victim of peace-offerings to the Lord — either paying vows, or offering of [his own] accord, whether of oxen or of sheep — let him offer [it] immaculate, that it may be acceptable. There shall be no blemish in it. If [it] be blind, if broken, if [it] have a scar, if pustules, or scab, or ringworm, you shall not offer them to the Lord, nor in your land shall you do this at all."

The second condition: that [it] be a male animal. But St. Augustine asks (quaest. 42 on Exod.), since a lamb cannot but be male, and likewise a kid, why is this condition prescribed? And because — as I was saying above (quaest. 18) — here he does not wish τὸ πρόβατον [to probaton] to be rendered "beast," he reckons "male" is added for this [reason]: because that Greek [word] would [otherwise] have to be rendered "a ewe" [ovis]; but since [it] cannot be said "a female sheep," or "a male [sheep]," [it is] said "a male lamb." Namely, because in the Greek and Hebrew [there] is the word "male," which is indeed added in both texts for this [reason]: because both the Hebrew and the Greek name signify both sexes. And unless [it] had been added, [it] would have been necessary to take, only from the genus of sheep and goats, a yearling animal — whether [it] were male or female. But now, only a male [is] permitted. But why, [it] will not be passed over below.

The third condition: that the same animal be a yearling [anniculum] — or, in Hebrew and Chaldee, "a son of a year." This all take thus: [that it] neither exceed a year in age, nor be under the eighth day from its birth. For (Exod. 22 & Lev. 22) the Lord entirely wills [that] the newborn young pass seven days with [their] mothers before they can be immolated. But you might say [that] more than these three conditions are required. First: because in some Greek [copies], such as the Royal [ones], along with these three, [there] is added, as [it were], a different and fourth [condition], τὸ ἄμωμον [to amōmon, "without blemish"]. Secondly: because Lactantius (bk. 4 ch. 26) says [that] this lamb was "white [candidum]." I answer to the first, [that] several versions are joined in those Greek [copies], since — as I said above — τὸν τέλειον [ton teleion] and τὸ ἄμωμον [to amōmon] here mean entirely the same. To the second: "white" [candidus] in Lactantius is taken in the same way, for "whole," and "least defective," and [otherwise] "unfit for sacrifice." And therefore, as [it were] for the sake of exposition, once and again he adds "without blemish": "God had commanded," he [Lactantius] says, "the Hebrews to immolate a white lamb without blemish. For the lamb [was] white, without blemish — that is, innocent, and just, and holy." Thus he.


Question XXI. Why did the Lord will the paschal animal to be of such a kind? (Cur eiusmodi animal esse voluit pascha Dominus?)

[It] was asked (quaest. 17) why the Passover [was] instituted; but now, why its material was instituted [to be] a lamb or a kid, and why [it was] affected with such conditions as I said in the preceding question, is asked. And truly the cause [is] most true, [that] it so pleased him who instituted [it] — namely, the highest Commander, God. But, although this [is] most true, [something] more general—
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—[is to be sought]: and, when the cause of the divine ceremonies and precepts is asked, [it] is already established [that it comes] from God's will itself; and therefore [it] is investigated whether any special reason consonant with this will can be adduced. But the best [rule] is that of Abulensis himself — [his] rule in ancient-law rites of this kind (quaest. 8 on Exod.): namely, that regard be had, first, to that state of the Israelite people which then was; then, to that [state] which was signified by that [former] state as [it were] by a certain figure — that is, to the coming of the Messiah, and the state of his people. For the divine ceremonies and precepts could look either to something which was useful in those times, or [something] which aptly indicated Christian things to come, or certainly both. "For all [things] happened to them in figure" (1 Cor. 10). As regards, then, that ancient time, Abulensis (in the cited place) denies [that there] is a cause why a lamb rather, or a kid, than a sheep, goat, ox, or any other animal whatever, was prescribed. For since this ceremony served only for propagating the memory of the Lord's crossing to posterity, what did it matter whether [it] were done with a sheep, or a goat, or an ox, or a dove? He reckons, therefore, [that] the whole cause is to be sought from the figure. For since he was to be signified by that rite who, by his blood, would snatch [those] sprinkled and marked [with it] from the butchery of the destroying Angel, and would make these [Israelites] pass through wholly unharmed and immune [from it] — what animal could be apter than a tender, clean, and innocent [one], either a lamb or a little kid? For that [Christ] is often called "a lamb": Isaiah 53, "Like a lamb before the shearer he shall be dumb, and shall not open his mouth"; John 1 v. 29, "Behold the Lamb of God; behold [him] who takes away the sins of the world"; and [v.] 36, "Behold the Lamb of God." But why could not a clean, simple, little-white dove have been chosen in the same way? Why not a whole, clean, and rather-strong ox, or a calf? For from these too many likenesses, which fall most aptly upon Christ, could have been drawn.

To me, therefore, [it] seems [that] some regard [was] had of that time and opportunity too. They worshipped — as was said above (quaest. 17) — the Egyptians, sheep (especially [those] of Sais and Thebes); others, he-goats; and [they] abstained from eating them, as [there] are [as] authors Diodorus (bk. 1), Aristotle (bk. 5 of the Ethics, ch. 7), Strabo (bk. 7), St. Epiphanius (in the Anchoratus). Therefore, that the Lord might now show [that] the gods of the Egyptians, [their] rites, and the land itself, [were] to be despised, he rightly prescribed to all the Jews universally, and at one and the same time together, the slaughter and eating of these [animals]. Then, the Shepherds of sheep the same Egyptians despised, for the same cause (Gen. 46) — so much so that Apion frequently called the Jews, in contempt, hycsos [Hyksos], that is, "Shepherds," in Josephus (bk. 1 against him, f. 922, 923). The Lord willed, therefore, to make [them] — fed on lamb and kid, and as [it were] bloodied [with it] — marvellous [an object of wonder] to the Egyptians themselves. Thirdly: through the name and care of sheep the Israelites obtained (Gen. 47) the best place of dwelling in the land of Egypt [Goshen]. Therefore [it] was most just [that] by the immolation of sheep they give thanks to God, and, under the same auspice, seek better lands. Fourthly: a lamb could easily be at hand for all the families, both in that exodus and afterward yearly; an ox not likewise. Fifthly: since the Angel, the author of the slaughter of the Egyptians, had passed over the individual houses of the Israelites, [it] was consonant [that] — for the—
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—[it was consonant that,] for the memory of his benefit, such an animal be slaughtered, whose eating would be enough for one — for the most part — family; and [that it] be neither too little, nor overmuch abound. Sixthly, into no other animal would all the rites — which the Lord willed [to be] sanctioned in the Passover, partly for the figure, partly for other causes — have so suitably agreed.

But why the Lord required the first condition in the lamb or kid — [that] of integrity and soundness — cannot be obscure. For reason forbids [that] mutilated, diseased, and [things] deformed by other defects be offered to him whom [it] behooves [us] to worship with [our] whole heart and all [our] strength — [him] who is the author of all goods to us, and most beneficent toward us, and best. Whence, too, you may see the Gentiles carefully choose, with great zeal and care, from herds and flocks, the best and choicest beasts for sacrifices — and, as the Greeks say, ἐκκρίνειν [ekkrinein, "to pick out"], nay, as in Apollonius, διακρίνειν [diakrinein] — which signifies not simply "to separate and choose," but "to well separate and choose." For Jason, about to immolate, ordered his herdsmen: ταύρους βόας ἀγελαίων διακρίναντες ἴλαδον [taurous boas agelaiōn diakrinantes hiladon, "having picked out the bulls from the herd-oxen, in troops"]. And in Homer (Odyssey ξ [14]), another: τῶν ἄριστον ἐπικρίνας ἀποπέμπω [tōn ariston epikrinas apopempō, "having chosen the best of them, I send [it] off"]. "A priest," says Seneca, "not of whole body, [is] to be avoided, as [it were] a thing of ill omen. This is noted in the victims — how much more in the priests."

The second condition was [that] of sex. Why, then, did the Lord will [it] male? In Cicero (bk. On the nature of the gods), to some gods, victims [were] sacrificed [that were] male; to others, female. But let that reason be set aside. There is not in God, who is spirit, "male, or female." But [those things] which are male are wont to be more perfect; and so Agamemnon immolates οὖν ἄρρενα [oun arrena, "males then"] (Iliad, bks. 1 & 6) — so much so that this appellation is transferred even to the more perfect fruits of trees and to herbs. For "male palm" and "male vines" [are] in Pliny; "male frankincense" in Apuleius (Apology 1; Augustine, q. 42 on Exod.); "male mullein" in Apuleius (bk. On the virtues of herbs, ch. 71); "male tobacco." Therefore, although God — because he does not always wish to exact the most perfect [things] from us — sometimes admits barren ewes and other females into sacrifice, yet when he wishes more perfect victims, he prescribes males. But why he here willed the more perfect, and was not content with a female, the figure made [so]. For CHRIST the Lord was male, not only in sex, but much more in strength and power against the tartarean [hellish] enemies (Apoc. 12) — even while [he] still lay hidden in [his] mother's womb (Jer. 31). "Males," says Pliny (bk. 11 ch. 49), "[are] stronger in every kind, except in panthers and bears."

The third condition was [that] of age. Yearling beasts are wont, in almost every kind of animals, to be more pleasing in aspect and in eating, [more] chaste, [more] innocent. And therefore Homer describes the victim of Minerva [as] ἦνιν [ēnin] — that is, "having one year only," says Eustathius. But what [is] more pleasing to God the Father [than] Christ Jesus, [more] chaste, [more] innocent? And here could be adduced the [things] treated above (quaest. 19), the words of Lactantius. But all those conditions together, Rupert clearly transferred to that Lamb of God (on Exod. ch. 8): "A blemish is sin; but he did not commit sin, nor was guile found in his mouth. He will be, therefore," he says, "'without blemish' — that is, holy, innocent, undefiled, separated from sinners, in whom [there] is no iniquity. But innocence alone would have little glory, if [there]—
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—[were] not also strength [present] for doing the perfect works of justice. 'He will be, therefore,' he says, 'also Male. For [he is] male — that is, strong — because he admits nothing feminine, that is, soft or fluid. Whence also in the Apocalypse [it] is said of the great woman, that she brought forth a male son, who was to rule the nations with an iron rod. [It] is further added, [that] he will be a yearling. A yearling — that is, perfect; for we obtain perfection from him, as he himself also testifies in the Prophet: "The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me; he has sent me to announce to the meek, to heal the contrite of heart, and to preach to the captives indulgence, and to the shut-up [prisoners] an opening — to preach the acceptable year of the Lord, and the day of vengeance to our God." "The acceptable year," he says, "for those whom he has prepared for glory; and the day of vengeance upon those whom he has destined for wrath." For "the acceptable year," or "the year of favor," he means the full acceptance, which the Apostle too proclaims in these words: "Behold, now [is] the acceptable time; behold, now [are] the days of salvation," &c. Of the fullness of that year — nay, of ours — [it] is said to him by the mouth of the Psalmist: "Thou shalt bless the crown of the year of thy goodness" — understand, when all flesh shall have come to thee to be rewarded, in that length of eternal days.'"


Question XXII. What is the formal and efficient cause of the same Passover? (Ecqua paschatis eiusdem causa formalis, et efficiens?)

In the Passover can be considered [the] immolation and [the] consumption, or eating. And both are its very formal cause, to which the manner of preparing and eating it can be recalled — but of that more conveniently afterward. But the efficient cause is he who either immolates that victim, or eats [it]. And concerning both — who [it] is — there is a hand-to-hand dispute. The immolator [is thus indicated]: Some of the Innovators, in Bellarmine (bk. 2 On the Mass ch. 7), [say] anyone whatever of the Israelite multitude. For thus Chemnitz (part 2 of the Examen, fol. 765, Frankfurt ed.): "The paschal lamb was immolated not by the priests, but by the multitude." And the [Council of] Trent indeed (session 22, ch. 1) says [it was] immolated "by the multitude" — but in that sense which is taught below. For [it does] not [say], as that Innovator prefixed, "not by the priests." Others [say it was immolated by] certain definite [persons] out of the whole multitude; and these Lyra reckons (on 2 Paralip. [Chr.] ch. 30), and the same Bellarmine in the same place, and Suárez following him (tom. 2, q. 50, a. 6, disp. 40, sect. 2), and, before both, Dionysius the Carthusian (on 2 Par. 30), with them Marcellus (bk. On the time of the canonical hours, ch. 71, num. 11) — [namely] that [they] were the heads of households. But certain [others say it was immolated by] the Levites themselves. But that [it] was the right of all to slaughter and immolate that lamb — who would believe [it]? What Commonwealth, or what nation, ever was, which — if [it] made any sacrifices to some deity — would appoint, [as] their true and proper minister and Priest, anyone whatever from the common [people]? Yet [there] could be objected from Scripture (Exod. [12] v. 47): "The whole assembly of the sons of Israel shall make it"; or, to say [it] word-for-word from the Hebrew, "they shall make it" — which seems to signify [that] the individuals out of the assembly, or out of the Church of the Israelites, have the right of making the Passover; and likewise any of the strangers, if only he be circumcised. For in the following v. 48 [it] is subjoined: "and then he shall rightly celebrate it" — namely, the Passover; or, as in the Hebrew, "and then let him approach to make it." [There] could be added Philo too — but of that afterward.
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Now I only say [that], from that place of Exodus, [it is] not made out [that] anyone whatever — either of the Israelites, or a circumcised proselyte — could discharge this immolation. For, first, "to make," in this place, a lamb, we could take for "to eat," as was noted above (quaest. 16). For this is also a certain consummation of the immolation itself; and indeed, from v. 43 onward, [the discourse] there is always about this very eating: "No alien shall eat of it. The bought [slave] shall be circumcised, and so shall eat. The stranger and hireling shall not eat of it. In one house shall [it] be eaten." And this very [thing] is called "to make the Passover." For at v. 48, afterward, [it] is again added: "If anyone be not circumcised, he shall not eat of it." But secondly: "to make the Passover," in this place, signifies properly the immolation itself. Individuals can be said to make it — not by themselves, but through those to whom this public office and care [belongs]. For so, too, among us: the priest indeed properly sacrifices, but through him the people [sacrifices] too. Not unknown [is] the rule of law: "What we do through another, we are reckoned to do through ourselves"; and [it is] a most common phrase [that] "That head-of-household today slaughtered an ox, or a pig" — and yet the butchers did it by [their] labor, as [is] acknowledged even by the adversaries, [namely] Lavater, who will be cited below. Otherwise, if we hold tenaciously to the bare words, all who can eat will seem properly able to slaughter the lamb. But circumcised slaves, foreigners, boys, women, and girls can [eat]; and thus, in the affirmative precepts of the Jews, [there] is this, the "50th": "Let male and female rightly make [keep] the Passover."

The second opinion seems more like the truth. First, because when the Passover was instituted, [there] were not yet priests and Levites set apart from the other tribes; and therefore the [persons] then usual [as] ministers of sacrifices seem to have made the first Passover — that is, the firstborn, who were the first heads of families, and [were] the fathers. And [that] the reckoning of ministers which was in that first Passover [was] thereafter — for the clearer memory of the whole matter — not badly reckoned unchanged. Secondly: Philo himself seems to add great weight of authority, partly to the former, partly to this opinion. For (bk. 3, On the life of Moses): "At the paschal time," he says, "not as at other [times] do plebeian men lead victims to the altar to be slaughtered by the priests; but, the law commanding, the whole nation sacrifices, while each one slaughters his victim by himself, with his own hands." Behold — each one slaughters the victim with his own hands, and neither leads it to the priests, nor is it slaughtered by these, but by the plebeians themselves. And he subjoins: "then, the whole people jointly celebrating joyful feasts, each one bears himself in place of a Priest." [In Greek: ἑορτὴ τὸ Χαλδαϊστὶ λεγόμενον πάσχα, ἐν ᾗ οὐχ οἱ μὲν ἰδιῶται προσάγουσι τῷ βωμῷ τὰ ἱερεῖα, θύουσι δ᾽ οἱ ἱερεῖς, ἀλλὰ νόμου προστάξει σύμπαν τὸ ἔθνος ἱερᾶται, τῶν κατὰ μέρος ἑκάστου τὰς ὑπὲρ αὑτοῦ θυσίας ἀνάγοντος τότε καὶ χειρουργοῦντος — "a feast called in Chaldee 'pascha,' in which not the private men lead the victims to the altar and the priests sacrifice [them], but, by the law's command, the whole nation performs the priestly office, each one in particular then bringing up and performing with [his own] hand the sacrifices on his own behalf."] And in the book On the Decalogue, almost near the end: "In the Passover, when — popularly — INDIVIDUALS sacrifice, not awaiting the priests, they themselves, by the law's permission, performing the priestly office once a year, for one Day appointed to this business." Do you see — [that] by that privilege, or the law's permission, those who were otherwise not priests and Levites sacrificed only once in each year; and thus were priests, as [it were], "for-a-day" [ephēmerios]? So that — just as a certain Roman was consul for one day only — so also these [were priests for a day], except that he [was consul] once in [his] whole life, [but] these [priests] every year. [In Josephus's words: οἱ Ἰσραῖοι πατρίῳ γλώττῃ πάσχα προσαγορεύουσιν, ἐν ᾗ θύουσι πανδημεὶ αὐτῶν ἕκαστος, τοὺς ἱερεῖς αὐτῶν οὐκ ἀναμένοντες, ἱερωσύνην τῷ νόμῳ χαρισαμένῳ τῷ ἔθνει—
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—παντὶ μίαν ἡμέραν ἐξαίρετον ἀνὰ πᾶν ἔτος εἰς αὐτουργίαν θυσιῶν — "the Israelites in [their] ancestral tongue call [it] 'pascha,' in which they sacrifice in a full body, each of them, not awaiting their priests, the law having granted the priesthood to the whole nation for one special day in every year, for the self-performance of the sacrifices."] Suárez also cites, in the cited place, Josephus (bk. 2 Antiquities ch. 6, or 10). Yet I reckon [that], in Philo, by the name "individuals," none but the individual heads of households are to be understood. Otherwise, either there would have to be as many victims and lambs, or kids, as there were Israelites — young and old, boys and adolescents — or [it] would behoove all to set [their] hand and knife to one and the same beast being slaughtered. Philo, therefore, stands with the second opinion. And who would think [that] he was ignorant of the manner of sacrificing the lamb, since he lived before the destruction of Jerusalem, and, according to the solemn custom, went up to that festal day more than once?

Yet the third opinion [that the Levites immolated] seems to be established from this: that in it [stands] Claudius Sainctes (in [his] Repetition on the Eucharist, ch. 7), and not the last of the Rabbis — as Rambam in [his] Corban, whose words about the paschal Korban itself are: "Both he who slaughters, and he who sprinkles the blood, and he who burns the entrails, are here reckoned the same. If, in the possession of one of these — or of one of the associates about to eat this pascha — there be, at the time of the oblation, [even] as much leaven as an olive-berry, behold, that one is beaten [with stripes], though the pascha [be] valid." Secondly: because no other cause seems [to exist] why the Lord willed the Passover to be eaten only at Jerusalem, or only in that place where the Temple or tabernacle was (Deut. 16, as [in] Exod. 12; Abulensis quaest. 44). Thirdly: clearly (2 Paral. [Chr.] ch. 30 v. 17), the Hebrew text says, "the Levites were over the slaughter of the happesachim" — that is, "occupied in slaughtering the paschal [victims]" — [for] everyone not clean, for the sanctifying [of them] to the Lord. Fourthly: clearly likewise (2 Paral. [Chr.] 35 v. 6 & 11), the Levites are said "to have immolated the pascha," and "to have flayed the skins from them"; and the whole [is] clearer in the Hebrew. For surely this office is given to them not only in the holocausts and paschal peace-offerings, but in the very paschal [victims]; nor only in those which they themselves eat with their own [households], as — yet hesitantly — Lavater there says (fol. 208.8); but simply, as the same [Lavater] had confessed on the earlier page, saying: "The heads of households are said to have immolated the lambs; but from this chapter, and ch. 30 of this book, [it] seems to be gathered that [it] was the office of the Levites, &c." Fifthly: Abulensis (on Deut. 16), saying [that] the Passover is a sacrifice: "The priests themselves," he says, "immolate [the victims] which the people brought." And besides, "[it] was not," he says, "necessary that the eating of the lamb should be done within the Temple, but [it] could be done in the whole city" — as if [he] said [that] there is another reckoning of the immolation. And again: "The blood was drawn." Sixthly: Josephus (bk. 6 ch. 45) writes [that] Cestius, when he wished to indicate to Nero — [who was] despising the multitude of the Jewish nation — by what strength and flower the city of Jerusalem was powerful, asked from the chiefs of the Priests that, if it could be done, they should take the number of the people. And they did [it]; but how? The Passover was at hand; and from the number of the victims they gathered the multitude of the people. But how, if they themselves, and the rest of their [temple-]company, did not slaughter the victims, could they have numbered [the people] from them? How would they not have as easily numbered the houses of the city, or the persons, as the victims themselves? And what need would [there] have been for Josephus to argue thus? The Priests numbered 255,600 victims; and for each victim to be eaten [there] were present at least ten pure and holy banqueters. Therefore of these banqueters [there] were at least 2,556,000? Truly, to spare so many calculations and windings—
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—[to spare so many calculations and windings] could [it] be spared, unless all the paschal [victims] had been led to the priests — from which they, most easily of all, might reckon the number of those who [were] to eat, which could be the least [uncertain]. Seventhly: the sons of Israel of the transmigration [return from exile] "made" [the Passover] (1 Esdras 6 [Ezra 6:19–21]) "on the fourteenth day of the first month. For the priests and Levites had been purified as [it were] one [man]; all clean, to immolate the Passover for all the sons of the transmigration," &c. "And the sons of Israel ate [it], who had returned from the transmigration." For [that] the paschal lamb [was] then immolated, the very eating of the people — signified by those words, "And they ate" — teaches; and [there] is set down there a distinction of the unleavened [bread] from the Passover. Eighthly: all the Israelites would have been truly priests, because [there] would have been to them a true power of sacrificing. You will say, [it was] only once a year. But this in no way hinders the reckoning of the priesthood. For only once did the Lord sacrifice his own body and blood, bloodily or unbloodily. And this difference would only bring [it] about that some were priests somewhat more — not in essence, but in the frequency and multitude of priestly actions; just as today, those who work at the sacred [rites] more rarely differ only accidentally from those who do [them] more often. Ninthly: 2 Paralipom. [Chr.] ch. 30 v. 1: "Hezekiah sent, that they should come into the House of the Lord in Jerusalem, and should make the phase to the Lord." Why did he prefix, "to the House of the Lord"? Would [it] not have been enough [to say] "in Jerusalem"? [There] is added, 5., Bachiarius (in the epistle On penance), thereupon saying [that] Aaron the priest immolated the paschal lamb. For although [Aaron] was then not yet initiated into the priesthood, yet — because [it] was [the office] of priests to immolate the lamb, and this [Aaron did] because he was the firstborn — [Bachiarius] calls [him] "priest," as [it were] by anticipation. And in that way, the law which was afterward passed about the priests would in no way have to be dissolved, as is done by the second and first opinion; nor, as regards the minister, would any other institution be held here than in the other sacrifices. For others too, of old — before the law was promulgated — offered men from every tribe; but afterward [only] from the Levitical. And the same [is] persuaded even to the Innovators — besides Lavater, cited before — [it] seems [so] to Beza himself, when (as [is] to be repeated below, q. 24) he writes (on Matt. ch. 26, p. 122) [that] the immolation of this lamb [was] done in the Temple. [Now] there follows [the question] about the eaters of the lamb. But lest that question be too long, these [matters] are to be sent into the following question, as [it were to] a new table.


Question XXIII. Who ate the Passover? (Pascha qui ederunt?)

From the same Exod. ch. 12, two propositions can be brought forward, by which the right of eating the Passover is either denied or granted. The former [is] from v. 48, & 43, 44, 45: "No uncircumcised [person] can eat of the Passover." And the reason is clear, and twofold: First, because the paschal lamb was [one] of the chief sacraments of the Mosaic law; and therefore [it] taught [that] no one, unless initiated by the first initiations of that same law, [could] become a partaker of it. But the first initiations were circumcision. Second: only the circumcised were passed over, safe and unharmed, by the passing Angel. These alone, therefore — because [it] was sacred for the perpetual remembrance of this safety — [it] was fitting [to admit], as [it were, to] a symbol. But two [things] can be asked. The one: whether those who ate the Passover at Mount Sinai—
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—were circumcised? The answer [is] already [given] above (quaest. 5). Yes [they were]. The other: whether [it] was lawful for women also to eat the Passover? For, in the cited place, Josephus says [that] for each victim to be eaten [there] had to be present at least ten men, though sometimes more were present; and [that] from that [fact] the number of men was reckoned. But if to ten men [there] had been present ten wives, and their sons and daughters, [and] male- and maid-servants, the lamb would scarcely have sufficed. What if [there] had been twenty men? I do not wish here to repeat the [things] which I said about circumcision (Gen. 17); as certain, I only now take [it] that women were not circumcised; and at the same time I answer [that] [it] was lawful for them to eat the Passover — because the circumcision which barred [one] from eating the Passover bound only men. For so [it] was done also in all other ceremonies, sacraments, and even in the very observance of the law — the profession of which St. Paul (Gal. 5 v. 3) establishes [to be] circumcision. But [that] which is adduced from Josephus [is] explained above (quaest. 18). And indeed, since [Josephus] afterward removes the menstruating [women] from the eating of the Passover, he clearly teaches [that] to the other women who were unstained [clean], that eating of the lamb was usual. And of the Jews — as I was saying above (quaest. 12) — the "55th" precept is, "that male and female rightly make [keep] the Passover."

The latter proposition [is] from vv. 44, 48: "Whoever was circumcised could eat the Passover" — nay, as [in] Num. 9 v. 13 [it] is added, "ought [to]." For thus [it] is written there: "If anyone is both clean, and was not on a journey, and yet did not make the phase, that soul shall be exterminated from his peoples, because he did not offer the sacrifice to the Lord in his [due] time. He shall bear his [own] sin." But here some [things] are asked.

First: whether infants [had to] eat, and the sick, who loathed either all food, or at least that [food]? [It] is answered [that] no one was obligated by that precept, except him in whom [there] was the natural faculty of eating. If, therefore, [there] were an infant who could feed only on milk and pap, not on more solid food; if a sick [person] from whom the force of the disease had taken away the tasting either of all foods, or of flesh and unleavened [bread] and bitter [herbs] — [for such,] to keep a pascha was not necessary. For if certain of the travelers were excused, as the context shows, why not these too?

The other [sub-question]: whether he who was greater in age [an adult] was to be circumcised against [his] will, that he might eat the Passover? Concerning the slaves of the Israelites, Abulensis (Exod. 12 q. 56) and Cajetan (in the same place) think thus — yet in a different manner. For he [Abulensis] reckons [that] slaves — since [they] are wholly in the power and property of [their] masters — could be circumcised against [their] will, and [compelled] to observe all the rest of the law; but this [Cajetan holds] [that] only [that] they could be circumcised against [their] will, but not compelled to the profession of the Law. Yet each opinion is weakened [by] Gen. 17, from Josephus (in his Life), Soto (4, dist. 1), Abulensis (4th part, quaest. 72). And therefore [only] one freely circumcised — if indeed he be [an] adult — ought to approach the paschal table.

Thirdly: what cleanness was required for making [keeping] the Passover? [In] Numbers ch. 9, only one kind of legal uncleanness — which prohibited [one] from the eating of the Passover — is mentioned: namely, the contact of the dead. But the same reckoning was in all the other kinds of legal uncleanness, as both the thing itself shows, and Josephus (bk. 6 of the Captivity ch. 45): "For neither to the leprous," he says, "and to those with a [seminal] flux, nor to women in their menses, nor to others [defiled] with any other—
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—[nor to others defiled] in any way was [it] lawful to become partakers of this very sacrifice; but neither to foreigners [aliens] who [might] have been present for religion's sake." Yet Rufinus renders the contrary sense in [his] later [version], thus: "But not even to foreigners, unless [to those] who had come for religion's sake." But [that is] little skillfully [done]. For the Greek says, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ τοῖς ἀλλοφύλοις ὅσοι κατὰ θρησκείαν παρῆσαν [all' oude tois allophylois hosoi kata thrēskeian parēsan, "but not even to the foreigners, as many as were present for [their] religion"]. For Josephus wishes to augment the discourse, and the sanctity and excellence of this ceremony. And therefore, when he had said [that] from it [the Passover] all Israelites whom any stain had polluted [were] wholly kept away, he subjoined [that] "not even to foreigners — even if they were otherwise pure and clean, nay, even if [they] had come to Jerusalem for religion's sake — was [it] lawful to be admitted to the banquet of this victim, because, namely, [they] were not circumcised." For of such [foreigners] who piously approached the Jerusalem Temple [there] was a great multitude of Gentiles, as is manifest from Solomon (3 Kings [1 Kgs] 8 v. 41), from St. John (ch. 12 v. 21), from Leontius on St. John. To which also contribute the [things] which I noted about the sacred gifts of those Gentiles (2 Macc. ch. 3), and about the outermost court of the Temple (3 Kings [1 Kgs] ch. 6), from Josephus himself, and others.

Fourthly: whether cleanness of this kind was required in the eater of the Passover as much as [in] the immolator? Lyra (bk. 2 Paralip. [Chr.] ch. 30) seems to require purity only in the immolators, not in the eaters. For because certain heads of households were not pure, he says [that] pure Levites immolated the Passover for them; yet he grants them the eating of the immolated Passover. On the contrary, Burgensis (in the same place, first addition) does not demand purity in those who slaughter the lamb, but in the eaters. But that that purity was necessary in both, I indeed reckon [there] is nothing to doubt. For generally, purity is required in those making [keeping] the Passover (Num. 9). But not only those slaughtering the lamb, but also those feasting [on it] — nor these alone, but both the slaughterers (and indeed much more) "made" [kept] the Passover, as was proved above (quaest. 16). Then, how [could it be that], whereas purity ought to be in the immolators and eaters of the other sacrifices, [yet] in this one [sacrifice] — so holy, so celebrated, and venerable — either [party] should be impure and contaminated? Thirdly: (2 Paralip. [Chr.] 30 v. 16) certain of the priests are said not to have immolated the lamb, but to have received and poured out the blood only from the hands of the Levites, because [they] were not sanctified. In the immolators, therefore, purity ought to be. Again (v. 18): since many of the people, not sanctified, had eaten the lamb, by that very [fact] [they] are shown to have sinned. For thus [it stands] there: "A great part also of the people of Ephraim, and Manasseh, and Issachar, and Zebulun, which had not been sanctified, ate the phase not according to that which is written." And afterward (v. 19): "Hezekiah prayed for them, that the Lord would not impute [it] to them, that [they] had been less sanctified. Whom the Lord heard, and was appeased toward the people." [It] behooved, therefore, that the eaters too be chaste and pure. So indeed [in] ch. 35 too, about the immolators (v. 6).

Fifthly: whether — because in the second month of the year [it] was lawful to make the Passover for those who in the first month had been polluted, or had gone on a longer journey (as will appear below, quaestion 27) — [it] was also lawful in the third [month], if in the second, again, [it] happened [that] they were either polluted or away on pilgrimage? I think not. Because, since the first month had been destined by God for this solemnity, [it was] not [permitted] even in the second month—
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—did Moses dare either to determine or answer (Num. 9), unless he had consulted the Lord, and received that enlargement of one month. How, therefore, should we dare to enlarge [it] further? In St. Jerome, the Traditions on Paralipomena [Chronicles] say: "In the third month, [it] was unlawful to perform the Passover."

Sixthly: what penalty was [there] for an Israelite and circumcised [person] omitting the Passover at his [due] time? [It] was capital. For [it] is said (in the cited chapter of Numbers): "That soul shall be exterminated from his peoples. And he shall bear his [own] sin." Now these are formulas in capital penalties. But by whom was this penalty inflicted? Those Traditions, in the same place, hand down [that it was] inflicted by God, thus: "They say [that] no polluted [person] could eat the phase without dying at once; and by this they knew the Lord [to be] appeased, because the eaters were not destroyed." Yet [it is] more credible [that] this punishment [was] imposed by the magistrate, the guardian and avenger of the Laws. For why here, rather than in the violation of all the other Laws, would the Lord himself repeat [i.e. personally exact] the penalty? Why would he not have punished — by the ordinary manner of punishing through men — [what] could be an ordinary crime? To whom, therefore, the right of eating the Passover was, or was not, has hitherto been said.


Question XXIV. What is the manner of eating the Passover? (Quis edendi paschatis modus?)

The manner can be considered [as] twofold. One, as regards the very beast to be eaten; the other, as regards the eaters. And as regards that [beast], again twofold: for either the preparation of it for eating, or its integrity, is considered. The preparation is placed in these [points]:

First: the lamb was chosen on the tenth day of the first month, and was fed at home until the evening of the 14th day, and kept prepared for slaughter (Exod. 12 v. 3 & 6). But that this ceremony was to be observed only at that time of the Egyptian departure, and not every year afterward, Abulensis handed down (in the same place, after quaestion 4; and Joshua ch. 4 q. 21), and others following him, as Ribera (bk. 5 ch. 3, On the temple). For, first, here [in] ch. 23 below, [in] ch. 16 of Deut., [and] elsewhere, as often as the Passover is treated, [there is] never any repetition of this precept. Then, four causes are adduced why this had to be done at that first time. The first: lest, on account of the various cares and occupations of the departure, the Israelites should forget this lamb. The second: that [there] might be more leisure for examining whether the lamb were such as [it] ought to be, [as] was said above (q. 19). The third: that, by the continual sight and bleating of that lamb, the same Israelites might be admonished of the imminent liberation. The fourth: that they might consider for certain [that] God was bringing help, since they saw — in the very eyes of the Egyptians, and now with impunity — those [animals] which were august deities to them [the Egyptians] being seized [as] living [creatures] and given over to slaughter (Exod. 8). But these reasons do not agree with the following times [i.e. do not apply to the yearly Passover]. But by these [reasons] I am indeed not much moved. For, first, [there] are also other ceremonies here, referring to the following times, which nevertheless are mentioned only here. For example, when—
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—[the lamb] to be devoured with head, feet, and entrails, with the girding of the loins, the shoeing of the feet, [and] the carrying of a staff. [It] is enough [that] afterward [it] is said, generally, [that] all the paschal rites are to be observed (Num. 9 v. 3, 12, 14). Then, those [four] causes are either less apt, or agree even with the following times. The first indeed seems less apt. For how could they forget the lamb, on whose blood [their] life and the safety of all depended? How [could they] not have its immolation among [their] first and most ancient cares? They ought, in like manner, [to have anticipated] whatever they did not wish [to be] given to oblivion then, by two, three, or four days. The second and third causes are indeed suitable, but they fall out excellently for any year. For it likewise behooved [their] posterity to explore, for four days, the goodness and purity of the fire, which was to be used only for the sacrifice; and to be frequently admonished, by the meeting, sight, and bleating of the tender little lamb, of the past liberation from Egypt. The fourth is inept, since darkness most densely oppressed [for] a triduum that [time] in which the lamb, here destined for immolation, was kept at home — so that the Egyptians could see nothing of what was done by the Jews, as [was] said in [the treatment of] the Egyptian plagues (Exod. 11). Yet be it [so]: [suppose] [there] were not then darkness — [were] not all these [things] done in the houses of the Israelites? Did [the Egyptians] always search their inmost recesses with their [own] eyes? And how would [the Egyptians] now be the more offended [by things] which — as often as at other [times] — they [the Israelites] slaughtered lambs and kids for [their] daily food? For what was said above (q. 20) about these gods pertained to the Hebrews themselves. The Jews today are wont — as will be said below — to spend almost the whole week before the Passover in the preparation of the flour for the unleavened [bread], in the purging of the house and furniture, and in other like [things]: why not also, of old, [did they] yearly prepare lambs? Why would they — that they might approach to the likeness of the first Passover, and the more propitiously renew the old memory — not gladly give four days to that lamb (namely, to choosing [it] from the flock, feeding [it] at home, and proving [it]), when in their own land [it] was now permitted? And indeed [that] this rite was perpetual [yearly], Rupert hands down (bk. 10 on John, on ch. 10 & 11; bk. 2 on Exod. ch. 6; bk. 5, On the divine offices, ch. 7), St. Chrysostom (in St. Thomas's Catena on John 12), the Venerable Bede (homily on Palm Sunday, and on Matt. 2), St. Anselm, Lyra, [and] Sagneius on John ch. 12 — teaching how, for this reason, the Lord (namely, the true Passover, and the true lamb) willed to enter Jerusalem, and to be received, as [it were], by the whole city five days before his Passion. But some are in doubt why Josephus (bk. 2 Antiquities, near the end) said [that] this lamb had to be prepared on the 13th day. But he does not say [so]. For in the Greek he only says (ch. 5) [that] the Israelites themselves had to be, on the 11th day, [already] prepared and ready for emigrating on the 14th. But in Rufinus's version (ch. 14) thus: "The Lord ordered Moses to command the people to have the sacrifice prepared; and [he] asserted [that] the Hebrews would be arrayed on the 10th day of the month Xanthicus, and would go out, and would carry off all [things]."

Secondly: the lamb was slaughtered, and its blood was received [caught]; and, in the first Passover indeed, [it] was placed upon both doorposts of the door, and upon the lintel of the house in which it was to be eaten (Exod. 12 v. 7). But whether that ceremony was propagated into all the years afterward, Abulensis answers (q. 10) [that it] was not. First, on account of the reason by which also—
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—he used above [argued earlier]: [namely] that this ceremony is narrated only in Exod. ch. 12. Secondly: because it was done [so] that the striking Angel, seeing the blood, might leave the houses marked with that blood free from the slaughter. Thirdly: he adds a reason (Exod. 25, q. 27): the warm blood had to be sprinkled on the doors of the houses; but because afterward the immolation of the paschal [victims] was done in the Temple, the warm blood could not be brought home to the house. Thus Junius and Tremellius also assert [that] this was a singular [one-time] mandate. But the first reason [is] already overthrown; the second does not bring [it] about that the same ceremony should not be repeated in memory of that immunity and safety which was then done. For the unleavened [breads] too were then truly eaten on account of the present necessity, and the lack of other bread; yet the memorial of them was thereafter carried down into all posterity by a similar eating. The third reason assumes something that would [itself] have to be proved — namely, that the blood always had to be sprinkled warm on the doors. And yet, if the vessels had first been warmed, [it] could still, by a certain industry, come to pass that the warm blood be brought from the Temple to the house. Lactantius (bk. 4 ch. 26), when he said [that] by the blood of this lamb [it was] pre-signified [that] the world would receive the greatest and sublime sign of the cross on its foreheads, adds: "The figure of which thing the Jews even now exhibit, when they mark their thresholds with the gore of the lamb." And although this [the Jews] either did — the Jerusalemite Jews (if [there] shall be any) only after the Temple was destroyed — or indeed all [did it], but only in some imitation of the true Passover: [it] is nevertheless understood [that], while [it] was still lawful to make the true Passover, that rite was still wont to be employed; or at least [that] Lactantius reckoned so. Yet we read [that] the priests received the blood of the paschal [victims] from the immolating Levites, and sprinkled [it] (2 Paral. [Chr.] 30 v. 16; ch. 35 v. 11) — namely, that they might touch the horns of the altar (Exod. 23; and Abulensis notes [on] Deut. 16); and then [there] is proved [that] which I was saying above about the immolation in the Temple (q. 21). For thus (ch. 1, corban of the Passover), Rambam says: "The blood of the Passover had to be poured out beside the base of the altar." And he again advises [that], ordinarily, after the blood of the continual [daily] sacrifice was poured out, the blood of the paschal [victims] had to be poured out — whether the pascha had been slaughtered before this [daily] sacrifice (yet after midday) or not. Now this blood (Exod. 12 v. 22) is said to be "in the threshold" [limen], and into it a bunch of hyssop [is] to be dipped — each of which [phrases] has [its] difficulty. For, 1., for "threshold" [limen], some render "in a basin" [in pelvi] — namely, because the Hebrew Saph [סַף] signifies both "a vessel" and "a threshold"; and the Chaldaean Paraphrase took [it] for "a vessel." But our [translator] follows the Seventy themselves, who translated [it] παρὰ τὴν θύραν [para tēn thyran, "beside the door"] twice. Then, for "hyssop," the same [translators], according to the opinion of the Rabbis, wished [it to be] origanum [marjoram], or that which the Arabs call Tzatar [za'atar]. But [it] must be known, 1., [that] the Hebrew ezob [אֵזוֹב] and the Arabic tzatar [are] of a broad signification, primarily and of themselves. For each embraces both hyssop, and all the kinds of origanum, and thymbra, and thyme, and savory — as [it were] joined by affinity. 2., [that it] is rightly rendered here — and almost always elsewhere — "hyssop": (1) because St. Paul so renders [it] (Heb. 9 v. 19); (2) because here, and [in] Num. 19, Ps. 50 [51], and elsewhere, the Seventy [do]. 3., the very etymology indicates [that] ezob avails against fluxes, cough, indurations, abscesses, and running ulcers. And therefore, [that] which has the greatest power of effecting these [cures] is deservedly called, before the others, "hyssop." But Tzator [means], properly — as is also indicated by the etymology — that which—
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—[the Arabic tzatar] signifies, of that same kind [savory], the least [i.e. savory in particular]; and therefore [savory] itself too is generally understood [by it] (3 Kings [1 Kgs] 4:32). But the fat [it] was lawful to burn the whole night until the dawn of the next day; to defer [it] further, [was] unlawful — as Rambam teaches there.

Thirdly: the slaughtered lamb was flayed, split open, thoroughly cleaned, and washed. All these [things], however, the use and necessity of the victims taught. But (q. 11) Abulensis thinks the intestines [were] drawn out and washed; Cajetan, however, [that] only the plucked-out gall, and the viscera which contain filth, [were] cast out. No cutting-off of any limbs was otherwise done — not of the legs, not of the head; nor [was there] any dissection into pieces piecemeal: but all was left wholly entire (Exod. 12 v. 46; Num. 9:12; John 19:36). Briefly, in the place cited before, Rambam [says]: "After," he says, "they poured out the blood of the Passover, they flay [it], and cut open the belly, and draw out the intestines; and [each] scrapes off the fat of his sacrifice separately; and the master of the sacrifice takes his pascha with its skin, and carries [it] home, to Jerusalem."

Fourthly: the same thoroughly-cleaned and washed lamb was roasted (Exod. 12 v. 9): "You shall not eat of it anything raw, nor boiled with water, but only roasted with fire." Where [it] is to be observed, first, [that] "raw" is here called not [that] which [was] plainly raw and uncooked, but [that] which [was] less well cooked, or even half-cooked. For, first, the Israelites were not so barbarous and wild that — unless prohibited — they either could or would feed on raw flesh. On the contrary, even among tame and civilized peoples [there] are found not rarely some gluttons, greedy [ones], and impatient of all delay in preparing food, who snatch and devour half-raw and almost still-bloody flesh. Secondly: [there] are, in Aristotle (bk. 4 Meteorology ch. 2 & 3), two artificial species of cooking (of [that] which is done only externally): boiling [elixatio] and roasting [assatio]; and to these two others are opposed, [two] species of rawness or imperfect cooking — to the former [boiling], μόλυνσις [molynsis]; to the latter [roasting], στάπτησις [staptēsis]. God, therefore, wills the lamb to be cooked not by the former species of cooking, but by the latter [roasting], and this not imperfect and στάπτησις, but perfect: so that here the Lord forbids two [things] which are repugnant to roasting — all boiling, and στάπτησις. And those two species of cooking Scripture describes in this place by fire and water, as [it were] by efficient causes, saying in the Hebrew: "You shall not eat of it (the lamb) raw, and [as] a cooking cooked in water; but roasted with fire" — not because that cooking in water is done without fire, but [because it is] done by fire as [it were] the remoter cause, and by water as [it were] the nearer cause. But roasting sometimes has also fire [as] remoter, and air [as] nearer; yet [it] is always a fiery dryness by which that cooking is done, but in boiling a warm moisture acts. Whence also, in Athenaeus (bk. 14), roasted flesh is called by a certain one of the ancients φλογίδες [phlogides, "flame-meats"]. And (2 Paralip. [Chr.] ch. 35) roasting indeed is also called "cooking in fire"; but boiling [is] described by the instruments or vessels in which that moisture is contained, when [it] is said: "The peace-victims, or the holy [things], they cooked in cauldrons, and pans, and pots" — as also 1 Kings [Sam] ch. 2 v. 14. Thirdly: for "raw" in the Hebrew is na [נָא]. Which little word, since elsewhere [it] signifies "now," or "I pray [you]," Oleaster wonders how, in this one place only, [it] is taken for "raw." "To me," he says, "this signification was always suspect." And—
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—I think the root of this name is [a verb] which is "to break" or "to cut in pieces," so that here the sense is: "You shall not eat of it broken or cut in pieces" — so that [God] does not wish [it] to be divided into pieces for cooking it in water, but [wills it] to be roasted and eaten whole. But [it] seems to me a great rashness to invent other significations of words than those which the most ancient Rabbis of the Hebrews — the Seventy Translators, I mean, or other Greeks and Latins — have handed down. But in all those [versions], that word is rendered ὠμὸν [ōmon, "raw"]; and in these [Latins], crudum [raw]. If we should interpret it, with Oleaster, "broken" or "cut," could not another have that interpretation suspect by a like reasoning — because, namely, in this place [only] it is found so? [There] is added [the point] that in this matter the more recent [ones] — even the Rabbis of the Jews — do not at all dissent from the Christian Greeks and Latins. Nay, Rashi says the word [is] Arabic, which signifies "something less than [what] is necessary [for it] to be eaten" — [i.e.] "well cooked." Hence, perhaps, [comes] our German rho, or rhaw, "raw" — as, from the Hebrew [na], the German gartt [garden] seems [derived], [and] the Latin hortus, the French jardin. For among both Greeks and Latins the change of n into r [is] usual.

But [there] are causes why the Lord preferred this lamb to be roasted rather than boiled. The first: that the speed and readiness of the emigration from Egypt might be signified. For flesh is roasted more quickly than [it] is boiled; so that, for that [reason] (Gen. 18 v. 7), when, to three guests turning aside to him, the most hospitable Abraham hastened a luncheon, [he] is understood to have ordered the roasting of the calf to [his] servant, when [it] is said: "He himself ran to the herd, and took thence a most tender and best calf, and gave [it] to the boy, who hastened and cooked it." For so also, in Homer (Odyssey 14), Eumaeus, to Ulysses arriving, with the greatest speed slew two little pigs καὶ ἀμφ᾽ ὀβελοῖσιν ἔπειρ᾽ ὀπτήσας [kai amph' obeloisin epeir' optēsas, "and, having roasted [them], pierced [them] around on spits"]. Where Eustathius [says]: "Observe [that] Eumaeus sets roasted meats before his master on account of the haste employed." Yet [there] are today cooks who have, if not greater, at least equal speed in boiling. The second cause: that [it] might be a sacrifice, says the Tseror Hammor. For although — as [was] said above — certain victims were also boiled in cauldrons and pots, yet generally either those victims whole, or that part of them which was more proper to God, was roasted, and at last burned up. And among the Athenians — as Philochorus says, in Athenaeus (bk. 14) — only to the Horae [Seasons] or weather-powers were boiled sacrifices offered. The third cause: because the simplest manner of cooking and seasoning flesh is roasting. Hence, indeed, some think [it] is called by the Latins assum [roast]. For when the ancients said assum [meaning] "that which is alone [plain]" (whence also the word assa [voice], which is poured forth by the mouth alone, without any admixture of musical instruments) — "roast flesh" [assa caro] was [so] called, [flesh] which was brought in among the dishes alone, that is, without any coloring of foreign flavor. The fourth cause: because the same manner [roasting] is also the most ancient of all among mortals — as Varro teaches, and Homer too, by his fables, when to the heroes never boiled, but only roasted, flesh and fish are set — as Athenaeus noted (bk. 1), Eustathius (on Iliad μ [12]), and Servius (on Aeneid 1): "In the heroic times," he says, "they did not feed on boiled flesh." Which, however, [they] teach [to be] true only of the very first times of the different regions, [from the fact] that [there] are also things scattered [in the sources] about boiling among the ancients. For (Metamorphoses bk. 1) Ovid [says]: "And—
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"And so [she], half-alive [still living], partly softens the limbs in seething waters, partly the putting-under scorched [them] with fire." [Ovid, Met. 6]



And the same [poet], of Itylus:


"Part thence leaps in the hollow cauldrons,
part hisses on the spits."



Bk. 8, Valerius Flaccus:


"Part [is] on the spits, part foams up in the surging cauldron."



Seneca, Thyestes:


"These entrails cling on the spits; and, given to slow furnaces, they drip; those the boiling water tosses, the cauldron complaining."



Juvenal, Satire 15:


"Nor did [he] boil [it] down in a burning cauldron, nor on spits."



Claudian, In Eutropium:


"Which parts he will fix on the spits; which he will hand to the vainly-warm[ing] water [i.e. boil]."



And what [need] of many [words]? We see, in this chapter of Exodus and in the others cited above, [that] cooking in water, or in cauldrons and pots, is expressly named, before those heroic times almost were. You will see — if these dainty [tidbits] delight you — Josephus Casaubon in [his] Various Readings, and Corradus. The fifth cause: to men [who are] at leisure, or occupied with the exercise of the mind, boiled [meats] are indeed more useful and healthful, as Eustathius (cited, on Odyssey 14) shows, [and] Albertus (on the Meteora, bk. 14); [but] Athenaeus [shows that] roasted [meats are] more conducive to the more robust, and [those] laboring in body. But the Israelites now had to set out on a journey on foot. The sixth cause is [that] of CHRIST the Lord — the figure of the true lamb — as St. Justin hands down (against Trypho). But of that afterward, in its [own] place.

But if the viscera had been drawn out of the lamb, [then], that they might be roasted, they were put back into their [own] place, and stuffed in again. This roasting was wont to be done in furnaces, as Rambam indicates, and from him Scaliger (bk. 2, On the emendation of times, p. 102).

V. The roasted lamb was eaten (in the same ch. of Exod., v. 8). Where, because [it] is [written], "They shall eat the flesh," some of the Jews (in Abulensis, quaest. 10) thought [that] neither the sinews nor the cartilages [were] to be eaten. But [in fact], when the eating of flesh is treated of, that word is never wont to be taken so narrowly. Then [it] appears [that] here mention of "flesh" only [was] made for this [reason]: that [it] might be opposed to the bones, which — lest the marrow be sought in the eating — [it] was forbidden to break. But now — in a ceremony in which [there] are continual, as [it were], symbols of haste — who would believe [that] a laborious separation of the sinews and cartilages from the flesh and bones — [a separation] which could be done only slowly — [was] prescribed? Since, besides, cartilages are either joined to some bone, or solitary: was [it] permitted [to eat] none, or only some? If none, then he could eat neither the larynx, nor the epiglottis, nor the [outer] ears, nor the many others which gird and fortify especially the extremities of the false ribs and bones. How, then, [at] v. 9, was [it] commanded [that] the head be devoured with the feet and the intestines? But if [it] was permitted to eat some, which [ones], and why those rather than others? A like question could be [asked] about the sinews, since they are sometimes taken for ligaments and tendons, and for the other part of the muscles, as Fernelius shows (Anatomy ch. 5 & 10), Vesalius (bk. 2 & 4) — sometimes for long and rounded vessels—
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—through which the spirits called "animal" are carried down from the brain. And because this looks to the integrity of the beast to be eaten, [there] are to be subjoined [the things] which look to the same, at v. 9 & 10: "You shall devour the head with its feet and the intestines. Nor shall anything of it remain until morning. If anything be left over, you shall burn [it] with fire." Where the Translator put the verb "to devour" [vorare] for the verb "to eat," to express the haste the more. Otherwise the Hebrew uses the verb "to eat" [only] once, and that [only] at the beginning of the period. And "the feet" ought to be taken a little more broadly, so that the legs too be signified. For these [words] are in the Hebrew; and indeed in such a way that from that word the Latin crura [legs] seems [to be] born. But lest anything could be left over, the Lord had provided (v. 4) by granting [only] such a number of banqueters as would be enough for eating the whole lamb. But [there] are here four little questions.

The first: why did the Lord will [that] nothing of the lamb be left over until the morning time? The general answer is [that] he did not wish those [things] which had been sacrificed to him to come into profane — much less abject and sordid — use. And that could happen, if the eating of them were extended into more days. For the flesh taken [as sacrificed] to God — [could], like any other profane [flesh], be brought moderately to the daily table by any head of household, and so the family be sustained; [it] could also be corrupted by excessive heat or moisture, stink and rot, and so become food for dogs or cats. But each [is] alien to the dignity of the sacrifice. For this cause, the Lord guarded [against] this in every kind of sacrifices (Lev. 7); but in such a way that [he] granted sometimes only one day, sometimes two, for consuming the victims, never a third (in the same place, v. 15, 19; and in Josephus, 3 Antiquities ch. 10, in Greek). Because, therefore, the lamb was a sacrifice, for that [reason] he prescribed a fixed time for eating it. But why did he give only one day — nay, [one] night? That the memory of the haste undertaken in eating the first lamb might be the more vigorous [and] perpetual. For, since [they] had to depart on the very next day, if they had left the lambs half-eaten, these [remains], on the morrow, would have been either a new burden to [them] departing, or a spat-upon mockery to the Egyptians, [their] enemies.

The second: why [was] such express mention made of the foot and of the intestines? First, because someone could have suspected [that] these [were] to be omitted, [on the ground] that all boiling of the lamb was rejected, and these are not wont to be roasted. For the feet, since [they are] both dry and very sinewy, would easily be burned up; the intestines, on account of the viscous and tenacious humor, would be roasted with difficulty; or, on account of the tenderness and softness of the fibers, would easily be either scorched or shriveled. Then, because the custom of certain nations does not eat either those [feet] or these [intestines], or at least scarcely [does].

The third: what is understood by those words, "if anything be left over"? Some understand [the] bones. But the particle "if" would not have been [needed]; for [it] would be established [that] those [bones] remain. Tremellius, in [his] annotations, includes also the hide. But neither would "if" have had to be said [for that]. For [what] nations [are] so wild and monstrous as to devour the wool and hide of the lamb? Not even in the holocausts were the skins of the animals burned; but they fell into the possession of the sacrificing priest (Lev. 7 v. 8). And what occupation, [and] who—

(col. 559 — left column; printed "566")

—[what occupation, and who] would there be [a] stench in the whole city, if so many hides and bones had to be burned in so many houses in almost the same hour? [It] is treated, I think, of those remains of the lamb alone which could come into food, and which were said above [to be] comprehended under the one word "flesh." For the fat of the lamb was owed to the Lord, and was burned on his altar the same day (Exod. 12), just as [with] all the other victims (Lev. 1, 3, 4, 5).

The fourth [little question]: why did the Lord will [that] the residue be burned with fire? This the Lord sanctioned in other sacrifices too (Lev. 7 v. 17, 19); and that because fire is the purest among these impure elements, most efficacious for acting, [and] most swift for consuming; and truly because fire is wont to add a certain sacrificial perfection to the already-slaughtered victim, when [it] either roasts it, or cooks [it] in pots, or devours [it] on the altars, or, finally, works [it up] in the stomachs and livers of men. [It is] fitting, therefore, that if anything be at any time left over, even from the eating of men, the fire should have and feed upon this whole. Which is done today too, if [it] ever happens [that] the Eucharistic species, by too great age, or from any other cause, become worm-eaten, rot, turn sour, [or] be corrupted. But to the same integrity and manner seems to look [that] which is handed down (v. 46): [that] no little particle of the lamb itself be carried out of the house in which the banquet is, and that no one go out (v. 22). But of this afterward. Now [let us treat] of the manner as regards those [things] which ought to be eaten with [the lamb].

VI. With the lamb ought to be eaten unleavened breads and wild lettuce (v. 8; Num. 9 v. 11). But [it is] to be observed, first, [that] there, in the Hebrew, the breads are said [to be] eaten [in one clause], but in another member of the sentence, and afterward, [it] is subjoined: "with bitter [things] they shall eat [it]" — namely, the lamb. In the Numbers place [it] is, "with unleavened and bitter [things] they shall eat it." And of the unleavened [breads] [more] in another place below; but the "bitter" [things] — which agree almost by the very word with the Hebrew merorim — in the Chaldaean Paraphrast, the Talmudists, Lyra, Pagninus, Tremellius, [and] Scaliger are expounded in Greek [as] ἄγρια λάχανα [agria lachana], that is, "any bitter herb." But our Translator put a certain species of them; and rightly. For, first, the Seventy also did the same, when they translate ἐπὶ πικρίδων [epi pikridōn]. But this Greek name — although St. Cyprian retains [it] — signifies not any bitter herb whatever, but a certain single kind, in Aristotle (bk. 9 On the history of animals, ch. 6), where Gaza [renders it], conveniently to our text, thus: "The Dragon [serpent], when [it] is troubled with nausea from eating apples, sucks up the juice of wild lettuce." Elsewhere [Aristotle] calls [it] amaraginē [bitter-herb]. 2. The most renowned expositor of the Jews himself, Rashi, similarly interprets [it] "wild lettuces." 3. Since the Hebrew name [merorim] universally denotes anything bitter (as [in] Lamentations 3; Job 9), whence do those Translators [get] that "herbs" rather than other bitter things [are] to be taken? For many [things] of bitter flavor are found in fruits and juices and other things, besides herbs; and do not even now, today, the Jews bring salt water and vinegar to that table? But why would someone not contend [that] the lamb is commanded to be eaten so entirely that not even the gall is to be rejected? They will answer [that], from the very usage of the Jews, [it] is known [that] bitter herbs are signified, since they employ these there.
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But I likewise say [that] the Seventy saw pikrides [πικρίδας] employed, [and] our Translator "wild lettuces"; and therefore [each] expressed the genus by a species which was indeed known and usual — both he [the Vulgate] and those [the LXX]. But [that there] are some [kinds] of lettuces [that are] more bitter, Athenaeus (bk. 2) and Pliny (bk. 19 ch. 8) teach, where, when [Pliny] had enumerated the lettuces — purple, curly, Cappadocian, and other Greek [ones] — he added, accommodately to our Greek and Latin text: "but the worst kind, with a reproach of [its] bitterness, they called picris." In Germany the Jews use, at this time, in their Passover, larger radishes, which [they] call Meerrettich [horseradish], as [it were] "sea-[radishes]," or "bitter [ones]" — of which, in these regions, [there] is great use among all, with boiled hens and other flesh. If, therefore, someone should express or render those "bitter [things]" by the names of these, [as] "with larger, sea-, or bitter radishes," [he] would not badly derive the word from the very usage.

So in the Halachoth Seder of the book Pesach (fol. 118), various species are recounted. Fifthly: in the Talmud (ch. On the paschal [lamb], [on] the evening) [it] is commanded [that] there be set out azymus [unleavened bread] and charoseth. But what [is] that? In the Treasury of the Syrians (fol. 19), Moses Mardenus says [that] charusa is a sharp taste. For St. Ephrem too, in [his] little book On the composition of man, joins [it] with τῷ chamutso [χαμουτσω], that is, "sour," from vinegar. And in the same little book [Ephrem] several times uses the word charuso for those roughnesses which are in the "rough artery" [windpipe], as [they] call [it], and for the villi of the stomach. And therefore charoseth seems to be any edible, or any sauce [embamma], of a bitter and, as [it were], sourish taste. Of which kind [it] can be made from the darker lettuces, and endives, radishes, and other like vegetables of a sharper juice; and [it] is made by the Jews today to that thickness with which mustard [sinapi] among us is wont to be set on the table in little dishes — [called] by the Italians, as [it were], mostacea, by the French moutarde, as Scaliger notes (bk. 5, On emendation, fol. 536). [It] can therefore be generally taken [that] the Paschal lamb [is] to be eaten with certain bitter [things]; or, if one please to speak specifically, that kind can be expressed out of the bitter [things] which the usage of the Jews and of the region brings. But two [things] can still be asked.

The one: whether this eating of bitter [things] had to be done with the lamb — so that, at the same time as its flesh was eaten, those [bitter things] too were eaten — or [rather] separately, and indeed after those [the meat]? Scaliger (in the cited place, p. 535) asserts, after. And his reason [is] twofold. The former: because the greatest solemnities of the Jews — such as the Passover, Pentecost, [and] Scenopegia [Tabernacles] — while their wealth flourished and the Temple stood, were always transacted with the eating of two suppers [courses]. In the former, they fed on the immolated victims; in the other, certain "propitiatory and thanksgiving [things]" [ἐξιλαστικὰ καὶ εὐχαριστικά] were sung; and those "second tables" [second courses] were furnished with various desserts [bellaria] — except in the Paschal [supper], in which, into the place of the desserts, was brought, in a dish [tryblion], a salad [acetarium] of endives and wild lettuces; whose juice, because [it is] sharp and bitter, therefore a sauce was made of vinegar and other [things] I know not what, into which they dipped the unleavened [breads] and those bitter vegetables. For in their rituals [there] is a canon by which [they] are forbidden, after the eating of the Passover, to employ the ephicomen [afikoman]. For thus, half-Greek, [they] call τὸ ἐπίκωμον [to epikōmon], that is, those desserts, which by the ancestral name were called kinnuah. The latter reason is from another canon, which orders "a second washing when the bitter [things] are to be taken": δεῖ δευτέρα βαπτισμὰ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀγριολαχάνων [dei deutera baptisma epi tōn agriolachanōn, "there must be a second dipping upon the wild herbs"]. But if we consult the text, from it we [can] only with difficulty carve out that custom. For—
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For in the same manner and time, in that Paschal supper, both the bitter [things] and the unleavened [breads] are commanded to be eaten. But [were] not these eaten with the very flesh of the lamb? Or [were] these — [a thing] which is wont to be corrected in children — taken without any admixture of bread, and entirely alone? Therefore [it] behooved [them] to eat those bitter [things] with them [the lamb & bread]. And so much the more fittingly, [in] as much as we see [it is] more usual that to roasted flesh sauces of that kind are joined; so that, if others be lacking, [they] are made even from the first fresh crop, from sorrel [oxalis], and other juicy and pounded [things]. Then, the Hebrew particle bal [עַל, al], which hitherto we have rendered "with," indicates rather a connection of this kind — that the lamb be eaten upon these bitter [herbs]. But this in no way signifies "after the lamb," but either "in and with the bitter [things]," or at least "after the bitter [things]"; so that if the lamb had to be eaten alone, and the bitter [things] alone, these [bitter things] would rather have to be taken before it [the lamb]. I would think, therefore, [that] the bitter [things] were taken in both manners and times; but together with the very flesh of the lamb, from the first institution and the text. For (Deut. 16 v. 3) by the same particle the lamb is forbidden to be eaten upon leaven for seven days, but [it] is commanded to be eaten "upon the unleavened [breads]" — that is, not with leaven, but with the unleavened. But after those flesh[-portions] were eaten, from a certain custom and discipline — from which the prescription too of several suppers [courses], and of washings, and of like [things arose] — these more-bitter [things] were still eaten [afterward].

But the latter [thing] which can be asked is: what was the cause of those bitter [things] to the Lord? All answer [that] it was done, that the Israelites might preserve, by that annual bitterness, the memory of the harshness which they endured in the Egyptian servitude. But perhaps [there] was also something of superstition, among the Egyptians, in the eating of the lettuces which our Translator put. For, in the cited place, Pliny — when he relates [that] Augustus [was] cured by Musa the physician [with] lettuce — adds [that] the earlier [ancients] had not dared this, because [they] were prohibited by religion. And Athenaeus (bk. 2) shows [that there] were many who detested lettuces, either because Adonis was fancied to have hidden in them, or because they blunted and restrained the lust of the flesh. Hence, indeed, this kind of vegetable was called by some ἄσωτος [asōtos], by others εὐνούχειος [eunoucheios, "eunuch-plant"], and by a certain one also "the food of the dead" — [so called], by the same witnesses, and by Rhodiginus (bk. 27, last ch.). But, oh the madmen — who, that they might more licentiously drink poison, detested the antidotes!

VII. But as regards the very [persons] eating the lamb, a fourfold manner is required in them (v. 11). First: that [they] be girded at the loins. Secondly: that [they be] shod. Thirdly: that [they be] carrying a staff in [their] hands. Fourthly: that [they be] hastening. And the first indeed [is] sought from the custom of the ancient Orientals especially (among whom [there] is this custom even now), who mostly use togas [long robes] and ankle-length [garments]. And therefore, when a journey [is] to be made, they gather up the garment, and gird themselves (4 Kings [2 Kgs] 4; Tob. 5 v. 5). Whence also those [phrases], "to be in readiness [in procinctu]," "to gird oneself for the journey," and the like. See [on] Ephesians; St. Jerome; St. Ambrose (bk. 2 On penance ch. 3; bk. 7 on Luke). But he seems (bk. 1 On Cain ch. 8) to signify [that] they put off [their] shoes — which, however, is repugnant to the text. The third [mode] is wholly [that] of the travelers of that time. For they were wont to carry not spears and swords, but only staffs. For hence, only for the sake of sacrifice, Abraham carries a sword — not at [his] side, or over [his] shoulder, but in [his] hands (Gen. 22 v. 6); Jacob crosses the Jordan on his staff (Gen. 32:10); Judah goes to Thamnas [Timnah] with a staff in [his] hand (Gen. 38 v. 18 & 25); Balaam, angry at his ass, cries on the way (Num. 22 v. 29): "Would that I had a sword, that I might strike thee!"; Samson goes to his marriage at Thamnatha into the land of the Philis-—
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—tines, and had nothing of arms in [his] hand when the Lion met [him] (Judges 14 v. 6). David comes into Nobe [Nob]; and, because he said [that] the King's word was urgent, he took no sword with him — in the manner not of a courtier or a military man, but of a common traveler (1 Kings [Sam] 21 v. 8). And St. Chrysostom (hom. 13 on Ephesians) counts this same [carrying a staff] among the marks of τῶν ὁδοιπορούντων [tōn hodoiporountōn, "of travelers"]. And this too was familiar, as today, to shepherds. And all the Israelites professed themselves [to be] of this kind (Gen. 46:34). For hence too [is] Moses's rod (Exod. 4). And that [saying] of the Poet:


"As the shepherd leaned on his staff, and sat down on a rock."



The fourth [mode] was commanded because the departure was imminent; and therefore nothing was to be lingered-over at table — [which] the ancients called tuburcinari [to gorge hastily]. But [there are] here two questions.

The one: whether they had to eat standing? The other: whether those rites were perpetual and annual, or [were] to be used only in the first Passover? To the former question Philo answers [yes] (in the book On the sacrifice of Abel and Cain); and Scaliger embraces that (bk. 6, fol. 534), and everywhere the Painters [so depict it]. But in the text [it] is nowhere commanded; and the contrary [was] observed, both today and of old. For they adorn [their] couches with coverlet-cloths as rich and precious as they can, and recline on them. And in the Talmud (ch. Kiddush ha-pesach): "On other nights we, while we eat or drink, partly sit, partly recline; but on this Paschal [night], kullanu mesubbin — that is, we all recline." And [did] not CHRIST the Lord recline with the Apostles in a great furnished dining-room [triclinium], and eat the Passover? (Luke 22:12; Matt. 26:19 & 20). But although the posture is not here expressly set down, yet I think [it] sufficiently indicated. For [those] who had to be girded at the loins, and ready for the journey, and who [had to be] furnished with shoes and leaning on staffs — could they lie on a couch? And I see [that] Maldonatus—
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—our Maldonatus (on Matt. 26 v. 20) agrees. The [things] which are objected concerning the later times will be understood from the other question already posited. To that, then, Scaliger (in the cited book, fol. 534), Tremellius, and Junius answer, [that] those rites were to be employed only in that first Passover.

For to what [end] otherwise? "The readiness [procinctus]," says Scaliger, "signified the necessity of hastening, and the danger of the imminent enemy. But afterward, no enemy being imminent, they were secure; and therefore they ate the Passover not standing, but sitting, or rather reclining. Then, nowhere else are those same rites repeated." But this [was] already removed above. And in the Passovers of the later times, not any necessity which [existed] then, but only the memory of that [necessity] which [had existed] of old, could demand those rites. And [it] plainly appears — from the beginning of that chapter (Exod. 12), and from v. 24 & 15 — [that] not the ceremony of one day only, but of all the following times, is sanctioned. St. Chrysostom indeed, in that homily 23, about to expound those rites allegorically, first treats of the history, and says: "The Jews were forgetful of God's benefits. God, therefore, did not bind his own benefits to time only, but also to the posture or habit of those eating. For therefore [they] now feed girded and shod, that, being asked, they may say: because we were ready to make the journey, and because we were ready to go out of Egypt now into the land of promise. This indeed the type wills. But the truth itself is [that] by which we too eat the Passover — CHRIST. 'For our Passover,' he says, 'is CHRIST.' What, then? We too ought to eat shod, and we [too] girded. Wherefore? That we too may be ready for the going-out, and for the pilgrimage from this world." But I see [that they] describe [what] the Talmudists and the other Rabbis of the Jews sanctioned after they ceased to inhabit Jerusalem and to offer the true sacrifice. For then, that they might seem to preserve a certain majesty of the ancient ceremony, they instituted various [things] which [were] not before, and changed [things] which were [before] — the Passover itself, that is, or the victim, being now immolated and taken away [i.e. no longer possible]: so that that "NOW" of St. Chrysostom is referred not to the time in which he was speaking, but [to that] in which the lamb was eaten, after that first precept of the Lord. Only those words of the Evangelists — ἀνακεῖσθαι [anakeisthai, "to recline"] into ἀναπεσεῖν [anapesein, "to lie down"], and likewise ὁ ἀνάγαιον [ho anagaion, "the upper room"], ἐστρωμένον [estrōmenon, "furnished"] — seem to obstruct this exposition. For plainly [it] seems to certain [scholars] [that], in the time of CHRIST the Lord, these reclinings, and these spread foods, were in use — as [to] Ciaconus, Baronius, Lipsius. And then, what is said, except [that] the Lord reclined not at [over] the lamb, but at the Eucharist — as [it] seemed to Euthymius; or at least [that] those rites [were] indeed prescribed, and thereafter kept for a long time, but, by the very usage of the meal gradually changing, [were] wholly overwhelmed, and — without the fault of anyone good — omitted. But that [former view] Maldonatus refutes in the same place; [and] the latter we can scarcely defend. For the laws of men can be antiquated by other laws of men, or by customs; but what could contravene the laws of God? What [could] a human [thing] weaken—
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—their authority? Are those words, then, used catachrestically [by a misapplication]? For today too, since all use of dining-couches has ceased, we nevertheless say "to recline [accumbere] at table" for "to sit," and "triclinium" for the place of food. Thus Maldonatus, in the cited place, has not yet resolved that [difficulty].

VII. [continued] I will set down some more little questions.

The first: whether the lamb had to be eaten by messes [companies]? Scaliger asserts [it] (in the cited place), saying [that] by Josephus [they] are called φρατρίας [phratrias, "brotherhoods"], which in St. Mark (ch. 6) are συμπόσια [sympōsia, "companies"] and πρασιαί [prasiai, "ranks"]. But that [was] touched above, quaest. 15.

The second: how many could feast at once for eating the lamb? In Scripture the number is not defined, but (Exod. 12 v. 4) so great [a number] is prescribed as would be enough for eating it up entirely. And it can indeed be as great as you please, but not as small as you please. And therefore Josephus (bk. 6 of the War, ch. 45) says [that] at least ten men had to be present, as [was] noted [in] quaest. 21. And (part 2, ch. 13) Rambam, discussing how many Jews had to be in some city or village that they might have a Synagogue, holds the same reckoning of numbering: "Wherever," he says, "[there] are ten sons of Israel, they have need of a beth ha-keneseth, that is, a house of assembly, or Synagogue." And this the Jews say they gather from Num. 14 v. [27], "How long" — where, by the Hebrew עדה [ʿedah], the ten spies are signified; and so [that there] cannot be an ʿedah, or Church [assembly], unless ten come together.

The third: whether [there was] any precept about drink in that same paschal banquet? In Scripture, nothing at all — so that even in that way [it] might already then appear [that] the cup is not so greatly to be demanded by the Laity, as will perhaps be said below. But among the Rabbis, [there are] a good many [things] about it, in which [these] three [are] chief. First: that each one drink at least four cups of wine. For thus the great book of precepts, in Halachoth Seder [le-]Leil Pesach (fol. 118, first column), prescribes: "Every person — whether they be men or women — is bound this night to drink four cups of wine, nor to detract anything from these." And of these [is] Halachoth Arbaʿ [kosoth] Pesachim, on which there exists a singular commentary of R. Elias Mizrachi. Second: that this wine be red. For in the same place [it] is added: "And adom wine — that is, red — is commanded." Whence also, of the present-day ceremonies of the Jews, Pfefferkorn narrates this: "Of those supping and reclining, each man or woman has his own cup, into which is poured red wine of some [kind]. For in that supper they do not drink wine of another color." Third: that certain prayers or blessings be joined to each of the four cups. Whence also the fourth [cup] is called cos hillel — that is, "the cup of the hymn," or of praise. But of these [more] again below, quaest. 34 & 39.


Question XXV. What was the place of the Passover? (Quis Paschatis locus?)

The first place of the Passover was Egypt (Exod. 12); the second, the Sinaitic wilderness (Num. 9); the third, the land of promise. But not any place in it [the land], but [that] which [was] fixed by a double precept. The one is [in] Deuteronomy 16 v. 5—
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—"5. You shall not be able to immolate the phase in any of your cities which the Lord your God will give you, but in the place which the Lord your God shall choose, that his name may dwell there." The other [precept] [is] Exod. 12 v. 46: "In one house shall [it] be eaten; nor shall you carry [any] of its flesh outside." But in the former [precept] you will note, first, [that] a common place (which the philosophers [so] call) is prescribed; and, on the contrary, in the latter, a proper [place]. Secondly: our Latin [translator] and the Seventy render "city" [what] the Hebrew calls "gate." By this [gate] indeed that [city] is signified. For although certain villages and hamlets sometimes have gates, [it is] more rarely [so], and, in a manner, approaching nearer to the nature of cities, this is done. Thirdly: the place which the Lord chose, that his name may dwell there — there is the tabernacle. As indicates, first, the kinship of the Hebrew verb by which that "to dwell" is expressed, and of the noun which signifies "tabernacle." Secondly: the description of the Seventy themselves. For when, three times in that cited chapter, the place "in which the name of God may dwell" is named, they themselves render [it] "the place in which the name of GOD may be invoked." But, you will say, [he] can be invoked everywhere (1 Tim. 2 v. 8). Yet especially in the Synagogues, which were not contained within the circuit of one city, but were found in all the places of the Israelites where only ten heads of households dwell (as [was] said in the preceding question, and is plain [from] Luke 4; Acts 13 and following; and likewise from the [things] which I said about the proseuchae [prayer-houses] at the end of ch. 4 of Judith). But [it is] to be said [that] in the tabernacle the name of God dwells by a certain eminent and excellent manner — as Solomon explains at length (3 Kings [1 Kgs] 8 v. 16, 29, 30, and following). For the Lord wills [that] there he be openly, publicly, by all, legitimately, and ordinarily invoked — and indeed by the very highest kinds of invocation, which are the sacrifices; and in the same place the same Lord wills to hear the prayers and vows of all more willingly and more easily — as is gathered partly from the effects, partly from [the fact] that [there] is no cause why [he] who fills heaven and earth can be said to dwell in that land there rather than elsewhere; [and] partly, finally, from the manifest response and attestation of the Lord himself (3 Kings [1 Kgs] 9 v. 3 and following). I said "legitimately and ordinarily," first, because to certain men of proved sanctity and authority [it] was sometimes granted to sacrifice somewhere [else]. Secondly, because certain high places, where [God] might be sacrificed to, were tolerated up to the times of Josiah (4 Kings [2 Kgs] 23 v. 8); but others which [were] dedicated to demons [were] always disapproved, of which [in] the same ch. v. 13 & 19. Thirdly, because the ark was sometimes separated from the tabernacle, and set apart for several years (1 Kings [Sam] 6 & 7; 2 Kings [Sam] 6; 2 Paralip. [Chr.] 1); and then sacrifices could be made before the ark (2 Kings [Sam] 6). Yet always, and much more, [they were made] where the tabernacle [was], even [when] empty of the ark. For there were the courts, the altar of holocausts, the priests, the sacrificial vessels, and all the instruments, as Abulensis explains at length (Exod. 20, quaest. 43). I conclude, therefore, [that] — the land of promise being occupied — the place to which the Israelites had to convene from every side for the Passover was always that where the Lord had deigned to fix his tabernacle. Of this kind were, first, Gilgal (Joshua, in this ch. 5); then Shiloh (Josh. 18); thirdly, Nob (1 Kings [Sam] 21); fourthly, Gibeon (2 Paralip. [Chr.] 1); and lastly, Jerusalem, the [Temple] being built—
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—namely, [in] the Temple, both the first and the second. For [in] this place, the tabernacle — before wayfaring and wandering — [was] afterward fixed and firm. But why the Lord willed the Passover to be made only in a place of this kind, the cause is at hand: because [it] was a sacrifice, and indeed [a] very solemn and public [one] (above, quaest. 16). And this [is] the cause why so often — both in the Gospel and elsewhere — at the paschal time so many went up to Jerusalem (2 Paralip. [Chr.] 30 v. 1; Luke 2). This too [is] the cause why the wretched Jews — cast forth into the whole world and dispersed — do not truly keep the Passover: because [there is] to them no Temple, tabernacle, [or] altar. But [it] can be asked: whether it was lawful to slaughter that lamb in that whole city where the seat of religion was? Some think [so] — as Masius (on this ch. 5, fol. 91), Suárez (tom. 2, q. 50, disput. 40, sect. 2; tom. 3, quaest. 73, disput. 41, sect. 1) — because the sacrifices of the natural law (to which the Passover in a manner approaches, since [it] was commanded before the institution of the priests) had no such defined place; nor was the death of CHRIST himself — of which the Passover was a certain type — made in the Temple. For, as St. Leo says (serm. 8, on the Passion): "The Cross of Christ was to be the altar not of the temple, but of the world." Others deny [it]; but in two ways. For some understand, by "the place in which the Lord had set his name," only the tabernacle and Temple. But they are refuted from the same ch. 16 of Deut. (v. 7). For in that [same] place the cooking and eating of the lamb is [also] commanded; but both this [cooking] and that [eating] were done in the whole city. This [phrase], therefore, is [to be] understood there [more broadly]; nor can [anything] about the Temple [alone] be gathered from it. Others, therefore, say [that] the place of the immolation [alone] is only the Temple — but by another, and indeed firm, reason: because [it] was both a true sacrifice, and was immolated only by the priests and Levites, as [was] said above (quaest. 21). And so the authors cited in the same place think, and St. Justin (with Trypho), Abulensis (Exod. 23, quaest. 27), Claudius Sainctes (Repetition on the Eucharist ch. 7); among the Innovators, Beza (on Matt. 26); among the Jews, R. Saadia Gaon (by far the most renowned among his own), and other Rabbis — among whom the son of Maimon (in the Corban Pesach ch. 1): "It is not lawful," he says, "to slaughter the Pascha except in the court of the Temple, as also the other holy [things]; so much so that when the bamoth were free [permitted] (that is, when, on high places and other places, more altars were permitted), yet at a private altar it was not lawful to slaughter the Pascha." Nor do Bellarmine's reasons obstruct [this]: because this sacrifice was afterward committed to the priests, as [was] proved in the same place; nor did the place of the sign and of the thing signified have to be entirely the same, as is clear in so many others. But in the latter precept, "house" is taken not for "family," but properly for "dwelling" [domicilium] — as the adjoined caution declares: "that nothing be carried out of it," and again (Exod. 12 v. 22): "that none go out of it." Yet I do not think [it] was necessary [that] every house in which the Passover was eaten should have foundations, walls, and roofs of solid material; but [only] that [it] should have either these, or some likeness of these — as a tent or a hut, constructed in whatever manner. For since so many myriads of men flowed together to Jerusalem — nay, to much smaller places, Shiloh, Nob, Gibeon — for the Passover, [one may ask] whether [there] would have been houses enough; or whether, [because]—
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—in Bethlehem [it] befell the blessed Virgin (Luke 2), [that] to some [there] was sometimes no lack of a place in the inn? Yet again, not so, I think, is [it] called "one house" — as [if] in the same building, and under the same roof, several places could not be distinguished, in which the Passover might be eaten by different [groups]; but so that whatever dining-room [triclinium] is chosen for this banquet be called "one house," even if [there] were, in the same one building, several dining-rooms and chambers of that kind. For thus we see [it] was done (Luke 22): when the householder had prepared the Passover for himself and his family, and had assigned the place for this his banquet, CHRIST the Lord sent two of his disciples; and in another part of the same house [Christ] received a place, where he himself ate his own Passover with his disciples. And that place is called, in the same [passage] (v. 11), κατάλυμα [kataluma, "guest-room, lodging"]; [in] v. 12, ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον [anagaion mega estrōmenon, "a large furnished upper room"]; and the same [is] in St. Mark (ch. 14, vv. 14 & 15). The place, therefore, of the paschal banquet — proper and defined — was "one house": either solid, or [made] of branches, straw, and other like [things], as [is] set up at the feast of Tabernacles; and again either whole, or entire, or some part of it (yet aptly separated from the others and shut off in [its] parts), so that if under the same roof several Passovers were eaten, each was eaten in its own chambers, as [if] in different and different buildings. But in one house of this kind, was the Passover also immolated and roasted? [The] answer was [given] a little before, and above (quaest. 21): [that it] seems rather likely [that] the Passover was immolated in the Temple, [and] afterward carried into the individual houses, and there roasted and eaten. And although this was said with the approval of Abulensis himself, that same [author] wrote [something] little consistent [with it] (Exod. ch. 12, before quaest. 57): "In one house shall [it] be eaten" — that is, in the house in which [it] shall have been immolated, [there] shall [it] be eaten whole.

And for this cause, when the Lord sought a house, and asked a Paschal lodging from that householder, [it was] not of the slaughtering — because that, namely, [was] beyond all controversy done in the Temple — but [he] always makes mention of the eating (Mark 14 v. 14): "Where is my refreshment [τὸ κατάλυμα, kataluma, of which above], where I may eat the Passover with my disciples?" And the disciples said the same (v. 12): "Where wilt thou [that] we go and prepare for thee, that thou mayest eat the Passover?" In St. Luke (v. 8): "[He] sent Peter and John, saying, Go [and] prepare for us the Passover that we may eat [it]"; and (v. 11): "Where is the lodging, where I may eat the Passover with my disciples?" [In] Matthew 26 (v. 17): "Where wilt thou [that] we prepare for thee to eat the Passover?" And [it] is indeed subjoined in the same place (v. 18): "At thy [house] I keep the Passover with my disciples." But from the other two Evangelists [it] is understood [that] "to keep" [facere] here is restricted to the eating, as was indicated above (quaest. 16 & 21). And Claudius, in the cited place, teaches [that] the Jerusalemites were accustomed, from the tenth day of the first month, to prepare both lambs and various dining-rooms [caenacula] for the other Jews about to come. And [he] confirms this from Josephus (bk. 5 of the War, ch. 45). But that book, says Soarez [Suárez] in the cited place (sect. 3), is concluded [ends] with only 14 chapters, in which no mention of this history is made; yet [he] indicates something [of it] (bk. 7, ch. 17), and of itself that history is likely and consistent with the [things] which are narrated in the Gospel. So he. But why did the Lord will [that] the lamb be eaten whole thus in one house? [He] answers—
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—Lyranus [Lyra] [answers that it was done] to signify the first immolation in Egypt, in which [there] was so great [a] care of preparing for the journey, that [there] was no leisure to run about from house to house, nor to send gifts [encaenia]. [This] displeases Abulensis, and not without cause. For, first, since by the other precept already [given] (v. 22) [it] was forbidden [that] a Jew go out of the house that night — even if [there] were no [such] care, [he] was not permitted to go out; and therefore neither to carry gifts [xenia] hither and thither, nor to send [them], since, oppressed then by servitude themselves, they had no gentile slaves. 2. So carefully had the Lord provided concerning the number that would be enough to consume the lamb, that from thence [it] was sufficiently understood [that], even if [there] had been the utmost peace and security, [they] could not have shared anything with others; similarly too [he] had so seriously commanded concerning the remains, [namely] that [they] be given to the fire. But if [it] had been lawful to send portions [apophoreta] to those [others], when would there ever have been anything left over? [The] same author, therefore, gives another reason; and before him [so did] Rupert (bk. 2 on Exodus). For these are his words (ch. 22): "This command (concerning one house), according to the letter, necessarily compels that to be done which was said above: 'But if the number is smaller, so that [it] cannot suffice for eating up the lamb, [he] shall take his neighbor who is joined to his house,' and the rest. But according to the spirit, the unity of the holy Church is more attentively commended — namely, that, about to eat the Lord's table, we be one house, that is, [that] we all say the same thing, and [that there] be not heresies and schisms among us. For then the lamb is not eaten in one house, but its flesh is carried outside, when [it] is indiscriminately given to those cutting the unity of the faith, since in the splitting of minds God is not. Therefore, with the present testimony of Scripture, [one] may confidently say [that it] is not a true sacrifice, [that] which is outside the unity of the Church."

But that [word] (v. 22): "Let none of you go out of the door of his house until morning" — [was it] to be kept perpetually, or only that night in Egypt? [It] is not to be doubted but that [it] could have been commanded [that it] be kept perpetually, in memory of that first time; yet [that] the Lord commanded [it] concerning that one last night seems to be hinted, [in] that the cause of this precept is at once subjoined (v. 23): "For the Lord will pass through, striking the Egyptians." For [that] the Hebrew vau and the Greek καὶ [kai] are often taken for causal [particles] has been shown (Gen. 4 v. 18); and this here too, against their own and the other Innovators' version of that place, Tremellius and Junius confess, who so render [it]: "But go ye not out, any of you, from the door of his house until morning. For Jehovah, advancing to strike Egypt, will pass through." And in the annotations: "This too is a singular command, as [in] v. 11"; and [it] hints [at] the aetiology [reason-giving] of the following verse.


Question XXVI. On the time of the Passover; and first, what was its year? (De Paschatis tempore, et primum, quis eius annus?)

The time of the Passover can be considered [as] fourfold: namely, the year, the month, the day, and the hour. And the year, indeed, in which [it] was either first instituted [in Egypt], or repeated at Sinai, or here at Gilgal celebrated a third [time]—
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—celebrated [a third time], is plain from the [things] said in Exodus, and above (ch. 4, part 2, quaest. 2). But indeed, from this very Gilgal Passover onward [it] was to be celebrated perpetually, every year — because the Lord had commanded [it] so to be done, when [it] was granted to the Israelites to set up in the promised land their seat and the home of their affairs. And [it] was granted from this very time. For thus we read [it] written (Exod. 12 vv. 24 & 25): "Keep this word [as a] statute [legitimate ordinance] for thee and thy sons unto eternity. And when thou hast entered the land which the Lord will give you, as [he] has promised, ye shall observe these ceremonies." [In] Leviticus 23, where [those things] are appointed which throughout the perpetual course of time would have to be observed as solemnities, [it] is said (v. 5): "In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at evening, [it] is the Lord's Pasch." Most clearly, Deuteronomy 16 (v. 1): "Observe the month of the new fruits, and of the first [part] of the spring time, that thou mayest keep the Pasch to the Lord thy God." But the cause [of the season] was delivered above (quaest. 17). And this was kept until the overthrow of the Temple — first by Nebuchadnezzar, then [its] defilement by Antiochus, and at last [its being] utterly cut off and taken away by Titus. [It is] granted [that] in the times of Ezechias [Hezekiah] (2 Chron. 30) and of Josiah (same book, ch. 35) fewer than usual came from the tribes of Israel to it — until [they] were roused by the letters and messengers of those pious Kings, and kept the Passover at Jerusalem after the custom.


Question XXVII. In what month was the Passover to be kept? (Quis Paschati agendo mensis?)

In the bare text of chapter 12 of Exodus [it] is nowhere clearly said which month it was in which the Passover was to be kept. But since the Lord was addressing the Israelites, who knew which month [they] were then keeping, [he] always points to that very month, saying "this month." Most clearly, however — both from perpetual custom and usage, and from the consent of all — from the second day of the unleavened [feast] (on which the sheaf [manipulus] was to be offered), from the feast of Pentecost, and from other like [reckonings], [it] is gathered [that] it was [the month] which nearly answers to our March and April. But about it two [things] are signified in the same chapter. The one: [that it] was not of old the first in the order of the yearly months. Because, as I taught (Gen. 3), that was then held [to be] first in which the world had been created — which answered to our autumnal September, and was afterward called Tishri. Whence also (Exod. 23 & 24) the feast of Tabernacles is commanded to be kept "at the going-out of the year," or "when the year returns." The other: [that] thenceforth that month was to be held first in the yearly course. "This month," [he] says, "[shall be] to you the beginning of months; [it] shall be the first among the months of the year." That thing is wont to be held of great moment to which the beginnings of the years are given; and therefore by this very law the Lord willed [that] the memory of this benefit should never fall away by any length of time. Yet this beginning of the months was such that the other [beginning] was not thrust out from the first origins of the world; but both were kept, and [there] was among the Jews a double year. One [is] sacred — as regards, namely, the solemnities of the feasts; and the beginning of this is that month of which we treat: the other [is] civil and profane, as regards civil and hu—
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—man contracts and usages; and to this [year] the ancient beginning is in Autumn. Except that the Rabbis of the Jews rightly note [that] to this year also pertain the Sabbath of years, and the Sabbath of the Sabbatical years — that is, every seventh year, which by them is called shemitah, and the fiftieth year, which [is] the Jubilee. For since in such a year nothing is to be either sown or reaped, [then], had they begun it from March [spring], they could neither gather in the harvest of the prior year, nor make any sowing for the harvest of the following year; and so the harvest of two years would have vanished. But if that year be begun from the autumnal equinox, only one harvest — [that] namely of the prior year's sowing — is lost; but that year being now elapsed, the seed is at once scattered, from which [comes] straightway the harvest of the following year. There is but one man, that I know of — Thomas Lydiat the Englishman, who (in [his] treatise On years, ch. 2, part 15) teaches [that] from the beginning of the world this paschal month was always first: but so [teaches it] that on that account, against all the versions of all [translators] and [against] the exposition, he would have the place of Exod. 12 rendered: "This month [shall be] to you the beginning of months; [it] itself [is] to you the first of the months of the year" — "[it] shall not be," or "let [it] be." But this [is] mere zeal for novelty, on account of which [he] is wondrously beaten by another Innovator — namely by Scaliger (Prolegomena to the Isagoge).

Furthermore, just as the cases of the Grammarians are called by a double name for the sake of the word — "the third case" and "the dative" — so the months of the Jews have double names. One [name] indeed [is] from the order which [they] hold in the series of the year; and thus this our [month] is called "first": the other [is] from some effect and mark; and thus this [month] is called the month Abib (Exod. 34 v. 17, in the Hebrew) — that is, "the month of the ear [of grain]" or "of the ears," because then, as [was] said above, in Palestine the crops have already grown up into ears, and the harvest is nearest at hand; or as the Seventy render [it], and our translator following them, "the month of the new fruits." Yet in this same Latin of ours [there] is still added, for the sake of fuller explanation, the description "of the first [part] of the spring time." But concerning it three questions common to the other months can be posed.

First. Whence was the beginning of this month taken? Whether from some calculation which — either written down (which is called חשבון [chesbon, "reckoning"]), or kept in the memory of the more skilled — [or] from the observation of the Moon itself.

Second. If from this [Moon], [whether] from its conjunction with the sun, or from [its] appearance or phasis and first sighting.

Third. If from the conjunction, [whether] from the true or from the mean [conjunction]? To the first, the Rabbis say in the Talmud (tractate Rosh Hashanah) [that] the beginnings [of the months] were given from the observation of the Moon. And at the same time [they] answer to the second, [that] by the Magistracy — which they signify [by] "the house of Judgment" [Beth Din] — [there] were sent men whole of life and pure of crime, who from certain mountain-ridges would observe the Moon [as it was] being born, and thereupon report [it]. When this had been done by them, [it] was straightway acclaimed by the Judges: Meqquddash! Meqquddash! — that is, "[It is] Sanctified! [It is] Sanctified!" — the month, namely (as is added at the beginning of the book Moladoth & Tekuphoth [the Conjunctions & Seasons]); and the New Moon [Neomenia] was proclaimed by the blast of the trumpet. And that ancient usage could in some measure be proved from the assertion of the Jews of today, as often as—
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—[they] are questioned, why not seven but eight days of the Unleavened [feast] and of Tabernacles are kept [served]; from Clement of Alexandria (Stromata 6); from the small skill of the Israelites in Astrological [matters] at that time; from the Arabic [word] of the Turks today, hilāl [the crescent moon]; from the beginning of the cited book, where [it] is said [that] at a certain time [it] came about that some likeness of the Moon appeared in the clouds on the 27th [day] of the month, and then [it] was acclaimed by the people, Meqquddash meqquddash ha-chodesh ["Sanctified! Sanctified [is] the month!"]; and hence, on the authority of R. Simeon son of Gamaliel, [it] was done thereafter that the months were begun as comprehended by calculation from the synod [conjunction] of sun and moon. Yet I would rather think [that] the birth of the Moon was always observed by calculation than by sight. For [it] is not consonant to say [that] in so great a multitude of men — which followed God [as its] Leader and Teacher, which always had some [like] Moses, the Elders, prophets, wise men, and men skilled in the law — [there] was so great an ignorance of the stars. Had not God made the sun and moon for signs of the seasons? Was not Astrology, in Josephus, handed down to posterity through the pillars surviving the very flood? Are not the Issacharites handed down [to have] known the understanding of the times (1 Chron. ch. 12 v. 32)? [Is it] not [said], in the Song of Songs (ch. 7 v. 4), [that] there were of old scribes skilled in disputing of times, as the Targum asserts? Truly some one [man] could suffice for this business — [and] he who [was needed] in so great and such a people, how could [he] be lacking? Nay, [he] was not lacking, [as is] witness that very R. Simeon son of Gamaliel, saying [that] he had received from [his] parent the course of the Moon: [namely] that [it] is not renewed before the 29th day and a half, and two parts of an hour, and 73 moments [momenta], which the Hebrews call chalakim ["parts"]. But besides, [it] could hardly have been done that the aspect [phase] of the Moon should never be impeded by any clouds and storms, and [that], where that [Moon] had been seen, [it] should suddenly be reported first to Jerusalem, then into all the other cities of all the tribes and [their] regions. And yet, unless [this] were done, [it] would not be kept on the same New-Moon [day] by all the Jews; but [those] who had heard of the Moon's phase sooner would keep it sooner, others later. [It] could also sometimes happen that the months would abound by more days than [is proper].

For let us suppose the orb of the Moon, on account of showers or some clouds, not [to be] seen on that day — [the Moon] which otherwise, having already departed from the Sun, could have been seen: what will be [done] about that day? Will [it] be added to some month, or not? If [it] be added, let us suppose the month to have been "hollow" [cavus, 29 days]; and [though] it ought to be of 29 days, [it] will now be 30; or let us suppose [it] to be "full," and [though] [it] ought to be of 30 days, [it] will be 31. If [it] be not added, [there] will be many days in the year which are of no month, and which would confound the order of the other months and feasts. And these [things] will be still more absurd if for two or three days the new appearance of the Moon did not fall into the eyes [was not visible]. I know [that] in that cited chapter of the Talmud [it] is prescribed that, [even though] the Moon should refuse to be seen on the thirtieth night, nevertheless the New Moon [Neomenia] is to be begun. And indeed the Turks, if perchance the sky be cloudy and the day dark, betake themselves today to the Lunar calculation. But two [things] are held from this. The one: [that] the beginning of the month among the Jews [was] not always [taken] from the Moon's phase, but from calculation — even in those times in which the phases [that one] looks for—
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—[the phases one] looks for, [they] hand down [that it] was sometimes sought [by calculation]. The other: [that] what once, twice, or thrice could be done from that prescript, could surely always have been done. And [it] is confirmed: because in the same chapter [it] is handed down [that] the Magistracy — which sent out those observers of the Moon — had a tsurat ha-levanah, which means "the figure of the moon." But what other [is] this figure than that which is wont to be depicted in the epilogues [tables] of the seasons, that by it might be shown its course, [its] adolescence, advance, and old age according to the various approaches to, or recessions from, the sun? Let [it] therefore be [held] more probable [that] the Lunar months were always begun rather from the very conjunction with the sun than from the first brightness and appearance. But, [as to] what was asked in the third question, [it] is to be determined [that] the conjunction taken [as reference] was not that most-true [one] which the most accurate Astronomical demonstration indicates, but that which is wont to be called the "mean" [conjunction] — namely, accommodated to the use of men, and differing as little as possible from the former [true one]. For thus both in their ʿibbur [intercalation-reckoning] the Rabbis teach, and in their computations and planetary Theoretics [tables] our Astrologers [teach]. But the Arabs, and those of the Jews who are called Karaim [Karaites], dispute the New Moons ἀπὸ τῆς φάσεως [apo tēs phaseōs, "from the phase / appearance"], as Scaliger notes (bk. 2 On emendation, of the later edition, p. 144) — against whom, in some part (insofar as [held] commonly, unless the obscurity of the days stood in the way), [Scaliger] wishes (in the cited place, and bk. 3 of the Isagoge, p. 278) the months to be begun from the seen Moon: let these [things] be said [so]; but much more [is this to be said] against Moltherus, in the disputation On the unleavened [breads] (Num. 43) — who, from a Lutheran Superintendent at Fridberg, lately leapt over to the new Calvinism at Marburg: from Scylla into Charybdis, from the mud into the mire.


Question XXVIII. Was it lawful to keep the Passover in some other month? (Licueritne Pascha mense quopiam alio agere?)

Great — and truly great — in the servant of the Lord, Moses, was [his] modesty and lowliness of mind. For this question, when [it] had been proposed to him by certain [men] defiled by the laying-out [pollinctus] and touching of a dead man (Num. ch. 9), [he] does not at once, nor off-hand — and, as [it] is wont to be said, "standing on one foot" — answer, but (v. 8): "Stand, that I may consult what the Lord may command concerning you." [He] consulted the Lord, therefore, and the Lord answered [that] he granted the power, that [he] who had been prohibited [from keeping] the Passover of the first month by some similar death [funeral], or by some more distant journey, might keep it, with the same and accustomed ceremonies, in the next following month — that is, in the second.

For thus [the Lord] spoke to Moses (same [chapter], v. 10): "Speak to the sons of Israel: A man who shall be unclean over a soul [through a corpse], or on a journey afar off in your nation, let him keep the phase [Passover] in the second month, on the fourteenth day of the month at evening; with unleavened [bread] and wild lettuces [bitter herbs] they shall eat it." But what [it] is to "be unclean over a soul" is explained (Num. 19 v. 11 & following) as regards all the Israelites; but as regards the priests (Lev. 21 vv. 1, 2, 3, 4); and finally as regards the greatest [High Priest, pontifex maximus] (same [ch.], vv. 10 & 11). And the reason is taken from Leviticus 7 (v. 20), where [it is] thus: "The soul [person] polluted, who shall eat of the flesh of the peace-offerings [pacific victims]—"
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—of the peace-offerings, "which is offered to the Lord, shall perish from among its peoples." For [that] the lamb is referred to this kind of sacrifice appears from [the fact] that [it] was [instituted] in memory of a benefit received, as [was] shown above (quaest. 17). But because a time could fall out [in which], although no one were unclean, [someone] nevertheless could not keep the Passover — as if, for example, someone were journeying in some remote region — therefore the Lord willed [it] to be provided for these [cases] too, even though the doubt [raised] had been stirred up only concerning the former [the unclean]. But [as to] what our translator says, "or on a journey afar off in your nation," [it] has in the Hebrew and Greek two members: Hebrew, "On a road remote from you, or [in] your generations"; Greek, ἢ ὁδῷ μακρὰν ὑμῖν, ἢ ἐν ταῖς γενεαῖς ὑμῶν [ē hodōi makran humin, ē en tais geneais humōn, "or on a road far off for you, or in your generations"]. [One] might think, therefore, [there is] some distinction. For [one] could understand the Latin as [if] the road ought to be far off, yet still within the Jewish nation, not in the dominions of the Gentiles. But in the region of the Jewish tribes, what road [is] so far off as ever to excuse anyone from the Jerusalem pilgrimage [ascent] and the ordinary keeping of the Passover? [It] must be said, therefore, [that] the Latin has signified by one clause what the Hebrew and Greek signify by two: [that] the road is to be understood [as one] which was far off — not to these or those Jews, at this or that time, but to all, and always, both among those present and [their] posterity. And Tremellius too expressed this same [thing], but [rendered] what in the Hebrew and Greek is connected with the word of "length [distance]," referring [it] back to the Jews themselves, in this manner: "If any of you shall be unclean because of a corpse, or [if] any of you, or of your generations, shall be on a remote road, yet Joshua kept the Passover in the second month." These, then — the two causes for deferring the Passover into another month — were delivered by the Lord himself. But, besides, someone could ask seven [more questions].

1. Since these causes fall only upon certain [particular] men, could [it] be done that, for some causes likewise, the whole people should put off its Passover into the other month? For example, if the Temple were profaned, and were in the meantime being expiated and renewed; if war and siege [held] the whole city of Jerusalem; or if plague, certainly, or some other contagious disease seized [it]. 2. Whether, just as [one] polluted by the contagion of a dead [body] had [the] right, [as] already set forth, of postponing the Passover into the other month, another too, unclean by any other uncleanness whatever, had [the same] — e.g. if a leper (Lev. 13; Deut. 23 v. 10); if one with a [seminal] flux (Lev. 15); if a woman defiled by [her] months [menstruation] (same place); if [one] had touched the carcasses of forbidden animals (Deut. 14; Lev. 11). 3. Whether, if someone were staying among the Gentiles [it would count]. 4. If someone fell more gravely ill in the first month, but before the second — or at its beginning — recovered, so that [he] could now go to Jerusalem[?]. 5. Finally, whether [there] are any other causes for which the same deferral, or a change of the appointed month, would be right [proper]. 6. Whether, if someone had a cause for deferring in the second month too, [he] could defer even into the third month or the fourth. 7. Whether [those] who in this way deferred the Passover deferred also Pentecost by the same right and manner; or whether [it] was necessary to begin this [Pentecost] from the common feast of the Passover [and count from there].

That first question really arose in the first year of King Ezechias [Hezekiah] (2 Chron. 30), when his parent, the impious King Achaz [Ahaz], had destroyed all the religion of God [and] had wickedly defiled all the holiness of the Temple. And the pious King Ezechias referred this question—
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—to the counsel of his princes, and of the whole assembly [the Church] — that [counsel], as indeed I reckon, [being] the council of the Sanhedrin — and [it was] firmly decreed [that] that delay seemed just. First, because not enough priests had yet been consecrated. For what in the Hebrew there is lemaddai (v. 3) means "to sufficiency" — as both the Seventy and our [translator], and the Rabbis themselves, show — [taken] otherwise, namely, than [in] Judges 3 (v. 16). Second, because out of all the tribes of Israel, the people that had survived the Assyrian disasters had not yet been gathered to Jerusalem. For at the very first, in the first month of that first Ezechian year, [it] could not — as [it] otherwise ought — [that] the reborn piety of King and city toward God should be free for keeping the Passover; because, although the purging and expiating of the Lord's Temple had been begun by the priests and Levites on the first day of the first, already-named month, [they] could not nevertheless come to its completion before the 16th day of the same month (2 Chron. 29). But by that time the prescribed day of the Passover (concerning which below) had already passed; nor could either the consecration of enough priests, or the summoning of the people about to come from every side, conveniently be done before the other [second] month. A like reasoning seems [to hold] concerning plague, war, and the like: although religion, and reverence for the laws themselves, would persuade [one] first to attempt all else — as Hyrcanus did with Antiochus Pius [Sidetes] at the feast of Tabernacles [scenopegia], in Josephus (bk. 13, ch. 16) — yet because, in laws [once] laid down, when for some certain cause some loosing of them, or dispensation, is made, [it] is not lawful to transfer this to similar cases: [whereas], when an explication [interpretation] of them is made [it is lawful], it may be asked whether here a dispensation, or an interpretation, was employed. And to me, indeed, [it] seems rather [to be] a dispensation. Because if [it] had been an interpretation, [it] would have been lawful to defer the Passover not into this or that defined month and day, but into whatever [month], as soon as the causes had ceased which had hindered [it] from the first and lawful month and day. But now the Lord delivered only two causes of paschal deferral, and afterward defined a fixed time in which the omitted [duty of] religion might be made up: and this same [course] the Ezechian Senate afterward followed, [as spoken of] earlier in this very question. And hence, to the first and second questions, [the] answer is given negatively.

But to the third [it] is said [that] someone can be staying among the Gentiles in such a way that, though [he] could rightly [do so], [he] does not give himself to the Jerusalem journey; or [that he] does indeed rightly give himself [to it], but so that, on account of some crosswise [hindrance] which perchance intervenes, [he] cannot be present in time — [being] far off. The Lord's dispensation touches the former [case] not at all, but [only] the latter.

To the fourth. I would not dare, by private authority, to publish abroad to all [what] has been given by God as a benefit to certain [persons] — even if a not-dissimilar cause seem to have delayed them. [As to that] which the Lord restricted to certain causes, is it lawful to snatch or transfer [it] to others? But these [causes] are similar to those. Granted; yet [they] are not the very same.

To the fifth. [The Rabbis] answer, in the Talmudic tractate Sanhedrin, [that] even in the most ancient times of the sanctuary, or of the former Temple, their forefathers were accustomed sometimes to interpose one month before Nisan itself, so that [the month] which would [otherwise] be Nisan was called by another name — Adar Sheni [the second Adar] — and—

(col. 575 — left column; printed "582")

—[the month] which is afterward called Nisan would be, as [it] were, after the ordinary Nisan, a second month. And thus the ordinary month — Nisan, namely — is kept indeed in the word itself; but in the thing itself, unless, with a repetition of the name, a month "Adar" had been interposed, that very time was [what] is called Adar Sheni [the second Adar]. And an interposition of this kind the Rabbis call ha-ʿibbur; the Greeks, ἐμβολιμαῖον [embolimaion, "intercalary"]; we Latins, "to intercalate the month," and as [it] were "to split it in," or, imitating these [Greeks], "to make the year embolic [intercalated]." And they give in the same place three causes of this their intercalation, namely על האביב ועל פירות האילן ועל התקופה [ʿal ha-abib ve-ʿal pirot ha-ilan ve-ʿal ha-tekufah] — that is: 1. on account of the month Abib (of which above, q. 26), or rather on account of the ears, or crops; 2. on account of the fruit of the trees; and 3. on account of the tekufah [the season-turn]. Of which causes this is the explanation. I. [It] was commanded by the Lord (Exod. 13:4 &c.; 34:17; Deut. 16:1) that the Passover be celebrated in the month Abib — when, namely, the ears of the crops are green and ripening, as [was] indicated above (q. 26). But [it] can sometimes happen that, according to the common course of the years, Abib — which is the same as Nisan — is present, and yet the ears are not yet green nor ripe; and for that cause, neither on the day after the Passover (that is, on the sixteenth of the same month) could the prescribed sheaf of ears be offered, of which below. So that, therefore, that ripening might be had in Nisan, [one] had to wait some little time. But because the previous year had already gone out, and was closed with its last month, which is Adar, before the new year should be begun and the first month be called Nisan — as many days, as I said, were allowed to elapse as would seem enough for one month; and it was called Adar Sheni, or "intercalated" and "embolic." And when that was finished, [and] there was now as much ripeness of the crops as [was] necessary, the new year was begun — and the month which [is] Abib, or Nisan. II. At the Passover, the fruits of the trees too are wont to appear, and some of them to be ripe. If, therefore, [it] ever happened that of these there was nothing in the ordinary Nisan, [one] had to wait meanwhile, and that month, as [was] said, [had to be] intercalated. III. The Jews divide the whole solar year into four quarters, as we too [do]; and these they call tekufot — that is, "revolutions." Any one of them, as R. Samuel explains in the cited Talmudic place, and from him the Book of New Moons (fol. 59), consists of three months; and between each [there] is a time of not less than 91 days and 7½ hours. The first tekufah is from the Sun's entry into Libra up to Capricorn; the second, from Capricorn to Aries; the third, from Aries to Cancer; the fourth, thence to Libra. Concerning which the Rabbis [have] many things — trifling and superstitious too. But for now [it] suffices [to note] that the first is wont to be called tekufat choref (or "of Autumn"), by Abenezra [Ibn Ezra] on Exod. 12 — or tekufat Tishri, which was on the seventh day of October; the second, tekufat Tevet, which [was] on the seventh of January; the third, tekufat Nisan, which [was] on the 8th of April; the last, tekufat kayitz [of summer], or Tammuz, which [was] on the 8th of July. Because, therefore, [it] could happen that, according to the Moon's course — from its conjunction with the Sun — [it] was the 16th day of Nisan, and yet either then for the first time, or not long before, that spring tekufah would begin and the Sun would enter Aries (whence the disadvantages of unripeness, of which [it was] spoken) — therefore, so that before the paschal—

(col. 576 — right column; printed "583")

—day this first tekufah might begin sooner, one month was interposed; after which Nisan at last came forth, cast down from its rank — in word now indeed the first month, but in fact the second; yet a month lawful for keeping the Passover, and by decree simply the first. All these same [things], after the Talmud, Rambam pursues in his "Hand" [Yad, the Mishneh Torah] (bk. 3, which is called Zemanim, or "of the times," chapter Kiddush ha-chodesh), where in the third paragraph other necessities of intercalating are brought forward: for example, on account of storms [ἐπομβρίας, epombrias] — that is, on account of tempests; on account of broken bridges; on account of floods and rains; on account of the ovens (which were built for roasting the lamb) [being] pulled down; on account of the too-tender young of doves, not yet grown enough — [those doves] which [were needed] for the Passover, [when] lambs or kids [were] to be slaughtered. And hence [it] is plain [that] what I said above (q. 26) [is true]: [that] the Passover seems always to have been proclaimed from the settled calculation of the Moon, not from a chance sighting of it — which [sighting], at the ordinary time otherwise, could be impeded not only by clouds, but also by other causes, on account of which an intercalation, by no means provided and set down beforehand, was sometimes necessary. But when such an unforeseen intercalation was made, the ordinary course of the Moon was easily restored in the reckonings [epilogismoi] of the following years — although sometimes, on account of the same necessity of time, [it] behooved [them] to make several years even embolic, as Abenezra notes [that] two were once made consecutively (on Lev. 22). But as confirmation of these [things], Scaliger (bk. 3 of the Isagoge, p. 278) brings forward the very ancient letters of the Jerusalem Sanhedrin to the Galilean, Babylonian, and Median Jews — which [letters] he once complained [had been] left behind by him in France, when [he] was writing the second book On the emendation of times (p. 101). Certainly the most illustrious Duke of Olyka [Radziwiłł] (epist. 2, p. 106): "All the fruits and crops," he says, "come forth at Jericho two weeks before [they do] at Jerusalem." Nor [is it] a wonder. For here [at Jericho] are such immense heats that, to those going hence to Jerusalem, the sky seems far colder — where the air [is] likewise more healthful, and the nights free of excessive heat.

To the sixth question, I deny [that it] was lawful to defer the Passover into the third month — calling "third," I say, that [month] which would fall third from the month Nisan. For [there is] no first law of this deferral, [and] no example anywhere.

To the seventh. If [it] was not lawful for these [men] to defer Pentecost — since from the 16th day of the second month, on which they themselves kept their own Passover, [there] remained to that [Pentecost] only 20 days — what would they do? Would they wait for it at Jerusalem? But [it is] a great inconvenience to be so long away from home, to drag out delay elsewhere, especially with the harvest at hand and altogether in full heat. Would they go home [and come back]? But not much afterward [they] would have had to return. For Pentecost was of those three feasts at which [one] had to come to the Lord's sanctuary at Jerusalem (Exod. 23:17). [It] could indeed be answered [that those] who had been excused from the Passover seemed [to be] excused also from the sacred [rites] and first-fruits of Pentecost, which [were] commanded (Lev. 23:16 & 17): yet, because I find nowhere any word of a "deferred Pentecost" — but rather, [that] this [Passover] might be kept [so], I see, on great and dangerous journeys, [there was] rest, and that [rest]—

(col. 577 — left column; printed "584")

—and that a two-day [rest] (employed in Josephus, bk. 13, ch. 16), I would more willingly reckon [that] all procrastination [of Pentecost] was excluded in that [rest]. Whence [it] also appears how great was the audacity of the Sebuaeans [a sect], and how impudent a heresy, who dared — against the express precept of the law — to change the times of the most celebrated feasts among the Jews: the Passover, Pentecost, and Tabernacles. For, as St. Epiphanius relates (bk. 1, heresy 11), [they] celebrated the Passover in Tishri, or September; Pentecost in Autumn; Tabernacles in the spring month, Nisan. [It is] granted [that] other [things], and still more absurd than these, about them, Josephus Scaliger has absurdly handed down in [his] Elenchus against Serarius — as I showed (bk. 3 of the Minerval, ch. 6) — and [that] he himself afterward tacitly confessed [it], when [he] deserted that opinion of his (bk. 3 of the Isagoge, p. 218) and devised another new [one], as I indicated (scruple 22) [as being] of a later Rabbi.


Question XXIX. What was the day for keeping the Passover? (Paschali agendo dies quis?)

Just as the paschal month was twofold — the ordinary, namely, the month Nisan, and the extraordinary, either Iyar or Adar, as [was] shown in the preceding question — so also must [one] inquire concerning the paschal day; and first concerning the ordinary [one], what it was. [There are] two opinions. One, common and ancient: [that it] was the fourteenth day of the month Nisan — the day, as we count [it] today, being taken from sunrise. The other, recent and of very few: [that it] was the 13th day, understood in our same manner. For this [view] Aloysius Legionensis [Luis de León] lately began to teach in Spain, in [his] book On the lawful time of the immolation of the typical and true lamb; and Petrus Lopez Montoyanus [Pedro López de Montoya] joined himself to him in some measure, in [his] book of annotations on the sacred canon of the Mass; but outside Spain, in Holland, Scaliger (bk. 5 On the emendation of times, fol. 351). But I have warned [that] the day is taken as regards our manner of counting; because, although those authors indeed say [that] the Passover was to be eaten [on] Moon 14 (or the 14th day of the month), they take the day in the Jewish manner. For [it] must be known, from Lev. 23 (v. 32), [that] the Jews had two "vespers" [evenings] to [their] feast-days: one earlier, from which those days began, and the other later, at which [they] ended. Now that earlier [one] was the evening which precedes the night and morning time of the feast-day — that is, the evening which [is] the end of the prior day. Among us, what is done in an evening of this kind is said to be done on that prior day; but among the Jews, on the later day, or the feast itself, of which that evening is the beginning and a certain part. Hence, therefore, those [authors] construct their first argument. [Namely]: what in Scripture is commanded to be done "at the evening of the feast-day" is understood, in our manner, to be done "on the evening of the day before." But in Scripture the Passover is commanded to be kept "on the evening before the 14th day of the first month," which [is] the feast-day. Therefore, in our manner, [it] had to be done on the 13th, in the evening. The minor premise [assumption] seems to be had from Leviticus 23 (v. 5), thus: "In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at evening, [it] is the Lord's phase." And like [texts] are Exod. 12 (v. 6), Num. 9 (v. 2). — The other argument of the same [authors] is [this]: on whatever day of the first month the Passover was celebrated the very first [time], on that same [day] thereafter [were] ordinarily all the Passovers [kept], as is plain from the end of this ceremony expounded above, and from the Scriptures (Exod. 12). But on the 13th day of the first month that first [Passover] was celebrated. For, first—
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—Josephus (bk. 2, ch. 5) says in the Greek: ἐνστάσης τῆς τεσσαρεσκαιδεκάτης πάντες πρὸς ἔξοδον ἔχοντες, ἔθυον [enstasēs tēs tessareskaidekatēs, pantes pros exodon echontes, ethuon] — that is, as that Aloysius [Luis de León] renders [it], "As the fourteenth day drew near, all, girded for the road, were sacrificing." And the old translator Rufinus hints [at] the same opinion in the Latin (ch. 13): "When," he says, "the fourteenth day was pressing on, all, hastening toward the going-out and immolating the blood, cleansed their own houses with the fronds of hyssop." If the 14th day was only "drawing near" or "pressing on," and yet the lamb [was] eaten at evening — therefore the Passover was on the day before, that is, on the 13th. Second. The Jews went out of Egypt by night, at sunset, at the end of the 14th day and the beginning of the 15th. Therefore, on the day before — that is, the 13th — at evening they had eaten the Passover. The antecedent is proved as to its single parts. The first, [that they] went out by night: Exod. 12 (v. 37 with 42). The second, at sunset: Deut. 16 (v. 6). Third, [that] that night was the end of the 14th day and the beginning of the 15th: Num. 33 (v. 3). And that consequence seems to be plain, because the Israelites ate the Passover at the evening — which could not be this very [evening] of the 14th day on which they went out. First, because on the night of that eating [it] was forbidden them to go out of their houses (Exod. 12 v. 22). Second, because (Num. 33 v. 3) the day of the going-out is called "the other [next] day" from the eating of the lamb. The evening, therefore, on which that [lamb] was eaten was not the very day of the going-out, or its beginning and part. Third, because after the lamb was eaten, and before the going-out itself from Egypt, so many things had to be seen to and done by the Israelites that, even had they wished, they could not have set out on the journey the [same] night [on] which they ate the Passover. For [they] had then first to be gathered out of all the villages, when, after the slaughter of the firstborn, the Egyptians were driving them to the going-out; [they] had also to demand the golden and silver vessels from the Egyptians — so that a natural day easily seems to have intervened. And therefore [it is likely that] they ate the lamb altogether on the 13th day at evening, which was the beginning of the 14th day; that, the whole following night, each kept himself at home; that, the 14th day following, [they] began to seek those vessels from the Egyptians, and to flow together in throngs into one place; and that at last, at the evening of the same day (which was the beginning of the 15th), the sun now set, they went out happily — that is, on the 16th day according to our present reckoning of days, but on the 15th according to the Jews', as I expounded above. — The third and last argument. CHRIST the Lord celebrated the Passover at the lawful time. For [he] never willed to violate the divine law. But his last Passover, when [he] instituted the Eucharist, [he] celebrated not on the 14th day but the 13th. For on the very morrow of this Passover — as is clear from the series of the Passion in the Evangelists — [he] was crucified. But that morrow-day could not be the 15th, but only the 14th; because the 15th day of the first month was a feast-day and solemn (Num. 28 vv. 6 & 7), on which [they] would never have dared to conduct judgments — much less to prepare a cross, to lay [it] on [him] to be carried, to fix and set [it] up, [and] to nail anyone on it with nails — [they] who did not dare even to enter the praetorium, for purity's sake (John 19). And indeed, how would Joseph, and the rest of the crowd of the pious, have wished to bury him on the feast? [It] is added [that] the truth answers the figure better if, on the very same 14th day, both the typical and the true lamb are said [to be] slain — although, at the beginning of that day (that is, in the evening which closed the 13th) the typical lamb was immolated, and the true [one] was immolated at midday.

Yet by no means [would I depart] from the ancient and consenting [judgment of the Church]—
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—[nor should] the judgment of all others draw us away [from the ancient and consenting view]. But since a twofold "vespera" [evening] of any day can be considered — one, which is that [day's] close, and which answers to the setting [sun] (to the sun that is the father of the day, and has by its rising brought the light of this day); the other, which precedes the day itself and is the close of the prior day — [it] must be understood [that] properly and simply the "evening" of a day is called [so] in the former manner, [the evening] which namely closes and terminates it; but improperly, and only from the usage of the Jews, "evening" is sometimes and in some places taken in the latter manner. For all nations judged [it] fitting, and the Lord himself taught [it] in the first beginnings of the world (Gen. 1), that — just as the sun, for a certain space of time, shines upon one part of the earth, and that time is called "day" — so its first part should be called "morning," [and] the last, "evening." Yet when the Lord sanctioned to the Jews (Lev. 23 v. 32), "From evening until evening shall ye celebrate your sabbaths," [he] did not take away that common and most usual manner of understanding and speaking of the evening of all days, but in the sabbaths — by whose name are signified all [things] which were as sabbaths, [i.e.] feasts — [he] willed the preceding evening to be [their] beginning, and a part of the sabbaths themselves. And therefore, when mention is made in Scripture of any day, "evening" ought always to be taken from the common sense and speech — [the evening] which is the terminus and end of the day — unless the reasoning of a feast, or the circumstance of the place, show otherwise. And therefore I say [that] the Passover was to be kept on the 14th day of the first month — speaking always of the day in the manner of our custom, because that evening on which the lamb was to be eaten was not the beginning of that day, but the extreme [end]; not [the evening] which would close the 13th, but this very 14th; or, as others say, [the evening] which was not the prior evening, but the posterior. But if [one] should please to speak in the manner of the Jews, [it] must be said [that] the Passover was to be kept on the 15th of Nisan; and thus [it fits] when in Scripture the seven weeks to Pentecost are said [to be] numbered from the day after the Passover, [and] when the Hebrews say in their calendars [that] Pentecost always falls on the second feria [weekday] of the Passover — namely, so that if Nisan be feria III, Pentecost be feria IV. For, first, the 14th day was not a feast, but only the 15th. Therefore its [the feast's] evening is not to be occupied on the 13th day, but on the very 14th only — so that its exit [end] be [the same], and [it be] the beginning of the 15th day, which was the feast. Secondly. At the same time also begin the seven days of the unleavened bread, and the Passover is eaten — because with them this had to be eaten, and not before, as [was] said above and will again be said below. But those [days] begin on the 14th day at evening — or, in that evening which is the first part of the 15th feast-day and of the first day of the unleavened bread. For (Lev. 23; Exod. 12) the days of unleavened bread had to be seven, so that they should end on the evening of the 21st day, which indeed would terminate that [seventh]. For otherwise [there] would be not seven but eight days. For example:




	Span (evening to evening)
	Day of unleavened bread





	14th day, 1st vesper → 15th, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 1



	15th, evening → 16th, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 2



	16th, evening → 17th, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 3



	17th, evening → 18th, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 4



	18th, evening → 19th, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 5



	19th, evening → 20th, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 6



	20th, evening → 21st, to the vesper (exclusive)
	Day 7
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Begin from the evening of the 15th day, or end at the evening of the 22nd day, [and] you will have beyond what [is] prescribed: eight days. You will say [that] Josephus (bk. 2 Antiquities, ch. 5) sets down eight days of unleavened bread. [It] will be answered afterward. Now I say [that] the same Josephus (bk. 3, ch. 10) most clearly teaches [that] on the 14th day the Passover is immolated and eaten, when [he] says: "The fifteenth day, succeeding to it, takes up the Passover itself." For this is [what] διαδέχεται [diadechetai, "succeeds, takes over"] [means]. And in the same place [he] makes seven days of unleavened bread. But these reasons, though most firm, I propose rather briefly — partly because [they] depend on [things] said or to be said, [and] partly because [they] have already been more amply set forth by our Father Ribera (bk. 5 On the Temple, ch. 3, no. 7 & following) [and] Soarez [Suárez] (tome 3, disputation 40 & 41). Thirdly. [It] is proved from the authority of all — ancient and recent, Latins, Greeks, and Hebrews — so that, as will become plain below, today the Jews remove all leaven from their houses only on the 14th day. Fourthly. [It] is proved from the solution of the contrary arguments.

To the first, the minor premise [assumption] is denied. For in Josephus, ἡμέρα ἐνστᾶσα [hēmera enstasa] is a day which has already become present, which already has been — not, however, one which [merely] approaches. For even if [it] were [only drawing near], [it] could nevertheless be called "the present day," but not one which is not yet, but will presently be — since war, which is already being waged, is called by Demosthenes ὁ ἐνεστὼς [πόλεμος] [ho enestōs polemos, "the present war"], or ὁ ἐνεστηκὼς πόλεμος [ho enestēkōs polemos], as Budaeus notes in [his] Commentaries; [and] with our Apostle, "things present and things to come," ἐνεστῶτα καὶ μέλλοντα [enestōta kai mellonta] (Rom. 8 v. 38; 1 Cor. 3:22); and "present necessity" (1 Cor. 7 v. 26); "the present evil age" (Gal. 1 v. 4); "the present time," καιρὸς ὁ ἐνεστηκώς [kairos ho enestēkōs] (Heb. 9:9); and "the day of CHRIST ἐνέστηκεν [enestēken] is at hand, has become present" (2 Thess. 2:2). Nay, Josephus himself (bk. 13, ch. 16), ἔνστη ἡ πεντηκοστή [enstē hē pentēkostē], that is, "[Pentecost] was present [Aderat]," or "Pentecost had come between"; and (bk. 6 of the War, ch. 45) ἐνστάσης ἑορτῆς [enstasēs heortēs, "the feast being at hand / present"]. But Rufinus's version teems with that kind of errors — as in this very sentence, [where] [it] ought [to have been] said not "immolating the blood," but "they were immolating, and with the blood — having taken tufts of hyssop — purified their own houses." Yet [it] could be taken in him [Josephus] [as] "cum instaret" [when [it] was pressing on] for "cum praesens esset" [when [it] was present]. For thus [it is used] most frequently among the Philosophers, and also in Cicero (Tusc. 4, and the book On fate), "instans" is said for "praesenti" [the present].

To the second, the antecedent is denied. First, as to the second part. For [they] did not go out on the 14th day "at sunset." But after [the sun] had set — nay, after more than half the night, and almost the whole [night], had passed, and the morning of the 15th day was now approaching — so that on that account [they] are said [to have] gone out on the 15th day. But when the Lord says (Deut. 16 v. 6): "Thou shalt immolate the phase in the evening, at the setting of the sun, when thou wentest out of Egypt" — that "when" does not precisely signify the same hour, but the time taken generally. And therefore in the Hebrew [it] is: "according to the setting of the sun, [at the] time of thy going out of Egypt." And thus all our [writers] speak: "In the morning hours of thy birthday, diligently pray to God in the sanctuary, when [he] gave to thee that thou shouldest be born—"
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—[when he gave to thee that thou shouldst be born]. And yet [it was] in the afternoon hour, the 6th or 7th, of that day [that] thou wast born. [The "when" does not fix the hour.] — [It] is denied, secondly, [as to] the antecedent, concerning the third part — if by the name "night" the evening time be taken. But if the whole night, as [it] ought, be understood, that third part of the antecedent is conceded. For truly by night, near the morning twilight, the Israelites departed from Egypt, as [was] said in Exodus; and thus truly the 15th day is attributed to their departure (Num. 33 v. 3). But Aloysius [Luis de León] presses certain words of Zonaras, saying [that] the Israelites went out τῇ πεντεκαιδεκάτῃ κατὰ σελήνην [tēi pentekaidekatēi kata selēnēn] — that is, as he indeed interprets [it], "on the 15th day, at the rising of the moon." But since it was full moon in that year, this [moon] rose in the evening, while, namely, the sun — set opposite to it diametrically — was setting. But, first, in place of Zonaras (whose authority [is] almost only "proletarian" [of the lowest rank]), [Aloysius] could have cited the very [author] from whom [Zonaras] borrowed those words — Josephus (wrongly cited in Scaliger, p. 350, [as] bk. 5 On emendation, [and as] bk. 5 ch. 5) — [namely] bk. 2, ch. 6, at the beginning. Secondly. That [phrase] κατὰ σελήνην [kata selēnēn] does not mean "at the rising of the moon," but "according to the moon" — because, according to the Moon's course, from its conjunction with the sun, [it] was the 15th day of the month, as [was] expounded above (quaest. 27). For thus also (bk. 1) Laertius relates [that] Solon prescribed to the Athenians τὰς ἡμέρας κατὰ σελήνην ἄγειν [tas hēmeras kata selēnēn agein], as the translator rightly saw there when [he] rendered [it]: "to keep the days according to the Moon's course." But if [one] wished to expound κατὰ σελήνην as "according to the moon," namely "shining" [borrowing this] from Josephus, I think [it] would depart from the truth in intent, yet in nothing [else]. For at full moon [the moon shines] the whole night, and until the sun rises the next day [it] can illuminate — and [it is] most pleasing to travel by night and before dawn, [the moon] giving light to travelers, of which kind I said the Israelites were. But that consequence [drawn] from the antecedent is easily denied too, or explained. To its first proof I say [that] to those [Israelites] [it] was forbidden to go out of [their] houses that night — namely, until the Angel had passed through and had taken away the firstborn of Egypt. To the second: because [they] went out after the middle of the night, near the twilight of the 15th day, [it] is rightly called the day of the setting-out, "the fifteenth," and likewise "the day after the Passover" — or, as the Seventy there rendered [it] word for word, ἡ ἐπαύριον τοῦ πάσχα [hē epaurion tou pascha, "the morrow of the Passover"] — speaking according to the common [reckoning] (of which above) and the usual numbering of days, as Josephus too rightly signifies (bk. 3, ch. 10, in the Greek).

To the third. How all these [things] were done — partly before the slaughter of the firstborn, partly straightway after — I have said (Exod. 12); and [it] can be seen [in] tom. 3 of Soarez [Suárez], in the cited place, and in Ribera, in the cited place, at the end of the second argument.

To the third argument, furthermore, the antecedent is denied. To the former proof, [I grant] [that] the 15th day was altogether a feast and solemn; but that [other point] I deny — [namely] that the Jews here did anything against the law. For [those] who, mad with fury against CHRIST the Lord, dared to lay [their] most wicked hands [on him], to exercise [their] most lying tongues, and to bring forth with such force and savagery the poison and most deadly hatred conceived in [their] mind — why should they be reckoned "touched by the scruple of the solemnity" [so as] not to slay him — which [they] most desired? But be it [so]: [suppose they] were touched by religion — [it was] not they themselves, but the Gentiles, who fabricated CHRIST's cross, laid [it] on [him] to be carried, set [it] up, and fixed [it], and drove God [onto it]—
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—[they] fixed [it], and into it drove God. But to them [the Jews] [there] is no scruple in using, on feast-days, alien labor — [that] of those whom they call goiim [Gentiles] — [and] in getting anything done by [their] labor, provided [that] these [Gentiles] be not their own slaves. For I have also seen, when [they] had received certain letters addressed to the temple of the deity [the synagogue], [that] they, out of superstition, did not dare to open [them], but asked a Christian to open [them]. Thirdly. Nay, [they] even persuaded themselves [that] they rendered great worship to God, [in] that [they] would, even on a feast-day, strike and — with alien hands — slaughter him [Christ], whom [they] wished to seem a blasphemer, an enemy of the law, an aspirer to divinity, a Persian [magus], and a pseudo-prophet. For thus (Num. 15), when a certain [man] was found gathering wood, they seized him with their own hands, bound [him], and cast [him] into prison. And Josephus — as a certain question [will] teach below — relates how, on the first day of unleavened bread (which was a feast), certain armed [men] went around the walls of Jericho, and on the seventh day (which was likewise a feast) took it, and made a very great slaughter of men, women, children, slaves, and the sick — nay, even of the beasts of burden (bk. 5, ch. 1). But others of the Jews say indeed — as will also be said below in its place — [that] after the days of unleavened bread Jericho was taken, and yet on the Sabbath day, as [it] is in Seder Olam (ch. 11). But concerning burial, [there is] an easier matter. For, first, by the force of another law, that [burial] had necessarily to be done (Deut. 21). Secondly, [it] was done, as [it] appears, at that hour of the day on which any servile work was lawful, unless the evening of the following sabbath had impeded [it]. For just as that 15th, the first day of unleavened bread, had begun at the evening of the preceding 14th day, so [it] had [its] end when its own [next] evening began. Thirdly, I say [that] to them [it] was lawful to bury even on feast-days and sabbaths, as Cajetan notes on Lev. 23; and [it] appears well enough in Tobit (ch. 12). For when [Tobit], leaving the banquet, would take up a dead man from the street with great labor and hide [him] in his house, [it] was the day of Pentecost — as I noted on that place, from the Greek and Hebrew text. And on that same day of Tabernacles, of which above, I have seen the Jews of Worms burying a certain one of their own dead. But what if someone should say [that] to them [it] was nowhere forbidden to take, accuse, [and] punish evildoers on a feast-day and sabbath? Certainly Rambam (bk. 14, ch. 3) said [that] the judges, who were of the great Sanhedrin, judged elsewhere [at other times] from morning until the time which is "between the evenings" (of which below); but on sabbath days and good [days], or feasts, [they] sat in the house of the sanctuary, which [is] the house on the mount [the Temple]. Yet because [it] seems otherwise to great men, from that [word of] John 18: "[It] is not lawful for us to kill anyone" — I do not much object. See Bellarmine (bk. 4 On sacrifice, ch. 8). — To the later proof I say, first, [that it] is hardly necessary [that] both the type and the truth fall on entirely the same day. Nevertheless I add, secondly, [that] here [they] did fall [together]. For, as will be said afterward, the lamb was a type not only of the Lord's Passion, but also of the Eucharistic sacrament — which was sanctioned by the Lord on the 14th day. [It is] manifest, therefore, [that] the Passover was to be kept on the 14th day of the first month (as we now commonly name the days) — or in the last part of that day, which by a certain Jewish reckoning was the first [part] of the following feast-day.
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Question XXX. Was the Passover ever transferred to some other day? (Fuerit ne in alium quandoque diem traductum pascha?)

Just as [it was lawful] to transfer the Passover extraordinarily from the first month into the second, for certain causes, so also [it] was lawful to transfer [it] from the 14th day of the first month into the same 14th day of the second, as is plain from the [things] said in q. 27. Nor in that [is there] any dissension or difficulty; but [there is] in the twofold opinion of certain [scholars]. Of whom some say [that it] was sometimes lawful to sacrifice the paschal lambs before the ordinarily-appointed day of the first month; others, after that same appointed [day] — which according to a few (of whom in the preceding question) was the 13th, [but] according to all others the 14th, as [was] understood in the same preceding question. But because [it] has been proved [that] the 13th was never the ordinary [day], therefore [it] must here be asked whether the same [day], at least by anticipation, could be an extraordinary paschal day — or any other day earlier than it, for example the 12th, 11th, 10th, and if any other? And again, whether some [day] later than the same ordinary 14th — for example the 15th, 16th, 17th, and thereafter another — could be an extraordinary day of the Passover? And in the affirmation of the prior question [there] are very many [who hold it], but so that [they] contend it was done only once, and by one [person]. These are [those] who assert [that] CHRIST the Lord anticipated the lawful day, and [that] — [the Passover] having to be eaten on the 14th day — [he] ate the Passover on the 13th. Namely, the more recent Greeks, who have lived from the year 1050, as Pope Leo the Ninth noted concerning Michael, Bishop of Constantinople (ch. 5); and among these, Nicephorus (bk. 1 of the history, ch. 28), Euthymius (on ch. 26 of Matthew), [and] lately Jeremias, Patriarch of Constantinople, in [his] refutation of the Augsburg Confession (ch. 10). But to the later question [it] is answered in a twofold way. First. If we look at the natural Mosaic cycle of the Moon, [it] was sometimes done [that], on a day later than the 14th, someone was prescribed to keep the Passover — namely the 15th, or the 16th. But if, however, we estimate the same cycle by the art and method which the Rabbis established as fixed in the Jewish calendars, [it] will be said [that] to the Passover there always falls the 14th day as to the name, [though] not as to the thing — because thus those [Rabbis] temper and describe the year. First, so that [they] most greatly beware lest they begin the first day of its first month from a [week-]feria [II, IV, or VI]; because whatever feria gives that month [its] beginning, that same [feria] also [would give] the day IV [the fourth day] — or the day later than the Passover, which will below be called the first [day] of the unleavened bread — [and they take care that this feria not] fall [on those]. And so [it] will come about that [the day] which ought to be the 14th becomes the 13th, and [the day] which [ought to be] the 15th becomes the 14th, and so in the others. And of this [they] have two rules, which say: "Tishri never begins from ADU" [i.e. not on days א-ד-ו = Sun/Wed/Fri]; and, "Pesach never [falls] on BaDU" [not on ב-ד-ו = Mon/Wed/Fri]. And to this latter [rule] [they] accommodate that [text] of Exod. 12 v. 16. Secondly. If a new moon [falls] on a day (otherwise fit for beginning the year, and neither disapproved by the previous rule, nor [already] begun by reason of the sunset) at the 18th hour — much more [if] into a later [hour] — then the month is to be begun from some [day] following, on account of [the relevant] rule. Thirdly. If also a new moon on the same—
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—of the same day [falls at] some hour below the 18th, but so that the following year's new moon must fall [at] the 18th hour or later — or on some day at an hour later than the 18th (as regards the whole hour, or its little part, which Paulus Burgensis [Paul of Burgos] always required on Matt. 26) — or into some [forbidden] feria, that first rule being disapproved — then [it] must also be transferred [from] the previous year's new moon. And that is done in a twofold way. First, in a common year, when the new moon would be [at] 3 days, 9 hours [and] 204 minutes (of which kind the Jews themselves put 1080 in an hour). For thus the rule GaTRaD ba-peshutim [in common years] commands; and that on account of another rule, which is called chacasch gadah. Secondly, in a year which the next embolic [leap] year follows, when its new moon would fall on the second feria, hour 15, minute 589, or above. For the rule BeTUTaKPaT achar ʿibbur [after an intercalation] then prescribes the transference too; and that on account of that other cited rule, chacasch gadah. These [things], which I here briefly touch on, are explained more amply in the Talmud [tractate] Rosh Hashanah, and there in the Hebrew Computus, where [it] treats of the qeviʿot [the fixings], or the termini and ferias on which the beginning of the year [is] to be fixed. Now [it] is enough to understand [that] the 14th paschal day can, by those artificial transferences, be referred to the 15th and 16th — which transferences are called by the Hebrews dechiot [dechiyot]; and [they] are made on account of the causes brought forward, either singly, or several joined. For [it] can happen that [a day] which is to be transferred on account of ADU may also be [one] to be transferred on account of iach; and [it] is called a "joined" or "mixed" transference. And again, [it can happen] that, when on account of one cause the new moon must be transferred into the following day, on account of another [cause] this following day too must be passed over, and that [day] be transferred to the day-after-next [perendinum]. For example: if this fell on the third feria, at the 21st hour, 542 minutes, [it] would have to be transferred, on account of GaTRaD, into the fourth feria. But ADU rejected this [feria]. Therefore, from the third feria into the fifth feria the transference would have to be made. And [it] is called a "double" or "doubled" transference. These transferences too are wont to be divided: some are called political, others physical or astronomical. Political are those of which I spoke in the first place, and [which] are signified by ADU and BaDU, because, namely, [they] look to a certain political convenience, of which below. The rest are held [as] astronomical, because [they] are drawn rather from the motion of the Sun and Moon. Since, therefore, by that artificial calculation of the Rabbis [it] comes about that [a day] which according to the common course was going to be the 14th day of the Passover in fact becomes, by that reasoning, the 12th or 13th by name — and [the day] which really was the 15th becomes the 13th or 14th by name — three [things] can be asked.

First. When were such artificial deferrals of that kind of the Passover — or transferences of the New Moons — adopted? Secondly. Could [they] have been done without violation of the Mosaic law? Thirdly. Whether, when [they] were made and established, all were bound by them, so that by their prescript both the Passover and all the other feasts had to be kept — [and] not either earlier or later?

In the first question [there is] a twofold opinion. The prior [is that] of Paulus Burgensis [Paul of Burgos] (addition on Matt. 26), and of Scaliger in each of his [books] of the Emendation of Times — in the prior indeed (bk. 2, fol. 88 & following; bk. 6, fol. 265), and in the later [book] likewise (bk. 2, fol. [...])—
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—[Scaliger: bk. 2] fol. 103 & following; bk. 7, fol. 604 — [that] that postponement [comperendinatio] of the first New Moon and of the other days is most ancient. And to Scaliger, from the heretical school of Marburg, a certain Professor joined himself, in [his] disputation On the unleavened bread against Bellarmine (no. 54). This opinion can be proved, first, by Scaliger's arguments, which in the prior Emendation are three, but in the emendation of this [second] emendation are four or five. [That] which in the first edition was the first, has been removed by the same author; but in the second edition [there is a new] first. In the very year of the Lord's Passion, the New Moon of Nisan was on a sabbath, when nevertheless [it] should otherwise have been on feria VI [Friday]. Therefore on account of BaDU the transfer was made. Secondly. In the year of the Lord 70, the New Moon of Tishri should have been on feria IV, and yet was not, on account of ADU. Thirdly. [That] which in the first edition is the second, thus: In the year of the Lord 65, the New Moon of Nisan should have been on feria VI, and yet, on account of BaDU, [it] was thrown back into the Sabbath. In the later [edition], thus: In the year 65, an embolic [year], the New Moon of Nisan should have been on feria II, and yet was on feria III. Fourthly. Jerusalem was captured by Pompey on a sabbath day properly so called — which was the 17th [day] of Tammuz. Therefore a transfer must have been made in Tishri. Fifthly. [That] which in the first edition is the third, thus: In the year 178, in the Antiochene [era], after the Sabbatical year — as is gathered from Josephus (bk. 13, ch. 16) — the New Moon of Tishri fell on feria 2, hour 18, minute 555. Therefore, on account of Iach, [it] had to be transferred into feria III; and then the New Moon of Nisan fell on feria six, hour 11, minute 706 — therefore, on account of BaDU, [it] had to be transferred into the sabbath. In the second edition, thus: In that year, which was a common embolic [year], in the month Sivan, feria 6 was Pentecost, and feria 5 was the sabbath; therefore its New Moon [was] feria 3; therefore in Nisan and Tishri a transfer was made. Let [there] be added a sixth argument, from the authority of very many Rabbis, who say [that] this cycle of the years and days was founded, as [something] complete, by the second [Temple] — and indeed by Eliezer, by the command and authority of God the greatest and best, as their words have [it], of which perhaps below.

Yet the other opinion is [that] that transference of days indeed flourishes among the Jews today, but was not [in use] either before CHRIST the Lord, nor in his time, nor after him — until some centuries of years [had] elapsed, after, namely, the end had been put to the Babylonian Talmud, that is, after the year of the Lord 505, as I said in the prior book (ch. 8). [It] is proved. I. From the authority of many and great [men]. First, of the Jews. For Rabbi Abnezra [Ibn Ezra] (on Lev. 23) most clearly teaches [that it] is a fable [that] this tradition began already from the second Temple — nay, [that it] did not even exist when the Talmud was being made. Because both in it, and in [that] which is older than it — the Mishnah — Passovers are found which were celebrated [on] feria second, fourth, and sixth. Therefore [there] was then as yet no BaDU law which forbade it. Nor does Scaliger deny (bk. 2 of the later emendation, fol. 103) [that there] are Rabbis who say these [things] were devised after the edition of the Talmud. Secondly, of Christians. For thus [they] judge on John, ch. 13 — Toletus (bk. 5 On the Temple, ch. 3)—
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—Ribera (tom. 2, quaestione 50, disputat. 40, bks. 3 & 4; tom. 3, quaestione 73, disputat. 41, sect. 1); Soarez [Suárez] (on St. Thomas, part 3, quaest. 73); Sebastian, Bishop of Oxoma [Osma]; Bellarmine (bk. 4 On the Eucharist, ch. 8). And Scaliger confesses (later edition, bk. 7, fol. 604) [that] learned men so think. Thirdly, of some of the Innovators. For in the dedicatory epistle of the Hebrew Calendar, Munster [Sebastian Münster] says [that] the Jews try, by frivolous reasons, to gloss over this change of the feasts, and to excuse [their] transgression of the divine law. And afterward, in the treatise On the New Moons (fol. 132): "Hence," he says, "[it] is plain [that] the Jews have a twofold reasoning of the Passover: one legitimate, by which, according to the Mosaic law, the Passover is prescribed to be celebrated on the 15th day of the month Nisan; another, devised by the law-experts on account of inept causes, against the law of God — by which [they] transfer the New Moon of the year, and the calends of the months, sometimes by one or two days." II. First, second, and third, in the age of CHRIST the Lord, the "Fourteeners" [Quartadecimani] celebrated the Passover with the Jews on whatever feria [it] had fallen — whether I, or II, or III, or IV, and others. Therefore [there were] not yet, among the Jews, those usual "hyper-postponements" [ὑπερθέσεις] of the days, and declinations of certain ferias by the ADU and BaDU rules. The inference is clear; and the antecedent is handed down by the very Nicene Council (in Theodoret, history bk. 1, ch. 9); by Constantine the Great, in the epistle sent from the same Council (in Eusebius, bk. 3 On the Life of the same Constantine, ch. 17); by Polycrates (in the same Eusebius, bk. 5, ch. 22 & 23); by Tertullian (book On prescription); by St. Athanasius (in the epistle On the Synods of Ariminum and Seleucia); by St. Epiphanius (heresy 50 & 70); by St. Augustine (book On heresies, ch. 29); [and] by Philastrius (in the heresy On the feast of the Pascha). III. The ancients hand down this [as the mark] of difference between the Christian and the Jewish Pascha: that ours never falls [on] Moon 14, whether this be a Sunday or not (for if [it] be a Sunday, [it] is transferred into the following [day]; if [it] be not, [it] is awaited); but the Jews' [Pascha] always falls [on] Moon 14, even if [it] fall on a Sunday. Come, then, let us make the 14th day to be the 14th of Nisan's Moon. Therefore feria second [Monday] will be the first [day] of unleavened bread — against the rule BaDU and ADU. Therefore in those times, those rules [were] as yet unheard-of. And the antecedent is [found] in Epiphanius (heresy 70); [in] Theophilus, in the epistle to Theodosius, which Bede reports (book On the reckoning of times, ch. 57); [in] Bede himself (same place, ch. 59); [in] St. Ambrose (epistle 83). IV. The same St. Epiphanius (heresy 31, of the Ebionites; and 51, of the Alogi), speaking of the first day of unleavened bread as [it] was kept by the Jews in the time of CHRIST the Lord (for [he] explains what is [meant by] Luke 6, "the second-first sabbath"), says [that] in any week the feria — even II, IV, and VI — could be [the day] on which the first of the days of unleavened bread fell. Where, therefore, [were] the Baduan transferences? V. Since so many and so great Fathers, Greek and Latin, of old have treated of the day of the Pascha, both in the Old and in the New Testament, [and] have disputed against the Jews — and have sometimes questioned some of them about the city or affairs of the Hebrews — how [is it that] none of them, or [with] at least some report of hearing, signified [that he] had learned [anything] about those postponements [comperendinationes]? How [is it that he] who—
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—[he] who so often mentioned this feast — Josephus and Philo — would nowhere have sprinkled even the least little suspicion [of it]? VI. From the manner in which the Rabbis narrate that matter, and wish to procure for it the highest hoariness, to any man of "not-fat nostril" [i.e. of keen discernment] the fable stinks. For thus [they] recite: "In the house of the second sanctuary, when [it] was built and completed, then [there] was seen fire complete, and above it the King of the world raising himself aloft and standing between the vestibule of the Temple — [they] received (namely, the ancient Rabbis) a crown, and grasped the hidden seal, and numbered, and established the statute or order of the age; and [it] was handed into the hands of R. Eliezer, who [was] great in all [things]; and [he] appointed: 'Not on BaDU Pur [the feast of lots, Purim],' and 'not on BaDU Pesach,' 'not on GeHaZ Pentecost,' and 'not on ADU the beginning of the year,' and 'not on AGU the days of propitiation [Atonement], forever.'" But if by such and so great a divine prodigy Eliezer arranged and constituted the times, how could any of the Rabbis dare to contradict him in this matter? But concerning Abenezra [Ibn Ezra] — who [is] of the highest authority among the Jews — and concerning others, I have already said above. Do I add [that], at the beginning of all times (in the very intent, namely, of the creation of the world), [there was] that "war" [dispute] against him [Eliezer] by R. Iosue [Joshua] and his followers — an indication [of falsity] — while that [Eliezer] wants [it to be] the month Tishri, [and] this [Joshua] Nisan? But [that] this Rabbi [Eliezer] should so seriously, and indeed in the first place, [treat] "of the feast of lots [Purim]" — is [there] not thereby given a great occasion to smell out the falsity of this narration? For since this feast took its beginning from Esther and Mordecai, either their history was before the second Temple, or after. If before, the Rabbis falsely assert [that], when that Temple was complete, these canons were made by that Eliezer; if after — [or] if [it] was straightway after the Temple — [it] cannot be shown [that] this time coincided with the completion of the Temple (when [they] want that fiery throne to have appeared and those canons to have been founded); or [if it] agree [with a time] long after (as I truly showed [it] was, on Esther ch. 1, quaest. 3), then much less could a feast which was not yet [in existence] be described by Eliezer. VII. Scaliger himself seems even little firm and consistent with himself in this his opinion. For, besides that [he] deserted his first argument from his first edition (as [was] done above), [he] says [that] those transferences were in use among the Jews already from the utmost antiquity (in the same first edition, fol. 89): "so that I would dare to affirm [them] even [to be] older than the Babylonian exile," he says. But in the other edition (fol. 102) [he] is content to fetch the epochs of those times from the Seleucid Kings, who were much later than the Babylonian exile; [and] repeats [it]. In the same edition (bk. 7, fol. 604) [he] again affirms [it] before the Seleucid times. Then almost the whole disputation which [he] had instituted about these [things] in the prior edition, [he] either changed or diminished in the second. What [of the fact] that in the same second edition [he] vehemently asserted [what] before (bk. 2, fol. 104), [and] the same [thing] (bk. 5, fol. 422 & 423) [he] more vehemently denies? But that [matter], in this same question, when [his] fourth argument is discussed, will perhaps come into [our] hands again. VIII. But now [it] will be worth the labor to weigh what causes and proofs the Jews' own Rabbis — and from them Burgensis [Paul of Burgos] (in the cited place) and Sca—
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—liger (bk. 7, fol. 604) bring forward [for those political transpositions]. One [cause] is: lest two sabbaths run consecutively. For if the New Moon of Tishri were let be [on] feria first [Sunday], IV, and VI — which the canon ADU rejects — nevertheless the 10th day of the month, which is [that] of propitiation [the Day of Atonement], would fall on feria VI; since indeed, the first [day] of Tishri being that same feria V, [the tenth] would be [on] feria first, if the first day of the month were feria VI. But if the day of propitiation be feria sixth [Friday], the Sabbath will follow [it]; if [it] be feria first [Sunday], the Sabbath will precede [it]; and so two sabbaths will be continued — namely, the Sabbath, and the feast [of Atonement] which is to be observed as a Sabbath. Burgensis says these [things] otherwise, but either [his] memory or [his] calculation deceived him. And [they] say [it is] absurd [that] two sabbaths of this kind be continued, for two causes. One is משום ירקיא ומשום מתיא [mishum yerakya u-mishum metaya], that is, "on account of the vegetables [herbs] — or cooked foods — and on account of the dead": because these, against the danger of corruption and of [loss of] decency, cannot be preserved through a solid two-day [period]; and this cause is called בחדי תרי שבתי [be-chadei terei shabtei, "the two sabbaths together"]. The other cause is: lest in the Sabbath some work be done which ought not to be done. For example: if the first day of Tishri were feria first [Sunday], then the feast-day which is called Hoshana Rabba [the great Hosanna] would fall on the very day of the Sabbath; and then, by reason of the feast, the hoshanot or palm-branches would have to be carried, [and] a certain procession would have to be made — a circuit once around the altar itself of old, but now around the maemar [the reading-platform], or that place which [they have] in the Synagogues, higher [raised] and in the middle. But, by reason of the Sabbath, these [things] ought not to be done.

But that former [cause], concerning two continuous Sabbaths, was neither of old kept among the Jews — even in the times of the Seleucids themselves — nor is [it] kept today, nor [is it] necessary to keep [it]. First I show [this] by that old example which Scaliger himself, for another matter (bk. 2, fol. 104), calls "illustrious, and [one] which cannot be passed over without sin." And [it] is from Nicolaus of Damascus (in Josephus, bk. 13, ch. 16), where, while Hyrcanus was following Antiochus Sidetes and Pius [in war] against the Parthians, [Hyrcanus] besought him [Antiochus] on the journey [that] he would halt for a two-day [period], because by chance a native [Jewish] feast had fallen; and Josephus explains [that it] was then "Pentecost after the Sabbath." Behold — sabbaths, or festal days on which [one] abstains from work, two continuous: ἡ πεντηκοστὴ μετὰ σαββάτου [hē pentēkostē meta sabbatou, "Pentecost after the Sabbath"], as Josephus speaks; to whom, if [there] had then been any hearing of ADU or BaDU, [even] the least, this [author] could not but have indicated [it]. Nay, Hyrcanus would more easily have obtained one day of rest from the King than [if he] had asked [for two] days; and [it] would have been more prudent and more moderate. But Scaliger perceives [that] his opinion concerning the antiquity of the transferences is much pressed by that example, and therefore has tried to turn [it] aside — never indeed openly, but covertly, and as if doing something else — yet, in his own manner, inconsistently. For in the Emendation (bk. 2, fol. 90) [he] said the continuation of Sabbaths [was] avoided, except in Pentecost. But this exception, because [he] perceived [it] made by himself without cause and foundation, [he] answers otherwise in the Emendation of the Emendation (bk. 7, fol. 604): "With this," he says, "the ancient Jews instituted [that] they had regard of the one Tishri, which is almost entirely excepted from the solemnities"; and straightway [he] subjoins those two causes, of foods and of corpses: "because," he says, "to preserve these through a continuous two-day [period], in the autumn time most fervent in [those] regions, was dangerous." But [he] devises this exception too entirely out of his own brain.
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—[he] devises [it]. For since in the Talmud [tractate] Rosh Hashanah — that is, "of the head of the year" — in the commentaries on the mazaloth [zodiac constellations], the tekufot [seasons], the mechuberoth [conjunctions], and the qeviʿot [the fixings], the Jews' Rabbis have written so many things, how [comes it that] this exception [is] written or insinuated by none [of them] ever? And how does that [Scaliger] call the autumn time "most fervent"? How, in the month Sivan — while in those regions the harvest was being carried on, and Pentecost was being celebrated — could foods and corpses be preserved for a two-day [period], [but] in the month Tishri could not? And when is more of vegetables eaten than in the vernal and summer months? But neither, for Tishri, do these [Rabbis] teach [that] the continuation of the Sabbaths was always removed by the Rabbis' canons of transferring. These [are] their [own] words: חוי נוטיב ורה השנה ... קדושה אחת לעולם [approx.] — that is, "forever the Jews keep rosh hashanah, or the beginning of the year, [on] two days, and indeed of one and the same sanctity."

The other [point] was: [that] today those causes concerning foods and the bodies of the dead are not kept. For indeed we see [that they] duplicate almost all the feasts — as the first and last day of Tabernacles and of the Passover, and of similar [feasts]. But being asked why — since that [is] not commanded, nay, since [to do] anything of those [things] which are commanded is forbidden [on such days] — they do so, [they] answer [that] they received this from the Rabbis, [and that] the New Moons were not certainly known to them; and therefore, if perhaps [there] should be error on one day, [they] compensate that error by the other day. [It] is added [that], by the Baduan canon too, two continuous Sabbaths could [arise]. For let [it] be, for example, [that] the New Moon of Nisan [be] on feria first: certainly the 14th of the same month [will be] a day [that] will be a Sabbath, and the 15th will be the solemn first [day] of unleavened bread. Again, let the same New Moon of the same month be on a Sabbath: [it] will necessarily be after the Sabbath of Pentecost, as [it] was in the time of Hyrcanus, as [was] expounded above; and [it] was but a few years ago.

The third [point] was: [that] the same causes concerning the cooking of foods and the burial of the dead are not necessary. For [that] the dead could be carried out and buried on feast-days [was] confirmed at the end of the preceding question. But [that] vegetables [are] eaten on the Sabbath—
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—who commands [it]? What so great necessity presses? Or [is it that] of other foods [there] is nothing? And can these not be so preserved, seasoned, and cooked, that [they] bear the sun in the cellar and store for a two-day [period]? Then, on the feasts of unleavened bread and the like, the cooking of foods and [their] preparation was granted to anyone by the divine law (Exod. 12 v. 16).

I go on, therefore, to the other cause — concerning the carrying of palms on the Sabbath, and the circuit of the altar or of the ambo [pulpit]. For I ask by what [persons] and when these began. For while [the Rabbis], objecting to themselves why on account of hashana [Rosh Hashanah] the transmigration of days is made — [and] not on account of the blast of the trumpets — confess [that] those [rites] were instituted and begun by their Rabbis, that [thing] I ask: why on the Sabbath [is it] not lawful to do these [things]? Do [they] not pertain to the worship of God? Were [they] not done in the Temple, as [they] wish? And — that I may take the argument from CHRIST the Lord (Matt. 12 v. 5): "Have ye not read in the law, that on the Sabbaths the priests in the Temple violate the Sabbath, and are without crime [guiltless]?" Truly, [it] is [a work] of greater, more difficult, and more abject toil and labor to lead lambs and oxen to the altar on feast-days, to slaughter [them], to flay, to cleanse and wash [them], to cut [them] limb from limb, to lay [them] on the altar and burn [them] — and, that I may say [it] in a word, to discharge the office of shepherds, butchers, and cooks — than to carry palms in [one's] hands and to venerate God with a religious circuit. [Was] not (2 Esdras [Nehemiah] 12 v. 27), at the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem, a pious "wall-circuit" [muralis circuitio] held? [Was] not, in the Jericho-overthrow, a pious "city-lustration-circuit" [amburbale] likewise [held] on the Sabbath day? And, will [they], nill [they], the Rabbis must confess — since not only on the seventh day of Tabernacles, but also on the first and the following [days], they perform the same circuits and palm-ceremonies — either [that] this does not conflict with the holiness of the Sabbath, or [that they] violate that same holiness even on the first day of Tabernacles too, though less often. For on the first day and the following [ones] [they circuit] only once; but on the seventh day, seven times (as will elsewhere again be recalled), [they] go around with palms. And because in the little narration of this matter Burgensis was again [involved], and [he] nevertheless recalls himself to the Reader's estimation, I will here place the necessary table of the month Tishri.

Table of the month Tishri — the day of the month (1–21), the weekday-feria (with its planetary sign) when the 1st is a Sunday [feria 1], and the feasts:




	Day
	Feria (planet)
	Feast





	1
	1 (☉ Sun)
	New Moon (Neomenia)



	2
	2 (☾ Moon)
	



	3
	3 (♂ Mars)
	



	4
	4 (☿ Mercury)
	



	5
	5 (♃ Jupiter)
	



	6
	6 (♀ Venus)
	



	7
	7 (♄ Saturn)
	



	8
	1 (☉)
	



	9
	2 (☾)
	



	10
	3 (♂)
	Day of Atonement (dies propitiationis)



	11
	4 (☿)
	



	12
	5 (♃)
	



	13
	6 (♀)
	



	14
	7 (♄)
	



	15
	1 (☉)
	first day of Tabernacles



	16
	2 (☾)
	



	17
	3 (♂)
	



	18
	4 (☿)
	



	19
	5 (♃)
	



	20
	6 (♀)
	



	21
	7 (♄)
	last day of Tabernacles





[Caption of this column:] "Nowhere from this [arrangement do] two Sabbaths [fall] continuous." [The printed table carries further parallel columns testing a start on other ferias; several are captioned "Two continuous Sabbaths" (Duo Sabbatha continua), showing which starts would produce back-to-back Sabbaths.]
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Now indeed, since [it was] after the times of CHRIST the Lord [that] the Rabbis devised these transpositions of days, [the] conjecture of those [is] not far from the truth who say [it] was done by them to abolish the memory and authority of the Lord's Passion — because, namely, the Passover can never [then] be [on] feria VI [Friday].

IX. [It] is established by R. Samuel Iarchinaah [Jarchi] [that] the tekufot are reckoned from the Julian year. But where [was] this [Julian] year in the time of the Seleucids? Nor is [it] enough [that] they confess these [tekufot] came in, [but] not the translations [transferences]; for concerning the antiquity of these [tekufot] [they bring] nothing more than concerning those [transferences]. [It] remains, first, that something be said to Scaliger's arguments.

To 1, 2, 3: the antecedent is denied. Because [Scaliger] is wont both to reckon the years of the Lord, and several Passovers of the same [year], otherwise than the truth has [them], and to use his own peculiar "chrono-arithmetic." To 4: [Scaliger] himself answers (bk. 5 of the later emendation, fol. 422) in these words: "The reasoning escaped Josephus, and me too, who (bk. 2) vainly tried to demonstrate [that] the 17th [of] Tammuz of that year, which Josephus assigns, was a Sabbath." And afterward (fol. 423): "In the second book we sought what was not, and plainly we were deluded with Josephus: [there] is plainly an ἀνωμαλία [anōmalia, "anomaly"] in the circle [cycle] of the sun. Let ours, then, be corrected — and Dio's, and Josephus's error." Since, therefore, [Scaliger] himself not only nods and applauds, but even orders and asks [it], the antecedent is likewise denied. To 5: because this is proposed in a twofold way, I respond first, as to the prior edition, [that] the first consequence is to be denied. For a translation is not made on account of Iach when [it] is precisely Iach — that is, hour 18 — as some wish, against Burgensis; or certainly, [only] when [it] is something above hour 18, as the opinion of all assents. To this Scaliger himself says [there are], above hour 18, minutes 555. How, therefore, ought the translation to be made? But [that there] is no necessity of a translation if [it] be precisely hour 18 (and [that] nothing be lacking nor over), these words of the Rabbis teach, in the chapter on mehuberoth [conjunctions] & qeviʿot cited above (fol. 142) [Hebrew], that is: "When the molad or New Moon falls on hour 18 (Note well) or after hour 18 and above, certainly then [it] would not be seen on that day, not [even] by a particle or one moment; and if we should fix the New Moon itself, and men did not see [it], [it] would be a mockery and an illusion."

And this is [what] is called the molad, or the "old New Moon." But if [it] could be seen even one moment before the middle of the day, no translation is made — since a part of the day is as [it were] a whole day. I respond, as to the 2nd edition, [that] the last consequence is denied. For in Iyar, which is a month of 29 days, the New Moon was [on] feria 4; but in Nisan [on] feria fifth, on account of which no translation is [made]; therefore in Tishri the New Moon was on a Sabbath. For the canon is: "rosh hashanah, or the New Moon of Tishri, is the third day [from] the same Pesach." But the Sabbath is not a day which is called פסול [pasul, "invalid/unfit"], or unfit for the New Moon. Therefore [so]. Because, truly, the intercalation of the months does not depend on these translations of days, and therefore that [intercalation] could already anciently be in use, [but] this [day-translation] not likewise — whatever the Marburg disputant On unleavened bread (no. 59) may hallucinate.
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To the other question, moreover — whether without violation of the Mosaic law transferences and intercalations of this kind could be made? — Paulus Burgensis (in the cited place) and Bellarmine (bk. 4 On the Eucharist, ch. 7) answer [that they] could; because when the law prescribed this or that month or day, [it] willed [it] to be taken not by the most accurate calculation of the Astronomers, but [by that] which all commonly hold, and which was publicly set before all. For [it] is not necessary to pursue the true, most difficult motions of the sun and moon, but [one] may be content with the mean [motions], by the divine law — as [is done] among us in the Christian Church too, both as regards Ecclesiastical and Political [matters]. Yet a distinction seems to be applied. For truly, if the cause of the translation and intercalation be from the motion of the Sun and Moon, or even from certain other necessary things, those [transfers] are truly [lawful]; but if [they be effected] from other, non-necessary [causes], and made up by the sole arbitrary will of private men, the divine law seems indeed to be twisted. And of this kind are all the Aduan and Baduan [rules].

To the third question, [Bellarmine] answers in the same book, but in the following chapter, with these words: "If such a change (of the days) had been made, all — even the best men — ought to have followed that change. For, as I showed above, [it] was not against the law of God, but was a certain accommodation of the Calendar, prudently made. Whence deservedly, as schismatics and disobedient to the Synagogue, those could have been punished who had done otherwise." Namely, because such a change was ordered by the Magistracy and the wise men — whom [one] must deservedly reckon to have approved, in the Sanhedrin, no [causes] but true and necessary ones. Yet the Marburg heretic, cited before, barks at Bellarmine in a twofold way, in [his] booklet On unleavened bread (no. 49 & 5). First. [That] many pious [men] were accustomed to keep the ancient and Mosaic days of the Passover, not that [day] which the Synagogue had postponed: "For [there] were," he says, "in those days [those] who altogether denied the law handed down orally" — or, as the Tishbite [Elias Levita] says of Elias (namely in the word Tsadok): "Kapheru ba-torah shel be-ʿal peh, lo heeminu … ba-torah shel bi-ktav" — that is, "they did not believe except what was written in the [written] law; and thence [they] were called Karaim [Karaites], that is, Biblicists or textualists." Whence, when R. Eliezer son of R. Simeon son of Iochai [Yochai] was being lamented, among his other praises [it] was said [that] he was Kara, that is, a Biblicist. Second. [That] by these [Karaites] — even if perhaps with little good grace they differed from the priests and scribes — nothing was sinned against the Political tranquility; for the celebration of the Passover was performed in private houses, which disturbed the public use of the Calendar not at all.

But in his prior barking [Moltherus] does not prove that which the heretic assumes — [namely] that many pious men then anticipated the day prescribed by the Synagogue. For grant [that] they were Karaites: did they [therefore] keep no law brought forth by the Magistrates? Or, if anything had to be done Ecclesiastically or Politically, did [they] never comply? Then, those Karaites — how does [he] call [them] "pious men"? Does not Elias Thesbites [Levita], the author [he] cites, in the cited place call them פושעים [poshim, "transgressors"], that is, Apostates or heretics? Does [he] not testify [that they] are Sadducees, and [are] so called by the Latins? But because the disputant [Moltherus] makes so much of Scaliger — that [he] would think some hoariness could be procured for the day-translation by the authority of that one [man] (no. 54) — come, [let us see], concerning the Karaites, what [is said] by the same—
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—written by the same [author] (bk. 2, later edition, fol. 144): "Few," he says, "[are] the Karaim [Karaites] in proportion to the Rabbanites, who are diffused through all Europe. These, although [they be] mere Jews, nevertheless exercise inexpiable hatreds among themselves; nor [would one] distinguish them from the others, that [they] at least [might] address one another." And these Karaim [are] of the remnants of the old Sadducees, whose these [things are], in the Scriptures, [as their] praises: [that] they say [there] is no resurrection (Matt. 22 v. 23), nor Angel, nor Spirit (Acts 23 v. 8). But what [Scaliger] afterward changed of these, and how rightly, is very easy to read in the Minerval (bk. 3, ch. 10 & 11). But concerning R. Eliezer the Rabbi, [Elias] answers in the word Kara — [Elias Thisbites (Levita)], who related this little history. For [he] says [that] sometimes [he] is called Kara who is diligent, assiduous, and fixed in the divine codex, which they call — from reading — Mikra, and who is otherwise called baal pasuk [master of the verse], though [he] be not of the Sadducees' heresy; and in that manner this Eliezer [is] named Karai. But be it [so]: [suppose he] was of that heresy, and [was] praised by that name — what does [it] matter? For what [was] he, and by whom [was he] so praised? By his own [people], namely — "by the sons," says Elias, "of his own generation" — who [are] בני דורו [benei doro, "the sons of his generation"] — just as [it would be] if anyone should praise the followers of Illyricus [Flacius], Luther, Calvin, [and] Schwenckfeld, as others have done. For whose funeral-lie of their own [people] do these [men] not bless? Furthermore, [Moltherus] in [his] later barking takes [it] as [it were] certain [that] the conscience is not bound by the laws of the Magistrates, and then, if secretly and privately anything be done against them, [that there] is nothing of sin. But the Apostle contradicts (Rom. 13 v. 5): "Be subject of necessity, not only on account of wrath, but also on account of conscience." Then [it] is false [that], thus in private houses, the Passover could be kept by anyone so that [it] would not be publicly known. In the minds of many this error has settled; but [it] is to be uprooted from the [things] said (q. 21 & 24). For all the paschal lambs of all [the people] had to be immolated by the priests and Levites — and indeed in the Temple, where the [things] that were done [were done], and indeed through the public ministers of the sacred rites — [they] could not but be public, and manifest to all. And hence, [as] by light, [it] is made the clearer [that] neither CHRIST the Lord, nor any other, could have wished — or conveniently have [been able] — to anticipate or transgress the ordinary day of the paschal immolation, [the day] appointed by the Jerusalem Sanhedrin. [There] are certain difficulties, as regards CHRIST the Lord, [which have] already [been] set forth by Ribera and Soarez [Suárez], but [more properly] by Toletus and others, and [which are] perhaps more properly of another place. And truly, the question [being] now laid aside, [I have said] already more than enough — of which mention had also been made (bk. 1, ch. 4, q. 12).


Question XXXI. At what hour was the Passover to be immolated and eaten? (Qua immolandi, edendique Paschatis hora?)

Of the year, month, and day of the Passover [it has been] treated hitherto: the hour remains, which in the Old Testament is variously set forth. For Exod. 12 v. 6 says "at evening" in Greek and Latin — but in Hebrew, "between the two evenings" [bein ha-arbayim]. In the same place (v. 18), in Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, twice, "at evening." Lev. 23 v. 5, in Latin "at evening," in Hebrew "between the two evenings," and in Greek similarly ἀνὰ μέσον τῶν ἑσπερινῶν [ana meson tōn hesperinōn, "between the evenings"]. Deut. 16 v. 4, "at evening," and so [in] Greek and Hebrew. But (v. 6) "at evening, at the setting of the sun—"
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—in Hebrew, "in the evening, while the sun sets"; in Greek, ἑσπέρας πρὸς δυσμὰς ἡλίου [hesperas pros dysmas hēliou, "at evening, toward the setting of the sun"]. But the Chaldaean [paraphrast], where [it] is simply in Hebrew "in the evening," puts [Aramaic] "in the season"; where [it is] "between the two evenings," [he puts] elsewhere "according to the setting of the sun." But in this [place], Joshua ch. 5, in Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, as [in] Deut. 16 v. 4, "at evening." From these [it] appears [that] the name "evening" is taken in Scripture in a twofold way: 1. generally, for the later part of the day; then, [2.] specifically, for certain parts of this later part. For what somewhere is generally said "at evening," this elsewhere is more distinctly expressed [as] "between the two evenings" — so that [it] is clear, first, [that there] are two evenings; secondly, [that] between these some time is interposed; thirdly, [that] both this interposed time and its termini (namely, the two evenings) are generally called "evening." Here, therefore, [it] must be asked what that interposed time is, and what its termini [are]. And straightway six opinions occur.

The first: [that] that time [is] the space interposed between the evening of the preceding night and the other evening of the following night — namely, the night, one, [together] with a day; or τὸ νυχθήμερον [to nychthēmeron, "the night-and-day" (24 hours)]. So [it is] in Maldonatus (on Matt. 26), [held by] certain [scholars]. The second: [that it] is the whole [time] between the evening of the 14th day and the morning of the 15th day, the night interposed. For one terminus is that evening of the 14th, the other the following morning — which sometimes also seems to be called by the name "evening" (Matt. 28): "In the evening of the Sabbath, when [it] dawns toward the first [day] of the Sabbath [week]." And to this Lipomanus inclines (in the catena on Exodus). The third: [that it] is the whole afternoon time, from midday until the setting of the sun. For, because at the sixth hour of the day the sun straightway begins to incline, [it] rightly seems to be called "evening" — just as [there] is no doubt about the setting of the sun. So R. Nathan (in the Mechilta), R. Simeon ben Iohai [Yochai] (in the Zohar), Radak [David Kimḥi], and among our [writers] Lyranus [Lyra] (on Exod. ch. 12), Abulensis (same place), Jansenius (Concord, ch. 129). The fourth: [that it] is the afternoon time — not whole, but its part, namely from the ninth hour up to the eleventh hour. And of this opinion the author is Josephus (bk. 6 of the War, ch. 4), to whom [they] most willingly subscribe: Cajetan (Exod. 12), Masius (on this place of Joshua), Ribera (bk. 5, ch. 3), Marcellus Francolinus (in the book On the time of the Canonical hours, ch. 20), Jansenius (Concord, ch. 43), Scaliger (bk. 6, fol. 532 & 533). The fifth: [that it] is that time of light which, after the setting of the sun, remains on the horizon for a while, until darkness occupies all [things]; and [it] is wont to be called "the vespertine twilight" [vespertinum crepusculum]. For [at] the setting of the sun — or, as [it] is named from the beginning of this opposition, בוא השמש [bo ha-shemesh, "the coming/setting of the sun"] — [there] is a certain "evening," and likewise the obscuring of light and the succession of darkness. So R. Abenezra [Ibn Ezra] comments (on Exod. 12); and in the same place Oleaster, and Jacobus Stapulensis [Lefèvre] (on John 18); Hieronymus Vielmus (On the work of the six days, lecture 11); Maldonatus (on Matt. 26, v. 2, q. 2, and v. 20). The sixth: [that it] is the time between the sun sitting on the western horizon (which [they] say is called נטיית השמש [netiyat ha-shemesh, "the inclining of the sun"]) and the sun's absence from our sight, which by them is called שקיעת השמש [sheqiʿat ha-shemesh, "the sinking of the sun"]. So the moderns in Scaliger (bk. 6, fol. 532) — the Jews, and [those] who wrote from 400 years ago hence.

[It] must be known, first, [that] in the most ancient times of Moses, and thereafter for quite a while, [there] were not the "hours" of the day, as [there] were afterward, and [as there are] today—
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—[as there are today]. For the day, which the light makes, was divided into nearly three parts — morning, midday, and evening (as [in] Psalm 54 [55] v. 17) — which among Homer are called ἠὼς ἢ δείλη ἢ μέσον ἦμαρ [ēōs ē deilē ē meson ēmar, "dawn, or afternoon, or midday"], as [in] Ruth ch. 2 (quaest. 24) [it] is again touched. And "hour" then signified the opportune time of each thing — or, as the Latins also called [it], "tempestas" [season] — as also in the Scriptures (Rom. 13:11; Luke 14:17; Apoc. 14:7 & 15; John 2:4). For thus "the hour of food" was said, and in the Tablets of the laws, "the last tempestas." But indeed, in the time of CHRIST the Lord, [there] was already the use of hours, as today. For "one hour" [is] Matt. 20:12, Mar. 14:37, Apoc. 18:10, 17, 19; "third" Matt. 20:3, Mar. 15:25, Acts 2:15, ch. 23:23, John 23[?]; and "hour three" Acts 5 v. 7; "sixth" Matt. 20:5, ch. 27:45, Mar. 15:33, Luke 23:44, John 4:6, ch. 19 v. 14, Acts 10; "seventh" John 4:52; "ninth" Matt. 20:5, ch. 27:45–46, Mar. 15:33–34, Luke 23:44, Acts 3:1, ch. 10; "tenth" John 1:39; "eleventh" Matt. 20:19; "the last hour" 1 John 2:18; "the twelfth hour of the day" John 11:9. When, therefore, the hour of the Passover is asked, [it] is enough to answer [that] anciently [it] was "evening"; but for the later times [one] ought to show that hour more minutely, and to show what hour answered to the parts of that evening. For also St. Luke, concerning the last Passover of CHRIST the Lord, said (ch. 22:14): ὅτε ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα, ἀνέπεσεν [hote egeneto hē hōra, anepesen, "when the hour came, he reclined"], which St. Matthew (26:20) and St. Mark (14:17) had said more generally, ὀψίας γενομένης ἀνέκειτο [opsias genomenēs anekeito, "when evening had come, he reclined"]. [It] must be known, besides, [that] those two actions in the Paschal lamb must be distinguished — the immolation and the eating. Finally, [it] seems to me thus:

First, [that] the hour of the immolation, as to [its] beginning, was the ninth hour of the day — which to us [is] today the third afternoon [hour]. First, because Josephus so expressly hands [it] down, and after him so many not-to-be-despised writers, as [was] seen in the fourth opinion. Secondly: [that] was the ordinary hour of the vespertine sacrifice, which even today is called Minchah by the Jews. And although the prayers which [they] suppose [said] for it, and from which [they] name [it], these Jews of ours are wont to say [is] later at Constantinople, yet elsewhere too in the East [it is] earlier, and near the third hour. Thirdly: because Deut. 16 v. 6 says not "at the setting of the sun" — which the Rabbis call biat ha-shemesh — but "around the setting of the sun," ke-viat ha-shemesh: namely, as πρὸς [pros] the setting of the sun, or, as we rendered above (as the Seventy [did]), πρὸς δυσμὰς ἡλίου [pros dysmas hēliou, "toward the setting of the sun"]. Scaliger, in the cited place, adds a fourth reason: that the parasceue [preparation] begins properly from the ninth hour. But I rejected [this] (quaest. 10, on Judith ch. 8). Now [there are] two [things] in which the same Scaliger, expanding this same reasoning, slips; [these] I point out. One is [that] [he] falsely cites one place of Josephus, and altogether perverts [it]. For [he] makes him [Josephus] speak thus (fol. 532): [Greek] "…at the ninth hour of the day." But where has Josephus ever written this? Nowhere certainly, except bk. 6 of the Captivity, ch. 31 [45], where nevertheless [he], with too-bold a hand, converted "night" into "day." For [it] is not read καθ' ἡμέρας ἐνάτην [kath' hēmeras enatēn, "at the ninth [hour] of the day"], but κατὰ νυκτὸς ἐνάτην [kata nyktos enatēn, "of the night"], as [in] the same bk. 6, ch. 12. Nor can Scaliger, by any critical artifice, say [it] is indeed so read, but that "day" is to be read for "night." For Josephus narrates a portent which happened by night — namely, [that] the altar and the Jerusalem Temple [were] surrounded by so great a light, around the ninth hour of the night, that [it seemed a] clear day—
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—[a clear day] would seem. "ὡς," says Josephus, "δοκεῖν ἡμέραν εἶναι λαμπράν" [hōs dokein hēmeran einai lampran, "so that [it] seemed to be a bright day"]. And I wonder [that] he [Scaliger] did not at least somewhat more fittingly adapt his corruption to Josephus's elegance, so that [he] would write "at the ninth hour of the day." The other is [that it] would not be sufficiently consistent for him. For [Scaliger] wants [it that], after the ninth hour of the day, the lamb [was] slain, flayed, disemboweled, dressed, roasted, and prepared, and again — "after the ninth [hour] prepared," he says, "and the cooked foods, which by the Jews are called mezon shel [the meal-dishes]," and yet afterward [it] is whole [complete] in it — as [is proved] from the Rabbis' canon which I brought forward toward the end of quaest. 9 (on Judith ch. 8), and which, after Hilkhot Chol ha-Moed, the Sefer Mitzvot Gadol repeats and treats (fol. 59): [it] would prove [that], on the day before the Sabbaths and feasts, from the ninth hour [it] was not lawful to do work. Either, therefore, that canon was already then [in force], and [it] was not lawful at that time to roast and prepare the lamb; or that was lawful, and that canon was not yet ratified.

II. Josephus indicates the end of the immolation of the lamb, in the same place, [to have] been the eleventh hour. But [there] are [those] who take that hour [as] beginning; Scaliger (fol. 532) [takes it] as exact and completed. To whom I rather assent, first, because those namings of the hours are properly conferred now on their past termini; secondly, because a solid whole hour would [thus] be given to the immolation — from the ninth hour, namely, up to the end of the tenth. For the ninth hour, exactly [completed], began the tenth hour; and this elapsed, then straightway the eleventh comes on. But [it] deceives the Reader, Beza, when [he] writes [that], in Matt. ch. 26, the hour is named by Josephus the "twelfth." From the words of each [author] the truth will appear. So then Beza [writes]: "The last part of the 14th day is named by the Hebrews the space between the two evenings, beginning — as Josephus witnesses (bk. 6 of the Jewish War) — from the 9th hour up to the 12th; that is, up to the setting of the sun, which began the following day." But Josephus [says]: Ἐνστάσης ἑορτῆς (πάσχα καλεῖται), καθ' ἣν θύουσι μὲν ἀπὸ ἐνάτης ὥρας μέχρι ἑνδεκάτης [Enstasēs heortēs (pascha kaleitai), kath' hēn thyousi men apo enatēs hōras mechri hendekatēs, "the feast being present (it is called Pascha), on which [they] sacrifice from the ninth hour up to the eleventh"] — "Do you hear? μέχρι ἑνδεκάτης [mechri hendekatēs] — up to the eleventh." So [it] is in the ancient version of Rufinus too. A similar lapse of the same Beza is on the same page a little after, in citing the same Josephus and bk. [6], ch. 20. But that pertains to the days of unleavened bread, of which below.

III. The hour of the eating of the lamb is set down by Scaliger [as] the twelfth hour of the day; but more truly [it] was the first [hour] after the setting of the sun. That opinion of his is taken from these his words (bk. 6, fol. 532): "Twofold is ὀψία [opsia] or ἑσπέρα [hespera, "evening"]: one, namely ὀψία, is the time of the vespertine oblation; the other [is] the setting of the sun, namely the beginning of the following civil day. This interval [is] Moses's ben ha-arbaiim [bein ha-arbayim], ἀνὰ μέσον τῶν δύο ἑσπερῶν [ana meson tōn dyo hesperōn, "between the two evenings"], within which time the Paschal lamb was to be slain and eaten." And afterward again: "To eat the lamb after the setting of the sun is to be ignorant of the law." But on the contrary [it] is to be turned back against him: "To eat the lamb before the setting of the sun is to be ignorant both of the law and of many other [things]." The law indeed, because [it] commands only (in the places cited at the beginning) that at evening the immolation be made — as [was] already expounded — and then (Exod. ch. 12 v. 18) the unleavened [breads] are commanded to be eaten on the same 14th day at evening, since indeed the eating of the unleavened [breads] began together with the eating of the paschal lamb (as [is clear] from the same ch. v. 8, [and] Deut. 16 v. 3). [That] which is said of the evening of these [unleavened breads] is to be understood also of the evening of the eating of the lamb. But their evening began after the setting of the sun on the 14th day, as will be taught below. Therefore—
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Therefore. Again, Exod. 12 v. 8 we read: "And they shall eat the flesh that night, roasted with fire." But before the setting of the sun, is [it] night? Other [proofs] indeed [there] are several. 1. CHRIST the Lord, after the sun had set, ate the lamb. That, therefore, [was] the lawful hour, as I already argued above elsewhere concerning the day. But the antecedent is proved, because both St. Matthew (ch. 26 v. 20) and St. Mark (ch. 14 v. 17) say [that] ὀψίας γενομένης [opsias genomenēs, "when evening had come"] he reclined. And this the Evangelists commonly signify by the name τῆς ὀψίας [tēs opsias] — the vespertine time after the setting of the sun. For what St. Matthew (ch. 8 v. 16) had said simply "of evening," St. Mark expounded (ch. 1 v. 32) "when the sun had set." Most clearly, Matthew 20 vv. 6 & 8: after [some] workers had been called into the vineyard at the eleventh hour of the day, and had labored in it only up to that hour — so that [it] was the 12th hour of the day, and the sun had set — the householder is said to have rendered the wages to the workers ὀψίας γενομένης. So Matthew 16 v. 2, when from the color of the sky the serenity of the following day is foretold, [it] is ὀψία [opsia, "evening"]; and yet either [with] the sun already setting, or — and indeed most greatly — after [it], those foretellings are made. Matthew 27 v. 57: only after the setting of the sun, ὀψίας γενομένης, Joseph of Arimathea sought the body of Jesus from Pilate; and yet [it] was ὀψία. Thus [one] may weigh Mar. 4 v. 35, ch. 6 v. 47, ch. 15 v. 42, John 20 v. 19. Once, or perhaps twice, [it] signifies "the late daytime," which is before the setting of the sun; but so that the Evangelist St. Matthew himself has clearly indicated [it] (ch. 14 v. 15), when [it] is conferred with the subjoined v. 23; and to the same [effect] look Mar. 11 v. 11, John 6 v. 16. 2. Today still, the Jews give the beginning of the paschal supper only in the evening, after the sun has set — which [they] then draw out, with various prayers, psalms, rites, and trifles, almost into the middle of the night, as will be said below. 3. When after the setting of the sun the Passover is kept, [it] is indeed then the evening of the 14th day; but now much more, by the Hebrew reckoning, can that supper be said to look to [belong to] the 15th. And so the 15th day is the first day of unleavened bread, as will be said below. 4. How could [it] be done that in one hour — which alone remained before the setting of the sun (namely, from the eleventh to the 12th) — the lamb could be both cooked and eaten? But I truly reckon [that], during the whole time of the slaughtering, [for] those whose lambs had been slaughtered by the priests, [it] was lawful to conduct their cooking; yet this last hour of the day, properly destined for this thing, [was] on account of those whose lambs had been slain in the last part of the sixth hour — so that these too, the sun setting, would be prepared for the eating. For if the slaughtering [were] at the 12th hour, [there] would not be lacking some slower [ones], whose lamb would still be raw and unprepared at the last tempestas [hour]. 5. While Scripture forbids [that] anything of the residue from the lamb be [left] into the morning time, [it] seems tacitly to concede [that it is] lawful to eat [it] at any preceding hour of the night. 6. [As to] what the Chaldaean says — "between the two suns" — some indeed expound [it] "between the rising and the setting sun"; but then [that] the lamb would have to be immolated and eaten not by night but by day. And therefore [it is] rather [that one] may understand the Targum [as] "between the sun now inclining, and the sun now altogether hidden with its own light." And in nearly the same manner say the other Rabbis (ch. 5 [of] Pirke Avoth), in a certain enigmatic sentence: "Ten things were created be-erev shabbat bein ha-shemashot" [on the eve of the sabbath, at twilight / "between the suns"]. Finally, the heretic Beza, cited before (on Matt. 26) — whom—
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—Scaliger, [being] now on heretical soil only [with him], not unwillingly favors with tongue and mind — I know not whether [one] can take this opinion from him. For lastly [Beza] says: "The last hour of the 14th day [printed 'XVI'], in the feast of unleavened bread," he says, "was given to the roasting of the lamb, and to the rest of the preparation of that supper" — which supper, "by God's command," took up the setting (that is, the end) of the 14th, and thence, from the twilight, began the 15th day. Do you hear? "By God's command"! Either, therefore, let [him] despise Beza, or himself; or rather, let [him] embrace both, and the truth itself.

But, so that all [the things] which have been said may be so much the firmer, [it] will be worth the labor to invalidate the other five opinions posited at the beginning. And the first straightway falls of its own accord, when we advert [that] no particle of the lamb ever had to be left over until the morning, as [was] said above (quaest. 23). How, therefore, could a solid natural day be given to the immolating and eating of the lamb? Then, the prior evening would fall either into the 13th day — and thus on the 13th day at evening the lamb would be immolated, which [was] rejected above (quaest. 28) — or into the 14th, as [it] truly falls; and so, on the 15th day, the lamb could still be slaughtered and eaten. The second opinion is to be spat out, even for this reason: [that it] would call the morning "evening" — that is, the first [would be] the last, the beginning the end. For "the evening of the Sabbath" is the exit [end] of the sixth feria; and that evening is now drawn into the light [dawn] of the later Sabbath, and to it, by the Jewish reckoning of which above, [that evening] is ascribed. The third [opinion] indeed seems probable enough, yet less than that [it] should altogether be adopted; because, just as we would not rightly call the end of a day [its] "beginning," so neither would we rightly call the middle [its] "end." But midday is the half of the day — as the Latin, Greek, and German name proclaims — [whereas] "evening" truly is the terminus of the same day. Midday, likewise, has the highest and clearest light, celebrated even in proverbs — whence also, in Hebrew, [it is called] tsohorayim. But evening imports light [that is] now more inclined, more obscure, and (if so to speak) dying. Some force, therefore, seems [there to be], if we assign the law concerning the lamb "to be immolated and eaten at evening" precisely to midday. [It is] another [matter] when, one or another hour [later], the sun has now cooled off and rushed downward. The fifth [opinion] is doubly absurd. First: because [it] gives too little time for so many actions among so many myriads of men. For how could the lambs, at the temple, be led, slaughtered, flayed, purged, washed, carried home, roasted, and eaten in that little particle of light which is from the setting of the sun until the darkness? For even if that light were of two or three hours, [these things] could scarcely all be done among so great a people. But truly, in the vernal Equinox, in a city whose pole-altitude is 32 degrees, that time can never be even of two hours. Abenezra [Ibn Ezra] himself hands down [that it] was a "sesquihour" [1½ hours]; but how little [is] this for so great occupations? Second: because in that sesquihour that Rabbi is deceived — as is easily understood from our Clavius's Gnomonics (bk. 1, proposition 35), and from Peter of Sala's [Salaciensis] booklet On twilights — unless perhaps [he] spoke a little more vulgarly [loosely], which I would not with difficulty admit into [my] mind. The sixth truly is ridiculous. For between the sun's sitting on our horizon and its withdrawal from our sight, if we speak accurately, [there is] a time—
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—by which [it] is lawful to conduct any of those actions [is so short that it] is altogether nothing, and rather to be called a point of time than a time. But if the Rabbis would have [it that], by a "fatter" [broader] manner of sheqiʿah [sinking], [there] is a deeper descent of the sun, [they] will depart in nothing from the earlier [third] opinion; and therefore, together with the same [opinion] dismissed, let [them] depart.


Question XXXII. As what number is this Passover — celebrated by Joshua and the Jews — to be reckoned? (Quotum hoc, quod à Iosue ac Iudaeis celebratum, pascha censendum?)

[There] are two opinions. One [is] of Calvin, on this place of Joshua (p. 21): [that it] is the forty-first Passover. [He] reckons, namely, [that] from the first Passover — which in Egypt, on the last night of its going-out, was religiously kept — [it] was thereafter repeated every year through the whole 40 years in the desert, and perpetuated up to this ingress into the promised land. His one reason is: because the Lord had commanded (Exod. 12 v. 24) [that] this ceremony be perpetual. "But," [Calvin] says, "it is not probable [that] what God had lately ordered to be perpetual was suddenly cast aside. For [it] had been said to them: 'The night is to be observed among the sons of Israel unto all their generations.' How would [it] agree [that], two years after, [it] should have grown obsolete — [that] which ought to have been inviolable in all ages? Of which [it] would then have been such folly, to bury in so short a time the memory of a recent benefit?"

The other opinion is [that] of Abulensis (on Numbers ch. 9, quaest. 4, 5, & 6), of Ribera (on Amos ch. 5), [and] of Masius on this place — and thus [it is] the common [opinion] of all: [that] this [Passover] which Joshua, and the Jewish people, kept upon first entering into the promised land, was the third. For the first, as [was] already said, was in Egypt (Exod. ch. 12); the second, in the desert of Sinai, in the second year of the going-out from Egypt (Numbers ch. 9 v. 2 & following).

But throughout the following 39 years of the wandering, all Passover was omitted. [It] is proved. 1. To no one at all — not even to a newcomer and stranger — was [it] lawful to eat the Paschal victim, unless he were circumcised (Exod. 12 v. 48 & 49). But, as [was] shown above (in that chapter 5, q. 2), for the whole 40 years circumcision was omitted; therefore also the Passover — except [that] we may read [it] was done once, by the extraordinary command of God, in the second year of the Egyptian going-out (Num. 9). For indeed even boys, who by flesh could already partake of solid food, and by [their] little age eat, were made [participants] in the Passover, [as said] above (quaest. 22). But truly [they] would not have been made [participants], because thereafter, up to the circumcision here made in Gilgal, all remained uncircumcised. 2. The Lord expressly signifies [that] the ordinary and continual observation of the ceremonies which [he] had prescribed to that people was not necessary, except while [they] had entered the inheritance of the promised Canaanite soil (Deuteronomy ch. 12 v. 1); and specifically about the Passover itself, that [is] noted [in] Exod. 12 v. 25: "When ye shall have entered the land which the Lord will give you, as [he] has promised, ye shall observe these ceremonies" — namely, of the Passover and of the Unleavened bread. 3. The Lord would not have commanded (Num. 9) [that] the Passover be celebrated in that second year of the Egyptian going-out, if the Israelites had already been bound to its celebration by an ordinary precept. But [they] wish [it] then to be celebrated because the tabernacle [was] most recent [newly set up]—
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—the erection and dedication of the tabernacle [being in] Exod. [40], [and] Num. 1 & 7; the consecration of the priests and Levites, in the same place. And because, in the Sinaitic desert, on account of the nearness of the Midianite land — from which Moses's father-in-law Jethro had come (Exod. 18) — [they] could have all things for the sacrifices and the paschal ceremony more conveniently than in the solitudes and other places of the wandering. 4. In Amos ch. 5 v. 25, [it] seems to be signified clearly enough [that there] were no ordinary sacrifices in the desert. But the Passover is a sacrifice (above, quaest. 18 & following). "Did ye," says the Lord in the cited Prophet, "offer to me victims and sacrifice in the desert [for] forty years, O house of Israel?" And St. Stephen recites the same (Acts 7 v. 42). And thus that place [is] understood by St. Jerome, Theodoret, and Rupert (on Amos), [and] Bede (on Acts 7).

[It] is proved, finally, from the response to Calvin's one reason. For, first, the Passover ought [indeed] to be perpetual — but, namely, when [they] had come to the promised seats of the Canaanite [land], not in the very journey (as [was] proved in the second reason a little before). Then: [was] the Passover more commanded than circumcision? [Was] this [Passover] less perpetual than that [circumcision]? Was [it] not said to Abraham too by the Lord (Gen. 17 v. 8): "I will give to thee, and to thy seed, the land of thy wandering," etc. "And thou, therefore, shalt keep my covenant, and thy seed after thee in their generations. This is my covenant which ye shall observe between me and you, and thy seed after thee" (v. 12): "The infant of eight days shall be circumcised among you, every male in your generations." And (v. 14): "The male, the flesh of whose foreskin shall not have been circumcised, that soul shall be blotted out from his people." Nevertheless, although [it] was so seriously and firmly, and as [it were] perpetually, commanded, [it] was interrupted — and indeed rightly, as [is] plain (q. 3) — throughout the whole time and place of the journey. Why, therefore, [was] the Passover not similarly interrupted? Why [was it] more perpetuated? And just as the omitted circumcision put no fault on the Israelites, so neither [did] the omitted Passover. For [it] was not done by folly, or by forgetfulness or contempt of the divine benefits, but by reason of the journey and the ever-uncertain movement — by the will of God himself too, and by Moses's interpretation. The third, therefore, [was] the Passover kept in the stations of Gilgal.

Yet [it is] not altogether empty [vain], that [suspicion] which [Calvin] touches — without any name of anyone — (p. 88). Masius [thinks] there seems [to be] a suspicion, and therefore [that] Calvin wishes the Passover [to have been] celebrated by the Jews without circumcision, so that [he] may hint [that] the Eucharist can be approached by Christians without baptism — since here [Calvin holds that], for salvation (according to his opinion and impiety), [baptism] is not necessary, but predestination alone is enough, and generation from holy seed.


Question XXXIII. Whether after this third Passover [its celebration] both was, and always would be, perpetuated? (An post tertium hoc Pascha et fuerit, et semper futura sit celebritatis eius perpetuatio?)

Exodus ch. 12 v. 14: "Ye shall celebrate [it]," says the Lord, "as a solemnity to the Lord, in your generations, with a perpetual worship." And (v. 17): "Ye shall keep this day in your generations by a perpetual rite." And again (v. 24): "Keep this word [as a] statute for thee, and for thy sons, unto eternity." I say. 1. After—
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I. After this third [Passover] in Gilgal, [it] is established [that] the Passover, up to the times of CHRIST the Lord, was twice interrupted for some years. For when, in the time of the Babylonian captivity, the Temple had been destroyed and burned — but afterward occupied by Antiochus Epiphanes, and impurified and profaned by the filth of idols — no paschal lamb was immolated in it by the priests. And therefore (1 Macc. ch. 1 v. 39): "Its sanctification is desolated like a solitude. The days of its feast are turned into mourning; its sabbaths into reproach." For [it] was said above (q. 21 & 24) [that] the immolation of the Passover had to be done in the Temple.

II. This Jewish Passover ceased entirely after the coming of CHRIST the Lord, when the Temple was overthrown by Titus. And the cause is plain from the [things] said; and to this Rupert (on Amos) refers that [saying] which, in him, the Prophet (ch. 8) speaks, the Lord [saying]: "The end is come upon my people Israel. I will not again add, that I should pass through them." "For indeed," says [Rupert], "from [the time] when the blood of the lamb of God was poured out by the Jews — the blood of Christ, the Son of God — no longer is received before God the blood of the lamb of those brute cattle; but [those] which have been signed with the sign of the blood of Christ, [with] the seal of the cross of the Son of God, those are the house of Israel. But that people, which formerly was called Israel, is reckoned among the Egyptians, because [it] does not have this sign; and therefore, 'I will not add,' [he] says, 'that I should pass through it' — and [it] is to be understood [as]: 'but I will strike, just as of old the land of Egypt, so now every soul of an unbelieving man, and [of one] doing evil — both Jews and Greeks; nay, sooner and more harshly the Jews than the Greeks.'" And truly, by that same overthrow of Jerusalem, the sacred [rites], ceremonies, and religions of the Jews [were] utterly cut off — so that, to those keeping them thereafter, they would be noxious and death-bearing.

III. The true Passover was CHRIST the Lord, whose unbloody immolation was indeed on that same day on which [he] ate that old Passover, and instituted the new Passover, the sacrament of the Eucharist — as [is] proved from St. Paul (1 Corinth. 5) [by] Bellarmine (bk. 1 On the Mass, ch. 7). For [the Apostle] says, concerning the banquet which immolation is wont to follow: "Our Passover, Christ, is immolated. Therefore let us feast in the unleavened [bread] of sincerity and truth." And the same [thing] testify Tertullian (bk. 4 against Marcion), Cyprian (On the unity of the Church), D. Ambrose (on Luke ch. 1), Greg. Nazianzen (oration 2 On the Pascha), Gaudentius (tract 2 on Exodus), D. Jerome (on Matthew ch. 26), Chrysostom (homily On the betrayal of Judas, & hom. 83 on Matthew), D. Augustine (bk. 2 against Petilianus, ch. 37), S. Leo (sermon 7 On the Passion), Isichius [Hesychius] (bk. 2 on Leviticus), B. Gregory (hom. 22 on the Gospel), V. Bede (on Luke 22), B. Anselm (on Matt. 26), Rupert (bk. 2 on Exodus, ch. 6). And of this matter [there is] a little more below (q. 38). The bloody immolation of the same [Passover] was on the altar of the cross — of which St. John (ch. 19 v. 36): "These [things] are done, that the Scripture might be fulfilled: 'Ye shall not break a bone of it.'" For what had been said of the typical and figurative lamb (Exod. 12 v. 46), this in the figured and true paschal lamb, Christ the Lord, was observed [that not a bone was broken]. The author of q. 21 in [pseudo-]Augustine (Tom. 4, q. 2) wishes [that] no Passover was ever celebrated by the Israelites such as the law prescribed first and to the letter. For [he] thinks [that] a lamb was prescribed which would be at the same time both sheep and goat [ovis et haedus]. But [there] was never any of this kind found. "For [it] discords," [he] says, "that the common offspring of these animals [be] by that very nature a conjunction." But truly such a lamb was Christ—
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—[such a lamb] was Christ. For [he] was "of the sheep," because "of the just"; "and of the goats," because "of sinners according to the flesh" [he] was born. Whence also that [author] subjoins: "This is the only lamb who is sought; and who, while [he is] no more [that] which is once slain, [is] no more, according to the truth, [that] which — once celebrated [and] perfected — that Passover shows." But [that] this interpretation — concerning a lamb consisting of sheepish and goatish natures — is false, is plain from the [things] said (q. 19 & 21); and [there] is talk [there] of only the bloody immolation.

IV. But this Passover, as regards the unbloody immolation, is daily in the Christian Church, and will be up to the last times of the world; because Christ the Lord is "a priest unto eternity," through his ministers the priests, "according to the order of Melchizedek" (Ps. 109; & Heb. 5 v. 6) [by] Bellarmine (bk. 1 On the Mass, ch. 6); nor [will] this "perpetual [iuge] sacrifice" be taken away before Antichrist rages (Daniel 12) [by] Bellarmine (bk. 3 On the Roman Pontiff, ch. 7).

V. The memory of the bloody Passover is [kept] by this unbloody Passover in the Christian Church, perpetual and daily — but [also] by the sacred anniversary day of the Parasceue [Good Friday] and of the Lord's Resurrection. And [it] was, from the very beginning of the Church, always [so], and up to the consummation will be always [so]. That former [thing], one of the English Innovators dared either to deny or to call into doubt — Thomas Lydiat (Treatise On the forms of years, ch. 19, p. 266) — and [he] wishes [that], first after the overthrow of the Jerusalem Temple, the Passover began to be celebrated by the Asian Christians in imitation of the Jews. But [he] is refuted, first, from the Apostles' canon 8; then from this, that — as [it were] concerning a matter which had proceeded from Christ the Lord and been propagated by the Apostles — the Nicene Council sanctioned concerning the Pascha (in Eusebius, bk. 5, history, ch. 25; & bk. 3, On the life of Constantine); D. Athanasius (epistle On the Synods of Ariminum and Seleucia); D. Epiphanius (heresy 70 & 75). The latter [thing] is plain, because it looks to the integrity and perfection of the Christian worship, which will not cease except at the ending of this world. See Bellarmine (bk. 3, On the worship of the saints, ch. 11).

VI. The Jewish Passover seems, in some manner, to be renewed at the end of the world, in the time of Antichrist — because their temple will then be rebuilt (2 Thess. 2); and [this] indicate Irenaeus (bk. 5), Hippolytus (oration On the consummation), S. Martin (in Sulpicius, bk. 2), Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechesis 15), D. Hilary (on Matt. 25), D. Ambrose (on Luke 21), Damascene (bk. 4, ch. 28), D. Chrysostom, Sodalius, and many others (on 2 Thess.) [by] Bellarmine (bk. 3 On the Roman Pontiff, ch. 13).

VII. The Jews indeed keep the Passover today, but "without a Passover" — or, without the sacrificial lamb: [it is] altogether empty and false, since the lamb of which that was a figure of the future [Christ] is now present. And [there] will be [more] of this below (q. 39). [It] is [now] clear.

VIII. The perpetual worship and rite of the Passover [is] expounded in a twofold way by D. Augustine (on Exod. q. 18; on Gen. 41; & in the book against the Priscillianists): [first] by the reasoning of the thing signified — which is CHRIST, the eternal Passover of the true Israelites, and [their] joy; [second] by the reasoning of time. For if in some manner [it] be long and long-lasting, [it] is wont in Scripture to be called, in Hebrew, holam [ʿolam]; in Greek αἰών [aiōn]; in Latin saeculum, or perpetuum. For thus also (Deut. 15) [it] is said [that] someone is "a servant to someone in saeculum [forever]"; (Exod. 21) "in sempiternum [into the everlasting]." And this latter exposition [is] truer and more accommodated—
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—[more] accommodated, as Abulensis discusses (on Exod. ch. 22, q. 18).


Question XXXIV. Which [are] the unleavened breads, of which the text [speaks] (v. 11)? (Qui azymi panes, de quibus textus v. 11?)

Since in Greek ζύμη [zymē] is "leaven," [that] bread is called azymus [unleavened] which lacks leaven — just as, on the contrary, [that is] enzymus or zymites which is leavened. "Jewish bread is held by no leaven," says Tacitus (bk. 5 of the history); and such bread Colophonian Nicander (in the Glosses) called "Paratum" [prepared], as Athenaeus [is] witness (bk. 3); others [call it] "apopyrian" [ἀπόπυριαν], as [says] Pollux (bk. 6). But of this various [things] are asked.

1. Whether the unleavened [azymus] is truly bread?

Some of the Greeks have denied [it] — as Michael of Constantinople the Bishop, and Nicetas, whose words [are] most verbosely related by the Centuriators (Century 11, ch. 8) and in Baronius (tom. 11); Euthymius (on Matthew 26); others in S. Anselm (book On the unleavened bread); and lately Hieremias [Jeremias] of Constantinople the Patriarch, in [his] censure of the Lutheran confession (ch. 10). Their reason is: because "bread" in Greek [is] ἄρτος [artos], said from the verb αἴρω [airō], which is "to raise up" [attollo]; but flour or dough is not raised up except by leaven. But truly [it] is bread, [Serarius] teaches — first, by the matter and form of which [it] consists. Secondly: within the seven days of unleavened bread came JESUS CHRIST with two disciples [to] Emmaus; and there, as S. Luke says (last ch.), "He took bread, blessed [it], and broke [it]; and afterward they knew him in the breaking of bread." But on those days [there] was no leavened [bread] among the Jews; [it was] therefore azymus — and so, from the usage of Scripture, [it] is truly "bread." And Deut. 16 v. 3, in Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, without any obscurity, the unleavened [breads] are called "bread." Secondly [i.e. thirdly]: profane authors too, when they reckon [things] to generate bread, put azymum among them. For in Athenaeus (in the cited place) Tryphon Alexandrinus, in his Physics (that is, On plants), says [there is] straightway another bread [called] zymites, another azymum, and again others [called] semidalites [σεμιδαλίτης], chondrites [χονδρίτης], and syncomiston [συγκόμιστον]. Thirdly: why would [it] not be bread? "Because [it] is not raised up by leaven," [they] say. But among the Hebrews [bread] is called [bread] not from raising-up, but from eating; and perhaps among the Greeks, not because [it] is raised up by leaven, but because [it] is raised up to the table as [a thing] most necessary [as] nourishment — or because by its power [he] is raised up and sustained who eats it. And although the Greek name was drawn from the raising-up by leaven, yet not therefore, if any bread were not raised up, would [it] therefore not be bread. For from that which is most usually done the etymology would be sought, not from that which [is done] always and necessarily — just as, among the Latins, a stone [lapis] is therefore seen [to be] called [so] because "it hurts the foot" [laedat pedem]; [but] if [it] hurt no one, will [it] not be a stone? And [there] was a King of the Messapians whose name [was] Ἄρτος [Artos], of which [in] bk. 7 [of] Thucydides; [and] Demetrius the Comic [poet], in the play Sicilia (Athenaeus, cited place) — was [he] so named from leaven? Fourthly: leaven [is] nothing other than a rather bitter part of the same grain-material, which therefore in Hebrew is called שאור [seor] — especially when [it] is a little older; and from it, in German, [is] "Sauer" [sour], whence also "Sauerteig" [sourdough], the leavened mass. But an admixture of this kind, [being] small, does not make [it] that the species of things be changed. Otherwise, salt foods [would differ in species] from insipid [ones], and [those] to which something of sourness — whether vinegar, or—
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—some other seasoning — is admixed, would differ in species from the sweeter and more insipid [ones]. Fifthly. Theodoret, on Daniel ch. 10, being a Greek, laughs at those who deny [that] the azymum is bread. Finally, among those who collect the kinds of bread — namely Athenaeus (cited place), Pliny (bk. 18, ch. 11), Caelius Rhodiginus (bk. 9, ch. 16), and others — a difference is instituted either by reason of the material [ratione materiae] (as wheaten, barley[-en], olirites [pulse-bread], bean[-en], etnites); or by reason of the place [ratione loci] whence either the bread itself or the grain is sought (as among the ancients [there is] Eresian, Theban, Cilician, Cappadocian; among us in Franconia, Tettelbacensian, Gemundanian). Thirdly, by reason of the manner of cooking [ratione modi coquendi] (as apopyrias [ἀπόπυριας], ipnites [ἰπνίτης], escharites [ἐσχαρίτης], epanthiacis, encryphias [ἐγκρυφίας], clibanites [κλιβανίτης], and cribanites). Fourthly, by reason of the mixture [ratione admistionis] (as nastus, streptitius, staitites, encris, aleiphatites, tracta, cheese[-bread] tyrū, laganū). Fifthly, by reason of the quantity [ratione quantitatis] (as Cilician, colabus). Sixthly, by reason of the quality [ratione qualitatis] — e.g. of color [coloris], white, black; of flavor [saporis], as Cyprian, cibarius [common]; of form [formae], as collix, collabus, boletinus, thronus. Seventhly, by reason of the time [ratione temporis] (as Thargelos, and Thalisius, which is first made after the harvest from the new crops). But these, and several other differences — except if [they] be from materials which differ in species — are not essential, but accidental. Most greatly, however, [is] that [difference], whether [it] be leavened [fermentatus] or unleavened [infermentatus]. You will say: "A little leaven corrupts the whole lump" (1 Cor. 5 v. 6; Gal. 5 v. 9). I respond: 1. For "corrupts," in Greek [it] is ζυμοῖ [zymoi], that is, "leavens." Yet because our translator rendered [it] "corruption," I say [it] is an accidental corruption. Nor indeed did the translator badly so call [it], since Plutarch too, in the same sense (bk. of Roman Problems), says [that] the leaven τὸ φύραμα φθείρει [to phyrama phtheirei, "corrupts the dough"].

2. Whether the unleavened bread [azymus] is healthful?

I remember once hearing a certain physician who would say [that] in the spring time, and to those making a journey, unleavened bread [is] useful — because sharp [foods] are then wont to be harmful, [and] sweet [ones] to profit. For, as Pliny says (bk. 22, ch. 24), "in weariness and thirst men [are] more prone to wrath. Therefore this asperity of mind — or rather, the soul — is mitigated by a sweeter juice." But all others assert [it] noxious and unhealthful. "They are," says Abulensis (on Exodus, quaest. 11), "unleavened breads, very harmful to the stomach and heavy. For leaven, from its own sharpness, subtilizes and digests the weight and humidity of the flour mixed with water. But when leaven is not mixed [in], [it] is very heavy, and ill-digestible." And [on] Deut. 16: "Great [is] the labor in eating unleavened bread, and in digesting [it]. For [it] is insipid to the taste, and most heavy to the stomach, because [it] is mixed with most cold water [and] most cold flour, to make those breads without salt and without leaven. For those [things — salt and leaven] subtilize and digest. Wherefore those breads are heavier than the other breads, and more repugnant to health." [It] is confirmed, first: because [it] is therefore called "bread of affliction" [panis afflictionis] (Deuteronomy 16 v. 3), ἄρτος κακώσεως [artos kakōseōs]. For if you should say [that they] are so called because these breads are signs of the affliction which [they] endured in the Egyptian exodus — I confess that indeed (for the subjoined reason too indicates [it]); but [they] were signs accommodated to signifying that thing, [signs] which by their own innate power would in some manner renew that affliction, and bring trouble to those eating [them]. And in the Syriac text (1 Cor. 5 v. 8) — where our version has "the leaven of wickedness" — [it] is read "leaven de-marirutha," that is, "of bitterness" or "of wormwood." Secondly. The Jews too so call [it], and ex—
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—[the Jews too so call it] and explain [it]. For while the head of the family uses the paschal unleavened breads on the [Passover] night, and while [he] distributes the fragments of the unleavened bread to the domestics, this [is] the formula: הא לחמא עניא [ha lachma ʿanya], ὅδε ἄρτος τῆς ταλαιπωρίας [hode artos tēs talaipōrias, "this [is] the bread of misery"]: "This is the bread of affliction, or of misery, which our fathers ate in the land of Egypt." Thirdly. By reason. For into the unleavened [bread] come together the [qualities] which [Diphilus] says about the encryphia in Athenaeus (bk. 3): Diphilus of Siphnos [says it] "weighs down the stomach [Ventriculum], namely, [and] is with difficulty conquered and digested." Now indeed, in the second [book] of the first [part of the Canon], are these words of Avicenna, which Rhodiginus judged worthy of his Racemationes (bk. 9, ch. 17): "Bread [is] an impediment, when the belly does not cook [it] through; [it] ought to be reckoned the greatest [impediment]; but of flesh, not so." "From this," says the translator, "we understand that [passive suffering]: [that] any dissolution is indeed an incommodity, but [that] which is made from bread [is] the worst — [it] resides long in the stomach, [with] a burden especially troublesome; and if [it be] not sufficiently concocted, [and] finally have slipped down, [it] stuffs the liver and the mesaraic [veins]. But flesh leads a greater similitude with the human body, and thence provides less of harm, and [is] a lighter stuffing of the liver, and less and less resisting the cure — the members imbibing [it] much more readily, on account of a certain kinship of the juice of flesh, than bread." Finally, if the mass of flour that has remained in the kneading-trough be balled up, hard, and heavy, this — by contempt, because [it is] insipid and noxious — our bakers today call "Matz" or "Matzkuchen." For thus by them the Jewish unleavened [breads] are called, namely from the Hebrew (because [they] received [it] from the Jews), [by] the name מצה [matzah], and in the singular (Num. 6 v. 19) מצה [matzah]. Whence also perhaps, among the Greeks, μάζα [maza] — unless perhaps from that which is (Gen. 45) מזון [mazon, "food"]. And to this greatly make [i.e. support], [the things] which about the maza Hippocrates and Galen have so frequently handed down. He [Hippocrates] indeed (bk. 2 On diet, nn. 6, 7, & 60; [and] the book On the regimen in acute diseases, n. 18); but Galen commented on this book On the regimen (bk. 2), and (bk. 6 On popular diseases, comm. 3), [and the] bk. On healthful diet — "to dry and warm less" (bk. 1 On the faculties of aliments) — [on] what the maza [does], of what faculty, and how [it] is made. Pliny indeed (bk. 18, ch. 11): "Stronger are the bodies which are nourished by leavened bread." And (bk. 22, ch. 25), when [he] had said, "Bread itself, by which [one] lives, contains almost innumerable medicines," [he] subjoined: "To all these, [the bread] which is leavened, which is called αὐτόπυρος [autopyros], [is] more useful." The same indicates Galen (bk. 7 On the method of healing).

3. Why [was] the same bread prescribed by God? (Cur idem panis à Deo praescriptus?)

In the history [of] the fifth cited book, Tacitus [says]: "Of snatched crops, the Jewish bread is held by no leaven." If [he] should say [they were] "snatched" because [there] was to them no leisure of kneading, subduing, and fermenting, [he] would say [it] truly. But if [he] wishes [them] snatched — reaped by force and rapine, and taken from [their] true owners — [he] is deceived. And yet [he] wishes rather this, as [it] appears; for [he] is wholly there in the false criminations of the Jews. [It] must be known, therefore, [that] a twofold law about the unleavened [breads] was given to the Jews going out of Egypt. One, that with the paschal lamb [they] should eat them (Exod. 12 v. 8). The other, that thereafter throughout the whole seven days (same place, v. 15 & 18; Exod. 13 v. 6 & 7). The cause of the former Abulensis gives (Exod. 12, before q. 12): that in that eating the utmost speed could be employed. For most certainly the unleavened breads are prepared [quickly] (Gen. 18 & 19); the departure from Egypt was pressing. But this reasoning takes [it] as [it were] certain [that] other breads were surely not at hand to the Israelites—
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—[not at hand]. For if [they] were, not only was the eating of the lamb not accelerated, but [it] was even delayed by new breads — [however] great the speed of kneading and cooking. But [that there] were, either to all or at least to very many, other breads — who would not think [it]? [They] were expecting from day to day, and almost from hour to hour, the departure and the passages [of the journey]; and would [they] have prepared nothing at all of bread? Was nothing at all of residue from the provisions of the earlier days? [Were] all [things], even the smallest fragments, eaten and consumed? For if anything remained, why did the Lord forbid that to be employed for eating the lamb? Why does [he] command only the unleavened [bread]? But thus I think. First: [that] the Israelites, on the earlier days indeed, cooked leavened breads, but in that quantity and measure which would be enough for the evening of that 14th day, nor yet would extend beyond. Secondly: then, for that evening, [they] quickly kneaded and cooked unleavened breads alone. Thirdly: [that they] had in mind to knead and prepare, as travel-provisions on that night, leavened breads for the journey which was pressing; but, struck by the Egyptians [with] the calamity of their firstborn, [and] compelled to go out more quickly, [they] were able only to sprinkle and mix the flour with water, but not to ferment [it] — or, [because] even the time for the leaven-fermenting to happen [they] would perceive as about to fail, [they] were unwilling. Fourthly. Thus [it was] done, that when [they] departed, [they] carried off with them this floury mass sprinkled with water alone; and thence afterward, in Succoth, in great haste — which the hunger of the fasting people, and the necessity of all things, brought on — [they] made unleavened breads, and did not attempt to fit [prepare] that [mass] with leaven (which nevertheless can scarcely, or certainly only with the most obstinate and almost vain labor, be done) — perhaps also because [they] had brought out nothing of leaven, nor held the ways of preparing [it] anew, which (bk. 18, ch. 11) Pliny handed down (by what means [some] hold ready more, or hop-yeast, lees, and similar [things], which the cleverness of later [men] has devised), or [because they] lacked leisure. But these [things] all are confirmed partly from Moses's own narration (Exod. 12 v. 39), partly from the consideration of all the circumstances, and some also by Josephus's attestation (bk. 2, ch. 5), [and] Abulensis (q. 12, Exod. 12). But hence the reason of the latter law, about the seven days of unleavened bread, is easily understood. For [the Lord] himself expounded it (Exod. 12 v. 17; ch. 13 v. 8 & 9; Deut. 16 v. 3): namely, [that the memory] of the hastening — and especially of this want in the Egyptian going-out — might be fixed perpetually in the minds of the Israelites, and that of it, among all posterity, [there] should be into eternity a perpetual experience. But two [things] remain, which can be asked.

The second: whether the law about these 7 days was [given] from the occasion of the preparation and want of it, promulgated afterward by the Lord — or indeed already before? I respond. [It] was already before, but foreseen from this occasion by the Lord himself. For (Exod. 12 v. 15), before [they] went out, this precept is already given by the Lord. Nor may [one] here say [that] these [things] were indeed said by the Lord after the exodus, but by anticipation narrated by Moses. For (v. 17) our Latin [translator] renders: "And ye shall observe the unleavened [breads]. For in that same day I will lead out your army from the land of Egypt." Nor do I deny [that] in the Hebrew [it] is not "future" but "past." But [that] this is often taken for that [past for future], those are not ignorant who have tasted that tongue even with the [tips of the] lips, as [they] say, [with] the foremost [edges]; and thus [it is] here to be taken — [as] the best authors, the Seventy Translators themselves, [take it], when [they] render ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ταύτῃ ἐξάξω τὴν δύναμιν ὑμῶν [en tēi hēmerai tautēi exaxō tēn dynamin hymōn, "on this day I will lead out your host"]. Nay, [also] from the Innovators, Tre—
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—[Tre]mellius and Junius so [render it]: "Ye shall observe the day itself of the unleavened [breads], when in that same day I led out your armies from the land of Egypt."

The other [second remaining question] is: since unleavened breads are harmful to health — as [was] made plain above — why did the Lord will to impose their eating on his people for so many days? Three causes [are] at hand. First: that by the very eating of those breads — so insipid, [and] hostile to the stomach and health — the past affliction and misery of the elders might be more renewed among posterity, and laid up more deeply in the mind: [they] who, through the excessive hastening of the journey and the want of all food, had to sustain themselves noxiously and sadly by that heap of flour. For much more lively and efficacious is that memory which is effected by the sense and by experience itself — as in the pious Catholics we see daily, when, by fasting, afflicting the body, and scourging [it], [they] recollect the forty-day fast of our Savior Jesus, [and] the atrocious torments and death undertaken for our sake, with so great a sense of piety. And, on the contrary, our heretics, while [they] imitate the old Manichees (of whom [in] the book against the epistle of the Fundament, ch. 8), [as] D. Augustine [says] thus: "The Lord's Passover is frequented by few [with] a most lukewarm celebration, sometimes; with no vigils, with no more prolonged (nay, altogether with no) fast indicted to your auditors; [and] with no more festive apparatus." Second: that we might understand [that], to religion and the other virtues by which God is served, [one] ought to yield not delights only, and superfluous [things] — whether food, or other care of the body — but even health itself, and a certain necessity of augmenting, or guarding and preserving it. For — that the mind of the Israelites might be pleasing to God, that [they] might be more excited to his love, and worship him with more flagrant piety — the Lord willed [that] for the whole seven days [they] use those very breads which would [make one] lose taste, and which, by unleavened bread, would sometimes bring on nausea to the sound, weigh down the stomach, [could] scarcely be digested, block the passages of the body, generate less good juice and blood, and harm the whole health, strength, and beauty of the body. Which [thing] those observe who cry out rather vehemently, sometimes, against the Ecclesiastical fasts, the Lenten foods, [and] the Carthusian fish. But let those morose complainers read Francis Victoria's [Vitoria's] Relectio "On homicide." The heretic Beza too acknowledges (1 Cor. 5 v. 8) [that], from the pristine custom of living — just as we in Lent — the Jews had to depart. "From leaven," [he] says, "[with] a certain new kind of life, [they] abstained the whole seven days, which number denotes perfection." The third cause, finally, is the figure of the things which the Lord willed to be signified by the unleavened [breads]. For just as the more bitter herbs, which had to be joined with the lamb, had the signification of penitence, so also the nauseous unleavened breads. And just as the unleavened bread — although [it] makes less for health and strength — [is] nevertheless simpler, corrupted by no accidental corruption even, always pressed-down and humble, swelling up by no leaven, not bearing itself up, sweet in flavor, and easily prepared — so those [Christians], whom S. Paul (1 Cor. 5) wishes [to be] "unleavened" [azymos] — although [they] augment less the commodities of the body, nay, even diminish and attenuate them — nevertheless ought to be simple, sincere, lowly, sweet, and easily tractable.
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4. How many [are] the days of unleavened bread? and which of them [is] the first? (Quot azymorum dies? et ex iis quinam sit primus?)

First. The days on which the Israelites first of all used unleavened [breads], in the Egyptian exodus, are said by Josephus (bk. 2, ch. 5) [to have] been thirty. And [it] can in some manner be gathered from ch. 16 of Exod. (v. 1). For when they were now [in Succoth], [they] began to cook unleavened [breads] in Succoth (Exod. 12 v. 39); nor thereafter are [they] read to have used other bread — or truly to have been able to use [it] — until the manna was given; because, as [is] more likely, [they] had neither carried leaven with them, nor prepared new [leaven], as [I] said above (q. 3). But [they] went out on the 15th day of the first month, and on the 15th day of the second month [they] came into Elim, where the manna was given them straightway. Rightly, therefore, says Josephus τοῖς ἀζύμοις … ἡμέρας ἐχρήσαντο [tois azymois … hēmeras echrēsanto, "they used the unleavened [breads] for [those] days"]. And so also (bk. 3, ch. 1).

Secondly. To the recollection of these [things], the Lord instituted anniversary days of unleavened bread — namely, seven only (Exod. 12 v. 15 & 19; ch. 13 v. 6; Lev. 23 v. 7; Num. 28 v. 17 & 25; Deut. 16 v. 3). And of these the first was the 15th day of the first month (Lev. 23 v. 6; Num. 28 v. 17); the last, the 21st day of the same [month] (Exod. 12 v. 18). And again, the first and last were "festi" [feast-days], so that on them [it] was lawful to do nothing of work (Exod. 12 v. 16): "The first day shall be holy and solemn; and the seventh day [shall be] venerable [by] the same festivity" (ch. 13 v. 6; Lev. 23 v. 7 & 8; Num. 28 v. 18 & 25; Deut. 16 v. 8), "except those [things] which pertain to eating" (Exod. 12 v. 16). But to some objections here answer must be made.

The first. The days of unleavened bread seem to be fewer than seven, because Deuteronomy 16 v. 8 [it] is said: "Six days shalt thou eat unleavened [breads]; and on the seventh day, which is the collect [assembly] of the Lord, thou shalt not do work." I respond: [it] was said a little before (v. 3 & 4) [that] the unleavened [breads] were to be eaten [for] seven days. Therefore, [as to] what is now added about six days, [it] must be expounded by one or the other of those two modes: either [that] the discourse be about the six days which follow the first (because about this the discourse had already been, v. 4 & 7); or rather, [about those] which precede the seventh, being first — because about this [the Lord] wished to hand down something new separately, namely [about] the day of the collect [assembly]; since in it [the seventh] [it] was already sufficiently established otherwise, from the cited v. 3 & 4, [that] one must feed on unleavened [breads].

Secondly. The first day of unleavened bread seems to be the 14th day of the first month, not the 15th; because they began those [unleavened breads] with the eating of the lamb — which, as [is] clear above, was eaten on the 14th day. Then, Exod. 12 v. 18 [it] is said: "In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month, at evening, ye shall eat unleavened [breads]." By these two arguments Rupert (bk. 2, ch. 15) was impelled to write [that] the first day of unleavened bread was the 14th day of the first month. I respond: [that] that extreme little part of the 14th day — or the evening on which the lamb was both immolated and eaten — pertained (as [was] explained in the earlier questions) not to our modern reckoning, but to the Jewish [reckoning] of numbering, to the 15th day; because the 15th, as I said, was festal. And this is confirmed, first, because the 14th day was not (as [was] said above) festal, but the first of the unleavened [breads] was festal. Secondly: the first day of unleavened bread was that very day on which the Israelites migrated out of Egypt (Exod. 12 v. 17; Deut. 16 v. 3). But Num. 33 v. 3: "They set out from Rameses in the first month, on the 15th day of the month, on the morrow of the phase [Passover]" — that is, after [they] had kept the phase according to our and the natural [reckoning of the] day—
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—[according to our natural custom of the day], on the 14th day. Thirdly. Innocent III wrote this expressly (bk. 4, On the mystery of the altar, ch. 4); and all the other Christian Doctors teach [it], nay, the Jewish [ones] too. Josephus (bk. 18, ch. 3), in Greek, says the "festal day of the unleavened [breads]" is "Pascha." In whatever manner [one] please to speak, Henricus Stephanus [Henri Estienne] wrote unlearnedly in his Thesaurus [that] "the feast of the unleavened [breads] precedes the Pascha."

Thirdly, the days seem to be more than eight. First, because — as [was] said — on the 14th the unleavened [breads] were eaten at evening with the lamb, and the end of the eating was the 21st day of the same month, as [was] proved. Now put on [your] fingers the 14th, 15th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 19th, 20th, 21st. [Are they] not eight? Then indeed Josephus (bk. 2, ch. 5): ἑορτὴν ἄγομεν ἐφ' ἡμέρας ὀκτὼ τὴν τῶν ἀζύμων λεγομένην [heortēn agomen eph' hēmeras oktō tēn tōn azymōn legomenēn, "we keep for eight days the feast called that of the unleavened [breads]"]. Rupert too writes this, in the cited place. [There] accedes the modern custom of the Jews. For [they] abstain from leaven the whole eight days, and the whole week of unleavened bread is called by Josephus (bk. 2, ch. 10) ἑορτή [heortē, "feast"]. And clearly Lev. 23 v. 6. I respond: [that] the evening of the 14th day is to be numbered Israelitically [by the Jewish reckoning], as [was] often said, [to] the 15th day; and so, on the fingers, the 14th day ought not to be put, but [one] must begin from the 15th. Josephus, however, because [he] looked to the natural and vulgar number of days, included the 14th day; and [in] the same book, ch. 10, when [he] says: "The festivity of the unleavened [breads] receives [follows] the day of the Passover, because [it] is of 7 days, and in the same manner [there is] the 15th day." [It] is called "the first day of the unleavened [breads]" (Matt. 26 v. 7), and "before the day of the Passover" (John 13 v. 1); and so above (quaest. 29). Of Rupert [it was] said, to the second objection. About the modern custom of the Jews [one] need not labor: by superstition indeed — of which a solid cause cannot be brought — [they] add one day to the seven days prescribed by God above. But when [they] are asked why [they] do so, I have often heard [them] responding [that they] do not know when truly the paschal New Moon begins, and therefore neither which [is] the true paschal day; [and] lest they err, [they] observe two paschal days, so that if perchance one be not [the right one], the other at least may be. But from their Chesbonim [reckonings], and from ours, [they] can know this as easily, and as certainly, as all the other days. And truly, by this reasoning, [they] ought, of those seven days of unleavened bread, to keep four festal days. For grant [there be] to the paschal feast-day two days; therefore also to the seventh day, which is likewise festal, [it] will behoove to give two days. For let [it] be, for example, [that] according to their Badu, the 15th day of the first month, feria second, be the festal [day] of unleavened bread. But because [they] doubt whether it [be] the true paschal, [they] keep also the festal third feria. Therefore [it] will behoove them afterward to keep the festal first and second feria of the following week. These indeed are the seventh-day's [feasts corresponding] to the second and third feria of the prior week. At the last, that whole week is called ἑορτή [heortē, "feast"] from its beginning and end — that is, from the first and seventh day.

Fourth. The first and seventh day do not seem to be festal, or at least [not] of equal solemnity. For Deut. 16 v. 8, mention is made of the feast of the 7th day, but no solemnity of the first day. And Lev. 23 v. 7 [it] is said [that] the first day [is] "most celebrated and holy"; but (v. 8) "the seventh day shall be more celebrated and holier." Num. 28 v. 18, the first day is called "venerable and holy"; but (v. 25) "the 7th day [shall be] most celebrated and holy to you." To the first I say [that it is] elsewhere sufficiently expressed about the first festal day; but there, in Deuteronomy, [there is] more—
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—mention made of the 7th day, because [it] was not only festal, but had this also as chief, [namely] that [it] was the "collect" [collecta, assembly]. What this may be, I will say elsewhere. To the second: [there] are no comparatives in the Greek and Hebrew, or superlatives; but by the same phrase by which the first day is called "venerable and holy," by the same wholly is called also the seventh — as much in Leviticus as in Numbers — wholly as [in] Exod. 12 v. 16, where the translator uses no comparatives, but renders: "the 7th day [is] to be venerable [by] the same festivity by which also the first is." Into this opinion, therefore, [it] behooves [us] to take the comparatives and superlatives which [the translator] elsewhere placed — not so as to give more than [to] the 7th day, but so that, after the manner of the Greek and Latin authors, those placed [comparatives] be counted for positives. But the phrase which everywhere in Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers Moses employed is, in Hebrew, מקרא קדש [miqra qodesh]. This, as [it] appeared, our translator renders very variously; in whom some thought [that] "a holy day" is called [so] because [it] would be consecrated to God, but "solemn" because in it certain [things] would be done chiefly and specially for the worship of God, which would not be done on the other days. For [they] say [that] certain days are "holy," but "not solemn" — for example, the sabbaths; but certain [days are] both "holy and solemn," as the first and last of the unleavened [breads]. But, first, [were there] not on the sabbaths peculiar sacrifices offered too, which [were] not [offered] on other days (Num. 28 v. 9 & 10)? And what other day [is] "holy," which, besides the daily [sacrifices], would not have also certain proper sacrifices? Every holy day, therefore, is also solemn. Secondly: why are not certain days also established by them [as] "solemn and not holy"? For certainly, on the third, 4th, 5th, and 6th day of the unleavened [breads], peculiar sacrifices were decreed (Num. 28 v. 24); and yet those [days] were not festal, and therefore — as these [scholars] describe them — nor holy. Thirdly: the sabbath, or the 7th day, is expressly said [to be] by the same Hebrew phrase miqra qodesh (Lev. 23 v. 3), by which [also] the first and last day of the unleavened [breads]. Therefore [it] can be called not only holy, but equally solemn too. Fourthly: all the other festal days likewise are adorned there by the same phrase (v. 2 & 4, and thereafter). What, therefore, does that Hebrew phrase wish for itself? Pagninus and others always render [it] "holy convocation" [convocationem sanctam]. And the Tremellian annotation (on ch. 12 of Exodus) so expounds [it]: "that is, the people, free from the rest of the businesses of this life, will assemble, that [they] may be busied with the sacred [things]." And Lev. 23 v. 2, Junius and Tremellius render: "Speak to the sons of Israel, that thou mayest indicate to them the solemnity of Jehovah, by which — being about to convoke these [the people] — [they call them] 'holy convocations, or [convocations] of holiness.'" And in the annotation: "Ye shall be about to convoke: namely, you the priests, from the law [of] Num. 10." But much more [it] pleases [me] what our Seventy teach — namely, [that] by that phrase nothing else is signified than [that] the day is "holy by [its] calling" [vocatione sanctum], or [that it is one] which is to be affected "by a calling of holiness"; and if [there] be several [days], [that they] are "holy by [their] calling," or "appellations of holiness" — that is, [days] which are to be called holy. For thus [in] Exod. 12: ἡ ἡμέρα ἡ πρώτη κληθήσεται ἁγία, καὶ ἡ ἡμέρα ἡ ἑβδόμη κλητὴ ἁγία ἔσται ὑμῖν [hē hēmera hē prōtē klēthēsetai hagia, kai hē hēmera hē hebdomē klētē hagia estai hymin, "the first day shall be called holy, and the seventh day shall be to you a called [convoked] holy [day]"]. Lev. 23: αἱ ἑορταὶ κυρίου, ἃς καλέσετε αὐτὰς κλητὰς ἁγίας [hai heortai kyriou, has kalesete autas klētas hagias, "the feasts of the Lord, which ye shall call holy convocations"]. And a little after: σάββατα ἀνάπαυσις, κλητὴ ἁγία τῷ κυρίῳ [sabbata anapausis, klētē hagia tōi kyriōi, "sabbaths of rest, a holy convocation to the Lord"]. And again: αὗται αἱ ἑορταὶ τῷ κυρίῳ κληταὶ ἅγιαι [hautai hai heortai tōi kyriōi klētai hagiai, "these [are] the feasts to the Lord, holy convocations"]. And of the first [day] of the unleavened [breads]: ἡ πρώτη κλητὴ ἁγία ἔσται ὑμῖν [hē prōtē klētē hagia estai hymin]; of the 7th: ἡ ἑβδόμη κλητὴ ἁγία ἔσται ὑμῖν [hē hebdomē klētē hagia estai hymin]. Why should I pursue the rest? From these [it is] abundantly clear [that] not therefore [is] this phrase employed by Moses because the priests convoke—
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—[not therefore is this phrase employed because the priests convoke] the people, but because both the priests and the whole people would call such days "holy." And that without doubt, because [they] were holy. For God would not wish [them] called holy, unless [they] were [so]. And this — because our Innovators have hated [it], and put all their worship of God in mere "callings" and preachings — therefore [they] devise these new interpretations. And indeed that [phrase] is the same by which S. Paul (Rom. 1) calls the Christians κλητοὶ ἅγιοι [klētoi hagioi, "called saints"], as [was] said there by me at greater length.

Fifthly. The 16th day of the same month, or the second [day] of the unleavened [breads], also seems to be festal — because then (Lev. 23 v. 11) the first-fruits sheaf [manipulus] of the harvest was offered, and with it certain sacrifices. I respond: [that] these [things] indeed had to be done on that day, yet not therefore was [it] festal. And [whether] the Innovator Lydiat (of whom [in] bk. 1, ch. 4, quaest. 9) will [it] or nill [it], [it] is wont to be called "the morrow after the Passover," or "the postridian [next-day] of the Passover" or "of the sabbath" — that is, of the paschal feast (same Lev. 23 v. 15); and again "iom habomer [yom ha-ʿomer]," that is, "the day of the sheaf," which on that day [they] offered from their own crop — [those] who at Jerusalem either dwelt or were near. But to me those cannot at all be pleasing, who [say that] that sheaf was not of wheat but of barley, and again, [that it was] not brought from the neighboring fields of Jerusalem, but from the tribe of Nephtali [Naphtali]. For in that month, as [was] said above, the crops were ripening in that region [Judaea], and so some ears could then be riper than others, which would be reaped and offered. For we see too, among us, before the harvest, in the seventh and eighth weeks sometimes, some ripe ears somewhere, though not yet all. "Then," says Philo (bk. 3 On the life of Moses), "the crops necessary for food ripen; but the fruits of the trees, recently produced, come to maturity." And [in his] book On the Decalogue: "A sheaf of thanksgiving is offered, for the fertility of the fields and the abundance of the crops." And a clear testimony of this thing [there] is from this ch. 15 of Joshua, and from Josephus (bk. 5, ch. 1), where on the 15th day the Israelites began to eat the wheaten harvest, as [is] said below (q. 8) [and] Lev. 23 v. 14, as Masius observes (fol. 92); and this is the common opinion of the Rabbis in the Talmud (tractate On every beginning). Yet Josephus somewhere perhaps might seem to deny the wheaten ears, because (bk. 2, ch. 10) [he] says the Israelites then offered to God "the first-fruits of barley." But [he] affirms indeed barley first-fruits, [and] does not deny wheaten [ones]. But because these [wheaten ears] were only as regards the ears, before the harvest, [he] describes rather those [as] barley [ears], which were already reaped, and whose grains [they] wished commonly to begin to eat. And why [were] these ears from the Nephtalitic tribe? As if Judaea were not more southern and warmer! And as if [there] were need of so many ears, that [it] would behoove to bring [them] from elsewhere! But in Pentecost, again, [there] were wheaten first-fruits — but not in ears, before the harvest, [rather] in breads, after the harvest. But see [the things] which [are] above (ch. 3, part 2, quaest. 5).

Sixthly. Why is the seventh day of the unleavened [breads] called "collecta" [the collect / assembly]? (Cur septimus azymorum dies vocatur collecta?) Various opinions. First. Because on that day [there] were collected the [things] necessary for the expenses of divine worship — D. Thomas (1.2, quaest. 102, art. 4). Second. Because for the sustenance of the poor money was then collected — certain [scholars] in Lyranus [Lyra] (on Lev. 23). Third. Because [there] was then convoked the people, for celebrating the praises of God, by reason of some benefit — Oleaster (Lev. 23). Fourth. Because the fruits of the earth [they] then began to reap and collect—
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—Sigonius (bk. 3, On the Hebrew Republic, ch. 9). Fifth. Because then men gather themselves together — namely, by abstaining the hand from servile works, and by restraining themselves within the enclosures [septa] of the temple-ground — so that [it] is almost nothing other than a "festal day." And [it] is proved, first, because what [in] Deut. 16 v. 8 is called "collecta," is elsewhere described [as] "festus dies" [feast-day]: Num. 28 v. 25; Lev. 23 v. 8; Exod. 12 v. 16; and clearly [in] 2 Paral. [Chron.] 7 v. 9 [that] the "collecta" — that is (3 Kings [1 Kgs] 8 v. 65) — is a festal day. Secondly, because the Hebrew name is עצרת [ʿatsereth], which is drawn from "holding-in," "restraining," and "circumscribing." But the same [is] the notation [etymology] of the Greek name ἑορτή [heortē] — namely from εἴργειν [eirgein], which means "to restrain and circumscribe by enclosures." Thirdly, because therefore this one name our translator seems [to have] rendered by those two [words], "coetus" [gathering] and "collecta" (Lev. 23 v. 36). Fourthly, because [it] is not likely [that] Solomon — who had built the temple [with] such magnificence and opulence, [and] had offered so many and so great hecatombs, and had given [them] to the people — would have wished then straightway to exact a fee from the people, and, in the manner of an innkeeper, to demand at once the price of the banquet given. Fifthly, the old commentators of the Jews teach [that] moneys [were] wont [to be] collected for the uses of the temple, and other public necessities of that kind, on the first day of month 12. Sixthly. Because almost always, where this ʿatsereth is prescribed, [there] is adjoined a certain quasi-exposition, [namely] "that [one] cease from works." Seventhly. Because thus the Rabbis, and — from our [side] — the good author Paulus Burgensis [Paul of Burgos] (on Lev. 23), and others, teach. Nor does [it] obstruct [this], what the Replicator objects against this [view]: [that] "collecta Domini" [collect of the Lord] is said, not "of the people." For [it] is "of the Lord," because in the honor of God, to whom that kind of days is consecrated, it is [made]. Whence also the Hebrew could be rendered "collecta to the Lord" — or "a feast, which is to the Lord for glory." [Something] else [one] might object: that [some] render that word, [in the] 70 [LXX], always ἐξόδιον [exodion, "a going-out / concluding festival"]. But this is not so much an objection as a question, which has place in any of the higher opinions. For that Greek word signifies either "a going-out" or "a little going-out." And what [has] that [to do] either with the temple, or with the moneys of the needy? What either with the fruits of the earth, or with the celebration of the divine praises and the keeping of a festal day? For indeed some say [that] it looks to the feast, because the going-out and, as [it were], the coercing and closure of someone's feast — which is kept for several days — is [that] "exit." But 2 Paral. [Chron.] 7, [it] was not the exit of that most-celebrated dedication of Solomon, but either the middle, or certainly the beginning, of the posterior week of the encaenia [dedication-feast]. Then, since elsewhere [it] is said only ἐξόδιον, to it is added [in] Deut. 16 [the word] ἑορτή — not so that [it] be ἐξόδιον τῆς ἑορτῆς [exodion tēs heortēs, "the closing of the feast"], the going-out or closure of the feast, but "a going-out and a closing feast." Yet I see nothing better meanwhile, unless perhaps we should say [that] ἑορτή [was] here added by an epexegesis [explanatory gloss] — so that either the 70 themselves, or certain others in another version or in the margin (whence [it was] afterward brought into the text), wished to explain what would be signified, as much by the Hebrew עצרת [ʿatsereth] as by the Greek ἐξόδιον — namely, nothing else than ἡ ἑορτή [hē heortē], or "a festal day." Yet this — [namely] that [it] can be the general name of all feasts — sticks properly in some [places]. For commonly today, by "collecta," the eighth day of Tabernacles is understood by our [writers]; but by the Rabbis today [it] is attributed even to the feast of Pentecost, as [they] say in the canons of the times: "Lest into eternity ʿatsereth עצרת — that is, the day of Pentecost — ever be [on] feria third, fifth, [or] seventh; because, namely, from another canon of theirs, always—
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—[always] on the other paschal feria, which is the 17th day of the first month, [it] is the same feria which [is that] of Pentecost. And [that] this very day of Pentecost [was] affected by the ancients [with] the same appellation, Josephus clearly shows (bk. 3, ch. 10), when [he] writes τῇ πεντηκοστῇ ἣν Ἑβραῖοι ἀσαρθὰ καλοῦσι [tēi pentēkostēi hēn Hebraioi asartha kalousi, "the Pentecost, which the Hebrews call asartha [ʿatsereth]"]. Repeat [see] what [is] in bk. 1, ch. 4, at the extreme [end of] quaest. 11, [noted] against Lydiat.

Seventh. Why [were] seven days of unleavened bread instituted by the Lord, [and] not more or fewer? Just as, in the 40 years in which the Israelites had lived in tabernacles [tents], the Lord instituted the memory [of that] by the seven days of Scenopegia [Tabernacles], so also — [as] a recollection now of the whole time in which, going out of Egypt, [they] had eaten unleavened bread — [he] willed a week of those days. [There] is in that number something of mystery and figure, of which S. Paul (Heb. 4); Nazianzen (oration 44 On Pentecost, & oration On the 7 Maccabees); D. Bernard (sermon 15 on the Canticle); V. Bede (on ch. 6 of Acts); Philo (bk. On the contemplative life); Tacitus (bk. 5 hist.); Censorinus (ch. 5); and several others cited by me (q. 7, on Tob. 12). And even Beza confesses [it] (cited above, q. 3, 1 Cor. 5 v. 8).

5. Whether [it] would be enough, on the days of the unleavened [breads], not to eat leavened [bread]? Two [things there] are which can here be called into question. One, whether [he] would satisfy the precept of unleavened bread who indeed would not eat leavened [zymiten] on those days, but would abstain from each kind of bread? To this Rashi responds [with] three [points]. First: [one] must always abstain from leavened. Second: [it] is necessary to eat unleavened with the paschal lamb. Third: on all the other days, if anyone wishes to take only other foods, [it] is lawful, nor is unleavened necessarily to be joined. Now of these three, the prior two [are] most certain; but the third Abulensis denies (Exod. quaest. 2), and deservedly. For just as [in] Exod. 12 v. 8 & 18 [it] is said, "And they shall eat the flesh that night" (of the 14th, namely, or 15th day) "and unleavened breads" — so also [it] is said (v. 15): "seven days shall ye eat unleavened breads." Num. 28 v. 17: "seven days shall [one] feed on unleavened [breads]." Deut. 16 v. 8: "six days" (why not "seven" here — [it was] expounded before, q. 4, objection 1) "shalt thou eat unleavened." And the reason can be taken from the causes of the instituted unleavened [breads] (before, in quaest. 3). The other [thing] is: whether, on those seven days, [it] was lawful to tolerate — or even to look at — leaven or leavened bread in the houses? Indeed truly these are the words of Scripture. Exod. 12 v. 15: "On the first day [there] shall be no leaven in your houses" — [in] Hebrew, "ye shall make leaven cease from your houses." And v. 19: "seven days leaven shall not be found in your houses." Ch. 13 v. 7: "nor shall there appear with thee anything leavened, nor in all thy borders" — [in] Hebrew, word for word: "leaven shall not be seen by thee, and old leaven [chametz] shall not be seen by thee in all thy border." Deuteronomy 16 v. 4, similarly: "leaven shall not appear in all thy borders seven days." So accurately, namely, and so seriously, did the Lord will the memory of the past bitterness of the ancestors to be renewed and really felt. And this the Jews today still keep so superstitiously that, on the 14th day of the first month, before the hour of the slaying of the lamb has begun, every paterfamilias most diligently goes through his whole house, and — a candle also being lit — most curiously surveys, and searches the corners and all the inner recesses, lest anything of filth or leaven lurk anywhere: almost as the once-mad Roman women in the rites of the foolish Goddess [Bona Dea], while, so that—
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—so that from those [rites] [they] might keep off every male, [they] even covered the images of male brute-animals; and, lest perhaps some male had brought himself into hiding in some hole, [they] most studiously searched all the hollows — as the authors are, in the Roman Questions, Plutarch, Seneca in the epistles, Lactantius, [and] Gyraldus.

6. What sacrifices had to be on those same days? (Quae in iisdem diebus esse debeant sacrificia?) [They] are described clearly enough [in] Numbers 28 v. 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24. For on each of the days [there] were:


	[Group 1 — the daily offering]: (1) the daily sacrifices — the morning and evening lamb.

	[Group 2 — the festal holocaust]: (2) two bulls, for a holocaust; (3) one ram; (4) seven lambs; (5) fine flour sprinkled with oil; (6) three tenths [of flour], for each bull; (7) two tenths, for the ram; (8) a tenth [each], for each lamb.

	[Group 3 — the sin-offering]: (9) one he-goat, for sin.



7. Whether those who ate the unleavened [breads] had to be pure and undefiled? (An, qui azyma edebant, puri & incontaminati esse debebant?) A twofold opinion. One indeed denies [it] — which, on Matt. 26, Maldonatus embraced. The other affirms [it] — which, in the Catena, D. Thomas [Aquinas], and in him Alcuin, handed down; and indeed, as I think, [it is] more probable. For 1. The Jews "were unwilling to enter Pilate's praetorium" (John 18 v. 28) "lest they be defiled, but that they might eat the pascha." Which [pascha]? Not the lamb — because [it] was eaten the day before, as [was] proved above (q. 29). Therefore [they mean] some other foods, not usual and daily — as [is] plain, because otherwise [they] would never [have needed] not to be unclean. But these foods either were the paschal victims, of which [in] the earlier [sub-q] 6 — namely the ram and the 7 lambs, with the he-goat, which by the law (Lev. 6 v. 26) ceded almost wholly to the use of the priests — or [they were] the unleavened [breads]. And indeed so easily, and so aptly, could this name of "pascha" be accommodated to them [these foods] as to the days of unleavened bread, which all — as [was] said (q. 15) — are called "Pascha" (Acts 12), and perhaps (John 18 v. 39). For if those [foods are called] "Pascha" because their beginning is from the eating of the lamb, or because they look to some commemoration of the same thing, why not also those victims? But because [a place] whence [it] could certainly be proved [that] they are so called does not yet appear, [it] will be safer, by that "eating of the pascha," to understand the eating of the unleavened [breads]. And [it] is confirmed from the Syriac text, in which, word for word, [it] is: "They did not go up into the praetorium" (la-pretorin) "that they might not be polluted, [but] that they might eat those petscha [pascha]" — that is, "while they ate the pascha," or "as long as they might eat the pascha." 2. "I would believe [it]," says Maldonatus, "if [it] were proved by any example or authority." An example, therefore, I give: the solemn formula by which every Jewish paterfamilias, each year, invites and exhorts his domestics to the eating of the unleavened [breads]. In it, clearly, the eating of the unleavened [breads] is called "paschatismus," and therefore the unleavened [breads] too are "pascha." And that formula is in Ram[bam] (tom. 1, bk. 3, helacah 1 [Hilkhot…]); and in the great [book] of precepts [Sefer Mitzvot Gadol], in Hilkhoth ha-shevitath chamets & following (fol. 118, 119) — from which some [things], which [are] in the Scaligerian formula (bk. 6, fol. 536), can be corrected; and [that] the Jews call those four cups of wine, which [they] drink up in the paschal supper, also "paschata," as [was] shown above (q. 24, toward the end). And hence, if the Christian doctors praised at the beginning of the question [Aquinas, Alcuin] be thought not sufficiently suitable, the Rabbis' [authority] — which, as regards the use of the Hebrew word, especially in a matter which [pertains] to—
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—[which pertains to] the explication of the Christian Gospel avails against them [the Jews] themselves, [and] ought not to be despised (the authority is had, and thus, as regards each [point], [it is] enough, I think, [what] was done by Maldonatus). 3. Yet I add also, of the Innovators, not the authority, but whatever kind of opinion — on account of the other Innovators especially, who fight even against [it]. Junius and Tremellius (on John 18): "Unleavened breads," [they] say, "God had commanded to be eaten in sanctity for 7 days." And [they] constitute a synecdoche in that place of John cited before — so that, namely, the unleavened [breads] be called "pascha," because [they] are a certain part of the paschal supper. 4. When the Apostle says (1 Cor. 5 v. 8): "Therefore let us feast, not in old leaven, nor in the leaven of malice and wickedness, but in the unleavened [breads] of sincerity and truth" — does [he] not seem to signify [that] the unleavened breads had to be eaten in sanctity? For [he] speaks of the time which [is] straightway after the immolation of the paschal lamb. For therefore, when [he] had said, "Our pascha, CHRIST, is immolated," [he] subjoined, by way of conclusion, "Therefore." And, for "let us feast [epulemur]," in Greek [it] is ἑορτάζωμεν [heortazōmen], and in Syriac "the festal day of unleavened [bread]." But to the "leaven of malice," which is חמץ [chametz], [he] opposes "the unleavened [breads] of sincerity"; and to the "leaven of wickedness," "the unleavened [breads] of truth" — or, as [it] is in Syriac, "the unleavened [breads] of sanctity." And the reasoning of the opposition itself so shows [that] "truth" is [to be] taken [thus]; where, in passing, [it] must be noted [that there] is a notable error in the Royal Bibles [Biblia Regia]. For in the Hebrew character placed [for] the text of the Syriac, [it] is "ella ba-chamira" ["but in leaven"], for that which is rightly read in the Syriac itself, "ella ba-patira," that is, "but in unleavened [breads]." 5. Finally, [it] is confirmed from their solution [of the argument], which [things] bound [convinced] that great man [Maldonatus]. "Neither does the Law," [he] says, "establish anything about that matter, nor [is it] to be believed [it was] introduced by any tradition of the Jews." As regards the Law — as [it] is nakedly read in the text — indeed I grant nothing [is] properly commanded about this sanctity of the unleavened [breads]; yet as the law is rightly understood, [it] seems to be generally commanded. For with the unleavened [bread] [there] was something sacred, having a sacred signification, and [they] were as [it were] a certain appendix of the paschal lamb and the other paschal sacrifices. Why, therefore, from their use, would stains and all filth not be kept off? And indeed this still today displays that so great care of the Jews, as great as [they] employ in kneading, cooking, and preserving their unleavened [breads] most purely. For 1. even the most needy most studiously seek out the purest wheat; 2. then [they] store it in sacks cleanly and freshly washed. 3. The millstone by which that [wheat] is to be ground, [they] most diligently cleanse thoroughly; nay, when [it] is lawful, [they] make a new and fresh cutting of it. 4. The flour thence [they] call sacred, and store [it] in the cleanest little sacks. To knead it, two days before the Passover, after the setting of the sun, every paterfamilias draws water from a flowing [source], if [he] can, and keeps [it] in the cleanest vessels. 6. [Those] who otherwise allow their bread to be kneaded by Christian bakers, this one [bread] [they] themselves wish to knead, lest [it] be touched by "profane" hands, as [they] miserably think. 7. When [they] use the ovens of Christians, [they] bring that [bread] to these [ovens] covered with the cleanest little linen cloths. 8. [They] always stand by, until [it] is put into the oven, and as long as [it] remains there and is cooked; and [they] give sedulous care, lest either the Baker, or another, by design or chance, touch those breads even lightly. 9. [Those] taken from the oven again with the cleanest—
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—cloths [they] cover [and] carry home; and thus, as cleanly as [they] can, [they] hide away the food of the whole week. Now since these [things] are nowhere in the law, [that] [they] flourish from tradition among them cannot be doubted. "But [it] would have been," says the same author [Maldonatus], "intolerable to the Jews, if [they] could eat only unleavened bread [that was] clean — since [they] would be contaminated by so many, so slight, [and] so commonly-occurring things, that scarcely could [they] keep themselves clean for one day; but the days of unleavened bread were seven. In which time whoever would use leavened bread was guilty of death (Exod. 12 v. 15). But if, [being] contaminated, [they] could not eat the unleavened [bread] — since [they] would be contaminated by so frequent and so many things — which, I ask, of men would not, daily, even on the festal days, have to be condemned?" I respond, first: about the entry into the Praetorium, or into a Gentile's house (John 18) — [it] was not similarly expressly forbidden in the divine precepts, but was a tradition only of the Jews. Secondly: if, in that place of John, the "pascha" were the paschal lamb itself, [they] could have still eaten it then, because — [it being] that morning, as [is] noted there — [it] would have been feasible; but the lamb [it] was lawful to eat toward the evening and at the coming-on of night, as [was] declared above (quaest. 31). But the contamination which arose from the entry of the Praetorium would have been only until evening, so that before this [evening], or in it, [one] could be expiated (Num. 19). [It] would have been another [matter] concerning those contaminations which needed a seven-day lustration, as [was] expounded (quaest. 28). Thirdly. [It] is likely [that] they, in those seven days of caution, employed also more of zeal, lest [it] should happen [that they] be polluted by anything. Fourthly. If, however, any pollution had bound [them] — even [when they were] cautious and unwilling — [there] were various modes by which [they] would be cleansed, as the water of lustration (Num. 19), and so many and so frequent washings of the hands which are employed afterward (Mark 7 v. 3 & 4). Fifthly. [It] is a rule of law [that] "penalties are to be restricted." But the penalty of death is imposed on those who would use leaven, [but] never on those who would use unleavened bread, [being] pure and clean, though less [so]. [It] is not therefore to be gathered, from the difficult flight of contamination, [that] very many daily had to be condemned to death. Sixthly. And truly, though [they] were guilty of death, [they] did not necessarily have to be punished on the festal days. For [they] could have been struck on those days of unleavened bread which were not festal (above, quaest. 4); or certainly [their] punishment [could] be deferred until the unleavened [days] had elapsed — as, in S. Peter, was done by Herod Agrippa (Acts 12 v. 4). Nay, of those who seemed to violate the ceremonies and worship of God, [the Jews] were led by no religion [scruple], if [they] would exact punishment even on festal days — as [they] did in [the case of] CHRIST the Lord (above, quaest. 29, at [point] 3). For in the Jews machinating death against CHRIST the Lord, [there] was no religion [scruple] so great as Socrates narrates [there] once was to the Athenians (in Plato, Phaedo). For to the Phliasian Echecrates asking why [they] had brought the sentence of death upon him [Socrates], and yet had inflicted death on him only [after] a long time [later], [Socrates] responded [that], since [the Athenians] send a votive ship each year to the Delian Apollo, [they] meanwhile lustrate the city, and put no one to death publicly in all that time in which [the ship] goes and returns — though, on account of the inconstancy of the winds, that [voyage] sometimes was very long. In sum: [that] there is required, for the sanctity of the unleavened [breads]—
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—[for the sanctity of the unleavened breads] was not more intolerable than the other [things] which the Mosaic law commands, of which [in] the cited Author (15).

8. At what time, in the land of promise — [with] Joshua [as] leader — did the Israelites begin to eat unleavened bread and polenta [parched grain]? and what [is] polenta? (Quonam tempore, in terra promissionis, duce Iosue, azymos & polentam edere coeperunt Israelitae? quidque polenta?)

I have made the Joshuan Passover — so that I might pass over hitherto to the whole nature of the Passover and [its] disputation; now I return nearer to that same Joshua, and ask what [it] may be that [in] ch. 5 v. 11 [it] is written: "They ate of the fruits of the land on the second day [die altero], unleavened breads." Which [is] this "second day"? This [is] omitted in the corrected 70 [LXX], though [it] may be read in certain Greek exemplars. If we consult the text — both ours and the Hebrew — we shall straightway seem to see [it]. The Israelites ate the pascha on the 14th day of the first month, at evening; and "on the second day" [they] ate unleavened [breads]. [Is it] not therefore on the very 15th day? Clearer even [is] the Hebrew, expressly saying "on the morrow of the Passover [postridie paschatis]" — which [pascha], on the 14th, toward evening, had been slain and eaten. Nevertheless, [that it] is rather the 16th, some [things] seem to persuade. First: the 16th day is wont to be called the postridian of the Passover, by that same phrase (as [was] said above, quaest. 4, at objection 5). Secondly: because before the same 16th day [it] was unlawful to feed on new crops, since their first-fruits [were] then offered in the sheaf (as [was] said in the same place). For either the Israelites used old [crops] for those unleavened [breads], or new [ones]. If old, whence did [they] have them? If new, [they] would have committed against the law of first-fruits. Four, therefore, about this matter, [there] are opinions. First: [that it] is the 14th day of the first month. So, in his Calendar, the Samaritans, as indeed Scaliger relates (bk. 3, Isagog. p. 219). The second opinion is [that it] is the 15th day. So, of our [writers], Abulensis (ch. 5, after quaest. 67), and Arias Montanus; of the Rabbis, Radak, and several others; and the more ancient in the Jerusalem Talmud (Seder 1, Masechta 9, ch. 2, folio 38). The third [is] [that it] is the 16th day. So, of our [writers], Lyranus [Lyra] seems to feel, when [he] wishes the polenta which is here added to the unleavened breads to be from new grains — "of which the solemnity would be made," as [he] says, [namely] "the paschal oblation," on the 16th day. But of the Rabbis, so clearly feel Ralbag [R. Levi ben Gershon] and several others, and the Babylonian Talmud itself (in the Massechet Rosh Hashanah, ch. 1); and, following these, Calvin (on this place, fol. 21), [and] Scaliger (Isagog. bk. 3, part 2, [p.] 19). The fourth, finally, [is] the opinion of Masius, sustaining the assent and opinion [of no one firmly]: "Which," [he] says, "opinion is truer, I confess to be uncertain to me, and therefore I leave the matter in the middle." And truly the same [opinion] I would reckon [is why] the Fathers, among the ancients, left [it] — S. Augustine, Theodoret, Origen, Rupert — and even Josephus himself, perhaps, someone might suspect. Yet I would rather estimate the cause of the 70's own silence [to be that] of which [I spoke] a little before. But why these were silent, I have nothing to affirm. For perhaps [they] did not read this in the Hebrew; perhaps [they] read [it], but had some cause of being silent; or [they] did not indeed keep silent, but — which I judge truer — [it] fell out from their translation. But among those three opinions, I take the middle. So that here the order of the transacted things was [this]: On the 15th, toward evening, the Israelites had eaten the lamb, and with it unleavened breads, which [they made] either from manna — of which [there] was nothing of leaven — or from old crops, which [they] had brought with them, some from beyond-Jordan—
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—[some from beyond-Jordan] they had prepared. And because, as [was] said above, this paschal supper — Judaically taken — looked to the 15th day, in the rest of the food which on that same evening could follow the lamb, and which was taken through the whole 15th day, [they] employed the same unleavened [breads] as [they employed] their usual manna. On the 16th day descended, in the accustomed manner, the manna; and the first-fruits of that day's crops [were] solemnly offered to God Most High and Best; and straightway — the sickles being thrust into the ripe harvest, of which, to them, from the regions a little before conquered beyond the Jordan, the supply was not lacking — [they] began, from those same day's crops, to prepare unleavened breads and polenta. But [that] all these [things] are rightly and in order said, I show — because Scripture proposes this eating of unleavened bread and polenta as [it were] something new, and from new crops. For when, above (ch. 3 v. 15) [it] had said [there] was a harvest, and now [it] says [they] ate "of the fruits" — not simply "of the land," but, as in the Hebrew the prefixed [article] he indicates, and in Greek the article, "of that land" — [it] indicates sufficiently [that] these were new [crops], and not brought from beyond-Jordan, but there born and collected fruits. Then, so that all handle of doubting be cut off, the 70 themselves, for "polenta," put νέα [nea], that is, "new crops": ἐφάγοσαν ἀπὸ σίτου τῆς γῆς ἄζυμα καὶ νέα [ephagosan apo sitou tēs gēs azyma kai nea], that is, "They ate of the wheat of the land unleavened [breads] and new [grains]." Nor does anything effect [contradict] against [this] the ingenious etymology of Radak, [that] the word עבור [ʿavur] (by which word [Scripture] denotes those crops, v. 11, and once, v. 12) signifies "the crops of the past year," since עבר [ʿavar] is "to pass" and "to pass over." For that word signifies generally every kind of grain, whether [it] be old or new — as, first, from the Targum [it] is understood (Isa. 28; and 4 Kings [2 Kgs] 18), where for "degan" is put "hibura"; secondly, from the 70, who here render [it] σῖτον [siton, "wheat"], and from these Josephus (bk. 5, ch. 1); thirdly, from Josephus translated into the Chaldaean tongue, in which "hibura" always stands for every kind of grain; fourthly, from the opinion of other Rabbis, who — against Radak himself — attribute to that name a general notion; fifthly, if [we are] to deal with etymologies (of which above, quaest. 1, at argument 3), we can bring other [etymologies] no less probable. For [it] can be said [that] by that name [is meant] grain — either "from passing-over," because, namely, [the seed] committed to the earth by men passes as [it were] through it, and returns again to the same [men] with multiplied interest [foenore]; or "from impregnating and making-gravid." For this signification of that Hebrew verb too is most common, as Elias explains in the Thisbi: so that, as long as an infant is in the mother's womb, [it] is called "hober," and a pregnant woman "mehubereth [meʿubbereth]" — nay, "scanah," or the embolic [intercalary] year, as [it were] (as [he] says, bk. 7, folio 298). Scaliger [holds] that the intercalary month bears itself within itself as a pregnant woman [carries] a foetus in the womb; and that same embolism [is called] "hibbur" by him, as [it were] from [its] chief part, [being] the whole computation of the Hebrews. Now indeed — does not Tullius [Cicero] (2nd [book] On laws, at the end) say [that] "the earth bears crops, and, as a mother, supplies foods"? And again (bk. 2 On the nature of the gods): "The earth," [he] says, "gravid with seeds, brings forth and pours out all [things] from itself." Because, therefore, among all [things] which the pregnant earth thus brings forth and pours from itself, grain is held [to be] the most excellent and most necessary, therefore [it is called] "univer—
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—[universal-]ly that Hebrew name receives [i.e. grain gets its name from being "general"]. And perhaps from that very Hebrew — the first letter, [being] heavier and more difficult, cast off, as [is] wont to be done — [there was] made the Greek βρῶσις [brōsis] and βρόω [broō], and likewise the German "Brod" [bread]; though [it] be from "barah," which is "to eat," and from "baruth," which is "food" — [these] I would prefer. But besides these [things] — lest [one] think [that] the legitimate time of the first-fruits [was] anticipated by eating [before it] — [I am] much moved by the authority of Joshua himself: [his] most-recent ingress into the promised land, and that so wonderful and happy; the most-recent circumcision, and the keeping of the Passover — and nowhere [is there] even the least sub-indicated reproof. For, the law of first-fruits being neglected, they would have sinned against God; and would Joshua not have turned aside a public crime of this kind, lest [it] be admitted? [Would he] not, [it] being admitted, have sharply castigated and severely punished [it]? Finally, for this opinion stands the Chaldaic Paraphrase [Targum], saying [that] these [things were] done "after the day of the good, or festal, Passover."

But what polenta may be, I have said (Judith 10, quaest. 3). But note, in the more ancient editions of Lyra — for example, the Strasbourg of the year 1501 — [it] is here called "granatum" [grained], because [it] is made from grains recently threshed out; but in the later [editions] — for example, the Lyons of the year 1548 — that [word] is omitted, and in its place is substituted "polenta." For polenta [is] "toasted meal [tostum far]": for [it] is made from ears, or from their grains, toasted by fire — and indeed with much still greater speed than unleavened [breads] are made. [It] can be seen [in] bk. 18, ch. 7 & 8, Pliny; Seneca (epistle 18, bk. 2); and [in] Ruth ch. 2, quaest. 25.

But the land is here called "of Canaan" by the 70: γῆ τῶν φοινίκων [gē tōn phoinikōn], Exod. 16 v. 35: τῆς φοινίκης [tēs phoinikēs]. Whence, in Origen (hom. 46), and others, some interpreters render [it] "the region of the palms"; nor badly — and indeed from the mind of Origen himself, who wove an allegory thence. But see ch. 2, quaest. 4; ch. 1, quaest. 5, & following.


Question XXXV. When did the manna cease? (Quando cessavit manna?)

Several questions about the manna are set forth [in] Exod. 16; but this [one] is proper to this place — to which, if the year be regarded, [it] is plain from the [things] said hitherto (especially ch. 3, part 3, quaest. 2) what must be said; but if the month and year [be regarded], the text so responds (v. 12): "And the manna ceased [defecit] after they ate of the fruits of the land." But a twofold cessation of the manna can be conceived. One, that [it] cease to fall from heaven; the other, that [it] cease to be in the nature of things [i.e. to exist / be found]. [There] were, therefore, Rabbis in the Talmud (Sotah, Tosaphta, and in the Mechilta) who say [that], Moses dying, the manna ceased in the prior manner; yet [that] the Israelites so filled their vessels with a heap of it [that], up to this very time, for sustaining them, [there] was abundantly enough; and thus [that] not until [at last, it] ceased also in the latter manner, when [they] began to eat Canaanite bread. [It] will be worth the labor to hear the Jewish Seder Olam (ch. 10). "Three," [it] says, "excellent shepherds and nurturers stood by the Israelites — namely, Moses, Aaron, and Mary [Miriam]. Three signal gifts [were] granted by their intervention: the Well, the pillar of cloud, and the Manna. The Manna indeed [by] Moses's [merit]; the pillar of cloud [by] Aaron's; the Well [by] Mary's merits. (Whence) Mary being dead, the Well was taken away — recovered, however, afterward, by the merits of Aaron and Moses. Aaron being dead—
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—the pillar of cloud disappeared, although afterward [it] was, by the merit of that Moses, restored. Moses being dead, these three perished, nor [were they] recovered. For [it] is written, 'And three shepherds were cut off in one month.' And even if in one month — and finally in the same [month] — these three departed by no means out of this life, but rather in the same year (for Miriam yielded to the fates on the 10th day of Nisan; Aaron on the first [day] of Ab; Moses on the 7th [day] of Adar) — nevertheless, because on the day on which Moses underwent death these three [things] fell away, so that no more [did they] appear, [the] three shepherds are said [to have been] cut off in one month. [Those] who meanwhile had collected Manna on the 7th day of Adar, used it up to the 16th [day of] Nisan. For [it] is read: 'And the Manna ceased after they ate of the fruits of the land; nor was [there] any more Manna to the sons of Israel, but [they] ate of the fruits of the present year of the land of Canaan.' And hence can be expounded what was commemorated in Exodus: 'And the sons of Israel ate Man [manna] forty years, until they came into the inhabitable land' — that is, until the day of Moses's death. For on that day the Manna ceased to fall from heaven. 'But with this food [they] were fed, until [they] should touch the borders of the land of Canaan' — that is, until that day on which the Manna was consumed in their own hands."

But this opinion is very inept. First: because beyond one day — unless the Sabbath followed — the Manna could not be conserved (Exod. 16 v. 20 & 29), except if God had commanded some small [portion] to be set apart, for the demonstration of so great a miracle, and afterward had, [by] a great miracle, guarded [it] from all putrefaction (same ch. v. 33, 34). Secondly: because the Hebrew verb which our [translator] here renders "defecit [ceased]" signifies not the latter cessation — by which something ceases to be at all — but rather that by which [it] "ceases to be made," as, against those [Rabbis], Ralbag here notes. For [it] is שבת [shabath], from which [comes] "Sabbath." Thirdly: [it] seems [that] the author of this book studiously wished to explain that which in Exodus ch. 16 v. 35 was written. For when there [Moses] had first said [that] the Manna was wont to rain on each of the days, nor could [it] be conserved beyond a day — by this very [fact], that [it] is straightway added [that] the Israelites ate [it] "until the borders of the land of Canaan," the cause is sufficiently shown by the effect (or the latter by the prior — by the eating, I say, [and] that celestial rain). Fourthly: if, [with] Moses dying, this [manna] had had [its] end, how [is it that] nowhere, while his death and praises are recounted in Scripture, is any mention made [of it]? For if not in Deuteronomy, certainly in the beginning of this book, and elsewhere more often, if not explained, at least something could have been insinuated — since [it] would be far greater [that] that falling of the manna [ceased], than [that] the eating of the same should come to rest. [It] must be established, therefore — which both the Christians, and all the other Rabbis, rightly understand from that text — [that] now, first of all, both [things] ceased at once: [both] the falling, I say, and the eating of the manna. But since the Greek text says μετὰ τὸ βεβρωκέναι [meta to bebrōkenai, "after they had eaten"], and ours "to have ceased after they ate the fruits of this land" — how long after they ate? The very manner of speaking indicates [that], as soon as [they] tasted those other, common foods, [the] end [was] made by God of that other angelic [food]. Yet expressly in the Hebrew the time is noted thus: "And the manna ceased on the morrow, when they themselves ate of the fruits of this land." But that "morrow" — of what day [is it] the morrow? [There are] two opinions. The prior [is] of Masius: [that it] is the postridian [morrow] of the Passover itself. "Since about the same day," [he] says, "this verse speaks, of which [also] the preceding—"
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—the preceding [verse] — whether we establish [it] to have been the 15th or the 16th, to me [there] is no doubt." And the same [is] Abulensis's opinion, in ch. 1 of this book (quaest. 68), and ch. 2 (quaest. 58 & 61), where [he] constantly asserts [that] on the 15th day of the first month the manna ceased — although, by inquiring through disjunction, [he] says (quaest. 58): "on the 15th, or 13th" — where nevertheless 15 must be substituted for 13, just as also (q. 57) [15 for] 18. The latter [opinion] is of Vatablus, and of those Rabbis who — rightly — teach [that] the manna-rain perished not together with Moses. These assert [it to be] the postridian [morrow] of the day on which the sheaf of first-fruits [was] offered; so that on the 17th day of the month the cessation of the manna would have been. And to these [I have] sub-indicated [that] I assent (question 31 above). For the manna ceased not before [they] began to eat of that land's grain. But [they] did not begin before its first ears [were] given to God; nor [were they] given before the accustomed hour of the daily sacrifice — that is, before the day [was] a little more grown. But the manna fell by night, and was gathered at sunrise, as [was] expounded (quaest. 3, on Exod. 16). Therefore on the 16th day [it] had still descended, and manna had been gathered. But after those first-fruits [were] tasted, [and the grain] thenceforth eaten from the crop, thus [it was] not except on the morrow of this 16th [day that] the end of the manna could be. And [it] is confirmed, first: because in the Hebrew [it] is not said, as before, "on the morrow of the Passover," but "on the morrow" [without qualification], which without doubt is to be understood in respect of that day of which the speech had been immediately [before], as always elsewhere. But [the speech] had been of the postridian of the Passover. Therefore on the morrow of this postridian the manna ceased. Secondly. The same [thing] too is sufficiently expressed in the same Hebrew text, when [it] is said, "on the morrow, in [when] they themselves eating" — or truly (because thus [it] is less conveniently discerned [as] a past [tense], in which manner the Hebrews lack the infinitive), "in their eating," that is (as our [translator], and the 70 cited above, signified), "after they had eaten." And here [it] is understood, first, how v. 35 of ch. 16 of Exodus is to be understood: "The sons of Israel ate Man 40 years, until they came into the inhabitable land — [with] this food [they] were nourished, until [they] should touch the borders of the land of Canaan." Where, in the Hebrew, for "until" and "up to," [there] is the one particle had [ʿad], thus: "until their coming into the inhabited land they ate man; up to their coming to the extremity of the land of Canaan" — that is, for the same cause which, in the Hebrew infinitives, I said a little before: "until they should have come" — not so that, at the very first moment, or the day when [they] touched that [land] and its extremity, [they] would straightway at once cease to eat manna, but [rather] that [they] should then cease, when first — through the abundance of the land's crops, and by God's laws and nod — [it] would be lawful. [It] is understood, secondly, how [it] is to be taken, that which S. Augustine says (quaest. 63 on Exodus), and Origen (homily 1 on Joshua): "the food of manna [was] taken away from the Israelites, as soon as [they] crossed the Jordan." For a brief time is signified, of which kind one [such] is a week — especially if [it] be compared to the 40 years in which they used that nourishment: a certain comparison is instituted.


Question XXXVI. Why did the manna then cease? (Cur tum cessavit manna?)

Three causes are brought forward. First: here, from the text — because the Israelites ate of the land's crops; where—
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—someone will perhaps suspect [that], by eating, they sinned, and therefore this so noble food [was] withdrawn from them. But [it] is not so. For [it] was fittingly — and, as [it] is to be reckoned, by the counsel and will of Joshua [their] leader — [that they] betook themselves to those [foods] which the land itself would furnish to them, as will be understood from the following cause, and likewise from this: that from Scripture [they] are nowhere accused by this name [of that fault]. Even if perhaps the appetite of certain [ones] was more vehement, and the gullet more unbridled — since we see [that], among their parents, the celestial food was, before the vilest and filthiest onions, leeks, and other [things], a disgust (Num. 11 v. 5 & 6). The second cause, therefore, is: the present abundance of bread, which nature and human industry would furnish. For when, on account of the long-lasting wanderings in the most desert solitudes, the extreme want of it [bread] had pressed them, the Lord deigned to feed them by a miracle (Exod. 16), and to continue that even in the trans-Jordan regions — either because so great an abundance was not at hand as could be enough for so great a multitude, or certainly because [he] wished, for those still placed on the journey, the care of food to be lighter and easier. But now, when [they] had arrived at the goals of the journey, and all would be most-laden with the grain of the field, [it] was fair that the supernatural subsidy should cease, where the natural [one] was so much present. See quaest. 59, Abulensis (ch. 2 & 60). The third [cause] is a certain signification, which (homily 6) Origen pursues, and more clearly Rupert (bk. 1, ch. 17), in these words: "The Manna — by which in the desert of the present age we are fed, until we arrive at the blessed fatherland, where in the sight or presence of God we shall feast, and shall exult, and shall be delighted in gladness — is the word of God, [is] Holy Scripture. Which, briefly hinting, Moses, when [he] had said, 'The Lord afflicted thee [with] want, and gave to thee for food the manna, which thou knewest not, [nor] thy fathers,' continually subjoined: 'that [he] might show to thee that man lives not on bread alone, but in every word which proceeds from the mouth of God.' This manna [is] this bread of the Angels; that man might eat [it], once indeed did God open the gates of heaven, that into our land [he] might send it made flesh, and might make edible — [that food] hitherto usual to the angels alone — for us too, little ones and almost incapable-of-eating. Whence also [he] says: 'I am the living bread, who descended from heaven,' etc. But moreover, as often as the Holy Spirit opens the mouths of the Apostles and Prophets, or even of the [teaching] doctors, for preaching the word of salvation, [and] for revealing the mysteries of the scriptures — the Lord opens the gates of heaven, and rains on us manna to eat. As long as through this desert of this age we advance, as long as through faith and not through sight we walk, [we] namely need these foods. We are fed by reading with the mind, or by hearing the word of God; and we are fed also by eating with the mouth, from the Lord's table, the bread of eternal life, and by drinking the cup of perpetual salvation. But when we shall have come to that land of the living, into that blessed Zion, where in his own species shall be seen the God of gods, [we shall] neither need the word of doctrine, nor [feed] in those species of bread and wine, but in [his] proper substance, seeing, shall eat the bread of angels. Therefore, 'after they ate the fruits of the land, the manna ceased' — because, namely, 'after that which is perfect shall have come, that which is in part shall be done away.'"
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Question XXXVII. Whether after this time the manna never fell [again]? (An post hoc tempus nunquam ceciderit manna?)

To the Israelites — before the coming of CHRIST the Lord, whether [they] were Israelites by flesh only, or by flesh and spirit (of whom [in] Rom. 9) — never after this ingress into the promised land, and the 17th day of that first month, did manna fall any more, as [is] asserted here (v. 12). Nevertheless, after the coming of CHRIST the Lord, we read [that it] fell several times to true Israelites in spirit. For in the history of the ten thousand martyrs, which I have seen in manuscript, manna is handed down [to have] fallen for feeding them for some [time]. But [there] is another descent of manna, both more noble and more confirmed, which happened in the year of the Lord 418, [with] Honorius and Theodosius [as] Emperors, when in the Balearic islands very many Jews were coming over to the Christian faith. Severus, Bishop of Minorca, narrates it, to Euodius — whom S. Augustine mentions more than once — [in] an epistle which the most Reverend and most Illustrious Baronius dug out from the Vatican library (tome 5). And [there] are the epistle['s] words, after [Severus] had related [that] a certain splendid globe, in the likeness of the sun, [was] seen; these words: "At the same day's hour about the fourth — that is, a little before this sign was shown — a most minute hail, which the natives of that island call, in the gentile tongue, 'Abgistinum,' flowed down not everywhere copiously. This [hail], when [it] had begun to smell of the fragrance of honey from it, [was] tasted by many whom [it] had struck along the way, [and] was found sweeter than honey. Many wise [men], therefore, when on the same day [they] saw the sons of Israel — gone out from Egypt by their perfidy, and so from servitude — compared these [things] which happened, by the signs which we read in the exodus, to this people, which, gazing on God [with] a believing heart, merited also the name of true Israel; [and they] believed [that] the manna was renewed — the pillar of fire too, which preceded the fathers in the desert, so that even to sons gone out from the true Egypt and iron furnace (as [it] is written), [it] would furnish leadership to life, [that pillar] was shown [to have] existed [again]. And in very truth (as the reading of Exodus testifies) the likeness of the signs by no means discords. For that too which we believe was snow resembled the seed of minute coriander [and] bore the flavor of honey; and this, which appeared — [that it] had the species of a fiery pillar — is manifest. But [that] each sign was revealed to the brothers dwelling at Jamona too, we know: for the rain of honey many — to whom the understanding of inquiring, and the recognizing through the taste, was given — proved [it]; and the pillar of that most-shining light thrust itself into the sight of many whom the Lord judged worthy. Whence [it] is given to be understood [that] the Jews throughout the whole world [are] to be visited by the light of faith — since to us indeed, who dwell on this island, and in this tiny (so to speak) orb, so great a splendor of celestial grace has shone, that up to the extreme borders of your earth the vision of the signs would arrive." But that name of hail, which [the] Author [Severus] put as [it were] native and common ["Abgistinum"], [that it] is Punic appears from this — that the two cities of which in the whole history [there] is frequent mention [were] raised by the Poeni [Carthaginians] (as the same author writes); but because from Hebrew flowed the Punic tongue (as [was] shown above—
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—[shown above], ch. 2, quaest. 24), the same name arises from the Hebrew "gabis" and "elgabis" [gavish, elgavish], which [is in] Job 28 v. 18, Ezekiel ch. 13 v. 11 & 13, [and] ch. 38 v. 22.


Question XXXVIII. What does the paschal lamb signify? (Quid significet paschalis agnus?)

ORIGEN (homily 6), morally, of the threefold [food] by which the Israelites were fed, brings forth a beautiful exposition. "Three," [he] says, "species of food are generally described. One indeed, by which we are fed going out of the land of Egypt — but this suffices for a small time. After this, however, manna succeeds. But the third [is that] by which now, from the holy land, we take fruit. In which differences (as my smallness of understanding attains) I think that [thing] is indicated — that the first food is [that] which, going out of Egypt, we carried with us: this small secular erudition, so that, even if perhaps someone has attained the knowledge of the liberal letters, [it] can help [in] some little [way]. But placed in the desert — that is, in this state of life in which we now are — we are fed [with] manna; by this, [which is] that we are instructed by the instructions of the divine law. But [he] who shall have merited to enter the land of promise — that is, to attain those [things] which by the Savior were re-promised — he eats fruit from the region of the palms. For truly [he] will find the fruit of the palm who, the enemy conquered, shall have arrived at the promised [things]. For [it] is certain that, however great those [things] are which now, in the law of God, or in the divine letters, we can understand or perceive, much more sublime and more excellent will those [things] be which — the enigma ceasing — face to face the holy [ones] shall merit to see; because 'what the eye has not seen, nor ear heard, nor into the heart of man ascended, these has God prepared for those who love him.' But if the law were to be understood only according to the letter, the sons of Israel would without doubt be found, when [they] used the better [foods] (for [they] were taking manna from heaven), to have received worse [things] from the re-promise — [they] to whom, [their] former Egyptian foods failing, a better food had certainly succeeded, manna from heaven. And how then will [it] be thought [that], the better food ceasing, worse had succeeded — unless because [there] is a greater and truer reasoning in the spiritual understanding than is caught in the text of the letter?" But scripture itself, and — more agreeably to the solid truth — the paschal lamb signified CHRIST JESUS, as [is] plain [from] John 1: "Behold the Lamb of God; behold [him] who takes away the sins of the world"; and ch. 19 v. 36, "these [things] are done, that the scripture might be fulfilled: a bone ye shall not break of it"; [and] 1 Corinth. 5, "Our pascha, CHRIST, is immolated." To the same [thing it] seems to pertain, [that] which Isaias ch. [16]: "Send forth, O Lord, the Lamb, the ruler of the earth"; ch. 53: "As a lamb before the one shearing it, [he] shall be dumb, and shall not open his mouth." Jeremias 11: "I, as an innocent lamb, and led to the sacrifice, knew not." S. John (Apoc. 5): "I saw, and behold, in the midst of the throne, and of the four animals [living creatures], and in the midst of the elders, a Lamb standing, as [if] slain, having seven horns and seven eyes." But in the paschal lamb, two [things] were foremost: the immolation and the eating [comestio] — [it was] a sacrifice, and a food. By that [aspect] by which [it] was immolated, [it] was a sacrifice — the whole [was] referred to the highest honor and worship of God. By that [aspect] by which [it] was eaten, [it] was also a food; of God indeed [it] contained the honor and worship too, but [it] also fed men, and — in the manner of the old sacraments — sanctified [them]; so that [it] was both a sacrifice and a sacrament, as S. Thom[as] rightly teaches—
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—[S. Thomas] (3rd part, quaest. 60); and Soarez [Suárez] notes (tome 3, disput. 1, section 1; & disput. 74, section 2). But since the Holy Catholic Church professes a twofold sacrifice of CHRIST the Lord — namely the bloody [one], on the cross, and the unbloody [one], in the Eucharist — similarly also the paschal lamb of CHRIST, by which twofold mode [it] is a sacrifice, [is] to be reckoned a figure and type; and thus, in a threefold manner, the lamb would have signified CHRIST the Lord. First, by that [aspect] by which CHRIST the Lord was the bloody sacrifice. Secondly, by that [aspect] by which [he was] the unbloody [sacrifice]. Thirdly, by that [aspect] by which [he was] the food and Sacrament of the Eucharist.

And to the first [point] — that is, the bloody sacrifice — our today's heretics assent; and if [they] would deny [it], [they] could be refuted even from that one cited place of John (ch. 19). But for winning over the Jews to CHRIST himself, [that] can and ought [to be] of great avail which [is] upon Exod. ch. 12 [in] Eugubinus, and — from the Talmudic Tractate Rosh Hashanah — Masius reports, in this place, in these words (p. 92): "This one [thing] I will add, memorable indeed — which I have found written in the Talmud, where about the beginning of the year [it] is disputed: [that it] was a celebrated and old opinion among the ancient Jews, that the day of the turning of the Israelite year had been [the anniversary] of the Egyptian liberation; [and that] the same [day] would once [in future] be to them the beginning also of the liberty which [they] would receive with the coming of the Messiah. But how much this — beautifully — agrees with the doctrine of our religion, everyone sees. For they attained, in Egypt, liberty in the middle of the first month — that is, when the moon, set opposite from the adverse [side] to the sun, shone [with] its whole orb. CHRIST also, in that same month, and the moon similarly affected, gave to us, from the cross, liberty by his death."

Concerning the second — that is, the unbloody sacrifice — the heretics litigate. Concerning the third — that is, the food and Sacrament of the Eucharist — nearly the same [heretics] assent, even the Sacramentarians, as Calvin in some manner [does] on this very [place] of Joshua 5 (fol. 20), and perspicuously Lavater (on 2 Paralip. [Chron.] ch. 30, fol. 184). And, if [they] would deny [it], [it] could be proved, however copiously, from the Fathers — from Tertullian (bk. 4 against Marcion); from Chrysostom (homily On the betrayal of Judas, & on 2 Corinth. homily 11); Isichius [Hesychius] (on ch. 23 of Leviticus); Jerome (on Matt. 26); Cyprian (book On the unity of the Church); Augustine (bk. 2 against the letters of Petilianus, ch. 37); S. Leo (sermon 7, On the passion of the Lord); S. Gregory (homily 22 on the Gospel).

But that second [point they] therefore deny, because, namely, [they] think [there] is no true unbloody sacrifice in the Church. For if [they] thought [so], what would be more apt than that, in as many modes as possible, and most-perfectly, that old lamb would signify the truth [as] a figure — [that old lamb] which was CHRIST the Lord, and by which [he] is the true food of souls, and by which [he] is the true victim, bloody and unbloody, to the celestial Father? But indeed [it] would behoove [them] not to think, but to believe, [that there] is a true victim of this kind, without the effusion of blood, which indeed then is made. "The celebrated [Passover] being kept," says the Tridentine Synod (session 22, ch. 1), "the old Passover, which the multitude of the sons of Israel immolated in memory of the exodus from Egypt — [a] new [Passover] CHRIST the Lord instituted: himself, to be immolated by the Church through the priests, under visible signs, in memory of his passage [transitus] from this world to the Father, when, through the effusion of his blood, [he] redeemed us, and snatched [us] from the power of darkness, and translated [us] into his own kingdom." Similar [things, in] ch. 2. But because [those] obstinate and degenerate sons of Joshua—
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—spurn this Synod [Trent], let them hear [him] to whom [they] profess to subscribe [themselves]: the Ephesine [Council of Ephesus], in the declaration of the 11th Anathematism (p. 510, Roman edition, against Nestorius): τὴν ἁγίαν ζωοποιὸν καὶ ἀναίμακτον ἐν ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις … θυσίαν … ἐξ ἑνὸς τῶν καθ' ἡμᾶς καὶ ἀνθρώπου κοινῇ σῶμα πιστεύοντες εἶναι τὸ προκείμενον [tēn hagian zōopoion kai anaimakton en tais ekklēsiais … thysian … ex henos tōn kath' hēmas kai anthrōpou koinēi sōma pisteuontes einai to prokeimenon], etc. — that is: "We in the Churches make a sacrifice holy, and life-giving, and unbloody — believing [it] to be not the body of one of those who are similar to us, nor of a common man, but the very body set forth, and similarly the blood, as [it were] the proper body and blood of the Word who vivifies all [things]." [So] that meanwhile I may now omit S. Ignatius (in Theodoret, dialogue 3); Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 32); Tertullian (On prayer, ch. 14); Cyprian (epistle 63, to Caecilius); Eusebius (in the Life of Constantine, bk. 4); Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechesis on the mysteries); S. Gregory of Nyssa (oration 1, On the resurrection of the Lord); S. Ambrose (epistle 33; on Psalm 38; On the sacraments, ch. 6); Optatus of Milevis (bk. 6); Epiphanius (Epistle to John of Jerusalem, which is 60th among the epistles of S. Jerome); S. Jerome (against Vigilantius; & bk. 2 against the Pelagians); S. Augustine (bk. 3 On the soul and its origin; bk. 9 Confessions, last ch.; the book On heresies, in [the heresy of] Aerius; bk. 20 against Faustus, ch. 21; bk. 10 On the city [of God], ch. 20; bk. 22, ch. 8; & sermon 32 On the words of the Apostle). Nay indeed, if [they] would for a little while take on the persona of attentive and more modest men, [they] could, from this very [thing] — the immolated lamb — come into the knowledge and faith of the Eucharistic sacrifice. First: because [it] is established [that], if the food of a figure be sacred, much more [is] the food of the truth sacred — and indeed [with] greater sanctity, or at the least, certainly, equal. But the food of the old lamb was sacred, because [it] was, after its immolation, a victim, or immolated flesh. Therefore also the Eucharistic food of the new lamb ought to be [more] immolated [sacrificial]. Otherwise the figure would be more sacred than the truth. Nor [is there] a greater reasoning of sanctifying than when, through a sacrifice, some thing is offered to God. But now, in the last supper — when, before [he] would offer himself on the cross to the Father, the Lord ate that true Paschal food, and gave [it] to the Apostles to eat — was [it] a sacred food, or not? "Sacred," you will say. By what sanctity, I ask? By the sanctity of the blessing and prayer of CHRIST the Lord? But, from its own kind, blessing and prayer [is] less than a sacrifice; and therefore, [with] a lesser sanctity, this food would have been holy than that old one, which [was] sanctified [by a sacrifice]. Lest, therefore, we be forced to say this — which [is] most absurd — [it] must rather be believed [that] this our Passover [was] true, in the last supper, when — before the bloody immolation of CHRIST the Lord himself — [it] was eaten, [and] was already truly immolated and sanctified. But [it] was not [immolated] bloodily. Therefore unbloodily. Then: CHRIST the Lord for this cause subjoined to the old paschal lamb the Eucharistic lamb, in the same place [ilico]. Why? [Was it that he] could not have done it in another both time and place? No one will say [so]. But [he] did it in that time and place, namely, that [he] might show the lamb to respond to the lamb, [the] immolation to the immolation, [the] food to the food; and might abolish the old shadow by the truth itself of the thing. And this is confirmed, thirdly: because, when the Lord gave this new paschal food, [he] either discharged the office of a priest, or not. If [that] of a priest — therefore—
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—[if of a priest] — therefore [he] then immolated it. If not — then, by reason of office and efficiency (for I do not compare the person of CHRIST the Lord with those old priests), the ancient food would have been more excellent, as [is] plain from the [things] said (quaest. 21). Fourthly, let us weigh also the circumstances. On the 14th day of the first month, toward evening, the old Lamb was immolated and eaten. On the same day too, toward evening, the new [one] was eaten. [Was it] not therefore also immolated? Within the Jerusalem city the old lamb was immolated and eaten. Within the same [city] the new [one] was eaten. [Was it] not therefore also immolated? And in the temple indeed that [old one] was immolated; but because [it] had to be destroyed — cut off with its own sacrifices, and new temples everywhere raised — the first temple of the Christian sacrifice the Lord consecrated by his presence and by his sacrifice: namely, that house in which [he] then reclined. The old lamb, at the first time, was immolated and eaten in the passage [transitus] — [as] a signification now of that future [passage] by which the striking Angel would pass over them, [rather] than [of] that by which they themselves would cross from Egypt into the promised land. But at the other time, and thenceforth always afterward, the same rite was kept in memory of the past crossing of both. So also the new [lamb]. For in the last supper — in the future passage, by which the Lord would cross from this world to the Father, and by which too we all would cross from the servitude of the devil into true liberty — [it] was instituted; but afterward, in memory of both past crossings, [it] was perpetually celebrated in the Church. Finally, the old lamb could and had to be eaten by men of whatever kind, sex, and condition — provided, however, [they] were circumcised, and clean and holy; and the cause was, because [it] was a sacred food from a sacred sacrifice. But the new lamb can be eaten by men of every kind, sex, and condition — yet [they] first ought to be baptized, clean of the filth of sins, and holy (1 Cor. 11) — namely, because [they] feed on the victim of the most holy sacrifice. For if we speak of the bloody victim of CHRIST alone, someone can eat it before baptism, and before the expiation and condonation of sins, by faith. For faith — and baptism, and justification, of which a part and inchoation is the expiation and condonation of sins — precedes. [It is] manifest, therefore, from the accurate consideration of the old lamb, [that one may] understand the true immolation and sacrifice of the true lamb in the sacred Eucharist. Which the holy Fathers too handed down to us. "When," says St. Ambrose (on Luke 1), "we sacrifice, CHRIST is present, CHRIST is immolated. For our pascha, CHRIST, is immolated." Gaudentius (tract. 2 on Exod.): "The same [one]" (namely, the one lamb, CHRIST) "through the individual houses of the Churches, in the mystery of bread and wine, refreshes [when] immolated, gives life [when] believed, sanctifies the consecrators [when] consecrated. This [is] the flesh of the lamb, this the blood." Rupert (bk. 2 on Exod., ch. 6): "At last," [he] says, "on the fourteenth day, toward evening, when [he] ate that pascha of the old lamb with his disciples, then [he] himself — the lamb of the new sacrifice, at once to be taken and led to be immolated, now agonizing in the anguish of the passion — first, with his own hands, immolated himself to God the Father, taking bread and wine, and—
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—[with] a wondrous and ineffable power of sanctification, transferring [it into] the sacrament of his body and blood." But most beautifully and most weightily [does] the holy Apostle Andrew [speak of it], as I cited [in my work on] the Apostles. [It] is permitted to repeat the earlier q. 33 — or rather that same [author] who [was] there cited — [and] to consult Bellarmine.


Question XXXIX. How do the Jews keep [act] their Passover today? (Quomodo pascha suum hodie actitant Iudaei?)

Because the wretched Jews lack the city of Jerusalem and the temple — [and] the Lamb, to which, as [was] expounded above (question 25), that place [Temple] was owed — [they] do not sacrifice, nor eat the [lamb] (either [as if] quasi-sacrificed in the old manner, or even whole, on one night, according to the rule which Abulensis noted, on Exod. 12, quaest. 44); but [rites] which are tied to no place, partly old, partly new, and devised by the Rabbis, [they] observe. These rites of theirs I will briefly throw together into one little table [tabellam], as [it were].

1. Before the Passover, 8 or 10 days [before], every paterfamilias prepares for himself the cleanest wheat for the unleavened [breads], and puts it in excellently-washed sacks; [and] takes care to grind [it] with a millstone recently cut and thoroughly cleansed. "The Jewish nation," says St. Augustine (on Psalm 39 [40]), "today subjected to Roman law, is still with the sign of circumcision and of unleavened [breads], as [was] Cain."

2. In the week before the Passover, [they] cleanse the whole household furniture; [and] at the Passover [they] use not the whole [set], but proper vessels, as [it were] dedicated to that day.

3. Whatever of silver and pewter dishes [lances], little bowls [capedunculae], and platters [scutellae] they have — if indeed [it] be not battered and broken — [they] give effort that [it] may shine: this [they] carry to their Rabbi, that [he] may see whether all [things] be clean and whole enough for the paschal banquets. He attentively looks [them] round, turns [them], and turns [them] again; and if [he] judges [them] clean and whole enough, [he] arranges [them] in a spotted net, like a fisherman's [net], and so throws [them] into a bronze [vessel] set over the fire, and straightway draws [them] out, and pours cold [water] over [them], saying three times, "Iustum, iustum, iustum!" [Clean, clean, clean!]. Nor, however, [are they] content with this so great censure: but to the water — if any flowing [water] be near — [they] carry them, and immerse [them] three times in it.

4. Two days before the Passover, at sunset, every paterfamilias draws flowing water — if indeed [he] can [do it] by himself — and carries [it] home, and keeps [it] cleanly.

5. [They] sweep the houses with the greatest zeal and care — so much that the paterfamilias lights a candle, and curiously surveys all the corners of the house, lest anything of filth reside anywhere. If perchance [he] find any [filth], [he] collects [it], and commands [it] be given to Vulcan [fire], that [it] be reduced into ash.

6. On the day before the Passover, from that clean flour of which I spoke [in] number 1, and from the water of which [in point] 4, unleavened breads are made — and indeed by the Father of each family, as many as [he] reckons necessary for his whole family for the solid week. From the same mass of unleavened [breads] too, three cakes [liba] are prepared, which are called by them "sacred [sacra]."

7. On the same day, toward evening, the Passover begins; and while [it is] still faintly light [dubia luce], [with] the garments which each one has—
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—[the garments which each one has], adorned [with] the best, [they] approach their synagogue; [they] joyfully sing together the Eucharistic song to God — that before the other peoples [they] are chosen by God, [and] that [he] has granted [them] to arrive at this joyful feast, on which [is] the anniversary memory of the liberation from Egypt. Etc.

8. Returned home from the Synagogue, [they] clothe themselves in white; [they] enter the dining-room [triclinium], which, according to each one's means, is spread with a varied tapestry and adorned all around — as also [is] the silk[-covered] table, beside which [there are] couches likewise [covered] with silks, and covered with cushions interwoven with gold. These [couches] they call "Messibboth" [mesubbin]. With many lamps [they] light up all [things]. Then onto the table those three unleavened cakes [liba], of which [in point] Num. [6], are brought, and likewise a portion of roast lamb, [and] bitter herbs with salt water. First the men sit [down]; then to each woman [there] is her own cup, and that — if by [their] means [it] be permitted — golden, or silver. And wine, only red (as I said above, quaest. 24), is ready.

9. [They] repeat that Eucharistic song which was sung in the synagogue; after the end of which, [they] all recline on those spread couches, and, with great reverence, each will drink up his own cup.

10. The paterfamilias, [his] hands washed, breaks one of the three cakes placed before [him] into two parts, one of which [he] places back in the middle of the table, [and] the other [he] hides under the cushion of his couch. [He] takes some of the bitter herbs, and dips [them] into salt water. Then [he] himself eats first, with great reverence and attention; then [he] offers [them] to all, that [they] may eat. [He] who eats more of those [herbs] is held [to be] holier by them. The two remaining cakes — one of which [is] placed upon the other — [they] all lift up on high, and with a great and sonorous voice cry out: "This is that wretched bread which our fathers ate in Egypt. [Those] who hunger, as [they did] then, let [them] come and eat. He who has need of it, let him come to this feast. It has come, and now the salutary year is present in the land of Israel. Once we were servants; but now [we are] free." Other similar [things they] go on to say; and at last [they] gently let those cakes down into the middle of the table.

11. All afterward, young and old, wash [their] hands. For this feast requires a twofold washing, according to their canon: לטבול שני במרור [litvol shenei bi-merorim], that is, "A twofold baptism [washing] is to be employed in the bitterness" — or, while the bitter herbs are eaten.

12. From the two cakes still whole, the paterfamilias takes that which [is] placed upon the other; and breaks it, giving thanks to God with the family, that [he] has deigned to grant this to them to be eaten. Of this broken [cake] now [he] joins a part with the exposed part of the middle cake broken before; from these so joined [he] bites off only as much as [he] can. All [do] the same after him.

13. The third cake at last, which [was] remaining whole, [he] takes, and breaks, as [he did] from the other; and from it, with bitter herbs, [he] eats; then onto the cushion of the couch, with great joy, [he] reclines himself. Likewise also all [do the same].

14. Then with other common foods, which [they] have prepared for that supper, [they] feed; but always together with unleavened bread, as also [through] that whole seven-day [period].

15. Toward the end of the supper, the paterfamilias [takes] the hidden—
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—[cake] under the cushion of the middle cake, [and] brings [it] forth; and gives a little bit of it to all to eat. [He] who wishes to eat a larger bit is reckoned by them [to be] about to receive a larger reward in paradise. For after this little morsel of unleavened bread, [it] is unlawful to drink anything, so that that sad and insipid savor of dry unleavened [bread] may remain in the mouth. And the canon of the Passover, among the Rabbis, established: אסור לאכל בלום אחר בוס הלל [asur le-echol blum achar…], that is, "It is forbidden to eat anything after the 'people of praise' [or the hymn]" — which was the last, of which [in] question 24 & 34.

16. Each takes into [his] hands the book of psalms and prayers; and meanwhile the paterfamilias orders the doors of the dining-room to be opened: before which is seen a certain [figure], masked, sitting on some ass [or other], to whom this [part] of the duty is imposed. For [they] believe the Messiah [will be] about to sit on an ass (from Zachariah 9), and by this rite [they] signified [it]; and then with a clear voice [they] cry out against us Christians, from Psalm 78 [79]: "Pour out thy wrath upon the nations which have not known thee." [They] recite afterward Psalm 113 [114], "In the going-out of Israel"; and thereupon the following Psalms up to Psalm 117 [118], which begins "Confitemini Domino, quoniam bonus [Give thanks to the Lord, for he is good]"; [and] that verse [of it], "Benedictus, qui venit in nomine Domini [Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord]." For when [they] arrive at this [verse], all rise up, and sing it [with] a more elevated voice — [with] a great tumult, praying to God concerning Jerusalem, the rebuilding of the temple, and other similar [things].

17. While these so many [things] are being done, the night nearly passes to [its] middle; and then [they] betake themselves to their spread [couches], and on them [they] wanton then with the greatest lust — because each persuades himself [that] the Messiah, so long awaited in vain, could that night be generated by him. For — O blind and unhappy nation! — when that oracle (of which [was] said, quaest. 38) had been received from the greater [ancestors], by their [forebears] who from Moses up to the times of CHRIST the Lord existed — namely, [that] on the very paschal day true liberty [was] to be given by the Messiah — [the nation] does not wish [to acknowledge] that which was done on that day (namely, the passion of the true Messiah), nor to recognize our liberation through him from the devil's tyranny; but to the asinine mask commemorated above (Num. 16), to the impure and insane "bed-wrestlings" [clinopalas] of this night, [it] has most wretchedly and most foolishly slipped down.

18. The same [things] nearly all [they] renew on the following light [day], lest anything be omitted by any negligence or ignorance. And to the prescribed seven days of unleavened [bread] [they] add an eighth, against Deuteronomy 4 v. 2: "Ye shall not add to the word which I speak to you, nor take away from it." And these [things], in the Talmud [of] Rambam, in the great book of precepts, [one] can see nearly all. Whence Scaliger too tasted some [of them] (bk. 6 On the emendation of times, p. 534, & following). But of the Passover and the unleavened [breads, enough] hitherto. But all these [things] explains — and accommodates [them] to the mystery of the most holy sacrament, that [it] may be piously and usefully received — John Pfefferkorn, once a Jew, in a booklet which [was] printed at Cologne in the year 1509. Which [book], if that religious and Christian man had taken [it] up, [he] would have obtained a better end than "Halla" obtained, in the year of the Lord 1514, in the month of September.


De apparitione ipsi Iosuae facta (On the apparition made to Joshua himself) (opening)
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Question XL. Who appeared to Joshua — who was he? (Qui Iosuae apparuit, quisnam fuit?)

[There] is a threefold opinion. First: [that it was] Joshua himself — whom, in the beginning of the vision, [Joshua] had thought to be some [ordinary] man, as his first word to him shows: "Art thou ours, or our adversaries'?" — that is, "Art thou a Jew, or a Canaanite? An Israelite, or an inhabitant of Jericho?" And [it] is also the same opinion of some ruder [scholar], understanding the naked text nakedly and crudely: [that] a man appeared, because this [one] is called "vir [a man]," and to him are given "hands," and in one of these a "drawn sword." But whence would a man so suddenly have been present [there]? How would [he] say [himself to be] "the prince of the host of the Lord"? For if this host was on earth, who [was it] other than the Israelite [host]? And of this Israelite host, who [was] then prince other than Joshua? If the host [was] in heaven, how could a man be prince of the celestial forces? Finally, why, a man being beheld, would Joshua have adored [him]? But, as I said, this is [the opinion] of some ruder [scholar]; and [it] is usual in the scriptures [that] celestial spirits are beheld in the form of men, and are then adorned with the members and strengths of men, and affected with [their] names (Gen. 18, 19, 32; Judges 13; Tobit 5; & elsewhere) — as S. Augustine says (ch. 26, bk. 3, against Maximinus). The other opinion is [that it] was an Angel, whose authors will also be cited afterward. The third [is that it was] God — and that either by abstracting from the persons [the divine nature in general] (and thus speaks S. Basil, homily On the entry into the land, fol. 254; [and] Philip the Presbyter, on ch. 20 of Job); or by indicating a certain person of the divinity, namely the second, or CHRIST the Lord. And so Clement of Rome (bk. 5, Apostolic Constitutions, ch. 21); Origen (homily 6); Procopius (on this place); Philastrius (heresy 84, part 3); Irenaeus (bk. 5, ch. 15); Tertullian (bk. 2 against Marcion, ch. 27; against Praxeas, 16; and On the flesh of CHRIST); Chrysostom (homily 8 to the people, & on ch. 7 to the Hebrews); D. Augustine (epistles 99, 111, & 112); Leo (epistle 17); Ambrose (bk. 1 On those who are initiated, ch. 3; & bk. 4 On the faith against the Arians); the Commentary ascribed to this [author], on Coloss. 1; the Author of the imperfect work (homily 4); Eusebius (bk. 1 On the demonstration, ch. 5, & bk. 5 throughout); Nicephorus (bk. 1, ch. 2 & 3); the Council of Sirmium (ch. 13); Justin (with Trypho); Hilary (bk. 4, & 12, On the Trinity); Masius, copiously (p. 95); of the Innovators, Calvin (on this place, & on Gen. last [ch.]); Peter Martyr (on Judges 6, fol. 85, 86); [and] others, of whom [in] quaest. 42. [It] is confirmed. First. [He] who appears calls himself "the prince of the host of God." But who [is a] truer prince than CHRIST the Lord? "Who," says Origen in the cited place, "is another prince of the host of the powers of the Lord, unless our Lord JESUS CHRIST? For all the host of heaven — whether Angels, or Archangels, or powers, or dominations, or principalities, or powers — all [things] are made through him himself; under him himself [as] prince [they] serve as soldiers, [he] who is prince of princes, and who bestows on princes the principality. For this is [he] who says in the Gospel: 'Be thou having power over ten cities.' And another: 'Be thou having power over five cities.' This is [he] who, the kingdom being received, returned." Secondly. Him Joshua adored. [It was] not therefore a man or an Angel (Apoc. 18, &—
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—[Apoc.] 20). "No," says the same Origen, "[would Joshua] have adored [him], unless [he] had known [him to be] God." Thirdly. The same [one] seems to have then appeared to Joshua who once had appeared to Moses. For Exod. 23 v. 20, the Lord says not only, "Behold, I send an Angel before thy face, that [he] may keep thee on the way," but adds, "and lead thee to the place which I have prepared." For since, as to himself, Moses did not arrive into the promised [land] across the Jordan, [he] is nevertheless to be reckoned to have arrived in his successor Joshua; and therefore to this [Joshua] too the same Angel went before. But that [Angel] was CHRIST the Lord. [He] himself indeed is the "face of the Lord," of which Exod. 33 v. 15: "My face shall go before thee, and I will give thee rest." Again, [in] Isaias 9, [he] is called "the Angel of great counsel"; and Malachi 3, "the Angel of the testament." Fourthly. From the Fathers — partly already cited, partly others, which [are] in Moses Barcephas [Bar-Kepha] (bk. On Paradise, part 1, ch. last), and by me [on] Gen. last [ch.], & Exod. 3 — [these] are brought forward. Fifthly. [There] accedes also the opinion of the old Rabbis, whose most beautiful words — from R. Tanchuma and R. Gerundensis [Nachmanides] — Masius reports (p. 95): "That God said to Moses [Exod 23:20], 'Behold, I send my Angel before thy face.' But Moses responded, 'I do not wish an Angel; but thee myself I wish.' Furthermore, Joshua son of Nun, when first [he] saw the Angel, said: 'Art thou ours, or of our adversaries?' Then to him the Angel [said]: 'I am the prince of the host of the Lord; now I have come' — as if [he] should say: 'I am now present the second time, that I may lead the Israelites into the possession of their inheritance. For I had come also when Moses, thy master, was Commander; but he, when [he] saw me, was unwilling to go with me, but repelled me from himself.' But Joshua, at the same time that [he] heard [this], fell down on [his] face; and adoring [he] said, 'What does my Lord say to his servant?'" These [things] the ancient Jews [say], [in] the book which I said, and many more like [these]: which to me certainly seem to allude to the Jewish people — the Church which boasted of Moses [as] master — and to that [Church] which now is ruled by Jesus, that is, Jesus Christ. For that [Jewish Church], the Angel Christ being sent to it that [he] might open to them [access] to the celestial inheritance, repudiated [him], and — [he] being cast out even from the city — affixed [him] to the cross. But this [Christian Church], at the same time that [it] understood — both from doctrine and from miracles — [him] to stand on the side of itself, not of the adversary Beelzebub, adored [him], and submissively and obediently embraced his commands. "This," says Rabbi Moses Gerundensis [Nachmanides], "Angel — if we should say the thing itself — is the redeeming Angel, of whom [it] is written: 'Because my name is in him' [Exod 23:21]. That [one] is the angel who said to Jacob: 'I [am] the God of Bethel.' That [one] of whom [it] is said: 'And God called Moses from the bush.' But [he] is called an 'angel' because [he] governs the world. For [it] is written: 'Jehovah led us out' (that is, the Lord God) 'from Egypt.' And elsewhere: '[He] sent his angel, and led us out of Egypt.' Besides, [it] is written: 'And the angel of his face saved them' [Isa 63:9] — doubtless that angel who is the face of God, of whom [it] is said: 'My face shall go before [thee], and I will make [thee] rest.' Finally, that [one] is the angel of whom the prophet [says]: 'And suddenly shall come to his temple the Lord, whom ye seek; and the angel of the covenant whom ye desire' [Mal 3:1]." And again, in another place, where [Nachmanides] expounds that little verse "my face shall go before [thee], and I will make [thee] rest," thus [he] left [it] written — that I may confer [it] in a few [words]: "Advert attentively what these [things] wish for themselves. For Moses and the Israelites always wished the first angel; but who that [one] was, [they] could not truly understand. For neither did [they] perceive [it] from others, nor by prophetic knowledge—"
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—[nor by prophetic] notion did [they] sufficiently attain [it]. But indeed the 'face of God' signifies God himself — which among all Interpreters is agreed [in confesso]. But [one] could not even by a dream understand these [things], unless [he] be instructed in the mysteries of the law." And after a few [words]: "'My face shall go before [thee]' — that is, the Angel of the covenant, whom ye desire; in whom shall be seen my face; of whom [it] is said: 'In the time accepted I will hear thee.' For 'my name is in him.' 'And I will make [thee] rest' — or, 'I will effect that [he] himself be to thee gentle and benign. Nor shall [he] lead thee by rigid law, but placidly and clemently.'" [It] can also be seen [in] Rabbath [Midrash Rabbah] (fol. 150 b, col. 3). Sixthly. [He] who now appears is called "Jehovah" (ch. 6 v. 2).

Nevertheless, I altogether acquiesce in the middle opinion — namely, [that it] was an Angel. Yet I lay down, for the sake of greater clarity, this distinction. When [it] is asked who — since [he] was not a man, yet appeared to this or that [person] in the figure of a man; [one may ask] either about him who was represented, or signified, to appear, to speak, and to do other [things] of that kind; or about him who represented, was speaking, and did the rest of that kind. For between these [there] is a distinction. For, for example, in some Comedy or Tragedy, [he] who is represented and signified to speak and to act is Amphitryo, [or] Orestes, [or] Hercules; but [he] who represents, speaks, and acts is Roscius [the actor]. In an embassy, [he] who is reported and signified to say this and that, and to make peace, is the Prince who sent the Legate; [he] who reports this [prince], and says these [things], and makes peace, is the legate. I say, therefore, universally, [that] as often as, in the figure and form of a man, not-a-man appears but a certain good spirit, then — as to the representation and signification — sometimes [it is] God, sometimes an Angel or man [that is represented]; but as to the person representing and signifying, [it is] never God, but always an Angel. And that prior part [is] easily conceded by all. For, first, those forms of men which appeared (Gen. 18) signified the Holy Trinity, as I showed there. [He] who wrestled with Jacob (Gen. 32) represented God; and likewise [he] who gave the decalogue [said]: "I am the Lord thy God" (Exod. 20). Secondly. [He] who appeared to David (2 [Sam] 24) signified only an Angel — as also [he] who [in] Matt. 28, & Acts 1. Thirdly. [He] who appeared to Tobit (ch. 5, & following) referred only a man and traveler. But the latter part, which alone comes into controversy, is proved. First. If God himself, in the figure of a man, had ever truly appeared, [he] would have either joined a human body to himself through incarnation, or through assumption. Not the first — because [then] not once only, but more often, and not only in the times of Augustus, but already much before, would God have been incarnate; D. Jerome (on Ephes. ch. 4): "That which the Apostle says, 'one body, and one spirit,' is understood [as] either simply the one body of CHRIST, which is the Church; or certainly [as that which he] deigned to assume from the Virgin — lest [they] think even that [body] to have been corporate [assumed] as many times as [he] appeared in the old testament." Not the second — because [he] would have coupled such a body to himself either according to the nature of his divinity, or according to the persons. If the former: either the mere nature of the divinity would be understood, and then God would do nothing in such a body (because action is [proper] to subsistents [supposita]); or the nature of the divinity with the common [subsistence], which the good [theologians] recognize—
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—[which the good] Theologians recognize [as] a subsistence understood; and then, just as [it] would be a common subsistence to all the persons, so also that assumption [would be common]. If the latter [according to persons]: therefore either all the persons would assume one and the same body, or one of them one [body]. If all, then in the same body would be at once, and would appear, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. If one, one of the persons could do something in creatures — or, as the Theologians speak, something "to the outside [ad extra]" — which the others [could] not. For one divine person alone would assume the body, which the others would not assume. Secondly. The rule of Dionysius the Areopagite [is], which S. Augustine also embraces (bk. 3, On the Trinity, ch. 4 & 5), [and] D. Thomas (1, q. 63, a. 7, & elsewhere often): [that] God is wont to administer the lowest [things] through middle [ones]. And this we see in the whole course of things. For God himself, since [he] is the first cause, acts through second [causes]; and among these, [the ones] which [are] more universal and more excellent [act] through others less widely open [in scope], and less excellent. How, therefore, [would we] not judge the same, when some corporate species [is] to be presented, and through it something [is] to be signified to those [men]? For [there is] no cause why the usual order of acting should be changed. Thirdly. God, in this whole universe — and [in] the individual parts and particles of it — is intimately whole [totus] according to his essence, efficiency, and knowledge, which, [as] commonly [said] in the schools, is: "God is here [by essence], causally, and everywhere knowingly." If, therefore, [he] would assume a body, [he] would have, by a certain new efficiency, immediately through himself, to conform and figure that very body, to sustain [it], to move [it] with motion, and to fashion the voices in it and all the gestures. But by equal reasoning [it] could be said [that] he thus does all [things] in all things; and [that] there was never any true apparition of some Angel, nor [that there] are any second causes, or [that they] act — but [that] the Lord does all [things] immediately through himself. For, just as [he] makes and moves the bodies in which [he] is said to appear, so also all other [things] — since [it] would be in vain [that] the opinion [of secondary agency] seem to be effected through more [causes] by [these] authors, [things] which through fewer can likewise be done. Fourthly. [It] does not seem to become the divine majesty, that [he] immediately through himself do those actions, the power and authority of doing which [he] has implanted in creatures. For to what [end] did [he] implant [it], if [he] wished [it] idle, and [wished] himself [to be] the one — not the first only, but the sole — effector and mover of all [things]? But the power and authority of effecting and moving that kind of bodies, [he] implanted in the Angels. Therefore [so]. Then: bodies of this kind are made only for signifying and announcing something. [Does] God either not wish, or is [he] not able, to employ other announcers and Interpreters than himself? [There] are, besides, bodies of that kind [which are] evanescent, which — when this very [thing] for whose cause [they] were undertaken is accomplished — straightway dissipate, and are resolved into air, so that sometimes [they] scarcely exist for half an hour. [Would it] become God to clothe himself in those bodies, when this his Angels can [do]? Fifthly. "[There] are all Angels ministering spirits" (Hebr. 1). But if, through himself, God assumes bodies in the apparitions, how are those [Angels] ministering to him? [Is it that they] minister only in greater and more excellent duties, but in [the matter] of mortal, and suddenly-dissipable and evanescent bodies—
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—[in the] joining-together, motion, and advance [of mortal, evanescent bodies], will [they] be idle loiterers and spectators? Excellently S. Jerome (on Ephes. ch. 1): "We little men [homunculi], to be dissolved quickly into ash and dust — if by the consent of men we be raised into Kings, [we] have such great varieties, and multitudes, of ministers, as [we] can more easily feel than tell. For example, [that] a prefect over the civil part have Judges, provinces, and his [own] order; again, [that] the soldiery [be] scattered into so many Companions, Dukes, Tribunes, and [that] the manifold army [be] divided. And do we think God — the Lord of lords, and King of reigning [ones] — [to be] content with a mere single ministry?" Sixthly. The apparitions which, of all, [seem] most made immediately by God, are nevertheless, by scripture itself, handed down [to have been] made through Angels. Therefore much more [are] all the others made through the same [Angels]. The antecedent is proved: first, [from] Gen. 18 v. 1: "The Lord appeared to Abraham"; and the manner of the apparition is subjoined (v. 2): "there appeared to him three men." These three men, therefore — since in reality [they] were not men — as to Signification, were (as I said above) three persons of the most Holy Trinity; but as to the thing, and the true assumption of bodies, what were [they]? Angels, or God — or three divine persons? The text of that chapter often narrates [it to have] been God (vv. 1, 13, 15, 17, 19, 23, 26, & thereafter up to the end of the chapter). Indeed truly, as to signification, [it] was "the Lord," and three divine hypostases; but as to the thing, [they] were "Angels," as the beginning of ch. 9 explains: "And there came two angels to Sodom"; and thereupon, in these two, "the Lord descended and saw Sodom," as [he] had said (ch. 18); and as D. Augustine expounds (bk. 3 against Maximinus, ch. 26). And likewise S. Paul (Hebr. 13 v. 2): "Do not forget hospitality. For through this some, unwitting, received Angels into [their] lodging." Secondly. Exod. ch. 3: the Lord appears to Moses in the Bush, and says: "I am who I am [Ego sum, qui sum]." [It] seems here [it] cannot be denied [that] the "Lord" who was speaking was [so] — namely, mediately, or through representation. But as to the thing, [it] was an Angel of God sustaining the person [of God], as S. Stephen expounded (Acts 7 v. 30): "There appeared," [he] says, "to Moses, in the desert of Mount Sinai, an Angel in the fire of a flame of a bush"; and yet [there] is subjoined to that [Angel] the voice of the Lord: "I am the God of thy fathers." Thirdly. Exod. 20 — [he] who gives the law [is] always said [to be] "the Lord," and says (v. 2): "I am the Lord thy God." Doubtless [it] was "the Lord" by representation, but in reality a true "Angel," by the interpretation of the same holy Stephen (ibid., v. 38): "This is [he] who was in the Church in the solitude with the Angel, who spoke to him on Mount Sinai"; and afterward (v. 53): "Ye received the law in the disposition of Angels" — or, as [it] is in Greek, "in the dispositions of Angels," εἰς διαταγὰς τῶν ἀγγέλων [eis diatagas tōn angelōn]. And in the same manner S. Paul (Gal. 3 v. 19): "the law ordained," or "disposed through Angels," ὁ νόμος διαταγεὶς δι' ἀγγέλων [ho nomos diatageis di' angelōn]. Where you see "Angel" (Acts 7 v. 38) [is] not CHRIST, since afterward "Angels" [are] plurally said, nor yet are [there] several Christ Jesuses, but one. And likewise the Apostle (epistle to the Heb., ch. 2): "If the word spoken through Angels was made firm," etc. — as D. Augustine too explains (tract. On the words "I am who I am," tome 6, p. 366), and S. Cyril of Alexandria, to be cited below. Nay, so [firmly] was [it] worn-in and certain, in the schools of the Jews, and in the minds and speeches of all, [that] Angels [were those] who bore the law and referred God [as] legislator — as one [even], in Josephus (bk. 15, ch. 8, in the Greek), Hero—
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—[Herod], in a certain public assembly of the people, openly affirmed this. "We," says [Josephus], "have learned the most beautiful and most holy dogmas which are in the law, through Angels." Fourthly. Gen. ch. 32: he who wrestled with Jacob is called "vir [a man]" (v. 24): "Behold, a man wrestled with him"; but afterward "the Lord" (v. 27): "thou hast been strong against God"; and (v. 30): "I have seen the Lord face to face." Therefore [was it] a true "Lord" in that [one] who appeared, [in] a human body — [and] not another for him? Nay, [it] was an Angel, as the Chaldaic Paraphrase [Targum] says there; and much more firmly Osee [Hosea] the Prophet (ch. 12 v. 3): "In the womb [he] supplanted his brother; and in his strength [he] was directed with an Angel"; and "prevailed against an Angel, and was strengthened" — or, as S. Augustine reads in the cited place, "and was strengthened with an Angel, and prevailed." Fifthly. In the same chapter too, without any interpretation of anyone, [he] who appears is called both "Angel of the Lord" and "Lord." But in the same manner both cannot be at once. And therefore in reality [it] was an "Angel," but by signification "the Lord." For thus [it] is written (Gen. 31 v. 11): "And the Angel of God said to me in dreams"; and (vv. 12, 13): "I have seen all [things] which Laban [did] to thee. I am the God of Bethel." Nor do I see [that] anything can be said against so evident scriptures, unless perhaps by retorting thus: "These apparitions which are said to be made somewhere by Angels and through Angels are elsewhere handed down [to be] made by God and through God. Therefore in those places God will [be] to be taken by the name of Angels." But, first, [there] would be several Gods, because sometimes several (as I said) Angels are named. If thou sayest "not several gods, but several divine persons plurally are called Angels," then [it] will have to be confessed [that] the Father too is sent by someone — because [he] also would be called "Angel," that is, "sent, a messenger." Secondly, why would S. Stephen, Paul, [and] Moses rather have put the name of "Angels" than "of God"? Why, without any cause, would [they] have poured such [great] darkness over the scriptures elsewhere so clear — so that what was so manifestly, and so magnificently, predicated of God, [they] would have wished to narrate by the ambiguous and more ignoble name of Angels? Seventhly. Nor indeed are the Fathers lacking to this opinion. For S. Areopagite Dionysius (ch. 4 of the Celestial Hierarchy): "Therefore," [he] says, "the celestial [beings] are always and everywhere called chiefly by the name of Angels, because in them first is [set] the divine illustration, and through them come to us those 'openings-out [patefactiones]' which surpass our nature. For thus the law, as the divine scriptures testify, was given to us through Angels. And even those illustrious [men] who preceded the law, and who followed it — our Fathers — the Angels led to the knowledge of the divinity: whether [it be] to induce them [to] that which was to be done, or to lead them from error (and from a wicked and criminal life) to the right life of truth; or, [whether] by interpreting the sacred orders, or the hidden visions of the divine mysteries, or certain divine predictions, [they] would announce and open [them]. But if anyone should contend [that] to some holy [ones] God was seen even thence [from himself], by himself, without any medium: let him learn this too, openly from the sacred letters — [namely] that which in God is hidden, no one has seen or will see; but [that] God was seen and shown to the holy [ones] indeed, but by certain sacred visions, worthy of God, accommodated to the capacity of those to whom [they] are shown. But the most-wise Theology has handed down [that] that vision — by which the divinity described in itself [is seen], as [it were] by a species and habit of those [things] which can be depicted by no form — rightly, from this, that [it] leads them, to whom [it] is shown, to the divinity—"
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—[leads them] to the divinity, [and] erects [them], is named 'the vision of God' — because it, in the minds of those who see, infuses a certain ray of the divine light, and instructs them [with] some of the doctrines of divine things." But these divine visions those most illustrious our fathers learned [as] the works of the celestial powers. D. Jerome (on ch. 3 of Galat.): "That which Paul says, 'The Law ordained through Angels' — this [he] wishes to be understood, [namely] that in every old testament, where an Angel is first seen [as] reported, and afterward [it] is introduced as [it were] God speaking: the angel indeed [is] truly seen, from among the several ministers, whoever [it] be; but in that [Angel] a mediator speaks, who says: 'I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.' Nor [is it] a wonder if God speaks in Angels, when even through angels who are in men [prophets] God speaks in the Prophets — as [with] Aggeus [Haggai] saying: 'And the Angel who spoke in me said,' and thereupon inferring: 'These [things] says the Lord omnipotent.' For the angel who was said to be in the Prophet did not, from his own person, dare to speak: 'These [things] says the Lord omnipotent.'" D. Augustine (in the place cited against Maximinus): "By this action (Gen. 32) [you] try to show [that] the only Son of God, before [he] had come, visibly appeared in visible flesh — where also, not absurdly, Christ is understood [as] figured, on account of the prophecy announcing future [things]; because [it] was future [that], as Jacob prevailed against him [in] his sons who crucified Christ, so Christ would be seen [to have prevailed]; and in his sons [Jacob] would see Christ face to face, and the soul of the Israelites — who faithfully saw this — would be saved. Yet this man, who wrestled with Jacob, Osee [Hosea] the Prophet evidently calls an angel. For thus [it] is written in him about Jacob: 'In the womb [he] supplanted his brother, and in [his] labor [he] prevailed against God, and was strengthened with an angel, and prevailed.' As, therefore, in Genesis, that [one] who wrestled with Jacob is both called a man and [called] God — so that, by this Prophet, [he is called] God and an angel; and, through this, thus [he] who was an angel is called a man, in the way in which those are called men who appeared to Abraham, when — unwitting — [Abraham], and Lot too, received angels into hospitality. God, therefore, was in the angel, as God is in a man, especially when [he] speaks through a man. So indeed, through this angel, Christ [was] figured, as through this man. For also Isaac, the son of Abraham — what was [he], in figure, unless Christ, when, as a sheep, [he] was led to be immolated, and when — as the Lord [carries] his own cross — so [Isaac] himself carried the woods on which [he] was to be laid? Finally, why do we wonder [that] JESUS was figured through an angel, if [he] was figured not only through a man, but even through a beast? For who else was that ram which was held by [its] horns in the bramble, unless Christ, crucified — or crowned with thorns? This ram [it] was — for [instead of] the son, whom [Abraham] was ordered to spare — [that] Abraham immolated. For thus God ordered the man to be spared, that nevertheless, from the beast, on account of the passion of Christ (which [was] in that manner foreannounced), the mystery of the sacred blood might be fulfilled. But if you think, by propriety, not [by] figure, [that] Christ was the angel who wrestled with Jacob: you can say, by propriety, not [by] figure, [that] Christ was the ram which the Patriarch Abraham immolated. You can, finally, say, by propriety, not [by] figure, [that] Christ was the rock which — struck by wood — poured most abundant drink to the thirsting people. For thus says the Apostle: 'For they drank of the spiritual [rock] following them; but the rock was Christ.' Those [were] figures, not the things themselves; [things] by which, figures preceding, the things were signified to be about to come — which figures, through a creature subjected to God, and most greatly through the ministry of Angels, were exhibited to the sight of mortals: God indeed acting [with his] power, but [his] nature nevertheless [being] hidden, whether of the Father, or of the Son, or of the [Holy] Spirit—
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—[or of the Holy] Spirit." And similar [things, in] bk. 11 of the City [of God], ch. 13 & 15; ch. 7; bk. 2 On the Trinity, ch. 13. S. Fulgentius (bk. 2 to Monimus, ch. 3) says [that] heretics wish [that] Christ, in corporeal forms, always appeared; and that is repudiated by [Fulgentius] himself. S. Epiphanius (heresy 30) says the Ebionites said [that] Christ once put on a body, and thus appeared to the Patriarchs. Cyril (bk. 8, Thesaurus, ch. 2) shows by many [arguments] [that] the law [was given] through Angels — who are, by nature, much inferior to Christ the Lord; and cites that [word] to the Hebrews 2 v. 2: "For if the word spoken through Angels was made firm," etc. In Justin, quaest. 142, similar [things]. D. Thomas (1 part, q. 51, a. 2). Theodoret (quaest. 4), who [in the] following quaest. will be heard [again]. Lyranus [Lyra] here, & Abulensis (likewise ch. 6, quaest. 2). And to these Fathers let [there] be added the Chaldee Targum, while [it] here renders verse 14 thus: "I am the Angel sent, from the sight of God." Let [there] be added too, of the Innovators, John Drusius (bk. 2, On the three sects), while against Saadia Gaon — who thought the human nature more worthy than the angelic — [he] speaks in this manner (p. 71): "Among men the most honored and most excellent are the Prophets themselves, who nevertheless adore Angels — as Joshua, Zacharias, Daniel, and others." Eighthly. [It] is confirmed, finally, [with] the same opinion, by responding to those [things] which are objected.

To the first, [it] will be said afterward. Now I only say [that], if that [one] who appears would say [himself] to be "the prince of princes, who would be subject to no one," then rightly would we take [him for] God. But indeed [there] are many princes of the hosts of the Lord on earth, and in the heavens (Ephes. 2 & 3). But Origen speaks, as [he] is wont, allegorically — namely, of him [Christ] who is signified through that prince.

To the second [it] will be said, also, about this adoration, afterward (quaest. 49). But now I say, with S. Augustine (bk. 3 against Maximinus, ch. last): "Lot adored either an Angel or a man. If an Angel, thou seest Angels adored by a just man. If a man, thou seest men inferior to Angels adored by just men."

To the third. I concede [that] the same [one] was, who appeared to Moses and to Joshua. But that [one] was, personally, a true Angel; representatively, God, or Christ.

The same is responded to the fourth — [that] most of the Fathers scarcely wish anything other than [that] Christ appeared, [yet] not in [his] proper person, but in an Angel; or certainly [they] followed the other opinion, because thence the mystery of the incarnation would seem to be confirmed, if the Son of God had already sometime appeared in some body. But for proving this, [it] is either enough [that] Angels could assume bodies (therefore also [that] God could unite humanity to himself), or [it] is not altogether enough: [that] the Son of God could assume some body — that is, couple [it] to himself in any manner whatever, by a certain union of efficiency — therefore [he] could also [do so] by a hypostatic union. For [it does] not [follow that], if [he] could [do] the lesser, [he] straightway can [do] the greater; since, on the contrary, if Angels lesser than he can [do] the lesser, [it is] scarcely credible [that] he himself — who is infinitely greater than they — can [do] the greater, namely the hypostatic union of a human body. "A figure," says S. Augustine (against Maximinus, in the place indicated), "through a creature subjected to God — and most greatly through the ministry of Angels — was exhibited to the sight of mortals." I add [that] simply CHRIST is never called "Angel," but with some adjunction — as "of counsel [consilii],"—
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—[as "the Angel] of the testament [covenant]": then, that not even this adjunction befits CHRIST, except by reason of the incarnation, through which [he] was sent to us, for which [he] was the interpreter of divine things, and an Angel. Origen ([in] homily 6 in diversos) teaches [that] in scripture the Apostles [are] never called simply homines [men], because this name is less honorific than that [other]. "Nowhere," [he] says, "do we find the disciples spoken of except with honor; but always [they] are named either APOSTLES or DISCIPLES." How much less ought CHRIST the Lord to be called simply and precisely Angelus?

To the fifth. In the same sense are easily taken those Rabbis — [namely] that the Redeemer CHRIST JESUS was theirs in figure, not in propriety.

To the sixth. In ch. 6, vers. 2, Iehouah can properly be taken for God himself. For [there is] nothing absurd, if the things which are said there be reckoned [as] the Lord['s], having spoken to Joshua himself. If nevertheless the Angel were called Iehouah, it would be because [he] spoke in his name (as I have already often said), and sustained his person — as Exod. 3 & 20. In Moreh Nebuchim [the Guide of the Perplexed], bk. 1, ch. 2, the name is called Meschutaph [meshuttaf, "shared, held in common"], which is either equivocal, or is communicated to several. And in chapter 6 of the same book, by the witness of the Syro-Chaldaic [text], fol. 192, R. Symeon son of Lakis says אלהים משתח שמו על כל מלאכיו [Elohim meshatteaḥ (meshattef) shemo ʿal kol malʾakhav, "God imparts his name upon all his angels"] — that is, God communicates his name to all his Angels; & the same [source], fol. 396, column 1, cites the Commentary Ilmedenu, or Tăchuma [the midrash Yelammedenu/Tanchuma], on ch. 23 of Exod., in this manner: שמו של חק״בח משותפ עם כל מלאכ [for שמו של הקב״ה משותף עם כל מלאך, shemo shel ha-qadosh barukh hu meshuttaf ʿim kol malʾakh, "the name of the Holy One, blessed be he, is shared with every angel"] — that is, The name of the holy blessed God is communicated to every Angel.


Question XLI. Which Angel [was it] that appeared to Joshua? Michael, or Gabriel? (Quisnam, qui Iosuae apparuit Angelus? Michael an Gabriel?)

[BY] the opinion of those of whom [something] was said in the foregoing question, the Angel would have to be distinguished into creator & creature — or into [Angel] properly said, & improperly. And properly indeed an Angel is a spiritual creature; improperly, the creator himself, CHRIST JESUS, whom those men say appeared in this place. But since [they] have already been sufficiently refuted, here [it] will only be inquired: of the Angels properly so called, who does [it] seem to have been? [That it was] Gabriel is maintained by Abulensis (quaest. 71), Vatablus, & Raschi [Rashi]; but [that it was] Michael, by Theodoret (quaest. 4), in these words: "Some say [that it was] the divine word [that] was seen: but I judge [it] to be Michael the Archangel: for where [they] had transgressed, the God of all things said: 'I will not go up with thee, because the people is of stiff neck: but I will send my Angel before thy face, who shall go before thee.' This [one], I think, was now beheld by Jesus [= Joshua], bidding him be of good courage, & making [him] more certain of succors." [So also] Pantaleon, Deacon & Chartophylax of Constantinople, [in his] oration on S. Michael; Lyranus [Lyra] on this place, & in him the Rabbis; Caietanus; Blasius Viegas in Apol. cap. 12; Villalpandus on Ezech., chapter 40, ch. 7, pag. 264; Georg. Schererus, concio 2 on the feast of saint Michael. And with these I altogether assent — not only because [they are] more numerous & weightier, but also because, given the fewness of the former, Abulensis in the same place likewise nearly supports these; most of all because scripture stands wholly by them. For [he] who appears here says (vers. 14) [that] he [is] the prince of the ar-
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-my of the Lord. But that description, & a certain proper token [tessera] as it were, is attributed to Michael in Daniel — and indeed three times: ch. 10, vers. 13, Behold Michael, one of the first princes; vers. 21, Michael your prince — namely of the Israelites; ch. 12, v. 1, Michael the great prince, who standeth for the sons of thy people — the Israelitic [people], namely. Or, as the 70 [the Septuagint] render [it]: Μιχαὴλ ὁ ἄρχων ὁ μέγας, ὁ ἑστηκὼς ἐπὶ τοὺς υἱοὺς τοῦ λαοῦ σου [Michaēl ho archōn ho megas, ho hestēkōs epi tous huious tou laou sou, "Michael the great prince, who standeth over the sons of thy people"] — who standeth over the sons of thy people, or, who is set over them. And on ch. 9, vers. 11 [the phrase "prince of the host" in fact stands at Dan. 8:11], Abenezra [Ibn Ezra] says [that] he is named in the same manner in which [he] is named here — namely, Prince of the host of the Lord. Thou wilt say: over the same [people] was set Gabriel too, who bore their care, and pleaded [their] cause — Dan. 8, vers. 7 [Gabriel is named at 8:16], ch. 9, vers. 21, ch. 10, vers. 5 & following. I answer [that he] was indeed set over [them]; but so, that [he] was under Michael, depended on him, and received help [from him], just as he himself confesses, ch. 10, v. 13 & 21, ch. 9, vers. 16 [so printed]. But a prefect who is inferior — if [he] be asked who [he] is, & be wise and modest — does not absolutely [and] at once claim to himself the title of prince. For who would not rebuke his arrogance, who, being a Centurion, calls himself Tribune? [or,] being a Tribune, [calls himself] Commander [Imperator]? being a Satrap, Prince? being a Prince, King? But he who gave himself to be beheld by Joshua, being questioned who [he] was, answers most absolutely: I am the prince of the host of the Lord. Of which words, again, hereafter.


Question XLII. Who [is] the Michael who appeared to Joshua? Is [he] Christ the Lord himself? (Quis, qui Iosuae apparuit Michael? An ipsemet Christus Dominus?)

AFRICA [brings] always something new — but much more [does] heretical licence. For to the modern Lutheran Novators, & to most of the Calvinians too, Michael is truly and properly CHRIST the Lord. On this very place Chytraeus: "The great captain Michael," [he] says, "of equal power, majesty & glory with God the eternal Father, who appears to Joshua [as he is] surveying the situation of the region." Gaspar Huberinus, published at Wittenberg in the year 1557, says — on the feast of S. Michael — [that] the Michael who appeared to Joshua here, & elsewhere (Genes. 28 and 31, Daniel 10 & 12, in the epistle of Jude, and Apocal. 12), is Christ, & an uncreated Angel. Simon Pauli likewise, in [his] Postil for the feast of S. Michael. Calvin, on this place, fol. 22, says [that] the same [one] is here who was captain to Moses; and [that] the Captain was CHRIST himself, the mediator. "And so," [he] says, "[he] is promiscuously called an Angel, & is distinguished by the title of the eternal God. Of which thing Paul is for us a fit witness, who expressly testifies [that it] was CHRIST. And Moses himself, in the person of the Mediator, embraced God [as] present. For when, after the calf had been fashioned, God pronounces that he will no longer be the leader of the people, [he] at the same time promises that he will give one out of the Angels — but as it were out of the crowd: which Moses vehemently deprecates. Namely because, the Mediator being removed, [he] could not hope that God would be propitious. [It] was therefore a rare pledge of God's favor, that the prince & head of the Church, to whom Moses had grown accustomed, was present at hand. And certainly the adoption of God could not be ratified otherwise than through the hand of the Mediator." And [at] f. 23: "In that [he] makes himself other than God, therein is noted a personal distinction; but the unity of essence is not severed. We have said, with regard to Moses, [that] the name of Iehoua is often ascribed to the presiding Angel — who without doubt was the only-begotten Son of God. Namely because [he] both is true God—
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—God: & yet, in the person of the Mediator, by dispensation, inferior to God." Beza, on the epistle of Jude, vers. 9, half-timidly: "These same things," [he] says, "are written [in] Zachariae 3.2. — but in a certain vision, in which not Michael, but Iehoua himself so speaks: unless perchance Michael is that same [one], who [is] also the image of God the Father, & [his] ἀπαύγασμα [apaugasma, "effulgence, radiance"], & by Zacharias is called the Angel of Iehoua — who also is himself Iehoua." But most audaciously Hugo Brugthonus [Hugh Broughton], on Danielis cap. 8, vers. 16, pag. 29, [says] of Gabriel: "This," [he] says, "[is] the only created Angel to whom scripture attributes a proper name." And on cap. 10, pag. 34: "Which may be observed from the legation of this Gabriel: no other created spirit among the Angels has obtained a proper name. For Michael is CHRIST according to the most learned of the Christians — & Iehoua, & the Angel Iehoua, according to the Zohar & very many doctors of the Hebrews." Again, pag. 58: "This, being admitted, signifies who that Michael is: not a created Angel, but the sole Archangel, captain of the hosts of Iehoua, the Son of God, who counted [it] not robbery to be equal with God." And in the Latin concentus, p. 152: "Christ shows himself to be one with the Father. For [he] stands for his own people." Tremellius & Iunius, on Dan. 8, v. 13, say [that] he who is questioned by the Angel, & who [at] v. 16 gives command to Gabriel, is CHRIST; [and on] cap. 10, vers. 13: "Christ [is] called Michael by a composite word — as if thou shouldst say, who is par [equal], or equal to God the mighty himself, just as speaks the Apostle, writing to the Philippians in the second chapter." And at verse 21, when the Prophet says [that] Michael alone stands by the people of God, they expound [it] to him thus: "Christ alone stands by his Church, & is called your Prince; as elsewhere the Servator of his body, & head of the Church, & — above — the antecessor [forerunner] of the people, 9.25. & 26." The same men, on chapter 6 of this book, say always [that it] is Christ who appeared here; & again on Ecclesiasticus, cap. 46, not. 1. The same Iunius (controvers. 2, lib. 1, cap. 5, n. 4, pag. 21), when Bellarmine had said, from the epistle of S. Jude, [that] the contention with the Devil over the body of Moses was carried on by an Angel, appended — a new Aristarchus [the proverbial hyper-critic] — this his censure: "namely, as the interpretation of that place commonly obtains. Otherwise [it] can conveniently be taken of the same rebuke, if thou understand Jesus Christ by the appellation of Michael the Archangel: For Michael Archangelus, if thou interpret [it] in Latin, sounds: who is par, or equal, to God — the prince of the Angels." And when Bellarmine had said (libro 1, de Christo, cap. 5) [that] an Angel [is] never called Iehouah, unless perchance insofar as [he] represents the Lord, the same Iunius denied this very thing in the same place (Num. 5), saying [that it] "can be confirmed neither by authority, nor by any probable reason, nor by example." But with open pipes (as [they] say) [i.e. at full blast], controu. 3, lib. 1, cap. 9, Num. 11: "The Prince," [he] says, "of the troops of the Lord, or of the Angels, is the Lord Jesus Christ himself — who also in the history of Joshua is called Iehouah. Michael therefore, as even the etymon of the name shows, is the Lord Jesus Christ. The former is proved [from] Iosuae 5 & 6; the latter from Danielis 12, Iudae, & Apoc. 12." And [at] num. 13: "S. Michael is indeed called, in the Roman Church, the praepositus [overseer] of paradise, & prince of the celestial militia: but of an Angel we rightly deny [this] to be said. We deny that any Angel whatsoever is set over Paradise; [we deny] the Prince of Iehoua, whether in heaven or on earth, [to be] other than [he] who is Iehouah; we acknowledge Christ the Lord, Iosuae 6.2. That these [titles] are properly said of any other whomsoever, [is] alien from piety." A middle [course] the chief Lutheran of Görlitz wished to hold — as he indeed styles himself, "Minister
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or Preacher," Mart. Mollerus. For in part 4 of his postils, in the sermon on the feast of S. Michael, pag. 527, [he] rather often confesses Michael to be only an Angel; yet [he] adds [that] in certain places of scripture [he] is Christ — namely Danielis c. 10 & 12, and likewise Apo. 12.

To this novelty the door was opened by the very parent of the Novators, Luther, when — in tome 4 of the German [works], Wittenberg edition, in the year 1551, f. 5376 [so printed], in a sermon delivered in the year 1544 upon the epistle of the Mass on the feast of S. Michael, from ch. 12 of the Apocalypse — [he] said: "The Prince of this war, whom (John, in the Apocalypse) calls Michael, can be no other than our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God. For although Michael is otherwise also the name of one Angel (Dan. 10, where [the Prophet] calls him one of the chief Princes), here nevertheless [it] is not a personal name of that kind (as any man is distinguished from another by his own proper name), neither is [it] a creatural name — but the name of the Lord & Creator himself, who alone bears this name. For [he] is called [so] even properly; &, if [it] were rightly interpreted, [it] is nothing else than 'equal to God' [Deo aequalis]. This name is [such] as befits none but the Majesty — just as scripture often says: 'Who [is] as the Lord? who [is] like to the Lord among the sons of God?' And yet the person of one [alone] is [given] such a name, by which [he] is called 'equal to God' — not as Angels & men are also called sons of God, but: 'A certain one as God' [Quidam sicut Deus]. So properly sounds the Hebrew Michael: one, singular, who [is] equal to God, or perfect as God — just as scripture also calls him the sole divine image, Coloss. 1: 'Who is the image of the invisible God' — that is, altogether equal to God the Father, & yet invisible to us, &c." [He] subjoined afterwards, concerning Arius, [that] "he denied this prince Michael, saying that he was not the natural Son of God, or not of the same stock [stemma] or essence, of which the Father is."

Nay, before Luther, [this] was the error of the heretical Bogomils, in Euthymius (Panopliae, p. 2, tit. 23, n. 8): [that] the Word of the Father is Michael, & was made flesh. But [they] narrated these things so ridiculously and fabulously, that [one] is ashamed for them. "They say," says he [Euthymius], "[that] when men were oppressed by the bitter Dominion of the demons, and were being cruelly destroyed, scarcely a few stood on the Father's part, & ascended into the order of angels — those, namely, who are recounted in the genealogies of the Gospel according to Matthew & according to Luke. But [that] at length the father at some time perceived that he was being deceived and afflicted with wrong — [he] who, though [he] had bestowed the more excellent part of man, and, in perfecting him, had completed those which are the principal parts, was nevertheless being deprived of the greater number of the race of men; and, taking pity on the soul which he himself had breathed in — which was being afflicted with so wretched a servitude — for its avenging, in the five-thousand-five-hundredth year, [he] belched forth [eructasse] from his heart a word — that is, a Son & God. For [it] is written: 'My heart hath belched forth [eructavit] a good word.' And this word & son they contend to be Michael the Archangel: 'for his name' (says he) 'shall be called the Angel of great counsel'; [that he is] called Archangel, because [he] excels all the Angels; and Jesus, because [he] cures every disease and every pain; and Christ, because [he] was anointed in flesh; [that he] came down from the heavens, & flowed in through the right ear of the virgin, [and] put on flesh — which in appearance indeed might seem to consist of matter, & to be like a human body, though in very truth [it] is without matter, and divine. And [that he] went out again through that—
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—that same part through which [he] had entered, the virgin perceiving neither his entry nor [his] exit. [That they] simply [say that he] was found lying in a cave, & wrapped in swaddling-clothes. And [that he] accomplished the dispensation in flesh, and did & taught the things which are contained in the Gospels — [but] in appearance & seeming only was [he] subject to human affections; and, when [he] seemed to be crucified & to die, & to rise again, [he] dissolved the scene, & laid the fable open; and, the person [the actor's mask] laid down, [he] confounded the deserter [Satan]: & bound [him] with a gross and heavy chain [and] shut [him] in Tartarus, and took away from him the syllable of his name, El, which is angelic, and permitted [him] to be named not Satanael, but Satana. But, the ministry fulfilled on account of which [he] had come, [he says that he] returned to the father, & sat down at his right hand on the throne from which Satanael had been cast out. Then [that he] entered in thither, whence [he] had gone out, & was resolved again into the father — in which father indeed, at the beginning, [he] was enclosed in his womb.

But [it] is pleasing to paint over [fucare] & confirm this new vanity — whether by those very [arguments] which we have seen alleged by them, or by any other jugglings of arguments whatsoever. In the first place, then: Michael signifies Who [is] as God; or, [as] Pantaleo interprets, Captain of the host of God; or — as [we] just now heard Luther saying — A certain one as God. Therefore [he] is the Son of God, Christ the Lord. II. To the same Christ the Lord are most congruent the descriptions which were set out in the foregoing question — namely, to be the Prince of the hosts of the Lord, the Prince of the Israelites, [and] one (& from the frequent scriptural use of the name אחד [eḥad, "one"] [this] can be proved) of the first princes. And [it] is confirmed in three ways. 1. by that very reasoning which closed the previous question. Since God is the prince of the Israelitic people, how should one of the Angels dare to arrogate this title to himself — beyond that one [alone], who said (Isaiae 14, versu 13): In heaven will I ascend: above the stars of God I will exalt my throne; I will be like the most High. 2. Since [he] who appears to Joshua says that he [is] the prince of the hosts of the Lord, [he] can be understood [as] the Prince of the celestial militia — that is, of all the Angels (Luc 2). And who [is] a prince of that kind, besides Christ? 3. In Daniel, cap. 10, vers. 13, we can, with Tremellius & Bruchthonus [Broughton], translate, instead of one, the first — of the first princes. For, as Fonseca also notes (l. 5 Metaphys., cap. 14, quaest. 2), unum [one] is often so taken: Genes. 1, vers. 5, and there was made evening & morning, one day — that is, the first: since immediately [there] is subjoined, [at] versu 8, the second day; vers. 13, the third, &c. [So too] one of the Sabbath, 2. Cor. 16, versu. 2 [so printed; the passage is 1 Cor 16:2] — that is, the first, as [at] Matth. 28, v. 1 our Interpreter renders [it], though in Greek [it] is εἰς μίαν σαββάτων [eis mian sabbatōn, "on day one of the week"]. III. D. Augustinus, hom. 9 on the Apocalypse, explaining those words of cap. 12, Michael & his Angels fought with the Dragon: "By Michael," [he] says, "understand Christ; & [by] his Angels, holy men." And so, on this place of Joshua, Procopius: "God," [he] says, "appeared, furnished in habit with arms." Let [there] be added the Ambrosian Commentary [on] 1. Thess. 4, & there S. Thomas; nay, even S. Ambrose himself, as [it] seems — since, [in] lib. 5 de fide, ca. 4, to prove that Joshua rightly believed Christ, [he] adduces this passage hither. IV. Often in the Zohar Michael is called cohena rabba [כהנא רבא], that is, the great Priest — as on Genes., lect. 1, fol. 19, colom. 74, versu 30, & fol. 31, colum. 102; [in] lect. לך לך [Lekh lekha, "Get thee out," the third lection of Genesis], fol. 51, colum. 228. But who, besides Christ the Lord, [is] that great priest? And [at] fol. 34, colum. 133, versu 44, [he] is called אחשק״ב [so printed; an angelic name which Serarius next resolves into aḥash, "great," + qaʾam, "he that establisheth"]. Now since אחש [aḥash] is great, as [may be] ga-
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-thered from Daniele 3 & the book of Esther, & קאם [qaʾam, Aramaic "to stand, establish, confirm"] is to conserve, establish, give life, make covenant, call, command — who other, besides Christ the Lord, could be called the great conservator, giver of life, [and] establisher of pacts, of vows, and of precepts? I will answer with these little arguments first, [and] then I will show the falsity of the same opinion.


Question XLIII. How may reply be made to the reasons which prove Michael [to be] Christ alone, and reasons be opposed to reasons? (Quomodo rationibus, quae Michaelem Christum solum probant, respondeatur, rationibusque rationes opponantur?)

FOUR little reasons above all — that Michael may be believed [to be] Christ the Lord alone, and not any of the created Angels — we have heard proposed in that foregoing question. To these, on account of the τὸ παράδοξον [to paradoxon, "the startling paradox"] of the novelty, [reply] must be made somewhat more accurately.

To the first, then, the consequence is denied. For, first, in that interrogation, who [is] as God?, [there] is clearly understood: No one — as S. Gregorius explains, homil. 34. Is Christ the Lord "no one" — the Homeric οὔτις [outis, "No-man," Odysseus's feigned name]? For so we take those [texts] also: Psal. 88, Who [is] as thou, mighty God?; & Psal. 112, Who [is] as the Lord our God, who dwelleth on high?; Exod. 15, Who [is] like to thee among the strong, O Lord? Secondly. If, on account of that interrogation, Christ the Lord were Michael, then by equal reasoning all the other interrogations [just] adduced would be his proper names — whether we take those whole sentences themselves, or in some fashion weave one name out of them. For the former could be done, as [at] Isaiae 8, versu 3: Call his name: Hasten-to-take-away-the-spoils, to-fall-upon-the-prey. The latter — [naming] by the letters or syllables that begin the words — [is] customary among the Jews: as, if from the interrogation of that Psalm 88 [there] were a name, Matth.; from Psal. 112, Micaelhalas; from [chapter] 15 of Exodus, Machabi [the acrostic of Mi kamokha ba-elim YHWH, "Who is like unto thee among the gods, O Lord?"] — of which I spoke in the first proloquium on the Machabees. But that Christ is so named — who ever blurted [it] out, even in a dream? Thirdly. Far more truly is [it] said that a certain Angel is so named, because — by himself, & by all his words & deeds — [he] unceasingly announces the immense nature, wisdom, goodness & power of God; so that all his [words and deeds], as it were, cry out this one thing: Who [is] as God? For this reason too [he] is said by some to be so hostile to idolatry, that on that account [he] disputed with Satan over the body of Moses (Iudae epist., versu 9). So indeed the holy man also says (Psal. 34): All my bones shall say: Lord, who [is] like to thee? — where Divus Augustinus, [in his] first enarration, [is] most beautiful. For if one of the Kings of the Egyptians was called Doso ["I-shall-give"], because to those asking something [he] often would answer δώσω [dōsō, "I will give"] — and gave nothing; and [if], in Tacitus, 1 of the Annals, Lucillius the Centurion was called Cedo alteram ["Fetch-me-another"], because, when [he] chastised the soldiers with a vine-rod, [he] kept using this [phrase] again and again — why should not some one of the Angels be able to be called Michael, because [he] perpetually proclaims abroad the divine power and immensity with these, as it were, words? So also [he] who, not so long ago, at Rome, was called Deo gratias ["Thanks-be-to-God"]; just as perhaps of old [others were] endowed with the same & similar names. But the interpretation of Pantaleo & of Luther — who have removed the interrogation — departs from the judgment of all others, & from the usage of the Hebrews, with whom this particle מי [mi, "who?"]—
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particle is interrogative — unless perchance a relative follow, so that [it] can be translated is qui ["he who"]. Whence — because the same Hebrews sometimes understand [i.e. supply] the relative — [it] ought now rather to be translated He, who is as God, as on Danielis cap. 10, versu 13, Tremellius & Iunius say; & then [it] seems the more to be confirmed [that] Christ the Lord is truly Michael. For he is the image of God (2. Cor. 4.4., Coloss. 1.15, Heb. 13 [so printed; the text meant is Heb. 1:3]); he [is] equal to God (Phi. 2. v. 6). But not surely is that hence necessarily inferred. For any man whatever is also the image & glory of God (1. Cor. 11. 7); & the particle sicut ["as"] does not necessarily demand omnimodal identity, but only some similarity — as Matth. 5. vers. 48: Be you perfect, as [sicut] also your heavenly Father is perfect; Luc 6. vers. 36: Be merciful, as also your father is merciful. See Damascenus, lib. 3. cap. 26; D. Thomas, 3 [part], quaest. 2. a. 6. ad 1. But to me [it] seems that Pantaleo consulted some petty Hebrew [Hebraeolum] about this word, and [that] that man retailed to him that interpretation of his — because in Hebrew nachah is to lead. But in the Hebrew text [the name] is never written with ה [he] but always with כ [kaf]. Fifthly. Other names of Angels too — Raphael, Gabriel — can be accommodated to Christ the Lord: because he is the healing God, & the man God, or the strength of God; or, as the heretic cited on Daniel will have [it] (cap. 8. fol. 30), the man of the mighty God — which is the notion of those names, as I showed [on] Tob. 3. q. 12. And indeed [they] can signify Christ so much the better, the less they have of the interrogative form. Yet who contends that Christ the Lord — to say nothing now of Raphael — is Gabriel? Rightly, [in] hom. 1 super missus est, S. Bernardus, when [he] explains why Gabriel was set over the announcing of the incarnation: "Nor does the name," [he] says, "disagree with the messenger. For whom did [it] better befit to announce Christ, the virtue [power] of God, than him whom a like name honors? For what else is fortitude, than virtue? Nor does [it] seem unbecoming or incongruous that the Lord and the messenger be reckoned by a common word: since, [though] the appellation in both [is] alike, the cause of the appellation is nevertheless not alike in both. For otherwise is Christ called the fortitude, or virtue, of God — otherwise the angel. For the angel [is so called] only nuncupatively [in name]; but Christ substantively as well. Christ both is called & is the virtue of God — [he] who, coming [as] a stronger [man] upon the strong armed [man] who was wont to keep his court in peace, vanquished him with his own arm, & so mightily wrested from him the vessels of [his] captivity. But the Angel is called the fortitude of God either because [he] merited the prerogative of an office of this kind, whereby [he] should announce the advent of that same virtue; or because [he] was to comfort the virgin — timid by nature, simple, bashful — lest [she] take fright at the novelty of the miracle." I should prefer, however, to explain that name — Michael, namely — by the interrogation: because, as I have said, this [is] more consonant with the Hebrew custom, & because so [have] all the ancients, & among them S. Hieronymus on Dan. 8. From the very name of Michael, therefore — whether we interpret it by the interrogation, with all Christians & Jews, or without the interrogation, as [has] hitherto been shown — [it] can in no way be established that he is truly Christ.

To the second. In two ways, I say, [may] someone be a Prince. One is, that [he] be such most absolutely — depending on no one at all, neither on earth nor in heaven. Otherwise: that [he] be indeed a Prince, but depending on an-
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-other. In the former way, God alone indeed is Prince, King & Lord; but not on that account is no other [besides him] Prince, King & Lord; nor, as often as any of these [titles] occurs in the scriptures, is God alone straightway to be understood. Nay rather, in the latter way [there] are several — and they of various degrees. For some depend on God alone; others on other creatures also. Wherefore Origines (homil. 11 on Numbers) will have Christ called King of Kings, Lord of them that lord it, because Angels are the Kings & Lords of those whom [they] rule. But I accomplish nothing, unless, the three adjoined confirmations [being dealt with] too, they plainly collapse. I give [my] answer. To the first I say [that] this text shows him who appears to be a Prince indeed — but below God, & in the latter way indicated above: because [he] does not say — what, if [he] had been God, [he] could certainly have said — I am the King of the whole world; I am the Prince of heaven & earth; I am the Prince of all nations; or, absolutely, I am the Prince of my people: but, with an indication of a superior to whom he himself was subject, of the Lord, [he] says — I am the Prince of the host of the Lord — that is, of that people, of that multitude and host, which the Lord chose to himself out of the whole globe of the lands, [and] over which [he] deigned to set me. And [it] is confirmed, 1., from the Chaldee Thargum — which, since [it] saw that this inferior principate was perspicuously signified in the Hebrew, expounded: I am an Angel sent from before the face of God — as was said above, q. 40. [It] is confirmed, 2., [by him] who — otherwise than [in] v. 14 — in the 70 [the Septuagint], v. 15, is called ἀρχιστράτηγος κυρίου [archistratēgos kyriou, "commander-in-chief of the Lord"] — that is, archistrategus, or commander [imperator] of the Lord: not that [he] commands the Lord (far be it!), but because [he] is under him, has been sent by him, [and] directs & protects his host and people. But before the incarnation, in what way could the second person of the Trinity be under God the supreme Commander? In what respect was the Son less than the Father? [It] is confirmed, 3., because Dan. c. 10. v. 13 clearly indicates [that] the first princes were several. Therefore by the name of those princes God is not to be understood — who is Prince & King one [alone]: as even from Homer the Philosopher asserted [it], Metaphys. 12: οὐκ ἀγαθὸν πολυκοιρανίη, εἷς κοίρανος ἔστω [ouk agathon polykoiraniē, heis koiranos estō] — The lordship of many [is] not a good thing: let [there] be one sole King. And of these princes, one is called S. Michael — not of any other kind of Princes. To the second confirmation. By the host of the Lord I confess [that] the celestial militia can be understood: but not [it] alone — nay, [there can] also [be understood] this people of God in the world, Exod. 7. v. 4, c. 12. v. 41: The same day all the host of the Lord went out from the land of Egypt. And on Dan. c. 8, Brougthonus himself, fol. 30: "The Jews," [he] says, "are named the host of heaven, the stars & the host, & the holy people" — in Daniel himself, namely. But be [it] so: let us take the celestial militia — do we then judge ill that its Prince (in the manner expounded just now at the second argument) is Michael? Is [he] not, by the ancients — & by the moderns [too], who know nothing of, & detest, the newfangled inventions of our Novators — over and over called the Captain of the Angelic troops? by S. Basilius, hom. de Angelis; by Pantaleo, in the place cited; by Sophronius in [his] Encomium; by the Menologium of the Greeks, on the 6th day of September; by Laurentius Iustinianus, serm. de S. Michaele; & by others. Does not Apoc. c. 12 accord — where his Angels are related to do battle with the Angels of the dragon? Does not Michael himself so name himself, in Nicephorus l. 8. c. 4? Does not the Church too so name him on his feast, in the hymn Tibi Christe splendor, &c.? I think, however, that [it is] of the ter-
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-restrial militia & host of God [that] he here affirms himself Prince of the host of the Lord. First, because [he] wished to console the Leader of that same terrestrial host, and indeed the whole host, & to confirm and raise [them] up at the first entrance of the Chananaean wars — showing that he would be present, & that all that people was to him for heart and for care. Secondly, because this [has] seemed [good] to several of the ancients. Thirdly, because [he] is commended by this name also [in] Danielis 10, when of him [it] is said by Daniel, your Prince — so that [it] may clearly appear [that] his principate is celebrated insofar as [he] presides over men, not over the heaven-dwellers. Fourthly, because Dionysius Areopagita (in [his] book of the celestial Hierarchy, chapter nine) teaches [that] he [is] the prince of the old synagogue; [so too] the Author of the imperfect work, hom. 48; D. Hierony. on Dan. c. 10; S. Gregorius, lib. 17. Mor. c. 8; Theod. on Coloss. 1; Haymo, Ephes. 6; D. Thomas on Is. 10, & 4. sentent. dist. 43. q. 4. a. 3. ad 2., & [on] 1. Thess. 4; Pantaleo, de S. Michaele, conc. 1. & most of all orat. 2; Pachymeres, on that 9th chapter of Dionysius, fol. 68, says [that Michael] was given by God ἐφ' ἡγεμόνα τοῦ τοιούτου λαοῦ [eph' hēgemona tou toioutou laou, "to be leader of such a people"]; & Maximus, in the same place, fo. 46: Ἰουδαῖοι ἰδικὸν ἄγγελον εἶχον τὸν Μιχαήλ [Ioudaioi idikon angelon eichon ton Michaēl, "the Jews had Michael as their own particular angel"]; Rabanus, l. 1. de cruce, p. 7. & in declaratione p. 2. l. 2. fig. 3; Caesarius, libro octavo, c. 45. To the third confirmation I likewise say two [things]. First. [That the point] is not rightly inferred: "Vnus [one] sometimes signifies the first; therefore here [too]." For not always — as, on the title of the first Psalm, says D. August. Secondly. Suppose [it] does signify the first. S. Michael will be first — yet not simply (in the manner of him who, Apoc. 1. v. 8, says, I am α & ω, the beginning & the end; v. 17, I am the first & the last) — but first from among the first princes. But [there] are not several first Princes in the divinity — but one only, thrice-hypostatic. In the Angels, however, [there] are many, as from Eph. 1. & Col. 1. [is] perspicuous. And [he] who is the first of certain [beings] ought to be of the same kind with them. No man whatever is first among the first Lions; none of the first men is first of the Angels; but among the first men some [man] is first; among the first Angels, some [Angel is] first of the Angels — the holy Michael, namely. And this latter [point] mightily supports, by [its] weight, that opinion of which [more] afterwards — namely, [that] S. Michael is the first of the blessed Angels & supreme of all.

To the third argument. First: [it] is settled that the author of that commentary on the Apocalypse is not S. August. Secondly: Michael is Christ by representation, not in person & in very deed, as [was said] above, q. 4[0]; and so [is] l. 5. de fide, c. 4 to be taken. And therefore the Index of matters of S. Aug., when [it] points out that passage, says: Michael & his Angels signify Christ & holy men. And this Rupertus (on Iosue, c. 18, toward the end) hands down; & the Zohar, when [it] says: As often as Michael occurs, the Majesty of God is signified — f. 12. colum. 46, at the bottom. The Ambrosian Commentary, too, is pseudepigraphous — whose opinion D. Thomas ([on] 1. Th. 4) only set down, & straightway subjoined the other.

To the fourth. First. Because the authority of priests was once the greatest, thence [it] came about that some Princes were called sacerdotes [priests] — as 2. Reg. 8. v. 18: the sons of David were sacerdotes. For [it] is manifest that in the tribe of Iuda, from which those sons had sprung, Moses spoke nothing of the priesthood (Heb. 7. v. 14). And so Michael is sacerdos magnus [a great priest] — that is, a great Prince, as Daniel said above. Se-
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-condly. Suppose that Chaldee word Cohena [כהנא, kahana, "priest"] does signify a priest. But priest is twofold: one properly [so] called; the other metaphorically — in the manner in which all Christians are called priests, & [are said] to offer hosts, namely prayers & other good works of various kinds: 1. Pet. 2. v. 9; Apoc. 1.6. [printed "16."], c. 5.10., c. 20.6.; Rom. 12.1., c. 15.16. "[He] who," says Origenes (hom. 5. in Num.), "assists at the altar, discharges the office of a priest. The office of a priest is to pray for the sins of the people." See the same, hom. 11, in the same place; & Tob. 3. q. 9. And thus truly S. Michael is a great Priest — [he] who assiduously offers prayers for us. Origenes, hom. 14. on Numbers: "Busy thyself," [he] says, "how thou mayest be taken up into the fellowship of Michael the Archangel, who always offers the prayers of the saints to GOD." "What" — says the Zohar cited before — "Aaron does on earth, this Michael does in the heavens." And [that] the prayers of Angels [are] of this kind universally, I showed [on] Tobiae 3. q. 4. & the following, & [it] is evident [from] Apocal. 8. v. 3. & 4. What, that we read [that] Angels have sometimes discharged the true offices of the old priests? For, first, S. Michael himself consecrated his own temple on Garganus [Monte Gargano]. Whence Baptista [Mantuanus], in his fasti:


——Michael, most celebrated among
the throngs of the Heaven-dwellers, made himself a temple on the high
Summit of Garganus, and, [when] made, dedicated [it].



Secondly. S. Angels — before the eyes of very many onlookers — inaugurated & anointed S. Amphilochius [as] Bishop: in Nicephor. li. 11. c. 20. Thirdly. The same [Angels] have sometimes offered the sacred Eucharist to certain pious [persons] — as in the Pratum of Sophronius, in Caesarius, [and in] Marulus l. 4. c. ult., & others, [it] is to be seen; even in Scotus, l. 4. d. 5. q. 1. — where, however, [he] will have them to be only extraordinary ministers of the sacred things, as against Caietanus notes Dominicus Soto, in the same place. And great likewise is [he as] conservator, giver of life, [and] establisher of pacts, of vows, and of precepts — because [he] is a great prince & priest: but, as I have always said, depending on God. And indeed the Judges — are [they] not often called Salvatores [saviours] in the book of Judges? The other [point], which had been proposed toward the end of question 42, [it] is pleasing to defer into the following question.


Question XLIV. Whether by other reasons also [it] can be proved that S. Michael is not Christ the Lord? (An & aliis rationibus probari possit, S. Michaelem non esse Christum Dominum?)

THE FIRST place, deservedly, against these heretics — who have begun to fashion a veritable apotheosis of S. Michael — let scripture hold: which not only never testifies that he is God, but rather [testifies him] to be a creature subject to God the creator, as we saw above, q. 43. II. Nevertheless, let [this] be an argument: the perpetual, constant, & consenting judgment of the whole Church, ancient & modern, Eastern & Western, Southern & Northern — which is perspicuous partly from the things to be said, partly from the opinion of the adversaries themselves, since [they] profess that [it] is their endeavor to root out the opinions of S. Michael received hitherto, & engraved on the minds of all. III. In the Councils, outside the divine station, S. Michael is always placed back in the position, number & names of the Angels properly so called; and [he] is always mightily distinguished from Christ the Lord in words, & authority, and position. See the Mainz [Moguntinum]—
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Council, cited by me [at] Tob. 12. quaest. 12; & on the same matter the epistle 9 of Pope Zacharias, which among the epistles of S. Bonifacius is [numbered] 144 — to which [is] to be joined [the one] which in the same book is 135. IV. All the Fathers — as many as have either expounded in books or sermons the nature of the Angels, or [their] orders, or [have] at least named [them], & by name have named Michael — have always aggregated him to these, as one out of them. As many, likewise, as have written on Daniel & the Apocalypse; as many doctors as have ever commented on the Master of the sentences: so [they] have judged, so [they] have handed down — Dionysius Areopagita in the celestial Hierarchy; S. Gregorius, hom. 3.45 [so printed; i.e. hom. 34, the homily on the nine orders]; Basilius, hom. de Angelis; Sophronius, in Archangelum; Chrysostomus; Damascenus; Rabanus, l. 1. de cruce, f. 7 — where of S. Michael thus: But Michael, prince & captain of them that dwell on high, all the aethers together commemorate Thee by the virtue of God, both to rule and to cover [At Michael princeps habitantum dux & in alto, Te memorat virtute Dei simul aethera cuncta, Et regere & tegere]; Divus Hieronymus; & the rest. For who could enumerate [them] all? V. To Christ Jesus, as to true God, sacrifice is made by the Church. But to S. Michael no one ever offered a mass; & when, in his honor, mass is offered to God himself, only his prayers & suffrages are sought — as in his feast among the Latins, & in the daily Liturgy among the Aethiopians, & the Arabic [Liturgy] of saint Basil, which now exist in Latin. VI. [misprinted "XI." in the original] In the litanies, S. Michael is always placed after Christ the Lord & the Blessed Virgin; & while to Him [it] is said, Miserere nobis ["Have mercy on us"], to him [it] is said, ora pro nobis ["pray for us"]. How much difference [there] is between these modes of praying, S. Cyrillus demonstrates, lib. 8. Thesauri, cap. 2; Orig., hom. 14. in Num. Whence even the highest and most profuse Encomiast of the same S. Michael, Pantaleon (orat. de miraculis): "Thee," [he] says, "(O Michael) the whole assembly of Christians — after God & his undefiled mother — we have [as our] greatest Patron & defender of [our] salvation." And yet this recitation of the angelic names God confirmed even by a miracle, in [Gregory of] Tours, lib. de gloria Confess., c. 1. And in the second vespers of S. Michael, the Church says the same [thing in the] antiphon which receives the Marian ode [the Magnificat] at front and at back: Most glorious Prince, Michael Archangel, be mindful of us: here & everywhere always entreat the Son of God for us. VII. In the office of the Angels — in the whole Matutinum, in the hymns of vespers, the responsories, & other [pieces] of that kind — the same reasoning holds; also in that which we call the Confiteor, & in the prayers for the dying & for the dead. VIII. But a temple — according to the doctrine of S. Aug., l. 1. contra Maximum, c. 11, & l. 2. c. 11., l. 3. c. 3. & 21 — who ever built [one] to S. Michael? who dedicated [one]? Unless perchance — as at times some have spoken — thou understand [it as] built & dedicated to God indeed, but for his [Michael's] honor & memory: as, l. 20. contra Faustum, c. 21, S. August. approves. For thus [there] are very many & most noble temples — both of other saints, and of S. Michael — ancient & recent, in the East & in the West. And in these, neither from the beginning, nor now, neither in the appointed ceremonies nor in the prayers, was S. Michael ever worshipped & invoked by Catholics otherwise than [as] the servant & angel of God & Christ. Such were the two temples built by Constantine the Great near Constantinople, where [was] that old Sosthenium of the Argonauts — of which Somozenus [Sozomen], l. 2. c. 2; Nicep., l. 7. c. 50. & lib. 8. c. 4; Cedrenus, in Basilio. Such
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the Conense, or Colossense [the church of the Michael-miracle at Chonae/Colossae] — of which the Emperor Emmanuel, in constit. de feriis, in Balsomon [Balsamon], in the Nomocanon of Photius, tit. 7; the Menologium of the Greeks, 8 idus Septembris; Nicetas Coniates, l. 3. hist., pap. 208; Lipomanus, tom. 6. Such the ἀχειροποίητον [acheiropoiēton, "(image) not made by hands"], of which, in the Cantacuzeni, c. 93, Pontanus. Such [the church] which S. Theod[ore] the Archimandrite, Siceonius [of Sykeon], built — in Surius, to. 2. p. 740, from his disciple Georgius. Such the Bithynian [one], of which in the acts of S. Entonomus [so printed; i.e. S. Autonomus] in Surius, tom. 5. Such also [the] three Roman [temples] — namely on the summit of the mole of Hadrian [Castel Sant'Angelo], in the forum Piscarium, & at the Vatican: of which, [under] the 8th day of May, Baronius in the Martyrologium. Such the temples of S. Michael substituted in place of the pagan Mars — which D. Braunius collects, tom. 5. Vrbium, a good many. Such also those six which the Emperor Justinian built up, as Procopius narrates, li. 1, in the book on this man's buildings. And the Law mentions [one], quoniam, [in the] Codex de SS. Ecclesiis. Such, in S. Gregor., several: l. 2. epist. 1., l. 7. epist. 15., l. 8. ep. 12., & elsewhere. Such also today, in Italy: the Garganium, the Bononiense, & the Ticinense — in Sigonius, lib. 15. de Occidentali Imperio, & M. Velserus, l. 4. Boicorum. In Germany: the Luneburgense; the Bonnense Eifflianum; the Monachiense [Munich]; the Viennense; the Bambergense — in Baronius, tom. 6, & in l. 15 [of the life] of Otho Bishop of Bamberg, c. 9, [and] l. 4. c. ult.; the Gudingspergense — in Caesarius, l. 8. cap. 46, & another in the same [author], [l.] 5. c. 13; likewise the Fuldense; & others which S. Bonifacius built at Amaeneburg & at Ordorff, as is in his life, l. 3. Moguntiacorum, p. 351. & 477. In Belgium: the Lovaniense, in Molanus; the Brucellense, built hard by S. Gundula [St Gudula's, Brussels]. In Gaul: the Sambriocanense. In Egypt: the Alexandrinum, of which Io. Comi, in Baronius, tom. 8, in the appendix. In Poland: that [church] where S. Stanislaus was cut down; & elsewhere, six hundred others. IX. Equal [is] the reasoning concerning very many altars & chapels, in other cities, temples, & citadels. X. Equal the reasoning concerning coenobies [monasteries], Colleges, whatsoever houses, & places — such as, along with the temples already named, several: for example the Bambergense [printed "Banbergense"], the Ordorffense, the Moguntinum, the Carthusian monastery, & — in Paulus Melissus, [in his] Palatine origins, c. 8. pag. 59 — the S. Mons, der heilig Berg [German, in black-letter in the original: "the holy Mountain," the Heiligenberg by Heidelberg]; & other like [places]. XI. Equal also the reasoning concerning the feasts — by which no one ever persuaded himself that S. Michael is worshipped as God & Christ, but [only] as one — of His most holy ministers, friends, & princes only. That this is done every single month among the Aethiopians, Damianus a Goes reports; so [it is] in his Apparition, on the 8th day of May; in the dedication of his temple, on the 5th day among the Greeks, [and] on the 29th of September among [printed "epud"] the Latins — of which also the capitula of the Kings of the Franks, li. 2. c. 35; the Council of Mainz, cap. 36; & Honorius Augustodunensis, in the book which is entitled Gemma animae. Whence also Drepanius Florus:


Bright shine the sublime feast[-glories] of the Angelic day,
[the day] that shall bring blessed gifts to the pious soul.
For this day too Michael, nursling of the celestial court,
consecrates for us with [his] conspicuous mouth.



And the Council of Arras [Atrebatense], in the year 1584: "For gratitude's sake we admonish all & each subject to us, that with a certain special devotion [they] venerate the Angels; & that [they] keep their feasts with pious works, prayers, & other exercises of religion — namely the first of March, on which is celebrated the feast—
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—[the feast] of the Angel guardians of our souls; & the eighteenth of the same March, on which is honored the memory of Gabriel, the paranymph [bridal-herald] of our redemption; & the eighth of May, on which the Apparition of S. Michael is solemnized; & the dedication of Saint Michael, which is celebrated [on] the penultimate [day] of September. And since [the faithful] so observe that day of S. Michael [in] the month of September, that from all servile work — as on the highest feast of the Nativity, [and] of All Saints — they abstain: that so they may conciliate to themselves the benevolence of that same S. Michael, & of all the rest of the holy Spirits, & under their protection may the better work out their own salvation, & may avail unto the honor of the divine majesty, before which [those Spirits] are believed to stand perpetually." Certainly, when the Emperor Otho was journeying to Rome, [that] he tarried a while at Augusta [Augsburg] in order to keep the feast of S. Michael, Regino narrates at the end of his work.

XII. What [of the fact] that so many, & so religiously, have gone on pilgrimage hitherto to [the shrines of] Michael, whether in Italy or in Gaul? Is their mind another [than reverence]? [Is there] another opinion concerning S. Michael? And among these [pilgrims] that great Emperor Otho — who, as Peter Damian is witness in the life of S. Romuald, proceeded thither with bare feet — [to the place] where, as Lucan sang [in] bk. 5:

XIII. So many hitherto, & so celebrated & manifest, have been the apparitions of S. Michael, & yet in them he never signified, by even the least indication, [that] he was Christ, but rather [signified himself to be] his messenger & servant; & demanded for himself not that highest worship [latria] which is owed to the Lord, but that lesser [worship] which is owed to the servants of the Lord, & which is therefore called δουλικός [doulikos, "of servants," i.e. dulia]. For so [he] did around the year of the Lord 536 — or rather 493 — as both in the Martyrology, & in the Annals (tome 6), Baronius notes, in the Gargan apparition; around the year 709 (in Sigebert; Guaguinus, bk. 3 cap. 4); in the Abrincan or Sambriocan [apparition] around the times of Constantine the Great, of which Molanus [notes] in the Martyrology on the 16th day of September; in the Byzantine [apparition], & again another, in the time of Michael the Emperor & Theodora his mother, in Pantaleon['s] oration on the miracles of S. Michael; around the second century of the Lord, in Metaphrastes (on the 5th day of September), [and in] Nicetas Coniates, [in the apparition] at Colossae; & in that which [appeared] to Constantine the Great, & afterward to Probianus the Physician — doubting, at great peril of his salvation, concerning the power & efficacy of the cross — in Nicephorus (bk. 7 c. 50); [and in the apparition] which [appeared] to S. Wilfrid, gravely ill & sojourning away from his fatherland, in Venerable Bede (bk.—). They make little of [these]. For what great [thing] would men make, who make nothing great? Is their authority in denying greater than [that] of so many authors — of so many living in those ages, & so weighty; of so many of the succeeding ages thereafter — in affirming? In S. Ephrem (oration on the 40 Martyrs, tome 3, fol. 235): "Lest the enemy trouble the Martyrs of Christ, did not Angels guard the space of the lake? — here indeed Gabriel, there Michael; & from on high, Christ the overseer of all."

XIV. [There] stands, in [the acts] of S. Procopius — who was once called Nicias — a history, [an] outstanding miracle, because he [was] greatly kindled toward the Christian religion. For when the most ample Leader [Dux] was having a golden cross made at Scythopolis, on it — divinely, without the goldsmith's work & knowledge — three names were engraved: Emmanuel, Michael, Gabriel; but so that Emmanuel held the highest place, [and] the lower [place] — which the transverse part of the outstretched arms has — [held] Michael & Gabriel. Was not, then, by that very [arrangement], Christ the Lord clearly distinguished from those two — & indeed as the supreme from the inferiors? See Surius, & (bk. 2 de cruce cap. 13) our Gretser.
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XV. The very name of Angel or Archangel, which is precisely given to S. Michael — does [it] not signify him to be properly an Angel, & not God? For since "Angel" properly signifies a messenger & letter-carrier, is [it] rightly attributed to God? or to Christ the Lord, except by reason of [his] humanity? & indeed [only] with those circumstances added, whence [it] may be gathered that it treats of him according to that inferior nature? And although God is Lord & Prince of all creatures, yet that word itself — when [it] enters into composition [with] τῆς ἀρχῆς [tēs archēs], that is, the word Principality — denotes almost only him who is prince of others of the same kind, both in good & in evil [things]: as Architect, archiater [chief physician], archimandrite, architypographer [chief printer], Archilestes [chief bandit], archpirate. But Christ, neither as [he is] God, nor as [he is] man, is of the same kind with the nature of the Angels.

XVI. Nay, the very name of Michael has refused so great an excellence, & so great a weight of dignity. For if [it] were an appellation of God or of Christ, either no one, or certainly very few, would take [it] — as was said of [the name] Jesus (bk. 1 cap. 2 quaest. 18). But both in the Old & in the New Testament, [there] are very many Michaels in places everywhere: Numbers 13, verse 13; 1 Paralip. [Chronicles] 5:13 & 14, cap. 6:40, cap. 7:3, cap. 8:16 & 34, cap. 8:16 & 34 [so repeated in the original], cap. 12 verse 20, cap. 27:18; 2 Paralipom. 21:2; Exod. 8:8 [so printed — probably a slip for Esdr. (Ezra) 8:8, where a "Michael" occurs]. Among the Orientals, how many [are] Emperors, Patriarchs, [and] others [of] this name? Among us, how many men of all ranks — even Novators [innovators]? Nay, so common [vulgare] is this name that now — which I do not praise — [it] is said by some, out of contempt, of an illiterate [man] & one unskilled in the Latin tongue: es ist ein Deutscher Michel [German: "he is a German Michel"], or ein einfältiger Michel ["a simpleton Michel"]. Altogether, then, [it is] a new & unheard-of fabrication about Michael's divinity.

XVII. S. Michael's images & statues, which are everywhere — do they show Christ? or not rather an Angel — [one] who [is] subject to Christ the Lord, who receives from him, & from his cross, the power of crushing the demon? who weighs out the deserts of souls, [as] the balance-holder [libripens] of the supreme leader? And yet from these images [there] was not lacking—
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—[there] was not lacking [an image] which, by a great miracle, poured forth oil from itself for the cure of all diseases, as the cited Pantaleon narrates in [his] oration on the miracles of Saint Michael. Again. [There] still exist Imperial images, in which Michael is reckoned far below CHRIST the Lord, only among the Angelic minds — as [in] that Henrician panel (of which I spoke, Tob. 12 q. 14), & that most noble Utrecht [Traiectensis] cross, adorned with Greek characters & images (of which our Gretser, Tome 3 de cruce bk. 4, pag. 540). XVIII. Certain coins [nomismata] also declare Michael's outstanding excellence — but so that they attribute to him nothing at all of divinity. These are called Angelici, vulgarly Angelotti; concerning which — as concerning the "tortoises" [shields] of the Lacedaemonians, which [I will] touch below (c. last, q. 16) — the Greeks were once wont [to say] against the Judges, [that they] let themselves be corrupted by gold; [and] the English [are wont] jestingly to say: VVestmonastery, where the court & tribunal is; [and] "the Angels work miracles." And [images] of this kind seem to have existed even in more ancient ages, [seeing that] in the Cassinese Chronicle [certain persons] are called Michalati (bk. 3 c. 57; bk. 4 c. 17) — although, from Michael the Emperor of Constantinople (whether he was the son of Theophilus & Theodora, or someone else), certain [others] are also called Michaelitae, as William of Tyre notes (bk. 11 c. 11), who mentions them again afterward (bk. — c. 15); [and] cited a little before [is] Gretser (Tome 3 de cruce bk. 1 c. 27). And to this — or to the above argument — pertains also that Imperial flammeolum [pennant], or standard, which is named from the image of S. Michael (in Curopalates, p. 93) Archistrategus, as the same Gretser notes in the notes of the second Tome (p. 610). XIX. What of [him] who was wont to fast whole 40 days in honor of S. Michael — Saint Francis: did he perhaps reckon him CHRIST? By no means. But he held him only for an Angel, as [it] is to be seen in the writers of the sacred [stigmata] which he received in that fast in the year of the Lord 1224 — D. Bonaventure (cap. 13), D. Antoninus (part 3, Chron. tit. 24, cap. 7). XX. Those who believe the most flourishing kingdom of the Gauls [to be] under the tutelage of S. Michael — do they not by that very mode understand [it] in the way that Daniel (cap. 10) sets the kingdoms of the Persians & Greeks under the guard of certain angels? [in] which [way] Catholics place cities, places, [and] men under the patronage of the heaven-dwellers? So altogether, as [it] is permitted to read in Io. Stephanus Durantus (bk. 2 de Ecclesiae Ritibus cap. 31). XXI. [There] is in Gaul a military Order of S. Michael, which Louis the Eleventh instituted — as, in the same place, Durantus mentions [it], [and] Guaguinus (bk. 10), Genebrardus (in the year of the Lord 1496), & our Azor (Tom. 1 Institutionum Moralium bk. 13 cap. 6, at the end). Has, then, any knight of this Order thought S. Michael [to be] CHRIST? Of all [of them], no one at all. XXII. The same [is the view] not only of all Theologians, but also of the jurisconsults — in Justinian, Novella the eighth, tit. 3 — where he who swears, first indeed swears by God, & Jesus Christ, [and] the Holy Spirit; then by the B. Virgin; third & last by the holy Archangels Michael & Gabriel. Whence also [it] is understood who [those] most reverend Archangels are that are named in canon 1, Quoniam, [in the] Codex de sacrosanctis Ecclesiis; & in Balsamon, on the 9th canon, tit. 7. XXIII. The same [is] also [the view] — whatever, as [in] the foregoing
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question [it] seemed, Broughton fabricates — [the same] is the opinion of all the Jews, & indeed in that very [book] which he praised as the supporter of this novelty, the book Zohar. For often [Michael is] as [it were] a pure pure Angel, & as [it were] the sharer of the same nature & companion to Gabriel & Raphael; sometimes [he] is also joined to Uriel — as f. 12 colum. 46, where the particle את [et, the accusative-marker] in the first [chapter] of Genesis is discussed, & the mystic chariots are constructed (fol. 30 colum. 120, fol. 31, & elsewhere). See, if [you] like, what [things] are handed down in the Cabala concerning the 4 [living creatures], or the wheels, or the gems; & what [things] are gathered by them from Canticles [Song of Songs] 3, verse 9, concerning argeman [ארגמן, "purple"]. For to them it [argaman] is: א Uriel, ר Raphael, ג Gabriel, מ Michael, נ Nuriel [the letters of ארגמן, read as an acronym for the five angels]. And since the Thargum is of the highest authority among all Jews, is not in this [Targum] he himself most clearly placed below God, & collocated in the nation & tribe of the other Angels (Cantic. 8, verse 9)? For there too [he] says [that] he wishes to protect Israel with them, & to implore the divine mercy for it. XXIV. What of the prince & Phylarch of the Saracens? He — in Theodore Lector (Collectanea bk. 2) & Nicephorus (bk. 14 cap. 35) — when he had resolved to embrace the Christian faith & baptism, was solicited by Severus the Monophysite heretic to believe Christ the Lord [to be] of only one, [the] divine, nature, & to be initiated by baptism by the men of his faction. But he, by a clever device, said [that] letters had been brought to him about the death of S. Michael the Archangel. But those [Monophysite] envoys said [that] it could not be [that] an Angel should die. But he — reasoning most brilliantly from S. Michael the inferior to the superior [namely] Christ & God, & establishing a great distinction between them — said: "How, if Christ has not two natures, did God endure the bare cross, since not even an Angel can suffer anything, or die?" XXV. The same is the opinion of all the other heretics of our time, as [it] is to be seen in their Postils — but especially in the recent Praxis of the Gospels of Martin Moller (part 4, pag. 527 & following) — although [he] ineptly concedes Michael to be not only an Angel, but (as I was saying above, quaest. 42) in certain places Christ himself; whence [he cites] Daniel 10 & 12, [and] Apocalypse 12. [It] is also [the view] of all those who retain the feast of the angels, as the Lutherans in the Convent of Torgau, & in the Brunswick Agenda (of whom Lindanus, Apologia part 2 cap. 59). [It] is also [the view] of Luther in the cited sermon on S. Michael. [It] is also of certain other ancient heretics — so [much] that some of them, carried into another abyss of madness, trifled [that] S. Michael was to be condemned to the punishments of gehenna: the Lollards, namely, concerning whom [is] Trithemius in the Hirsau Chronicle (anno 1315, pag. 211). XXVI. The same, finally, remains even now among the Turks, who — in a book of great authority among them, entitled Doctrina Machumet — read (fol. 190): "Michael, Gabriel, Saraphiel" — that is, Sar, or prince, Raphael — "Archangels, Secretaries of the Deity." Since therefore even the Turks themselves, [and] the heretics old & new, [and] the catechumens & all Christians, [and] the Fathers, & the whole Eastern & Western Church, & Scripture itself, not only do not assent but even dissent & cry out against [it] — let the newfangled, most-vain delirium [deliratio] concerning the divinity of S. Michael be gone,
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Amen. XXVII. Concerning the body of Moses [contending] with the devil — as we read in the epistle of S. Jude — Michael the Archangel disputed, & dared not bring against him a judgment of blasphemy, but said: "The Lord command thee" (Jude v. 9). If S. Michael was the Lord himself, why did [he] not dare to bring a judgment of blasphemy against Satan, or to fasten [on him] the mark of a curse? why does [he] send him off to the Lord, that [he] might be rebuked by him? Far otherwise, evidently, than [in] Zechariah cap. 3 — where the Lord & Iehovah himself is called [speaking], who, to indicate the plurality of the divine persons, said to the Devil: "The Lord Iehovah rebuke thee, Satan" (as Bellarmine shows, bk. 1 de Christo c. 5); or certainly, if an Angel too said this in Zechariah, [he] said [it] as [one] sustaining the person of the Lord, as Arias Montanus wishes on that place, & Bellarmine does not deny at the cited place. XXVIII. What [things] Euthymius disputes against the Bogomils in [that] place — the same, insofar as they say Michael to be Christ, avail against our Novators. "Whereas," he says, "they say [that] Michael the Archangel [is] by nature the Son of God & Lord, who, having been made man, carried out human salvation — I marvel at their incredible impudence. For if Michael the Archangel is created, & a servant, as likewise all the other celestial powers, how [is he] by nature the Son, & of the same essence with the Father? Unless perhaps [he] says [that] the Father too [is] created, & the servant of his own self — which indeed is absurd, & self-contradictory. But that natural Son himself — & our Lord Jesus Christ — is called 'the angel of great counsel,' because, just as the word of a man, which is brought forth by the mouth, announces the motion of the mind whence [it] has proceeded: so also the Word of God announced to his disciples the great counsel of the Father — or of the humanity assumed by himself — & the evangelical precepts, & the salvation of believers proceeding from these. Wherefore [he] was saying: 'I speak nothing of myself, but whatever [things] I have heard from my Father, these I announce to you.' Since therefore Michael the Archangel is a servant, but the Lord [is] he who is by nature the Son & assumed humanity, [it] is clear [that] the appellations are empty which they attribute to the Archangel Michael, when they call him either Jesus or Christ. And so let [it] be passed over in silence. But what they say — that his flesh put on [a body] devoid of matter, & [they] take away the true generation from the Virgin — are drawn from the madness of the Manichaeans, & from those heresies which existed before it. In that Title [tract] therefore, which is written against the Armenians, read the seventh chapter, & go forward to those [things] to which you are thence referred, & you will find vigorous refutations. Now that is ridiculous & absurd, which they say — that from the name 'Satanael' the syllable 'el' was taken away. For even before [Christ] had overthrown his tyranny, 'I was seeing,' he says (God made man), 'Satan falling like lightning from heaven' — when the syllable 'el' had not yet been removed. [It] is also superfluous to show that [Christ], after his ascension, sat on the throne of Satanael at the right hand of the Father. For Satanael, as we have shown, neither was by nature a son, nor firstborn, nor had a throne, nor ever sat at the right hand of the Father." But because the cited author Braun (bk. 8, by [that] argument) is not so ready-at-hand to all, I shall not be reluctant to transcribe his words here. "Just as," he says, "once, outside the cities — in the gates, & in the higher places — the infidels worshipped Mars as protector of the city & of the community, [one] who might help them in battles & in the expeditions of the warriors: so our forefathers, the first Christians — detesting the impious worship of Mars, [and] consecrating his altars to the true & living God — attributed [them] to the memory & tutelage of S. Michael. [Michael], who,
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as once [he] was assigned by God to Daniel [as] defender of the Hebrew Church, so — [as] archistrategus, leader, & prefect — through the grace of God might guard & defend the battle-line of the militant Church of the Christians, & [its] wavering army." [That it] is so observed by the Christian & pious custom of many cities, can be confirmed.

Of the shrine of Mars in the duchy of Schleswig, at Lüneburg, & at Jülich [Iulini] we have spoken — everywhere the Church of S. Michael is substituted. At Antwerp, the temple of Mars, converted to the honor of S. Michael, was the first seat for the pastors of the people; now [it] is the magnificent Abbey of S. Michael, of the Premonstratensian order. [There] was also a shrine of Mars on the mount outside Liège [Leodium], where now is the Abbey of S. Giles [Aegidius] of the Canons Regular, [with] the memory of S. Michael, & a famous Church. Well known is the history of S. Michael on Mount Gargano. At Bologna, the memory of S. Michael "in Bosco." In Piedmont [Pedemonte], the shrine of the same Archangel [is] illustrious [as] a noble Abbey on a high mount [the Sacra di San Michele]. In Dalmatia, at the famous bulwark & unconquered citadel of Clissa, on a most high rock, stands the famous oratory of S. Michael the Archangel. In our Cologne neighborhood, [there] is seen the Monastery of Eifel [Eifflia], on a most high mount — once sacred to Mars, now [with] a most ancient chapel to S. Michael. Nay, & at Bonn, where Mars Militaris anciently had a temple — which Aurelius Sintus the prefect (in the year 1047 from the founding of the City, [and] 295 from Christ's birth) restored at his own expense — there now stands a Monastery, & a sacred College of noble Virgins, [which] displays S. Michael (both on the apex of the Church & in the entrance of the temple) figured [forth] as the tutelary Saint & protector of the place; from which [it] is named "the vale of Angels" [vallis Angelorum].

But let us enter Cologne [Agrippina] herself — [our] fatherland, by far the dearest to us — where the shrine which (we mentioned above) [stood] consecrated to Mars over the Rhenish gate, was changed, by the piety of [our] forefathers, into an oratory of S. Michael. Which [shrine] now, necessity so demanding, has been removed by the authority of the Magistrate; & for preserving the memory of antiquity, two statues have been set up — of which the one represents Mars, the other S. Michael the Archangel — with such an inscription:


From this dwelling, [as] a shrine of Mars, the most celebrated gate
stood forth; this [gate] Agrippa, parent of the city, built.
He added illustrious altars, where [men] rendered the laws
of Wars, & the trophies stood fixed to the Gods;
here the sword of great Julius Silvius had been hung,
& [the sword] with which Otho had stabbed himself.
[Now] a Gate of Michael — Christ reigning — let [it] be called,
since the images of bloody Mars are falling;
but [it] was a dark pile, & useless to the city:
[the sacred things] being transferred, therefore, a level way is made for the sacred [rites].
As now the walls of Mavors [Mars] are demolished, so let the right hand
of God's [Michael] guard the city, [as] a gate, from the enemy.



That this tutelary memory of S. Michael was especially pleasing to the people of Cologne, is easily clear from this: that in various higher places the piety of [our] forefathers set up oratories marked with the name of so great a patron. As at another ancient gate of the city, toward the south, at the Monastery of S. Cecilia, where — on a higher place — stands the famous oratory & convent of S. Michael; as also on another [gate], [and] on the towers, gates, & vaults of others of our Churches. Nay, the founders of the chief & Metropolitan church [the Cathedral] resolved to close the summit of so great a mass with a Chapel of S. Michael, as [with] a colophon, & to join both bell-towers, at [their] apex, to the oratory of so great an intercessor.

QVÆSTIO —
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Question XLV. Since S. Michael is not Christ, can [he] at least be reckoned the supreme of all the Angels? (Cùm S. Michael non sit Christus, possit ne saltem Angelorum omnium supremus existimari?)

THOSE Novators being omitted & hissed off [explosis] who make S. Michael [to be] Christ, [there] are among Catholics three opinions concerning him. The first is [that he] is an Angel — of the second, namely, order of the first Hierarchy. D. Thomas insinuates [this] (1 quaest. 112 a. 3); & Julius Caesar Scaliger seems to make [him] still lower than Gabriel (in his Divinae, Cologne ed., fol. 61). The second: [that he] is a prince of the third & highest order of the same first hierarchy. There the same D. Thomas; & more openly on the Master of the sentences (2 d. 10), as I cited (cap. 3 Tobiae quaest. 2); & the other Scholastics, nearly [all], in the same place. The third [is that he], of the highest hierarchy & of its highest order, is [it]self both first & supreme; [this] Catharinus teaches, [and] Bellarminus (bk. 1 de Pontifice cap. 9), & [one] who has come forth in these days, P. Blasius Viegas (on Apocalypse 12, sect. 18). That I may respond distinctly:

I say first. The supreme & most excellent of all the Angels was [he] who, first of all, sinned against God, & stood forth [as] the author of sinning to the rest. This indeed Damascene denies (bk. 2 de fide cap. 4), & S. Augustine doubts [it] (bk. 3 de Gen. ad litteram cap. 10; bk. 11 cap. 9); yet the other Theologians, with a voice consenting well enough, affirm [it]: Tertullian (bk. 2 against Marcion c. 10) — on whom Junius (contro. 3, bk. 1, Num. 9) falsely indeed & impudently fastens a lie; but let the enumeration, already begun, go on — Origen (bk. 1 [Περὶ ἀρχῶν, On First Principles] cap. 8, & tract. 9 on Matthew); D. Chrysostom (homily on Adam & Eve, & homily on the fall of man); Lactantius (bk. 2 cap. 9 — even if [he] mixes in there many [things] which need animadversion); D. Jerome (or whoever is the author in his Tomes) on Job 40; Cyril (Catech. 2); D. Gregory (bk. 4 Moral. c. 12; bk. 9 c. 2; bk. 32 c. 24 & 25; homily 34 on the Gospels); the Author of the work On the marvels of sacred scripture (bk. 1 cap. 2); Isidore (bk. 1 de summo bono cap. 12); Pantaleon (orat. 2 de S. Michaele); D. Bernard (serm. 1 de adventu, & the tract de gradibus humilitatis, grade 1); the Gloss on Isaiah cap. 14 & Psalm 103; the Master of the sentences (2 dist. 6); D. Bonaventure, Durandus, & nearly all the [other] disputers on that place; & Alexander of Hales (2 p. q. 109 membr. 1 art. 1 & 2); Albertus Magnus (2 p. q. 20, & bk. de 4 coaevis q. 10 a. 1); D. Thomas (1 p. q. 63 a. 7; bk. 3 against the Gentiles c. 109). And for this they bring scriptures out of Isaiah c. 14, Job 4, Ezekiel 28 — which signify it either by the primary & proper sense, or certainly by the secondary & allegorical [sense]. Reasons too are brought forward — two above all. The prior is: [that] for him who is endowed with free will, [there] are only three [things] which can entice & rouse to sin — namely, a certain innate propensity to evil; a cause [that is] exterior, proposing the enticement to sin; & some forbidden object [that is] alluring. But the first has place indeed in men (Gen. 6), not in the Angels, to whom [there are] no bodies, & therefore no cupidities which are from these. The second troubles us too — finally, namely, either [some man—]
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—or some criminal of men. But indeed, before the fall of the Angels, [there] was no demon; & before the first [one] who fell from among them, [there] was nowhere any [demon] who might impel others to sin. [It] remains, therefore, that the third [factor] be considered — & indeed [that it was greatest] in the first of all who fell, [and] greatest [of all]. Concerning which, thus:

[He] seems to have sinned first of all the fallen Angels, for whom the object was greatest — which, though [it] was forbidden, nevertheless allured him. But of such a kind was the supreme of all the Angels. For since [it] is agreed [that] pride was the first of all sins (Ecclesiasticus 10, v. 14 & 15; D. Thomas 1 p. q. 63 a. 2), and the matter of this [pride] is excellence, [he was] more enticed to sin than others [in proportion] as that [excellence] is greater in [him]. But [it] was greater in the supreme of all. He, therefore, who sinned first of all, seems to have been [the supreme]. The other [reason]. From all the orders of the Angels [some] fell; & in scripture we see the names of the higher orders attributed to the demons — namely "principality" & "power" (Ephes. 6) — to say nothing of D. Thomas (q. 63 a. 9 ad 3), D. Bonaventure (bk. cited, q. 2 a. 1), [and] Alensis (q. 110 membr. 3): [namely] that [they] were, without doubt, from these [higher orders], as Hugh of St Victor says (bk. 1 de sacram. p. 5 cap. 30). And [a demon] is likewise called "Cherub" (Ezek. 28). But, [you] will say, nowhere is "Seraph" said of any of the demons. [To this] D. Thomas answers (in the cited question of part 1): [that they] are called Seraphim from the ardor of Charity, which — by losing [it] — those also lost, even [as they lost] the name, who fell from that order. Yet [it] can be added [that] they are Seraphim even now, in that manner in which the fiery serpents were called, in Hebrew, Seraphim (Num. 21, verse 7 & 9) — & that, because in deed & fact [those serpents] were the very figure & likeness of the demons, [which is] most true. Then, since they burn with those everlasting fires themselves, & with the same perpetually consume & torment wicked men — why should they not be called both Seruphim, & Sorephim, & Seraphim? Then, the Apostle, in the same [epistle] to the Ephesians cap. 6, calls them κοσμοκράτορας [kosmokratoras, "world-rulers"]: for the same reason, namely, because [they] were cast down from the supreme apex τῶν κοσμοκρατόρων [tōn kosmokratorōn, "of the world-rulers"]; & whereas before [they] were the κοσμοκράτορες [kosmokratores, "world-rulers"] of light & of glory, now [they] are κοσμοκράτορες [kosmokratores] — that is, the world-rulers of these darknesses; or, as in the Greek the same sense is, of the darkness of this age. And all the Angels indeed can in some manner obtain that of [their] name, as D. Thomas shows (1 part. quaest. 110 a. 1) — but most of all those [Angels] to whom some special excellence [is] attributed, so that on that account [they are] described by scripture as great princes, & as [it were] the more inward & more familiar to God (Daniel 10, Tob. 12, Apocalyp. 1). And [these Angels] — do we not prudently reckon [them to be] either all, or some, from the supreme order of the Angels? If, therefore, some fell headlong even from the supreme order, [is it] not [so] also among these, [namely one] who [was] supreme? These reasons do not, indeed, thoroughly prevail; yet in this opinion [there] hold me so many & so great authors, praised before, & — among the reasons — the latter more than the prior. For, first, the matter of pride is not simply excellence, but excessive & forbidden [excellence]. But when is [it] taken [so]?—
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—For the [things] which are moderate do not snatch us beyond measure; & [the things] which befit [our] state & person do not call [us] to [things] alien [to us]. Secondly, [one] must descend by degrees: if the greatest excellence drove headlong the supreme of the Angels, then the excellence which was next to it drove headlong [the one] next to him — that is, the second in dignity & pre-eminence; & so the third, [an] inferior excellence, [drove] the third inferior Angel; & so on in order — so that only from the supreme orders would be [drawn] the whole crowd of the unhappy demons cast down from heaven. [There] is added [this]: that the excellence [that was] excessive & forbidden — which destroyed those [angels] — was rather exterior: the cupidity, namely, of a greater excellence & glory than what was inherent in any [given angel]. But this could be common to any Angel whatever. Nevertheless, from this very [point], some probability can be joined to that first reason. For what [is] more likely than that [it was] not just any greater excellence, but the divine [excellence], that he coveted, who in all the rest already excelled in all glory & dignity, & therefore was also supreme? Yet [that] there was someone who would covet this — [that there was] someone [of] almost the concordant opinion of all. For hence [is] that [word] of Isaiah 14: I will be like the most High, &c. Nevertheless, [that] he attended to this reason alone, D. Thomas (quaest. 63 a. 7) subjoined: "[It] is not thence to be prejudicial to the other opinion — because even in a prince of the inferior (not the superior) Angels there could have been some motive to sin." But if to it the other reason be joined, & [an authority] so various & rich, deservedly indeed ought the other opinion to yield; & most of all the Calvinian Junius, when (contro. 3, bk. 1, cap. 9, num. 11) he writes: "[That] the Devil was prince of the universality of the Angels [before he fell] is uncertain." Neither, indeed — because [a thing] is not certain & defined by the certitude of faith — is [it] therefore straightway uncertain. But two [things] can here be inquired.

One: By what excellence did that supreme Angel excel all the rest? Two opinions. Of which the prior is D. Thomas's (quaest. 50): [that] he excelled by essential [excellence], & [by] accidental. For that holy [Doctor] thinks, in that place, [that] all the Angels differ in species. The posterior: [that he] excelled only by accidental excellence, because [there] is one nature & species of all the Angels — as very many & most weighty [authors] assert: Dionysius Areopagita (celestial Hierarchy cap. 11); Didymus (de Spiritu sancto, & bk. 3 de Trinitate); Basil (de Spiritu Sancto bk. 3); the Author of the quaest. ad Antiochum (q. 4); D. Augustine (bk. 12 Civit. c. 1); Isidore (bk. 1 de summo bono cap. 12); Paschasius the deacon (bk. 2 de Spiritu sancto cap. 3); S. Anselm (bk. cur Deus Homo cap. 21); Pantaleon (orat. 2 de S. Michaele); Michael Glycas (part 1, fol. 148 & following) — where, "one," he says, "& the same [is] the nature of all, by the opinion of those who embrace the right faith of the Church."

The other [question]: How is that supreme Angel & archdemon called? First. Commonly [he] is wont to be called Lucifer. But behold — just as, out of the number of the Angels, [the Novators] exempted S. Michael & made [him] CHRIST (the Novators cited before, q. 42) — so Beza denies Lucifer to be a demon (on Matth. 25 v. 41): "The name of Lucifer," he says, "which arose from a most false & most inept [interpretation] of the place of Esaias, from cap. 14 verse 12 — by [that] in-

(col. 660 — right column; printed "671")

—terpretation," [Beza continues,] "I cannot wonder enough [that it] is retained by some who understand that crass madness." His own [followers], namely, whether the Calvinians or other heretics — who understand [it as] a delirium, & yet still name the devil Lucifer — Beza pricks & chastises with these words. Yet these [followers] are, in the matter itself, both more modest & much wiser. For what [is] that so-false, so-inept exposition of Isaiah? "Of the King of Babylon," he says, "is [it] there treated." Be [it] so, by all means. But cannot [it] at the same time be [that] the discourse is of the King of all the devils? [It] can entirely be [so] — & indeed in three ways. The first is: that under the person of Pharaoh of Egypt the Archdemon be described. And this mode Origen hands down (bk. 6 against Celsus; bk. 1 de principiis c. 5; bk. 3 c. 2; homil. 1 in Iosue; & hom. 9, 10, 11 on Numbers; & bk. in Roman. 1.8); [and] Athanasius (de passione Domini). The other: contrariwise, that by [a] comparison & a certain analogy, under the person of the Archdemon, Pharaoh be described — [namely] that, as that [Lucifer] fell from heaven, so this [Pharaoh] from [his] throne & from life itself. The third: that by an apostrophe those [words] at verse 12 be said: How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer? For [it] happens sometimes very usefully, that when some vice is reprehended in certain [persons], a sudden conversion of the speech to others [affected] by the same vices — & marked out for the punishments of [their] vices — be made. For instance, if [it] be instituted [as] a reprehension of lust, I would insert, beyond all expectation: How art thou burned up, O Sodom? How hast thou gone mad, O Solomon? Since, therefore, the pride of the King of the Egyptians was there being censured, rightly did the speech of the Prophet turn itself — most elegantly & most vehemently — to the prince of pride, the Archdevil [Archidiabolus]. And therefore [it is] a huge [mark] both of Beza's pride, & of [his] impudence, [that] he — so rashly & without any argument — hisses off [exibilat] that exposition, handed down by so many, & so great, most illustrious Greek & Latin Fathers, [and] pleads Lucifer's cause against them; & [so does] Franc. Junius, at the chapter cited (Numer. 10). And truly, even if that [reading] were not the interpretation of that place, [could] not, nevertheless, the authority of so many & so great men — & so [greatly] the whole Christian world — have coined this name of Lucifer, & first imposed [it] on the demons; or [could it not] receive [it] from that very place of Isaiah on account of the likeness, & [so] wear [it] all the way down [to us]? Is a Phalaris & a Nero rightly called cruel, & for [his] pride does he not avail [to be so called], who is the proudest of all — [namely to be] called Lucifer? Is the Successor of Saint Peter, the Vicar of CHRIST the Lord, the supreme Pontiff, assiduously called Antichrist by those Luciferian shade-lovers [tenebriones] — & (as at the recent Regensburg colloquy Hunnius clamored) "so ought he to be called," because forsooth [it] so pleases those [men] — & by us the prince of the darkness of this world could not be called Lucifer? — especially since hitherto all Christians have so called him, as [those] Fathers (bk. ij) who have been cited teach. Let [there] be seen also Nazianzen (orat. on the Nativity of the Lord), S. Brigitta (bk. 6 c. 115), Caesarius (bk. 5 cap. 13). [He] who, says Nazianzen — & [in] the place cited, Anastasius Nicenus — "was Lucifer for [his] splendor, [but was] cast down & made [a thing] of darkness for [his] elevation [pride]." But just as, concerning his Satanael, [they] trifled in Euthymius (part 2, tit. 23) — the Bogomils; & just as concerning Satan the Epicurean Celsus mocked in Origen (bk. 6) — so concerning Lucifer [Beza] plays those trifles—
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—[he] plays [them], [being] friendlier to Lucifer than to CHRIST & the Church. Which also is clear from this, that concerning the Bezan Iconomachs [image-fighters] he [Lindanus] reports, in the booklet On the idols to be fled (c. 13, p. 109): [that] they, in the London temple of D. Paul, shattered the statue of S. Michael, but left safe & whole the dragon which was being trodden under his feet; & likewise, at Antwerp, [that they] struck axes into the crucifix — not into the demon, who was present at the evil thief [malo latroni]. Secondly, [he] is called Satan (Luc. 10 v. 18). Thirdly, by some Beelzebub — even out of Matthew 12 v. 24 & 27; & [it] seems [to be] the opinion of the Jews in the same place, & [in] Matthew 9 verse 34; & of Machomet in the Alcoran (azoara 17), where [he] narrates the sin & fall of the Angels; & [in] the cited place of Beza, [though] with some doubting. But in the Gospel of Nicodemus (fol. 655) Beelzebub is described [as] "Prince of perdition, leader of extermination, mockery of the Angels of God, filth of the just, prince of the lower regions, under whom [is] Satan" — which last I do not accept. Fourthly, by some [he] is called zabulus. By S. Hilary, often; [by] S. Paulinus (epist. 2, & elsewhere); [by] Cassian (collat. 1 & 2); [by] Cyprian, often; [by] the Author of the book de aleatoribus [attributed] to the same S. Cyprian; & [by] others — nay, even by the Church herself, when in a hymn [she] says:


We praise together, venerating,
all the soldiers of heaven,
but chiefly the primate
of the celestial army,
Michael — in [his] power
crushing Zabulus [the Devil].



But of this name [zabulus] I see various etymologies brought forward by various [authors]. For, first, Bibliander, on that chapter of the Alcoran: "zabulos," he says, "that is, [the] suggester of evil counsels." [This] because, since βουλή [boulē] signifies "counsel" generally, whence [comes] to that particle za [ζα] the force that [it] makes [the] counsel [to be] depraved — since [the particle] is otherwise wont to have the force of intensifying, as in ζάθεος [zatheos, "very divine"], & the like. Secondly: for the word diabolus, this [form zabulus] Lindanus thinks feigned (epistle de Aquilone fol. 167); & so also Erasmus annotates on the New Testament (cap. 4); & Morellius, in [the notes to] S. Cyprian's epistle against Demetrius — because Dorically za is used for διά [dia]. Io. Scaliger (in [his] animadversions on Eusebius, pag. 209): "Adiabenicus & Azabenicus is the same," he says, "& by the [Doric] diet [dialect] zeta, Diabolus [becomes] zabolus. For zabolos is a fault in the [παρῳδίᾳ] στροφῇ [printed Greek unclear — roughly 'the (mis)twisting of speech'] of the vulgar so speaking, & using zeta for the [proper] diet [pronunciation]." Thirdly: P. Salmerón (in proleg. 9, cant. 41) [says it] is either a Hebrew word, which signifies "flowing"; or Syriac, which [signifies] "dung." For so he says on Ephes. 6: D. Jerome [reads] zabulon καταρρέων [katarrheōn], that is, flowing downward — which can be said, because gradually [it slips away]—
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—[Michael] the Syngelus [companion-angel], in the oration on S. Dionysius the Areopagite (fol. 350). For brevity's sake, therefore, as [is done] in many other [cases], for Beelzebul there remained zebul & zabul, or zabulus. And to Lindanus, indeed, [it] gives not zabulus only, but even the German Teuffel [Devil]: because [the devil] was first called diabel — as [in] French diable — afterward dibel & disel (as by the Saxons & Westphalians [it] is still pronounced), [and] at length, by the upper Germans, Teuffel. And this [is] more probable than that [Scaliger] leads it [back] to à Tebelo — some [word] "de-God-ed" [à Deo, i.e. god-forsaken], I know not what — in Ausonius (concerning which, Judges cap. 2). Others [derive it] from the hatred of baptism — [the devil], who [is called] Teuff [i.e. "the one at the font," Taufe] by antiphrasis, as bellum [war, from bellus, "fair"] & Eumenides [the Furies, "the kindly ones"]; or from the Hebrew אפל [ophel], that is, "darkness," into which, as said above, [he was] changed from Lucifer. But since many German [words are drawn] from the Syriac & Chaldee, the origin of that name could perhaps be fetched from דיוא [daiwa], as [it were] Deuffel, which among the Syrians is "demon" (Matth. 9 & 12); as also from that [word] which is nearest to this name, דיוא [deyo], which is [the] German atramentum [ink], Dinte [Tinte]. But now [there is] too much about the "black" & "light-fleeing" [devil] (as Arnobius speaks) [and his] "nation"; & therefore I omit also the [things] which the ancient heretics feigned about Sabaoth & others, in Theodoret (bk. 2 Fab.), Epiphanius (bk. 2), Irenaeus (bk. 1 cap. 24), & others.

I say secondly. After the fall of Lucifer, the supreme & most excellent of all the blessed Angels is Saint Michael. For, first, the princes of the Angels — not just any, but the first (Daniel 10, verse 13) — are deservedly thought [to be] the supreme & most excellent of all the Angels. For why would this elogium "of the first ones" be added to them, unless [it were that] they obtained the prerogative, the principate, & the first eminence of all? Very coldly [frigide] do Junius & Tremellius (on Daniel 10, Number 29) wish all the Angels there to be called "princes" in respect of the earthly princes. For, first, how minute [a thing is] the praise of CHRIST — whom they understand through Michael — if [he] be called only "one of the Angels," or "the first of the Angels"? Secondly, not even a good comparison admits that mode of speaking. Thirdly, in the same way they say the Angels are called (Ephes. [3:]10) "principalities [imperia] & powers." For similarly [they] ought to be called "first principalities & first powers." In any kingdom certainly [it] is so, that the first princes are supreme [next] to the king himself, & excel & are eminent above all — as in the seven wise men of the Persians, & others, I said (Esther cap. 1, pag. 1, partic. 3, quaest. 5; & Tob. 12, quaest. 8). And [Angels] of this kind can be called either simply ἀρχάγγελοι [archangeloi, "archangels"] or πρωταρχάγγελοι [prōtarchangeloi, "first-archangels"]. But among these first princes is numbered — in that same place of Daniel — S. Michael, & indeed so, that he is the first of those very [princes]. For either we embrace that exposition, of which [was] spoken above (quaest. 42), [namely] that one of the first princes be the same as the first, & [the matter is] settled: or we do not embrace [it]; & from elsewhere [it] is proved [that he] is the first — from a chapter, namely, of the same Daniel (12, verse 1), where [he] is called the great prince [princeps magnus]. For since before (cap. 10) [he] had been said [to be] one of the first princes, [he] seems, in respect of those same [princes], to be called great. But [he] who, [as] a Prince compared with all the [other] first princes, is called great — is [he] not signified [to be] the first of those [princes]? If our Most Reverend [Archbishop] of Mainz [Moguntinus] were called one of the seven Electors, & afterward were named the great Elector, would [he] not, among the Electors,—
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—the first [places] which he holds, be attributed to him [Michael]? Therefore, as Junius & Tremellius there confess in fact, the Hebrew [words] can be rendered: Michael, that greatest prince.

II. Gabriel is [one] of the highest & most excellent Angels, as the magnitude & excellence of the work to which he was sent declares. A great [thing], & the greatest & most admirable, [was] the new & unheard-of matter: [that] God be made man, be conceived of a virgin, & be born of a virgin. On whom would the Lord impose the legation of so great a matter, & whom would he send as messenger to so great a Virgin, but some one eminent [Angel] out of the whole number of Messengers — & if not the first, yet next to the first? "For this ministry," says homily 34, S. Gregory, "it was fitting that the highest Angel come, who announced the highest of all." And S. Bernard (on Missus est, homily 1): "I do not think," he says, "this Angel to be of the lesser, who are wont to be sent to earth on any occasion [and] frequently in legation. Which is also given openly to be understood from his very name — which is interpreted 'the fortitude of God' [fortitudo Dei]: & because [it] is reported [that he] was sent not perhaps by some other more excellent [angel] (as is wont), but by God himself. On this account, therefore, [he] was set by God, or for this reason [he] is said [to have been sent] by God — that not to any even of the blessed spirits was God thought to have revealed his own counsel, before the virgin, except only to the Archangel Gabriel, who indeed could be found of such great excellence among his own, that [he] be held worthy also of such a name, & of the message. Nor does the name disagree from the message. For whom did [it] better befit to announce Christ, the fortitude [virtue] of God, than him whom a like name honors? For what else is fortitude, than virtue? Nor would [it] seem unbecoming or incongruous, [that] the lord & the messenger be reckoned by a common word: since, [though] the appellation in each [is] alike, the cause of the appellation is nevertheless not alike in each. For otherwise is Christ called the fortitude, or virtue, of God — otherwise the angel. For the angel [is so called] only nuncupatively [in name], but Christ substantively as well. Christ both is called & is the virtue of God — [he] who, [as] a stronger [man] coming upon [the strong one] who was wont to keep his court in peace, overcame him with his own arm: & so mightily wrested from him the vessels of [his] captivity. But the Angel is called the fortitude of God, either because [he] merited the prerogative of an office of this kind, whereby [he] should announce the advent of that [same] virtue, or because [he] was to comfort the virgin — timid by nature, simple, bashful — lest [she] take fright at the novelty of the miracle. Which also [he] did: 'Fear not,' saying, 'Mary, thou hast found grace with God.' But her spouse too — a man, at all events, nonetheless humble & timorous — not irrationally, perhaps, [it] is believed [that] the same Angel comforted, although [he] be not then named by the Evangelist. 'Joseph,' [he] says, 'son of David, fear not to take Mary [as] thy spouse.' Fittingly, therefore, Gabriel is chosen for this work: nay, because such a business is enjoined on him, [he] is rightly designated by such a name." [Thus] the Angel Gabriel was sent by God. By Hesychius (homily 2) the Mother-of-God [Deipara] is called the Prince of the Angels; by Andrew of Jerusalem (homily on the annunciation), one of the chief Angels. But than Gabriel — so great, [and] so eminent a Prince of the Angels — S. Michael is greater, as appears from Dan. 10 v. 13 & 21, & likewise c. 8, as there S. Jerome notes, & more manifestly (bk. 5, at the beginning of [the commentary on] the Apocalypse) Rupert. Michael, nevertheless, I said [that] Julius Scaliger seems to rank after Gabriel himself. First: because (bk. 8 of the Epidorpides), when [he] invokes all the holy Angels, & indeed by name S. Gabriel & Raphael, S. Michael [is] omitted. Secondly: in his Divae [Divine poems] he invokes [them], indeed—
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—S. Michael too, but in the place after S. Gabriel, [as] second. Because, however, [it] can happen that [Scaliger] had regard not for [Michael's] dignity, but for his own personal pious affection toward S. Gabriel — & the verses [are] pious & useful — [it] pleases to ascribe them here. In [his] Divae:


Holy band, [ye] who bear the commands of the highest Father through the airs,
swifter than fire, a chosen cohort [with] hair of lightning.
Thee [I revere] before others, O eternal, unconquered power of the right hand:
[for] the first salvation flowed forth, indeed, from thy mouth.
Thee too I venerate, O Warrior, Olympus being pacified,
[thou] who drivest the blackening flock to the lowest places.
And thee, whose help the Father sends easily from the starry citadel
to wretched, sick mortals.
And [you], whatever other fire-born Minds [Mentes] [move], by an unknown Godhead,
the waters congealed on the ground, [to] turn [them] at [your] will.
And thou, to whom the Lord [entrusted] — [thou] truly without a name — a body,
& committed my soul, [thou] holy [one], [to] my unholy [self].
You I acknowledge gladly, an admirer of your love:
when the dire perils are driven from my house.
My wife, [though] great with child, fell safe from a high summit:
& the work [the unborn] hung, almost, in the empty air.
And in the midst the infant, yet burned by no fire:
& the rain of flame, driven off, fled from the cradle.
Who gave these [things], if not fortune, the pitier of bitter [fate]?
Who did [them], if not you, the ministering throng of God?
Therefore, even if any perils by chance threaten me
(for what else does hard fortune prepare for me?):
from the pious neck of your poet, [the perils] hanging over [him],
drive [them]; for to continue a good [work] is [the mark] of the good.



And in the seventh book of the Epidorpides (fol. 291):


Bright Minds, [ye] who whirl the swift orbs [of heaven]:
[and] other Minds, [ye] who bear through the empty airs the commands
of the Father, to this our useless race:
Thee, Gabriel, I call, the fortitude of the highest Father:
truly Evangel [good-news-bringer], announcing the rewards of salvation.
Thou didst announce to God's holy people the coming
greatest wonders of earth-born John.
Thee the Spirit sent before [him], to go into Bethlehem:
that the virgin might foreknow the new love of the Lord;
whereby [he] makes [her] fruitful [with] offspring, that [he] may free the enemy [i.e. mankind].
And thee I invoke, [O] medicine of God: & thee, the powerful [one].
And you, [ye] other Genii [guardian-spirits], by whose guardianship
[warning] our minds forbids [them] to sin:
a flaming cohort, close-packed [in] bright companies:
an army innumerable, with radiant wings.
And you, [ye] souls, seedlings [now] rid of perils:
to whom now [God] shines, to be beheld face to face,
although pious [affection] & good charity was warning you
that [it] pleased [you] to relieve our [state] by your prayer.
Hear, nonetheless, mindful of us, these few [words] of ours:
& that which [it] behooved us to will in [our] former life:
grant to us, that a firm will may now favor [us].



To all others, therefore, [is] Michael by far greater; & so the greatest of all. But if we ask why S. Michael himself was not sent to so great a business, [there is] no doubt [that] the causes [were] many to God. Of these, perhaps this [is] one: that, whereas on earth, among the men who are, will be, [and] have been, Christ the Lord & the Blessed Virgin hold the first [place], & [Michael] be much greater & more excellent than this [business] — nay, [be] to it [the] author of all magnitude & excellence — [it] was fitting that to that [business], out of the celestial messengers the simply greatest of all, [there] be sent, for this [reception] of all the rest the greatest, [an angel] lesser than that one [Michael]. And therefore among the Angels, who ministered to [Christ when he was] tempted & victorious, the prince was Michael (Matth. 4 v. 11): [Michael] was the Angel who, [Christ] praying in the garden—
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—[praying in the garden], afflicted with sadness & grief, consoled (Luke 22, verse 43); [he] who at other times so often appeared & spoke to him [Christ]. Hence Pantaleon (in the cited sermon): "Through these," he says, "[the] two, Michael & Gabriel, descends every good giving, & every perfect gift, which is sent down upon the earth from God omnipotent [cf. James 1:17]." For these are the two greatest, & of equal moment, lamps of the divinity, which is one & triune.

III. If against a great King a great & grave [war] be [to be waged] against another King — or certainly [if] a war is to be conducted against an apostate & deserter of his own kingdom — [does he] not either preside over it himself, or certainly [does he] not send [as leader] the greatest & most powerful of his Princes against him? But for Christ the Lord, King of all, [there is] the greatest & gravest war against Lucifer, the Apostate of the celestial kingdom: & this [war Christ] wills to wage — & thoroughly to finish — not by his very self, but through S. Michael. Him, then, among Christ's Captains & Princes, who would not reckon the greatest & most powerful? That the war is indeed of this kind, & that S. Michael is set over it, S. John teaches (Apoc. 12) — whether that war be taken as already past (in the world's beginnings, when Lucifer fell), or [as] the world's redemption (when, Christ the Lord suffering, the Prince of this world was conquered — as [they] thought in Andrew of Caesarea, & Bartholomew Sibylla, cap. 2 quaestione 9); or (which seems more correct) [as] a war [that is] still future, when the wickedest of all two-legged [creatures], Antichrist, shall either creep forth or burst out — as that same Andrew, [and] Aretas, & (homily 34) S. Gregory explain.

IV. "After the fall of the devil," says Bellarmine (bk. de Pontifice cap. 9), "that S. Michael is prince of all the Angels is gathered from chapter 12 of the Apocalypse, where [it] is said: 'Michael & his Angels.' For what is 'Michael & his Angels,' but 'Michael & his army'? For as, when [it] is said there, 'the Devil & his angels,' we understand all the evil Angels to be subject to the Devil, [as] soldiers to an emperor: so, when [it] is said 'Michael & his Angels,' we must understand [that] all the good Angels acknowledge Michael [as] their prince."

V. If in the greatest matters, pacts & covenants are to be made with some King or people, must not the King himself — either by his very self, or (if for certain causes he will not) through him who is second Prince from himself — do all these [things]? But the Lord willed to speak with the human race, & to covenant certain great & grave [things] (Exod. 3; c. 20; Acts 7); nor did [he] think [it] fitting to do these by his very self, as [is] disclosed elsewhere. On him, therefore, whom [he] had as the greatest & most fitting among those subject to him, [he] imposed this his own person [role]. And that [one] was S. Michael, as the not-ignoble Pantaleon (cited before) hands down.

VI. If some King have several peoples & kingdoms, [and] one of these be the greatest & dearest to the King himself, over which he wishes to set someone of his Princes: whom, I ask, would he set [over it], but the greatest & best? But the Church, which is on earth, is that greatest people & kingdom, & dearest to God; & that both formerly & now S. Michael has been set over it by God, I showed above (quaest. 42). Therefore [Michael is] the greatest & most power-
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-ful of all the Angels.

VII. If someone lead me into the hall of some great King, & bid [me] look at all who are around the King — the princes & magnates — & say which of all these would seem the Prince, & inferior to the one King [alone]: I would ask for some delay, I would carefully survey all with [my] eyes; & then at last I would judge him the Prince in dignity, to whom the King himself bore greater honor than to all others, & whom [he] wished to be cultivated & observed more than [all] by all. For into this opinion both the daily usage of palaces, & that ancient [example] in [the book of] Esther — the figures of Haman [Aman] & Mordecai [Mardochaeus] — would lead me. But whom of the celestial spirits, hitherto, in the Mosaic & Christian Church, has God prosecuted with greater honor than S. Michael? to whom did [he] assign nobler & more excellent elogia in the scriptures? on whom did [he] place greater & more splendid offices? whom did [he] adorn with more & more marvelous miracles? unto whose veneration did [he] will more temples & chapels, more images & statues, more feasts & public & private prayers, to be made? Repeat what [things], in question 43, [were] few indeed, but truly done.

VIII. This was also the opinion of great men, both formerly & now. "To thee," says S. Basil (homily on the Angels), "O Michael, leader of the supreme spirits — [thou] who in dignity & honors [art] preferred above all the rest & the supreme spirits — to thee, I say, I make supplication." "First," says the oft-cited Pantaleon, "Michael obtains the [first] place among those thousands, & the ten-thousand myriads of Angels; & nearest [to God], & without amazement [stupor] (each of which is a token of the highest dignity, & of a certain — so to say — familiarity with God himself), [he] sings the thrice-holy & admirable hymn: & [he] is the greatest & most brilliant Star of the Angelic order." Again, in Surium (fol. 407): "[God] willed Michael, the supremely-blessed & everywhere-to-be-heard & from-every-side-to-be-venerated Prince of the militia, to be the president of the better & divinely-inspired & most-faithful men, & to bear the care of their salvation." And (pag. 408): "Michael is the true & sincere assessor of God, & leads the orders of the celestial virtues: & is the wise governor of those who have believed in God." And: "Michael, the supreme of all, & bearing the fire, the lamp of the divinity — which is the beginning of light, one & triune — & of subtle natural constitution: [he] who swiftly traverses the ends of the earth, & piously, to those to whom God wills, appears with changed form." And below: "Since therefore we have him [as] a patron to be looked up to & the greatest, & a powerful defender, & an intercessor who speaks freely & confidently before the King of all,
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—[an intercessor who speaks freely & confidently before the King of all — let us have] as the divine prince of the militia, Michael — O dear fathers, brethren, & assembly gathered by God; [and] let us all, always, piously, in pure hearts, magnificently extol him, as [one] truly most pure; & with words of gladness & spiritual exultation, as befits an Archangel, let us today attend [him] with honorific words & praises, & offer [ourselves] to him with love & desire, & venerate [him] — because [we] ardently flock together to his sacred feast, to venerate his temple, which is of [that] pious name — that [we] may abundantly gather his perennial & salutary graces & defenses of intercession. For that great Leader of the army of God is liberal & munificent — [who], with his most divine co-archangel Gabriel, blesses, strengthens, fills with grace, gladdens & adorns & bedecks the hearts of the faithful, as [one] who is more powerful than all the saints. For [he] leads all the created nature that is under the sun to the light. And all his praisers [he] has eminently snatched from various necessities: & those who in every place have piously invoked him, [he] frees from perils, both those which are seen, & those which fall under [our] understanding. The Churches of the faithful & orthodox peoples [he] gladdens, [he] guards the Commonwealth of the Romans, [he] arms the Emperor who loves Christ against the Barbarians, [he] renders the Christians victors, [he] pursues the enemy foes, from the calumnies of men [he] preserves his own servants: from those who persecute [them], [he] frees the pious [from] troubles: from the huge waves of the sea [he] snatches those who invoke him: [he] supplies the fertilities of the fruits of the earth: those who are in darkness [he] leads: those to whom wrong is done [he] defends: [he] consoles those who are faint-hearted: the sick [he] visits, [he] goes surety for sinners; [he] repels the assaults of demons, [he] quenches the flame of the vices: that we may do sanctity [i.e. holiness], [he] leads us [on]: & all who, [with] faith & desire, alacritously celebrate his holy & venerable feast, [he] frees from every difficulty & harmful encounter, & gives salutary grace [as] prince of the militia of God, to a petition always useful [he] leads [them], & to the way of penance, & for them [he] procures the remission of sins, & into the station of the just [he] numbers [them], in the kingdom of heaven, by the grace of Christ the most clement God." And in the narration of the miracles of the same: "For by how much the holy nation of the Christians is more excellent than all the rest, by so much [it] is necessary [that] the dignity of the Archangel Michael, who bears the care of the Christian race, be greater. For the essence of the Angels has no difference, but [only] an excellence of dignity. For [he] wills all men to be saved, [he] who bears the care of all, & is by nature benign." Rabanus (bk. 1 de cruce fol. 193): "But Michael, prince, the Leader of those who dwell on high." & (in book two, in the same [work], figure 3): "Michael, Leader & Prince of the people of God." Nicetas Coniates (bk. 3, fol. 208): ὁ ἀρχιστράτηγος τῶν θείων καὶ ἀΰλων τάξεων Μιχαήλ [ho archistratēgos tōn theiōn kai aülōn taxeōn Michaēl, "Michael, the commander-in-chief of the divine & immaterial orders"]. "Michael," says Laurentius Justinianus (at the cited place), "is set over the holy spirits, as Lucifer over the evil."*

IX. What of the Church? Does she not teach this openly enough — when, as we saw above, she sings him the primate of the celestial army, the victor & treader-down of Zabulus [the devil]? when in other prayers she calls upon [him as] the Prince of the celestial militia, & the provost of Paradise (as also noted, bk. 8 cap. 45, by Caesarius)? when — as Catharinus observes at the cited place — she assigns him the first place among all the Angels, & (after the Blessed Virgin) the nearest [place] in the litanies? when she designates him the standard-bearer [signifer], who represents the souls of the departed into the holy light? For although the standard-bearer seems to be under the Leader [Dux]: nevertheless, when [it] concerns the place & army in which the greatest King himself is present, the chief standard of the chief Leaders is wont to be entrusted to the chief [officer]: nay, even if the King wish to be absent, when [he] creates for himself a Vicar & Imperator, [he] gives into his hands his [own] sign & labarum — so that even from this one [thing] one may understand the supreme & chief dignity of S. Michael. But that sign — what [is it]? Is it indeed nothing, but — because in the militia there are wont to be signs [standards], & because they excel in it, [and] are called standard-bearers — for that cause only is [he] metaphorically called standard-bearer, that his excellence may be known? Or is there indeed some sign, which [he] really bears? And this can be spiritual, [something] which spiritually is conspicuous to all the spirits of the celestial militia, nay & to the spi-
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-ritual powers of wickedness also, & likewise to the souls translated from this state of life into that other. But what [sign is it]? [It] can be of such a kind as displays the great grace & benefit of CHRIST JESUS toward men & Angels, & thereby wondrously refreshes all the good [and] terrifies the evil — in that manner, namely, in which a sure character is taught to be engraved on souls in baptism, confirmation, & orders, & the "sign of faith" in the Canon of the Mass. In the hymn Vexilla, & in the [office] of the Holy Cross, & in [its] Exaltation, [it is] often the standard of the cross. [It] can also be material. And this — by Eck, [in the] homily on Saint Michael — is handed down [to be] the sign of the cross, which they hand down (in Matt. 24) will appear on the highest [last] day of this world: D. Jerome, & other Fathers, Greek & Latin; & likewise D. Chrysostom (homily de cruce), S. Leo (epist. 97), Hilary (book three de Trinitate), Julius [Firmicus] (book three chapter five), D. Augustine (sermon 130 de tempore), S. Hippolytus (oration on the consummation of the world), S. Ephrem (book on true penance, chapter 4), the Sibyl (book 6), & the Church herself, singing: "This sign shall be in heaven, when the Lord shall come to judge" — whether it be that true cross to which the Lord was affixed (as S. Chrysostom, Blessed Ephrem, the Sibyl, & others think), or [whether it be] some other similar to it (as S. Anselm in the Elucidarium; S. Antoninus 4 p. tit. 24 cap. 11; & others, to whom [in] tome 2 disp. 59 sect. 2 Suárez subscribes). But to whom would so noble, so salutary & venerable a sign be entrusted, in that so-great solemnity of the whole world, except to him who — under the supreme Emperor CHRIST JESUS — is of the first dignity among those who are either called, or truly are, men (that I may not seem, namely, to be treating of the B. Virgin)?

X. But before the last Day of Judgment, in yet another way the Church declares this his first place. For in the third Antiphon of Lauds, she gives to God this prayer: "Archangel Michael, I have constituted thee prince over all the souls to be received." Two [things] here to be observed: 1. that [it] says all souls; 2. to be received.

And concerning the former [point] it can be asked: Whether even the souls of infidels, of unbaptized infants, of Christians either impious & condemned to eternal punishments, or indeed of the pious but still needing some purgation, are to be received by Saint Michael?

Concerning the latter [point] it can be asked: Whence, & whither, does the same Michael receive them? Whether from [the body...]
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[…answering the first sub-question — whose souls Michael receives:] First, because [it] would not be fitting otherwise. Secondly, from various visions, in which foul spirits receive foul souls. Thirdly, because the souls which the Church asks to be represented by S. Michael into the holy light, she says are [those] of the faithful departed.

II. S. Michael does not lead the souls of the pious from the body to the particular judgment. Because there is properly no leading from the body to the particular judgment. For this judgment takes place in the same place where the body is: & in the very moment in which the soul leaves the body, as our Suárez most learnedly shows in his manner (tom. 2 disput. 52 sect. 2). I said "properly," because where neither any place nor any time [is] interposed, no one can be led from anywhere to anywhere — unless he who merely stood by were called a "leader." Which is improper. And yet not even so does [Michael] lead all by his very self, as will appear below.

III. From the particular judgment [Michael] receives all souls which fly straight & immediately from the body into heaven, or [which], already expiated, [fly] from purgatory: & [he] leads them thither. [It] is proved first, because the Church seems to say this very thing, when in the Mass of the Departed she prays that the standard-bearer S. Michael represent the souls of the faithful departed into the holy light. What [is] that holy light, but the place of everlasting light, & the empyrean heaven? Secondly, because in that very prayer she speaks of the dead as if of the dying (as [it is] explained, bk. 2 de purgatorio cap. 5, by Bellarmine): & by the phrases of hell properly-so-called she understands the pains of purgatory — that their magnitude, & why deliverance from them is deservedly sought, might in some way be shown [as] the reason — calling [them] "the pains of hell," "the deep lake," "the mouth of the lion," & "something obscure." Then, indeed, to almost all these she opposes: "but let the standard-bearer S. Michael represent them into the holy light." Therefore the Church prays that the souls of the faithful either, without purgatory, immediately enter the dwelling of eternal light by S. Michael's work; or certainly, if [they] must go to purgation, [that they] not tarry there longer, but be led out as [it were] by the hand of the same saint, & attain the most-shining homes of the heavens. Moreover, in the responsory of the 4th lesson, on his feast, is read: "Archangel Michael, provost of Paradise, whom the citizens of the Angels honor: whose honor bestows the benefits of the peoples, & [whose] prayer (another mode is not denied) leads through to the kingdoms of heaven." And in the 5th responsory: "Michael the Archangel came with many Angels, to whom the Lord delivered the souls of the saints, that [he] might lead them into the Paradise of exultation." In the responsory of the 7th lesson, on S. Martin — whom Michael took up with the Angels, whom [namely] S. Severinus had seen.

S. Michael receives these pious souls, & carries [them] into the light, not all by his very self, but through various ministering Angels. For it could happen that at the same moment many pious [persons] die & are judged in the most diverse regions, at whom [he] cannot conveniently be present by his very self. 2. This itself is enough, that [he] be said to preside over the reception of these souls. 3. [It] is quite consonant with reason, that various men of various merits & states be led by various Angels also. 4. This appears from the Gospel of Lazarus (Luke 16, verse 22 [the angels carrying Lazarus to Abraham's bosom]); [and] from another beggar in Nicephorus (bk. 14 cap. 52); from another in S. Chrysostom (bk. 6 de sacerdotio): from others in R. David [Kimchi] on Zecha-
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-riah cap. 3. From these, therefore, I construct this Argument. He to whom this office [is] assigned by God among the Angels — that [he] receive the souls of all the pious, as [they] depart from the body or from purgatory, whether by himself or through those whom [he] shall have appointed, & lead [them] into the hall of celestial light — he is deservedly reckoned the first & most excellent of all the Angels. 1. because this office & dignity is most ample. 2. because Kings are wont to set the greatest of their Princes over [those] to be received, & to send [him] to meet [those] whom [they] esteem most & love [most]. 3. because, of the pious, for whom [heaven] is [the goal], many attain even the supreme choirs of the Angels, & dwell in them perpetually. For receiving these, therefore, none but the supreme Angels [must] likewise [be] confessed [to be] set [over them]. But over both these, & all simply to be received, S. Michael is set. Therefore [he is the first]. And to here pertain [the things] which I shall borrow below from Sophronius. Nor is there [reason] that the barking of the heretic Junius (controvers. 3 bk. 1 cap. 9) should delay [us], saying: "All these [are] not pious enough." For either S. Michael is CHRIST, as he [Junius] himself wishes — & [then] why [are] these not pious enough? Do not these elogia agree with Christ the Lord in a much greater & later manner? — or [he] is not CHRIST, as we say, & what [is] impious in these?

XI. Most well-known to all [is] that picture, which places a balance [scales] in Saint Michael's left [hand]: in whose one pan [is] a little soul; in the other are the works of that little soul. And this picture, indeed, Molanus (book de picturis chapter 16) numbers among those which could give the unlearned occasion of dangerous error — because they might gather from it that those are to be saved who, though they have evil works, yet have more good [works], which outweigh those [evils]: & contrariwise [that] those are to be damned in whom the evil outweigh the good. Something like which, he says, seems to be found in Augustine, [in] the sermon of some unskilled man, which is the first in the Vigil of Pentecost (in the Appendix, 59, quite near the end), where also, in the margin of the Louvain correction, [it] is noted: "To be read cautiously." But this censure of Molanus is too harsh, & the picture has its origin from elsewhere. I will first count up the words of that sermon: "[It] is certain," he says, "[that] he who carries thither more good works, & more evil works, will have in the punishments themselves some refreshment: but he who has nothing of good works, & brings with him a great store of evil — what awaits him, there is no need to say. For there will be there, without doubt, a compensation of goods & evils, & as [it were] both parts placed on a balance [statera]. Whichever [part] shall sink down, that will claim its workman for [the side] toward which the weight inclines. If, therefore, the multitude of evils prevail, [it] drags its workman to gehenna. But if the [works] of the good be greater, [they] will resist with utmost force, & fight against the evils, & recall their operator to the region of the living, from the very border of gehenna itself."
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[…the pseudo-Augustine sermon, on the four cases:] "…namely, [provided] they shall have washed away those evils with the waters of penance, or decocted [them] with purgatorial fires." But what unlearned [person] would gather anything more learned than this from [it]? And therefore these [images] are rather to be placed among symbolic pictures, which signify something not historical but dogmatic — as (cap. 18) the same Molanus adds, saying: "Michael's balance, or scale, signifies that we ought to have laid aside every weight & the sin that surrounds us (Heb. 12), that S. Michael may represent us into the holy light." And this indeed it signifies, but somewhat more too: namely, that the works of men are, after death, diligently examined, weighed, & assessed — so that, if the excessive gravity of sins depress the pan, one must perish; if otherwise, one ascends to eternal life. For something of the kind, through symbolic marks, is signified by the balance of Critolaus in Cicero; & [by] that [balance = Libra] which the Astrologers raised into the stars that gird the Zodiac twelvefold: but much more [by] that which Daniel most clearly depicted for us, when [he] said to the Babylonian King (cap. 5 v. 27): "Thecel [Tekel]: thou art weighed in the balance, & art found wanting." Whence in Saint Damascene, [the] oration on the faithful departed: "Certain men, divinely enlightened," he says, "relate [that] the actions of men, at the last breath of life, are weighed just as in a balance. And if the right pan exceed the other, [it is] manifest that he whose works are examined will be refreshed among those on the right. But if both hang equally, divine mercy will nevertheless altogether prevail: nay, as the Theologians report, if the left incline a little, the mercy of God will fill up the whole. Behold three divine judgments of the Lord: the first just; the second, indeed, merciful; the third, finally, more than merciful. One may add to these a fourth, when the evil works greatly outweigh. Alas for me, brethren, because even this [judgment] is in all ways most just, & pronounces justly against the guilty." [So it] was — as is seen in the book of the life of S. John the Almsgiver [Eleemosynarius] — [that there] was a certain Publican, Peter, who, when [he] had thus, provoked, thrown a loaf into the face of a certain beggar, was afterward rapt out of himself, & saw all his works weighed in a balance, & that very loaf placed in the right pan. And, moved by this vision (says that same oration), this blessed man is reported to have attained to a huge magnitude of piety. This, then, is the signification of that balance, & [its] origin (as I think) [is] from that very place of Daniel. For who described those horrific symbolic [words] on Belshazzar's [Balthasar's] wall (Dan. cap. 5 v. 5)? To which same King did fingers appear on the surface of the wall? Did not an Angel do all these? Did not an Angel weigh that King in a balance? For Daniel indeed said: "The Lord hath numbered thy kingdom"; but not, "God hath weighed thee in a balance"; rather, "thou art weighed" — because, namely, this office [was] delegated to the Angels, just as, by a King or some powerful lord, the office of assaying gold & coin is wont to be entrusted to servants. But why is the same balance attached to Saint Michael, before the other Angels, by the Painters? "Michael is believed," says (at the cited place) P. Viegas, "to exercise the particular judgment of the souls departing from the body: & thence [it] is, that [he] is painted with a sword & balance, that his supreme power, & the equality of [his] justice, may be declared, in weighing our merits or demerits." But whence, & by whom, is this believed? I see testimony brought from him [Michael] himself, [as] set over the souls to be received, & representing them into the holy light—
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—but from that, how is the power of the particular judgment shown? For without this, both the reception & the representation of them [the souls] can perfectly well happen, as [was] said above: & [it] is one thing to be set over the souls to be received, another [over souls] to be judged: & to represent them into the holy light presupposes them already to be judged, & adjudged to the holy light. I would rather gather [it] thus. The particular judgment, though [it] is done first by God, & by his power & authority, seems nevertheless fittingly to be done through God's ministers rather than through God himself immediately. First, because of this judgment, as of others, [there] are two actions on the Judge's part: the examination [discussio] of deeds, & the pronouncement of just punishment or reward; & on the part of those who are judged, likewise two: namely, that in the examination [they] truly recognize the matter to be so; [and] in the pronouncement of punishment or reward [they] know, truly & certainly, that this, which is decreed, will be [theirs] in future. But the examination is said to be — not such as requires witnesses & time (as in our courts), but spiritual & sudden — [taking place] when to him who is judged all the [things] he did are so shown, & as [it were] read out [beforehand], that [he] is forced to assent to all. But does not this happen in these ways, if an Angel implant those species & notions in the mind, & so speak to him that [the] judged [one] recognize & confess all — [rather] than if God himself immediately spoke to each soul, [and] immediately by his very self infused that kind of species, or supernaturally elevated its mind? Likewise, the sentence itself — whether of punishment, or the decree of reward — is [it] not better made known, through Angels, to him who is judged, than if the Lord promiscuously addressed the good [and] evil by his very self immediately? Secondly, great Princes are wont rather willingly to entrust small & obscure judgments to some of their own [officers]. Thirdly, [it] is fitting that the general judgment be done by God himself publicly before the whole world: therefore, that the particular [judgment, done] before any single [person], [be done] by his ministers. Fourthly, in the last general judgment [there] will be a public approbation of all the particular judgments: therefore these can be exercised by an inferior. Fifthly, almost all the other [things] which pertain to men, God has done through Angels, as long as this state of things endures: therefore also the particular judgment. Sixthly, the general judgment will be exercised by God, & Christ's humanity, as the head of all creatures. Therefore the particular [judgments] can now be exercised through the Angels, the ministers of God & of the same [Christ's] humanity. Seventhly, before Christ the Lord was incarnate, particular judgments were made: & now all confess [that] these are not exercised immediately by God, because Christ the Lord says of himself, according to [his] humanity (Matth. 28): "All power is given to me in heaven & on earth." Therefore, before the incarnation too, [they] were not exercised immediately by God. For the particular [judgments] must be exercised in the same manner [as] also the general judgment of all will be one. Therefore, before the incarnation, [they] were exercised through Angels. Therefore now too — but with this difference, that now [they] are exercised also by the power & authority of Christ the Lord's humanity [now] existing: formerly not so. From these, moreover — [would] not [one] easily gather [that] S. Michael presides over the particular judgments, [one] who holds as certain both this which has now been proved, [namely] that these particular [judgments are], by Christ the Lord, committed to the Angels as inferior Judges, & that [other point] which above was already before establish-
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—ed, [would he not] join [the point] that S. Michael is, & always was, the president of the whole Church? For if, under the supreme Judge, [there] are Angels [as] particular Judges, who [is] more apt, & — to preside over all — more suitable, than he who bears a certain universal care & patronage of the universal Church? And hence, at last, arises that [conclusion], for the sake of which all these [things] have been said by me [as] an argument. He is deservedly held the highest & first of all the Angels, who received from God the power of presiding over all men individually to be judged — so that either by his very self [he] act [as] Judge, or subdelegate other Angels. For [it] is not right [that] anyone be judged by an inferior. But many of men are raised to the supreme orders of the Angels — so that the B. Virgin alone, who is superior to all the Seraphim (as D. Bernard & S. Chrysostom show, in the sermon on the Nativity of the B. Virgin, in the lesson of the 12th day of September), seems to be judged immediately by Christ the Lord: & [so that] the balance may be the index & ensign of S. Michael's so-great power & justice.

XII. [There] is a certain prayer in the litanies of the Angels (fol. 79 of the Brussels edition), this: "O God, who to Blessed Michael — the Prince standing by [thee], & fighting [as] the supreme of the celestial forces, under the aid of the salvific cross foreseen from eternity — gavest a glorious triumph over the most proud Prince-of-demons [Daemoniarcha]: we beseech thee, that to us — arming our forehead with the salutary sign, & invoking the name of the aforesaid Michael the triumpher — thou grant fortitude & victory against the visible & invisible enemies, that we, free from their impediment, may be able to conduct our [life] according to thy divine commands."

[There] is also a history, which shows S. Michael to be — not, indeed, precisely the highest, but yet from the highest order of the highest [angels] — provided that (against Maximus & Pachymeres) that [teaching] be held, which by Dionysius the Areopagite (cap. 7 of the Celestial Hierarchy), by D. Gregory (homily 34 on the Gospels), & by the Theologians following these thereafter, is handed down: [namely] that the highest order is [that] of the Seraphim. For, in the year of the Lord 1224, in September, when — in his usual manner in the mountains of Alvernia [La Verna], in honor of S. Michael, besides that Lent common to all Christians, [he was keeping] another "forty-days" [fast], which [he] prolonged from the [feast] of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin to the very feast of our Archangel — S. Francis was fasting: behold, [there] flying down to him from the summit of the heavens, on the very day of the Exaltation of the Holy Cross (or certainly about that day), one of the Seraphim, shining with marvelous light, & conformed into the likeness of the crucified [Christ], engraved the stigmata of the sacred wounds of CHRIST the Lord on that saint's side, feet, & hands. But who [was] that Seraph? Whom did our Lord JESUS CHRIST deign to invest with the power & authority of representing himself, placed on the altar of most-ardent charity, & of conforming his own sacred wounds onto the members of the saint? Who, but S. Michael — whom that saint was wont to venerate especially among the celestial minds, whom he was worshipping by that very [fast] which he had then appointed himself, & by fasting, & solitude, & daily & nightly prayers? I know what Luther barks against this history on chapter 6 of [the epistle to the] Galatians, [and] what Beza [barks]. But are these more knowing of ancient matters than [those] who lived in those very times, & saw the stigmata themselves, & [handled them] with their own—
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—hands? Are they [themselves] more lovers of the truth, or worthier of faith, than the innumerable [witnesses] who are testifying [to it]? than S. Bonaventure & S. Antoninus, who committed [it] to writing? than God himself, who confirmed [it] with so many & so great miracles? But I have treated this very [matter] more [fully] on that place of that epistle [Galatians]. [It] can also be seen [in] cap. 13 of our Turrianus against Boquinus. XIII. To here also pertain those encomia of the Rabbis, which were set down in question 42. XIV.

[It] remains that [the things] which can be objected against [this] be resolved. 1. [Objection:] "He is called Archangel." But I have already said [that] this name extends quite broadly, so that generally all who excel the inferior Angels are called Archangels: yet sometimes [it] be taken for a certain genus of those superiors, in two ways. 1. as [it were] a name of a genus, left to one species for which no other name has yet been found. And so [it] is said [that] in the lowest Hierarchy the second order is [that] of the Archangels — as, among the Philosophers, that kind of names are also used, [in the] verse [of the] chapter "disposition," in the first species of quality. 2. κατ' ἐξοχήν [kat' exochēn, "par excellence"], & so, only the highest of all are Archangels: & among these, most of all S. Michael — just as, among us, "the Orator" [is] Cicero, "the Poet" Virgil, "the Apostle" D. Paul; concerning which mode of speaking [see] also the Institutes of law (bk. 1 tit. 2). II. "[Those] who are of the higher Hierarchies are not wont to be sent [as] Angels [messengers]." [This] is denied out of Hebrews c. 1; & the causes, as I think, [being] by no means futile, of the negation [made] there, I have adduced; & at the same time [it] has been shown [that] by that very [text] nothing is detracted from the authority of D. the Areopagite. And I see that opinion now approved by very many — as by P. Ribera (on c. 1 of that epistle), [and] P. Blasius Viegas (on c. 12 of the Apocalypse). III. "[Angels of the highest order] are at least not wont to be sent to such [tasks], & so often, as those to & for which S. Michael is read [to be] sent." I answer, [that] therefore S. Michael is sent to such & so often, because to him have been committed, by Christ the Lord, the chief [care] of the whole Church, & of [the care] of its individual members. IV. Many & good authors have placed S. Michael, in the lowest Hierarchy, among the inferior Archangels. I am not ignorant of that, as I noted at the beginning of the question. But in a matter which is sanctioned by no dogma of faith, to go to this or that side [is] licit — whither, namely, the probity of the arguments, [and] piety, & the love of truth shall have led us. And truly, that opinion which I have hitherto set forth concerning S. Michael's dignity is most pleasing to me for this reason too, that it is a middle between the extremes. For those Catholics who give him lower places [in the hierarchy] depress S. Michael more than [is] fair; those heretics who make him God — [i.e.] both [him and] Christ Jesus — exalt [him] more than [is] fair.

I say thirdly, [that] S. Michael is now simply the chief, & first & supreme, of all the Angels. For [he] holds the principate both of the good Angels, as has hitherto been shown, & of all the damned. For although Lucifer was once prior to him [in rank]: yet — whether [he] be of a diverse species of nature, or (as [was] said above) of the same — [Lucifer] is now much inferior, despoiled of all the ornaments of grace; hindered also in his natural endowments, & constrained [so] that [he] cannot, by his own choice, use — or rather abuse — them; cast out from the celestial hall; thrown into darkness & filth; consigned to eternal flames; conquered & trodden down by all the Saints; by boys, as Michael says—
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—Michael Syngelus [says] in [his] oration on S. the Areopagite, & before him, S. Athanasius in [his] first oration against the Arians — [Lucifer], like a little sparrow, [is now] despised & mocked: the laughing-stock of the whole world, a running-sore [vomica], & a thing of shame [propudium]. But it pleases [me] to close the streamlet of this question with the most beautiful & most useful little prayer from the cited place of Sophronius, this: Thou indeed, [he] says, thrice-most-holy Prince of the sacred host, & minister Michael, coryphaeus [leader] of the Angels, most worthy of all worship, & of all praise & celebration, illumine my inner senses: strengthen my heart, tossed by the waves of this life: raise up my mind, inclined to earthly things, upward to celestial prudence: strengthen [my] dead feet, lest I forsake the path which leads to the heavens: heal my actions, which breathe forth rankness [gravedolentiam], & plainly rot away: [and] at last take care of the rest of my miseries, & the troubles of my labors. Again, [both] by thing & by name, Thee, Michael, I beg & beseech, & with as-great feeling as I can, that to me — [about] to go out from the racecourse of this life — thou mayest appear glad & peaceful: & mayest hide me under the honored veil of thy wings: & mayest establish me, snatched from the narrow & dark places of the lower regions [inferorum], in the place of the admirable tabernacle. Amen.


Question XLVI. When, & how, & in what form did S. Michael appear to Joshua?

Concerning the time of this apparition — as to the day, & the portion of the day — judgment will be made from those [things] which, in the following chapter, will be brought forward in the destruction of Jericho: & otherwise R. Iuchanan [Yohanan] weighs this time in the Tractate Sanhedrin, ch. 6, fol. 44.

But concerning the mode of the apparition, the matter stands thus. If any of the Angels wishes to appear to a man, it is necessary that [he] take on to himself some embodied figure. Four kinds of spirits, says D. Bernard on the Canticle, sermon 5, are known to us: [that] of the beast, our own, the Angelic, & [that of him] who founded these. There is not [one] out of them all for whom — whether for its own sake, or for another's, or for both — a body is not necessary, or the likeness of a body — excepting only that [One] to whom every creature, as much corporeal as spiritual, deservedly confesses, & says, Thou art my God; since thou hast no need of my goods. And afterwards: Now [as to] whether the super-celestial spirits have need of bodies; that most true & truly divine sentence makes us most certain [of it]. Are they not all, [he] says, ministering spirits, sent into ministry for the sake of those who receive the inheritance of salvation? In what mode, then, do they fulfil their ministry without a body? Finally, [it] is not [possible] to run about, nor to pass from place to place, except for bodies — which authority, as much undoubted as [it is] noted, proves the Angels frequently do. Hence [it] is that they both were seen by the Fathers, & entered in to them, & ate, & washed feet. Thus the inferior & the superior Spirit have need of their own bodies, but yet [of bodies] which they help, [and are] not also helped [by].

But what figure the holy Michael took to himself is declared in the text, v. 13, in a threefold [manner]. For, first, [he] is called a Man [Vir], in whom is recognized the human species, the male sex, [full] age, strength, [and] bearing. For otherwise [Michael] could have appeared, like the other Angels, in the shape of some bird — e.g. of a dove; in the feminine sex, as was perhaps done in many apparitions, when the B. Virgin, or other [women] from the heavenly [ones], wished to be seen. (Otherwise, I certainly know [these to be] the trifles [nugas] which Mahomet attributes to I-know-not-whom concerning the feminine sex of certain Angels, azoara 53 & 63.); in a childish or youthful age, as in Tobit ch. 12, q. 18; in a weaker body, as if [he] had put on the person of an old or decrepit [man]; in another bearing [habitu], which would have suited another either sex, or age.
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Michael, says Pantaleo in oration 1, swiftly goes about the ends of the earth, & — for those for whom God wills, & devoutly — appears with changed figure, [he] who came to Gideon like a ray of the sun. But if certain apparitions are attributed to this same Archangel by the same Pantaleon, [and] he himself went through all of them by his very self, [it] appears most clearly with how various both modes & forms of men he can offer himself to the sight. But if not all are his own apparitions, as is probable enough; nonetheless the same variety is understood [still] to be able to befit him. For what can other Angels [do], which he himself cannot?

Secondly, [he] is said [to be] standing over against Joshua [stans contra Iosue] — that is, in the region opposite, or in front of Joshua. Not, therefore, did [he] appear either flying, or sitting, or in another posture of body, than [befitted one] who [was] a man before a man, & strong & great before [one] strong & great. And [he] stood not aloft in the air, as that [Angel] of 1 Paralip. [1 Chron.] 21, v. 16, nor at the side, but on the ground & in front — yet not close by. For, so that Joshua could more inwardly behold, & thoroughly recognize, & address him, [Michael] had to advance some paces, v. 13.

Thirdly, [he] is said [to be] holding a drawn sword [euaginatum tenens gladium]. And in the Latin [one] could add, his own [suum]. For the Hebrew says, & his sword [was] drawn in his hand. The Greek [has] καὶ ἡ ῥομφαία ἐσπασμένη ἐν τῇ χειρὶ αὐτοῦ [kai hē rhomphaia espasmenē en tē cheiri autou, "and the sword drawn in his hand"]; & therefore likewise, from the Hebrew, [one] could add ἡ ῥομφαία αὐτοῦ [hē rhomphaia autou, "his sword"] — which, although [it] seems to be understood well enough (for [he] did not have another's sword), yet that reciprocation of the pronoun has an I-know-not-what of energy for signifying that [Michael] was girt with a sword, & had that sword drawn out from the sheath which was then hanging empty at [his] side. For if we only say, He carried a naked sword in [his] hand, [it] seems that [he] either bears it, so received from another, or [carries it] from home to some pomp — as if [he] is to be borne before a Judge or some Lord, or, in comedies, before Justice herself. But if [it] be said, He was holding his own sword in [his] hand, [it] appears that [he] drew it from its sheath, & that [he] had earlier been girt [with it]. And the exact same mode of speaking [is used] also of the Angel who appeared to David, 1 Paral. [1 Chron.] 21, v. 16, where the 70 [LXX] did not omit that αὐτοῦ [autou, "his"]; but in Num. 22 [Balaam's angel] the same Hebrew phrase [was] twice rendered by the same [translators] as in this place. And hence [it] is understood [that] the bearing of this appearing Angel was not the simple [one] which would suit a man in any manner whatever, but a military [one]; & one all but rousing battle already. For [he] had already drawn the iron [sword]: [he] was already brandishing [it]: & with hand & eyes [he] seemed to seek him on whom he might fix it. From this warlike bearing, & from the person of archistrategus [commander-in-chief], which is indicated afterwards, since it is right, as I at least judge, to gather both the august species of him who was seen, & the rest — the panoply [full armor]: namely, on the head a helmet, on the breast a coat of mail [loricam], on the girdle a baldric, on the legs greaves [zosmata], & boots [ocreae] or military footwear [caligae] — so that [he] altogether represents the warrior whom the Apostle depicted, Ephes. 6. But all these [things] were so [arranged] that no sign appeared from which [one] might discern whether [he] were a soldier of this or of that side. Otherwise Joshua would have had no need of this question, Art thou ours, or of the adversaries? [Josh 5:13]. In this martial guise, therefore, S. Michael was seen by S. Joshua.
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Question XLVII. Why did S. Michael appear to Joshua so armed, & martial [Martius]?

The whole — the species, age, & garb of the Angels, when they give themselves under the eyes of men — is wont to be accommodated to those matters for which [purpose] they come announced, & [as] done, as I advised on ch. 12 of Tobit, question 18. So armed, then, & martial does S. Michael now appear. First, because [he] was being sent by God to Joshua [as] the herald of the war to be begun with the Canaanites. Already had the Israelites set foot in the promised land: but [they] had to go further: everything had to be seized: the inheritance had to be vindicated from unjust possessors — not by right & by law, but by iron & by hand. To Moses, says Rupert on Joshua, chapter 18, the Lord appeared in a flame of fire from the midst of a bush: but to this [Joshua], as a warrior-man standing & holding a drawn sword, foreshowing to each [of them] figures or forms befitting the property of the [things] that were to follow — namely to that [Moses], about to do splendid miracles, [the Lord] appeared as fire, as has already been said. I have seen, [he] says, the affliction of my people in Egypt, & I have heard its cry, & I have come down to free it [Exod 3:7]; [but] to this [Joshua], soon about to do bloody wars, [he appears] holding a drawn sword. Yet lest the true heirs should tremble in [their] minds, because the multitude of the enemies was huge, [their] ferocity greatest, [with] war-engines, & apparatus of every kind, & very many sinews [of war] — this [first cause] effects that [reassurance].

Secondly: S. Michael [appears so] to show him from whom [he] was present [as] Legate — [namely] the Lord, about to bring aid to them, [and] to be present in the war, indeed even to be [there] beforehand: [and to show] that under his Leadership the enemies were to be terrified, put to flight, & cut down. With great & erect spirit, then, would they all be. For the sword drawn in [his] hand threatens the enemies with utter destruction; but to the Israelites [it] promises most-certain salvation. For to this end we read of other drawn swords also in the Scriptures: Gen. 3, v. 24, for guarding Paradise against invaders; Num. 22, v. 23 & 31, for crushing Balaam in the crooked way; 1 Paralip. [1 Chron.] 21, v. 16, for striking Jerusalem, on account of David's fault; 2 Machabees, last [chapter], for laying low the impiety of Nicanor, & [for] well-emboldening Judas Machabeus & all his companions. Psalm 149: to execute vengeance upon the nations, chastisements among the peoples. D. Jerome, book 1 against Jovinian: Jesus [Joshua] goes forth, [and] the prince of the host, holding a sword, meets him — that is, either showing himself [ready] to fight for the circumcised people, or cutting the glue of marriages. And likewise, as [it] had been commanded to Moses, [so] to this [Joshua it] is commanded: Loose thy sandal. For the place in which thou standest is holy ground.

III. That Joshua's virtue & undaunted mind be proved, & be made manifest to all. For when — as will better be said afterwards — Joshua was alone, & to [him] alone, so unexpectedly, so prepared for battle, so great a warrior offered himself, [Joshua] did not blanch with fear, did not cry out, did not draw back [his] foot; but with intrepid countenance & step approached that [warrior]. Thus by the Lord [were] tempted & proved Abraham, Moses, [and] others. He who has not been tempted, what does he know? Ecclus. 34, v. 9 & 11. Rightly Masius: It can be reckoned, [he] says, that this [thing] which is here presented to Joshua is nearly twin to that which had appeared to Moses in the bush. For the reasoning of each is equal, & the counsel of God in both seems to be the same: that the spirit of each Commander — in Joshua himself,
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at the very beginning of the affairs to be conducted, be at once both strengthened with sure confidence, & kept back from insolent arrogance; since they understand [that] those arduous & difficult commands which they undertake are to be carried out by God's counsel, nod, [and] power, not by their own strength & their own prudence. But that unlike species should be brought to them [severally], the reasoning of the unlike things to be done demanded. For Joshua, who would have to move perpetually amid the enemy, saw a most-valiant man, armed with a drawn sword, opportunely present & at hand for him. But Moses — for whom [it was], not so much with armed enemies, as with a savage people's Lord [Pharaoh]; & even with the very natural elements, in Egypt, at the sea, in the vast wilderness, [that he] had to fight & wrestle his whole life — saw the bush [as] the people. Namely, [the people] of whom [Moses] himself would be the future Commander — [that they] would survive unharmed out of the midst of the flame of calamities & hardships, but with God present, & preserving the very bush in the [midst of the] burning. For thus R. Simeon son of Iohai [bar Yochai] — a writer among the Jews ancient with the first [i.e. very ancient], & a most subtle investigator of mysteries in the book Zohar; & following him, I think, R. Levi son of Gerson [Gersonides] — interpreted that vision of Moses. IV. Again, fol. 94.

IV. [Masius again, fol. 94:] That Joshua's spirit be fortified beforehand against arrogance in the most-prosperous future course of affairs. Than which vice men can scarcely conceive another more detestable & more hateful to God. For if the worship of false gods is held [to be] the greatest crime — as [it] is, indeed the greatest — I do not see why you would sin more gravely & more basely if you ascribe to some vain image [the things] which have proceeded from God, than if [you ascribe them] to your very self.

V. The Archangel was showing how [he] would wish to defend & protect the Church — not only that old [Church], of which Joshua [was] Leader, but also the new, of which JESUS [is] Head. Beautifully [says] the author of the Opus imperfectum, hom. 48 on Matthew: The Evangelists say that the heresies are the nations [gentes]: for just as then, when all men were one people & [one] tongue, they were divided into very many nations: so also now, when the whole Christian people was one Church & one faith, they were divided through many heresies. And thus, then, all the nations were set under the principate of the malign princes, but one nation under the principate of Michael: so also now all the heresies have been made under the principate of the demons, but one [Church] remained under the principate of CHRIST, of which [Church] he says, on account of the Church: One is my dove, my perfect one [Cant 6:9]. And Pantaleo, oration 1: That great Leader of the army is a bountiful & munificent [servant] of God. With his most-divine [Lord], & with his Co-archangel Gabriel, [he is] blessing, strengthening, filling with grace, gladdening, & adorning & bedecking the hearts of the faithful — so that [he] is mightier than all the saints. For [he] leads to the light the whole created nature that is under the sun. But all his praisers [he] eminently snatches from various straits; & those who in every place devoutly invoked him, [he] frees from dangers — both those which are seen, & those which fall under [our] understanding. [He] gladdens the Churches of the faithful & orthodox peoples, guards the Commonwealth of the Romans, arms the Christ-loving Emperor against the Barbarians, renders the Christians victors, pursues the hostile enemies, preserves his servants from the calumnies of men; frees the pious from the molestations of those who persecute [them]; snatches from the huge waves of the sea those who invoke him; supplies the fertile abundance of [the earth's] fruits; leads those who dwell in darkness; defends those to whom injury is done; consoles those who are faint-hearted; visits the sick; goes surety for sinners, drives off the assaults of the demons, extinguishes the flame of the vices; leads us on, that we may practice holiness; & all who with faith & desire eagerly celebrate his holy & venerable feast, [he] frees from every difficulty & harmful encounter, & gives [them] saving grace,
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—[and Michael], the Prince of God's host, always leads [us] to a petition [that is] useful, & to the way of penitence, & procures for them the remission of sins, & numbers [them] in the station of the just in the kingdom of the heavens by the grace of CHRIST the most-clement God.

The sword, indeed, which [he] holds is — the Apostle being interpreter, Ephes. 6 — the word of God. But the sword is naked [drawn], no longer hidden in the sheath of the old law, not covered over by human fabrications & errors: never thrown from the hand, never slipping away: gleaming with constant unfolding [explanatione] against the phalanxes of the heresies & of all the vices, & with use — [showing that,] whatever our vain Novators most ineptly blab, [namely] that the Gospel has hitherto lain under the bench, [Michael] now carries it in [his] hands & before [our] eyes; as if S. Michael either could not hold his sword in [his] hand longer, from weariness & weakness, or would not, from sloth & wickedness. How, then, [does] the word of God abide forever? 1 Peter 1, verse 25 [Isa 40:8].

VI. This apparition also avails to show how S. Michael is prepared to guard not only the universal Church, but also us [as] individuals. To us in this life the enemies are the Canaanites, the flesh, the world, & the demon. With naked [drawn] sword that [Michael] stands, to help us [as we are] making an assault upon them: to turn away all their appetites; & to cut them down utterly, & lay [them] low. Only let us follow that Leader, & his Angels, readily. But in the very agony of death, at the beginning of the other life, how [great] is that [Michael's] sword our need? I said, on Tobit chapter 8, question 5, [that] to some [it] has seemed [that] swords are a horror to the demons. And even to this day the most-superstitious Jews seem to believe that — among whom, as [Ernst] relates in his Flagellum, fol. 80: "Ernst, once a Jew, now a Christian; a crone comes daily to the beds of women in childbed, who, when [she] has purified [swept] the bedchamber with certain charms, beats through all its corners with a sword, as if [she] would thus drive out or stab through all the demons." But the true sword, at which the demons tremble — by which in this & the other age they are warded off, driven away, &, so to say, slaughtered & butchered — is that sword of Saint Michael: by which long ago [they were] driven from heaven, & forced into the foulest hiding-places; by which [they were] cast out & routed from Canaan; by which [they were], often of old & now, exterminated from the souls of very many, [and] even from the bodies of some, & grievously wounded through. Whence, applying these [things] to the second coming of CHRIST the Lord, Rupert in the cited place [says]: Secondly, [he] says, the children of Israel
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being circumcised, [he] is present, holding a drawn sword, [namely] the prince of the Lord's host — because, that is, at our second [state], that is, [when we are] changed by the resurrection of [our] bodies, the hand of the Lord shall seize judgment, [and] as Judge (I say) of the living & the dead CHRIST the Son of God shall appear. Who also, in the Song of Deuteronomy, says of this very sword: if I whet my sword like lightning, & my hand shall seize judgment, I will render vengeance to my enemies [Deut 32:41]. Nor indeed [will] the prince of the Lord's host [be] alone, but they too, with whom [he] shall come to judgment — the elders of his people, [as] judiciary [officers] — shall have swords in their hands. Whence also the Psalmist sings: The exultations of God in their throat, & two-edged swords in their hands [Ps 149:6]. The very nations upon which vengeance is to be executed, or the peoples among whom the chastisements are to be made, are figured by the city Jericho, of which [the text] straightway subjoins.

VII. Finally, this apparition of S. Michael proposes to us a certain mode & method of fighting. For, first, we ought to be men [viri]. From the man [vir], says Tullius [Cicero], is virtue [virtus]. Let this [virtue] be in our minds; let it be vigorous in [our] thoughts, words, & all deeds. Let us not be effeminate either through delights, or through inertia & languor, lest the old reproaches fall back upon us — concerning which the same Cicero, in book 1 On Duties [says]: For you young men bear womanish spirits. Origen advises, hom. 11 on Numbers, [that] sons rather than daughters are begotten by holy men. 2. To stand [stare] [we] likewise ought — because the military word station [statio] indicates most of all what is proper to good soldiers. Concerning which, sermon 25, S. Ambrose, & often Tertullian — most of all at the end of the book On Prayer [De Oratione], where [he] concludes with these words: If the station takes its name from a military example (for we are also God's soldiery), assuredly no joy, or sadness, coming upon the camp, breaks off the soldiers' stations. For joy will administer discipline more freely, sadness more anxiously. The first [thing], says S. Chrysostom on Ephes., hom. 23, of those who are set in an ordered battle-line is that they know how to stand rightly, & from that many [good things] come to pass. Therefore [he] says much about that which is standing. Elsewhere too saying, Stand, Watch. And again, so stand in the Lord. And again, he who thinks himself to stand, let him see that he fall not. And again, that, with all things laid down [and] finished, [we] stand. [He] does not, therefore, speak absolutely of some station, but of that which is rightly ordered. And those expert in military matters know how much it is to know [how] to stand. For if, among boxers, & those who wrestle, this is enjoined before other [things], namely to stand — much more in wars, & in military matters. He who stands upright, stands not routed, & dissolute, nor inclined to anything. Accurate & exact rectitude is discerned in the standing. Wherefore those who are truly upright, stand. But those who do not stand, will not have been upright, but dissolute & routed. He does not stand who lives in delights, who is wanton & lustful, who is avaricious & greedy for money, but is inclined [downward]. He who knows [how] to stand from this same station, as from a certain foundation, [will find] whatever pertain to the wrestling easy & ready. Hence the Apostle, Ephes. 6, verse 14: stand, [he] says; & verse 11: Put on the armor of God, that you may be able to stand against the snares of the Devil. He who has thus already stood will attain a station in the heavens everlasting, Psalm 23 [24], verse 3. And since the impious will not stand in the judgment, nor sinners in the counsel of the just, Psalm 1, verse 5 — [the just man] will himself stand always, oppressed by no anguish, afflicted by no solicitude.

3. The sword also is necessary to us — & that both ours, & drawn from the sheath, & in our hands. The sword, as the Apostle taught us above, is the word of God, which becomes ours when, through faith & the true obedience of our life, we apply it to ourselves. [It] is drawn from the sheath when we do not hold its knowledge & science shut & hidden, [nor] reserve [it] for ourselves alone, & our chambers & books, but bring [it] forth for the glory of God & the utility of [our] neighbor — so that the Canaanite [hosts] of heresies, & the ranks of the vices, may be unstrung with dread & fear, driven into flight, [and] slain with utter slaughter [occidione occidantur]: [and] on the contrary [that] the true Israel be defended, [that] the true & Catholic faith conquer, [and that] everywhere holy discipline of morals, chastity, piety, charity, [and] innocence may triumph. But truly indeed this saving sword ought not to be drawn forth by tongue & word only, but much more to be held by hand & work [deed], as S. Chrysostom excellently teaches, hom. 3 & 5 on 1 Corinthians. Cassian, [under]
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—Cassian [says the like], toward the end of the last Conference; S. Brigid, book 6, ch. 15; Maximus of Tyre, oration 15; Seneca, epistle 20 — which is the first of book 3 — where [he speaks] thus: Philosophy teaches to do, not to speak; & it exacts this, that each live by his own law, that [his] life not dissent from [his] speech, [and] that [his] life itself be, within itself, of one color, without the dissension of all [its] actions. This [is] indeed always [necessary], but with these times of so many raging errors & crimes [it is] most necessary. Since with the sword [there] be present the whole panoply which the Apostle enjoins, Ephes. 6, v. 11 & following: Put on the armor of God, that you may be able to stand against the snares of the Devil, since for us the wrestling is not against flesh & blood, but against the principalities & powers, against the rulers of the world of these darknesses, against the spiritual [hosts] of wickedness in the heavenly [places]. Therefore take up the armor of God, that, being placed [in it], you may resist in the evil day, & in all things stand perfect. Stand, therefore, having girt your loins in truth, & put on the breastplate of justice, & shod your feet in the preparation of the Gospel of peace; in all [things] taking up the shield of faith, in which you may extinguish all the fiery darts of the most-wicked one. And take up the helmet of salvation, & the sword of the Spirit (which is the word of God).

Lastly, if anyone should say — [i.e.] should think this Angelic apparition [to be] the sketched image of that Angel who appeared to CHRIST the Lord as [he was] entering the last agony with death, Luke 22, verse 43 — [that person] would be deceived.


(Translator's note: the book prints "QVÆSTIO XLVII" again here, duplicating the number of the preceding question; by content-sequence this is the forty-eighth question. From here the printed question-numbers run one behind the true count.)




Question XLVII. Where was Joshua then?

Where Joshua then was, verse 13 shows — the Hebrew, Chaldee, & Greek text. For they all say [he] was in Jericho. But in what way could [he] be there, since [Jericho] was the enemies' first city, closed on every side by walls & gates, as is related in the following chapter, v. 1? Was it, as above (ch. 2) the spies [did], [that] he had secretly entered it? But Scripture would not have kept silent about such — & so marvelous & unusual — an exploration by the Commander himself, [Scripture] which so diligently set forth the earlier [exploration] made through the men sent by him. Then, where, so alone, in a hostile [city], & one already full of so many men & eyes, could [he] have seen an appearing Angel? How, when [he] had seen [it], [could he] doubt & inquire whether [it] were an enemy or not? Perhaps someone has imagined [that] he was carried thither by some Angel, as Habakkuk was carried to Babylon [Dan 14:35]. But neither would so great a miracle be passed over in silence; nor, as has already been said, could [he] there conveniently behold & address either a solitary Angel, or not suspect himself detected — & therefore [that] he was being attacked with a sword by some one of the enemies. [There] are, therefore, two other responses. One [is] that of Ralbag [Gersonides] & of Arias Montanus, [namely] that Joshua was in Jericho not in body, but in mind & thought — in that way, namely, which [Horace] shows, who says:


Meditating I-know-not-what of trifles, [I was] wholly in them. [Horace, Sat. 1.9.2]



and: … — I am wholly in this. [Horace, Epist. 1.1.11]

As even today we say [that] someone is always wholly in [his] homeland, in [his] books, in the dishes — which [the Comic poet, Terence] plainly professes, who says, Long since [my] mind is among the dishes [Terence, Eun. 816]. But in that way, as I think, since [Joshua] was still beyond the Jordan while sending the spies to Jericho, [he] would already have been "in Jericho": & having now crossed the Jordan, Joshua
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[would have been] in the whole promised land, not only in Jericho. But the same texts describe [it] as though [it were] something new, & as it were now first done by Joshua: When [he] was, it says, in Jericho, [he] lifted [his] eyes & saw a man. They also describe him as [being] as it were alone, in a solitary place, where one might appear to one, all others being removed, so that by the one that [Angel] might be seen, [and] with the one [Joshua] here might speak. The other response, therefore, & the truer, is that Joshua was then in Jericho, that is, in the field of Jericho [in agro Hierichuntino], in a place near to Jericho, &, so to speak, alongside the veterans, — [that is,] near the city Jericho. For, first, [it] sometimes happens that some city, & its territory, are called by the same name, as Granada, & the like. Secondly, to the whole territory, & to the suburban fields of a city, the very name [of the city] is attributed — although, [in] the Digest [ff.] On the signification of words, law 2 & 239, Paul & Ulpian seem to define these more narrowly. Thirdly, Cicero, book 7 of the epistles to Atticus, epistle 3, indicates [that], with the names of cities, when In is prefixed, [it] signifies not the city or town, but the Place [locality]. Fourthly, the Hebrew particle בְּ [be] is often taken for at & near, as below ch. 10, v. 10, in Gibeon for near Gibeon; & Judith ch. 16, v. 28, as I explained there, q. 6. Fifthly, Blessed Augustine on this place, q. 7, says: Jesus [Joshua] was in Jericho, not indeed in the city itself, whose walls had not yet fallen (which was soon to be, that [they] might be able to enter into it), but in the field pertaining to it. For the interpretation which is in the Hebrew has [it] thus — namely, our [Latin], which [Augustine] often thus, by this periphrasis, distinguishes from that which was then the Vulgate [text] out of the 70 [LXX]; but for in the Hebrew, [one] would more fittingly read out of the Hebrew. To D. Augustine all subscribe, even the Novators. For Calvin renders [it] at Jericho; Tremellius & Junius, near Jericho. Nor yet is it necessary — [as] Radak wishes — that the camp had already been moved from Gilgal to Jericho, as will be said below.


Question XLVIII. What was Joshua doing there then?

[It] is the opinion of all [that] — for the sake either of inspecting the city, or of making prayer — [Joshua] withdrew for a while from the camp, & from the throng of men. And both [are] probable. For, as to the former: great Leaders sometimes, while others do other things, quietly approach nearer the enemies' camps or cities, to discern on what side the assault should be more easily & more safely mounted. For, when all things have been thus prudently & diligently provided for, [there] is less of trepidation & perturbation when [it] comes to the matter [action]; [and] less loss of blood & of soldiers is made. But on the contrary, [those who do otherwise] often have not-a-little rash onsets of disaster & grief. As to the latter: [it] was not infrequent for great men of old to withdraw from the crowd for prayer & the meditation of divine things, & to seek solitary places, such as fields & mountains. For if, as a certain Poet says:


Songs require seclusion, & the leisure of the writer [Ovid, Tristia 1.1.41]



much more indeed [do] the meditations of divine things, & the sacred colloquies with God. No thing, says Seneca in the book On the Brevity of Life, would be well performed by a preoccupied man. The minds of the preoccupied are as if under a yoke. And epistle 19, book 2: if thou canst, [he] says — as has already been said, bk. 1, ch. 4, q. 16 — withdraw thyself from those occupations; if not, snatch [thyself away]. & epistle 25: Then especially [withdraw] in[to thyself…]
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—withdraw into thyself, when thou art forced to be in a crowd. And this latter cause pleases me more in Joshua's [case]. 1. Because I would scarcely think [that] so prudent & circumspect a Leader — with the minds & arms of all the enemies now attentive — would have wished to approach the city nearer alone, & survey it [himself]. For [thereby he] would have cast himself, & therefore the whole army too, into the greatest peril — & indeed, as [it] seems, without a suitable cause. For [he] could indeed survey [it], but with some companions, & with anxious caution. 2. He who goes out from the camp with that intent, & approaches some city, is always with eyes raised toward it & nowhere wandering. But the text seems to assert [that] Joshua stood with eyes fixed on the ground, as will be touched below. 3. Although we read [that] Angels have appeared to various [people] doing various things, [it is] yet more willingly & more frequently to those who pray, sacrifice, or ponder some divine [matters] in [their] mind — as Daniel ch. 9; the B. Virgin, Luke 1; Zachariah, ibid.; Cornelius, Acts 10; S. Paul, Acts 16 & 27:4. Thus Isaac is read to have gone out into the field to meditate, Gen. 24, v. 63; or, as the Targum interprets, to pray. Nor does the version of the 70 [LXX] hinder this interpretation, when [they] put ἀδολεσχεῖν [adoleschein, "to muse / meditate aloud"]. For they are wont to use that verb in a good sense, for "to meditate assiduously" & "to pray," as Psalm 54 [55], verse 2: I was grieved in my exercise — ἐν ἀδολεσχίᾳ μου [en adoleschia mou], that is, in my prayer, murmuring, & contemplation, as Euthymius notes there; & Psalm 118 [119], v. 15: in thy commandments I will be exercised — ἀδολεσχήσω [adoleschēsō] — & I will consider thy ways. See, if [it] please, the most beautiful oration of our Perpinian On philosophy. Thus Moses ascended Mount Sinai with our Joshua, as was said in book 1, ch. 4; & from the din of the camp [Moses] stretched the tabernacle for prayer, in which our Joshua was assiduous, ibid., ch. 6 — so that [it] is no wonder [that he] should now seek the occasion & fruit of that former holy solitude amid the greatest occupations. 5. [the book skips "4"] Is not this also a most-illustrious type of the solitude & withdrawal which our JESUS is read to have sought more than once for the sake of prayers & contemplations — Matt. 4 & 14, v. 23; ch. 17, v. 1; Luke 6, verse 12; ch. 9, verse 28; John 6, verse 3; & 15:6? Concerning St Anthony, indeed, D. Jerome [writes] thus in [the Life of] St Hilarion: On the lofty summit of the mountain — [reached] by those climbing as if by a spiral [stair], with very steep effort — two cells were seen, in which, fleeing the throng of comers & the company of his disciples, [Anthony] tarried.*


(Translator's note: the book prints "QVÆSTIO LXIX"; the L and X are transposed — read XLIX, the forty-ninth question.)




Question XLIX. What did Joshua do, [and] say, when the Angel appeared?

[The things] which Joshua did & said after the Angel appeared are recorded in this seventh head [of the exposition].

I. [He] lifted [his] eyes, & saw a man — or, per the Hebrew, behold, a man stood before him. Whence Origen, hom. 6, gathers [that] Joshua seemed not to have looked [up] before. What then? Was [he] with eyes closed, or lowered — & rather fixed on the ground? This seems [so], because if [he] had closed [his] eyes, [he] would rather be said to have opened them than to have lifted [them]. But this lowering, or fixing, of the eyes [is that] of an attentive man, & one seriously pondering other things with himself in [his] mind — or certainly of one displaying great modesty in [his] posture & gait. Thus also
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CHRIST the Lord, Luke 6, v. 20; John 6, v. 5; ch. 11, v. 41; ch. 17, v. 1; Abraham, Gen. 18, v. 2; ch. 22, v. 4; Isaac, Gen. 24, v. 63; Jacob, ch. 31:12; ch. 33:1; [and] elsewhere & elsewhere.

II. [He] went forward to him, whom [he] was seeing. This was [a mark] of a great & present [composed] spirit. Another, terrified by so unexpected a sight, in such a place, at such a time, would have hesitated, halted, perhaps drawn back [his] foot, [and] would have betaken himself into his own camp — hurried, fearful, & panting. But Joshua, the hero of great & undaunted spirit, straightway approached him from whom [came] the terror.

III. He asked the same [one], Art thou ours, or of the adversaries? Origen, in the cited place, thinks [that] Joshua, as soon as [he] saw that man, knew [him] not to be a man, but a certain virtue [power] greater & more sublime than man; yet [that he] knew not whether [it] were celestial or infernal [tartarea], good or evil — & [that he] asked about this. But whence would [he] have recognized [him] not to be a man? The Angel was of manly form, age, bearing, & arms: [he] stood on the ground, & was a little way off from Joshua. Whence could [he] gather [him] to be an Angel rather than some man exceedingly excellent & conspicuous in speech, countenance, & strength? And how would [he] have so boldly approached a creature greater than man, whether good or evil? [Or] have asked him with so simple a question? Nay — as will be said afterwards — the very response of the Angel signifies [that he] was asked by [Joshua] whether, [as] a man, [he] were friend or foe. The Chaldee, however, seems to have felt the same, when [it] renders: Hast thou come that thou mightest bring us aid? or [that thou mightest bring aid] to our enemies? Yet our [Latin], & the Greek Interpreters, rightly rendered the Hebrew question: Art thou ours, or of the adversaries? — which otherwise, word for word, would be Art thou for us, or for our adversaries? or, Art thou ours, or of the adversaries? But excellently indeed does Origen, hom. 6, advise [that] a lesson is here given to us, that we not straightway believe every spirit, but prudently & carefully inquire, & examine, whether [it] be of God, 1 John 4, v. 1. For we know, the Apostle being witness, [that] Satan has transformed himself into an Angel of light, 2 Cor. 11. Does some Luther or Calvin come to thee? Ask whether he be of the Catholic Church, or of the adversaries. Does a thought, & some I-know-not-what impulse, come toward doing something? Put the same question also to it. Does some book come into thy hands? Shake it out in like manner, & see whether it be ours, or the adversaries'. For, as at the beginning of [his] book against the adversary of the Law & the Prophets, S. Augustine says: The books of heretics are read with dangerous curiosity & delight. [Let us] not, [Augustine] says, in this place [receive] — [rather, as] Procopius [says] — let us [not] admit any disputation whatever, before we have learned whence it has proceeded. See D. Aerodius, book 1, ch. 17; Blessed Peter Damian, book 2, epist. 7, when [he] says: thou art wont, oftener even in visions, [for] temptation to intervene, since sometimes the spirit of iniquity transfigures itself into an Angel of light. And therefore [it] is to be dealt with subtly, so that the kinds of visions be discerned. Just as also Joshua son of Nun, when [he] beheld the Angel, & doubted in no wise [that] temptations of this sort are present in such visions, straightway inquired of him who was appearing, saying: Art thou ours, or of the adversaries? For also, through the Apostle, the discernment of spirits is numbered among the gifts of the Holy Spirit, 1 Cor. 12.

But what the Angel would answer to that question is not explained in the same way [by all]. For our Interpreter [the Vulgate], v. 14, says [that he] answered: By no means, but I am the prince of the Lord's host, & now I come. The Greek only [has]: I am the Archangel of the host [of the Lord…]
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—[I am the Archangel] of the host of the Lord; now I have come. And that former explanation [the Vulgate] agrees more simply with the Hebrew & Chaldee text, in which [it] is: Non [No] — [or] because [quia] — or, but I am the prince of the Lord's host. Yet the latter [Greek reading] could agree [too], if we were to take the Hebrew לא [lo, "not"] for לו [lo, "to him"] — which, [as] done in the Scriptures fifteen times, the Masoretes have noted. For in the Greek [it] is not simply rendered [he] answered or [he] said, but [there] is added αὐτῷ [autō, "to him"]. Yet thus [the sense] is still concealed, & the particle כִּי [ki] is passed over — [taken], namely, as an affirmative truly or certainly, [and] not [as] necessary — which, just as [it does] also the negation, the commentary of Tanchuma* likewise conceals, fol. 39.b, on Exod. 23, v. 10. Retaining, therefore, that former version of ours, [it] is asked:

First. What does that No, & By no means, mean? For the Angel seems, when [he] was asked several things about himself, not to answer skillfully & clearly enough which of the two [he] is — just as, if I were to ask someone, Art thou a Frenchman, or a German? & he were to say, No. But as Aristotle teaches, Sophistical Refutations ch. 4, [one] must attend to the fallacy of several questions [asked as one]; so indeed a single response can be suspect [inadequate] to several questions. [He] says, therefore, first — Arias Montanus — [that] that No is to be referred not to the question made in words, but to Joshua's own meditation. As if [the Angel] said: Thou art meditating [that] this war is to be waged by thee thus & thus — thou art mistaken. [It] is not to be waged thus, but by that plan which I will just now show thee. But someone might rightly call this ridiculous. For a response is usually applied to the things asked; & he who asks, meditates the very thing he asks. Others, as John Ferus, want that No to pertain only to the latter part of the question — as if [he] says, I am not of the adversaries. And this [is] very probable. For the latter part of the response would at once be referred to the former part of the question, thus: I am not of the adversaries, but ours, because I am the prince of the Lord's host. Thirdly, yet [it] is rightly said [that] this negation answers to both parts of the question — as if to say: I am not yours, nor am I an adversary; I am not a Jew [Israelite], I am not a Canaanite; or, I am Neither. For thus all the absurdities which I brought forward are avoided. & to the question set before, Art thou a Frenchman, or a German?, [one] would rightly answer Neither, who was an Italian. And truly the Angel was neither — because man was asking man, Art thou a man — a Jew, or a Canaanite? And thus also is rejected the Chaldee
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paraphrase's opinion about that question, which we saw above. [There] is in Ben Sira a proverb: Hast thou seen a black ass? Neither black nor white; & by that proverb the Rabbis say [it] is taught that, if anyone be asked whether [he] has seen something affected thus or thus, [he] should not answer accurately [that he] saw [it] affected in this way indeed but not in that other, but [should] precisely deny [that he] saw anything at all. But a lie can then intervene, as [is] plain in the example which the Scholiast of Ben Sira himself brings [forward]. For he who had seen an ass wholly white, except the ears — was [he] far from a lie, who, being asked, answered [that he] had seen [it] neither black nor white? And therefore neither does that please [me] which Uriel, son of the same Ben Sira, enjoined: If thou knowest [how] to invert [turn] words, [it] is well: speak; if thou knowest not, be silent. But our Angel here neither inverts words, nor said anything false: but when [he] had denied that which was asked — whether [he] were a man, an Israelite or a Canaanite — [he] added what [he] was: [namely] that he was an Angel, & indeed the prince of the Lord's host. Great harm to human society — whose bond [coagulum] is speech — does the inversion of words bring, & [so does] a mode of answering to [things] other than what are simply & clearly asked — a mode ambiguous, deceptive, more worthy of Apollo Loxias [the god of oblique oracles] than of a truthful & candid man.

But secondly [it] is asked: what [means] that, now I come? Certain of the Jews, in Abulensis, q. 74, say [that] the Angel now came to the Israelites to rebuke [them] — either for the Law generally not observed, or specifically for the law of the morning & evening sacrifice, which they were not going to keep even on the very day of the Passover. But there is nowhere any conjecture of this rebuke after the crossing of the Jordan & the most-recently undertaken circumcision. Of the Rabbis, others — as Rashi & Tanchuma — say [that] the Angel now came to Joshua, [the Angel] who long ago had already come [as] a certain [one] to his Master Moses himself, Exod. 23, v. 20, but had been rejected & repudiated by him, Exod. 33, v. 15. But I have said in that place [that he] was by no means rejected & repudiated. And truly, him whom [Moses], in that chapter, in that verse 15, sought — & obtained, v. 17 — we take either [to be] God, or CHRIST, or an Angel properly so called. If God, or CHRIST — was that [one] ever absent from Moses? Had [he] deserted the Israelites themselves? Had they not, with him present, already crossed the Jordan with a great miracle? If [it be] an Angel properly so called, the difficulty still remains: how [is it that this Angel], as [if it were] something great, says [he] is now coming? For [it] rather seems [that] the very Lord of the Angels was present; & therefore [the Rabbis] hold [that] the Angel was rejected by Moses, but the Lord himself sought. For this [Angel] would indeed say: Moses did not want me [as] an Angel, but God [himself]; for a servant [he] chose the Lord; but on the contrary thou shalt have me [as] an Angel & servant. What [is there] noteworthy in that speech? What [that it] would rather depress Joshua's spirit than raise [it]? [There] is Radak's third response: Now I come — that is, suddenly, & all at once, as spirits are wont to come, so as even to seem to have a body; yet from my so sudden & so unexpected an arrival thou mayest easily gather [that] I am not a man. But firstly, Joshua saw the Angel not flying, or suddenly arriving, but standing. How then could [he] know in what manner & motion [it] had come, or how long [it] had stood? Secondly, to Daniel himself — to whom it was established [that] the Angel who kept coming to him was not a man — the same Angel says, in the same way, that [he] comes to him, Dan. 9, v. 22; ch. 10, v. 1 & 14. [It] must therefore be said [that] the Angel says [he] now comes & is present — namely, that [he] may help the Israelites in a new & singular way, [he] who had hitherto helped them variously through the wilderness, & in the crossing of the Jordan. For this mode of speaking imports [implies] a singular & extraordinary aid & matter, as Masius rightly says, & Abulensis in the cited place. O would that they might always thus answer [that they] come to us — [namely] the spirits which knock at our mind; the teachers who come to us; the thoughts which arise in us; the books which come into our hands — so that we may never have any society & communication with Belial, 2 Cor. 6, v. 14, 15.

IV. Joshua fell to the ground [Josh 5:14]. The cause of a fall of this sort is either terror or reverence, as is also noted in the Jews' 7th foundation. Terror some[times…]
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—[terror] was in Daniel, ch. 8, v. 27; ch. 10, v. 8 & 9 — because [he] said [that] his color had changed, [that] he had withered, & had no strength; & subjoined: And [he] heard the voice of his words; & hearing, I lay dismayed upon my face; & my countenance clung to the earth. But in our Joshua [it] was reverence, as is clear from this, that straightway is added, & [he] worshipped — as Abulensis saw more keenly & consistently, q. 75, than Masius, fol. 90. For these two actions [are] so connected [that they] give mutual light to each other: [namely] that the adoration is the end of the prostration to the ground, & the prostration to the ground is the exterior mode of the adoration [itself] — which [prostration] is most ancient, even among the Gentiles themselves, as the word τὸ προσκυνεῖν [to proskynein, "to prostrate/worship"] indicates, in Xenophon bk. 5, & others; [and it is] used even today by the Orientals, as the same Masius reports [that he] often saw. They let themselves down, [he] says, to the ground, & when [they] have touched it with the mouth, [they] rise again, & once & again, reverently & in salutation, bow their bodies. Similar [things the] Most Illustrious Duke of Olyka [Radziwiłł], in his recent Jerusalem pilgrimage, epist. 2.

V. And [he] worshipped. S. Augustine, q. 7, says [it] can be asked: Did Joshua worship the Angel, or the Lord by whom that [one] had been sent? And [he] applies no answer to that question; yet, by proposing it, [he] hints at two [things]: namely, [that] he who appeared was an Angel, whose Lord was God; & [that] this [Angel] could be worshipped by Joshua. But Origen, hom. 6, & Procopius, say [Joshua] worshipped God — & indeed so [much so] that, unless [he] had recognized [him] to be God, [he] would not have been about to worship. On the contrary, Abulensis q. 76, our George Scheretus (in the sermon on S. Michael), & from the Novators John Drusius (bk. 2 On Sects, p. 7), when [he] says: Among men the most honored & most excellent are the Prophets, who yet worship Angels, as Joshua, Zachariah, Daniel & others. Of these, Joshua not only fell down before the Angel, but even calls himself his servant. Thus he — & indeed against his own companions, of whom below, very opportunely & clearly — [says Joshua] worshipped the Angel. This question can be dispatched by a distinction. Adoration is twofold: political & religious. And this [religious adoration] is either supreme & divine, which is called Latria [λατρεία], or inferior, which [is called] Dulia [δουλεία]. I say first, then, [that] no Angel could be worshipped by Joshua, or by anyone else, with latric worship. For [it] would be against the first precept of the Decalogue; & thus Origen & Procopius, cited, [are] right. Secondly. [The Angel] could [be worshipped] with dulic [worship]. For [he] could be venerated as a servant of God; & thus Abulensis, & in the cited place D. Augustine, whose words on Ps. 34 & 96 excellently exclude the former [latric] worship against certain of the Gentile sages, & in the same Ps. 96 retain the latter worship, since [Augustine] so often says [that God] wills neither good men nor Angels to be worshipped — not simply, but as gods, or for God. And bk. 3 against Maximinus, ch. 26, on Lot [in] Gen. 19: Thou seest here, indeed, Angels worshipped by a just man; & dost thou not want the Holy Spirit — whom you too set before all without ambiguity — to be worshipped? But thou wilt say, [Lot] believed [them] to be men; for [he] invited [them] into [his] lodging as men. This is [all the] more against thee, who sayest the Holy Spirit is not to be worshipped [though he is] to be preferred to all Angels — since thou seest even men inferior to Angels worshipped by just men. I say Thirdly, [that] the Angel was now worshipped by Joshua with this adoration of dulia. For [Joshua] indeed worships him whom [he] was beholding — at the sight of whom [he] cast himself to the ground — whom [he] addresses; & [it is clear] both from those [things] which have hitherto preceded, & from those which after-
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wards will be subjoined. For clearly the Hebrew, & the Greek text, subjoins: And [Joshua] said to him. To whom, if not to him whom [he] was worshipping? Look, if [it] please, [at] what [I said] above, q. 40, ad 2. But that [one] is not God, or CHRIST, as was said above, q. 40 & 42. Therefore [it follows that Joshua worshipped the Angel with dulia].

But these [things] briefly about these [matters]. Otherwise, against the Novators, & with some Catholics, many [things] can be disputed about adoration. For those [Novators] indeed deny [that], between political & divine worship, any other [worship] is interposed, by which [it] is licit to honor Angels & saints. I pass over the Centuriators [of Magdeburg], Cent. 1, bk. 2, ch. 4; Calvin, Institutes bk. 1, ch. 11, §7; ch. 12, §1 & 2. Behold for thee some Calvinist-or-other, Daniel Chamier, in his epistles — which, that they might be more saleable, [he] adorned with the alien ivy of the more honorable Jesuit epistles, or rather, painted over [with false color]: What then? he says, fol. 31. Did I simply deny [that] Angels are to be worshipped, honored, adored? Far be it: but I denied [that they] are to be worshipped, honored, adored religiously. And [he] is thereafter wholly bent on showing, from D. Augustine, [that] all worship is either religious, or officious [dutiful], or civil only. And again, fol. 52: Scripture, he says — the passages 1 Paralip. 29; Gen. 19; Josh. 5:1; 1 Sam. 18:1; Kings 15; Dan. 2 — I had already long ago seen & weighed. From these & the like I had learned [that] the worship of a man [is] to be distinguished into two kinds: so that one be religious, the other officious. See our Vasquez, bk. 1 On Adoration, ch. 2, disp. 5, & all of disp. 6. But from the school of the Catholics, all do indeed hold [that] the adoration which is given to Angels & the rest of the heavenly [ones] is in no way latric, & [is] supreme, yet [that] it is itself interposed between this [latria] & political [adoration]. But some want it to arise from the same [virtue]: [namely] from that virtue from which latric adoration also arises — namely religion, or latria (so 3, q. 8, a. 1, ad 3, Marsilius). But others fetch it from another, inferior virtue than [religion] itself — namely dulia, between which & religion there is very much difference. Thus D. Thomas, 2.2, q. 25, a. 1 ad 2; q. 81, a. 1 & 4, a. 3 ad 3; Albert, 3, d. 9, a. ad 3; D. Bonaventure, ibid., a. 2, q. 4; Gabriel [Biel], q. 1, a. 1; Almain, q. 1; Durandus, q. 3; Richard, a. 3, q. 1; Paludanus, q. 2, a. 1; our Vasquez, bk. 1 On Adoration, disp. 6, ch. 1. But among these, again, [there] is another inquiry. For the same dulia virtue by some is extended to Angels, & saints, & to whatever men excel in some civil dignity — as by Albert, Bonaventure, Gabriel; but by others a certain proper virtue of dulia is handed down, which pertains only to Angels & Saints, & is either called hyperdulia (as Paludanus in the cited place, & D. Thomas q. 103 ad 2 [hold]); or — since it lacks a proper name — retains that common [name] dulia, or observance [observantia]: so that a twofold dulia, & observance, is understood — one which venerates those excelling in civil dignity, the other [those] excellent in sanctity & heavenly preeminence; & this D. Thomas sometimes hints, q. 102 & q. 103. About all [these things], among those to whom the school's terms are not unknown, I note here most briefly these — both for the truth's [sake], & for the light — [that] thou mayest throw something at the heresies in this place:

1. Adoration is not only Latric, but there is also a certain other [kind], as is clear from the Scriptures set forth before, & we heard the very same thing confessed [by] the Calvinist Chamier. See D. Augustine, bk. 2 against Maximinus, ch. 9.

2. Whence adoration arises, or what produces it, can be considered in two ways — namely by reason of the object,
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—[the] object, & by reason of the principle: that is, from what [it] is done, & toward what [it] tends.

3. The object is twofold, that-which [quod] & for-whose-sake [cuius]. The object quod is he who is adored — e.g. God, an Angel, a Man. The object cuius is that for whose sake this or that [one] is adored; & [it] is always an excellence of such a kind that to submit oneself to it, & so to do [it] honor, is fitting.

4. That excellence is either uncreated or created; & this [created excellence is] either such as makes Angels or men partakers of the divine nature, & sons of God, or any other [kind] whatever. The former (to be silent about the hypostatic union) is the grace of God himself, & the true sanctity of souls — & that either perpetual, already & constant & secure, or temporary, inconstant, & exposed to dangers. The latter is any charism of the spirit which does not make its possessor holy & a son of God — as is the gift of tongues, of miracles, & others of which the Apostle [speaks], 1 Corinth. 12.

5. From some [one] virtue, acts can arise in two ways, elicited [elicitè] & commanded [imperatè].

6. From religion arises, elicited, Latric adoration. [It] seems very probable [that] from the same [religion] also exists, elicited, the adoration which is given to Angels & saints on account of the supernatural grace & sanctity given them by God — whether perpetual & secure, or transitory & doubtful. Because in that way both men & Angels are something of God himself — namely his sons, John 1, v. 12, & partakers of the divine nature, 2 Pet. 1, v. 4. For just as [it] has great probability [that], by the same charity by which we love God, the neighbor also is loved, insofar as the neighbor is something of God: so also [it is] quite probable [that] by the same religion the heavenly spirits & holy men are venerated, insofar as they are something of Him.

7. Yet [it] is more probable [that] the same adoration of creatures is elicited from another virtue. First, because between uncreated & created excellence there is exceedingly great difference. Secondly, because there are not lacking [those] to whom the charity by which God & neighbor are loved seems twofold. Thirdly, because although the charity toward God & neighbor be one & the same, S. Thomas still tries to bring a distinction [as to] why one & the same religion is not concerned [both] with God & with creatures, 2.2, q. 25, a. 1 ad 2, & q. 81, a. 4.

8. This virtue, distinct from religion — by which the worship of nobility is given to creatures endowed with God's grace (eternal & secure, or temporary & uncertain) — can rightly be called: First, δουλεία [douleia, "service/servitude" = dulia]. Because, if they be compared with the true & supreme God, they are his servants; if with Angels or other men, they are in a certain way their Lords, & in respect of the same true & supreme Lord, fellow-servants [conservi]. Secondly, ὑπερδουλεία [hyperdouleia = hyperdulia]. Because they are servants & fellow-servants far more excellent than all those who are servants of God only by the common [title] — namely by reason of creation, conservation, & governance. For who of men, or of angels, [is] free from this servitude? And this same [thing] holds place in those who now excel by perpetual, constant, & secure grace — nay even glory — whereas we, in various ways, can still fall from grace & glory (which may their Bestower, the Lord, avert). But the composition of this name [hyperdulia] can best be gathered from S. Paul to Philemon, v. 16. Thirdly, observance [observantia]. Because, for the same cause, they are worthier & more hono-
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-rable. Fourthly, also piety [pietas]. By [that name] — because [they] are in a certain way the parents of our spiritual sonship to God, either because by prayers, instructions, examples, & their teachings they begot us in CHRIST, as the Apostle speaks, 1 Cor. 4, v. 15 & 17; Galat. 4, v. 19; Philem. v. 10. Fifthly. [It] could also — so that confusion of words of this kind (which are attributed to natural & political dignities) may be avoided — be called ἀγαθοθρησκεία [agathothrēskeia, "good-worship"], [or] ἁγιοσέβεια [hagiosebeia, "reverence of holy things"]. For under [the name of] saints we would embrace the Angels too, & would in a certain way imitate the Apostle's word — taken though [it be] in a bad sense — Coloss. 2, v. 13 [Vulg. 2:23], ἐθελοθρησκεία [ethelothrēskeia, "will-worship"]; or, if [it] please, the worship of these could properly be called ἁγιοθρησκεία [hagiothrēskeia, "holy-worship"], from v. 18 there. What if [it] were also called ὑπολατρεία [hypolatreia, "under-latria"]? For just as hyperdulia signifies a certain eminence above other servants, so also hypolatria [would signify] an inferior kind of veneration.

IX. The same worship & adoration is above the political. First, because — since supernatural excellence (which [it] regards) surpasses every other [excellence] that is natural & political — [it] is of a far more preeminent & eminent kind. Vasquez, bk. 1 On Adoration, disp. 5, ch. 2. Next, the humanity of CHRIST the Lord — ought [it] to be adored only with political worship? or rather with another, more august [worship], which yet [is] not latric? Thirdly, the Angel, when [in] Apocalypse 18 [/19] & 22 [he] forbids himself to be adored — did [he] understand [this] of latric or of political [worship]? If of latric, S. John was stupid & an idolater, who — [being] especially already warned, & after [he] had heard [that] the Angel was a fellow-servant — wished to adore thus [again], Apoc. 22. If of political, the Angel was un-teaching John [his] courtesy, & brought no suitable reason for the prohibition. For often a fellow-servant ought to adore & venerate civilly a fellow-servant — the lesser the greater — in the same king's hall, or commonwealth.

X. The same worship & adoration is not political, but sacred. Because [it] is given to the saints, & indeed for the sake of the sacred thing — namely of grace & of sanctity — not for the sake of any natural & political dignity.

XI. [It] can also be called religious, but variously. For either [it] has [its] principle elicited from religion, through the sixth proposition, & [it] is thence certainly concluded to be religious. For what act does religion elicit, except a religious [one]? For just as fortitude [makes] the brave [act], prudence the prudent, justice the just, & temperance the temperate: so also religion produced a religious act. Or [it] is elicited not from religion, but from another virtue, through propositions 7 & 8; & then [it] will be called religious, not on account of the exterior act's likeness with a religious [act]. For thus even a false & feigned worship — e.g. when, in mockery, the Jews bent the knee before CHRIST the Lord & mocked him — would be religious: but because [it] is commanded by religion. Thou wilt say: in that whole way, political worship could be religious, because [religion] can command it here. I do not deny [it]. Yet this worship, even in that mode of command, can be called religious more properly than civil — because through proposition 9 [it] is above this [political] itself, & indeed sacred.

XII. In many ways in this matter the letter-writer of whom [I spoke] above — the Calvinist [Chamier] — errs. For first, [he] wrongly denies [that] between latric & civil worship [there] is this middle, sacred [worship], through propositions 9 & 10. Secondly, since all Catholics deny [that it] is the supreme & latric worship, [he] wrongly reviles [us], fol. 45: You are idolaters, as many of you as are papists.
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Thirdly, [Chamier] wrongly abuses the name religious worship; for he always takes [it] for the latric only, whereas [he] should know [that] the Catholics take [it] otherwise when they say this [is] a religious worship. Fourthly, since [he] knew — or at least ought to have known — the dispute among the Catholics (whether this worship is elicited from religion, or from another virtue), [he] ought not to criminate, as [if it were] a certain & defined dogma of the Catholic faith, [something] which is handed down by only some disputants. Especially since, fol. 26, a Catholic says to him: These worships, which are commanded by religion, & are most frequented by the pious & the religious — if [one] please to call [them] religious worships, since the sense is entirely settled, we [make] no hindrance; if anyone [is] unwilling, we do not fight about the name. Fifthly, [Chamier] himself, fol. 41: We, [he] says, I think, distinguish better: [that] the acts of religion are either religious, or officious. Prithee — if they are acts of religion, why not religious? For, as was said above [in] proposition 11, all acts of fortitude are brave, & all the acts of all the other virtues take their paronymy [derived name] from them [the virtues]: why then are some acts of religion not religious? Sixthly. Officious worship — from whom, pray, did [it] receive [its name]? & by it [he] understands either only that [worship] which we call political & civil, or every other [worship] which is not supreme & latric. If [in] the former way, [he does] wrongly, as we said: [he] omits that [worship] which is the middle between the supreme & the lowest, & again wrongly calls the political [an] act of religion. For [it] is [an act] either of religion eliciting it, or [of religion] commanding [it]. If [of religion] eliciting, [it] will not be elicited from piety, observance, or dulia — for actions cannot be elicited from several [virtues] at once. If [of religion] commanding, [he] wrongly says, fol. 42, [that] the acts of religion — whether elicited, or commanded — cannot, without Idolatry, be referred to a creature, whether ultimately, or not ultimately. And [he] concludes: By which [reasoning] the more confidently, O papists, we prosecute you [as] guilty of that name [of idolatry]. But no crime does anyone see here, whoever has the least [bit] of judgment. For since religion can command the acts of all the virtues, are [they] idolatrous, whatever [duty] they perform toward creatures? Am I, if — religion prescribing [it] — I am dutiful [pius] toward parents & fatherland, an idolater? Am I an idolater, if religion command justice, that one give to another what is his? If [in] the latter way [he] takes [it as] officious, [then] there will be nothing about the word for which we should quarrel. For [it] will be permitted to sub-divide just officious worship into sacred & public [civil] — & indeed all the more, the more usual [it] is for Catholics (as [Chamier] himself, fol. 164, acknowledges) to name [certain] offices [as] divine & of the saints: or, [by] how much less absurd [it is] for us to perform some office toward the Saints & Angels.

XIII. [It] would remain [for me] to ask, first: whether Angels are to be adored. For [some] deny [it]: First, the Fathers, as D. Augustine; Secondly, the Jews, in their fifth foundation; Thirdly, the Angels [themselves], Apoc. 19 & 22. Secondly [I would ask]: why, in the old Testament, the Angels suffered themselves to be adored, but in Apoc. ch. 19 & 22 not likewise? But this [has been] treated by me elsewhere, in that chapter 19. See Bellarmine, bk. 1 On the Cult of Saints, ch. 13 & 14.

VI. And [he] said: What does my Lord speak to his servant? [Josh 5:14]. Joshua knew [that], whenever Angels appeared, they wished to signify something. And although [they] do this sometimes by gesture & bearing alone, [yet] more frequently & more usually [they do it] also with words. For which cause Joshua asks, what indeed that [one] wished to speak? But the manner, & the sum, of the attention & lowliness of mind which [Joshua] applied,
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consider. First. [While] still prostrate on the ground & adoring, [he] said these [things]. Whence our Interpreter [the Vulgate] also rendered: And adoring [he] said. Second. [Joshua] calls the Angel his Lord. For [that] God here, or CHRIST in his own person [αὐτοπροσώπως, autoprosōpōs], did not appear, [has been] established above, q. 40, 42. Not [such] today [is] the modesty of our Novators, nor any observance & lowliness toward the heavenly [ones]. For [they] bear [it] ill [that] they are called by us blessed, saints, lords. Peter Martyr [Vermigli], on 1 Cor. ch. 1, fol. 9.b: Since, [he] says, among Christians the title of saints ought to be common, [it] was great audacity of the Pope, who canonizes (as they say) some dead [persons], so that [they] are reckoned saints by a singular prerogative. On the same place, Aretius, fol. 150: Today that title (of Saints) is attributed to the dead, & to the Pope only. On Romans ch. 11, v. 4, Beza: Among the Hebrews, בַּעַל [baal] denotes him in whose power we are. Hence [it] came about [that it] is taken for an idol, to which idolaters devote themselves wholly. And this even today they declare, who address the Virgin Mary by no other name than [that] of our Lady [Domina]: & the rest, to whom they have transferred the worship owed to God, they are wont to invoke only with the preface "Lords & patrons" added. But if some rather-unskilled [person] should ask these hagiomachs [ἁγιομάχοι, "saint-fighters"]: Wherefore, pray, are these [things] not permitted?, they will answer at once: One Lord, one faith, Ephes. 4, v. 5; & in the Angelic Hymn [Gloria]: Thou alone [art] Lord, thou alone [art] the Most High. I add — for the sake of these [men], or rather for [the sake of] inquiring into & establishing the truth — two [things] which touch the Angels, about whom [we are] now most of all treating. The one [is] from S. Bernard, sermon 11 on the Psalm Qui habitat [Ps 90/91]: [They] are ministering Spirits, [he] says, sent into ministry for our sake [Heb 1:14]. Plainly our ministers, & not our Lords. What [could be] clearer? The other [is] from the Angels themselves, who call themselves not lords, but our fellow-servants, Apoc. 19, v. 10; ch. 22, v. 8. But no wonder — the sons take after [their] fathers, [being] in nothing degenerate from their own [forebears]. The Iconomachs [εἰκονομάχοι, "image-fighters"] of old, if ever they wished to name the martyrs, were unwilling to prefix saints [to them] — for example, [they] said the Temple of the 40 martyrs, not of the 40 holy martyrs, as the second Synod of Nicaea attests, Act. 7. More liberal, indeed, — the Bogomils, though [they] called the Apostles & martyrs saints, [would] yet [call] neither Priests nor any Fathers [so], in Euthymius, Panoplia, part 2, tit. 23, ch. 11. But why should [it] not be permitted to call them thus? Are [they] not truly blessed, holy, divine [saints], & lords? & [is it] not [so] in a far truer, greater, & more perfect way than [it is for] any of the mortals on earth? And yet, of these, the Lord himself pronounces some blessed, Matt. 5; D. Paul to Rom. 1; 1 Cor. 1, v. 42 [15:42], & elsewhere, [calls them] saints; likewise Ephes. 5 & Coloss. 4, [calls them] Lords. What [of the fact] that the heretics themselves bestow these very [titles] even upon their dead & damned standard-bearers? For they invoke Luther [as] holy, divine, blessed, & most-blessed — as [is] shown in bk. 2 On his 'Master', ch. 12; & the French Calvinists never name their Calvin except with the French preface of honor, [as] Monsieur Calvin [Dominum Calvinum] — as was also said elsewhere, Tob. ch. 2, q. 1. Only this I add: not only Syrians or Chaldeans [were] praised by me there, but [that] our own old Latins too not rarely said, of the blessed, Lord Peter, Lord Martin, & the like — as [one] may read in Gregory of Tours, & Tom. 9 of Baronius. To those [objections] which are cast up: first I say [that there] is only one Lord, supreme, & depending on no one.

To the 2nd [objection]…
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To the 2nd. S. Bernard, in that sermon, calls [him] Lord who both is Lord & bears himself as a Lord. But the Angels — although by nature & grace they are our Lords — yet do not so bear themselves, but rather minister & serve us. For [Bernard] straightway subjoins concerning our Lord Jesus Christ: And in this they imitate the form of the Only-begotten, who came not to be ministered to, but to minister, who stood among [his] disciples as one who serves. Otherwise, in the following sermon 12, [Bernard] thus advises concerning the guardian [Angels]: They are faithful, they are prudent, they are powerful — why do we tremble? Only let us follow them, cleave to them, & abide in the protection of the God of heaven. For see how necessary is that protection, that guardianship, in thy ways. In [their] hands, [he] says, they will bear thee, lest ever thou dash thy foot against a stone [Ps 90/91:12]. Does [it] seem [too] little to thee, that there be no stone of stumbling in the way? Consider what follows: thou shalt walk upon the asp & the basilisk, & thou shalt trample the Lion & the dragon [Ps 90/91:13]. How necessary a tutor! Nay even a bearer, especially for a little one walking amid these [dangers]? In [their] hands, [he] says, they will bear thee. In thy ways indeed they will guard thee, & lead the little one where the little one can walk. But they will not suffer thee to be tempted beyond what thou canst bear, but will take [thee] up in [their] hands, that thou mayest pass over the obstacle. How easily [it] passes over, who is carried in those hands — how sweetly (according to the common proverb) [he] swims, whose chin another sustains! As often, therefore, as a most-grievous temptation is seen to press, & a vehement tribulation to threaten, invoke thy guardian, thy leader, thy helper — in [thy] opportunities, in tribulation. Cry out to him, & say: Lord, save us, we perish. And on the feast of S. Michael, sermon 1: Since [it is] by the grace of this so-great minister (who, offering his soul to the Father, ministers to us today his flesh), no wonder if the holy Angels condescendingly, nay gladly, minister to us. For they love us, because Christ loved us. Truly [it] is said, in the common proverb: Who loves me, loves also my dog. But we, O blessed Angels, are the puppies of that Lord whom you love with [your] whole affection — the puppies, I say, longing to be fed with the crumbs which fall from the table of our Lords, who are you. To the 3rd [objection] I have already answered above, proposition 8. If [both] they [the Angels] & we be compared to the supreme Lord, all [are] his servants, & [they are] our fellow-servants in his service & house, which is the Church, 1 Tim. 3, v. 13. But if someone would not deny [that] the Angels, in the way now indicated, are rightly ours, & called Lords, I confess [that] one could here not badly reckon [that] the Lord [in Joshua's phrase] is God himself. For when Joshua recognized the Angel [to be] sent to him by God as a messenger, [he] did not doubt [it]. [He] could therefore say to the messenger: What does my Lord — by whom thou art sent — speak, through thee, to his servant? For thus, 1 [Sam.] 3, v. 9, Eli seems to have instructed Samuel, where for Lord, in the Hebrew, [it] is Iehovah [יְהֹוָה, YHWH]. For [it] was, otherwise, an Angel who fashioned those voices — by which Samuel was roused & called, in his imagination, or in [his] ears (for it now makes no difference) — as [is] clear from what the fortieth question brought forward. But because here [it] is not Iehovah, but Adoni [אֲדֹנִי, "my lord"], [it] would be simpler & truer [that] the Lord is called, by Joshua, that very [one] whom [he] adores & addresses. For we see this also happen: that if some messenger is sent to us by a King or Prince, [and] be of greater dignity than we — for example, a Baron or a Count — [then, though he comes] by the will,
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command, & authority of a superior Lord, [yet] we say [to him], What the Lord speaks, I will do. If, says Cajetan, we so address a chief man, or a King, much more was [it] permitted to Joshua so to address the Angel of the Lord. Thirdly. [It] is [a mark] of equal humility, that Joshua says, to his servant. For when [he] could simply have said, What does my Lord speak to me?, [he] preferred to use that name [servant] by which [he] the more depressed himself, & — [though] so great a man, so great a Commander — professed himself the servant of the Angel. And this phrase of modesty is very familiar in Scripture; & why some, imitating [it] in Latin or in another idiom, should be mocked or reproved, I for my part do not see. S. Bernard, in the sermon on the Nativity of the B. Virgin, similarly says [that] the Blessed Virgin reckoned herself unworthy of the Angelic salutation. Fourthly, Joshua showed himself, toward what the Angel would speak, both most erect in [his] ears [most attentive], & most ready in [his] will to obey — as if [he] said: O Lord, only say [it], & I do [it]; command, & I comply. On which account this little prayer is most worthy, [one] which we should wear [out] with the most frequent use, & most often say to our God Christ Jesus, & to [our] guardian Angel — [our] helper, tutor, nay even our porter (as S. Bernard calls him in that sermon 12 on the cited Psalm) — especially when we come to sacred meditation, to a sermon, to exhortation, to the reading of the divine books; when we feel ourselves roused to good by some interior inspiration; when [we deliberate] especially about some matter of greater moment — for example, when we deliberate about [our] state of life; when a superior would wish to impose something on us, if any [of us] have already entered a state of religious life. This same alacrity & lowliness [that] the Priest Eli prescribed to the younger Samuel, the same [Samuel] usefully & fruitfully employed [of himself], 1 [Sam.] 3, v. 10; & afterward our Saint Paul, in his conversion, Acts 9, verse 9 [/6]: Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? [It] would remain in this place [for me] to ask, whence & how Joshua recognized so quickly, so certainly, [that it] was a holy Angel, [and] not some demonic specter & mockery. But the same reason was in him as in Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, or the other Patriarchs or prophets — to whose minds, with those bodily apparitions of God or of Angels, light was communicated, so that no doubt might reside in them, as I explained at the beginning of Isaiah.

VII. Furthermore, the Angel himself said: Loose thy sandal from thy feet. For the place in which thou standest is holy [Josh 5:15]; & Joshua did as had been commanded him. Straightway the highest & swiftest obedience of Joshua is shown. For [it was] said [and] done. That men use footwear, Clement [of Alexandria] deems decorous, bk. 2 of the Paedagogus, ch. 11 — & sometimes even necessary, if [one] must go through rough, broken, very-cold, & very-hot places. But the heat of Jericho [is] well enough known, about which [I spoke] also above, ch. 2. The Most Illustrious Duke of Olyka [Radziwiłł], epist. 2, fol. 106, says: Here is had the balsam-tree, which is valued at the highest price, & needs the hottest temperature of the air, as also the roses of Jericho, whose use, for women, wonderfully helps toward an easier birth. All fruits & crops here come forth more quickly, [by] two weeks, than at Jerusalem. Nor [is it] a wonder — for [there] are here such immense heats, that hence [they]…
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—[so that hence,] to those journeying to Jerusalem, the sky [climate] seems far colder. But [there] is here an old question: why this un-shoeing was commanded to Joshua. And [it] could be answered briefly, [that it] was done for the same causes for which I explained the command to Moses, Exodus 3, v. 5. But lest the last part of this chapter be despoiled of this opportune investigation, as [it were] of its own shoe, I will say [it] in few [words]. One most-chief cause is given in the text; others are gathered by [others]. That [one] is, because the place in which thou standest is holy. For thus [it] is read in the Hebrew, & in the corrected 70 [LXX], also in Theodoret here. But of old, Origen (homily 6), S. Justin against Trypho, S. Jerome on Ephes. 6, S. Cyprian bk. 2 against the Jews, read: the place in which thou standest is holy ground.* But since the sense of both readings [is] the same, I think these [Fathers] did not labor about the words, & [that they] took this reading of theirs from ch. 3 of Exodus, v. 5.

Yet here [are] two other little questions. One: how [was] either the place, or the ground, holy? Perhaps someone might think some quality [was] given to it, as to a subject, from which [it] is holy, & called [so] — just as [a place] is called fertile, pleasant, & healthful. But this opinion can fall only upon [someone] ignorant of holiness. For a spiritual quality can inhere in no corporeal thing. Not, therefore, by any physical & inherent holiness is any place called holy; but by a moral [holiness], which is chiefly threefold. First: if [there] be in it something holy. Secondly: if holy effects be produced in it. Thirdly: if [it] be dedicated to the holy God, & separated for holiness from other profane [places]. In the first way, [there] are [those] who say the place was holy because in it was that holy Archistrategus, of whom above. How, says Origen, homily 6, is Jericho a holy ground, which is held by enemies? But lest perhaps this be what is indicated — [namely] that wherever the Prince of the host of the Lord's power shall come, [he] sanctifies the place — [it is] because Jericho itself was not a holy place, but because the prince of the Lord's host came thither, [that] the place is called holy. I even dare [say] something further, & say, that even where thou, Moses, wast standing, [it] was not through itself a holy place, but because the Lord was standing with Moses, the presence of the Lord had sanctified the place. And therefore [it] is said to him: Loose the strap of thy sandal, for the place in which thou standest is holy ground. But since Origen thought this [one to be] Christ, or God, the Archistrategus (as was said above, question 40), in that way the whole world is holy, & every, even the least, particle of heaven, air, sea, & earth. For everywhere indeed is God; [he] pervades, fills, [and] contains all [things] altogether by the immensity of his nature — so much [so] that on that account [he] is called by the Jewish sages Makom [מָקוֹם]: that is, place. For example, when they say Baruch hammakom [בָּרוּךְ הַמָּקוֹם], that is, Blessed [be] God, as Elias Levita explains in [the] Tishbi. But if [we] say the Archistrategus was an Angel — as indeed [it] must be said — [then] still all [places] in which there were any men, great & small, good & bad, Christians & Gentiles, or Turks, would be holy places, because to all [places], from the first rising [of creation], a guardian Angel stands by, as is proved elsewhere. [It] is entirely so. We ought to confess a certain common holiness in all places, from the one most-present presence of God himself; on account of which, not ineptly, the world [is called] by some (as Origen bk. 7 against Celsus, Cicero in the Dream of Scipio, [Caelius] Rhodiginus bk.
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2, ch. 1) the temple of God. There is a common holiness also in those places where Angels are; on account of which S. Bernard, sermon 12 cited above: He has commanded his Angels concerning thee, that they guard thee in all thy ways [Ps 90/91:11]. How much reverence ought this word to bring thee, [how much] devotion to bring, [how much] confidence to confer? Reverence for [their] presence, devotion for [their] benevolence, confidence for [their] guardianship. Walk cautiously, [as one] to whom the Angels are present — as [it] is commanded — in all thy ways. In whatever lodging, in whatever corner, have reverence for thy Angel. Wouldst thou dare, [he] being present, what thou wouldst not dare with me seeing [thee]? For just as, from the fact that a spiritual thing is in a place, there arises a certain physical relation — which not long ago the Philosophers began to call presence [adsentia], by a name as apt as [they call] absence [absentia]: so, from the fact that a holy thing is in a place, a certain moral holiness & estimation of the same place exists, which excites reverence toward that thing — not [a holiness] which utterly forbids necessary food, drink, sleep, & the other actions of human infirmity (for thus [it] would nowhere be permitted to live), but [one] which [forbids] only sins, as D. Jerome taught, concerning the prophetic in-gliding of the Holy Spirit, in the preface of the Commentaries on the Philemon-epistle. From the same mode of presence, some also say that place was holy, because in it was Joshua, a man remarkably Holy & an excellent Prophet — as [was] explained in book 1, ch. 9, question 12, 13; [a mode] which, [applied to the fact] that the Lord appeared to Moses, Exod. 3, Theodoret denies of [Moses] himself there, question 7. But [supposing] all these [things] be true, the text indicates [that there] was a certain special [place] of this holiness, when [it] says: The place in which thou standest. For why [is] not every other place, in which [Joshua] at any time was, stood, lay, sat, [or] walked [also holy]? Why is [he] not everywhere ordered to cast off [his] shoes? For the moral holiness of which I spoke is everywhere, & embraces all times, making & naming [any] place holy, because in it [there] either is, or was, or will be something holy — although this [is] seemingly denied [in] question 77 by Abulensis. Secondly. But [there] is a special holiness to be sought from certain special holy effects — which here indeed appear [to be] none other than the very apparition of the Angel, & the oracle connected with it, & those effects on account of which [it] was said above, question 47, that [the apparition] was made; & all these flowed primarily from God, as [from] the fountain of all good [things]. For every best gift [is] only from him, as [Scripture] says from S. James ch. 1 [Jas 1:17]; [and] in the Angels' showing of benefits toward us, S. Bernard [says the same] in the cited sermon. To this second mode also can pertain what was above (question 49) not improbably asserted — [namely] that Joshua had betaken himself to prayer & the contemplation of divine things in this place. As to the third mode — [it is] the [very man] who is otherwise the most-troublesome enemy of all the Saints [i.e. Calvin himself who grants it]. As, says Calvin, folio 23, God sanctifies by his presence the places in which [he] appears: so [it] is probable to me [that], by this eulogy, the excellence of the land of Canaan is commended, in which God chose for himself a dwelling, that [he] might be purely worshipped here. Whence also [it] is called, everywhere, his rest, Psal. 94 [95]; [&] Psal. 131 [132]:14. How, then, [O] Calvin, dost thou elsewhere declare a most-deadly war on all sacred places? How dost thou not [wish] one day holier than [another] day, [one] time than [another] time, & [one] place [holier] than [another] place,
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—& dost thou build up one place holier than [another] place? How dost thou despise — by such & such sycophantic words, through thee & thy [followers] — the places in which the omnipotent [God] wrought so many & so great miracles by himself & his saints; & that very [place] in which the Word was made flesh, the Chapel of Loreto; the sacred [churches] in which — at the prayers of his faithful, & through the presence of his most-sacred Body — the Lord himself & our Saviour Jesus Christ is present? [How] dost thou cut [them] down with such impious hands? [How] dost thou burn [them] up with such deadly torches? For these causes, indeed, that land in which the same Lord & our Saviour was conceived, born, dwelt, & died, is even today called holy; & indeed the very city of Jerusalem [is so called] by the Turks themselves — as one of them, once converted to the Lord, related to me, & as Sultan Amurath [Murad], in his letters, most clearly attests to the most illustrious Duke of Olyka [Radziwiłł], epist. 3, fol. 247. Which Duke, in epistle 2, frequently shows how great a veneration those same Turks have for the places in which something notable was done by Christ the Lord. So also, in that same East, Thabor [is] a holy mountain, 2 Pet. 1; & in our West [there] is Rome, Augusta Trevirorum [Trier], & Colonia Sancta [Cologne, "Holy Colony"]. For into these cities of our Germany [it] can also be not ineptly transferred, [that] which — concerning that first [city, Rome] — Edward Thomas the Englishman sings, in P. Bertius, p. 350:


Rome is the holy one of the saints, by [their] precious blood.



D. Bernard, in the sermon to the Knights of the Temple, ch. 6: Hail, [he] says, holy city, which the Most High sanctified for himself [as] his tabernacle. The Jurists distinguish things & places a little otherwise — [as] sacred, religious, & holy — as the first entrance of book 2 of the Institutes straightway shows, & Gregory of Toulouse, Syntagma bk. 1, ch. 14. But almost all [these] can easily be reduced to the theological division set forth by me above. For certain [things] are holy only by civil [right], as the gate of a wall, & the like.

But the other question is: Why does the Angel say, The place in which thou standest? For [it] has been handed down [that] Joshua had collapsed to the ground, & cast [himself] at his feet, that [he] might adore him. I answer, first, [that] the word standing [stare] is sometimes put for being [esse]. Secondly: [that] when the Angel said this, Joshua had already — either of [his] own accord, or at the Angel's nod & command — raised himself up.

Now let us proceed to the other causes of this un-shoeing, which — because they are less chief — will be touched each in fewer [words].

First. That in Joshua [there] might be aroused a greater reverence toward God & his present Legate. Thus Moses was aroused, Exod. 3. But if such-&-so-great spiritual & divine men had to be aroused by a ceremony of this kind, why do our Novators so greatly detest the sacred rites of the Christian Church — [rites] which are testimonies of divine honor; proofs of the veneration due; torches of piety & religion; goads of torpid sloth; food of devotion; steps for minds fixed on the ground [up] to the heavens; props of weak souls? But — O the great force of truth! — Calvin, in this place, folio 23: [As to] that the holy man is bidden to draw off [his] shoes, [he] says, by this ceremony God seals the assurance of his presence, & adds more weight to the vision: not that the bareness of the feet be reckoned, of itself, [as part] of the worship of God; but because the infirmity of men must be aided by such supports,
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whereby [men] may the better arouse & prepare themselves to veneration.

Secondly. [The un-shoeing was commanded] so that — [when] one must be at leisure for prayers, must converse with the Lord, must be at leisure for the divine mysteries — we may bear before us the highest piety & lowliness which is possible in heart & body. Thus [says] Theodoret in the cited place; & [in] bk. 2 of the Institutes, ch. 10, Cassian, in these words: But [the monks], refusing footwear as [it were] forbidden by an Evangelical precept — & when the infirmity of the body, or the sharper cold of a winter morning, or the fervor of the midday heat demands [it], covering their feet only with light sandals — interpret this custom of theirs to be signified either by [ancient] use, or by the Lord's permission: that if, being placed in this world, we cannot be in every way stripped of the care & solicitude of this flesh, nor are able to be wholly loosed from it, [we may] at least — by a light occupation & slight involvement — [so] discharge the necessity of the body, that not even our soul's feet — which ought always to be ready, unencumbered [expediti] for the spiritual course & for preaching the peace of the Gospel — [be hindered]; [feet] with which we run after the odor of Christ's ointments, & of which David [says], I ran in thirst. And Jeremiah: But I, not laboring [i.e. weary], following thee — [that we be not] wrapped in the cares of this world's carrion — [we may] think about these [things], which pertain not to supplying the necessity of nature, but to superfluous & harmful pleasure. Which [readiness] we will thus fulfill, if — according to the Apostle — we make no provision for the flesh in [its] desires [Rom 13:14]. Whence, in Damião de Góis, the ambassador of Ethiopia, Zabazago, says: To us (an Ethiopian Christian) no power is given to approach the temple, except with bare feet; nor is [it] permitted us in it to laugh, to talk, [or] to walk about — because [our] temples are like Mount Sinai, where the Lord said to Moses, Loose thy sandal, &c. See S. Bridget, bk. 2, ch. 10. And this pertains indeed to all, yet most of all to Priests, as D. Ambrose shows, epistle 6: We find, [he] says, a Pythagorean command proclaimed in the writings of some, by which that [Pythagoras] forbade his disciples to enter the way common & usual to the people. But whence [he] took this is not unknown. For since (as most reckon) [he] drew [his] descent from the Jewish people, from their discipline [he] also derived the precepts of [his] teaching. [He] had therefore read in Exodus [that] it was a divine command to Moses, by oracle: Loose the sandal of thy feet. This too [pertains] to the precept [given] to Joshua [Jesus] son of Nun — namely, that those who desired to walk the way of the Lord should lay aside the dust of the trodden & common way. [Ambrose] had read [that] a precept [was given] to the same Moses, that [he] ascend the mountain with the priests, but the people [should] stand below, Exod. 19 & 24. [God] therefore separated the priests from the people; & afterward commanded Moses himself to enter within the cloud. Dost thou see the divisions? [That] nothing plebeian is required in priests, nothing popular, nothing common with the zeal & practice & manners of the unformed multitude? The priestly dignity claims for itself a gravity sober [and apart] from the crowds, a serious life, a singular weight. Similar [things] about priests, here, Theodoret, Cajetan, & Rabbi Moses of Gerona [Nachmanides] note. Thirdly. Our shoes signify those lower affections by which we touch the earth, [and] too greatly covet earthly goods & pleasures. These [affections] must be put off by us in the management of divine things, in the colloquies of God & the Angels. Fourthly. [They] also signify the measures & formulas of little reasonings & little arguments — by which, taken from that earth & mud, we sometimes wish to trample [underfoot] all heavenly & divine [things]. And these [must be put off] by us while [we treat] of faith, & of mysteries…
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…[are put off by us] while [the matter] is occupied solely in comprehending faith and those mysteries; the shoes must be shaken off.

Fifth. Shoes are for the most part made from the hides and soft-leather of dead animals. But whence [come] nearly all the perturbations of our souls? Is it not from the desires of dead riches and pleasures? Is it not from an excessive fear and horror of death and of dangers? Moses had fled from Egypt, dreading death; afterward, when he was to return into Egypt, the Lord wishes this dread removed, saying, Loose thy sandal. Joshua had to fight with very many and very vast enemies; from him too all fear is withdrawn by the Angel who says, Loose thy sandal from thy feet — as indeed St Ambrose interprets [it], bk. 7 on Luke, ch. 10. St Bernard, sermon 12 on the Apocalypse (or whoever is the author cited in the Saturday October lection on the Blessed Virgin), says that to loose the sandals is to lay aside the wrappings of carnal thoughts.

Sixth. From the thongs and bonds by which they are fastened to the feet, shoes are called by the Greeks ὑποδήματα [hypodēmata, "things bound underneath"]. We must therefore loose all the bonds of earthly and vicious desires, if it please [us] to stand before God and the angelic minds. St Ambrose, bk. 7 on Luke, in the chapter on the testimony of John: Moses, [he] says, is bidden to loose the sandal of his feet, that the going-forth of his soul, and the bond of his corporeal mind, freed from [its] fetters, may walk the spiritual journey. And in the book on Penance: If to Moses, longing to draw nearer that he might drink in the knowledge of the heavenly mystery, it is said: Loose the sandal of thy feet — how much more ought we to strip our soul's feet of corporeal bonds, and to loose all our steps from the entanglement of this world. Again, bk. 1 on Cain, ch. 8: Our fathers, hastening, ate the Pascha with girded loins, and stripping their feet of the bonds of shoes, and as it were laying aside the burden of the body, that they might be ready for the passing-over — of which place, however, [see] above, at question 23. Seventh. Above, Clement, in ch. 11 of bk. 2 of the Paedagogus, said that on account of the roughness of the roads, colds, and heats, shoes may be had. Yet the same [author] straightway adds that it is [the mark] of a greater soul to reckon all these as nothing, and to walk with bare feet — as Plato says Socrates did of old, in the Phaedrus; [and as] Isaiah [did] himself, ch. 2 [read Isa 20], v. 2. And sometimes even Christ the Lord teaches [it], as St Jerome hands down, epistle 22; and [that Christ] prescribed [it] to his Apostles, St Matthew ch. 10, St Luke ch. 9. For the honor, therefore, of God himself, if any hardness and austerity of life be undertaken, it is not to be blamed. Hence too the Nudipedalia [barefoot rites], which Jerome often notes were celebrated by St Paul, on Galatians 2 & 4; and which by many pious and religious [persons] today are practised, whether always or sometimes — for example, in processions, pilgrimages, and the like: as in the year 1601, on the very [feast] of All Saints, the Most Reverend Apostolic Nuncio at Lucerne; in the year 1602, on the eve of the Assumption, the Mainz Sodality of the Blessed Virgin, going to the Holy Cross; at Cologne, many every year in the Theophoria [the Corpus Christi procession]. Eighth. But never is the use of shoes greater than when a journey must be made, [see] above, quest. 23. Since therefore we are bidden to be un-shod, what else is enjoined but rest? — which in the treatment of sacred things
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is chiefly necessary. Ninth. But most of all do we shoe ourselves when the feet can be hurt by the roughness of the roads, the winter frost, the Sun's heat, or the bite or venom of serpents and other reptiles. But from these, who is safe on the whole road of this life? Hence, [in] Ephesians 6, the Apostle rather wishes that we be shod in the preparation of the Gospel. And to us afterward — at the boundary of this way and of this life, when it shall be permitted to set foot into the heavens, [and] to dwell with the Lord and the Angels — it will be said: Loose thy sandal from thy feet; for the place in which thou standest is holy ground. Origen, homily 6: If by [our] life and merits we draw near to God, and are made worthy that God stand by us, it is said also to us, that we loose [the bonds] from the feet of our soul, if any bond of mortality is fastened to them. For these are the feet which Jesus washes; and unless he wash them, we shall have no part with him. If therefore we loose from our soul and from [our] senses every bond of mortal care, straightway [God] will gladly be present to us also, and God will stand by [us]. St Jerome, on Ephes. 6: Whoever, [he] says, still walks, let him still be shod; but whoever, the Jordan now crossed, has entered the land of promise, let him bare his foot. Loose, [he] says, thy sandal from thy feet; for the place in which thou standest is holy ground. Whoever is not Joshua son of Nun, nor an Apostle, let him shoe his feet in the preparation of the Gospel of peace. But whoever is an Apostle, and can be numbered among the twelve, let him by no means take up his shoe on the way; nor, to turn aside scorpions and snakes, let him cover his heel; but, now consummated and perfect, let him stand on the holy ground, and live in Christ, and follow the Lamb whithersoever he goes.

Tenth. Some here have looked also to the ancient rite of un-shoeing, about which [see] Ruth ch. 4 [and] quest. 9. For Cajetan, on Exod. 3, says that we ought to cede our own right, and to concede our whole selves to the divine will and to [its] free disposal. [So too] St Cyprian, bk. 2 against the Jews, num. 19; St Ambrose, in the book on the Blessing of the Patriarchs, ch. 4 — lest Moses or Joshua, who were the leaders and prelates set over God's people, should think themselves to be the spouses of the Church herself; but [that] they should cede her as bride to Christ the Lord, and testify this by that un-shoeing of theirs.

Eleventh [printed "II.", a misprint]. Purity of soul and body in sacred [rites] is commended. With shoes we more readily trample spittle and filth of every kind than with bare feet; and our feet themselves, in themselves — are they not cleaner and more honorable than the hides of slaughtered cattle and [their] filthy skins?

Twelfth. Finally, the disciple ought to be like the master — Joshua like Moses. To this [Moses] it was said, Exod. 3, that he loose his sandals; it was to be said to Joshua also. But why [was] this precept [given] to these two? Both bore a certain persona of Christ the Lord; but in such a way that in this both were his inferiors. Therefore he than whom there is none greater among those born of women [John the Baptist], Matthew 3 & 11, owes it to Christ to loose the thong of [his] shoes; but these two [Moses and Joshua] must render this service to their very selves. But why was this same taking-off of shoes commanded to these two, and to no one else besides, on account of the holiness of the ground on which one stood? These alone were given by God as Leaders to the people, [to bring them] out of the Egyptian workhouses into the land of the abundance of liberty, of felicity, and of holiness. To these alone, therefore, did the same Lord first indicate [it], and through them to all

(col. 701 — left column; printed "710")

all [others]—of what kind that ground [the holy ground] was: [namely] how in it they ought — purely and chastely, all the spoils of all [their] vices cast off — to walk, and at last, in the most blessed throne of the heavens, to fix [their] feet, steadfast unto all eternity.

But it must not be passed over in silence that the evil demon [cacodæmon] — as [he has done] with almost all the other [rites] which the Lord instituted for his own honor and for the salvation of our souls — has shadowed forth a certain false appearance and imitation [of them]; and so has perverted this sacred ceremony too, variously, to impiety and superstition. For, first, the Gentiles, when they entered Apollo's temple, used to un-shoe themselves, as [is] reported at folio 504 — Nonius; Plautus in the Pseudolus; Solinus, bk. 15. Next, in Philastrius and St Augustine (heresy 68), [there were] heretics who — as Augustine there rightly warns — were not heretics for this reason, that they afflicted the body by this bareness of feet, but because they taught that it must be done as necessary by all, and so [mis]understood the divine testimonies, and the examples already mentioned of Moses, Joshua, [and] Isaiah. Lastly, all the Turks today, when they enter their mosques, tear the shoes from their feet. At Jerusalem, when — in the year of the Lord 1583, on the 3rd day of July — the Most Illustrious Duke of Olyka [Radziwiłł], a certain opportunity being given, had entered that sacred Cenacle, in which the Lord is handed down to have accomplished the Last Supper, and which the Turks most greatly venerate and wish [to remain] inaccessible to Christians: "at the entrance," he himself says (epistle 2, folio 110), "we were at once compelled to cast off [our] shoes — which ceremony the Turks too are accustomed to use when entering [their] mosques. We were admonished also not to spit upon the ground. For the Turks hold this place in the greatest veneration, asserting that CHRIST in this Cenacle accomplished a certain great ceremony with the Apostles, who afterward, by a certain singular miracle, bore fiery tongues kindled upon [their] heads: and they believe that the Holy Spirit was there sent upon the disciples, as [in] Acts 2."


Question L. What did the Angel say to Joshua himself?

The [things] which the Angel said to Joshua are twofold. For some there are which the text certainly hands down that he

(col. 702 — right column; printed "711")

said; some which are thought probably to have been said. In the former kind there are four, of which the prior two are handed down in this fifth chapter, and have already been sufficiently treated in the preceding question. One is, who and what he is that appears; the other, that Joshua be with bare feet. The two remaining are set forth in the following chapter, from verse 2 onward. For those who look more sharply into the whole matter see that there is only one vision, and one continuous conversation of the Angel with Joshua, in this and the following chapter, from verse 2 up to 6 — (for otherwise the Angel would have announced nothing) — and [that] the first verse of the following chapter is, as it were by way of parenthesis, interwoven by the writer into the narration of this vision, so that so much the better the words which follow may be understood, and the force and magnitude of the miracle now foretold may be more clearly perceived. So Masius, Cajetan, Abulensis (q. 78), and others; and for that cause the sixth chapter could conveniently have been begun from the beginning of this apparition — that is, from verse 13 of chapter five — or, certainly, chapter five [could] be extended to the sixth verse of chapter six, so that this would be the beginning of the sixth chapter: And Joshua therefore called [Josh 6:6]. Since, however, that little narrative about Jericho brings, as it were, a new breathing-space — an interposed brief narration — chapter six is not badly begun from it too, provided that be held which I have said: that it is the continuation of one and the same vision and discourse. And therefore Tremellius and Junius seem to me overly supercilious, who write so Aristarchically [i.e., in the carping manner of the grammarian Aristarchus] that "the end of chapter five [was] unskillfully torn away from the beginning of the sixth." But those two [things] which — I said — the Angel certainly speaks in that same sixth chapter are these: the promise of a most certain victory, verse 2; and the manner of obtaining it, [verses] 3, 4, & 5 — that is, the occupation of the city of Jericho, and the manner of [its] being occupied. These very [things], moreover, were to be explained here — did they not so cohere with the execution [of them] that, together with it and in it, they might seem able to be explained better and more usefully. Let them therefore be deferred for a while — as also the other [things] which the context does not affirm the same Angel to have said, but which only probable conjecture reckons [he said] — in the same sixth chapter, verses 10, 17, 18, 18, & 26.


[End of CAPUT V — and END OF VOLUME 1. The original's next leaf (PDF 377) is blank; the SECOND VOLUME (Tomus Posterior, "De Bellis") begins at PDF 378 and is translated as a separate work.]
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		Question XV. About the twelve men, and the dividing of the Jordan, what further [did] Joshua [say]?







		Book II: The Second Part of the Chapter
		The Second Part of the Chapter (opening)


		Question I. How many, and which, priests carried the ark?


		Question II. In what manner did the same priests carry that ark?


		Question III. About the Jordan. Whence is it derived [traced]?


		Question IV. How far does the Jordan flow, and where does it end?


		Question V. How wide, and [how] deep, [is] the Jordan?


		Question VI. In what manner was the Jordan divided?


		Question VII. By what efficient cause was the Jordan divided?


		Question VIII. From that efficient cause, what came to be, by which the Jordan was divided?


		Question IX. The Jordan being divided, in what manner did that part of the waters behave, which [was] toward the source and the North?


		Question X. In what manner did the other part of the waters, [that] toward the South, behave?


		Question XI. Was the bottom of the divided Jordan dried up?


		Question XII. At what place did the Israelites cross the Jordan?


		Question XII bis. How much time did the Israelites consume in crossing that same Jordan?







		Book II: Caput IV
		Caput IV (opening)







		Book II: Commentary
		Commentary (opening)


		Question I. About the 12 men taking up the 12 stones from the Jordan: were they now chosen for the first time? and from which tribes?


		Question II. How great, and of what sort, [were] those 12 stones?


		Question III. Whence, by what author, by whom, and why were those 12 stones taken up, and where are they today?


		Question IV. Where were the OTHER 12 stones set up in the Jordan, and were they brought into it from one or the other bank?


		Question V. How were those same 12 stones set up in the Jordan?


		Question VI. By whom were these other 12 stones erected, and how long did they so remain?


		Question VII. Are these the stones out of which St John the Baptist said the sons of Abraham could be raised up?


		Question VIII. How did the priests, holding the ark, stand in the middle of the Jordan?


		Question IX. How long did those same priests stand in the same Jordan?







		Book II: On the Jordan's return to its former flow
		On the Jordan's return to its former flow (opening)


		Question I. How was the Jordan poured back into its former channel?


		Question II. In what year, month, [and] day did this marvellous crossing of the Israelites through the Jordan happen?







		Book II: The Third Part of the Chapter
		The Third Part of the Chapter (opening)


		Question I. What does the crossing through the Jordan signify?


		Question II. What more does the same crossing signify?


		Question III. What other things are to be noted in the same crossing?


		Question IV. How is this dividing of the Jordan to be compared with [that of] the Gyndes, the Euphrates, the Pamphylian [sea], and the Red Sea — and with other divisions of the same Jordan too?







		Book III: Altera Libri Pars, De Iis, Qvæ Post Iordanis Transitvm Accidervnt
		Altera Libri Pars, De Iis, Qvæ Post Iordanis Transitvm Accidervnt (opening)


		Question I. Why were there no enemies on the Canaan bank of the Jordan? (Cur in Chananaea Iordanis ripa hostes nulli fuerint?)


		Question II. Whether, after the crossing of the Jordan, they halted on its bank, and greeted the land? (An post Iordanis transitum, in eius ripa institerint, terramque salutarint Israelitae?)


		Question III. Whether they greeted God himself? (An Deum ipsum salutarint?)


		Question IV. How did they depart from the very bank of the crossing now made, and where did the Israelites pitch camp? (Quomodo ex ipsa facti iam transitus ripa discesserunt, et ubi castra metati Israelitae?)


		Question V. What things bearing on the practical use of the spiritual life can be gathered from these? (Quae ad practicum spiritualis vitae usum ex his colligi possint?)


		Question VI. When, where, and how were the stones which had been taken up from the Jordan set in place? (Quando, ubi, et quomodo, qui elati e Iordane fuerant lapides, collocati sint?)


		Question VII. To what end were the same stones set up? (Ad quid iidem statui lapides?)


		Question VIII. Whether it was lawful for Joshua to set up those stones? (An licuerit Iosuae istos lapides erigere?)


		Question IX. What did the same stones signify? (Quid iidem significarint lapides?)







		Book III: De Iis, Qvæ Post Iordanis Transitvm Contigervnt
		De Iis, Qvæ Post Iordanis Transitvm Contigervnt (opening)







		Book III: Caput V
		Caput V (opening)







		Book III: Commentary
		Commentary (opening)


		Question I. In what sense is [it] here called the "second circumcision"? (Quaenam hic secunda circumcisio vocetur?)


		Question II. Whether circumcision was intermitted for the whole forty years in the wilderness? (An totos quadraginta in solitudine annos intermissa fuerit circumcisio?)


		Question III. What was the cause of that intermission? (Ecqua intermissionis eiusdem causa?)


		Question IV. Why were the Israelites circumcised at once after the crossing of the Jordan? (Cur post Iordanis transitum circumcisi statim Israelitae?)


		Question V. Who were circumcised in that iterated circumcision? (Quinam iterata ista circumcisione circumcisi?)


		Question VI. How many were circumcised? (Quotnam circumcisi fuerint?)


		Question VII. By whom were so many circumcised? (A quo tam multi circumcisi?)


		Question VIII. With what instrument were they circumcised? Namely, whether knives of stone? (Quo instrumento circumcisi? An cultri nimirum lapidei?)


		Question IX. When were they circumcised? (Quando circumcisi?)


		Question X. In what place were the Israelites then circumcised? (Quo in loco circumcisi tum Israelitae?)


		Question XI. What reproach of Egypt did the Lord now take away from the Israelites? (Quod Aegypti opprobrium, quod ab Israelitis nunc amouit Dominus?)


		Question XII. After the wound of circumcision, when did the circumcised recover [heal]? (E circumcisionis vulnere, quando conualuerunt circumcisi?)


		Question XIII. On which day of the circumcision do the circumcised feel more pain? And why? (In quoto circumcisionis die, doloris plus persentiscant circumcisi? Et cur?)


		Question XIV. How, mystically, is [this] made a "second circumcision"? (Quomodo mystice secunda fiat circumcisio?)


		Question XV. What other things pertain mystically to the iterated circumcision? (Quae ad iteratam circumcisionem mystice spectant alia?)







		Book III: On the Passover Celebrated at Gilgal. (De Celebrato in Galgalis Paschate.)
		On the Passover Celebrated at Gilgal. (De Celebrato in Galgalis Paschate.) (opening)


		Question XVI. Whence [is] "Pascha," what does [it] signify, and how is [it] both translated and written? (Pascha unde, quid significet, quomodo et vertatur et scribatur?)


		Question XVII. What is it "to make [do] the phase, or pascha"? (Quidnam facere phase, seu pascha?)


		Question XVIII. For what end was the pascha instituted? (Quem ob finem pascha institutum?)


		Question XIX. What was the material of the Passover, or what animal was immolated? (Quae Paschatis materia, siue quod immolatum animal?)


		Question XX. How ought the paschal animal, or lamb, to have been affected [qualified]? (Qualiter affectum esse debuit paschale animal, siue agnus?)


		Question XXI. Why did the Lord will the paschal animal to be of such a kind? (Cur eiusmodi animal esse voluit pascha Dominus?)


		Question XXII. What is the formal and efficient cause of the same Passover? (Ecqua paschatis eiusdem causa formalis, et efficiens?)


		Question XXIII. Who ate the Passover? (Pascha qui ederunt?)


		Question XXIV. What is the manner of eating the Passover? (Quis edendi paschatis modus?)


		Question XXV. What was the place of the Passover? (Quis Paschatis locus?)


		Question XXVI. On the time of the Passover; and first, what was its year? (De Paschatis tempore, et primum, quis eius annus?)


		Question XXVII. In what month was the Passover to be kept? (Quis Paschati agendo mensis?)


		Question XXVIII. Was it lawful to keep the Passover in some other month? (Licueritne Pascha mense quopiam alio agere?)


		Question XXIX. What was the day for keeping the Passover? (Paschali agendo dies quis?)


		Question XXX. Was the Passover ever transferred to some other day? (Fuerit ne in alium quandoque diem traductum pascha?)


		Question XXXI. At what hour was the Passover to be immolated and eaten? (Qua immolandi, edendique Paschatis hora?)


		Question XXXII. As what number is this Passover — celebrated by Joshua and the Jews — to be reckoned? (Quotum hoc, quod à Iosue ac Iudaeis celebratum, pascha censendum?)


		Question XXXIII. Whether after this third Passover [its celebration] both was, and always would be, perpetuated? (An post tertium hoc Pascha et fuerit, et semper futura sit celebritatis eius perpetuatio?)


		Question XXXIV. Which [are] the unleavened breads, of which the text [speaks] (v. 11)? (Qui azymi panes, de quibus textus v. 11?)


		Question XXXV. When did the manna cease? (Quando cessavit manna?)


		Question XXXVI. Why did the manna then cease? (Cur tum cessavit manna?)


		Question XXXVII. Whether after this time the manna never fell [again]? (An post hoc tempus nunquam ceciderit manna?)


		Question XXXVIII. What does the paschal lamb signify? (Quid significet paschalis agnus?)


		Question XXXIX. How do the Jews keep [act] their Passover today? (Quomodo pascha suum hodie actitant Iudaei?)







		Book III: De apparitione ipsi Iosuae facta (On the apparition made to Joshua himself)
		De apparitione ipsi Iosuae facta (On the apparition made to Joshua himself) (opening)


		Question XL. Who appeared to Joshua — who was he? (Qui Iosuae apparuit, quisnam fuit?)


		Question XLI. Which Angel [was it] that appeared to Joshua? Michael, or Gabriel? (Quisnam, qui Iosuae apparuit Angelus? Michael an Gabriel?)


		Question XLII. Who [is] the Michael who appeared to Joshua? Is [he] Christ the Lord himself? (Quis, qui Iosuae apparuit Michael? An ipsemet Christus Dominus?)


		Question XLIII. How may reply be made to the reasons which prove Michael [to be] Christ alone, and reasons be opposed to reasons? (Quomodo rationibus, quae Michaelem Christum solum probant, respondeatur, rationibusque rationes opponantur?)


		Question XLIV. Whether by other reasons also [it] can be proved that S. Michael is not Christ the Lord? (An & aliis rationibus probari possit, S. Michaelem non esse Christum Dominum?)


		Question XLV. Since S. Michael is not Christ, can [he] at least be reckoned the supreme of all the Angels? (Cùm S. Michael non sit Christus, possit ne saltem Angelorum omnium supremus existimari?)


		Question XLVI. When, & how, & in what form did S. Michael appear to Joshua?


		Question XLVII. Why did S. Michael appear to Joshua so armed, & martial [Martius]?


		Question XLVII. Where was Joshua then?


		Question XLVIII. What was Joshua doing there then?


		Question XLIX. What did Joshua do, [and] say, when the Angel appeared?


		Question L. What did the Angel say to Joshua himself?
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