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To the most [llustrious and Learned Men,
D. JOHANNES DERRAMOUTIUS, AND D. ABRAHAMUS HEYDANUS,
Most Vigilant Pastors of the Church of Leiden.

This posthumous offspring of an excellent parent we inscribe to your name,
most [llustrious Men, which seemed not so much to go to you as to hasten of its
own accord. For committed to your care and judgment, although imperfect and
lacking the final polish, you nevertheless judged it worthy to see this public light.
Wherefore it was right that it should now have as patrons those to whom it in a
way owed its life; nor can you forsake it, when, by your authority, it is exposed to
the judgments and censure of all.

Added to this is your inviolate and incomparable friendship with our author and
parent, which after his death you testified with such piety, love, and services
towards us, our most sweet mother and sisters, that we would be ungrateful if we
did not publicly profess how much we owe you. Your other merits and virtues,
your knowledge and science of divine matters, your singular pursuit of peace,
your consummate eloquence, and other things which either the common people
or the learned esteem or care for, we do not touch upon here. We know your
modesty; and calumny has made it so that not even the most malicious can any
longer doubt them. Brought into the greatest odium, you preferred to neglect
your reputation for a time rather than your conscience or the peace and
tranquility of the Church, safe in the patronage of truth alone against the
rumors of the fickle and incautious populace.

An example worthy of imitation in this age, in which all things are full of
controversies, and very many theologians, savagely pitted against each other,
present a most pleasing spectacle to the enemies of the reformed religion. May
God, the Best and Greatest, always preserve this mind in you, and preserve you
for the Church and for us for as long as possible.

April 24, 1646.
Bound to you by every duty,

DANIEL AND LUDOVICUS DE DIEU.



THE PRINTERS TO THE READER.

We finally give to you, Reader, although somewhat later than we wished, the
most learned commentary on the divine Epistle of Paul to the Romans by the
man of blessed memory, D. Ludovicus de Dieu, a most eminent theologian:
which he had completed in this form, as you see, a few days before his death, so
that it might be a successor to his brilliant works on the Gospels and the
Apostolic writings, and a pledge of the commentaries to follow on the remaining
Epistles. In this work, we present for your eyes his singular precision (axpt Beiov)
in uncovering the meaning of the Holy Spirit, by which he has happily
elucidated and explained, beyond what can be said, the most difficult and most
debated passages of that Epistle, and those untouched by most interpreters.

If we can judge anything, this labor is worthy to see the light after the
animadversions of all, whoever have earned some name in this field of study,
and to be read diligently. For whatever was passed over or neglected by others,
our author has so taken up as to make it his own: whatever was accepted with
little skill or soundness, he has so illustrated by introducing a new light, that he
has not only alleviated the labor of investigation for others, but has also made it
unnecessary in most cases. So that one must marvel that such a great treasure of
all- Ty- p - A n i - kinds of erudition could be contained in such brief spaces.
Add to these a perspicuity that rivals brevity, which so satisfies the reader's
attention and desire that it never fails or sends him away empty. Many things
were of assistance to this divine man here; an immense knowledge of the
languages of the East, by which sacred erudition is acquired, and without which
such things are not even to be attempted, a precise examination of the rites and
customs of all nations, especially the Jewish, a constant and uninterrupted
reading and comparison of the divine word, and what I consider chief, the daily
exercise of piety and prayer.

By all these things he achieved that whatever in this field can be acquired by
labor, study, industry, and even divine help, all that was generously granted to
him by the divine Power. How excellently it would go with human affairs, and
what a splendid addition would be made to our studies, if sacred interpreters
would choose to follow this path, which is shown here, and would prefer to
occupy themselves with unsaid things, rather than to offer their rhapsodies and
ill-digested centos to the world! But this is the vice of our age, which, as
everywhere, so also here, labors under its own weight. It is truly to be lamented
that by the premature death of this distinguished man, the commentaries on the
remaining Epistles have been cut off from us, which we would have had as plain
twins to these, if this had not happened. However, lest you should be entirely
without them, provision has been made by the Gleaning, which we subjoin to
these. Farewell, candid Reader, and, if you prove to us that these things have not
been unpleasing to you, expect shortly from our press Notes by the same hand
on the more difficult passages of the Old Testament.






THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS.

CHAPTER 1.

VERSE 1. The Syriac Scholiast asserts, with no trustworthy testimony, that this
Epistle was written by Paul in Latin at Corinth, the Epistle to the Hebrews in
Hebrew, and the rest in Greek. As to why he prefixed his name to the title, he
says it was the Apostle's custom when writing to those who were far away and
did not know him. Which is not a solid reason. For the same was done in the
Epistles to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, to whom he was very well known. He
further says that he was called Paul from Saul when he arrived at Antioch. But
why does he call himself a servant of Christ? There are, says the same Scholiast,
three kinds of servants. Natural, as a creature in relation to its creator, or by
force, like slaves who are bought, or Voluntary, in which way Moses is called a
servant of God. In all these ways Paul was a servant of Christ. For
'mN\aaNaaloeagIosaanatooaaasaa he was his creature, and bought by his
blood, and by his own will he became his disciple. It should be added that,
having been called by Christ to the ministry of the Gospel, he devoted himself
entirely to his will.

'"K\nto'cAno’storoc. The Syriac took this as a construction without a conjunction,
as if you were to read 'winto gkt édmo’otorog. This is not right. For the meaning is,
as the learned Beza has excellently observed, an Apostle by vocation.

Ibid. 'Agwpiope’voveicevayye Aovleod, he  explains this by Gal. L:15.
'04popt’ cagpedkkoi agintpo cpov, etc. Which I think is rather to be regarded, than,
what Drusius suggests, that passage in Acts 13:2.
'dpopt catedn Porto vBapva Bavkar 1o vEadroveicto Epyovdmpooke kKinpawdtov’'s.  This was
the action of men, that of God. Yet they agree thus far, that they are ordered to
separate Paul for that work to which God had already separated him from the
womb. That the name Pharisee, that is, separated, which he was called before his
conversion, is not referred to here, the most learned Camero teaches soundly
enough in his Myrothecium.

VERSE 2. "Onpoemmyyst'doto, etc. This whole verse is enclosed in parenthesis in
more recent editions; not so in the older ones, which I approve. For it seems that
what begins the following verse, 'mepttodviodavtod, is rightly construed with
‘mpoemnyyethato; so indeed the Arab, who translates this whole verse thus:
_oallhalliSlusgibtinlllalitegre 53" then he adds 'awl_lek), where it is ambiguous indeed
whether it can be referred to the preceding Gospel, or to God. If the latter, it
should be translated, "Who promised long ago through the tongues of his
prophets in the sacred Scriptures, the Manifestation of his son." If the former, it
should be translated, "Which he promised long ago, etc., namely, the



Manifestation of his son." The meaning is the same. He means that the Gospel
concerning the son is the Manifestation of the son.

VERSE 3. 'Tept todviodavtod,todyevople vovékone pllotocAaft dkota oo pra’. The Syriac
'a\.a)a  translates "who was born.' 'Kota'co'pxo, 'amas’ "in the flesh.'
'ékome ppatocAaPt’d, 'moaanaalvayz 'from the seed of the house of David." In the
same way the Arab. Here I praise the learned Commentary of the esteemed
Beza.

VERSE 4. "Todopiobe viocuiodbeod. The Vulgate, "'who was predestined the Son of
God,"” which Erasmus and Beza have rightly rejected, who have, "who was
declared the Son of God." Similarly, but more weakly, the Syriac and Arabic,
"who was known." I do not yet see it proven, however, that 'opi'¢erv' means "to be
declared, manifested, indicated, explained, published, shown, demonstrated," or
anything similar. I admit indeed that it is not only "to define, decree, constitute,
and determine" a future thing. But it is also often said of a present thing. But I
have not yet found it used for "to declare." It seems indeed to be close to the
‘'opt’Cerv' of the Logicians. But that is to say something more than to declare.
Namely, to define, to determine, that is, to so constitute a thing within its own
boundaries and limits, that from them the nature of the thing may be
understood, what it is in itself, and how it differs from others. So also in
Grammar, the Indicative Mood was called 'opictucn’’ by the Greeks, not only
because it indicates and declares something certain, but because it includes and
determines a thing, whether present, past, or future, within certain limits of
time. I like Hesychius, who translates ‘opt’Cet’ as
Totnow,8povdt dwot,kpt ver,0eehol, Atonpei,dpopt Cet.  "He establishes, gives a limit,
judges, places on a firm basis, separates, distinguishes." Hence I translate, "who
was determined to be the son of God," that is, who has been placed within such
limits, and by them has been so separated and distinguished from others, that he
neither should nor can be judged otherwise than that he is the son of God.

It follows, 'évdvva per. Which I do not translate adverbially, "powerfully," with the
esteemed Beza, but with the Vulgate, Erasmus, the Syriac and the Arabic, "in
power," or "by power," namely, so called absolutely, insofar as it is proper to God,
who for that reason is called 'Sv'vapig' by the Hebrews. So that 'évéuva pet’ here
signifies a term, entering into the definition of the son of God, by which he is

proven and recognized to be such.

It is added, 'kato nvedpadyiwovvng. The Vulgate, Erasmus, and Beza, "According to
the Spirit of sanctification." It could also be translated "of holiness." The Glossary:
‘ayiwov’vy, sanctification, holiness. Thus I Thess. 3:18. 'a4pe pnrovcdvayiwov vy,
"blameless in holiness." And so "According to the Spirit of holiness" would be the
same as "according to the Holy Spirit." In which way the Syriac, Arabic, and
Chrysostom have taken these words. But because the Holy Spirit designates only
the third person of the divinity, whereas here ‘koto'co’'pxa’ and



'kata Tvedpadyiwov vig are opposed as two natures in Christ, the Orthodox have
preferred to render it "the Spirit of sanctification,” and by it to understand the
divine nature of Christ. That this is done correctly is taught quite clearly in the
Myrothecium of Cameron. But grant to the adversary and enemy of Christ's
divinity that the Holy Spirit is understood here, even so I affirm that the divine
nature of Christ is asserted. For since the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the Son,
having his essence communicated from the Son, of the same essence in number
with the Son, and, as is the mepyw’pnoig’ of the divine persons in one another,
always existing in him, it seems rightly said that Christ is the Son of God
according to the Holy Spirit, that is, according to the divine essence, which the
Holy Spirit has from the Son, and in the Son, and which therefore the Son has
the same as he. For, as Damascenus speaks of the Trinity,
"By PLoTOLTOYOPODVAIDITOGTO GELC, KO BVEKPOL TTOLIAAT AOVEIGT V,AGVYYL TOCEXOVGOUTN VEVAAIN
ougrepro pnow’. "The persons cannot be separated, nor depart from one another,
since, though unconfusedly, they mutually permeate each other." As if they
mutually enter into one another by way of a circuit, and contain each other. For
that is the force of the word 'mepywpn’cewc. Nor does it seem that it should be
passed over, that among the arguments by which Christ the God-man
(0ea'vOpomog) is proven to be true God, almost the most effective is that which is
drawn from the relation between Christ and the Holy Spirit, which far exceeds
the condition of any creature.

For hence that man is said to be anointed with the Holy Spirit above all his
companions, because he is the same God, Ps. 45:8. The Spirit of God in the form
of a dove sat upon him, because he is the same beloved son of God, Matt. 3.
Hence Christ says, "The Father will send him in my name." John 14:26. "I will
send him from the Father." John 15:26 & 16:7. "He will testify of me." John 15:26.
"He will glorify me." John 16:14. "For he will take from what is mine." Ibid. "For all
that the Father has is mine; therefore I said that he will take from what is mine."
Ibid. v. 15. All of which are such that they cannot belong to a creature, since the
Holy Spirit cannot depend on it in that way.

It follows in the same place, 'é¢avacta’ cewgvexpdv. Which the Syriac and Arabic
have rightly interpreted not of the resurrection of other dead, but of Christ
himself from the dead. See the notes of Beza, especially of Erasmus, which are
most learned here. To which we add that 'avo’ctocwvvekpdv' and 't vékvekpdv' are
commonly used in exactly the same sense. Compare I Cor. 15:12, 13, etc. with
Luke 20:35 and Acts 4:2. And so according to that phrase, 'avo’ ctacwvexpdv', that is
'm vékvekp®v, can also be attributed to one man. Hence it is that in Acts 17:32 it is
said of the Athenians, 'dxov cavtecde ™ véva ctacwvekpdv, although Paul in verse 31
had spoken only of the resurrection of Christ. Thus Paul in Phil. 3:11 desires to
'karavtaveigava otacvvekpdv. Not indeed in the sense that he might attain to the
resurrection of other dead, but that he himself might one day rise blessedly
from the dead. But even if the resurrection of other dead were understood here,
from that too the divinity of Christ is most validly proven, because it depends



on his power. For hence Christ in John 5:21 proves himself equal to the Father,
because just as the Father raises the dead and gives them life, so also the Son
gives life to whom he will.

VERSE 5.

'AU00EM0 Bolevya pvkor GoGTOAN VEIGOTTAKON VIl 6TEMCEVRAGITOIGEOVESY, UTe pToddvo aTtogodT
od. The  Syriac rendered it as if one were to read,
'8 00éha Bolevyo, prvkar dmocsToln véviottoigivestv,ichmakon vl 61emgTodovo Patogotod .

And he took 'sicomaxon'vmiotenc for 'sicto vmaxov swrijm’oter. But it is far better to
keep the order of the words, and to translate everything literally, so that the
Apostle's meaning is, that he received the grace of apostleship, to bring about
faith in all nations, which is pure obedience. And that this grace was not given to
him for his own name, or that of any other creature, but for the name of Christ
alone, so that he would preach neither himself, nor others, but Christ. But why is
obedience attributed to faith? Not only because by faith we obey all the precepts
of God, but because faith itself consists in obedience. For faith does not rest on
reasons, but on the truthfulness, authority, and command of God who speaks.
Why do I believe that there are three persons in God, that Christ is the God-man
(0c0 vOpomov), that his death is an expiation for sins? Because God, who cannot lie
and is the Lord of all, testifies these things about himself and his Son, and
commands us to believe. To subject our mind and reason to God here, is to obey.

VERSE 6. "Evoicéotexar vjeig,kintot IncodXpiotod. The Syriac, ‘ooz <oad) A4L3
LT doxia Liin. oad). Lessius Tremellius: "Among whom you also were called
in Jesus Christ." Translate, "among whom you also are, called in Jesus Christ." The
first '\oa4)' is a pronoun equivalent to "are": the second, a substantive verb, to
which a distinction is subjoined, just as in the Greek. Furthermore,
'Kintot InoodXpiotod, the Syriac translates, "called in Jesus Christ." Beza better, "by
Jesus Christ." I praise the Vulgate, however, which has literally, "called of Jesus
Christ." 'mynmwrxipn. For that construction has a remarkable emphasis. Just as
when in Mark 13:27 Christ is said to be about to gather 'tov'cékhiextov cavtod), 1
would not translate "the elect by him," but "his elect," i.e., those whom he has for
his own by election. So also here, not only is the grace of Christ, by which he
called them, designated, but also the dominion of Christ, by which he
henceforth has them as his own by the power of his call. As in Isa. 48:12
oy "Israel, my called,” that is, you who are not only called by me, but so
called that you are mine. And this title, this right and dominion over the Church,
the God of Israel alone claims for himself. From which it must be concluded
that Christ is true God by this very name, because the faithful are called his
called.

VERSE 9. 'Glatpev’ wévignven patt pov. The Greek manuscripts do not vary here,
nor does the Vulgate from them. The Syriac simply woaa' "in spirit," or "by the
Spirit." Since this can be referred to the Holy Spirit, the Arabic has translated



‘s Auly’ "by the help of the Spirit." Nor do the Greek words reject this sense,
provided you do not translate with the learned Beza, "whom I serve with my
Spirit," neglecting the preposition 'év'; but with the Vulgate, "in my Spirit." Then
you take "in" for "by," and "my Spirit" for "the Spirit given to me," as is frequent
with the Hebrews. So that the sense is, "whom I serve by the Spirit given to me."
But it is simpler to understand this of Paul's sincerity and integrity, by which he
testifies that he serves Christ with his mind and soul without hypocrisy.

It follows, '©gadiodel TTOGHVEL aVOBVIOI0D oL Then V. 10.
Tla vroteém tdvrpoceuy®dviovdeo Pevog. The Syriac and Arabic, with some Greek
manuscripts, begin v. 10 with 'sco’pevog, and connect the rest with v. 9, where
they read both 'adwerer ntoc’ and 'mo ' vrote'.

VERSE 10. 'Einocidnrote”. The Syriac Lazn). Tremellius: "If at length." Translate, "if
from now," or "from this time." Thus I translate the Greek literally, "if by some
means now at some time." For which the Vulgate, Erasmus, and Beza have, "if by
some means at length at some time."

VERSE 12. 'Svpmapoxindijvoiévopiv. Beza, following Bucer, refers this to mutual
exhortation. The Vulgate, Erasmus, the Syriac, and the Arabic to consolation. To
which I agree, because faith is mentioned in this verse, whose chief effect is
consolation, and to that properly pertains the 'yo piopanvevpotico’v, which he
desired to impart to them in the preceding verse, 'sicto ompydfjvaraitovc.

VERSE 13. 'Ob0e Mwde vpacayvoeiv. The Syriac and Arabic also read '6e' o, not
'oiplot. See Beza.

VERSE 15. 'Oftoto kot épe npo’dvpov. The learned Beza has skillfully observed that
this can be taken simply for 'obtocéym npo’dvpo’ceipt. The Syriac and Arabic have
taken it so; the former, "And so I am eager." The latter, "therefore I strive and try."

VERSE 16. 'Ovya pérnaicyv vopoiro edayye AoviodXpiotod. The Syriac Scholiast says
this was said by the Apostle 'L.a.ojl3azNao(aaNooa))ldwag "since many
reproached him for adhering to a crucified man." Furthermore, just as neither
the Vulgate nor the Syriac, so neither does the Arabic read 'to9Xpiotod.

VERSE 17. "From faith to faith," that is, says the Syriac Scholiast, 'L a .\ oo ooz
"from the old to the new." It is better, "from a lesser to a greater," that is, from a
faith which daily increases. As the learned Beza rightly has it here.

VERSE 18. "T@vn véin Oswovévadikt gxateyo viov. Beza, "as those who unjustly hold
back the truth." I would prefer to translate literally with the Vulgate, "who hold
the truth in unrighteousness." For the meaning does not seem to be that they
unjustly and unlawfully suppress the known truth, but that while they join
unrighteousness with the truth, they suppress the latter by the former. And this
is what the Arab intended when he translated paraphrastically



'YL S5 sl b =il "who know the truth, and commit injustice.”" That is, who,
having known the truth, are nevertheless most wicked, and so they indeed hold
the truth, but mixed with unrighteousness. It does not seem that he took
'wate'ysv' for "to hold back," i.e., "to suppress,’ but simply for "to hold," or "to
contain,’ or "to possess." As also the Syriac, who translates '\.a..)2' "they have,
hold, possess." In which sense 'kate'yewv' is used in I Cor. 7:30 and 2 Cor. 6:10. Nor
do I deny that it has a correct sense in this place. But it seems, however, that
something greater and more effective is said here. Namely, that they "hold the
truth in unrighteousness," that is, they guard it, they hold it firmly, so that it
cannot be separated from it. In the same sense that the pious "hold
'70'vho yovtodbeod' in a good and honest heart," Luke 8:15. Or they hold it captive in
unrighteousness, so that it is not its own master, but is bound to acknowledge the
dominion of sin. In the same sense that someone is said 'katexgsOovoon patt’ "to
be held by a disease," John 5:4. And as before redemption we were said
'kate yeobaévvo po' "to be held in the law,"” Rom. 7:6, because 'éxvpt’gvetodévOpw mov'
"it had dominion over the man." v. 1. Or finally, "in unrighteousness," that is, "by
unrighteousness" to retain, delay, impede, so that the truth cannot exert its force.
In which way in 2 Thess. 2:6, 7, the Roman empire is said
'kate yovto vio vificdmolel ac, "to restrain the son of perdition,’ so that the mystery
of iniquity would not immediately break forth into the open. Unrighteousness is
indeed most opposed to truth, and destroys it, as darkness does light. Whence
Ali rightly and most elegantly said ‘cleysihi)alidl’ "the darkness of
unrighteousness extinguishes the light of faith."

VERSE 19. 'Aw’tit0 yvooto vioddsodpavepo véstvévantoic. Just as in Rom. 2:4,
'10'ypnoto viodbeod' is  Mypnoto’'mg, so here the Syriac and Arabic took
10" yvooto viodheod' for Myvdcicrodfeod, the knowledge of God, taken passively, that
is, by which God is known by men. This knowledge is manifest in them, that is,
\omoaaN ot agian A mat TN an )N an)oy 'for men have it by nature, that
from creatures they know their creator," says the Syriac Scholiast.

VERSE 20. 'Ta'yo péo’pataodtodono’ kTt cemgro 6llov,toicmom Pacvoov Pevakadopdtor.
Here the Syriac is most worthy of careful consideration. It has it thus:
'‘Ngomamaznaas 1aa)a\aneaa dacAloN Ly aeawsg. (Bod. in Paris.) "For the
hidden things of God from the foundations of the world, are seen in his
creatures through the intellect." Badly, "in his creatures." Worse in the Royal
Bibles, "from his creation." Translate, "are seen by his creatures,’ in the Dative
case. Or "from his creatures." For the Syrians often use the Dative for the
Ablative with the preposition '\#. See Mat. 14:8. Luke 23:41. 1 Tim. 4:4. John 13:2.
Such also is that in Matthew 5, 'éppe Ontoicapyar’oic, "it was said to the ancients,’ for
"by the ancients." So here the Syriac thought "toicrom pocikadopiror’ to be, "are seen
by creatures,” that is, by creatures endowed with reason. Just as very frequently
among the Hebrews 72’ "creature" signifies man absolutely. And '«\'oig’ in Mark
16:15. But especially to be noted is the distinction in the Syriac, by which he does
not construe 'érno’kti cewgko’chov, as many do, with the following 'kafopdrar, as if



the meaning were, "The invisible things of God have been made visible in
creatures ever since the creation of the world," but with the preceding '¢o’pata’. So
that the sense is, "Although God is invisible, and all his things are invisible,
namely his eternal power and divinity, and have not been seen by any eyes since
the creation of the world, nor could they be seen, yet men have no reason to
complain that the knowledge of God has not been revealed to them." For
although those things of God are '¢o’pata), yet they are 'voov peva, and are seen by
rational creatures through the intellect. The same sense remains, even if by
'toignom pact’ you understand not men, but other created things. Namely, "that
the things of God which have been, and are, and will be always invisible since the
creation of the world, are seen, being understood through the things that are
made." The Arab in almost the same way as the Syriac:
ol g SallAE A leilallallululea shieglll )l 5. "And the secrets of God since the laying of
the foundations of the world, indeed appear to his creatures through thought
and understanding.’

VERSE 21. 'Ovyache0'védo Eacav'. The Arab 'dsslsls' "as was fitting for him, as was
becoming to him."

VERSE 23. 'KafiAha&ovn ' vio Eavtoddeba provdeodévopoln tatieiko vogpdaptodavipm mov..
The phrase is taken from Ps. 106:20. wn>12n20m3s-nx»' "And they changed their
glory into the likeness of a calf" The LXX have it thus, except that for 'ovtv'
"their,’ they said 'odtod' ‘“his,' as if they had read "m>. Furthermore,
'évololm Partieiko vocdvOpm mov' Beza translates, "into the fashioned image of a man."
I prefer the Arab, who said 'cl¥hsaei’ "the likeness of the form of a man." For
'ticko’v' denotes not only the image or effigy of the form of a thing, which here is
indicated by '6potewpa, and it would be a tautology if 'sikw'v' here meant the same
thing, but also the form itself, the figure, and as it were, the face of the thing.
Hesychius: 'Eike 'v,yopaxt p,8yig, "effigy, face." And so 'siko'v' is taken when man is
said to be created 'kat’sixovabeod' "according to the image of God." For it is not
understood to be a certain image expressed from God, according to which man
was created. For so it would be the image of an image expressed from God. But
that very thing which is in God, which comes under the name of form or species
anthropopathically. Because just as a painter cannot express the very essence of
a man, but only his external form or appearance, so a certain form and
appearance, as it were, is attributed to God, to which as to an archetype
(‘apye’Tomov’) man, the copy (‘Zxromov'), was formed. So here 'siko'vavOpo nov' is the
archetype, but the copy is 'to’6potopa’ or the idol, representing the appearance
of a man.

But it is useful to examine what is meant by
"HAhocavdo Eavbeodivolom Patieiko vogavOpo tov. It is a certain change, by which a
thing becomes other than it was. In this sense, in the resurrection
'ma viegdAaynoo Peba, I Cor. 15:51. Paul wishes 'dAro’ Eortn voovn vadtod, Gal. 4:20. The
heavens 'dé\oyn covrar, Heb. 1:12. This cannot be attributed to the incorruptible



God, whose glory cannot become other. Nor to the truth, about which Paul says
below in v. 25, e Maéavin viin Osiaviodbeodévipyen der. For the truth of God
cannot become other than it is. There is also another kind of change, which
consists in exchange, by which one thing is exchanged for another. The Arab
took this passage in this way, when he rendered
"l ) gagadailuse Sl ol il ' "they exchanged in (that is, for) the glory of
God, whom corruption does not touch, the likeness of the form of corruptible
man." That is, just as money is exchanged for merchandise, so that money is
received in place of merchandise, so they exchanged the effigy of man for the
glory of God, so that this is received in its place. And observe, the verb 'Jai.,
which means to exchange one thing for another, is constructed with "Beth" for
the thing which is lost in the exchange, and with the Accusative for the thing
which is acquired by the exchange. The Arabs observe the same construction
when they express this exchange with the verb "to buy." Such are the examples in
the Quran, Surah Baqgarah, 'se latiay jlabngdldblall 5 il "who bought error with the
right way (properly, in the right way) but their trade was not profitable." He taxes
the infidels, who instituted an exchange between the right doctrine of truth and
errors, leaving the former to seize the latter. Ibidem, "uliicisllUls 253" "do not buy
with my verses (properly, in my verses) a cheap price," that is, do not exchange
these my Quranic verses, which offer you eternal life, for the most vile things of
this world, so that you lose them for the sake of these.

On the other hand, when they allude to this exchange with the verb "to sell," the
verb is constructed with "Beth" for the thing which is acquired by the exchange,
and with the Accusative for the thing which is lost. Such is the case in the
sentences of Ali under the letter ‘=% x| "sell the world for the future
life, (properly, in the future life) you will make a profit." The sense is, exchange
the world for the future life. And the Hebrew verbs »1' and '9°>n7', denoting such
an exchange, have this same construction. As in Lev. 27:10,
R N DINT I TAT22TA T2 R MTOR 1AW ink R Y. Which  literally in
Hellenistic Greek sounds like,
'o0kGA0 Eg1o0T0” Ko 00 eTarlo. Eg1a)To” ,Kaho VEVITOVN p®,008e Tovnpo vEVKAAG.8a vEE AL GO

ovirha EnktiivocdvkTn ‘verEotatodto kot 1o  dilaypaavtodéyov. The same construction is
in Ps. 106:20. 'wmnan7ias-nsrnp’ the sense is, "they exchanged their most
glorious God for the image of an ox." So Jer. 2:11. "»ypxi>21m29er2y’ "my people
have exchanged their glory for something useless." You see the thing that is lost
in the exchange is in the Accusative, that which is acquired is constructed with
"in". The Apostle has imitated this same construction, and in the same sense,
here: H\oéav v §6Eav, &c. év opowwpart. And the sense here is indeed most
manifest in V. 25, where it is explained how
"Hetn Moagavn voan Oeiavtodfeodévidyen Set. Namely, because
'éoeBa’ cOncaviar dha tpevcavtijktt cemopa to vkt 'covta.  The sense is, that they
exchanged the truth of God for a lie, inasmuch as they exchanged God for
creatures, worshipping these rather than him. In which worship it is most usual
for Scripture to call images of creatures Nx,%23,77%' or nothing, vanity, a lie.



Therefore I do not take 'év' in these expressions for 'cic, but for the Hebrew '’
"with," nor would I wish to translate ‘pemMoéav' in v. 25 with the learned Beza as
"transmuted,’ but rather with the Vulgate as "exchanged." The Syriac also in both
verses used a verb which properly means "to exchange,” by substituting one
thing for another. Whence, for the pronoun "loco’, which is in place of the noun,
he constructed it not with "lamed", that is 'cic, but as the Arabs and Hebrews with
"Beth", that is 'év.

VERSE 24. 'Tope Sokevanton codeo cdvidictmOut ongtdvkapdidvadtdy, instead of
'gigra’ cémBot g’ Just as 'sigra’ Ondmipt’ag, v. 26, and 'sigvodvédo kipov, v. 28. For among
the Septuagint interpreters 'mopadido’var' is construed indifferently with 'sic’ and
'¢v. 'Tape dokeveicysipog, and 'évyepor’, is found throughout the whole book of
Judges. In Hebrew it is on' constructed with '3 see Jud. 2:14. etc. It is the same as
in Ps. 81:13, where God says, ‘'oppixyinanyosmrwannyey), literally,
"o éome oTEaaDTOL GEVTiimovnpt aTiickapdt oo Tdv, ivamopev covtaévraicBoviaicavtdv. The
Syriac Scholiast explains that 'Tape dwKey' thus:
'\001"_._'|J_JA_\..._-|_._:"_.)_-|\_.\_m"_dc.\(.\p)A_nmo";m.A.u:uc;).c,Apc,_.)..\o\)_u_-l_'\:'. "He forsook them,
like a king who forsakes his disobedient servants into the hand of their enemies."
Rather, "he handed them over, like a king who hands over rebellious servants to
prison and chains."

VERSE 25. Tlapa'to'vkt'cavta'. The Syriac 'Lasa prnen’ "'more than the creator.” The
Arabic '@l j<I' "more than, above the creator." As also Erasmus translated well.
For although idolaters may wish to clear themselves, by saying that they worship
not only creatures, but also the creator, indeed the creator through creatures,
they are inexcusable (‘évamoio’ynrot’), because they worship creatures above the
Creator. For this is to strip the Creator of all his Majesty, when he is held to be
beneath creatures.

VERSE 26. 'Eigna’tndupi’ag. The Syriac 'Lavgalz.\' Tremellius: "into passions of
dishonor." 'Lx..' signifies not "lusts," but "pains, passions, disturbances, affections.”
. "to suffer, to be affected." It follows, "For even their women exchanged the
natural use for that which is against nature" The Syriac
L OT) 005N 272770 Ol G AL enTmodNne00 nx 3o, "And their women also
changed the use of their nature, and used that which is not natural." Where we
note in passing, that ‘awexz' is the Peil conjugation, Aphel, from the verb '.g,
which is quiescent in the middle, in Hebrew "to be fitted, to be prepared." Hence
the noun )5 "nature,’ innate fitness for each thing. Hence in the preterite
Aphel 'gx. Benoni ‘g7’ Peil "7 "natured, fitted, endowed with fitness." He
means, therefore, that they used such things as were not, so to speak, "natured"
for that use, that is, fitted by their nature.

rn

VERSE 27. "And the recompense etc." The Vulgate, "And the reward." Erasmus,
"and the prize" Beza, "and the compensation." I would prefer, "and the
reciprocal,’ or, "and the reciprocal compensation,” which Augustine, as Erasmus



quotes, explaining this passage, called, if I am not mistaken, a "mutual reward,’
that is, a "talion," by which not just any compensation is returned, but the very
same thing as the sin. What the Hebrews call 'nmmmisnm. The sense is: They
changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness of corruptible
things, and thus truly defiled the glory of God. God punished them with a
precisely similar penalty, when he so handed them over to themselves, that
women changing the natural use of men, and men the natural use of women
into that which is against nature, they defiled their own bodies in themselves.
Most inept therefore are the patrons of God's Holiness, and truly injurious to His
Justice, who deny that God punishes sins with sins. Nothing is more usual for
God than to compensate disobedience with disobedience in turn. To which
pertains the saying of Ben Asai in Pirke Aboth ch. 4.
YT A AT NN AV AN NI AT AV AAM I NANATR MY
"Hasten to a light precept as to a grave one, and flee from transgression. For
precept draws precept, and transgression draws transgression. Because the
reward of a precept is a precept, and of a transgression, a transgression."

VERSE 28. "And as they did not think it worthwhile to have God in their
knowledge." The Vulgate and Erasmus, "And as they did not approve." Beza, "it
seemed good to them." The Syriac and Arabic, "they judged in themselves." Then
they translate, "to know God." Erasmus, "to acknowledge." As if they are blamed
because they indeed knew God, as was said before, but having known him, they
did not acknowledge him. Beza, "to retain in knowledge." I praise the Vulgate,
which rendered literally, "to have in knowledge." Where "in" for me is "through.’
"To have" is "to possess." "They approved" is "they approved, they judged it
excellent and worthy." Many indeed know God, who yet do not have or possess
him through knowledge. And they so disapprove of that possession, that it does
not seem worthwhile to them to devote themselves to it. They know God, but
they value him so little that to have him is not approved by them, since they
prefer to have idols and other creatures in his place. "Entyvooic' is 'yvéoig, as in
Col. 1:9, I Tim. 2:4, 2 Tim. 2:25, & 3:7, and often elsewhere. And 'éntywve okewv' for
ywo'okew' in Mark 5:30, Acts 27:39, and elsewhere. Nor does the emphasis of the
pronunciation fall on '¢vémyve cet, but on the verb 'gew'

It follows, "God gave them over to a debased mind." Beza, "to a mind devoid of
all judgment." The Syriac seems to have meant the same thing, when he
translated 'Lo.ae)\an\' "to an empty mind," that is, void of all sincere judgment,
or "to a vain mind,’ ‘sicvodvpa'roaov. Just as above in v. 21, for
'¢Notoe Onoavévioigdiaroyiopoicadtdy' he said, '\omaazwmioniawm). I do not see why
we should not translate with the Vulgate and Erasmus, "to a reprobate mind." For
by that is not meant a mind placed by an eternal decree of reprobation beyond
the hope of grace and conversion, in which sense the reprobate are opposed to
the elect, but one which is like reprobate or debased money, which, having no
value in itself, is useless for the purpose of trade and for acquiring merchandise
for oneself. Thus a reprobate mind is one which has nothing excellent, nothing



worthy of God, nothing of value for piety, nothing for which it might be
approved by God. And so it is disapproved by God, just as God was disapproved
by them, when 'odxédoxt pasavadto vEyewévényvo cet, that is, they did not consider
him of such value that they would approve the possession of knowing him, and
diligently devote themselves to it. In 2 Tim. 3:8, men are mentioned who are
'katepbaple volro vwodv,3d0 Kiplowmept ™ Vil 6Ty And Tit. 1:16.
TIpo’ gravEpyoviyado vado kipol. That is, 'aypnotot, and therefore 'dmo’fAnror. So here an
‘80 kipogvode’ is @ mind useless for all piety and justice, and therefore to be
rejected.

VERSE 29. 'Kaxonfet'ac. Erasmus, "endowed with evil habits." He followed the
composition of the word. For 'kaxo'c' is "evil," Rfoc' is "custom.” Thus Hesychius
interprets 'woxon'Ong by 'koxo’tponov, and 'kaxondet’ag by 'kaxorpomi’ag. The Vulgate
and Beza, "malignity. Beza cites Aristotle, who defines 'kaxon sy’ as
'10"ém1 10 yeipovimorapiPa vevra vio, "'when we interpret everything for the worse
with a perverse suspicion." Whence he says that old men are generally 'kaxon 0eig),
"suspicious." The Syriac seems to have taken it thus, when he translated
'Laa)laaz.aao' "and with evil thoughts," such as are those of suspicious men. So
also the Arabic.

VERSE 80. "And haters of God." The Syriac LaM\N ). Tremellius: "and hating
God." Bodleian: "and haters of God." The Syriac would say that as Lo\ N\ ) o7’
or 'wlwlan). But what occurs in this place is passive. See Matthew 10:22 and
24:9; Mark 13:13; Luke 21:17; Titus 1:16. Therefore, it should be translated, "and
hated by God." Thus the Arabic 'dlisaswas s’ "and they are hated by God." Erasmus
and Beza translate '0coctuyeic’ as "haters of God." The Vulgate better, "hateful to
God." Hesychius: '0soctuyn’cpicov pevogomo 0eod. Glossary: '6sostoyn’c’ "hated by
God." Just as 'Bpotostoyn’c’ is "hated by men" in Aeschylus. Neither the Greek
manuscripts, nor the Vulgate, nor the Syriac or Arabic read '0sopiieic.

It follows, "inventors of evil things." For since the human soul is sagacious, when
abandoned by God it becomes most sagacious in evil things. I am pleased also to
learn an excellent sentence on this matter from the most impure impostor
Muhammad, which is found in the Surah of Joseph: 's £ G "indeed the
soul is a diligent promoter of evil."" Properly, "busy in evil," as if you would say
"most occupied in evils." But Solomon spoke more effectively in Prov. 16:27.
y1mEbyharx’ "a man of worthlessness digs up evil,' i.e., he strives to find evil in
no other way than miners do gold in mines. H. Stephanus: 'épsvpem’s’ "inventor,
contriver." Hence you would rightly translate 'épegvpeta’croxdv' as "contrivers of evil
things." Suidas rendered it, 'tov ¢ém toigmalmoickoxoicitepakavotopodvragkaka’, "those
who devise new evils in addition to the old ones."

VERSE 31. 'Acuvbe touc. Beza rightly, "covenant-breakers." And Erasmus, "not at all
keepers of pacts." Hesychius translates it, ‘un ¢ppe vovtagraicovvin ‘xoig, "not abiding
by covenants." He adds "un cuviedeipe voug, "not composed." Thus in this place the



Vulgate interpreter, "incompositos" (uncomposed). By which he did not mean
men of a disorderly life (‘éro’xtovg), but expressing 'tov gacuvvde toug verbatim, he
implied those who do not compose themselves with others in making and
keeping pacts. The Syriac '\oa\)z.m)\a' "for whom there is no covenant." A little
more fully the Arabic 'aslis¥sxe¥s' "and for whom there is neither covenant nor
fulfillment," that is, who neither enter into covenants, nor keep those they have
entered.

It follows, 'éomo’vdovg. Vulgate, "without treaty." Erasmus, "ignorant of treaty.’
Beza, "implacable." The Syriac and Arabic, "for whom there is no peace.
Hesychius: "Acmovdor,dyprot,éxfpot kar i  fvnpovey oviecpii achdiade cemg.ddia ALoKTot.
"Fierce, enemies, and not remembering friendship or covenant. Irreconcilable.
'Acnovdsiv,odkeipnvonotelv, "he does not pursue peace.”

VERSE 32. 'Awatoparodfeod. Vulgate and Erasmus, "the justice of God." As
‘Sucar’opavo pov' is "the justice of the law," Rom. 8:4. Beza, "the right of God." The
Syriac and Arabic, "the judgment of God," which indeed he is wont to exercise on
the impious, as in Rev. 15:4, 'ta koo Pota covdpavepm ncav' "your judgments have
been made manifest." Furthermore, you have the variant readings of this place
in the notes of the esteemed Beza. The Arab also translated the end of the verse
in a new way, for the whole verse in his version is thus: "Who know the
judgment of God, and that death is due to those who do these shameful things:
and they are not content to do them only, but they also take up company with
those who agree with them in them."



CHAPTER IIL

VERSE 5. "Evijpe’ paopyiic,kat drokatv yemgdikatokpiot agtoddeod. Certain manuscripts
insert the particle 'xar' between 'dmoxeiv yewg and 'Sworoxpiot’og, which neither the
Vulgate, nor the Syriac and Arabic acknowledged. But for 'évémoxoiv ywewg the
Syriac translates as if one were reading 'évamoxaiv yer, which Tremellius and the
Bodleian version incorrectly translated as "and of revelation." Translate "and in
revelation." Thus the Arabic also 'aSs)skls 3 s’ "for the day of wrath and for the
manifestation of judgment.’

VERSE 8. 'Oide égépibet’ag. Syriac '\ollsomasoa o)\, Boderianus: "But to those
who are slanderers." Tremellius better: "But to those who are contentious." We
prefer, however, "but to those who resist," or "are contumacious." For in Titus 2,
verse 9, 'Loan is put for ‘avtie’yoviag. Ferrarius: 'xon' "he oppressed.” Also "he
rebelled, he resisted, he opposed.” 'xin' "rebellion, dissension, resistance."” Among
the Arabs this word is most commonly used in exactly the same sense. As also
the interpreter used it in this place, 'cs=xidills’ "but who are rebellious.” They
have not badly expressed what the Apostle meant by 'oi¢éé¢piet’ac, namely those

who resist God, and as it were litigate and dispute against him.

VERSE 14. "By nature do what the law requires." Could anyone then be saved by
the law of nature? The Apostle intends the contrary, whose purpose is to prove
that all, both Jews and Greeks, are under sin, below chapter 3, verse 9. For by the
very fact that they did certain things that were of the law, they condemned
themselves, since they did other things against the law. Nor is it sufficient to do
what is of the law, unless you do the same in the way that befits the law. But the
law is spiritual, while man by himself is carnal, Rom. 7:14. Therefore the
Gentiles, when they did what was of the law, did it carnally, not spiritually. And
so they were not truly pleasing to God who is Spirit, and from whom the law has
its spiritual character, when they did carnally what was of the law.

VERSE 15. "Their conscience also bearing witness." Namely, together with the
law, which he said was inscribed on their hearts. The Law, representing God, acts
as the supreme judge, and gives testimony to man of obedience or disobedience,
and therefore of life or death. To this, conscience is subordinated as a lower
judge, which, obeying the law, attests together with it. It follows, "and their
conflicting thoughts accuse or even excuse them." Beza, "and their thoughts
mutually accusing or even excusing themselves." He referred 'petoév diinAov' to
tdvioyiopdv. The Arab, however, referred it to the Gentiles themselves, inasmuch
as among them some lived according to the law, others against it. As if you were
to translate, "and among themselves their thoughts mutually accusing or even
excusing." For he translated, 'casdulasisisgasalsion lesd' "when their thoughts
accused some and excused others." But if anyone wishes to refer these words to
oyispov’c, I would prefer to render it literally with the Vulgate and Erasmus
"among themselves." For the meaning does not seem to be that the thoughts



accused or excused one another, that is, one another, but that they accused or
excused him in whom they were found among themselves, and as it were,
alternately and in turns. Namely, just as one and the same person now acted
well, now badly, and the works of virtue and vice obtained certain turns among
themselves, similarly the thoughts had turns among themselves, now of
excusing, now of accusing. These thoughts are of the conscience, which,
following the law, moves the thoughts to accuse or excuse according to the law.
In both cases, the function of these thoughts is good. And so they are not
considered insofar as good and bad thoughts act in a man with mutual
accusations and excuses towards each other, but insofar as, serving the
conscience, they conduct themselves towards a man acting well or badly by
excusing or accusing.

VERSE 17. "But if you call yourself a Jew." Concerning ¢, see the notes of the
esteemed Beza and Erasmus. To which I add that the Syriac also read 'eise"’, "but
if" Nor does the construction therefore have a gap. For the syntax is coherent
everywhere, and the sense is completed in verse 21. "If you then, who are called a
Jew etc., do you then who teach another, not teach yourself?" Furthermore, to
the cognomen of Jew, the Syriac Scholiast adds this: N\ 70 .c0a wanaz LXam.)
onioa) Ldos Aa330y AN ALLANZATZA T305.343 013 Apa3 S JI00ka 1T ) i09 \ayaa
L 207 @1 haond AT 055 soLibwo ..0o\g. 'They were called Israelites. But
because at the time of the return (from Babylonia) the tribe of Judah took care to
go up fully at the time of Cyrus with Zerubbabel, they were all called Jews. And
they prided themselves on the name Jew, which means confessor."

It follows, "and you rest in the law." The Syriac Scholiast gives the reason why he
uses the notion of rest. Because the sense is, he says, 'L \232p) von s oo @ N mv ) N2\
"You have the guiding law without labor." That is, you do not need to inquire
about the will of God with great labor. You have the law of God which leads and
directs you easily and quietly. But the sense is rather, "You are secure in the law,"'
as in an excellent possession with a certain prerogative, and as an illustrious
token and pledge of divine love. He does not tire you with sinning, since from
the law you take your rest.

VERS. 18. \Kai doxipéeig 1o Swpépovta. 1 translate, and you approve the controversies.
Beza, those things which differ, namely from the law. I would prefer it to be
understood as those things in which men differ among themselves, where they
disagree, and about which they controvert. For H. Stephanus teaches that \ta
Swpépovto, is often taken this way in Thucydides. As also Budaeus translates
\Awpopov mpdypa as res controversa (a controversial matter). \Awpopov is that on
which writers do not agree. Our Syriac version, Tremellius and Boderianus
render it: you discern useful things; rather, translate it as becoming things, or fitting
things, which ought to be done, \ta §éovta. For the Syriac word designates nothing
else. And in Hesychius, A gopo, \évixovto means it s fitting. He adds, \vnepéyey,
\Bértov éot, it stands out, it excels, it is better. \Awoepoviog, \éfapétac, excellently.



Hence Erasmus: and you approve excellent things. As also the Vulgate at Philippians
1:10 translates potiora (better things). But in this place, it has utilia (useful things).
For \swpépov is sometimes the same as \cvpgépov, to be conductve, to be useful. It also
means to relate, to matter, to pertain. The Glossary has \dwoeéper interest, refert (it
matters, it concerns). Thus they often say, o0de vooidioge pel, it does not concern you
at all, it is nothing to you. \Aweéper ool todto, this is of interest to you. Hence \10
Swpépov, what s of interest, what pertains to some matter, is required for it, and is
necessary for it. Thus Epictetus in the Enchiridion, paragraph 32, after having
taught that those who invite to dinner do not do it for free, but sell the dinner
for a price, since they wish to be praised and honored, adds, \5o¢ odv 10 Sopépov, &l
oot Aotelel, \dcov moreita, give, therefore, what is of interest, or what is required, if it is
useful to you, for which it is sold. So here \ta dweépovia could be the necessary
things, which are of interest and are required for salvation, and pertain to the
glory of God.

VERS. 20. \"Eyovta v Noppocty tiig yvdoemg kai tiig dindeiog év 1@ vopw. The Vulgate
and Erasmus have: having the form of knowledge etc. Correctly. But not in the sense
in which Hypocrites are said to have \pépoocw evcefeiac, a form, i.e., an external
appearance and semblance, of piety, 1 Timothy 3:5. For the construction is,
\[Témowog ceontdv eivar Eovia v Popeocty Tiig yvdoens. And they did not consider that
they had nothing but a shadow and an appearance, even if in reality it was so:
but they gloried in the most solid knowledge of the truth. Therefore, here
\pépewoig tiig dAndeiag is the same as \tonog tiig 1dayfic, Romans 6:17. A Form, that is,
taken both passively, by which they boasted themselves to be informed by the
law, which you could call the formation of knowledge and truth; and actively, by
which they gloried in being able to inform others in turn, which the
distinguished Beza called information. The Syriac and Arabic translator rendered
\maw similitudinem (a likeness), that is, an image which would represent the whole
body and conformation of the truth as if in a picture and likeness, which the
Apostle called \vrotonoc dyiavoviov oyov in 2 Timothy 1:18.

VERS. 25. \Eav 8¢ napaBdamg vopov fic. The Syriac version literally says: you pass by
for yourself from the law, which Tremellius renders: if you recoil from the law. I note
this to observe what it properly means to transgress the law. For ¢rans there does
not mean beyond, as when someone is said to cross a river, that is, to go to its
further bank, which is called \Swpaivewv and \&iépyecbon by the Greeks, but past,
alongside, as one is said to pass a house, who goes past it, and having left it to the
side passes by, which the Greeks properly call \nopoBaivev, and \napépyecOar. A
\IMapaBatng of the law, therefore, is one who, knowing the law set for him, does
not approach it, but passes it by, and passing it as if left to the side, departs from
1t.

VERS. 26. \Eig neprropnv loywoOioeton. In Chrysostom, one reads \mepurpamicerar.
Then in the Commentary, he says it reads \petarpomoetar. Finally, he adds, \ovx
gine AoyioOnoetar, GG Tpamioetal, & ot éleatikdtepov. This is truly strange, since the



Greek manuscripts, along with the Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabic, consistently read
\LoyioOfoetat.

VERS. 27. \Kai kpwel 1 éx ovoewng dxpofuotia tov vopov tedodoa etc. The Syriac, and
from it the Arabic translator, rendered these things improperly, as if it had been
read, \xai kpwel dxpoPuotia, 1 &k pvoeng oV vopov tehodoa. They seem to have thought
that the same people are described here as were mentioned above in verse 14, of
whom it was said that \gvcet 10 100 vopov mpéocovst. But these passages are very
different. For that the Gentiles by nature do what is of the law can happen by the
force of the law of nature; but that they should so fulfill the law from nature that
their foreskin is reckoned to them for Circumcision, this far surpasses the
powers of nature and its law. For it includes the circumcision of the heart, which
is the very promise of the covenant of grace, Deuteronomy 30:6. But that some
wish to imply by \tov vépov tedodoa a perfect performance, absolute in all its parts,
is frivolous. For in Syriac, which was the vernacular for the Apostles at that time,
\vopov mpaccev and \tedgiv are the same. This can be clear even from verse 25,
where for \éav vopov npacone, the Syriac has the same word that it used here for
\tedeiv. And in chapter 5:3, for \OAiyic vmopoviyv katepydletan, affliction works patience,
the Syriac has, it works in us. Such is that of James 2, verse 8. \Ei pévrot vopov
teeite Basiuov. If therefore you fulfill the royal law, that is, in such a way that you do
not violate by partiality the charity commanded by the law. The Apostle James
did not even dream of full perfection, who in chapter 3:1 says that we all stumble
in many things. I add that of Galatians 5:16. Walk by the Spirit, and you will not
Julfill (\un weléonre) the desire of the flesh. So also here, And that which is by nature the
foreskin, fulfilling the law, will condemn. It follows, \tov S ypappoatog koi nepirtopfig
nopapatny vopov. How indeed was the Jew a transgressor of the law through the
letter and Circumcision? It is correct what the distinguished Beza says, that the
Apostle implies that the Jews are not only not justified by external circumcision,
when they were transgressors of the law, but also that they are made more guilty
by that very circumcision, which they profaned. Just as the baptized, who pollute
themselves more each day, are made more subject to the wrath of God by the
very fact that they are baptized. We add that the hypocrites of the Jews, against
whom the Apostle here argues, became more secure and bolder in sinning from
the law itself, written by the divine fingers, and from Circumcision. For since the
written law of God, and that famous sign of the covenant, Circumcision, were
two most excellent testimonies of divine love, and the most illustrious privileges
of the Jewish people, they thought they always had a reason to rest in the law,
and to glory in God, the author of the law and of Circumcision, as the Apostle
said above in v. 17, even if they indulged their sins more freely. And thus they
truly became transgressors of the law through the letter of the law and
Circumcision. What sanctity and glory, then, did those things bring, which they
themselves even abused for sinning? And the Arabic translator seems to have
seen this, when for \&w ypappatog koi neprropiic, he said from your writing and your
circumcision, as if to say, from the very fact that you have the written law, and that
you are circumcised, you take the opportunity to transgress the law.



VERS. 28. \Ov yap 6 év 1® ¢avepd, Tovdoids éotv. Syriac version: \L. AN g3 (72 1.8 Joa )X
L300, oo oa. Tremellius: For not he who in the manifest is a Jew, with an
incomplete sense, because he punctuated badly, and contrary to the usage of the
language, where \12 is never used for a substantive verb, but for a demonstrative
pronoun. But \xi1 which follows after \1» functions as a substantive verb. So it
should be punctuated thus: \LA\ g3 «p2.8. oo )X For not he who is in the manifest,
supply, s, is a Jew.

VERS. 29. \O0 6 #mawog &c. The Syriac and Arabic versions refer this to
circumcision, which the gender does not permit. Beza supplies \'Tovdaiov, of which
Jew. Let it be considered whether it cannot be referred to the preceding \év
nvedbpot, concerning which he had said that true circumcision is of the heart, in
spirit, not in letter: of which, supply spirit, the praise is from God, not from men.
For although the letter of circumcision itself is also from God's institution, yet
insofar as it is performed by the hands of men, separated from the Spirit, it has
praise from men, and therefore is called, \év capxi yeiponointog, Ephesians 2:11. But
whatever of the Spirit is in the internal circumcision of the heart, all of that,
because it is \dyeponointoc, has praise from God. Or it can also be taken
substantively in the neuter gender, so that it refers both to the true Jew and to
the true Circumcision, that is, to the whole matter that was dealt with in this
verse, and be translated, Of which thing the praise is from God. But I would prefer to
refer it to the Spirit. Unless perhaps \od is better translated as where. Just as in
Romans 5:20. Which in this place is not displeasing.

CHAPTER III.

VERS. 2. VEmotetOnoav 1o A6y tod 6g0d. The construction is ambiguous, because \ta
Moy can be both nominative and accusative case. In the first way, the
construction is like 1 Timothy 3:16. \émote00n év k6cpw, he was believed in the world,
namely Christ. And 1 Thessalonians 1:10. \émictev0n 10 Paptopov Y&V é9° VUdC, the
faith of our testimony towards you was established. So in this place, the faith of the
words of God was established, namely through circumcision, as a seal of the
covenant. Which certainly is a great \ooeéiewo tiig neprropiic. And a great \nepisoév. In
the second way, the construction is like Galatians 2:7. \nenictevplon 10 Edoyyéhov tiig
dxcpoPuotiag, kabbhg kai Métpog tiig meprrodc, I have been entrusted with the Gospel (that is,
the Gospel has been entrusted to me) of the uncircumcision, as also Peter of the
circumcision. Similarly in this place the Vulgate, because the oracles of God were
committed to them. Likewise Erasmus and Beza. The Syriac has j»’ns. Tremellius,
choosing the former way, translates, the words of God were made faithful, that is, so
confirmed that faith was placed in them, or ought to have been placed. In which
way \émoted0n is used in the cited places 1 Timothy 3:16 and 1 Thessalonians 1:10.
But that sense has no place in the Syriac, because \xn2 is singular feminine. See
Acts 2, verse 4, and 7:38, and 17, v. 20. Therefore it should have been said \nanx.
Tremellius deceived the distinguished Beza, who says the Syriac translator did
not understand the phrase. He understood it perfectly: for it should be



translated the oracles of God were entrusted to them. In which way \m»any is also used
in the said place Galatians 2, v. 7, and 1 Timothy 1:11, Titus 1:3. In the Arabic,
there is no ambiguity, which, choosing the first way, translates first, this is the
verification of the word of God. The sense is that the privilege of circumcision, and
therefore of the Jewish nation, is great, and this indeed is the chief one, that
through it the truth and faith of the promises of God were asserted. Which
opinion seems to agree very well with what follows. For the Apostle rightly
infers from it that, even if some were unfaithful, their unbelief could not
abrogate the faith of God. Because it was not due to the oracles of God that they
were not received by faith, since their faith was confirmed by circumcision
among them.

VERS. 3. \Ei yap nniomodv tveg; Beza, if some were unfaithful? 1 would prefer, with
the Vulgate, Erasmus, Syriac, and Arabic, if some were unbelieving? or if they did not
believe. And \fy dmotia avtdv their unbelief, rather than unfaithfulness. For 1 think
they are accused because they did not have faith in the oracles of God,
confirmed and established by Circumcision. And yet, Circumcision was not
deprived of its usefulness on that account. For the faith of God, i.e., the truth of
His promise, which He had sealed with Circumcision, could not be abolished by
their unbelief. The Apostle said, \ps 1 dniotia adtdv v nictv 10D Ocod Katapyioey;, Will
their unbelief abolish the faith of God? The Vulgate, shall make void. Where the
distinguished Beza notes that Cyprian read has made void. I add, and the Syriac
rendered it with the preterite. But the Arabic with the future. The sense comes
to the same thing. For "will it make void?" is equivalent to "shall we say it has
made void?" for the matter being discussed is not future, but past.

VERS. 4. \pn yévorro. The Syriac, about which we said something at Matthew
16:22. Here, however, something must be added, because it may rightly seem
unusual to many that absit (far be it) is rendered by the preterite, which means he
has spared. But we note that it is most common for Orientals to express their
wishes in the preterite. Hence among the Rabbis \ap1m xmm1 a7 (which they
usually write abbreviated) properly means the merciful God has guarded him and
delivered him, for may He guard and deliver him. It is a euphemism for the living.
So among the Arabs, a euphemism for Muhammad is \ale & 1w may God bless
him. For his first followers, such as Ali, Abu Bakr, and seven others, \agie & =,
may God be pleased with them. For later followers, distinguished men, \&l <, may
God have mercy on them. All of which are preterites. So in the history of Timur or
Tamerlane, chapter 10, \4S_: el Galasal 5l 23l 20l 5 ailia 2Ll a3 &) B3 mmay God, the Best
and Greatest, prolong the days of his life, and aid Islam and the Muslims through the
protection of his prayers, where \al and \x are preterites.

It follows from Psalm 51:6. \6nog év Sucoiwbiig &v toic Aéyoig cov. The question is, how
does \énwg so that cohere with the preceding, Against you only have I sinned, and
done evil in your sight, so that you may be justified. Tremellius and Junius interpose, 1
acknowledge. Because David could not have perpetrated sin so that God might be



justified, but he acknowledges sin for that end. Pagninus includes the preceding
words of the Psalm in Parenthesis, so that what was said in verse 4, cleanse me
from my sin, is construed with so that you may be justified. But there will be no need
for these if we say that \énog here has the force of a command. Budaeus offers
many examples of this. The distinguished Joh. Cloppenburgius also suggested
two others; one from Theocritus, Idyll 1, the other from Euripides' Cyclops,
where Ulysses says to Silenus, \dAL" érnwog avnp &on, but be a man. The synonymous
particle \iva is sometimes used in the same way. As in Mark 5:23. \tvo, é\0av émdfic,
that you coming may lay on, for coming, lay on. The Vulgate, Syriac and Arabic, come,
lay on. and Ephesians 5:33. \1j 8¢ yovy, tva poBfjror tov &vépa. The Vulgate, Syriac, and
Arabic, let the wife fear her husband. Where it will also be useful to note, that it is
very common in the Arabic language, that \Jd and \,, which properly mean and,
when joined with futures, form an Imperative. \J indeed induces an Apocope on
the future, but \& also without an Apocope. As in Surah Baqarah, \Is/&i5 531 1 =iy
O30 &y &k W e &), And complete the number, and magnify God for that He has
directed you, and be grateful. So here, \énwg Swawdiic, Be justified in your words, and
prevail when you judge. 1 confess, however, that among the Septuagint
interpreters, who said not simply \érwg, but \érnwg &v, it should rather be
translated with quo (whereby). In what sense, we will say later.

Furthermore, \10 dwowbfjg corresponds to the Hebrew word \p13, which among
the Arabs means not only to be just, but far more frequently to be true,
veracious. \mp7x true, \p13 truth. And that the same holds in Hebraism is clear from
the Septuagint interpreters, who everywhere say \wawoovwvn for \max truth, and

\&dwcog for \yevdng false. Which we have demonstrated at sufficient length on Luke
16:9. Hence \sixoiog for \aindyg, 1 John 1:9. The same, we believe, occurs here. For
since the Apostle's aim is to prove that God is true, even if all men are liars, he
proves this excellently from this passage of the Psalm, if you translate it, that you
may be acknowledged as true in your words. What then? That truth is understood
here is indicated clearly enough by \év toig Adyoig cov. For truth corresponds to
words rather than justice. Nor do I think that of Matthew 11:19 should be taken
otherwise, \&wmddn 1 copia 4nd 16V tékvev avtig, wisdom was acknowledged as true by
her children, which is to say, i was verified. And here, that you may be verified in your
words.

It is added, \xai vikiong év @ xpivesOai oe. In Hebrew it is, \7pswa natm, which they
translate, and be pure when you judge. But the Septuagint recognized that the verb
\mar among the Hebrews also means what it does among the Syrians, to conquer.
Just as also in this place the Syriac has \n31m and for \772\ nnan, they judge you.
Where he uses \nnzn and for \npan\ pnan. In which meaning this verb is also most
frequently used in the Talmud. Therefore I think the Septuagint interpreters are
to be praised, and one should not depart from their version, which the Apostle
also expressed. \év 1 xpivesOoi ce, the Vulgate, Erasmus, Syriac, and Arabic took
passively, when you are judged. Beza actively, when you judge. Because in Hebrew it
is \7vova. But that gerund, in your judging, can be translated both as, when they



Judge you, that is, when you are judged, and as when you judge. There are many such
cases, which, although of the active conjugation, allow translation with the
prefixes \7 ;2 ,2 in the infinitive. see Genesis 5, verse 25. Exodus 9:16. and
elsewhere. The Prophet's meaning seems to be, on the occasion of his sin, to
compare himself with God in such a way that God is exalted from his own
debasement. I have sinned against you, he says, and have committed what
displeased you, I whom it least befitted, and from whom something else entirely
was to be expected. I am of such a deceitful and inconstant nature, worthy to
succumb and offer no defense, when I am judged by you and by men. Although
this was done very badly by me, it was nevertheless holily governed by your
providence, so that it may be clear that all men, even the most holy, are liars:
you alone are truthful and faithful, and therefore always the victor, in whatever
judgments you are assailed. From which the Apostle rightly collects that, so far
was the faith of God from being overcome by their unbelief, and its own truth
from not consisting in His glorious promises sealed by Circumcision, that on the
contrary, from their unbelief, who are indeed deceitful men, the infallible truth
of God appears more clearly, just as David confesses, after he betrayed the
deceitful and inconstant condition of his nature by his sins, that the praise of
infallible faith and truth belonged all the more to God.

To what end is all this? To make the unbelieving Jews, who wanted to be justified
by works, all the more guilty, and to take away every occasion for boasting: since
indeed it was not God's fault that they did not have excellent matter for boasting:
since He gave them His covenant, from which they are named Jews, and sealed
the promises of that covenant with Circumcision. And this with such constant
faith, that by no unbelief of men could it be brought about that He should not be
found most true in His words. Great, therefore, if you look to God, was the grace,
utility, and prerogative of that covenant and Circumcision among the Jews: and
so much the greater the wickedness of that people, that from such great and
useful gifts of God they profited nothing for salvation. But because from this
some pretext seemed to be offered for their unbelief, since it not only did not
detract from the faith of God, but even made it more illustrious, the Apostle
resolves this in the following words.

VERS. 5. \Ei 8¢ % dducia M@V Oeod Sucorocdvny cvviomnot. That by \adwiav, \yedopa is
understood, and by \dwaocovny, \éAndeiav, the Apostle himself indicates in verse 7.
See again, I pray, what was brought forth by us on this matter at Luke 16:9.
When the Arabic translator saw this, for \adwio fpdv he said \Wwx our lie. And for
\dwcanocvvny Beob, \l# Guas & the justice of God and the truth of his word, the latter of
course explaining the former. \Zvvictnoi,, the Vulgate, Erasmus, and Beza,
commends. The Syriac literally \opn establishes. The Arabic \&i& confirms. In
Hebrew, with the Syriac, it should be translated \o’pn, which the LXX would
render \Bepaoi confirms. For so they translate it in Psalm 119:28. Or \rkvpoi
authorizes, as in Genesis 23:20. Or \niotoi makes firm, worthy of belief, as in 2 Samuel
7:25. Furthermore, concerning this objection, the Syriac scholiast notes: "This is



audacity, (namely to say, our injustice establishes the justice of God.) because if
this, that we treat him with contempt, causes him to win, why does he judge us,
who were the cause of his victory?"

It follows, \kota &vbpwnov Aéyo. The Syriac: Tremellius, as a son of man I speak.
Boderianus, as a man I speak. But indeed, it fully corresponds to the Hebrew \3,
and therefore signifies not only as, like, but also according to. As above in chapter
1, verse 16. \katd 10 Edayyéhév pov, N3 (oA o) ol according to my Gospel.
Therefore the Syriac here too should be translated according to the Greek phrase,
according to man I speak. Which the Syriac Scholiast explains thus: \(o<a o[
«3m)3, according to those who speak this audacity. But in what did that audacity
consist? In the antecedent of the preceding hypothetical syllogism, which the
hypocrites, from a poorly understood doctrine of Paul, subsumed in the minor
premise, whence the impious consequent was necessarily inferred in the
Conclusion. The antecedent was, if our injustice establishes the justice of God. This
could be understood in two ways, a divine way or a human way. Divinely, if we
say that the injustice of men is so governed by divine wisdom, power, and
providence, against their own intention, that God thereby establishes and
commends His justice. In which way David had taken it in Psalm 51, and from
him Paul in the preceding verse. In a human way, if we say that the injustice of
men is the true and genuine cause of commending and establishing the justice
of God. In that sense the hypocrites subsumed the minor premise. From which
the conclusion truly followed, God s unjust, who inflicts wrath. Certainly, when the
Antecedent was understood according to God, namely that our injustice is
directed by God for the establishment of His justice, it by no means follows from
this that God is unjust who inflicts punishments on the unjust. But if it is taken
according to man, the consequent is necessary. The Apostle abhors both in verse
6, namely both that Antecedent, taken according to man, and the consequent
that flowed from it. He gives the reason for his abomination, because otherwise
He would not be the judge of the world. And he proves that consequence in
verse 7. For if the truth of God through my lie abounded to his glory, why am I still also
judged as a sinner? That is, if, as you interpret, my lie is the cause of the
manifested truth of God, and of his increased glory, I confess that I can by no
right be judged as a sinner, and therefore God cannot be the judge of the world. I
do not think, as the distinguished Beza wished, that Paul is speaking there in
another's person, so that to complete the sentence it would be necessary to add
after for if, in parenthesis, someone will say. But that he is speaking from his own
opinion, and from the truth of the matter itself. Namely, if the illustration of
divine truth and glory is the effect of human lying, man can by no right be
punished. And it follows excellently from this what is added in verse 8, that it is
lawful ¢o do evil that good may come. But that this is by no means his meaning, and
that their condemnation is just, who attribute such an antecedent to God, from
which such a consequent follows. For although he had brought forward the
example of David, who is said to have sinned so that God might be justified in
His words, from which it certainly followed that by our injustice the justice of



God is established, and the truth of God through our lie redounds to His glory,
yet his meaning was not that from our injustice and lie it flows that the justice of
God is established, and His truth redounds to His glory, but that God Himself
makes use of our injustice, so that by His best and most powerful wisdom He
may elicit good from that evil. Just as the skill of a physician redounds through
the patient's illness to his own glory. This is not effected by the patient's illness,
but by the physician's experience and learning, which is exercised concerning
that illness.

\T{ u xay®. The Syriac, Arabic, and Beza omit \kdy®. The Vulgate and Erasmus
express it. Nor do we think it is superfluous. For since in v. 9 he is about to
conclude that all are under sin, which is the whole purpose of this discussion, he
also includes himself here, and confesses that he is to be held and judged as a
sinner. Unjustly and undeservedly, however, if his sins have the power of
promoting the glory of God.

VERS. 8. \Kai p (xabbg Bracenpovpedo, kai kadbg oot tTiveg NG Aéyew) 8Tt momompey T
xoxé, &c. Certain copies have this parenthesis, which seems to me to obscure the
sense not a little. For I do not see how \ét1 momowpev rightly coheres with \pn. The
distinguished Beza indeed thinks that \éu here is redundant, as often elsewhere. I
admit it, but after verbs of saying, writing, denouncing, narrating and the like, as
also here after the verb \réyew it is very well and in the usual manner redundant,
if it is construed with it, as narrating what they rashly said about Paul. I would
therefore prefer to follow the copies which omit the parenthesis, of which I have
as many as six of different editions, besides Chrysostom. For thus, if only a
substantive verb is understood after \pn, all things cohere excellently, And why is
it not, as we are slandered, and as some say that we say, let us do evil? etc. The Syriac
took \pn not negatively for not, but interrogatively for num? an? (whether?), just
as in 1 Corinthians 9, v. 8. The sense is suitable, And is it as we are slandered? etc.

VERS. 9. \Tt odv; npogydpedo; The Greek exemplars have this punctuation. Also
Chrysostom and the Vulgate. But the Syriac and Arabic read, \ti odv npogyopeda;
What then do we excel? and what follows, \ov navieg, they did not read.
Furthermore, the Apostle had indeed said in verse 1 that the Jew excels the
Gentile, and circumcision the foreskin: but he had indicated in v. 2 that this only
profits the faithful, who embrace by faith the faith of God, that is, the promise of
His grace, announced in the covenant and sealed by circumcision. But the
unbelievers, such as were those who wished to be justified by works, though they
do not abolish the truth of the divine promise and its excellence, yet they derive
no more utility from it than that, being found liars and unjust, they have made
the truth and glory of God more illustrious. Nor yet could that pretext be taken
from this, as if they were immune from guilt. For although, if that saying is
taken according to man and the depraved judgment of the human mind, it is
true that God would not be the judge of the world, nor could anyone be judged
as a sinner, and it would be lawful to do evil, so that good might come: yet if it is



taken according to God and in a sound sense, both are true: both that the
unbelievers by their unbelief commend the truth of God, and that God is
nevertheless the just judge of the world, and judges all as sinners, and their
condemnation is just who thence derive a license for sinning. Hence this
conclusion is now excellently drawn, that the Jews in themselves excel the
Gentiles in nothing, nor are they less guilty of sin and judgment.

It follows \npontacapeda yap Tovdaiovg te koi "ErAnvog mévrag vo” apaptiav eivar. Erasmus:
we have shown by reasons previously given. The distinguished Beza says he can
hardly believe that the verb ainidopor is found with this meaning. Yet the Syriac
rendered it in almost the same sense with a word for which Tremellius gives, we
have previously pronounced, Boderianus better, we have previously determined. You
may translate it, we have previously concluded, just as the end of a verse concludes
a sentence, or as when accounts are settled the capital sum concludes, and as it
were cuts off and amputates the whole calculation. For to the Syrians it properly
means to amputate, to cut off, then to decide, to determine, to pass sentence, to decree, to
resolve, to conclude. The Vulgate translates, praecausati sumus (we have before
alleged). Beza, ante criminati sumus, et Iudaeos et Graecos omnes sub peccato esse (we
have before accused both Jews and Greeks of all being under sin). The glossary
has aindpo: I charge, 1 accuse, I blame, I censure, I allege. Hesychius adds,
\Aitdtor, \pépgetar he complains. The glossary for \Aitia: Cause, matter, title,
complaint, grievance, fault, harm. Hence you may translate it, For we have before
complained, that Jews and Greeks are all under sin, or, For we have before accused both
Jews and Greeks, that they are all under sin. \névrag sivar, for \ét navreg gict. This seems
the most simple.

VERS. 16. \Zovipippa xei teramopio. These are almost synonyms. For to the
Septuagint interpreters, \7 devastation is sometimes translated \covipippa, but
more often \tahamopio. \Zdovipippo, however, is more often for them fracture,
sometimes \vz» wound. It is also used for \nagy grief, as in Psalm 147, v. 3. \xoing
oniagyy wamm 27 1wk, The LXX: \o ibpevog todg cuvtetptpllévong v kapdiov, kai decpledmv
10 cLVTPIPHOTA AOTAV.

VERS. 19. \iva név otopo epayfi. The Syriac Scholiast, that is, no one can be justified by
the law, nor not sin against it.

VERS. 20. \Aw6t &€ Zpyov vopov ov Swcoimbhioeton ndco oépé. Beza translates, propterea
(therefore). But the Vulgate, Erasmus, Syriac, and Arabic, propterea quod
(because). Correctly. For although \816 sometimes means therefore, never, as far as
I know, does \&wt. It is taken here as in Galatians 2:16, where this same sentence
is repeated.

It follows, \&w yap vopov éntyvooig apaptiag, to which the Syriac Scholiast elegantly
says: The law is the publisher of sins, not the pardoner.



VERS. 21. Now, however, the righteousness of God has been revealed without the law.
The Syriac Scholiast: namely that God is not of the Jews only, but also of all
nations. He seems to have understood by the Righteousness of God the covenant
of grace entered into not with the Jews only, but also with the other nations in
Christ. What we think should be understood by it, we will say below at vv. 24 and
26. The Scholiast seems to have had in view the verse which follows below, 29,
where from the fact that He is also the God of the Gentiles, the Apostle
concludes the righteousness of faith, by which man is justified without the law.
For the law of Moses, being a dividing wall between Jews and Gentiles, was given
to the Jews, not to the Gentiles; if therefore justification is from the law, God is
not of the Gentiles, but only of the Jews. But He is also of the Gentiles.
Therefore, justification is not from the law.

VERS. 22. \Awaioc0vn 82 0god S10 nictemg ‘Incod Xpiotod &c. The Vulgate, Erasmus, and
Beza construe \Swoioovvn 8¢ with the preceding verse by Epanalepsis, where the
righteousness of God was said to have been manifested without the law. And
they indeed explain \é¢ as autem, vero (but, indeed), but Beza as inquam (I say).
The Syriac however construes it with a substantive verb understood, But the
righteousness of God is through faith in Jesus Christ. The matter comes to the same
thing. For it is explained what that righteousness is which he had said was of
God, and which he had opposed to the righteousness of works, namely that
which is through faith in Jesus Christ. The Arabic translator took \3¢ for enim
(for). As if the reason is here given why the righteousness of God is manifested
without the law, that is, without the help of the law, the law contributing nothing
to that manifestation. For the righteousness of God s through faith in Jesus Christ. But
the law is not of faith, Galatians 3:12. Since therefore the righteousness of God is
manifested through faith, it is necessarily manifested without the law, which
reveals no other righteousness than our own, to be performed by us. For Moses
writes of the righteousness which is from the law, that the man who does these things shall
live in them. \A¢ 1s also used elsewhere for enim. As in Romans 8:11, 1 Corinthians
8, v. 7, and 10, verse 11, and often elsewhere.

It follows \sic mavrac kol éni mévtoc Tove motevovrac. The Arabic does not read \xoi émi
névrog. The Vulgate and Syriac did read it. Nor is it superfluous. \Eig névtag seems
to indicate the object for which the righteousness of God is destined, and to
which it is directed. VEni névtag the subject, upon whom it is conferred and as it
were imposed. For although this righteousness of God is announced through the
preaching of the Gospel to all, even to those who do not believe and will not
believe, it is nevertheless not destined nor directed except to believers, nor is it
conferred on others. Therefore it is called \Swoiocvvn nictewg Romans 4:11, 18. \n ék
nictemnc, Romans 10, verse 6. \d1 nictemg, and \n éxi tij niote, Philippians 3:9.

VERS. 24. \Awowoopevol dopeav tij avtod ydpitt, didt tfig dmoivtpdoemg tig év Xpotd Incod.
This \aroditpooig is that righteousness of God, which was discussed above in vv.
21 and 22, and in chapter 1:17. For it should be noted that the righteousness of



God in Isaiah, from where the Apostle undoubtedly derived this notion, is used
for that gracious liberation and redemption, which He promised to His people,
typically from the Babylonian captivity through Cyrus, but truly and spiritually
from the servitude and damnation of sin through Christ. See Isaiah 46:13 &
51:6,8 & 56:1. In which places it is joined with \nyw» salvation, as a cause with its
effect, because that redemption by which the most just God, having justly
punished the sins of his sons, and all the enemies of their salvation, benignly
delivered them, is the cause of salvation, if not salvation itself. Hence \onyv p73
eternal righteousness, Daniel 9:24, is the same as \Mrtpwoig aidviog eternal redemption,
Hebrews 9:12. Nor did David understand anything else by the righteousness of
God in Psalm 69:28. Add iniquity upon their iniquity, and let them not enter into your
righteousness, \1np7¥3, that is, into the redemption by which you free them from
sins. From which it is also clear at the same time that nothing more atheological,
or more foreign to the phraseology of Scripture, can be said than that the
righteousness by which we are justified before God is an inherent holiness in us;
for it is called the righteousness of God, by which is designated not something
inherent in us, but the very redemption of God, and such as was prefigured by
the liberation from Babel.

VERS. 25. \6v npoédeto 6 0gdg ihastipov. The Vulgate, Erasmus, and Beza translate
\npoéleto as propounded. There is ambiguity both in the Greek verb and in the
Latin. For the sense can be that He has now openly and in the sight of the whole
world propounded, that is, exhibited him as a propitiation through the
preaching of the Gospel. In which way Nazianzen said \eig tapoaveg npotifépevo,
bringing forth into the open. Or it can refer to the \npéOeowv tig e0doxiag to the purpose
of his good pleasure, \fiv npoédeto &v avtd which he purposed in himself, as he says in
Ephesians 1:9. So that the sense is, whom in the purpose of his decree he had destined
as a propitiation. Or the preposition \rpo can be taken as above in verse 9 in
\mpontiocapeda, we have before accused, and in chapter 11:35, \npoédokev, he gave
before, and in chapter 15:4, \nposypaon, it was written before. So here \6v npoédero,
whom He before (namely in the Old Testament through the shadows of the law,
and the prophecies of the prophets) set forth as a propitiation. The Syriac
translator took it in one of the two latter ways, when he translated it, whom God
purposed. To avoid ambiguity, I would prefer, whom he had already before set forth,
or whom he pre-established, whether in His decree, or in the polity of the Old
Testament. For the Syriac phrase cannot admit the meaning of public
manifestation. Nor can the Arabic, which has whom God anticipated and set forth,
that is, whom he had already before set forth. Furthermore, for \ikactipiov the Syriac
translates, Tremellius and Boderianus: propitiator, rather translate, propitiation.
For propitiator is \x379n.

To demonstrate His righteousness through the remission, &c. That in the expiation of
sins, not only of mercy, but also of divine justice, there ought to be its own place,
even the Jews acknowledged, when they said that the end of sacrifices is ¢o
reconcile to us all the attributes, namely the attribute of justice and the attribute of



mercy. Which they declare more fully in these words: "They obtain mercy, after
justice has received its portion, and the expiation is perfected through justice
and through mercy."

It is added \&w v mépecw 1@V Tpoyeyovotev apapmidtov. Beza, \&w per (through). We
prefer with the Vulgate, Erasmus, Syriac and Arabic propter (on account of).
Which we also thought of the same particle in John 6:57. But two reasons are
given here why God saved us only through the propitiation in the blood of
Christ. One concerns God himself, that He might demonstrate His justice,
which, having been offended by sins, demanded to be repaired in this way. The
other concerns men, that their sins might be remitted, which could not be
remitted unless God were placated and expiated. But why does he only mention
sins committed before the advent of Christ? The response which the
distinguished Beza supplies can abundantly satisfy settled minds. We note,
however, that all seems much clearer if, as we noted before, \npoébeto is not taken
for the exhibition of Christ, but for its preceding revelation in the Old
Testament. So that a reason is given why he did not defer the revelation of Christ
until his advent, but already before set him forth as a propitiation. Namely, this
was done so that not only the sins which would be committed after his advent
could be remitted, but also those which had occurred before. Therefore also in
verse 21 he said, that the righteousness of God which is through faith in Jesus
Christ was testified to by the law and the Prophets. How was it testified? Because
from the books of the law and the Prophets it is clear that even then, long before
his advent, he was set forth as a propitiation, for the demonstration of the justice
of God, on account of the remission of those sins which were committed before
his advent, which indeed were remitted, \év tfj avoyf| ovtod through his forbearance,
or long-suffering, by which he endured to await the advent of his son, and the
placation to be actually performed by him at some time, even if it was long
deferred. For I think \évoyn refers not so much to the sins which occurred, as to
the advent of the mediator, who in the Old Testament was indeed set forth as a
propitiation, but his exhibition had to be patiently awaited. Nor could God have
remitted the sins of the ancient fathers, unless in his patience he had looked
forward to that future propitiation of his son. But lest anyone should think that
that justice of God was demonstrated under the shadows of the Old Testament
themselves, he repeats in the following verse in what sense he had said that
Christ had been set forth before as a propitiation to demonstrate the justice of
God, namely for the demonstration of it \év @ viv xap®, at this time that now is, at
which, that is, Christ has been exhibited, and has performed the propitiation, for
which he had been set forth before.

VERS. 26. \Ev 1fj avoyf tod 0cod. The distinguished Beza in later editions separated
these words from here and annexed them to the preceding verse, because he
wanted them to be governed by \tdv mpoyeyovétov dpapmpérov. But nothing
prevents us from retaining the distinction which the Greek codices have, and
which the Vulgate and Syriac have followed. Especially if the opinion already



brought forth by us is approved, according to which it is rightly construed with
the act of God by which He remitted the sins of the ancients. Or even with the
act by which long before the exhibition of Christ He set him forth as a
propitiation also for the sins of those ages, which was truly done \év tfj &voyfj tod
Beod.

It follows, \npog v &vdelév tic Sucanocdvng odtod &v Td Vv Koupd, €ig T eivar antov dikotov,
ko Sikarodvto oV &k miotemg ‘Incod. Here it is helpful to weigh what has been noted by
the most learned man Joh. Cameron on the preceding verse 21. The word
righteousness, he says, always denotes the goodness, mercy, salvation, and
redemption of God. It is never used, however, to signify what we commonly call
Justice, namely that disposition by which God is inclined to avenge crimes and
sins. The words wrath and judgment are rather used to signify this. And he cites
the places Isaiah 56:1 and Daniel 9:24, compared with Hebrews 9:12. Concerning
which matter our opinion seems necessary to state. We admit that the LXX
interpreters for \7on kindness sometimes say \dwoiocvvn righteousness. And
conversely, there are places where for \p7x justice they say \&\eog mercy. And that
there are very many places where that word may be conveniently so taken. As
whenever David says he wishes to commemorate the righteousnesses of the
Lord, that is, His benefits and mercies. Yet it cannot be denied that very often
and most properly justice is attributed to God as Judge, and signifies that virtue
and disposition by which He desires to reward the faith and hope of His own,
but to avenge the sins of His enemies, and does avenge them. Hence \6 Sixaiog
kpufig, 1 Timothy 4:8 is said. Hence that of Psalm 89:15: \7xp3 1ion wvawm p1y,
righteousness and judgment are the foundation of your throme. And to retributive
justice indeed belong the following: \to Swaiopa t0d 0cod the righteous judgment of
God 15, that those who do such things are worthy of death, Romans 1:32. \§ixaiov mapd @
0ep 2t 1s just with God to repay &c. 2 Thessalonians 1:6. \td Sioadpotéd cov
dpavephOnoav, Apocalypse 15:4, that is \t& kpipotd cov your judgments. For there are
places where \np71y righteousness is translated \kpipa, as Jeremiah 51:10, and \«kpicig,
Isaiah 5:7 and 11:4. Nor do I doubt that, where the righteousness of God is
celebrated in Scripture, those judgments of God are understood, by which, justly
punishing His enemies, He liberates and saves His Church. In which, since the
goodness and mercy of God towards the Church shine forth as greatly as
possible, and in them the salvation and redemption of the Church consist, it is
not surprising if the righteousness of God sometimes stands for His beneficence
and for salvation and redemption, even if it does not primarily signify that;
certainly for the disposition to avenge it seems it must be taken absolutely in
Isaiah 59:16. And his righteousness sustained him. For when God complained that
there was no one who cared for the restoration of the Church, it is said that Ais
arm brought salvation to him, and his righteousness sustained him: he put on
righteousness as a breastplate, and a helmet of salvation on his head. And so that you
may know what that righteousness was, and what was the way of salvation, it is
added, And he put on the garments of vengeance for clothing. So also here, when it is
said that Christ was set forth as a propitiation in his blood, for the demonstration



of the justice of God, I believe his vindicating justice is to be understood, by
which, having vindicated and condemned the sins of his people in the flesh of
Christ, and at the same time having destroyed Satan, death, and hell, the greatest
enemies of the Church, he brought forth salvation and redemption for his own,
and therefore that redemption itself is also called the justice of God. \¢ig 10 givar
ovtov Sikatov, so that he might be, that is, that he might appear to be, just, who having
exacted just penalties for sin and from Satan, saves His elect; And justifying him
who is of the faith of Jesus, who indeed having embraced by faith that redemption
in Christ, ought to be a partaker of the justice of God, and therefore to be
justified, that is, to be declared free and immune from the condemnation of sin
and Satan, on account of that redemption, and the very justice of God by which
He crushed and destroyed those enemies of the faithful. To this pertains the
paraphrastic version of the Arabic translator who has, that it may be known that He
is just, and that he who has believed in our Lord Christ is justified by His justice.

VERS. 28. \Aoyiopeda odv &c. The Vulgate translates \odv as enim (for). But the
Syriac, Arabic, Beza, and Erasmus, igitur (therefore). \Aoyi6pedo. Vulgate and
Erasmus, arbitramur (we think). Beza, colligimus (we conclude). Correctly. For it is
a metaphor taken from the art of calculation, where from many numbers a sum
is collected, and a certain account is entered, by which something certain is fixed
and established. So also it is used in Romans 6:11, as the distinguished Beza
correctly observed. We add also the passage in Hebrews 11:19 where concerning
Abraham, \loywsapevoe, that is, so considering the matter and defining and establishing
with himself, that God is able to raise even from the dead. The Syriac, we think or
rather we feel, in the sense that Philippians 1:7 says, it is just for me to feel (\ppoveiv)
this about you, that is, to establish that opinion about you in my mind. Where the
Syriac used the same word. The Arabic for \hoyi(opeda said we know. In which way
also Romans 6:11, Hebrews 11:19, and Romans 8:18 could be translated. It is said
of a thing which we know and hold after having well weighed and collected the
reasons.

VERS. 31. \Nopov ovv katapyodpev S tiic micewg; PN yévorto, MM vOpov ictdHev.
Excellent are the things which the distinguished Beza notes here. I would like to
add, however, what the Syriac Scholiast observes in a few words: "namely, since
the law could not justify man, faith did that, and established the law." I
understand the author's meaning thus. The scope, function, and end of the Law,
as of God Himself, is of itself to justify man. That it condemns is accidental,
from the intervention of sin. Romans 7:10. Nor has any man (except him who is
already justified by faith) ever striven to obey the law, or can strive, except with
the intention of being justified by it. Since it could not do this, its authority lay
spurned and prostrate, so that man took up hostilities against it, and did not
desire to be subject to it. Romans 8:7. Faith succeeded the law, which, abundantly
providing what the law could not, raised up what had fallen, and brought it
about that it should find faith, love, and grace among men.



CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 1. \Ti odv épodpev ABpadpl 1oV matépa qUevV edpnrévar xate odpka; The Syriac:
Tremellius and Boderianus in the Parisian edition, What then shall we say of
Abraham the Patriarch, what he found in the flesh? In the Regia, that he obtained in the
flesh? They did not observe the distinctive point between \xg» and \X)¥21a, which
demands that it be translated, What then shall we say of Abraham the Patriarch that
he found? In the flesh? The Arabic translator in the same sense, but with a slightly
different construction, What shall we say now of Abraham the Patriarch? Shall we say
that he obtained this by the works of the flesh? The sense will be the same, if you
punctuate the Greek thus, What then shall we say? That Abraham our father found
according to the flesh? That Abraham found righteousness with God was beyond
controversy between Paul and the Jews. The Apostle asks whether it should be
said that he found it according to the flesh, that is, through carnal circumcision,
and the other works of the law that depended on it. That question includes a
negation, which the Apostle proves in the following verse.

VERS. 2. For if Abraham was justified by works, he has something to glory in, but not
before God, that is, he has only a carnal boasting, which has no value before God.
This is the major premise. All the Jews supplied the minor premise in their
minds, But Abraham had something to glory in, even before God, that is, with such a
glorying that would be valid before God, and pleasing to Him. All the Jews
boasted this, and the Apostle confesses it. Hence the conclusion, Therefore he was
not justified by works, or what is the same, therefore he did not find righteousness
according to the flesh. For the flesh has nothing to glory in before God. Faith has,
since, having embraced the grace of God and the death of His Son, it rightly
glories that it has found eternal redemption. Which glorying, since it is in the
Lord, is by far most pleasing to the Lord. Hence the Apostle argues, Either
Abraham did not have glorying before God, or he had it through faith. But Abraham did
have glorying before God. We both admit that. Therefore he had it through faith. And
he proceeds to prove this further from Scripture in verse 3. But what we have
said about the glorying of Abraham agrees excellently with the passage of Paul
in Ephesians 2, verse 9. not by works, lest anyone should boast. For the Apostle does
not disapprove of any and every glorying, since he commands us to glory in
God, and asserts that Christ was made for us righteousness from God, so that we
might glory. 1 Corinthians 1:31. But carnal glorying, which rests on the excellence
of man himself, such as is all that which flows from works, he denies can have a
place before God, or be borne by him. And therefore we are saved by grace
through faith, lest there be any place for such glorying. It is the same thing that
the Apostle asserts here concerning Abraham, that if he was justified by works,
all his glorying before God has now vanished. But this is by no means to be
established. For whose faith is so greatly proclaimed, who was called the friend
of God, who was constituted the father of many nations and the heir of the
world, and in whose seed all the nations of the earth were to be blessed, he
certainly had something to glory in in this grace before God. Therefore



something other than works must be looked for in Abraham. The Syriac
scholiast elucidates those words \&t kavynpa, GAL od mpog tov Beov, thus: "he would
boast in his works, and not in the gift of God which is obtained by faith." He also
recognized that two kinds of glorying are presented here, opposed to each other:
one which consists in works, and necessarily arises from justification by works,
but has no place before God: the other which consists in the gift of God, that is,
in the saving grace which is granted through faith, and has a place before God.
This is to be attributed to Abraham, and therefore he was not justified by works.
The Arabic is different. Thus: "If Abraham had been justified by works, he would
have had manifest glory in them. But it is not so with God." In the same sense,
that great light of the Church, J. Calvin, took this verse, who wants \éAL" od npog
0sov to be the minor proposition of the Syllogism. In this way, If Abraham was
justified by works, he can glory in his own merit. But he has nothing to glory in before
God. Therefore he was not justified by works. Let the judgment be with the learned.

VERS. 4. Now to the one who works, the wages are not counted according to grace, ¢J).o
xoxe 1o dpeiinpo. Beza, but is of debt. He states that the sentence is elliptical, and that
the verb \Loyileran should not be applied to both members. The Vulgate, Erasmus,
Syriac, and Arabic did not observe this. Nor is there any doubt that the Apostle
here posits two imputations, opposed to each other. One of which has its
foundation in the one to whom the imputation is made, the other in the will of
the one imputing. If anyone performs those things which the law prescribes, the
wage of righteousness is imputed to him according to debt: for it has its
foundation in himself. But if anyone does not work, but having transgressed the
law believes, the wage of righteousness is imputed to him according to grace: for
it has its foundation outside himself in Christ. Which the Apostle proves in the
following verse, because he believes in him who justifies the ungodly. For if the
imputation here were to be made according to the foundation which is in
himself, sin would have to be imputed for guilt. For he is ungodly. But now faith
is imputed even to the ungodly for righteousness, therefore this imputation is
far different from that former one, having its foundation in the grace of the one
imputing. Which he then proceeds to confirm from Psalm 32, vv. 1-2, from
which passage he collects the imputation of righteousness which is without
works, and which has joined with it the non-imputation of sin. If it is without
works, then it is without foundation in us: if with the non-imputation of sin,
then with the contrary foundation in us. Where it is to be observed, that the
word imputation is used, even in a matter which has its foundation in us, and is
so used wherever there is mention of the imputation of sin. As in 2 Samuel 19,
verse 19. 2 Timothy 4, v. 16. &c. If someone has transgressed the law, and God
imputes sins to him, the imputation is made according to his debt which is in
himself. Conversely, therefore, if someone does not transgress the law, but works
according to it, righteousness is imputed to him according to his debt which is in
himself. But such an imputation was not made to Abraham. For his faith was
imputed to him for righteousness. Therefore he did not have the foundation of
righteousness in himself, but in the grace of the one justifying, to which faith



looked: nor was he justified as a worker, but as a transgressor of the law, through
the non-imputation of sin, and the imputation of righteousness which was
according to grace. The Syriac interpreter has, But to him who works, the wage is
not imputed to him as by grace, but as to whom it is owed. Which Tremellius and
Boderianus in the Parisian edition have interpreted a little differently, and not
sufficiently according to the Syriac idiom.

VERS. 5. \T¢ 8¢ pn épyalopéve, motevovt &c. The Syriac and Arabic translators
turned these present tenses into past tenses. Then, they saw excellently that
these are opposites, so that with works removed, faith alone is established,
rendering, But he who has not worked, but only believed. \Eni tov dicarodvra tov Goefi.
The Syriac and Arabic have sinners in the plural, for they took it collectively.
\AoyiCeta, the Arabic says, surely his faith and his verification is imputed to him for
righteousness. He explained the act of justifying faith, which is to verify, that is, to
hold the promise of grace in Christ as true, ratified, and certain.

VERS. 9. \O poxapiopog ovv obvtoc. Beza, ista igitur beatitatis declaratio (this
declaration of blessedness, therefore). But the Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabic,
Beatitudo ergo haec (This blessedness, therefore). I praise it. For he used it so also
above in verse 6, saying, \AoBid Aéyer ov Pakopicpov tod avbpanov, David speaks the
blessedness of the man, which Beza rightly renders, he declares that man blessed. But
the notion of declaration is not in the noun \poxepicpov, but in the verb \Aéyeu
Nor do I take that noun differently in Galatians 4, verse 15, which see. The
Glossary has \paxapiopég, beatitudo.

VERS. 11. \Kai onpsiov #\ape mepuopfic. The Syriac: for he received the sign,
circumcision, to indicate that here the sign is not one thing, and circumcision
another. Just as when I say, ivy is a sign of wine for sale, the sign is one thing, the
wine another. But as when I say, by the sign of ivy, wine for sale is indicated, the
sign is the same, the ivy is the same. The construction \onpsiov neprropiic is
therefore like the river Euphrates, the city of Jerusalem, etc. The Syriac Scholiast
cites the words of the interpreter thus, for God received the sign, Circumcision, as if
\&roBe refers to God, which seems more correctly referred to Abraham. If to God,
the sense is, God received for Abraham, that is, gave as received. In which sense he
commanded is often used among the Hebrews. The Scholiast adds, "namely, when
faith is not present, the sign is vain." That is, unless faith had pre-existed in
Abraham's foreskin, the sign of Circumcision would have been vain, and so from
the very fact that the sign was given to him, it is gathered that he already had
faith before.

VERS. 12. \Toig croryodor 1oig ixveor &c. The Syriac: Tremellius, of them who walk in
the footsteps of faith. Boderianus, of them who perfectly follow the footsteps of faith. The
word for to be perfected, to be completed is common. But I do not think it is used for
to walk, or to perfectly follow. It often signifies, however, to agree, to come together by
agreeing, as they do who cultivate peace among themselves. Whence peace is



taken thus in Romans 7, verse 21; Luke 22:16, and elsewhere, and so in this place I
would translate it, o those who agree with the footsteps of the faith of Abraham, who
agree with him in the same footsteps. A parallel passage is Galatians 6:16, where
Tremellius again, who walk according to this path, interpreting the sense rather
than the words. Boderianus less well, who perfect this path. For it has this transitive
meaning in pael, not in peal, where it signifies three things: 1. To be perfected, to
be finished. 2. To expire. 3. To agree. In which last meaning I would translate it,
and who agree to this way. The Syriac calls a way what the Apostle calls a \kovov
(rule). To agree, however, what the Apostle calls \ctoygiv, \doot 1® xavévi TovT®
otoynoovov. The word \ctoy® has some signification of order, agreement, and
consent, which the Syriac expressed by a word. Hesychius, \ctoy®, \cuvinuu I
agree. The Arabic translates who follow the footsteps.

VERS. 13. \O0 yap d&x vopov 7 érayyehio 1@ APpadp fi t@ onéppatt avtod, 10 KAnpovopov
ovtov etvar 10D KOGHOV, GAAG S Suconocvvng mictewe. It is asked, for what reason is
Abraham said to have been made heir of the world through the promise. The
distinguished Beza responds, that by the world is understood all nations, of
which Abraham was constituted father through faith, and so it is to have the
whole world for sons, and in this way, as it were, to possess the entire world. But
this seems less fitting, because the same promise of the inheritance of the world
is said to have also been made to his seed. And in the following verse, all the
faithful are said to be heirs. For indeed, as Beza explains, only the mutual
relation of Father and Son is indicated; which is, that when it is promised to
Abraham that he will be made the Father of a multitude of nations, at the same
time it is promised that a multitude of nations will have Abraham as their
Father; and thus it seems not very likely that they are called heirs because they
are reckoned in the inheritance of Abraham. For an heir is one who possesses:
but he who is reckoned in an inheritance is possessed. Abraham can be called the
heir of the Gentiles, inasmuch as their father possesses them. But the Gentiles,
inasmuch as they are possessed by Abraham, are not heirs, but the inheritance
itself. Nor, indeed, do we seem, in 8:17 below, to be called heirs of God
correlatively, because we are God's inheritance with Christ, but because we
possess all the goods of God as our father as an inheritance.

To explain this passage, therefore, I compare it with the parallel one, which is in
Galatians 3. For just as he says here that the promise was made to Abraham and
to his seed, so there in verse 16, "the promises were spoken to Abraham and to
his seed." And just as he says here that the promise is of the inheritance, which
would be void if the inheritance were from the law, so also there in verse 19, "If
the inheritance is from the law, it is no longer from promise." From this I gather
that what is here called the inheritance of the world is the same as what is there
simply called the inheritance. And he says this arose from the promise, and was
made to Abraham and his seed. Because it was not a single promise, he says
promises were made to Abraham and his seed. But there were two most
important ones. One was of the covenant itself in Gen. 17:7, "I will be your God,



and of your seed after you." The other was given after the covenant and was
dependent on it, Gen. 22:18, "In your seed all the nations will be blessed." For
what he had said to Abraham before the covenant in Gen. 12:3, "In you all the
nations will be blessed," he assigned to the seed after the covenant, "In your seed
they will be blessed."

From this now necessarily follows the inheritance of the world. For just as sin, by
the very fact that it separated us from God and subjected us to His curse, made
us exiles and disinherited, so that we would not have a spiritual right or
dominion worthy of the sons of God over even the smallest creature; so on the
contrary, by the very fact that God is our God, and we are His blessed ones, we
are restored as sons to the right and dominion over all our father's goods, and
since there is nothing besides God and the world, we become heirs of the
world—earthly, heavenly, present, and future. Hence 1 Cor. 3:21, "all things are
yours." And among all those things, he names in verse 22 the world, and
whatever things are in it, present and future. This is why, when earthly benefits
are promised to the faithful, they are said to be heirs of the earth, Ps. 25:13 &
37:9, Matth. 5:5. When, on the other hand, heavenly benefits are promised, they
are heirs of the kingdom of heaven, Matth. 25:34, where first they are called
Broyntoi matpég, then they are ordered xinpovopeiv. It is plain how the Apostle in
Galatians 3 deduces o kinpovopiov from éx tig dvioyiog EABpadp. And indeed, the
symbol, down payment, and pledge of this whole inheritance of the world was
the inheritance of the land of Canaan. Add to this that the Hebrew oy, "world,"
"age,' is sometimes used specifically for the blessedness of the future world or
age. Such is that Talmudic saying in Berachoth, chapter xmp 77, at the end of the
Gemara: 77n2 7xn 7w "you will see your world in your life." That is, as Baal
Aruch explains, 77na anxw> XN X317 a5 72 09wH n-pa TRvw mMaw R pyn " You will see,
while you are still alive, a fountain of those good things which God is going to
repay you in the world to come." And thus, the heir of the world would be the
heir of eternal blessedness.

But a scruple here seems to need addressing, that in Galatians 3, verse 16, when
the Apostle had said that the promises were made to Abraham and to his seed,
he restricts that seed to Christ alone. Here in Romans, however, when he says
that the promise of the inheritance of the world was given to Abraham and his
seed, not through the law but through the righteousness of faith, Christ cannot
be understood by "seed.” For just as he was not justified by faith, so neither was
he made heir through the righteousness of faith. We may perhaps remedy this
difficulty if we say that in the covenant made with Abraham, both Abraham and
his seed should be considered in a twofold manner. Abraham, on the one hand,
is first like a certain fountain of blessing, who contained in himself the one from
whom the blessing flowed to the rest, according to the saying, "In you they will
be blessed." And he is like a certain leader of the covenant, to whom it was first
said, "I will be your God," and then "and of your seed after you." (G3)



Secondly, the same Abraham, comprehended with the rest of the faithful seed in
the same body, is considered insofar as he is a participant in the same covenant
and blessing with them, since he is blessed with the others and the others with
him, Gal. 8:9. Similarly, the seed of Abraham is either primary or secondary.
The primary is the unique and singular one, which was established by God as
the head of the covenant and fountain of blessing, when He said, "In your seed
all the Nations will be blessed," from whose fullness both Abraham and all his
sons, both circumcised and uncircumcised, draw their blessing, and whose day
Abraham longed to see. The secondary is the remaining crowd of believers,
which is admitted with Abraham into the same grace of the covenant and
participation in the blessing. The Apostle considers Abraham and his seed in the
former way in Gal. 3:16; in the latter way, both Abraham and his seed, in Rom.
4:13. For to be a confederate of God, and blessed by God, and thus heir of the
world in Christ, are things common to Abraham and to the rest of his secondary
seed, and they are not had otherwise than through the righteousness of faith.
But to be the father of Christ, and therefore to have all nations blessed in
himself; similarly, to be the primary seed of Abraham, in whom as in the
primary heir of all, all nations are blessed, are particular prerogatives of
Abraham and Christ, which were granted not through the righteousness of faith,
which follows the giving of Christ, but through the economy of divine good
pleasure, which precedes the giving of Christ, by which both Abraham and
Christ were elected for this. This, however, not only does not overthrow the
righteousness of faith, but also establishes it. For if not even to Abraham, nor to
his primary seed, were those privileges given otherwise than through the
gratuitous promise of divine good pleasure, it is necessary to embrace that grace
by faith, so that the righteousness, blessing, and inheritance which are contained
therein may be obtained.

Furthermore, 1 énoyyehia here is not the very act of God promising, as when in
Gal. 3:19 it is said that the inheritance is from promise. But it is the very thing
that was promised. Therefore it is not said 1 énayyelia eivar, nor €ig 10 eivon "that it
might be," but 10 eivar ovtov Kinpovépov @ koécpe, namely "to be the heir of the
world." This promise, the Apostle says, was not through the law w® ABpadap, i @
onéppatt avtd. The sentence is elliptical. Erasmus supplied "contigit” (it happened).
Beza, "cessit" (it fell to). Others, "data est" (it was given). I simply understand the
substantive verb isti (is), which, constructed with the nominative of the thing and
the dative of the person, signifies "has," and I translate the whole verse thus: "for
not through the law does Abraham or his seed have the promise, namely to be
heir of the world, but through the righteousness of faith." And thus the particle #
is more correctly taken properly as a disjunctive, than, what the Syriac translator
intended, and Beza praises from him, as a copulative "and." The sense will be:
whether you look at Abraham or his seed, neither he nor they could enjoy the
promise of the inheritance of the world otherwise than through the
righteousness of faith.



VERS. 14. Ei yap oi éx vops &c. This is a usual phrase for the Apostle. Thus above in
chap. 2:8 he said toic ¢ épifeiac, which seems to us the same as vioig épi0siog. Just as,
on the other hand, in Eph. 2:2, vioic dncifciog seems to us the same as oi & anedsiag.
Those are indicated who are so imbued with the nature of those vices that they
seem to be, as it were, their sons and born from them. So those who are "of the
law" are sons of the law, who profess it as a mother, from which they are what
they are. But they are of two kinds, namely either by birth or by study. By birth,
all and only the Jews were "of the law," because by the special law of the covenant
initiated with that people and confirmed by circumcision, they were born Jews
and bound to the law. And although they were of this kind by birth, they could
nevertheless be "of faith" by regeneration, about whom he deals below in verse
16. But by study, they were "of the law," whoever devoted themselves to the law
in mind and studies, and so depended on it that their hope and confidence were
born from it. This could also happen to those who by birth were not from the
law, but were born of gentilism. And it is about these, whether they were Jews or
Gentiles, that the Apostle is dealing here.

VERS. 15. 00 yap o6k ot vopog. The Syriac has xowm: 3 7 <=, And Boderianus:
"quum enim non est lex" (for when there is no law). Translate: "ubi enim" etc. (for
where etc.). o0 signifies "quum" (when). But that ov signifies "ubi" (where), see Acts
10:23, Rom. 5:20. In the Syriac it follows xnomn ¥. The vowel that should be
placed over the Ayin is to be read over the Beth; otherwise, it is "transgression"; it
is "transgressor.’

VERS. 16. "That the promise may be sure to all the seed, not only to that which is
of the law, but also to that which is of the faith of Abraham." The faithful seed is
undoubtedly understood, for in others the promise cannot be sure; indeed, it
does not even pertain to them. He makes this seed twofold, one which is "of the
law," another which is "of the faith of Abraham." The former kind contains the
Jews, and indeed only them, yet not those who sought salvation from the law, in
which sense this phrase was used above in verse 14, but those who by birth were
sons of the law, and as if born from it. For nature produced them as men, but the
law produced them as Jews, confederates and belonging to the people of God
from their very birth. And although they now believed in Christ, that faith did
not finally begin to beget them for the Church, but it perfected those who had
been begotten through the law of the covenant and of circumcision. The
situation of the Gentiles was different, who in Rom. 2:27 are called 7 éx ¢oosac
axpofuotia, and are distinguished thereby from the Jews, who can be called 7 éx
pvoeng meprropn. For although these also were born uncircumcised, yet the law of
circumcision along with the covenant pertained to them, so that from their very
birth they were considered sons of the circumcision. The situation of the
Gentiles was far different, whom nature begot both as men and as aliens from
the covenant, and who, having no law, as he said above in chap. 2:14, were
begotten for the Church from no other source than from faith, and from there
they drew the first origin of their spiritual birth. Therefore, by a certain special



reasoning, they are here said to be "of the faith of Abraham," in opposition to the
Jews, who nevertheless also walked in the footsteps of the faith of Abraham. This
is because the Jews from birth were the people of God, ¢vcet Tovdaior, as Paul says,
"Jews by nature,” which by force of the law inserted them into the Church. But
the Gentiles were strangers from birth, federated only by the faith of Abraham.
To the Jews, Abraham was a father, first by natural right, as their carnal father;
then by legal right, as the father of Circumcision. Thirdly, if they believed in
Christ, by the right of faith, as the father of the faithful. But to the Gentiles, only
by the right of faith, since that alone made them sons of Abraham, and as it were
begot them, so that they seemed to be born of the faith of Abraham.

VERS. 17. "(As it is written, 'I have made you a father of many nations,) before
him whom he believed, God, etc." The distinguished Beza notes that Ambrose,
for énictevoe "he believed,” incorrectly read éristevcag "you believed.' I advise that
the Syriac and Arabic translators also read it this way, and with that reading the
parenthesis which is closed before xatévovti is removed, and from there to the
end of the verse God's speech to Abraham is continued. I think that this reading,
or rather interpolation, arose from no other source than from certain people
who, not thinking of the parenthesis, did not know with what to connect xatévavtt
or what sense to give it. And so they changed énictevoe into émictevcag, so that it
would cohere with the immediately preceding words, continuing God's speech
to the Patriarch. But because the Hebrew text is completely ignorant of that
continuation, and the Greek copies and the old Latin Interpreter read it in the
past tense, the parenthesis is necessary, and the connection, which the
distinguished Beza expressed well, is most fitting. (H) It follows, {wonovtog Tovg
vekpolg, kol kahodviog to PR dvia mg dvra. The Syriac has nmmx X7 (2D XIp7 Yo oSY 13ea
nrrx X, Where Tremellius and Boderianus: "and calls those things which are
not as though they were." This should have been said in the feminine gender
with ¢>x. Now translate: "those who are not, as if they were." It is a description of
the raising of the dead, which the Syriac translator thought was being discussed
here, as in the preceding words. Similarly the Arab, who has ¢ 50 sl ) ses
O S "and calls those who are not found, as if they were found." But it is
better to take it more generally, so that it alludes to creation itself.

VERS. 18. 'O¢ nop’ énido én’ émidt émictvoev. The Vulgate, "Who against hope
believed in hope." Erasmus, "beyond hope under hope." Beza, "against hope
under hope." The Syriac 11 81202 %7120 8927 ¥ "without hope, in hope." But I am
surprised at the Arab, who, taking this in the plural number, seems to have
referred it to the Gentiles, of whom he speaks at the end of verse 16, for he
translates aed Ll oSl 40 1520 5 L hon s 1sials sla aed 050 ol (03 Gaa "those for whom there was
no hope used it, and they believed and hoped for what was promised to them,
that he would be a father etc." Furthermore, énictvcev, eic 10 yAvécOar adtov matépa
oM@V 80vav, 1s said in Hebrew ovan om3 ax wnrav paxa, just as nixa? snimg7 in Psalm
27:13. The Apostle here expressed this Hebraism verbatim. But érictucev here,



although it is an aorist, has the meaning of the future, as often elsewhere,
especially in the Acts of the Apostles.

VERS. 20. Aovg §6&av t0d 0eod. The Arab has 4 4~ (alals "and he kept (left safe and
whole) the glory for God." That is, he acted in such a way as not to detract
anything from the divine glory by unbelief, but left it inviolate and sound.

VERS. 25. 'O¢ napedotn "who was delivered." Thus the Hebrews say. %y 1y paom raw
awn n17p "who delivered themselves for the sanctification of God's name," that is,
they delivered themselves to death.

CHAPTER V.

VERS. 2. At b myv npocayoyiv éoyikapev. The Vulgate, "By whom we have access.'
Beza more correctly, "by whom we have also been brought." Thus the Syriac has
127px 127, for which Boderianus not well enough translated as "accessimus” (we
have approached), nor Tremellius as "admissi sumus" (we have been admitted).
Translate, "adducti sumus vel fuimus" (we have been or were brought). For 17p is
"to approach,’ 19pmx "to be made to approach,’ <, "he brought near." <. s
"brought near, moved near."" What follows, ¢otikapev "in which we stand,” the
Arab correctly interprets as o5t "remaining, firm, and constant we are."

VERS. 3. 00 poévov 8¢. Beza and Erasmus supply, "neque id solum" (and not that
only). The Syriac and Arabs, "neque sic solum" (and not so only). Similarly below
in verse 11. 1 OAlyig vmopoviyy kotepyaleran. The Syriac and Arabs, "perfects,’ that is,
promotes to perfection, increases more and more. The Syriac Scholiast adds
XNpy»a 2M1 K77 X312 10297 "namely, it promises us that we will not fail in temptations.”

VERS. 4. 3 82 vmopovn Soxipnv. Beza, "Patientia autem experientiam" (But patience,
experience). Vulgate, Erasmus, Syriac, and Arabs, "probationem” (proof). As the
distinguished Beza also translates in 2 Cor. 2:9 & 8:2 & 9:13. It is understood as
the proof of faith, hope, humility, contempt of earthly things, and of the other
Christian virtues and gifts of the Holy Spirit, which prove themselves through
patience and endurance. Therefore the Syriac Scholiast says xw1 72 *mann xn120m27
"namely, through patience a man is proved." Nor does it contradict what is read
in James 1:3 (H2) in the contrary order, that the proving of faith perfects
patience. For just as faith begets hope, and this in turn supports and sustains
that, so the proving of faith in afflictions produces patience, and this in turn
renders faith proven.

‘H 82 Soxipny éAnide. For as the Syriac Scholiast here rightly and very elegantly says
m20m X% 720m X971 &9 "he who does not hope, does not endure." From hope arises
endurance, and in turn from endurance hope takes strength. For while
constantly enduring afflictions, we take experience of our faith and of the help of
the Holy Spirit, that proof gives an increase to faith.



VERS. 6. dvtov nuav acbevév, rightly Beza, "quum essemus viribus destituti” (when
we were destitute of strength). I would dare to translate, "quum essemus mortui"
(when we were dead). For often among the LXX, dc0svéw is used for %uwa "to fall,
"to stumble," even where it signifies being pierced with a sword and killed and
falling to the ground. As in dcbeviceot kai dmoldvror md mpocdmov cov, Ps. 9:3. Kai
doBevioel, kol meosttan, kai &y evpefnoetar, Dan. 11:19. xoi dcbeviiceicw v popeaiq, ibid. 33.
see also verse 41. Also Hos. 14:10. Zeph. 1:3. and elsewhere, where it is used for
utterly falling and perishing.

Kata wopov Omép doefdv anébave. The distinguished Beza excellently translates,
"Tempore suo pro impiis mortuus est" (In his own time he died for the ungodly).
It would be said in Hebrew, o°yyn a%1 n2 iny2. Thus in Isaiah 60:22, nggnx anya mm o,
"I the Lord in its time will hasten it." The LXX: "Eyo Kvpiog katé kapdv cuvaén antoig.
Thus among the same Interpreters you may read Job 5:26, 'Eiedon 8¢ év taoo donep
oitog Mptplog Kkotd koupov Bepiidplevoc, kai domep Bupovia dhmvog kad' dpav cuykopicOEico.
Where xata xapov and xad' Gpav are synonyms, and they signify "at its opportune
time." See also Job 89:21 & Num. 23:24. The Syriac and Arabs translate "in hoc
tempore" (in this time), that is év 1@ xop® tovTE.

VERS. 7. "For scarcely vnep Sicaiov tig dmobaveitar,” "for a just man will one die." The
Syriac has xyvn 770 "pro improbis morietur” (he will die for the wicked). Junius
says, 'read pro justis sive legitimis (for the just or legitimate): for x»>wn sounds like
xywv1 which it is." For no doubt the scribes were deceived by the affinity and
proximity of the word xyw1 which immediately preceded. So he says. Which to
me, indeed, do not seem probable. For yv1 did not precede, but xywv, which is
easy to distinguish from x»w. Secondly, I desire an author by whose authority
xnwn designates the just or legitimate. The verb for the Syrians is "he signed,
designated, destined." From it comes x»°wn "a note, sign, seal,’ not only among the
Syrians, but also everywhere in the Talmud where x1:°o means "seals." Therefore I
do not doubt that the reading xvwn a5n "for the wicked" should be retained. For
the Arab also has JI<Y! o5 "in place of the evil," "for the evil." But from where that
reading arose, when in the Apostle we find vnép Swcaiov, is for others to judge.
Perhaps the Syriac translator thought, which I see is also very much approved by
the distinguished Beza, that in this way all the members of this argument, taken
from comparison, agree with each other as best as possible. Because it scarcely
happens that anyone willingly exposes his life for some wicked person; indeed, it
is even rare that anyone would wish to approach the peril of death for the cause
of an upright man.

But the Apostle's argument argues far more effectively according to the received
reading. For he does not mean that it scarcely happens that anyone dies for a
wicked person, but that this absolutely does not happen. It scarcely happens that
one dies for a just person. But because "scarcely” does not universally negate, he
adds the reason why he used that little word; "for o dya0o," for the good man,
who deserves love by his virtue, and thereby can be useful to others (for ayofog



also means useful), perhaps someone would dare to die. He does not plainly
deny it, but neither does he assert it. He leaves it in doubt as a most difficult
thing, and one which would not proceed except from a daring soul. (H3)
Therefore he uses the verb toApd. And what the Syriac Scholiast adds is very true,
XN Sy 7027 Xw1 1327 ®wp "a man hardly despises death." Of how great love, therefore,
is the testimony that Christ was willing to die for us, ungodly men! For taya the
Syriac has omx, which seems to have arisen from the Greek, and is explained by
the Scholiast as 1o» "perhaps.”

VERS. 10. KamAréynpev o 0ed "we were reconciled to God." The Syriac has 1ny »yanx
x12x "God was reconciled with us." For he did not feel, as heretics do today, that
reconciliation is understood by which we, by the power of regeneration, are
made lovers of God, with the enmities removed by which, while sin was
dominant, we were formerly borne against God; but by which God, previously
angry with us for our sins, is now placated towards us.

VERS. 12. Aw tito, Gomep 8t évog avBpdmov 1 Gpaptio gig oV kOGHoV giofiMle, kol did g
apaptiag 6 Bdvatog, kai Htwg gl mhvtag avBpdrovg 6 Bavatog SiijAbev, ¢’ @ mavteg filaptov.
The Syriac and Arab omitted Aw tdt0. Furthermore, D. Beza says in his
commentaries that this member is d&vavtanédotov (unanswered). Nor do all
interpreters translate it otherwise, because they want the particle xai which is
before trwg to have the meaning of the copula "And." When, in the manner of the
Hebrews, it can be said to be redundant, and to be simply a nod6cic (apodosis), or
to show that the following member corresponds to the preceding one, and has a
connection with it. This is most usual for the Hebrews in the second members of
verses. So I translate thus, "Therefore, just as through one man sin entered into
the world, and through sin death; so death passed upon all men, because all
sinned." I see that the Arab has also translated in this way. Nor do I think that the
comparison between the first Adam and the second should be started here; but I
connect these things with the preceding ones through 8w todto, in the same sense
as in chapter 11:32 it is said that God has concluded all under sin, that He might
have mercy on all. For he had said in the preceding verse that we glory in God
through Jesus Christ, through whom we have now received reconciliation. And
that we might receive that reconciliation, "therefore," he says, "just as through
one man sin and death entered into the world, so death passed upon all men,
because all sinned," so that an occasion might be given to God for exhibiting
reconciliation through Christ. And that all have indeed sinned, he proves in the
following verse, because sin did not begin from when the law was given through
Moses, but was already in the world from Adam until the law; and from that it
follows that there was also some law then, because without law sin is not
imputed, sin is not considered. But it was imputed, "For death reigned from
Adam until Moses, even over those who had not sinned in the likeness of the
transgression of Adam, who is a type of the one to come." Here now begins the
comparison between the two Adams. The first, he says, was a type of the second:
But the yapiopa is not like the nopintope etc. An illustrious example of a



superfluous xoi exists in James 4:15, éav 6 Kopiog Oshfion xai {ioollev, kol mowcopey
todt0 i éxeivo. Where xai before nomocopev is entirely a nopéikvoig (superfluity), and
only notes that that member is a response to the prior one, which among the
Belgians the particle "soo" does, and among the Arabs <. But if this
interpretation does not please someone, let him see if to avoid a hiatus, after
todto at the beginning of the verse, there could not be understood &y, or éotiv
donep etc. "it is" or "is like" etc. For that this is often to be understood before ®onep,
many places teach. As in Matthew 25, verse 14. @donep yap dvOponog dmodnPév ékéece
t00¢ 13lovg dovrove. The sense is, "For my coming is like a man traveling to a far
country, etc." The same expression is in Mark 13:34. See also Rom. 15:3. So also in
this place, "Therefore the reconciliation is like, as through one man sin entered
etc." Let us try another way. Aw todto can be taken, as in John 7:22, for "propterea
quod" (because). That & todro, "therefore,” often means "because,” we proved
there. In this sense, it coheres very well with the preceding words, "We glory in
Jesus Christ, through whom we have obtained reconciliation, because, just as
through one man sin entered into the world, and through sin death, so death has
pervaded all men, because all have sinned." A reason is given why we have
material for glorying in the reconciliation of Christ: because through Adam both
sin and death had pervaded all. But I would like to set forth how the Arab has
rendered this verse: gws Cigall oo Gllid &gal) Adadlls Jaay allall ) dadll culas aal gl o) WS
35l & a8 () ) ) shdl Laea a3 Ll "& sicut per hominem unum intravit peccatum
in mundum, & intravit per peccatum mors, sic morti obnoxii sunt omnes
homines, quia omnes peccarunt, usque dum sancita fuit lex." (and just as through
one man sin entered into the world, and through sin death entered, so are all
men subject to death, because all have sinned, until the law was established). He
has evidently torn gyp1 vopov from the following verse, discarding the particle yap.
This is contrary to the authority of the Greek copies, the Vulgate, and the Syriac.

VERS. 14. "But death reigned from Adam until Moses." Death from sin, says the
Syriac Scholiast. He seems to mean spiritual death, which his following words
also make plain. xnvn ma Rwn X XMOUM .RXIVOT KWW XY M KO9X AWR? RATYY X OTR 0
RNOR R PR RN ROWAM X0 AN M K93 127 127 LKXMOWA? KTV wa »1.Xom ma oo, "Ab
Adamo enim usque ad Mosen aperta fuit in mundo potestas Satana. & peccatum
non reputatum fuit peccatum, quia non erat lex. At a Mose usque ad Christum
interdum aperta, interdum occulta fuit. a Christo autem usque ad finem, inftar
furis seducit." (For from Adam until Moses the power of Satan was manifest in
the world. And sin was not accounted sin, because there was no law. But from
Moses until Christ it was sometimes manifest, sometimes hidden. But from
Christ until the end, it seduces like a thief.) To have presented these things is to
have refuted them.

It follows, "Even over them that had not sinned in the similitude nmmay mnTa
o7x7 x0T Boderianus: "transgressoris legis Odom ipsius” (of the transgressor of
the law of Adam himself). And so you will find Tremellius's version interpolated
(but badly) in the Cothen edition of the Syriac New Testament. A transgressor of



the law is called xom: 72w or xowm may, but xmmay is a substantive and signifies
transgression. xowmu7 xmnay "transgression of the law." as above in chap. 4:15.
Boderianus and Tremellius translated it correctly. Therefore, here too it must be
translated, "In the similitude of the transgression of the law of Adam." Which
Tremellius expounded periphrastically, "in the similitude in which Adam
transgressed the law," correctly. Others (says Junius) "his law," placed there. For
the mode of transgression is different in Adam, and different in his posterity. So
he says. Doubtless because the Syriac said xomu7 with an affix. But in truth that
affix, in the manner of the Syrians, refers pleonastically to what follows, and can
have no other sense than that which is in Paul's words, éri 19 opowwportt tiig
nopapaceng ASGp. But indeed, "in the similitude in which Adam transgressed his
law," should be said in Syriac as o mowmi %y 1av7 x1>°%, which differs greatly from
what occurs here. The Arab has, s sl (B a3l dans b ax WS ki o () e Lay
"etiam super eos qui non peccarunt sicut definitum est de transgreflione Adami
in lege Mofis" (also over those who did not sin as it is defined concerning the
transgression of Adam in the law of Moses). I do not quite grasp what he means,
unless perhaps he meant that in the law of Moses there is opoiopa napopdccmg
Adap, because there, as in a portrait, it is depicted how far Adam's sin extends,
and by what bounds and limits it is contained, but that death reigned even over
those who sinned in ignorance of these limits. (I) The distinguished Beza seems
to have rightly expressed the mind of the Apostle.

"Who is a type of him that was to come." Beza, "ejus qui futurus erat" (of him
who was to come). The Syriac in the same way. The Arab, "ejus qui venturus erat
post ipsum" (of him who was to come after him). They rightly understood that a
person is being described.

VERS. 15. AM' o0y dg 10 mopantopa, obto xai 10 yépiopa. To this the Syriac Scholiast
adds, mIx XN XNTPY RPWHT MY PR RMRAD RMTP LKRMDWHT TMBVY DIRT NN RMT K.
"Scilicet, quia peccatum Adami posteris nocuit, sed gratia Christi praecedentibus
& posteris profuit." (Namely, because the sin of Adam harmed his posterity, but
the grace of Christ benefited those who came before and those who came after).
What he says is insignificant. Would that he who was to undertake the Scholia on
this Epistle, and who said that Saint John (he means Chrysostom) explained it in
thirty-two homilies, had either read Chrysostom here or had been willing to
praise him. He would have given us golden things, not such leaden ones. For
thus Chrysostom says, & Aéyst To100t6v éotw, &l 1 apaptia tocodtov ioyvoe, kai GvOpdTov
apaptio &voc M yépig, kai Beod xapig, kol ov matpdg PoOvov, GAAA kol viod, i oV mepLEcTOL
TAEOVALOVOG; TOAAD YOp ToDTO £DAOYDTEPOV. TO &V Yap Etepov St Etepov kordleshat, 00 6pdSpa
Sokel Aoyov Eyewv- 10 3¢ Etepov S’ Etepov omlechat, kol mpenmdéctepov POV Koi EDAOYDTEPOV,
el tofvov éxeivo yéyove, ToA® PdAlov todto. By which words he compares grace with
sin, the grace of God with the sin of man, the grace not only of one man Christ,
but also of God the Father with the sin of one man: so that we may know that, as
much as grace surpasses sin, God surpasses man, and God the Father and the
man Christ together surpass one single, mere man, so much more can the grace



of God through Christ save than the fall of Adam could destroy. Then he also
compares the effects of Adam's sin and Christ's grace: from the former, death,
from the latter, salvation flowed to others, of which the latter is far more
agreeable to reason. For one to be punished for another does not seem very
much in accord with reason; but for one to be saved for another is more fitting
and more reasonable. If, therefore, the former happened, how much more is the
latter to be hoped for?

To which I add, thus far even death contracted from Adam is opposed by myv
nepooceiov 'the abundance” of grace, because that death could be overcome by
grace and turned into life for the faithful, but this grace can never be overcome
and turned back into death.

VERS. 16. Kai ovy d¢ &' évog apopticavtog, 1o dopnpa. The Syriac translates as if it
read, xoi ovy ®g £&vog apdptnpa, 10 dopnpe. But the Apostle said that very thing,
although in slightly different words, in the preceding verse. The Syriac translator
seems to have seen the ellipsis, but not how it should be supplied. Nor does the
Arab help, who departs even further. The Vulgate supplies nothing, and so its
meaning cannot be understood, unless you supply it. Erasmus supplied, "venerat
mors" (death had come). Beza, "illud quod introiit" (that which entered). We
simply supply the substantive verb est. "And the gift is not as it is through one
who sinned." That is, the gift of Christ is not as the state of affairs is through the
one who sinned. I explain below in v. 18 similarly.

Ibidem, 10 p&v yap xpifla &€ £vog eig katdxpipla, T 8¢ yapiola &k TOAMY TapanTOETOV &g
Swaiopa. Erasmus translates ¢ évog as "ex uno delicto” (from one offense), Beza,
"ex uno lapsu" (from one fall). We, with the Syriac and Arab, translate it "ex uno,’
namely "homine" (from one man), of whom he spoke at the beginning of the
verse, og 5’ évog apapmoavtoc. For since in the comparison instituted between the
first Adam and the second, the word évoc occurs eleven times, I think it should
everywhere be referred to the person of either Adam or Christ. And in this
place, indeed, the matter itself seems to demand it. For since the proposition at
the beginning of the verse is, "the gift is not as it is through one who sinned," the
first member requires that it be shown how the matter stands through that one.
It stands thus, he says, that the judgment from one is unto condemnation. It is
consistent that here &' évoc in the proposition, and £¢ évoc in the proof, be taken in
the same sense. (12) But, say learned men, the logic of the opposition, and what is
subjoined ék moA@v mopamtopdtov 'from many offenses,” show that mopantdporog
should rather be understood. I confess, if those words are to be translated in the
way I see they have consistently been translated by the Vulgate, Erasmus, Beza,
and the Syriac (the Arab omitted moA@v). But I advise that it can also be
translated, "from the offenses of many," and that this fits the place very well. The
judgment, he says, comes from one, that is from the offense of one man, unto
condemnation: but grace comes not from one, but from the offenses of many
men unto justification. Great is the condemnation which the offense of one man



brought forth, but it was increased in infinite ways when the offenses of infinite
men were added. Grace removes this whole heap of condemnation, infinitely
greater than what had resulted from the offense of the first man. Therefore the
gift is not as the state of affairs is through the one who had sinned. The object of
this gift here is not this or that individual of the faithful, to whom many sins
indeed, but nevertheless only his own, are forgiven: but the whole race of the
Elect comprehended in Christ, just as the whole human race comprehended in
Adam is the object of the judgment that came upon all to condemnation.
Therefore, just as that condemnation, insofar as it flowed from the offense of
one unto all, has a certain proportion to the merit of the offense of that one
man, so the grace by which that condemnation is abolished has an equal
proportion. Add now the condemnation which the whole race of the Elect and
faithful contracted by so many and so great offenses, which the same grace
universally abolishes, and there at last it appears how much more good the grace
of one has given than the offense of one had given evil. I would also like to
observe that in the first member where it deals with judgment, ¢ évog signifies a
meritorious efficient cause: in the other where it deals with grace, ék moAA&v
nopantopdrov signifies a terminus from which. For grace, insofar as it is conferred
upon the faithful taken collectively in one body, proceeds from the offenses of
many as from a terminus from which, to justification as to a terminus to which.

VERS. 17. Ei yap 1§ 10 évdg napamidatt 6 Odvatog éBact Aevoe S0 té £vog. Beza published
1 &vi mapamidpatt 'per unum lapsum” (through one trespass). And he says he
restored it thus from the Claromontanus Codex. I would not want so much faith
to be given to one Codex against the faith and authority of all the rest, and
against the reading which Chrysostom, the Latin Vulgate, the Syriac, and the
Arab have consistently followed. Nor, if you read 1@ 1o é&vog mapamiopar, will the
following & 1@ £vog be entirely redundant for that reason, which, since the Syriac
and Arab also thought so, they omitted. Rather, it contains a most useful
doctrine, and proposes what was most to the point in this matter of Paul:
namely, how it happened that by the offense of one, death reigned over all. This
did not happen through the imitation of posterity, but through that same one
who had offended, so that the guilt of Adam's offense was transfused and
propagated through the same Adam into his posterity, to such an extent that
through him death also reigned over the rest. If, he says, one man could do this
by his one offense, through himself alone, how much more will the one Christ,
through that abundant grace which in the preceding verse he had said proceeds
from the offenses of many to justification, bring it about that those who receive
it by faith will reign in life? The Apostle's words are, noAA® PdArov oi v nepicoeiav
tiig xéprrog Kai thg dwpeds tiig Sikaroovvng Aapfévovieg, &c. Chrysostom also reads it this
way, but it is noted in the margin that some codices read dwpedg dikaocovne. The
Vulgate, Syriac, and Arab have followed this reading.

VERS. 18. Apa dv dg 8" £vog mapamidplatog, €ig néviag dvOpdmovg &ig kotdkptila, Sutm Kkoi St
&vog Sikaudplatog, gig mavtag avBpodmovg eig dikaimow (wiic. Beza alone translated &' évog



nopamidpatog as "per unum lapsum” (through one trespass), and &' &vog dwoidpatog
as "per unam justificationem" (through one justification). (I8) The other
Interpreters whom we often cite, translate "per unius lapsum" (through the
trespass of one man), and "per unius justificationem" (through the justification of
one man), or rather "justitiam" (righteousness). We praise this. Nor do we see
why that interpretation should not correspond to the Greek, nor does it create a
tautology in the following verse, especially if you conveniently supply the
ellipsis of this verse. Erasmus, after napantdporog, supplies "propagatur malum”
(evil is propagated); after dwodparog, "propagatur bonum" (good is propagated).
Beza in the former place, "reatus venit" (guilt came); in the latter, "beneficium
redundavit' (the benefit abounded). The Syriac and Arabs supply nothing, but
change the construction, as if it read xotéxpipié éotv ig mévrag dvOpdnovg, and again,
dwcaimnoig {ofic éotwv &ig mavtac avOpodmovg. We think that, as above in verse 16, so also
here it is sufficient that in each member #tv or et is understood. In this way,
"Therefore, just as through the offense of one man the matter stands with regard
to all men unto condemnation, so through the righteousness of one man the
matter stands with regard to all men unto the justification of life." The
explanation of this is given in the following verse.

I would like, furthermore, for the sake of Syriac students, to observe that the
Syriac at the beginning of the verse has maolNge A\ 72 Nigao Lyg) "sicut ergo
propter peccatum unius &c." (just as therefore on account of the sin of one etc.).
To which Tremellius in his notes says, "We have changed what was incorrectly
written xiox (Which means nothing) to x1>x, that is @c." An error was admitted, he
says, by the change of Yod to Zain, and by transposition, although it is read the
same way in the Manuscript. So he says. But he changed it incorrectly. It is read
correctly. The word wxmx is usual for the Syrians from x> "modus, species”
(manner, kind), with an euphonic Aleph prefixed with a Caph of similitude from
Hebraism, as if to say "according to the manner,’ that is, "just as." Just as from
‘one," in the same way x> is formed "according to one," i.e. "together, at the
same time." But xiax has 7 after it, with which it literally denotes "according to the
manner in which," that is, "just as." From this it is clear what the cause of often
variant readings is: namely, a change which the ignorance of readers or
interpreters has produced.

VERS. 19. Koteotdbnoav. Thus the Syriac and Arab also, and likewise Chrysostom
read. Erasmus, however, reads kateotaOnpev.

VERS. 20. Népog 8¢ mapeioiidev, ivo mheovaon to mapdmiope. The Syriac and Arabs
simply, "Lex autem intravit" (But the law entered). For there are also other places
where napd and ¢ig are so compounded with verbs that they signify nothing new,
but only augment the meaning of the simple verbs. Thus napeiceveykeiv is used in
2 Peter 1:5. Erasmus, "Lex obiter subiit" (The law entered by the way). Nor does
he explain in his notes what he means by "obiter." Perhaps he meant the same as
Chrysostom, who comments thus on this verse: Awti 3¢ ovk &ine, vopog 8560n, GAAGY,



vopog 8¢ mapeioiiile; mpookapov avtod Sewkvdg THV ypelav ovoav, kai ov Kuplav 00dE
mponyovpévny. "Why did he not say, 'the law was given, but, 'the law, however,
nopewoil0e’? Because he wished to indicate that the use of the law was temporary,
and not of ruling or primary power." Which he proceeds to prove from the
passage in Gal. 3:23, where the law is said to have kept us confined until faith
should be revealed. But apart from the fact that the use of the law is perpetual, to
increase sin, unless one is regenerated by the Spirit of Christ, the force of the
word rnapeiceldsiv does not seem to be to signify a temporary entrance. Beza, "Lex
vero praeterea introiit" (But the law moreover entered), that is, he says, "it was
added to that disease with which all men were laboring, contaminated by the sin
of one." But neither does that seem to be the genuine meaning of the word.
Suidas says that napeiceddeiv is 10 per’ dAkov mhayidoavtog cuvelceldsiv, "to enter
together with another who came in obliquely." But ciceldsiv, he says, is 10 yopvij i
noppnoig yproacol, "to use naked freedom of speech.” And that the Apostle meant
this when he said, nopeisiiifev 6 vopoc. He does not seem to have referred this to
the public giving of the Mosaic law, which was done openly, and where # yopvy
noppnoio. "naked freedom of speech" thrives as much as possible: but to the
general use of the law common to all ages, by which it urges, presses, accuses,
and condemns the sinner. For thus far it is truly said that as soon as sin entered
obliquely into the world, the right, authority, and dominion of the law crept in
along with sin, and even with the law being silent and saying nothing openly, the
sinner became a slave of the law, and that by the just judgment of God, sin was
increased through the dominion of the law. Whatever the case, Suidas thought
that word had the meaning of "creeping in," as did undoubtedly the Vulgate, who
for that reason translated it "subintravit" (it entered secretly). Thus it is certainly
to be taken in Gal. 2:4, oftiveg mapeisiirov "'who crept in." He is speaking of false
brothers, who in the same place are called nopsicaxtor "crept in." Nor do we find
another meaning of this word among lexicographers, who interpret it by
napooiévar and rapadvvor. Nor does it seem to me to be alien from this place. For
although, as the distinguished Beza truly says, the law of Moses was publicly
proposed and accepted with such great ceremonies, yet if you look at the
pursuits of men, to whom such a bridle was least expected, but who were
lasciviously running wild and fearlessly indulging their desires, the law was
given suddenly, restraining, prohibiting, threatening, urging, compelling,
condemning those thinking of far different things; it can with the greatest justice
be said to have "entered secretly" into the world, and to have "stolen upon" men,
and as it were surreptitiously to have entered into their sins. Add that there is a
certain clandestine and surreptitious power of the law, so that, what seemed least
to be expected from it, sin is thereby increased.

But it is helpful here to hear Chrysostom on that saying of the Apostle tva
mieovaon, etc. To 82 tva, he says, évtadba ovk aitioroyiag v, 6AL' dkBaoemg Eotv. 0D Yap Eig
todto £660m, tva mheovéon, GAL 8860n U&v dote Pedoot Kol Aveddv 1O mapdmtoa. SEEPN 88
To0vavTiov, 0O mapd THY Tod vOHPov evow, dALL mapd THY tdV defapévov pabupiav. That tva
that is "ut" (so that), here does not state a cause but an outcome. For it was not



given for this purpose, that sin might abound. But it was given so that it might
diminish and take away the trespass: but the contrary came about, not from the
nature of the law, but from the indolence of those who received it. The Syriac
Scholiast has translated these same things into his own work. Where it is
certainly to be praised, that he says it is attributed to the law by accident that evil
is increased from it, and that this should be ascribed not to the nature of the law,
but to the indolence of men. Yet it does not follow from this that the particle iva
here denotes nothing besides the outcome. For the law is to be considered not
only as an instrument of a good God, prescribing a rule of justice, but also as an
instrument of an angry judge avenging sins, in which respect it is said to work
wrath, Rom. 4, verse 15. And in this same respect, the office of the law is to
increase sin. And although this comes from the malice of men, yet the law is not
idle there, but applies its force to the malice of men in such a way that both the
law through malice, and malice through the law, increase sin, whence that saying
of the Apostle in Rom. 7, "The passions of sins... were effective through the law,’
verse 5. "Sin... works all concupiscence through the law," verse 8. "through the law
it deceived me," verse 1l. "it became exceedingly sinful through the
commandment,’ verse 13. Nor would I readily admit what he said, that the law
was given to diminish and abolish sin. I confess it was given to prohibit all sin
whatsoever, and not to allow any at all to be committed. But to diminish or
abolish a committed sin, that indeed is beyond the powers of the law, and so it
cannot have been given to a sinner for that end. "A law was not given which
could give life," Gal. 3:21. That is entirely the work of grace. The law, I confess,
diminishes sin in the faithful and regenerate, but it does not have this from
itself, but from the accompanying Spirit of regeneration, to which the law is a
handmaiden in this work, and is its instrument, which is elevated by that
principal agent above its own inherent virtue. Without it, the law increases sin
rather than diminishes it.

00 8¢ émhedvacey 1 Gpoptio, vnepenepiooevoey 1 xapig. The Scholiast notes: o1 Xy 177
"scilicet apud Gentes profanas" (namely among the profane Gentiles). This is
alien to the scope of the Apostle, who here does not intend to commend the
grace of God towards the Gentiles, because among them sin abounded more
than among the Jews, but to show in general how much the grace of Christ
surpasses the sin of Adam and the law of Moses. (K) Adam's sin introduced death
and condemnation. The Law increased sin and condemnation, yet grace
abounded over all these things.

CHAPTER VL

VERS. 4. Aw tfig 86&ng tod Hotpés. Among the Interpreters whom we are
accustomed to cite, only Beza translates it, "In gloriam Patris" (To the glory of
the Father). For what Tremellius translated from this Syriac >max7 xm232 as "in
gloriam patris sui” (in the glory of his father), was done incorrectly. Translate,
"per gloriam patris sui" (through the glory of his father). The other would be said



as >max7 x5, just as in Phil. 2, verse 11, xax x79x7 xn2w" gig §6Eav Og0d matpdc. But that
1 is used for &ig, we have not yet learned. But what is this, "through the glory of
the Father™ It is, "through the power of the Father." The Apostle learned this
from the LXX Interpreters, who for w "strength" say §6¢a, Ps. 68:35, Isa. 12:2 &
45:24. also tpn, Ps. 29:2 & 96:7 & 99:3. again 56&a for x "strength” Isa. 40:26, for
movn "strengths,” Num. 23:22 & 24:8. just as on the other hand for nxx "excellency,’
which they not rarely translate with 36fav, elsewhere they have said ioyvg
"strength," as Isa. 2:10, 19, 21. And lest it seem strange to anyone that the
meanings of strength and glory are confused, I advise that among the Arabs the
verb =, which is the Hebrew v, denotes not only to be powerful and strong, but
also to be endowed with dignity, preeminent, excellent, honored, and is opposed
to J5 "abject, despised." as in Ali's letter, 4 Jc 3¢ Gl 345 "He who is despised
among men, is in honor before God." The meanings can therefore be joined, so
that by s6éav an excellent, preeminent, and glorious power is denoted.

VERS. S. "For if we have been planted together in the likeness of his death, é\ra
Koi tfg dvootdosmg éoopeda.’ Erasmus and Beza, "nimirum & resurrectionis erimus”
(truly we shall be also of his resurrection). The Vulgate, "simul & resurrectionis
erimus” (at the same time we shall be also of his resurrection), as if he had read
épo. This reading does not displease the distinguished Beza, so that é\\a is said to
have crept in for &po. I would not want to suspect that, since no codices argue for
it, especially when it is established that d\\a is not always adversative, but also
confirmative, for "utique, equidem" (surely, indeed). As in John 16:2,
Amocuvayd@youg momcovcy DA, AL Epyeton dpa, tva etc. "They will put you out of the
synagogues; utique (surely) the hour is coming etc.'" So in this place too I
translate, "utique (surely) we shall be also of his resurrection." It is known that the
Hebrew particle », besides being properly causal, sometimes affirms, as
"equidem" (indeed), and sometimes opposes, as "sed" (but). It is not surprising,
therefore, if from Hebraism, a\\a also not only opposes, but also affirms. For
which reason, for »> "utique" (surely), the LXX said ¢, Job 32:8. The Syriac for
dAra here in Paul has x1o7, as does the Arab << "similiter" (similarly), that is obroc.

VERS. 7. Sedwcoiotar and tfic apoptioc. Beza, "liberatus est a peccato” (he has been
freed from sin). Thus also the Syriac +nnx and the Arab .. This is the same
thing that Peter said in his 1st Epistle 4:1, 6 nafov év capxi, mémovtar dpaptiag. I
confess, however, that the Vulgate, who translates it literally, "justificatus est a
peccato” (he has been justified from sin), pleases me very much. And indeed I
think the Apostle had in mind what the Syrians would say p7¢ .p77m%x among the
Hebrews is "to be clean, pure, innocent, just." Similarly among the Syrians,
among whom it also means "to conquer,” and properly of him who in a trial,
being declared clean of the imputed crime and just, conquers his adversary. (K2)
From there comes xp7¢ "justification,” Rom. 5:18, and xmar "victory,' Luke 1:1. >x
"innocent,” Mark 27:4, and "victor," everywhere among the Syrians. In the
Ethpaal Conjugation, it means > "he cleaned, purified, justified, made to
conquer.’ I think therefore the sense is, "He who has died, has been so declared



clean and just from sin by the judge God himself, that he has conquered sin." Far
be it, therefore, that the same man should succumb to sin, as if guilty and
conquered. He who still lives to sin can rightly be accused, that he himself is a
slave of sin, and sin is his master. But he who is regenerated through the Holy
Spirit and has died to sin in Christ, is justified from that accusation and is
absolved, since he can prove that sin no longer rules him, but he rules sin. This is
a different justification from that which consists in the remission of sins. He who
wants more on this, let him see below on Rom. 8:4.

VERS. 12. Eig 10 vroxodewv adtf v taig émbvpiog avtod. The Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabs
do not seem to have read avrij &v.

VER. 17. "You have obeyed that form of doctrine, ¢ig 6v napedodnte” "into which you
were delivered,” which the Syriac said in the same sense N3 7onnx7. The Arab in
the same sense and with the same root as the Syriac has 4l il 3. Where,
however, we advise that it can be translated simply, "to which you have believed."
For aslama (.), which is of the 4th conjugation, or hiphil, is properly "to
deliver," as also among the Syrians. Then it is used particularly for "to deliver
oneself to God," that is, "to believe." And because the Mohammedans think that
they alone truly believe and are delivered to God, it is said specifically of him
who has embraced the Mohammedan religion. Hence everywhere in the history
of Elmacin, i 3 "he delivered," that is, "he believed,' he became a
Mohammedan. % "a Muslim," "one who delivers, believes," that is, a
Mohammedan. 34 "Islamism," "tradition, surrender, faith," the Mohammedan
religion. That this plainly agrees with the apostolic phrase, no one fails to see.

VERS. 19. AvOponwov Aéyo. Beza, "humano more loquor" (I speak in a human
manner), that is kat' &vépwrov Lord. The Vulgate literally, "Humanum dico" (I say a
human thing). Not unskillfully, if it is rightly understood, namely "that which is
human," taken from the midst of men, and therefore not so very arduous, since
it can be grasped by the human mind. Thus I take the Syriac, who said xwi 92 >
xx mx. Tremellius: "Tanquam inter filios hominis loquor" (As if I speak among
the sons of man). I would prefer, "secundum quod inter homines est dico" (I
speak according to what is among men); not, "I speak": for that the Syriac would
have said xix %omn. The Arab explains the Syriac: ¢l ¢ J& WS J 85 "and I say as it is
commonly said among men." But the Syriac and Arabs have referred these
words to what follows, as has the distinguished Beza, who translated &onep yap
nopeoticote as, nempe sicut exhibuistis” (namely as you presented). So I also
translate the Syriac, 1277 won7 x1°% "Nempe sicut parastis membra vestra, &c.'
(Namely as you prepared your members, etc.). X157 ax "ita nunc etiam parate” (so
now also prepare). For which Tremellius has, "ut sicut accommodastis &c. ita
nunc etiam accommodetis” (as just as you have adapted etc. so now also you
should adapt). That construction would not have required 7, but 7. What is
prefixed, 7, is not the conjunction "ut" (that), but, as is usual after words of saying,



it expresses that very thing which, on account of the infirmity of their flesh, he
proceeds to say, taken from human usage. (K3)

VERS. 21. Tiva Ov kaprov giyete t61€ £ 0ig Vv énaicyvvesde; The Syriac distinguished
differently. He placed the question mark after t6te. He took the rest for an
answer, in this way, "And what fruit did you have then?" Then: the things that
follow are, says the Syriac Scholiast, xn7p x7xw7 xxn xn "the answer to the
preceding question,’ "of which you are now ashamed." I advise this, because
Tremellius translated it differently.

VERS. 28. t& yap dyovia tiig apaptiag 6évarog. Vulgate and Beza, "Stipendia enim
peccati mors” (For the wages of sin is death). In this sense oyovia is taken in Luke
3:14 & 1 Cor. 9:7, namely for the pay of soldiers. The Syriac translates xmys, for
which Tremellius has "stipendium" (stipend). Boderianus in the Paris edition,
"merces" (reward). I translate, "questus, sive lucrum" (gain, or profit), for that
xny1s means this we have taught in Luke 12:58. And the same for the Arabic s_lxs
which this Interpreter has used here. Hesychius: dydviov, Samévn, képdog, "expense,
profit." Suidas, oyovia, képdn "profits.” It is usual for the Talmudists to use ovox,
sometimes with the letters transposed xwsox, for stipend. As when in tractate
Sanhedrin, c. 2, he explains that precept given to the King in Deut. 17, verse 17:
¥ 127 &% 270 A92 "gold and silver he shall not multiply for himself," as 0% 73 x9x
x100x "unless that he may have whence to give stipends.”

CHAPTER VIL

VERS. 1. "The law hath dominion over a man 2¢’ écov ypovov (jj." Erasmus: "quoad
ea vixerit" (as long as it shall have lived), namely the law. Correctly. Beza: "quoad
ipse vixerit" (as long as he shall have lived), namely the man. But it can, he says,
be understood, either of him who has dominion, so that he who is dead ceases to
have dominion, or of him who is subject to the one having dominion, who
himself also, being dead, ceases to be subject. But in truth, no mention is made
of any dominant person in this verse, but only of the law. And so the syntax itself
forces that "ipse" which he inserted to refer to no other than him who is subject
to the dominant law. This, however, does not seem to agree with the mind of the
Apostle. Which the following similitude (otherwise than the most learned man
thinks) in my judgment entirely proves. The similitude of the Husband and wife
is adduced, where it is not said that the wife is bound to the husband as long as
she lives, nor that she is freed when dead, but that she is bound as long as the
husband lives, and when he is dead, she is freed. And from what? From the law
of her husband, v. 2 & 3. Therefore, whether you say the husband, or the law of
the husband, you say the same thing in this argument. While the husband lives,
his law over the wife lives. When he dies, that law dies, because she is not bound
to the man except through the law, verse 2. For which reason, in place of the
dominant person, he said the law itself in verse 1, which he wants to have
dominion over a man as long as it lives, which is just as if he had said that he
who is fortified by the law has dominion over his subjects as long as he lives. And



the apodosis confirms the same, in which the Apostle does not urge that we are
free from the former husband because we are dead, but because he is dead, and
so we were permitted to marry another without any suspicion of adultery,
namely Christ: nor is there now besides this husband another, who can claim
any right over us.

Nor is it an obstacle that in v. 4 he says, vjig é0ovat@dnte 1@ vopo. For if the sense
were, "you are dead while the law survives," as if the wife were to die while the
husband survives, the whole similitude would be rendered void. The meaning,
therefore, is, "the law being dead, you also have been made dead to its power,'
that is, freed from it. In the same sense as in verse 6 he says, kompymnpev anod tod
vopov "we have been abolished,’ or "made void from the law," namely with
respect to the dominion which it formerly exercised over us, but which is now
plainly abolished. So that this may be understood more correctly, it must be
inquired which was our former husband, sin or the law. I answer, neither sin
alone, nor the law alone, but sin with the law and through the law. For just as in
carnal marriage the Apostle observed three things: 1. The Husband, 2. the wife, 3.
the marital law, that is, the divine right by which authority was given to the
husband over the wife: so in our former spiritual marriage three things must be
established: 1. Sin, 2. the unregenerate man, 3. the law of God, both moral and
ceremonial, and especially moral, from which sin has all its power over man. For
just as he taught above in c. 5:13, apaptiav ovx éA\hoyeicBar, Pn dvrog vopov, "sin is not
imputed, where there is no law," so here in chap. 7 he says o nadqporta té@v apaptév
"the affections of sins" are & tod vopov "through the law," v. 5; sin is not known
except through the law, v. 7; sin takes occasion from the commandment, v. 8;
without the law sin is dead, v. 9; but through the law it kills, v. 11, and becomes
exceedingly sinful through the commandment, v. 13. Therefore, just as the
husband has no power over the wife except by the force of marital law, and for
that reason, for the law to have dominion over a man is the same for the Apostle
in v. 1 as for the woman to be subject to the man in v. 2, so sin has no power over
the unregenerate man except by the force of the divine law, which is therefore
called svvapig tic apoptiog "the power of sin,' 1 Cor. 15, v. 56, and the "law of sin,"
Rom. 8:2, cf. with 3. And it is the same whether you say sin or the law dominates
the unregenerate.

And just as when the husband is dead, the marital law is also dead, and therefore
the wife is free, so when sin is dead, the law of God is also dead, and therefore
the man is freed, so that he is neither under sin any longer, nor under the law.
But how, you ask, is the law of God dead, when we are still held by it? I answer, it
is dead with respect to the dominion which sin previously exercised over us
through it and it through sin. For now in our second spiritual marriage three
things are present, plainly adverse to the former: 1. Christ. 2. the regenerate
man. 3. the Spirit of regeneration, who is in place of the law, subjecting us to
Christ. And hence that saying, "the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has
freed me from the law of sin and death," Rom. 8, verse 2. The law of the



Decalogue therefore continues to bind us, but with no marital authority, not as a
Lord, but as a handmaiden of the Spirit, ministering to the Gospel, and
subservient to the ministry of the Spirit. For wherever the law acts as lord and
husband over the sinner, it works wrath, increases sin, condemns, kills. But
where Christ rules through his Spirit, there the law is an easy yoke, Matth. 11,
verse 30, its commandments are not grievous, 1 John 5:3, it gives testimony to
the righteousness of God through the faith of Jesus Christ, Rom. 3:22. And to
this pertain what the Apostle hands down in 1 Tim. 1:8,9,10,11, where against the
teachers of the law, who urged the righteousness of the law among Christians, he
says that the law is good, if a man uses it lawfully. But how will a Christian use it
lawfully? £idag todro, 611 Sikaim vopog ov keitar, "knowing this, that the law is not laid
for a righteous man," but for the lawless, the insubordinate, etc., and if there is
anything else that is contrary to sound doctrine, according to the Gospel of the
glory of the blessed God. That is, if any faithful man, just in Christ through faith,
and also endowed with internal justice through the regeneration of the Spirit,
wishes to use the law lawfully, since it is good for him, he ought to know this
thoroughly and hold it precisely, that the law is not laid for him, that is, to
command as a mistress and master, to bind as a slave, to condemn when he sins,
to attribute righteousness to him when he obeys. This right and dominion it has
over the wicked and unjust, who, since they are adverse to the sound doctrine of
the Gospel, and therefore are not subject to the dominion of Christ, are still
forced to acknowledge the dominion of the law. He therefore who obeys the
sound doctrine of the Gospel, makes the law good and useful for himself, when
he knows that the law of faith is laid for him, not the law of works; but he uses
the law of works as now subject to faith. For as he had said in verse 5, "The end of
the commandment is now charity from a pure heart, and of a good conscience,
and of faith unfeigned." Faith has sanctified the law for us and made it useful, so
that when we now love God and our neighbor from a sincere faith, that charity is
holy and approved by the law, which it would otherwise profane and condemn
on account of its adherent defects. And this indeed is vopipog vope xpiicbo "to use
the law lawfully," which those frivolous vopodisackarot (teachers of the law) by no
means understood.

VERS. 4. Ebavarodnte 1@ vope. The comparison of the members demanded that it
should rather be said, £0ovar®fn vpiv 6 vopog (‘the law was made dead to you").
Therefore, learned men think that the Apostle, by a deliberate small inversion,
wished to deflect the odium of the harsher word, lest he should offend the Jews
if he had said that the law was dead. But it seems to me that these two phrases
mean precisely the same thing, just as, when we are often said to be dead to sin,
it is the same as sin being dead to us. And the Apostle takes it for the same: "the
world has been crucified to me, and I to the world," Gal. 6. verse 14. Thus, it is the
same: "you have died to the law," and "the law has died to you." He who says that
we have died to the law, to sin, and to the world, says that we have been freed
from the dominion of those things. He who says that the law, sin, and the world
have died to us, says that those things have lost their dominion over us. Hence,



that "to have died" is explained by "to have been freed," Rom. 6. verse 18. &. 8. 2.
"to have been rescued," Gal. 1. 4. "not to be under,' Rom. 6. 14.

VERS. 6. Novi 8¢ kampynonpev anod tod vopov. The Vulgate, "We are loosed from the
law." Beza, "we are freed." Others, "we are made void." in the same way the
Vulgate translated it in Gal. 5. verse 4. The Syriac is excellent, \z A\ 2 oa,
which Tremellius less aptly translated as "we are loosed." Boderianus is better in
his interlinear version, "we cease from the law." Properly, "we have been made
idle," or "we have been made to cease, to abstain from the law." He has explained
the proper meaning of the verb «xarapysiv, which when referring to a person
denotes "to make someone épyév, idle, ceasing and abstaining from labor." Thus
the Hellenists in Ezra 4. 21. 23. & 5. 5. & 6. 8. where the enemies of the Jews are
ordered to compel them to cease from building Jerusalem, they call that action
xotapyfjoat Tovg &vdpag, in Chaldaic x133 xyvay. So in this place, xatpynOnpev dnod tod
vopov, that is, "we have been brought into such a state that we are permitted to be
at leisure from the law, since we have no further business with it." As if to say, 7
¥6p1g T0d Xpiotod katipyncev Mg énd tod vopov, "the grace of Christ has made us to
cease from the law, so that henceforth our business is with Christ, the new
husband, not with the law." Just as, conversely, in Gal. 5. verse 4, "You who wish to
be justified by the law, xoampymonte dnd 100 Xpiotod, you have been made to cease
from Christ,’ so that you have nothing to do with him, since you subject
yourselves to the law, the old husband, and wish to deal with it. Whoever deals
with the law is at leisure from Christ; whoever deals with Christ is at leisure from
the law. The Arab seems to have had this in mind, (sl Jle! (e Wy 38 when he
translated it "we have been made immune from the works of the law." The Syriac
Scholiast, "from the old law, that is." "that we may henceforth serve in newness of
Spirit," mo30 Laaw Lwony @, that is "in the new and spiritual law." If by the old law
he understands the old administration of the law, as it was before Christ, and by
the new and spiritual, the same moral law, which, having lost its marital
dominion, is a handmaid to the grace of the Spirit, his sentiment is not bad.

It follows in the same verse, dnobovoviog év @ xoteyopedo. Thus only Beza reads.
Although we hold this man in the highest esteem for his distinguished erudition
and piety, it is a matter of religious principle to praise or tolerate what he has
committed here in the sacred texts. He admits that the Greek texts with the
highest consensus read darofovovieg. To which I add the Syriac and the Arab. But
from Erasmus he cites that Chrysostom read d&mobavovtog and that the
interpretation itself proves it; although he acknowledges that the printed copies
disagree. The Savilian edition certainly has énofavévteg, with no variant reading
noted. Nor is it necessarily gathered from Chrysostom's interpretation itself that
he read otherwise. Let us hear him. Kai ndg fipelc kammpyndnpev; tod koteyoPévov Hmod
¢ aMaptiag davOpomov moiatod Amobavoviog kol Tagéviog: ToDTO Yap EONAOEV  EImMV,
Anofavovieg &v @ koteixdpeda, doovel Eleyev, 6 dec1og St 0D kateydPeda vekpodn kai Sieppin,
dHote 1OV Katéyovra Pndev kotéyew howdv, tovtéott, v apaptiov. He reads damobavovieg, but
says this is the same as dnoBavovtog mokaod YoV avdpomov, which is the true and



plain explanation. We have been freed from the law, being dead, that is, the old
man being dead. But dead in respect to what? In respect to sin, by whose bond
the old man was held bound. Whatever the case, Chrysostom's interpretation
ought not to be of such weight to us that for its sake we should change anything
in the divine words against the testimony of all the codices.

Therefore, one must read anofavéviec. But what then is, arobavovieg év @ katexopeda?
Interpreters have tormented themselves here because of the unusual phrasing.
Which I acknowledge, if it is construed with xatexopeda, but not if it is construed
with érobavovieg. As if it were written, dnofovovteg év ékeiveo @ xoteiyopeba, "having
died in that by which we were held," that is "according to that, with respect to
that." Just as év copxi and xatd cdpra nepumateiv are commonly taken by the Apostle
for the same thing. And so év denotes the subject of spiritual mortification, or
that which is mortified through regeneration. which is the very law of the flesh
and of sin. and ¢ «ateiyero is a phrase, such as in John 5. 14. & é9mote koreiyeto
vooqpati. Nor would I hesitate to translate it literally into Dutch, ghestorven in het
ghene/ Daermede wy ghehouden waren. Not dissimilar is the phrase in 1 Pet. 4. 1. 6
nodov &v capki, ménavton apaptioc. The sense is, "he who has suffered in the flesh, just
as the flesh itself may have suffered." where if for ¢ na6dv you substitute (which in
the matter of regeneration is the same thing) 6 anobavav, "he who has died in the
flesh, such that the flesh itself has died," you have the same sentiment as Paul:
"Having died in that by which we were held, such that the very thing by which
we were held has died." But if the preposition év must absolutely be construed
with xateyopeda, rather than reading drnofavovrog, I would translate, "having died in
whom we were contained,’ namely, in Christ. For since we were elected in him,
and given to him by the Father before the foundations of the world were laid, we
are rightly said to have been contained in him, even before regeneration: and
because we were contained, we were crucified, died, buried and raised in him.
But I prefer the former opinion. which the Syriac also followed, translating, "And
we have died to him who was detaining us," namely, to sin. The Arab, "from
him."

VERS. 8. Agoppnyv 8¢ AaBodoa 1 Gpoptia e tg éviorfic. The Syriac, Arab and Beza
expressed the article tiig, for tavg, so that it refers to that commandment, "You
shall not covet." The Vulgate and Erasmus took it generally, and therefore did
not express it. which I commend. For the following verse clearly teaches that
vopov and évrody are taken for the same thing. Nor on that account will verse 12
contain a hateful tautology. For if the vice of tautology is to be attributed to
Scripture wherever mnw moa anx 127 occurs, as R. D. Kimchi commonly speaks,
that is, "the same thing in different words," there will be no authors more inept
than the prophet David, and especially Isaiah. Add that there seems to be a great
reason here why Paul used the word "law" now, and "commandment" then,
namely because the law offers occasion to sin for sinning more, by the very fact
that it commands and by commanding irritates sin. The commandment, in turn,
has authority against the sinner, because it is the commandment of the law. so



that I do not doubt that "commandment” is to be taken collectively for all the
commandments of the law.

VERS. 9. Xopig yap vopov apeptio vekpd. We understand this matter thus. If the law,
where Adam transgressed it, had been abolished, that first sin would not have
ceased to be a sin, but it would have been a dead sin, which could not beget any
new sin. For it would have had nothing to transgress. But with the law remaining,
sin lived, and produced new sins. for it had something to transgress further. And
since it could not not transgress (for it could produce nothing other than what
was like itself), the more it was constrained by the bonds of justice by the law,
the more ferocious and ebullient it became, and the more it exerted its life in
man. However, because from Adam to Moses the law was only natural, and
therefore weak, the life of sin was also weak, so that it could even then be
considered dead, if compared to those remarkable powers and, so to speak,
activity, which sin received from the most perfect law, written by the finger of
God himself and given through Moses. Here it should be noted again, what we
also advised above from 1 Cor. 15. verse 56, that the law is the dovajg, power or
strength of sin. For just as the authority of a husband is his strength and power,
by which he holds his wife subject to himself; so also the law of God is the
strength and power and, as it were, the life of sin, by which sin, that is, original
corruption, holds man himself subject and enslaved to it. And just as a man has
power over his wife, not because he is a man, but because he is equipped with
marital law and authority: so also original corruption reigns in man, not because
it is sin, but by the power of the divine law, which by the just judgment of God
subjected man to the dominion of corruption. For there can be corruption that
does not reign, as now in the faithful and regenerate. The fact that it reigns in
the unregenerate, dominates, and commands like a master to a servant, a
husband to a wife, it has from the law, which, executing the just judgment of
God, enslaved man to that first sin and to the corruption that flowed from it.
Hence the Apostle said above in chapter 6, verse 15, that sin dominates as long as
man is under the law.

For the law, which before the transgression was an instrument of divine
goodness, subjecting man by a certain marital right to his benign Creator as to a
husband, after the transgression became an instrument of divine wrath and
vengeance, which, while retaining the marital right but with a completely
different exercise, subjected man, who had defected from God to sin, to sin as to
a husband in place of God. From this it is clear that although sin does not have
from the law that it is sin (for the law is holy), yet because it has from the law
dominion over man, it also has from the law that it condemns man, that it lives
in man, and that it impels and pushes him to new and more sins incessantly, just
as a husband impels his wife to work. it has this, I say, from the law, which
avenges its own violation and, as a punishment, authorizes the primal and
hereditary sin, as it were, to execute its desires through man with masterly
dominion. not otherwise than above in ch. 1. 24. they had it from the hand of



God, who by a just judgment handed over the ungrateful and perfidious gentiles
to the lusts of their hearts, that they might defile their bodies among themselves.
where the law also had its office. For the law which they had petulantly despised
as written in their hearts, increased the power of sin, so that it would henceforth
act as a more cruel husband, and become more sinful. It seemed good to explain
this more fully, so that at the same time it might be understood in what sense
the Apostle said above in verse 5, that the passions of sins were through the law.
and below in verse 13 he will say that sin becomes exceedingly sinful through the
commandment: namely, not only by the occasion which sin takes from the law
and the commandment, but also by the masterly power which the law grants to
sin. From which it is certainly abundantly clear how desperate for us is the
righteousness of the law, since it, having become the guardian of sin, has given it
power over us, which it increases more as sins increase.

VERS. 18. "What then is good, has it become death to me? By no means: &\’ 1
apoptio, tva @aviy apaptio, S1 tod dyabod Mot xatepyalopévn Oavatov.” The Syriac, 1\)
La0Z o3 A3ZAN. LAINTD 201 o0 Lo Lwwaaa Lo distinguished it thus: "but sin,
that it might appear what sin was, is that which through the good perfected
death in me." Erasmus and Beza distinguish after éA\X" n apoptia, "but sin,’ so that
"has become death to me" is understood. Then they construe xotepyalopévn with
oavfi, the participle being put for the infinitive in the Attic manner. in this way,
"that sin might appear through the good to be effecting death for me." Then the
comma after tva gavij apoptioc would have to be removed which, if you absolutely
want to posit an ellipsis after ax\” 1 apaprio, should not be done, I would translate
thus: "but sin has become death to me, that sin might appear, working death for
me through the good." That is, "sin has been turned into death for me, that it
might clearly appear to be truly sin, since it works death through the good itself.
But I agree with those who translate, "but sin, that it might appear as sin, works
death for me through the good. others, "has worked." I would prefer, "was
working." for the participle is present. and the present tense is also valid for the
imperfect. The Apostle's scope is to justify the law, to condemn sin. whose
atrocity, virulence, and impudence is nowhere more conspicuous than here,
that, lest it lie hidden, but be openly seen to be what it is, namely sin, it not only
sinned against the law, but taking occasion from the commandment, it sinned
through the law itself, and thus through that which is good, just, and holy, it
brought forth death for us. So diametrically opposed are God and sin. For God,
that his supreme goodness might appear, abuses the supreme evil, namely the
sins of the faithful, to generate in them a hatred of sin and a mortification of the
old man. Sin, on the contrary, that its supreme malice might appear, abuses the
supreme good, namely the most holy law of God, to increase depravity and to
take away all spiritual life from men.

Where at the same time, how much the law and grace differ is seen. For the law,
although holy, could not protect itself from being violated by sin and seized by it
for the use of sin and death. But such is the power of grace that, taking away all



life and power from sin, it makes the law itself, even in him by whom it was
violated, a minister of justice and life. The Syriac Scholiast interprets that "that it
might be seen to be sin" thus, xzaxe Laomaya Laso)aaoa L\ ;, "lest it should any
longer use the appearance of justice." But I think it is indicated here not so much
what God intended by the law, namely to take away the appearance of justice
from sin, as what sin itself intended, when it dared to abuse the law itself to
bring about death, namely to manifest itself, and to boast of its kingdom. And to
this also pertains what follows, tvo yévnran xad' vmepBoriv apaptwAdg 1 Gpaptio S0 Tig
éviodic. The Syriac, L amoda Jaudw mwaa an)iian, "that sin might be more (or
abundantly) condemned by the commandment." he referred apaptwirog not to the
guilt in sin, but to the state of being accused and the punishment. As if you were
to translate the Greek literally, "that sin might be rendered exceedingly guilty by
the commandment." He thought it disgraceful to the law, if through its
commandment sin is said to be made supremely sinful. but glorious, on the
other hand, if by the commandment sin is said to be held supremely guilty for
its merits. But there is no danger, since the Apostle here intends not what the use
of the law is in itself, but how sin abuses it. However, I do not know if the
renowned Beza was right enough to place, "that is," before iva yévnray, as if he were
explaining here what he had just said. It seems rather to suggest what end sin
intends, when it effects death through the law, to what purpose it uses the law
itself for that. namely, that it might become supremely sinful through the
commandment. for since sin has seized empire, it aspires, which is the nature of
all princes, to the pinnacle of empire. Therefore, just as princes do this, that
having brought the forces of their enemies under their own power, they use
them for the promotion of their own kingdom, so that they may reign alone,
freely, without obstacles, according to their will: so sin, since it had no other
enemy besides the law of God, converted the power of the law itself to its own
use. so that, the more men seek justice in the law, the greater sinners they
become. sin increasing its powers through the law itself, so that it may rise to the
highest liberty and audacity of sinning, restrained by no barriers. The Arab, to
whom all these things seemed very harsh and to be entirely avoided,
wonderfully interpolated everything, for he has it thus: 4ha Wil céje pa ddadll (Sl
da gl Adadll Lk Gl IS5 @il 3 S 3 e, "But sin, when it was known to be sin, made a
multitude of death to dwell in me: and this was the dominion of sin by the
commandment.'

VERS. 14. nerpapévov vmd v apoptiov. The Syriac, "sold to sin,' tfj apoprig. so also
the Arab, but he adds for the sake of exposition, "in the flesh." Beza, "sold to be
subjected to sin." I would prefer literally with the Vulgate, "sold under sin." That
is, constituted under the power of sin like a sold slave, who by the right of
purchase, is under the power of the buyer. nothing is lacking, except that "sold" is
put for "constituted through sale," the consequent being understood from the
antecedent, a manner most familiar to the Hebrews. The Syriac Scholiast says
quite dilutely that the reason for the statement is, 2.\ 70 Jxox)wa L) Ld@aa N\ 7



Laa_xa\, "because I am a man subject to passions, prone to concupiscence." he
did not express that enslavement sufhiciently.

VERS. 18. "For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh) nothing good dwells. For to
will is present with me, but how to perform that which is good I find not." If, as
the patrons of free will try to infer from this passage, a carnal man can will the
good, the Apostle wrongly denies that any good dwells in his flesh. For it is a
good thing to will the good, and indeed, from the fact that he feels himself ready
to will, but does not find the ability to perform, he concludes that nothing good
naturally dwells in him. For he speaks as one who is regenerate. and since even
after the regeneration of the will, by which he now felt the readiness to will was
present to him, he still found such malice of the flesh that it delayed the
performance of the good willed through the grace of the Holy Spirit, he
correctly collects from this that the malice of the flesh is supreme, void of all
good. But how, acknowledging a readiness to will, does he deny the ability to
perform, when in Phil. 2. 13. he says that God works both? I answer: He works
both in his own, but not to an equal degree or extent. He works more of willing
than of performing. For the faithful vow, desire, and will far more obedience
than they either perform or can perform. God brings it about that they will
every good, so that by this sense of regeneration their faith may be supported.
But he does not so repress the malice of the flesh that they perform every good,
so that by this sense of their natural corruption they may be humbled and cast
down.

However, it seems to contradict what was said in that place, that he simply
denies that he finds 0 xatepyalesOar. I answer: The statement is not universal, but
indefinite. Just as in the following verse he says indefinitely, that he does not do
the good that he wills, but does the evil that he does not will. The sense is not
that he does no good that he wills, and does all the evil that he does not will, but
that it happens more often than is pleasing to his mind that he wills the good,
yet does not perform it: he does not will the evil, yet does it. Add that in all, even
their best works, the faithful acknowledge some imperfection, and so a defect of
some good which they willed, but did not perform: and a stain of some evil,
which they did not will, and yet committed. The Syriac Interpreter has . aa\
Lt »5Ta 1N a'oniave) ), "for to will the good is easy for me. but to perform it, I
do not find." There is nothing about ease in the text. For the Apostle indicates by
the word nopdxertai pov that it is perpetually present to him to will the good, not
always present to perform it. But the Scholiast here is plainly insipid, when he
elucidates the mind of the Syriac Interpreter thus: \p.a )o.x9 Jaodaza\ x() X2
oLaav.p, "that one should know virtue, is easier than to do it." To will is certainly
far more than to know. Furthermore, concerning 1o 8¢ 6é\ewv mopékertai pot, this is
found in this place in Beza's notes. He alludes perhaps to that of Gen. 4. verf. 7.
"Sin lies at the door." In which place, however, it is specifically about Cain's
wicked thought, not about the very root of sins. This whole observation, out of



place here, should be relegated to verse 21, to those words 8t époi 10 xaxov
nopéxerrar. where it is very fitting.

VERS. 21. Evpicke &pa tov vOpov 1@ 0élovtt €pol motelv 10 koAdv, 61t époi 10 kakdv
nopéxerror. 1 find therefore this law for me who wills to do good, that evil is
present with me." Thus approximately the renowned Beza. with a very good and
plain sense indeed. However, I would also like to examine the opinion of the
Syriac, which has it thus: aav(a J3¢a oo L322 ANT2 Joon Migal L) w5I7
2\ Lo Lo Jaras A\ vz e, Tremellius translated it, "I find therefore the law,
which agrees with my mind, indeed for him who wishes to do good, to be
repugnant to my flesh: because evil is near to me." He supplied many things.
which, so that Junius might avoid them, he translated thus: "I find therefore the
law which is perfect, in my mind itself willing to do good: because etc." I also do
not approve of Tremellius's supplements. However, I approve that he translated
22N 7N\1a as "which agrees with my mind." for that is what it truly means. but
by no means that of Junius, "which is perfect, in my mind." for a law which is
perfect would be said a.z\va or a\zay, not .22\ a\1a. And "in my mind" not
~so2a3 but o220, I therefore translate the Syriac thus, "I find therefore the law,
that it agrees with my mind willing to do good. because evil is near to me." Thus
also the Arab closely expressed the Syriac. The sense of the paraphrast is, as if
the Apostle had said. "Since I do what I do not will, and what I will I do not do,
from this I find, not only that I consent to the law that it is good, but also that the
law consents with my regenerate mind, which wills to do good." And that that
consent is necessary, because evil naturally adheres to me. This interpretation of
the Syriac makes it seem worthwhile to examine the Latin Vulgate as well. It,
departing in no way from the Greek, adding nothing, translates, "I find then a
law to me willing to do good, because evil is at hand for me." Which can be taken
in two ways, with almost the same sense, although with a different construction.
First, "I find a law for me," that is "for my part, standing on my side, favoring me,
willing to do good." Then, "I find the law to do good for me who is willing to do
good." for 1§ 0¢hovt supply 10 dyadov. just as above in verse 18, for o 0éhewv supply 1o
ayabov. For the law which is adverse to the unregenerate, is for the regenerate, it
favors them, aids their regeneration, praises their good efforts, and for those
willing to do good it also does good, by advocating, consoling, and exciting to
greater virtue. And this indeed because natural corruption still adheres to them,
against which the law fortifies and encourages them. and in this both the sanctity
of the law and the depravity of native corruption clearly shine forth. But I
confess that Beza's meaning is simpler and plainer.

VERS. 23. "But I see another law in my members, warring against the law of my
mind, and bringing me into captivity to the law of sin which is in my members."
I see that the more learned commentators distinguish here the law of the
members from the law of sin. The law of sin, says the great Calvin, is iniquity
having dominion both in the man not yet regenerated, and in the flesh of the
regenerated man. The law of the members is the concupiscence situated in the



members, having symphony with iniquity. Similarly, Beza says the law of sin is
corrupt nature: the law of the members, the desires born from it, which he
called "affections of sins." But it does not seem that the Apostle distinguishes
these two here. for what they call the Law of the members, the Apostle said is the
law "in his members." similarly he said the law of sin is "in his members." I think
therefore that it deals with the same law, and at the end the antecedent is
repeated in place of the relative pronoun. in this way, "But I see another law in
my members, warring against the law of my mind, and making me captive to
itself." but he preferred to repeat the noun itself, both because quite a few words
had intervened between it and the relative pronoun, and especially to explain
which other law he had spoken of, namely the law of sin. It is usual for the
Hebrews to repeat the noun in place of a pronoun. as in Gen. 9. 16. "And the bow
shall be in the cloud, and I will look upon it, that I may remember the
everlasting covenant between God (for between me) and every living creature.’
so Ps. 50. last verse. I do not think, however, that a fourfold law is devised here
by Paul. 1. The law of God. 2. The law of the mind. 3. The law of the members. 4.
The law of sin. But only two are opposed, the law of the mind, and the law of sin
in the members. For here there is a twofold opposition. the first of the Mind, and
of the members. The other, of the law of the mind, and the law of sin in the
members. The mind is that which is regenerate in man. The members, what is
unregenerate, corrupt nature, the old man, consisting of many members. about
which Col. 3. verse 5. "Mortify your earthly members," that is your old man. The
law of the mind is the very law of God, which is called of the mind. 1. because it
is inscribed on the mind by the Holy Spirit. 2. because the mind delights in it, as
the Apostle spoke in the preceding verse, and from there derived that notion
here. 3. because the mind commands the whole man by it. The law of sin in the
members is the dominion of sin, having its seat in corrupt nature: just as the law
of God is in the mind, or in the regenerate nature. And from there is to be
explained what is said in the last verse, "With the mind indeed," that is the
regenerate part, "I serve the law of God," as being the law of the mind. "but with
the flesh," that is the unregenerate part, "the law of sin," that is the dominion of
sin, which relates to the flesh, or the members (for these are taken for the same
thing), just as the law of God relates to the mind. The Syriac Scholiast says that
other law in the members is ). ava )\ .., "the corporeal faculties,” by which if he
understands the faculties of the sensitive soul, pertaining to food and sex, which
utterly serve the body, he is nothing. for the dominion of sin is something far
different and worse, whose throne is erected in all the members of the old man.

VERS. 24. Tolainopog &ye dvbporog. The Syriac J\iga Lxi23 )1} -\ Lo The Scholiast,
quoting these words, writes o) with a point subscribed, which however is not
extant in the Syriac edition. and explaining the place he says the sense is .a.)
Lazo I\.ga which how I should take, I do not sufficiently understand. for _.a.)
with a point subscribed, and the prior Aleph elided in pronunciation, always has
the value of the substantive verb sum. but in that sense, as far as I know, it is
never joined to a participle or noun of the Emphatic form, but of the simple and



absolute. and so it should have been said .o.) M.ga, I am miserable, and not
-oa) N\oga. and sew) lazo Nge, 'l am miserable and captive,’ not Laazo J\.ga
-oa). and then the statement would be indicative, not exclamatory. Since
therefore it has no point written in the text, and it is joined to a noun of the
emphatic form, I think absolutely that the point should be written above the
Nun, and the prior Aleph should be read with the second vowel; then it is a
pronoun, and the same as what the Apostle said, "miserable I man" by way of a
sigh and a complaining exclamation. And in the same way it should be written in
the Paraphrast, "Miserable I and captive." It follows, "Who shall deliver me é«x tod
cOPatog tod Bavétov tovtov?” Erasmus, Beza, the Syriac and the Arab construe tovtov
with the more remote soparog. The Vulgate with the nearer fovérov. which greatly
pleases me. for it does not seem to have a singular emphasis if it demonstrates
the body: but a far greater one, if it demonstrates death. for it indicates that that
death which he felt from the remnants of the power of sin in his body was most
sad and most unhappy.

CHAPTER VIII.

VERS. 1. Ovd¢v dpa viv kotdkptpa toig é&v Xpiotd Inood PR kotd oGpka Tepumatodoty, AN
xote nvedpo. The renowned Beza rightly observed that the Syriac did not read
dAra kato tvedpo. I add, nor did the Vulgate. then that the Syriac did not read the
distinction after 'Incod. The Vulgate read it. hence the version varies. The Arab
plainly follows the Syriac. Nor did the Syriac wrongly join pn with nepuatodo.
for he understood very well that if it were to be understood after toic év Xpiotd
‘Incod, toig would have had to be repeated, and one would have to say toig pn xata
cépxa tepumotodotv. both the sense and the genius of Greek demanded that.

VERS. 2. 0 yap vopog 100 nvedrartog tiig Lofig év Xpiotd Tnood nievbépwoé Pe dmd tod vopov
g Gpoptiog koi tod Oavatov. Beza, "For the law of the Spirit of life which is in Christ
Jesus, has freed me from the law of sin and of death." Thus his text is edited. but
from the notes it is clear that for qui (which) one should read qua, supply vita (by
which life). and by that life which is in Christ he wants to be understood the
perfect sanctification which is in Christ, and which being imputed to us,
perfectly frees us from the law of sin, when otherwise in ourselves we are only
imperfectly freed in this life. I do not know if the Apostle had that in view. He
seems simply to be following the tracks of the preceding. namely, that the state
of our marriage has been changed. that the husband of the former marriage was
sin. that we were then detained by its law and truly enslaved. that another
husband has succeeded, Christ with his Spirit. that we are now held by his
marital law. that this change of conjugal law is most happy, because the law of sin
was also of death: but the law of the Spirit of Christ is of life. hence both depend,
which he established in the previous verse. first, that there can be no
condemnation for us, because we have been freed from the law, that is, the right,
authority and dominion of sin, as from a deceased husband, and therefore from
death, and have been transferred into his law and dominion, with whom is life.



The other, that sanctification cannot but be found in us, by which we walk not
according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit. because with the law of sin
abolished, we have been transferred into the law of the Spirit. But you will say,
how does Paul boast that he is freed from the law of sin, when in the preceding
chapter he complained that he is still enslaved to the law of sin, and still serves
the law of sin? He said that he serves it with the flesh, but with the mind the law
of God. if only with the flesh, not with the mind, then he is truly freed. for a
believer is to be judged by the mind, not by the flesh. No account is taken of the
flesh in the judgment of God, where the mind is God's, and delights in God's law.
Add that the Law of sin is not taken in precisely the same way here as in the
preceding chapter, verses 23 and 25. Here it is taken generally and absolutely.
there specially and with restriction, insofar as it is in the members. Here it
signifies that full dominion of sin to which the whole natural man constituted
outside of Christ is subject, in which the very law of God is also comprehended,
without which sin has no right, no authority over man, as we have often said in
the preceding chapter. But there, by the law of sin were understood certain
remnants of that dominion, which sin exercises, not over the whole faithful
man, but only over his members, or his flesh, that is, over his corrupt nature,
and this according to the remnants of power which it has reserved from the old
use of the law, and will retain, as long as any corruption remains, so that the
vestiges of the former servitude may be seen, and the faithful may have some
sense of it in this life. whereas otherwise, according to the new use, which the
law of God, inscribed on the minds of the faithful, has from the grace of the
Holy Spirit, it does not conspire at all with the law of sin in them. According to
this latter signification, Paul was still serving the Law of sin, with respect to that
part of him in which alone sin still retained some dominion, namely with
respect to the flesh. but according to the former signification, Paul was freed
from the Law of sin, loosed according to the mind and the regenerate part of
himself from all dominion, not only of sin but also of the divine law, which by
the just judgment of God conspiring with sin, had formerly exercised marital
right with it, and with it had brought forth death. but which now, when Paul had
passed to another husband, conspired with his mind, and opposed and
condemned the law of sin, which continued to command his flesh; having
become a patron of justice to him, which formerly had been the president of sin.
Therefore I would not wish to be condemned, if here by the law of sin, from
which Paul says he has been freed, I understand the very law of God. in the
sense, namely, in which the same Apostle here calls it the power of sin, 1 Cor. 15.
56. For sin does not have a law from itself. the law made for it is the most holy
law of God himself, through which, by his most severe but most just judgment, it
dominates, kills, and becomes supremely sinful. as we saw in chapters 6 and 7.
Nor is it unworthy of note, that we are taught by the Apostle, to what extent we
are freed from the law. not indeed with respect to the obedience it prescribes, by
which we are always bound; but insofar as it is the law of sin and of death, giving



power to sin, and inflicting death. And hence arose the impossibility for the law
to help us, of which the Apostle treats in the following verse.

VERS. 3. To yap &dbvatov 100 vopov, &v @ fobéver it tig capkoés. Among the various
interpretations which the renowned Beza brings forward, this one pleases me
most, "For since the impotence or rather impossibility of the law was destitute of
strength through the flesh." It is said far more effectively that "The impotence of
the law was without strength,’ than if "The Law itself were said to be without
strength." for thus it is indicated that that impotence was incurable, since it was
situated in a total lack of strength. understand, of salvific strength. But what was
the impossibility of the law? Namely to do that which God then did in the flesh
of his son, to condemn sin. which absolutely had to be done, that we might be
freed from the law of sin and of death. Now condemnation is taken in two ways.
a deed is condemned, when it is disapproved and blamed. a person is
condemned, when a sentence of death is passed on him, and is ordered for
execution. Where sin is considered in the manner of a deed, insofar as it is a
transgression of the law, and a violation of divine holiness, the law, which is
always the patron of divine holiness, cannot but condemn sin by disapproving
and blaming it. But if it is considered under the manner of a person, as a certain
prince, who armed by the justice of God exercises power, dominion, and
tyranny over the sinner, the Law not only does not condemn, that is, adjudicate
to death, sin, but also, as the avenger of God's justice adds life to sin, stabilizes
and confirms its dominion, so that by the same means by which the Majesty of
God was spurned by man, man is afflicted, tortured, and punished. The law, I
say, does not pass a sentence of death on sin, but on the sinner. nor can sin die
by the law, but it lives more by it, so that man may die more. as the Apostle
taught in the previous chapter. But after the son of God was sent in the likeness
of the flesh of sin, that is, clothed in holy flesh, but which would represent the
appearance of sinful flesh, because our sins had been transferred to it, God who
is bound by no law, by the same grace by which he transferred our sin to his son,
condemned sin in the flesh of his son, that is, as a transgressor of the law, and a
violator of God's holiness, and a plague of the human race, and a tyrant of the
Elect themselves, and now even assailing his own Son, he adjudicated it to death
and killed it, so that now the sinner might not die, but live. And since before it
was impossible for the law to bring about that the justification of the law might
be fulfilled in us, because the poison of sin, poured into the law, had rendered
the power of the law poisonous, which poured back in turn into sin rendered it
more sinful, the Son of God, having condemned and killed sin in his flesh, and
thus having removed at the same time all poison from the law itself, through his
Spirit poured out into us, brought it about that the justification of the law should
be fulfilled in us.

But the annotation of the Syriac Scholiast on that phrase &v opowwpoatt coprog
apoptiog is most inept and utterly 40eohoyos. J\awaa mao maka Lama\ o xa\a, It
indicates, "our Lord put on the flesh of Adam before he sinned." as if the



conception by the Holy Spirit was not sufficient for him to put on immaculate
flesh and only similar to sinful flesh, even after the fall of Adam. But what is it
that follows, xai nepi apoptiog? The Syriac and Arab have translated it "because of
sin." The Vulgate and Erasmus "of sin." Beza, "for sin." with whom further see
how the Interpreters have tormented themselves here. We take it in the same
meaning as the Apostle to the Hebrews 10. 6. 8. where from Ps. 40. 7. he cites the
words of the LXX Interpreters, who for pyxy &% nxum 17w said, 6lokovtdpata koi mepi
apoptiog ovk fimoac. Beza there rendered it, "and a sacrifice for sin." well. for that
nept Gpoptiog 1S a type of sacrifice, contrasted with burnt offerings, is clear from
the entire book of Leviticus, where it is used many times, sometimes for nxun.
Lev. 5. 7. where it deals with two turtledoves or young pigeons, to be offered by a
poor person instead of a lamb, and it is commanded to offer 7% %) nxwn? K, the
LXX &vo mepi apapriag, kol &va gig Olokadtopa, "'one as an offering for sin, the other as
a burnt offering." so often elsewhere. Sometimes simply for nxwn without >. Ibid.
v. 9. nxuna o2 "from the blood of the sacrifice for sin," LXX. 4no tod oifplatog tod tiig
apoptioc. and v. 11. xim nxwn »3 "for it is an offering for sin," 6t nepi apoptiog Eotiv. So in
this place, "Having sent his son in the likeness of sinful flesh, xai nepi apoprioc,’
nxen? "and as an offering for sin." or simply nxum "an offering for sin." For that the
renowned Beza denies that this is about the death of Christ, seems to be done
less correctly. for it is, as we have said, to condemn sin, to adjudicate it to death
so that it is deprived of life, which was done only in the death of Christ. indeed,
we believe that the principal cause is situated in his death, why the likeness of
sinful flesh was attributed to him by the Apostle. For although the infirmities
and miseries of his whole life revealed this likeness to some extent, it appeared
most of all in his death. and the ancient sacrifices foreshadowed this. For just as
the flesh of the victims, innocent and harmless in themselves, after the sins of
the people had been imposed on them by the laying on of hands, had a likeness
of sinful flesh, and as if they themselves had sinned, were slaughtered for God:
so also the flesh of Christ, having become a victim for us, and bearing our sins in
his body on the tree, had the likeness of sinful flesh, and as if it itself had sinned,
was slaughtered.

VERS. 4. va 10 Sikaiopa 100 vopov minpwdf év qpiv. Beza, "that that right of the law
might be fulfilled in us." The Vulgate and Erasmus, "the justification of the law."
just as above ch. 5. v. 18. &' évog dwkabdporog Beza himself translated, "by one
justification." and Apoc. 19. verse 8. ta Swadpota tév yiov “the justifications of the
saints." The Syriac, "the justice of the law:" which the Arab also follows. The
matter comes to almost the same thing. The right, justice, justification of the law
consists in this, that through complete conformity with the law we may be held
just and blameless before God. This could not be obtained while sin lived and
reigned through the law. but with sin condemned in the flesh of Christ, and the
law itself approving this condemnation, through the full conformity of Christ
our head with the law, we are held just and blameless in the same head, with the
law confessing it. and not only this, but so that the members may be conformed
to the head, from him flows into us the Spirit of regeneration, who also in us



ourselves perfects the justification of the law. He so regenerates us, that with our
mind we delight in the law of God. and what sin remains in the flesh, he so
gradually abolishes, that at length we are to be acknowledged by the law itself
without any spot or blemish. This entire righteousness therefore, both imputed
which we have by faith in Christ our head, and inherent which we have by
regeneration in ourselves, is indeed the righteousness of the law, but neither is
from the law, nor through the law: but both are from the blood and Spirit of
Christ.

And the first is indeed that of which Rom. 4. verse 11. 2 Cor. 5. verse 21. Phil. 3. 9.
by which God, although in ourselves we are still unconformed to the law, yet
fully, by the testimony of the law itself, justifies us, and holds us as completely
conformed to it in Christ our head. about which justification the Apostle has
disputed at length above in ch. 8. & 4. & 5. The other is that of which Rom. 6. 13.
Eph. 4. 24. 1 Joh. 3. 7. by which God, through regeneration, having conformed us
in part to the law in ourselves, now justifies us in part, and day by day justifies us
more and more, as regeneration increases, and will justify fully, when perfection
comes. about which Justification it is treated in Jac. ch. 2. 21. 24. Apoc. 22. 11.
Matth. 12. verse 37. 1 Kings 8. verse 32. The works of the Law enter into this
Justification. indeed, they alone constitute it. just as faith alone constitutes the
first, that is the righteousness of Christ imputed by faith, not works: so works,
not faith, constitute the other. Yet it is not therefore from the law, but from
grace. For the law does not admit it from the authority of its own power, which
can praise nothing but what is perfectly holy, but from the authority of the grace
of Christ, to which the law is now a handmaid, and by whose command it praises
even the imperfect works of the faithful, approves them, and holds them as
conformed to itself. which grace we indeed embrace by faith, and by that faith
are made ready and eager to give diligence to the righteousness of the law, yet
not properly faith, but works constitute that second righteousness.

There is therefore a twofold Justification. One by which we, sinners in ourselves,
are justified before God outside of us. The other, by which, having been justified
before God outside of us, we are justified before him in us. The first of these is
the cause of the second. the second is the effect and demonstration of the first.
the first is accomplished by faith, the other by works. both must concur, for the
justification of the law to be completed in us. Will you not then say, is there not a
certain justification from the law, if it is from the works of the law? There is not, I
say. Because the works of which we speak, although they are of the law, with
respect to the norm they follow, or that they are prescribed by the law, yet with
respect to their origin and the virtue from which they proceed, they are not of
the law, but of grace and of the Spirit. Most importantly, however, because those
are said to be justified by the Law, who are justified by works, as from a fulfilled
condition of the covenant. which happens only then, when the works
correspond to the law with complete perfection. for then the Law justifies the
man, just as a husband justifies a wife who has never violated her faith to him:



for as that justification of the wife proceeds from the conjugal right: so from a
similar right, which in the covenant of works God established between his law
and man, proceeds the justification of that man, who has kept his faith to the law
inviolate. But he who was before a covenant-breaker towards the law, and then
joined to a new husband, namely Christ, by conjugal right, now lives indeed
according to the law, but yet with many defects; the Law admits his
righteousness, not because it owes it from conjugal right, but from its ministerial
office, by which, having been made a servant of our husband, it approves what
proceeds from his Spirit, even if imperfect.

Let us treat more fully of this second species of Justification. It is that by which
God, from the regeneration given to us, and the works of sincere faith which we
have produced, absolves us from the crime of hypocrisy, profanity and impiety,
and no longer holds us as dead in sins, servants of the Devil, and sons of the
world, but as truly faithful, his sons, restored to his image, endowed with his life,
and translated into his kingdom. which judgment of God the Law also approves.
Not that it considers itself satisfied by our works, but because, deprived of its
own dominion and subjected to Christ our lord, it cannot but praise the works
which proceed from faith in Christ and from his Spirit, and, although imperfect,
hold them for true righteousness, and those who perform them for truly just,
and sons pleasing to God. Let it be inquired here, since Scripture frequently and
openly attributes to us both kinds of righteousness of which we have spoken,
and therefore for the reason of both we are to be considered just, not only
before men, but also before God, whether not, in the sense that we are said to be
justified by works in James 2 and to be justified by our words in Matthew 12, our
works can be said to be imputed to us for righteousness. Not indeed as faith is
imputed to us for righteousness. but as the deed of Phinehas is said to have been
imputed to him for righteousness, Psalm 106. 31. For the imputation for
righteousness, by which the obedience which Christ performed for us is held as
ours, and thence we unjust and sinners are absolved from the vengeance of an
angry God, is one thing. there faith alone embracing that obedience is imputed
for righteousness. The imputation of righteousness, by which the works of piety
which proceed from us, justified by faith and regenerated by the Holy Spirit,
although imperfect and deserving of blame and rejection, are yet held by God
through grace for Christ's sake, as good, holy and just, and thence we are
absolved from the charge of wickedness and fraud, and compared with the
impious and profane, are justified as upright, is another. Here works are also
imputed for righteousness. just as the deed of Phinehas, which otherwise being
done without a calling, and therefore seemed blameworthy and to be
disapproved, is said to have been imputed to him for righteousness, because it
was attributed to him as a good, holy, and praiseworthy work.

I am pleased to set these things forth in the very words of the great Calvin, Inst.
book 3. chap. 17. Sect. 8. "It is one thing," he says, "to dispute what works are
worth in themselves, another in what place they are to be held after the



righteousness of faith has been established. If a price is to be set for works
according to their dignity, we say they are unworthy to come into the sight of
God: therefore man has nothing of works by which to glory before God. thence,
stripped of all aid of works, he is justified by faith alone. With the remission of
sins presupposed, the good works which now follow have a different estimation
than from their own merit: because whatever in them is imperfect, is covered by
the perfection of Christ. Therefore, with the guilt of all transgressions, by which
men are hindered from bringing forth anything pleasing to God, being
obliterated, and the fault of imperfection, which is wont to defile even good
works, being buried: the good works which are done by the faithful are judged
just: or (which is the same thing) are imputed for righteousness." Thus far he.
Hence, furthermore, these distinctions arise: That the imputation of faith is for
perfect righteousness, such as is the obedience of Christ. The imputation of
works, for imperfect righteousness, such as are the works themselves in this life.
In the former, the rigor of the law is satisfied: in the latter, the Law, having
become an instrument of grace, condescends, and accommodates itself to us.
That imputation is the cause of the remission of sins, this is not so: since it
would have no place unless sins were first remitted. In the former, the sinner is
absolved from guilt, in the latter, the pious is distinguished from the impious.
for although the object of both is one and the same man, there, however, he is
considered as impious, to whom believing in Christ God remits sins, Rom. 4.
verse 5. Here as pious, whom, living among the impious, and at some time to
appear with them before the tribunal of God, he pronounces and will pronounce
from works of piety an heir of his kingdom, Matth. 25. 34. 35. In the former, God
passes judgment on the price of his son's blood, how much it is worth for us
before him. In the latter, he passes judgment on the gift of regeneration
conferred on us, of what sort, namely, he holds us on that account.

Furthermore, the Pontiffs also posit two Justifications, a First and a second. The
first is that by which we first from unjust become inherently just in ourselves,
and therefore dear to God. The second, by which, having been made just in this
way, we are advanced more and more in that righteousness, and therefore in the
love of God towards us. which both differ from ours by the whole heaven. Both
of theirs rest on our merit. and the first indeed on congruent merit, the other on
condign. Both of ours rest on the sole merit of Christ, and his grace. Both of
theirs consist in inherent holiness. The first of ours, in the remission of sins
through the imputed obedience of Christ. The other, in the judgment of God, by
which, overlooking the defects of our works for Christ's sake, he holds them as
just, and conformed to his law, and thence pronounces us piously just. according
to the saying of 1 Joh. 3. 7. "He who does righteousness is righteous." The
foundation of which second Justification is indeed the righteousness inherent in
us, but not by virtue of its own dignity, or of a holiness proportionate to the just
law of God, but by virtue of the imputed righteousness of Christ, from which it
flows, and on whose grace it entirely rests. For being stained with not a few
defects, it deprecates the judgment of an angry God. having been reconciled, it



does not flee him, who holding his faithful as just in Christ, because he has
imputed the righteousness of Christ to them, also holds them and wishes them
to be held as just in themselves, because he has regenerated them by his Spirit,
by whose power they give diligence to righteousness.

The Apostle asserts in 1 Cor. 6. 9. 10. that neither the unjust, nor fornicators, nor
idolaters, nor adulterers, nor the effeminate, nor those who lie with males, nor
thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners will be
heirs of the kingdom of God. from these crimes, therefore, Christians must be
justified, that is, pronounced innocent, if they are to be saved. And the Apostle
affirms that this has already been done. "You were," he says, "some of these
things: but you have been washed," that is, cleansed from these filthinesses: "but
you have been sanctified," that is, separated from such impurities: "but you have
been justified," that is, you are held innocent, so that you can no longer be
accused of these crimes. and this "in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the
Spirit of our God." I understand this of the second Justification, by which, those
who were previously held by these crimes, now being regenerated in the name
of Christ and by the Spirit of God, could no longer be accused of them, but had
to be absolved therefrom. This is the very thing the Apostle said above in Rom.
6. 7. "He who has died, dedcaiotor, has been justified from sin," that is, so freed
from it, that he can no longer be accused as a servant of sin, since he is to be held
not as a friend but as a hater of sin. Where again it is to be noted, that the first
Justification is from sins of which we are guilty: but the second from those of
which we are not guilty. When someone has committed a sin, he is guilty, nor is
he justified therefrom, that is, he is not absolved from its guilt, except through
the remission of sins, which is from faith alone. But I give you a regenerate man,
who though before regeneration was a drunkard, a fornicator, etc. from the time
of regeneration has ceased from these sins. he, surely, by the very fact that he
has ceased, cannot be accused of them as before, having been justified. therefore
he is justified from them, that is, absolved from things not perpetrated. and this
justification is truly from works. because he has lived soberly and chastely, he
must absolutely be justified from drunkenness and fornication. But you will say,
David after his regeneration committed adultery. I answer, the guilt of that sin
was blotted out by the first Justification from faith alone, nor could he in any
way have been justified from it by the second, because since he had perpetrated
adultery God could not pronounce that he had not perpetrated it. but with
repentance added, he was justified from hardness and servitude to sin by the
second Justification from the work of repentance itself. For if you compare Saul
with David, both sin: but Saul, being impenitent, is accused and condemned for
hardness from the work of impenitence: David, being penitent, is absolved from
that fault from the work of repentance, since he is not guilty of it.

To this second species of Justification belongs what is usually called in the
Schools the "justification of the cause." As when David, from the accusations and
criminations of his enemies, appeals to the tribunal of God, he there professes



his innocence, probity, the pursuit of faith and piety, and subjecting his heart to
the examination of God himself, he asks that his cause be tried by God, and that
he be rewarded according to his justice: not only his cause, of course, but also
himself, falsely accused by the impious, he asks to be justified by God. Thus God
justified Job, when vindicating him from the crimes unjustly imputed to him by
his friends, he says that Job spoke more rightly of him than they, nor would he
be placated with them except by his intercession, Job 42. 8. Especially indeed,
when in ch. 1. 7. 9. 10. 11. the Devil had calumniated Job before God, as if he
followed God only for the sake of gain, with a mercenary love, God justifies his
servant against that calumny in ch. 2. 3. saying, "He still holds fast his integrity,
although you moved me against him, to destroy him without cause." and there
justification is sought for Job from works, because he is still blameless and
upright, fearing God and turning away from evil. The matter still stands the
same way with all the faithful. For since the Devil is said to be the accuser of the
brethren, accusing them before God day and night, Apoc. 12. 10. and not only
before God, but also often in our own consciences, which he not rarely
undermines and shakes with the suspicion of hypocrisy, as if we professed faith
and piety with a less than sincere, indeed a feigned mind, we surely have need to
be absolved from this accusation, and to be justified from this false testimony
before God. which is certainly something other than being absolved and justified
from the guilt of all our sins, by which we are bound over to wrath and the just
judgment of God. This belongs to the first justification, and is accomplished only
by faith in Christ. the other belongs to the second, and seeks aid from works. Let
the kind reader, I beseech him, compare this our opinion with that which is
extant in the other Colloquy of Ratisbon: where that great light of the Church,
Martin Bucer, speaks thus on the passage of James, page 302. "To be justified by
faith, which is the first and vital Justification, James has interpreted as being
called a friend of God, that is, with sins forgiven, to be reconciled with God, and
to be received by him into grace and friendship, who before was an enemy of
God and a son of wrath. But to be justified by works, he taught is the same as to
receive from God on account of good works, which Abraham and Rahab
received from him, that is, approbation, praise, and remuneration." He adds on
page 308. "We had said, following the Apostle and all Scripture, that there is a
twofold righteousness of the Saints by which they are just before God and men.
One is Christ's, perfect, on which all their hope of God's grace and salvation, and
eternal life entirely rests. The other is begun in them by the Spirit of Christ, in
which they ought not to trust, because it is always imperfect, while they live
here, and cannot be approved by God except out of his liberal and infinite mercy
and the merit of Christ. By this righteousness no one is justified before God with
the justification of life" Then on page 313. "We feel that this inchoate
righteousness is indeed a true and living righteousness, a splendid and excellent
gift of God, and that the new life in Christ consists in this righteousness, and that
all saints are just by this very righteousness also, both before God and before
men, and on account of it the saints are also justified by God with a justification



of works, that is, they are approved by God, praised, and rewarded. However,
although this righteousness is true and living, and in its own way also justifying,
yet it is not of such a kind, not so true, living, and solid, that any of the saints
could be justified by it with the justification of life, much less that it be the
righteousness or justification of life itself." This opinion was both approved and
illustrated in Theses, publicly edited, which he analytically collected from the
2nd chapter of the Epistle of James, by the most learned and renowned Man, my
Uncle, preceptor, and colleague, and therefore to be respected by me for many
reasons, D. Daniel Colonius, Regent of the Gallo-Belgic College. So that we may
say it in a few words, justification by works is nothing other than what the
renowned Calvin says, explaining the passage in Acts 10:35, where whoever fears
God and works righteousness is said to be accepted by God, Inst. 1. 8. c. 17. sect. 5.
"that the faithful are approved by God, also with respect to their works: because
the Lord cannot but love and kiss the good things which he effects in them by
his Spirit. and therefore his sons, in whom he sees the marks and lineaments of
his face, are pleasing and lovable to God."

VERS. 8. 0Oi 8¢ v capxki dvteg &c. The Vulgate translates 3¢ as autem. Erasmus as vero.
Beza as ergo. The Syriac and Arab as Et. which is most fitting here. nor is
anything more usual than for §¢ to have a copulative force.

VERS. 9. Ei 3¢ nig nmvedpa Xpiotod ovk &xet. Thus all copies, thus the Vulgate, Syriac
and Arab have read. Therefore, the oversight of the Syriac Scholiast here is
supine, saying that the Greek text, omitting the negation, reads, "but if anyone
has the Spirit of Christ." and the rest, ook &tiv avtod, he explains as if it were read
avt®, and the sense were, "this one is not his own." his words are, aia au)a (@ 1\
Laod3an 3z} A0 29 JeexAd AL o adgoan) 1N a oL oo )N L0 JeeTA] Lwod
201060) Ankontas Laa02 ol Lgloa w70 Laoz Lamaa. 'The Greek says, i 8¢ 1, etc.
and what is added, ovx &tv adtod signifies, this is not his own, but Christ's. since
he had said before that the mind of the flesh is death. whence it is clear that the
Greek text is accurate." The good man was dreaming.

VERS. 11. A 10D évoucodvrog antod nvedpatog. Thus Beza from a few certain copies.
most read, 3 10 évowodv avtod mvedpa. Thus Chrysostom, the Vulgate, Syriac and
Arab read.

VERS. 13. "For if you live according to the flesh, you will die; but if by the Spirit
you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live." Here it appears that to the
Apostle "body" and "flesh" are the same. and that "Spirit" is opposed to "body" in
the same sense as to "flesh." It is therefore consistent that it is also taken in the
same way above in verse 10. The body is the unregenerate part of us, gross,
carnal, and corporeal, which on account of the remnants of sin is still subject to
the remnants of spiritual death, and through this to corporeal death. The Spirit
is the regenerate part of us, subtle, celestial and spiritual, which on account of
the righteousness of Christ has obtained the life of God. and on account of



which our body also, that is the unregenerate part, will be made alive, so that we,
whole and in our whole selves, may at some time live to God. that seems to be
the sense of verses 10 and 11.

VERS. 14. "For as many as are led by the Spirit of God (&yovtar)." The Syriac,
«212a72. The Scholiast notes that the Beth should be read softly, that is, with a
point written below, which is equivalent to a Dagesh lene, in this way .a33ap;
for then it is Ethpeel, or the passive of the first conjugation, and signifies "are
led." otherwise, with the point written harshly above, which is equivalent to a
dagesh forte, in this way 33347, it would be Ethpaal, the passive of the second
conjugation, and would signify, "are ruled,’ from 333, he ruled, he governed. He
adds that in the Greek there is #yovtai, they are drawn, from é&yw, I draw. For if
you read the Gimel harshly, it will signify "they are scourged,’ from aS. he
scourged. which this Scholiast also warns. and we have brought this for the sake
of Syriac students.

VERS. 15. "EréBopiev mvedpa vioBesiag, év ¢ kpalopev, ABBa o matip. Why do we cry out
to God as father only through the Spirit of Adoption? Paul gives the reason in 2
Cor. 3:17. "where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty." There is a rule in the
Babylonian Gemara in the tractate Berakhot: x%1 1195 xax 87 amx 17p Px mnswm o°72vi
e xnx “Servants and maids do not call out to them, neither Abba, our father,
nor Imma, our mother”

But a free man was permitted to choose someone as a father for himself by
often calling him by that name, and thus, by seeking it, to prepare for a kind of
adoption, which was confirmed by the chosen father also acknowledging him as
a son. Therefore, although we were not the first to seek our adoption, we
nevertheless had to be made free from being slaves before we were permitted to
call upon God as Abba, father. The order seems to be this. Those whom God
chose from eternity and predetermined for the adoption as sons (Eph. 1:4-5), to
them He sends np73 nm, the Spirit of nobility (Ps. 51:14), which befits the freeborn,
not slaves. This Spirit, through faith, applies to them the virtue of Christ's death
and resurrection, frees them from the servitude of the law and of sin, and
immediately, as to free men, declares the adoption to which they were
predetermined from eternity. Soon, through that same Spirit of nobility, they
call upon God and in the act choose him as a father, who immediately,
acknowledging and approving that voice as proceeding from His own Spirit,
confirms that adoption in the hearts of His people.

And from this, a reason may be sought why here, and in Gal. 4:6, where
adoption is also discussed, the same thing is expressed first in the Chaldaic voice,
then in the Greek. The Greek, indeed, so that the Chaldaic might be understood.
But the Chaldaic, because A4bba was a certain technical word, and indeed a
unique one, by which those to be adopted would choose a father for themselves,
or those adopted would first acknowledge their father.



Perhaps the reason is not dissimilar as to why also in Mark 14:36 (for this word
does not appear elsewhere in the New Testament) this expression is attributed to
our savior in his agony: because, of course, he calls upon the Father's help in that
supreme anguish, not otherwise than as one who, being deserted, would choose
a father for himself anew. Nor should it be overlooked that the Chaldaic 4bba
denotes not only father absolutely, but also my father, that is, it has within itself
the force of the first-person suffix. For wherever in Hebrew there is -ax, my father,
in the Chaldean paraphrast there is only xax, Abba. In the formula we cited above
from the Gemara, a slave was not permitted to choose a Father for himself by
saying abba, that is my father, or imma, that is my mother. Thus, in the prayers of
the sons of God, that word had an outstanding emphasis, since it was not only a
name for the father whom they invoked, but also an expression of their faith, by
which they regarded him as their own father.

Since this entirely escaped the Syriac Scholiast, he trifles energetically here. For
when the Interpreter had translated «oa) )a), Abba, our father, he wished to
comment on it thus: Laso L &N )TV 23 )odan auluzoo Judoaz Jwada Ja)a aoa
\0TLT2 0RO .10 (O Aa) a3l don 6] o3 0L AN L 0T (37} a7
37}, that is, "Beth in )a) is pronounced with a pathach, and is uttered hard
with a dagesh forte. And we say this word in this world. But \e1), our father, in
the future age, where with greater boldness (parrhesia) we will say our father, not
father indeterminately." See what ignorance does. If only he had again followed
his John, who said far more learnedly and solidly, BovAépevog &iton v Yoot a,
xoi tf) Tdv ‘EBpaiov &pncato yAdoon, & yap gine Povov, 6 matig, GAL 4BPd 6 matg, dnep maidwv
Héhotd gott yvnoiov mpog motépa piiple. "The Apostle, wishing to show genuineness,
also used the language of the Hebrews. For he did not say only Pater, but Abba
pater, which is especially a word of genuine children to a father." Most learnedly,
indeed. Furthermore, he opposes this Spirit of adoption to the Spirit of
bondage, which he says is unto fear. Concerning both of which, let him who
wishes see the Myrothecium of Cameron.

VERSE 16. Abtd 10 mvedplo. cupoptopel 1d nvedpatt nudv. The Vulgate, Syriac, and
Arabic: That Spirit himself gives testimony to our spirit, neglecting the preposition
oov. Erasmus and Beza: testifies together with our spirit. Nor did Chrysostom
understand it differently, if I grasp him well. For he does not distinguish the
ooviy, the voice by which we cry Abba, father, from our spirit as if they were
different things, but says that by our spirit is understood 1o yapiopa, the gift (I
understand the gift of regeneration) from which that voice is born. Thus that
voice is &k 1od yapicpatog Povov, dAld kai £k Tod d6vtog Ty Swpedv mapaxAfitov, 'not of the
gift only, but also of the Paraclete who gave the gift." And from there he asks, ti 3¢
¢ot1, 10 mvedPa @ mvedott cudpaptoupsl; "what is it, the Spirit testifies together with
the Spirit?" He answers, 6 mopdxintog adtd 1d yopicpott 1@ dedopéveo fpiv, "The
Paraclete, together with the gift given to us." His meaning, therefore, is that the
Spirit of God testifies together with our spirit, inasmuch as our spirit cries Abba,
father.



I would prefer, however, that the Dative ¢ nvedpon denotes that which receives
the testimony from the Holy Spirit, and that ctv refers to another who testifies
with him, just as in Rom. 9:1: "I speak the truth in Christ, I am not lying,
cLaptupodong Mot tfig cuveldfoedg Hov', my conscience bearing witness with me,
namely, together with Christ. Similarly in Rev. 22, when in verse 16 he had said,
"l Jesus have sent my angel, popropiicu, to testify to you these things in the
Churches," he adds in verse 18: Zvppaptopodpon yap mavti, "For I testify together to
everyone,' etc., namely, together with the Angel, or together with Christ who
sent the Angel. So in this place, when in v. 10 he had said that Christ dwells in us,
then indeed, that the Spirit of Christ dwells in us, and again, that we through that
Spirit cry Abba, father, he now adds, "That same Spirit testifies together to our
spirit,’ namely, together with Christ and the Father. Thus we have three
witnesses in us, of whom it is said in 1 John 5:7, "There are three that bear witness
in heaven"; they indeed also bear witness in our hearts, for all three dwell there.
Concerning the Son and the Holy Spirit, we have already seen in this chapter.
Concerning the Father, the place is John 14, verse 23. And so much more safely
can our spirit rest in this testimony of the Holy Spirit, since he testifies not
alone, but with the Father and the Son.

VERSE 19. H yop dnoxapadokia Tfc xticemng v dmokdAvyy tdv vidv 100 0god dmexdéyetor.
Syriac, La¥}1iomosdal LN ) g om0 Liaen Landa 1 als. Tremellius: For the whole
creation waits and directs its eyes to the revelation of the sons of God. Rather, translate:
hopes and awaits the revelation of the sons of God. As if you were translating the
Greek word for word, the hope of the creature awaits. Hesychius: Amoxapadokio,
npocdokia, dmexdoyn, expectation. Chrysostom rendered it better with oceodpd
npocdokia, vehement expectation. Ps. 87, ver. 7, ¥ 57innm, Aquila: kai droxapadoket ovtov,
and await him, or and hope in him. The word 7n properly means to be in labor. And
because a woman in labor awaits her offspring most eagerly, and as if with head
outstretched toward it, now on the verge of arrival, hence in hithpael it also
means to await. The Apostle seems to have regarded this. For, so that we might
understand that aroxapadokiov as being like that of a woman in labor, he adds in
verse 22: ofdopev yap 611 mdico 1 krticlg cvotevalel koi cvvodivel. As for the substance,
what the Syriac Scholiast asserts here is forced. For he says the meaning of this
verse 19 is: aada laMaa oM\ (aona003a I\ Jadoasoalaaod [y ooy, "all
spiritual natures await that our sonship to God may be revealed in the future
age." Then in verse 20: For the creature was made subject to vanity. That is, he says,
LaAToN LTlada LadhomN Lawod)kg)\7, Spiritual angels to the aid of corporeal men.
Not willingly, but because of him who subjected it. That is, J.a\) L\ag0d2 L2213, "by
the force of the divine command." Then in verse 21, In hope, namely of some
good future for the human race. That the creation itself also will be delivered from the
bondage of corruption. .\co3oN« B [5NZ oA L@ LANL (A2 XA\ 00BN T
LAV A9 NN Al Peniaa fiaga lazaza M ix()o, namely, "by our migration
from this world the Angels are freed from our custody. Others, however, take
these words to mean the ministry of the luminaries which are in the irmament.’
From which it is clear that by the waiting and groaning creatures, they



themselves understand the Angels. To be subject to vanity is to be addicted to
the ministry of men. Likewise, to be freed from the bondage of corruption is to
be freed from the ministry of men. This is dung, compared to the most excellent
gold that Chrysostom, Calvin, Beza, and others supply here, whom let him see
who so desires.

VERSE 21. Eig myv é\evbepiav tiig 80&ng tdv tékvev 10D Ogod. Syriac: Lawoazaa L36awd
La¥)a L Las. Tremellius and Boderianus: into the liberty of the glory of the sons of
God. But faoa. is in liberty, or rather in liberties, for it is plural. For into liberty they
would say faca.\. For the interpreter did not think that the rest of creation was
to be so freed from the bondage of corruption as to be transferred into the
liberty of glory, that is, into the participation of the most free glory of the sons
of God; but that they were to be freed from the bondage of their corruption, in
liberty, that is, then when the sons of God will attain the liberty of their glory. So
also the Arab: in hope that it also might be redeemed from the bondage of corruption
A e\l 2 4y a0 1 the liberty of the glory of the sons of God. He explains, therefore, that
in the Apostle, &ic v &evbepiav tiic 56Eng is put for &v tf éhevdepig, just as elsewhere
eic is often used for &v. Matthew 2, verse 23: Katgxnoev gic nolv Aeyopévny Nalopéo.
Mark 1:9: #BonticOn i tov Topdavnv. In my judgment, this is excellent. However,
L3aoaw here is plural, if I am not mistaken; m~n, liberty, otherwise signifies a hole.
The Scholiast notes, however, that other copies, instead of f3oa., read Laoa)r.,
which commonly signifies liberty, and seems to be the true reading here.

Chrysostom renders cic with &, on account of. Whether you understand the
efficient cause, because the sons of God will have been introduced into the liberty
of glory, just as the nurse of a king's son, when he has succeeded to his father's
dignity, she also on his account becomes a partaker of the goods. Or the final
cause, that the liberty of the glory of the sons of God may be augmented and
made more illustrious, just as when the head of a household is about to bring his
son forth splendidly into public, he also dresses all the slaves splendidly, ic v
10D moudog d6&av, for or on account of the son's glory. For Chrysostom offers these two
similes. Nor is it unusual for &ic to mean on account of, as we have previously
shown on Luke 16:16. You could also translate it, at the liberty of the glory of the sons
of God, in the sense that Num. 16:34 says 0?7 103, they fled at their voice, that is,
having heard their voice. So also creatures can be said to be freed from the
bondage of corruption, at the liberty, that is, when the liberty of glory, or the
glorious liberty of the sons of God, will be present.

VERSE 22. For we know that the whole creation cvotevalsl koi cuvedivel dypt Tod VOv.
Vulgate: groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now, neglecting the
preposition cvv in both cases; so also the Syriac. For what Tremellius translates as
congemiscunt (groan together), should be translated simply gemunt (they groan).
Beza refers the preposition to the consensus of all parts of the world. Erasmus
and the Arab refer it (P3) to us: they groan and travail together with us. Which could
broadly mean, they grieve for our lot, and as if with groans and anxiety, they



deplore our misery, just as we are said to condole with someone when we grieve
for his lot and pity him. Nor would what is added in the following verse then be
redundant.

VERSE 238. Yiofeoiav anexdeyopevor. Syriac: JXaa ameN\ (osomoe. Tremellius: and
with intent eyes we await the adoption of sons. Translate simply, and we await, as we
also noted above on verse 19. He was referring to the Hebrew word xso, which
means to look at and turn one's eyes to something. But to the Syrians, )gon is
simply to await, which is as if to look back upon a thing to come. What follows in
apposition is, ™y drnolitpwov 100 copatog Ndv. For which the Arab has adoptionem
in liberationem corporum nostrorum (the adoption for the liberation of our bodies).

But how do we still await adoption, who have long since obtained the Spirit of
adoption? And how the redemption of our bodies, which were long since
redeemed by the blood of Christ? The Apostle gives the reason for these
expressions in the following verse: tj| yop éAnid ésobnpev, For we are saved by hope.
How by hope, if we are already saved? Because hope awaits the completion of
salvation, and unless this follows, we are not even saved. In the same way, we can
be said to be adopted by hope, and our bodies redeemed by hope: because
unless the enjoyment of the inheritance and the restoration of our bodies follow,
we are not even adopted, nor our bodies redeemed.

VERSE 24. 6 8¢ BAénet mig, ti kol 8Anile; The Vulgate, Beza, and Syriac pass over «ai as
if it were redundant. Erasmus: why would he also hope for it? 1 would prefer, why
would he still hope for it? For the sense is, when someone has present what he sees,
why would he also hope for it further? I mention in passing, concerning what
preceded, tfj yop éAnidt éodbnpev, the Syriac has .« oo l3iamaa M\ a, which
Tremellius translated: Because our salvation is in hope. For he thought that «... was
a noun with the suffix |, when it is the preterite of )., he lived, it was saved. The
other would have had to be written ... Therefore, translate: Because we were
saved by hope.

VERSE 26. Qocavtog 8¢ xai 10 nvedPa ovvovriapBaveton toig dodeveing nudv. The
Vulgate, Erasmus, Syriac, and Arab again neglect the preposition cov here, just as
the same, except for Erasmus, did above in v. 16 and 22. Beza: also helps our
infirmities. And he refers oov to us who are laboring, as if to say that He in turn
lifts the burden from the other side, lest we should collapse under it. If any
account of the preposition is to be had here, I would prefer, as we also did in
verse 16, to refer it to the Father and the Son, with whom the Holy Spirit, since
He was sent by them and dwells in our hearts together with them, always acts. So
that the sense is: just as the Holy Spirit, together with the Father and the Son,
testifies to our spirit that we are the sons of God, similarly the same Spirit with
the same ones helps our infirmities.



Ibid. 0 yap i mpocevédpeda kadd S¢i, ovk oidapev. The Syriac Scholiast says the sense
IS e aam N o (5327 DNt O (50 ma L&av ). "We do not desire the good
things promised to us, because they are not known to us." For there is no desire
for the unknown. &\ adtd 10 Tvedpa Vrepevivyydver Vngp MUGV otevoyHolg dAainTols.
That is, he says, QL a@aa bNeZ0 00 L5337 O J30La 72 bwoda LaoLy, o4, " That
grace of the Spirit which is given to us, knows (properly attains) them, and prays
that we may acquire them." What he says is not entirely nothing. For in 1 Cor.
2:12, the Apostle also teaches that we have received the Spirit of God, so that we
might know the things that are given to us by God. Therefore, without the Spirit
of God, it cannot happen that anyone should pray well. For without him, man
does not even know which of God's things pertain to him.

VERSE 27. ‘Ot katd 0edv évroyydver vmep tév dyiov. Syriac: Lo\la awaae s}, according to
the will of God. 1 would prefer this over taking xara with the Arab for npoc or napé,
for he says 4 Jusi, he intercedes with God.

VERSE 28. Odapev 8¢ 611 10ig dyandot tov 0ov, mévta cuvepyel gig ayadoév. The Syriac and
Arab took névta for névy, in everything, or év nioy, in all things. And they construe
ovvepyel with God whom the pious love: But we know that he helps those who love
God in everything for good, namely, God who is loved by his own. And the Arab
explains that Syriac in everything by in every matter of good works. But most simply
the Vulgate and others construe cvvepyel with névra.

Ibid. toig xatd npdbecy kintoig ovol. The Syriac excellently understood that npodsov
here is not of men but of God. Therefore he translated, «o\) 7p mama )N\
L3an «ooa\3, whom he set beforehand, that they should be called. So also the Arab.

VERSE 29. Ou o npoéyve, kai mpodpioe cuppoépeovg Tiig sikovog, &c. The Syriac,
omitting the particle 6u, refers this to those of whom it was treated in the
preceding verse. Furthermore, coppépeovg is put for eig 10 givar copppopeovg, just as
nepoticpévorg for eig 10 eivanr mepwnicpévovg, Eph. 1:18, and nhovsiovg for i 10 eivon
mlovsiovg, Jas. 2, ver. 5, and apynyov for eig 1o etvar apynyov, Acts 5:31.

VERSE 30. Obg 8¢ npodpioe, tovtovg koi ékdhrece. Syriac, ap mama ) No. Tremellius
and Boderianus: And those whom he previously sealed. Translate: designated,
determined, destined. For that is what neo means, but sealed to the Syrians is zew.. It
is helpful here again to hear the theology of our Syriac Scholiast. Whom he
predestined, them he also called, to his Gospel. And whom he called, them he justified,
Lowaomhm g, that is, through baptism. And whom he justified, them he glorified, 1.2
©ob1)a Bewa )X, namely, through the mighty works which he performed by their
hands. Are there therefore no predestined, called, and justified, except those
whom he made famous by miracles?

VERSE 33. Tig éykaéoer kata ékhextdv Beod; That is, says the Syriac Scholiast, o.n
LaoaN wox )N\a 37)y, "Who will say that they are unworthy of grace?"



VERSE 389. Otte tyopa &c. Before this the Vulgate has, Neque fortitudo (Nor
might). Which the illustrious Beza says he found in no Greek codices. I add, nor
in the Syriac. But the Arab has it, but in the plural, </ ¥, nor powers.

CHAPTER IX.

VERSE 3. Hiyounv yap adtog &ye avabepo givor and tod ypiotod. This vow seems rather
harsh, which the Syriac Scholiast tries to soften thus: (z xada\a oo Ngm o
6ego) 1Aea 1N Lap) oA o 23942 JagTA I\ Jasia'alga 1001 L4040 AN A LT A
\OAMA« \OWJ10. LA ) \ANN.ALI O) .0} L) V) 00N Joals Laa, "He did not pray
to be separated from Christ on their account, for he had said that no creature
could separate him from him. But that he would be an anathema, that is a
devotion, for them, unless he loved them. Or, that he might be deprived of
glory, and they, succeeding, might be glorified." Chrysostom said it more
correctly, that the Apostle wished here to show v vrepBoAnyv tiig dydmng, the excess of
charity, and had vowed to become anathema, eiye Suvotov fv, dote éxeivoug cobfvar, If
it were possible, so that they might be saved. He explains anathema as being
Keympioévov, RALOTPLOPEVOY, Kol dmoppayévia sivar Tod Xpiotod, separated, alienated, and
cut off from Christ. Nor while vowing this does he indicate contempt for Christ,
but a more intense love for him. For he knew that the salvation of the whole
nation would be for Christ's greater glory than his own alone. Furthermore,
avédepa is without a doubt the Hebrew oqn. What this properly is can be learned
from nowhere better than from the Arabic language, where in the Ist
conjugation s~ is to be forbidden, prohibited. Thence, when referred to a thing, to
be prohibited and illicit (to which is opposed Js, to be loosed, free and licit); but when
referred to a person, to be forbidden one's country, to be proscribed, to be driven into
exile. »5.~ is one forbidden his country. In the 2nd conjugation, to prohibit, to make
illicit, to proscribe. Among the Hebrews, in Hiphil opg (for Kal is not in use), it
seems to have exactly the same force. For it means to devote either a thing to
God, or a region or a people to destruction in such a way that you are henceforth
prohibited and interdicted from all use of it. Hence o7 signifies three things
among the Hebrews. 1. A thing interdicted, prohibited, and proscribed, the use
of which is entirely illicit for you. 2. A type of ecclesiastical punishment, namely
interdiction and proscription, by which the contumacious are prohibited from
the Church and from the use of all sacred things. 3. By metonymy, the persons
themselves thus proscribed and prohibited. And this is the meaning in this
passage. I would wish, says the Apostle, to be anathema from Christ, that is, to be
prohibited from communion with Christ, proscribed and exiled from his
Church, finally, interdicted from all use of his benefits. It also signifies a net
among the Hebrews, because by it fish are prohibited from the use of the water,
and are thence forced into exile.

VERSE 4. Qv 1 viofeoio kai 1 86fa. The learned refer 1 §6éa to the ark of the
covenant, which is called the glory of the Lord in 1 Sam. 4:21. Others to the nrav,
the Majesty of God which dwelt in the temple. If this is correct, it refers to the



state of the people as it was under the Tabernacle and the first temple. For under
the second temple they lacked the ark, and for that reason the Hebrews
themselves confess that from that time they were without the nyov, since it was
the dwelling place of God above the ark between the Cherubim. I would prefer,
therefore, to understand it generally, what the Hebrews call nqxon ,7i20 ,777 and mxs,
the dignity, pre-eminence, and excellence by which this people stood out above
all others, and perhaps it refers especially to Circumcision, which always
remained among this people, and which was truly their glory. They boast of it so
much that in the Talmud, in the book Nedarim, R. Simeon says, xnw 77n 791
mzna 93 ™ aopw, 'Great is Circumcision, for it can be equated with all the
precepts." Elsewhere they say, yax1 a»aw wm»pni X2 mn xobxw 7o 701, "Great is
Circumcision. For if it had not been, heaven and earth would not have stood,"
which they strive to prove improperly from Jer. 33, ver. 25.

What follows in the Apostle is xai ai Swdfjkar, and the covenants. And Circumcision
itself was called na3, the covenant, to them, according to that of Acts 7:8, &5wxev
ovtoic Awdnqkmv mepropfic, because it was nmaz nix, the sign of the covenant, and
therefore a matter of great glory. For which reason perhaps the Apostle here
joined &6&av and Awbrkog. It is asked, however, why the Apostle said Awbnkog in the
plural number (which Beza and the Syriac translated covenants, the Vulgate
testaments)? Some answer that it refers to the covenant made with Abraham, then
repeated with his posterity. The illustrious Beza preferred to refer it to the two
tablets of the covenant. We prefer to seek the explanation from the Epistle to the
Galatians 4:24, where the Apostle, instituting an allegory of Sarah and Hagar,
says, avtai gicw ai o Awbijkar, "these are the two covenants,’ or testaments: namely,
the Old (Q2) and the New, of Works and of Grace, of Bondage and of Liberty.
And although in respect of its truth, firmness, and completion, the latter
properly pertained to the times of Christ, yet in respect of its institution, both
are to be referred to the times of the Fathers. For one was foreshadowed in
Hagar, the other in Sarah; and even then Ishmael, born of the slave-woman, was
under the covenant of bondage, while Isaac, born of the free-woman, was under
the covenant of liberty. God deals with His people concerning these two
covenants in Jer. 31, ver. 32, 33, where it is to be observed that new covenant is
properly and primarily made x> na, with the house of Israel, and only through
the house of Israel with the Gentiles. Hence that saying of the Apostle in Acts 13,
v. 46, "It was necessary that the word of God should first be announced to you"
(understand the word of the Gospel and of grace, which is everywhere called
absolutely and xat' goynv the word of God), because the covenant of grace
pertained first to them, and from them it was to flow to the Gentiles; nor does it
pertain to the Gentiles, except insofar as they are grafted into the olive tree of
the Jews. For which reason the Apostle, from the covenant promised to the Jews
in Jeremiah, infers the future restoration and conversion of the Jewish nation at
some point, Rom. 11:27. Rightly, therefore, he says the covenants belong to the
Israelites, because we have them only from them.



It follows, xoi 1 vopobesio. Vulgate: and the giving of the law. Erasmus and Beza: and
the establishment of the law. Syriac simply Jwon.o, and the law, not badly. For it is
used thus in 2 Macc. 6:23, where Eleazar, warned by his friends to avoid the
imminent danger of death by some pretense, is said to have refused, roywwpov
avaloBav Tig dylag kai Ogoktiotov vopobesiog, having taken thought of the holy and divinely
established law. And those who render it by legislationem or legis constitutionem do
not understand it actively, as if it were their role to make the law, but passively,
that the law given and established by God pertained to them. The law of Moses,
in the mode of administration in which it was given to the Israelites, pertained
to (COS) them alone, not to the Gentiles, by which, as by a dividing wall, the
other Gentiles were excluded from the Commonwealth of Israel. He adds
legislation to the covenants, because the law, given after both covenants, served
both. The covenant of works, inasmuch as it was a perfect rule of justice and its
most rigid exactor. The covenant of grace, however, inasmuch as it was a
schoolmaster to Christ.

It follows, 1 Aatpeia, kai ai érayyshion. Aatpeia is the same as Aewtovpyio. For interpreters
are accustomed to render n72y with both names. It signifies the religious worship
to be offered to God, especially that which was to be performed in the temple. It
was a part of the vopofesia, but it is specifically expressed because this was the
chief ornament and privilege of that people, that beyond other peoples they had
obtained a way of worshiing him that was pleasing to God and salutary for
themselves. Lastly are added the promises, because both the covenant of grace,
and the legislation insofar as it served the covenant of grace, and the entire
ceremonial worship referred to them. The illustrious Beza considered these
things far differently, who thinks that by Awbfnkag, vopofesiav, and rotpeiov the
three parts of the law are understood: Moral, Judicial, and Ceremonial. We leave
the judgment on this to the learned.

VERSE 5. Kai € Gv 6 Xpiotdc 10 Katd 6apka, 0 OV &ml mévtov 0edg edLoyntdc &ig Todg oidvo,
apfiv. The Syriac translates: oNa Ng A\ Lo\l Ldl06n)a 1013 Jao XA o ym&) (00170
)l oA AN (G300 wazxe, "and from them was seen the Christ in the flesh,
who is God over all, to whom are praises and blessings for ever and ever, Amen."
To which the Syriac Scholiast: am13 @a 22,601 ) J500 042 (0L 709427 035804
Jo\la am) onenla «o2om 1, "Therefore let the mouths of the Nestorians be
stopped, who do not confess that she who bore him in the flesh is the mother of
God (8cotoKov).”

VERSE 6. For not all who are of Israel are Israel. The Syriac Scholiast rightly
observed that in the first instance, Jacob is understood by Israel. But what he
adds, that he was so called Lo\I\ ) yua N\ 7, because he saw God, should have been
said Lo\ Lgya A\ 7, because he conquered God, as is clear from Gen. 32:28. And
Hosea 12:4, M, he was a prince, he was superior, o>i2g-ny, with God.



VERSE 7. Neither, because they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children. To this
the Syriac Scholiast: )}y ay N Lioas meoa)333 L sNoAa (o4} )_“"\_'loA Nara)a )_'.'\_'l
Lawaola La.as, "The sons of Ishmael are not the sons of the promise, since, In
Isaac shall thy seed be called, is written in the law." For the sake of explanation, I
would like to add certain things. Abraham is not considered here only as a carnal
father, but also as the head of the covenant, initiated with him and his posterity.
In the former way, whoever were his seed were also his sons. But in the latter
way, Ishmael, although he was seed, was not however a son nor an heir of the
blessing promised to his father Abraham in the covenant, nor was that seed, with
which God in Abraham had made a covenant, counted in him, but in Isaac. He
was the son of the promise, and with him, those who were contained in his loins.

For this to be rightly understood, the promise of that covenant must again be
distinguished into the typical and the antitypical. The typical was external and
carnal in itself, although spiritual in respect of its representation: namely, that
Sarah would have a son, and in him the seed would be reckoned. That the
Israelites would be born from him, openly and manifestly the people of God, to
be distinguished from all other peoples by the circumcision of the flesh. That
this people would be heir of the promise of the land of Canaan, and would have
God dwelling in their midst through external signs. The antitypical was internal
and spiritual: namely, that from the Church of the faithful (for this is what Sarah
represented, Gal. 4:22, 23, 26) would be born the true sons of God, in whom the
true seed of God would be counted, who would be distinguished from the rest
by the circumcision of the heart, and they alone would be heirs of the heavenly
Canaan, and would have God dwelling in them forever through his Spirit.

With respect to the typical promise, only Isaac and his sons, and all those who
indeed descended from him through Jacob, were sons of the promise, excluding
Ishmael and all his descendants, except those who gave themselves over to the
families of the Israelites. For although Ishmael was also circumcised, yet, what I
will say with due respect to that great man John Calvin, he was not the son of the
promise, nor the heir and successor of the covenant made with Abraham. For
when God instituted Circumcision to confirm His covenant, He excluded
Ishmael from that covenant with clear words and an express oracle, and declared
that He was entering into it not with him but with Isaac, Gen. 17:20-21. This
happened before his circumcision. But after, He willed him to be cast out of
Abraham's household, because not in him, but in Isaac was his seed to be called,
Gen. 21:12. Nor did Abraham circumcise him by God's command, but seems to
have done it of his own accord and out of love for his son, with God not
forbidding, but even permitting it: so that it might be more clear that neither
birth from Abraham, nor the addition of Circumcision, makes sons of the
covenant, but only the promise, which was absent from Ishmael and his
posterity, but was present for Isaac, and through Jacob for his posterity.



But with respect to the antitypical, the same sons of Isaac, to whom the typical
promise was made, were also, while the type lasted, sons of the antitypical, again
excluding the Ishmaelites, except for those who became true members of the
Israelite Church. But with this distinction, that not all sons of the typical promise
were also of the antitypical. For just as, for one to be a son of the typical
promise, it was not sufficient to be a son of Abraham according to the flesh, but
it was necessary to be born from him through the promise, and therefore not
Ishmael, but Isaac was counted as the seed, or what is the same, not in Ishmael
but in Isaac was the seed called: so, for one to be a son of the antitypical promise,
it was not sufficient to be from Abraham according to the typical and carnal
promise, but it was also necessary to be born of the Holy Spirit of promise, who
is so called in Eph. 1:13. For just as Ishmael, born only according to the flesh,
stands in relation to the external covenant, compared to Isaac born from the
typical promise, so the carnal descendants of Isaac, born from him only
according to the carnal or typical promise, stood in relation to those who were
born of the Holy Spirit of promise.

Therefore, before the death of Christ and the revelation of the Gospel, while the
type lasted, the descendants of Isaac had a prerogative over the Ishmaelites. For
even those of them who were carnal, although they were not sons of the salvific
promise, were nevertheless of the typical and carnal one, since they were born
not simply according to the flesh, like the Ishmaelites, but from the promise of
the typical covenant which God had given to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. But
after the death of Christ and the revelation of the Gospel, with the type now
abolished, they were born simply according to the flesh from Abraham, no
differently than Ishmael, so that whoever from then on were unbelievers were
sons of neither the typical nor the antitypical promise, and thus were truly cut
off from every covenant.

To make this clearer, it should be known that the entire covenant of Abraham,
both in respect of the type and the antitype, looked to Christ, that preeminent
seed of Abraham, in whom all nations were to be blessed, as the Apostle Peter
teaches in Acts 3:25: "You are the sons of the covenant that God made with your
fathers, saying to Abraham, 'And in your seed shall all the nations of the earth be
blessed." Therefore, according to the relation in which they pertained to Christ,
they were considered the seed of Abraham. Ishmael and his posterity, because
they were alien to that covenant, did not pertain to Christ at all, and thus were in
no way considered seed, nor in any way sons of the promise. Isaac, and the rest
of his posterity, who, being included in the typical covenant, looked to Christ by
faith, pertained to him typically and antitypically, and in both ways were sons of
the promise. The rest of his posterity, included in the typical covenant, but
furthermore unfaithful and unbelieving, pertained to Christ typically, not
antitypically. But after the death of Christ, with the type abolished, neither
typically anymore, nor antitypically. Thus they were considered as if, like
Ishmael, they had been born of Abraham simply according to the flesh.



And this, I believe, is what the Apostle meant when he says in the following
verse, "The children of the flesh are not the children of God, but the children of
the promise are counted as the seed." For he does not consider the Israelites of
his time only in the place where Jeremiah in his time held them, when he said in
chap. 5:10, "they are not the Lord's." For although they were not his true sons,
they still belonged to him by the external covenant, and were his people. But
now they were in a far worse place, a bill of divorce having been given to them,
alienated even from the external covenant, and no longer the people of God.
Hitherto they had been called sons of God, because although unfaithful, they
were not entirely sons of the flesh, but also sons of the typical promise, and thus
far in Isaac were called the seed of Abraham. But now they are simply sons of
the flesh, in no way sons of God, in no way the seed of Abraham, in that sense,
namely, in which it had hitherto been considered in Isaac as opposed to Ishmael.
For henceforth no other seed of Abraham was counted than that in Christ, the
true promised seed, to which count, the Israelites in general having been
repudiated, the Gentiles were now referred. The Apostle says he grieves
vehemently over this, but that one must acquiesce in the will of the Lord and his
wise and free dispensation. For salvation proceeds not from the flesh, but from
the gratuitous promise of God; the type of this matter is (R) in Ishmael and Isaac,
both sons of Abraham, of whom the former with his posterity was rejected from
the covenant, as if he were not the seed of Abraham, while the latter with his
posterity, the Israelites, was received into the covenant, and alone counted as the
seed, because not the former but the latter was born of the promise, which the
Apostle brings forth in verse 9. What was done in the typical covenant is similar
in the antitypical. Only those are sons of the spiritual and saving covenant who
are born from the divine promise, which God made to the elect in Christ. The
Israelites are now alien from this. Therefore, it is in vain to murmur against the
will of God.

VERSE 8. Touvt' o1, 00 10 tékvo Tiig capkdg, tadta tékvo Tod 0god- GAAY T0 Tékva Tiig
énayyedog Aoyileton eig onépplo. The Arab translates Tovt' Eotv as 13 s, it signifies this,
because, of course, the type of Ishmael and Isaac, proposed in the preceding
verse, is explained here. ta téxva tfig capxog are not here those who walk according
to the flesh, but those who have no other birth than that which is of the flesh and
from the flesh, to whom are opposed the children of the promise, by whom are
not understood here those to whom the promise was made, or who are heirs of
the promise because they are sons, but who are born from the promise, and
therefore are sons because they were promised. The Apostle clearly indicates
this in the following verse, where he indicates that Isaac was a son of the promise
because he was promised to Abraham from Sarah. As also in Gal. 4:23 he is said
to have been born of the free woman & tfig émayyehag, through the promise. In
contrast, Ishmael, from the handmaid, was «xota capxo, according to the flesh,
because, being born of Abraham and Hagar who were still vigorous and fit for
generation, he had nothing beyond a carnal origin. But Isaac, born of Abraham



and Sarah who were worn out and dead, by the power of the promise, drew his
origin from the promise, and without it would never have been.

Applying this type in the same place, v. 28, the Apostle says we are, according to
Isaac, children of the promise; that is, we are sons of God not by nature, nor by
the powers of free will, or what is the same, from the works of the law, which the
powers of free will cannot surpass, but from the promise of the Holy Spirit who
regenerated us and made us sons of God. However, the same thing is not being
dealt with here to the Romans as there to the Galatians. For although some
things agree, the purpose is not the same. Here, the Apostle's purpose is to
console himself over the rejection of the Jews. The argument for consolation is
that they should be counted as sons of God and the true seed of Abraham not
from consanguinity with Abraham, but from the gratuitous promise of God,
which depends on election. He declares this by the type of Ishmael and Isaac,
where it is asked, since both are the seed of Abraham, why the seed was called
for Abraham in Isaac alone. The Apostle answers in two places, the first of which
is Gen. 21:12, where God defined it so by a free oracle, when Abraham would
have preferred otherwise. For if God's definition had not stood in the way,
Ishmael, born of a handmaid, could no less have been counted the seed of
Abraham than those born of the handmaids Zilpah and Bilhah were considered
the seed of Jacob. The other is Gen. 18:10, where the promise exists, through
which Isaac was born of Sarah. Without which promise, Isaac either would not
have been born, or would have been born according to the flesh also, like
Ishmael. And so the conclusion is that none can be the sons of God and the seed
of Abraham except those who are born of the promise. Since God designates this
by his free will to whom and where he wishes, one must not speak against God
here.

But there, to the Galatians, the purpose is that man is not justified by the law, but
by faith. The argument is taken from the effects of each, because the law bears
slaves, faith bears free men. This is declared by the type of Ishmael and Isaac,
who are considered there not as from one father, but as born of different
mothers. One from Hagar the slave is a slave, who is the type of the Justiciaries,
who are born from the legal covenant through works unto slavery. The other
from Sarah the free woman is free, who is the type of the faithful, who are born
from the heavenly Jerusalem, that is, the Church of the faithful, through faith
unto liberty. Since, however, faith is not from man, (R2) but from the promise of
the Holy Spirit, that other point is added to the type: that Ishmael was so born of
a slave that he was born only according to the flesh, that is, by the power of the
flesh. Isaac was so born of a free woman that he was born through the promise.
Thus, the Justiciaries have nothing except what is from the flesh, or from the
powers of free will. The faithful, however, have what the Holy Spirit works in
them by the power of the promise, contained in the election. And this indeed
which he teaches there about the promise is the same as what he puts forth here
to the Romans, but it serves a different end. For here he refers that promise to



election, by which God so distinguished Ishmael and Isaac, born of the same
Abraham, that he willed the one to be born of the flesh, the other of the
promise, that in the one the seed should not be called, in the other it should be
called. This proceeded not from Isaac's dignity, but from God's promise, which
preceded his conception and was its cause. But there he refers the same promise
to Justification, to be sought from faith, not from works. For since we are
children of the promise according to Isaac, that is, since it has happened that we
are regenerated not through the flesh but through the promise, and by the same
promise it has come about that we are children not of the handmaid but of the
free woman, we should by no means commit to pursuing a carnal righteousness,
which bestows a reward from works and is truly fitting for slaves, but rather that
which is from the promise, which bestows a reward from grace, which faith
embraces, and which is truly fitting for the noble and free.

VERSE 10. Ov povov 8¢, aMa kai PePéxka, & évog koitnv &govoa Toadk tod notpdg HURMV.
There is an ellipsis here, to avoid which Erasmus translated «oitmv &ovca as had
conceived, which the illustrious Beza rightly reprehends. He, to supply the sense,
added, experienced this. We translate, Not only so, (for so ot uévov 6¢ is used above in
chap. 5:3, 11, and 8:28) but Rebecca also was in this state, when she was pregnant by one
man, Isaac our father. The ellipsis of the verb #w is common for the Apostle,
where he wants to declare how a thing is, as we see above in chap. 5, ver. 16 and
18. There is also a place where obtag &e is to be understood, as in Matt. 25:14.
Furthermore, I do not think we should assent to those who arbitrarily think that
a different type from the previous one is proposed here, as if the former type
were of the justiciaries and the faithful, and this one finally of the elect and the
reprobate, and that the Apostle indicates this by this transition o pévov §¢. About
which see the Myrothecium of Cameron. That transition brings forth a new
example, indeed, but for the same purpose. The Apostle has now taught that
only the sons of the promise, that is, the elect who are sons by promise, are
saved. He proved this from the two sons of Abraham. Now he adds that the same
is clear not only from them, but also from the sons of Rebecca, whom he adds to
the former, lest in the previous type Isaac should seem to be preferred to
Ishmael because he was born of a more worthy, free mother, while the other
from a viler slave woman: since of the two sons of Rebecca, born in the same
birth from the same free mother, one, and indeed the elder by birth, to whom
the prerogative seemed due, was repudiated, the other elected. Concerning
these, the Scholiast (R3) of the Syriac says thus: mwe.) Joo Lad)w ma X\ 7z oNa Lonp
IR IN:E ANPWN.} . ANV L delo .awda) an ladlwaos} tan (Ao o Jomda d)ag ava)
LN AL Joa Aama Ay, Loae N Jaosay, e\ Jaxae faa). "He shows that Isaac
was not chosen because he was from a free woman, since Jacob and Esau are also
from the same free woman: yet one was loved, the other rejected. Therefore, we
will not impute the cause of election to the beauty of the fathers, but to the good
will that was foreknown by God." He spoke well at first, the second part very
badly, since the Apostle demonstrates here with many arguments that the cause
of election is not the good will which God foreknew in man, but the good will of



God himself which He purposed in Himself; for it is not of him who wills, nor of
him who runs, but of God who shows mercy and calls.

VERSE 11. MAno yap yevvnéviov, pnde npa&bviov Tt dyadov fj koxdv, iva 1 kot ékhoyny tod
0c0d mpdbeoig Pévn, ovk €& Epyov, AL éx tod kododvrog. To this the Syriac Scholiast
comments thus: JaocaM zao )N\) o\ ) Noz o) L3y, L{a% oo L a7 A LT asloN
Jai.ad M. "Not as men, from the outcome and works does God choose or
reject: but before birth he knew future things." Therefore, he admits that works
performed and established in the outcome after birth are excluded, but not
those foreseen before birth. Both are excluded, because he opposes not works
foreseen as performed, but simply works, to the one calling, from whose good
pleasure and mercy he asserts the purpose of election flowed. Furthermore, the
final words, ovk ¢ &pywv &c., which the adversaries of gratuitous election refer to
the following verse, the Syriac and Arab have so joined with this verse that they
cannot even be referred to the next. For they have rendered the next as if it were
written, &ppnon yop avt. However, the observation of the illustrious Cameron is
pleasing, that the Apostle, speaking of the purpose of God which is according to
election, did not say 1 xata v ékhoynv, but without specification xat' éxhoynv, which
is nothing other than elective, that is, purely free. In Dutch, het voornemen Godts
dat nae verkiesinghe is, not nae de verkiesinghe. In French, qui est selon election, not
selon lelection. In Hebrew, ni7°n23, not nm~namm. The Latin language does not achieve
this.

VERSE 12. Eppnn avtij, ‘Ot 6 peilov doviedoet 1@ éddocovi. As much is said here about
Esau and Jacob as was said above about Ishmael and Isaac. It is equivalent to:
"not with Esau, but with Jacob I will establish my covenant; not in him, but in
this one your seed shall be called; he will be a son of the flesh, this one of the
promise.” For what we noted above about Abraham, we wish to be noted also
about Isaac, that he is considered as one in covenant. Wherefore, just as Ishmael,
born of the covenanted Abraham, would also have been a son of the covenant if
God had not excluded him from it by an express oracle and limited it to Isaac; so
also Esau, born of a covenanted father, would also have been a son of the
covenant if God had not excluded him by an oracle and limited it to Jacob. He
excludes the one and includes the other when he declares that the one will be
the servant of the other. For being a covenanted one of God and being a servant
of men are in conflict: in that sense, namely, that Paul says, 1 Cor. 7:23, "You were
bought with a price; do not become slaves of men." On the contrary, to be the
people of God and to be free are inseparably connected. So that although one
might be a servant in bodily condition, he is nevertheless tod xvpiov dnerevdepog, the
Lord’s freedman, 1 Cor. 7:22. Hence it is that in the Confession of Faith edited by
Munster, and prefixed to his Commentary on Matthew, the Jews boast that God
led the Israelites out of Egypt o7y nm~ny, into eternal freedom. Because then at last
God, by that leading out, separated them from the rest of the peoples and
openly adopted them as his people (as the Psalmist testifies in Ps. 114:1), then
they were truly led out of the house of bondage and asserted into liberty; not



only that which was common to other peoples living under their own law, but
also that which was proper to them by right of covenant, as the special
possession of God, exempt from the law of all men, and claimed for God alone.
They never lost this afterwards, but as long as they remained the people of God,
they reserved it for themselves as their own. Hence that saying in John 8:33, "We
are Abraham's seed and have never been enslaved to anyone." They correctly
sensed that slavery is not fitting for the seed of Abraham, and that to be the seed
of Abraham and to be always free are indivisible. As truly, therefore, as they
were the seed of Abraham, sprung from him through Isaac and Jacob, and thus
the seed of the covenant, the people of God, the sons of God, so truly could they
boast that they were free and had never served anyone.

But just as the foundation of that boasting could be twofold, either the
prerogative of the external and typical covenant and lineage, or the truth of the
internal and spiritual covenant and lineage, so also that liberty had to be
considered in a twofold way: either according to a certain external relation to
God, or according to internal and spiritual truth. In the latter sense, Christ
denies that they are either the seed of Abraham or the sons of God, because they
were slaves to sin, and did not imitate the works of Abraham, nor obey the will
of God. Externally, however, they were sons of God, and the seed of Abraham,
and for the same reason, free, not slaves. From which it is now sufficiently clear
that when God assigns Esau to servitude, he is excluded from the covenant, both
external and internal. Jacob, included in both, was truly the master of Esau, as a
participant in the dominion of God himself, into whose covenant he was
admitted. And to this also pertains that other statement, "Jacob I have loved," by
giving him the liberty of the covenant and spiritual dominion over his brother.
"Esau I have hated," by excluding him from the covenant and subjecting him to
his brother's dominion. When my covenant was owed to neither, when I could
have excluded both from it, when I could have adopted both into it, when I
could have excluded Jacob and adopted Esau (for neither had yet been born,
neither had done anything good or evil), it pleased me to love Jacob, and
therefore to grant him the liberty and dominion of my covenant; and on the
other hand to hate Esau, and therefore to deprive him of the covenant of my
grace, and to subject him to the servitude which is outside my covenant. And
from this it came to pass that not Esau with his people, but Jacob with his
posterity was the heir of the promise of the land of Canaan. For if you consider
the covenant made with Isaac and Abraham, Esau was a servant rather than a
son. Therefore, he had to be excluded from the possession of that land, which
was given by promise only to those who were counted in the seed, and was
dedicated to the liberty of the sons of God, a shadow and a sign of eternal
liberty.

And from the same source flowed the fact that by the singular providence of
God, the firstborn right was transferred from Esau and his posterity to Jacob and
his seed. Whence God everywhere calls Israel his firstborn, so that we may know



that the dominion, by which the Israelites as firstborn prevailed over the
Edomites and other peoples, depends on the covenant. And to this, among other
things, the Law pertained, given immediately after the exodus from Egypt, not
to the Edomites but only to the Israelites, so that dominion might be assigned to
this people. For the Law is vopog Baciukée, a royal law, Jas. 2:8, which the Hebrews
therefore call 7973 and =03, a crown, adding, nywnm Mo nini 71ina, The Law gives
kingdom and dominion, as it is in Pirke Aboth chap. 4 and 6. Also relevant to our
matter is that the Apostle James in the same place, verse 12, calls the law vépov
éevlepiog, a law of liberty. For as the Hebrews say in Pirke Aboth chap. 6, 12 77
7R TMYR2 POIVY M XIN TN, 1o one s free, except he who is occupied in the study of the
law.

VERSE 16. Apo. odv 00 10D 05Lovtog, 003¢ 10D Tpéyovtog, drli Tod Eleodvrog Ogod. Syriac: 1\
LaAsdm Lol L33 1N A ada @ od)a DNo Jaga @3 Nga aoa. It is not therefore
by the hands of him who wills, nor by the hands of him who runs, but by the hands of God
the merciful. Similarly also the Arab, except that to supply the ellipsis he added,
O3 Y uald) that s, dpa odv ovk Eotwv 10 mpdyPa. Beza: So then it is not of him that willeth,
etc. More correctly, if I'm not mistaken, the Arab.

VERSE 17. 'Ot gic avto todt0 £éxyepa oe. It is taken from Exod. 9, ver. 16, where there
is 3noyn, which is properly avéomod (S) oe, or xotéomod oe, I have made you stand,
that is, exist. And that é&qyepa oe signifies the same thing here, the illustrious Beza
correctly noted. The Apostle had in mind as if in the Hebrew there was 3ninpg,
which is plainly a synonym for that, and is now explained by &eysipa, now by
avaotiioon by the Septuagint elders in the same sense. As in Zech. 11, ver. 16, opn»
YR 7YY, Seyep®d morpévo émi myv yiv. But in Ezech. 34:23, for mx nyn ophy onepm,
dvactiom én avtodg motpévo Eva, which is properly °nmym. So Matt. 3:9: God is able
gyeipan téxva 1@ ABpadp; this is the same as avaotiicar, and it is the same whether you
translate it into Hebrew as 7ny7y or aojiaxy ova o'pay; the sense is, to make them be
sons to Abraham.

VERSE 20. But who are you, O man, 6 évromoxpwopevog @ 0ed. Vulgate and Syriac:
who replies to God? Erasmus: who replies from the opposite side. Beza: who replies
against. The Arab most effectively and strongly: <lssll axal sis & g 55 Ges Glad¥) Ll il (s,
properly, who are you, O man, that you should dispute with God, and reciprocate a reply
with him? For &\, is to return, but in the third conjugation, g\, is to deal with
someone, so that words return back and forth, to reciprocate words. The sense is:
O man, you already asked above whether it is not unjust if God, according to his
will, loves one and hates another. You have received God's answer from Moses.
To that you retort a reply, that he therefore has nothing to complain about, since
no one can resist his will. You want God again to answer you on this, and to give
an account of his action. Who are you, O man, who thus reciprocates a reply
with God? In this sense, éavtamoxpivesOor would be to answer in turn. In which
meaning it seems to be taken in Jud. 5, ver. 29. Elsewhere, however, it is to answer
against, or by answering to contradict, refute, and confute. See Job 16:8 and 32:12.



And d&vtandxpiow 8186var is to give a response by which you refute and confute
another's words, Job 13:22 and 34:36. This fits perfectly here. Who are you, O man,
who answers against God? That is, who dares to contradict God with your reply,
and wishes to confute and refute his words.

VERSE 21 (22). "Hveykev év moAAfj Paxpobupia okedn opyfic. The Syriac interpreter
explains what this is with these words: Lz A\ Jvo3 ool advza L)V oma Lan)
Ln\.o3a. He brought in much longsuffering wrath upon the vessels of wrath. For the sense
is that God did not immediately pour out upon them the wrath they had
deserved, but only after he had borne with them sinning with long patience.

VERSE 25. I will call him who was not my people, my people; and her who was not
beloved, beloved. The passage is from Hosea 2:23. Where the Hebrew truth has,
M, Xo-ny cnnen, And I will have mercy on her who had not obtained mercy. But the
Septuagint Interpreters have, éyanfico v odx fyommpéwy. For they seem to have
read i X7-nx cnnn7, and I will love the unloved. The Apostle followed this. Nor
does it make a bit of difference whether you read and translate it this way or
that. For the matter being discussed is such that whether you say love or mercy,
in either case you speak of the grace of election, to express which the Apostle
above in ver. 13 and 15 promiscuously used the words for loving and having
mercy. These are so related that the Hebrews and Syrians expressed both with
one word, om, the former in Kal, the latter in Piel. And it properly signifies that
visceral love of a mother by which she loves her offspring, and because she
loves, she has mercy on it.

We must here examine the Syriac text, because it has a difficulty. )N\a ()N ) an)
amwaa) .amedal NaNo oz Las o\ ooal Tremellius: I will call them who were not my
people, my people, and the unloved, loved. Boderianus however, both in the Parisian
and in the Royal edition: And her that had not obtained mercy, having obtained mercy.
The former wanted az.3a) to be the Ethpeel conjugation, where it means to be
loved, from m.3, he loved. The latter, the Ethpaal conjugation, and there it means
to obtain mercy, from maaa), he had mercy. But since both aznwia) and azw3a) are
first person, neither has rendered the words well. For in the Royal edition the
former is written amw3a), with the second vowel mark of the first person
expressed at the end. Which indeed is not present in the Viennese, but in its
place a dot is placed above, an index of the same person. The latter in the
Viennese and Cothen editions is written amwaa), with the second vowel at the
end, which indeed is not present in the Royal, yet it must be read so there too,
because in the 38rd feminine it would be written aznw3a) with a dot to the left side
of the letter thau, which is lacking here in both places. If therefore it is of the
Ethpeel Conjugation, it must be translated, and she for whom I was not loved, I was
loved. Which agrees neither with the Hebrew, nor with the Greek, nor with the
mind of the Apostle. If of the Ethpaal Conjugation (for it can be of either), And
on whom I had not mercy, I had mercy. Which agrees well with the Hebrew. And the
Syriac is accustomed to render places cited in the New from the Old Testament



from the Hebrew. Nor, as far as I know, is n.3a) taken otherwise than actively for
to have mercy, to be affected and moved with mercy towards someone, but not, as
Boderianus thought here, for to obtain mercy.

I confess, however, that according to the version I have given, it should have
been said oA\ za3a) 1\ 3, for this verb of mercy is usually constructed with Ax..
Wherefore the Arab also, like Boderianus, translated it passively: 4  dasa o il
and for the one who had not obtained mercy, one who has obtained mercy. I believe this
is said in Syriac as azai azmwd JN\aVo, Or azwd azmwwd Naoado. Certainly, if it is
sometimes taken passively, it seems it should have been said, az.3a) 1\a_aNo,
which would literally sound (supply I will call) her who had not obtained mercy, is
one who has obtained mercy. Or in Ethpeel, and her who was not loved, is loved, which
would otherwise be said, Lz.3a7m Lze3azm 1N\a nado. Therefore, I am still hesitant
about this Syriac interpretation. However, what we have brought forward may
perhaps be of use to Syriac scholars, for whose sake mainly these things have
been presented.

VERSE 28. Aéyov yap cvviehdv kai cuviépvev, &c. Syriac, amdo an. LaNz. Thus has
the Viennese edition, and the Cothen. Thus also read Tremellius. But the Syriac
Scholiast reads thus: mmdo 3zy.. Guido also in the edition both Royal and Parisian.
And in the Royal indeed he translated it, ad consummationem contulit (he brought
to completion), but in the Parisian decidit (he decided), in the same way that
Tremellius translated zp.. Certainly the most learned Masius in his Peculium
Syro states that my. signifies to cut off, to pluck, and is used in 1 Kings 6:7 for
amokviCwv. It is not found elsewhere in the New Testament. Ferrarius translated it
abscidit (he cut off). Lay. is abscissio (a cutting off). However, an\, which
Tremellius here translated decidit (he decided/cut), signifies to rush upon, Acts 7:57,
and from it Lamoy, an attack, Acts 14, ver. 5. And no doubt from it comes the
Hebrew op, a locust, from the attack with which they rush upon foliage.
Wherefore the most learned Masius thinks it is erroneous here, and that instead
of it one should read an\, to perfect, cuvieddv, which word the Apostle used here. I,
however, think it’s correct, and to signify the same as what among the Arabs is to
establish, to decree; properly, to decide, to cut down. Ferrarius has: he cut,
threatened, rushed in; this is certainly a most common phrase among the Arabs, so
that they say with the same word that the Syriac uses here, Gl Y& o 3», he decided
an absolute word, for he said absolutely. 1t follows what Guido translates as, and he
cut off. Tremellius, and he pronounced; in which manner also in chapter 3:9, s
~— he translates, we have before pronounced, that Jews and Gentiles are under sin.
Guido is better there, we have before determined, or perhaps even better, we have
before concluded; just as the end of a verse concludes the sentence, or as when the
accounts are summed up, the capital sum concludes, and as it were cuts off and
amputates the whole calculation.

It should be known, therefore, that it is familiar to the Oriental languages that
almost all verbs which mean to amputate, to cut back, to cut off, to cut into, also



have the meaning of decreeing, establishing, concluding, such as are among the
Hebrews yan and ppn, from which is derived Isaiah 10:22, which words the Apostle
quotes in our present passage, it would be for a decreed and established matter;
the Syriac has interpreted this excellently with, by which word he also uses
elsewhere frequently for to decree and to establish, as in 2 Cor. 1:9, John 9:9, etc.
Therefore, I translate the Syriac thus, He decreed the word and precisely established
1.

Let us now be permitted to compare the words of the Prophet with the words of
the Apostle. The words of the Prophet are auw yan 19792 7y nixay mm >378 m7m 772
787 72 1772 p7%. The Apostle's words are, Aoyov y8 ctvteddv cutépvav &v Sucoioctodn, 6t
LMoyov cotelPnpévov momoe kopt maong tiig yiic. They are taken from the Septuagint
interpreters. To which the distinguished Beza, from the comparison itself, says,
"no one can deny that the Greek interpreters have translated this passage very
negligently, as far as the words themselves are concerned." This, I confess, I by
no means see. For that the Greek interpreter used the participles stotldv and
cotépvov for the present indicative is from Hebraism, just as the Prophet here
said mwy and fnw. He said Aéyov for a thing. Hellenistically from Hebraism. Aéyov
covtehpnpé is for mnm, a matter decided. But it should be especially noted how the
Septuagint understood these words of the Prophet: rp738 nuww v>17 19%2. For they did
not think, as Beza and most of our interpreters have supposed, that y»n 19°93 has
the place of the subject, of which is predicated, but they referred s to God and
took yip 1792 as nouns after the verb, and I do not doubt that they were most
correct; which Junius also observed, who translates np7¥ arw as overflowing with
justice, namely God who overflows with justice. And because a verb was now
lacking, he supplied the defect by inserting the verb he will accomplish. For he
translates, He will accomplish a determined consummation, overflowing with justice. 1
do not approve, because without a supplement it is clearly translated, He makes a
determined consummation to overflow in justice, or He overflows with a determined
consummation in justice. The whole negligence now lies in this, that having
neglected the meaning of overflowing, he simply said, he consummates and decides
the matter in justice. He took np7x for mp73a, which is excellent. But what now is that
ctetehdv cwtéPvov Aoyov? This does not have its interpretation from Greekism, but
from Hebraism. cwtedév Moyov is 1i%9m nyy or n7 nwy n72. Beza says, is consumption,
and suggests that God has decided to reduce the ungrateful people to an
extreme fewness. With the leave of so great a man, I would take these words far
differently, and I would refer them not to punishment, but to a benefit and
consolation; and that they should be taken thus will be clear to anyone who
looks at the Prophet and the Apostle. I think these things pertain to the
execution of election, under which, however, I do not deny that reprobation is
also contained, as it arises from the law of opposites. And by % or a3 1
understand not some consumption, nor by 7¥ym an abbreviation or cutting off,
but by both a consummated counsel in the mind of God, and a decided decree.



Thus 173 is often taken. For example, 1 Samuel 20:33, nna? vax ayn X7 122 %2 103 ¥y
717 n§, "And Jonathan knew that it was a consummation from his father to kill
David," that is, that the plan to kill David was consummated and firmly decreed
by Saul. Thus is taken for to define, and to decree in 1 Kings 20:40, where Ahab
says to the Prophet, nyip nnx, "you yourself have defined it, you have already
passed sentence, and have established what ought to be done." So in this place in
Isaiah, the remnant of Israel will be saved, because the decree of election is firm.
There is with God ymg 1993, a decreed consummation, a most consummated
decree: there is with him ngam 792, a consummated and established counsel. With
this counsel he now overflows, and executes it on the earth. Nor do I take those
words of Daniel in the last verse any differently: apiw %y 7on mz771 7%2 *v, "until the
consummated counsel and the defined decree is poured out upon the
devastator." Therefore, I would not wish to blame the ancient Interpreter so
much with Lord Beza, who translated into dikaiocbtvn, "in equity”; indeed, even if
someone had translated that np7e in Isaiah as "mercy,’ I would not blame him
either, since the work of divine mercy and equity is entirely described here: and
that word is often taken for mercy as in Daniel 9:16, and among the Rabbis and
Syrians it is also taken for almsgiving. Therefore, with the Apostle, God is said
coteleiv AMoyov, when he consummates the decree of election in himself. He is said
cotépvov Aoyov, when he precisely defines and concludes it in himself. For it is a
Hebrew expression, which the Syriac excellently stated as, and ciwtetpnpévov Aoyov
nowelv év 1fj 7§ is to execute that decree. These things I say, with due respect for the
judgment of the more learned. The Arab has ga ¥ (e )l Lpca g Gl g s jm 4K "3
word completed and decided, and the Lord will make it come to pass upon the
earth.”

VERSE 29. Ei p7 «0pwo ZapadBéykatélney NUdv méppa, g Zddopa Gv &yivndnpev, og
[opoppa av dpowwdnpev. The passage is from Isaiah 1:9, where R. D. Kimchi notes
the reason why God is expressly named in this place the Lord of hosts: mxax ow 5
DO 1AW 13 1191 1INIPIR X0 KD 7900 NIRAX WIPIY DRI Onw Tun MIRAX D1 abys, 'on account
of the hosts above, and on account of the hosts below who are the Israelites, who
are called hosts (he seems to refer to the passage in Deut. 20:9, where the leaders
of the Israelite people are called nix3x ", princes of the hosts); therefore He did
not wish to consume us all, as we had deserved," lest, that is, God should cease to
be the God of hosts on earth, if He had completely extinguished Israel. And
although this may be rather subtle, it is not entirely inept. éyxotéhnev, in Hebrew
is 1mn, regarding which word Rashi excellently notes that God did this rnra »oxn
wmpxa &9, "of himself and through his mercies, and not on account of our
righteousness." The Apostle meant this very thing, who from this elicits the
mercy of gratuitous election. But what he here calls anéppa, the Syriac calls "a
residue,’ following, as often elsewhere, the Hebrew text where it is. The Apostle
expressed the Septuagint, who for residue said seed, because, of course, in the
seed of anything, things otherwise dead and extinct come back to life, as the
distinguished Beza has excellently said. What if they wanted to interpret whom
the Prophet understands by the remnant? Namely, certain pious men who



constitute the true seed of Abraham, about whom Isaiah 6, last verse, says, vp v
nnavn, "a holy seed is the stability of the land." Namely, the sons of the promise
who are counted as the seed, as our Apostle spoke above in verse 8. And this fits
the scope of this passage vehemently. But what is it, "we would have been like
Sodom?" That is, we would have been like them both in sins and in destruction,
as Jonathan interprets. Kimchi says the sense is, "we would have perished
completely,” v91 7w oma 7 9w, "because there was no survivor among them who
escaped.” But why does he say in the first person 17 0793, "we would have been
like Sodom?" Because the Prophet, says Kimchi, 2xw» 1123% oowwon oy wmey 993,
"included himself with the transgressors for the honor of Israel.

VERSE 380. KatéhoBe dwaroovvio, "they apprehended justice," that is, they attained
it. The same as épbooe &ig Sicarootoro, as he says of the Jews in the following verse.
Whence also the Syriac interpreted both with the same word, to attain. The
metaphor is from those who, pursuing someone, catch up to them. For that is
xotahapBavov to the Greeks. The sense is, the Gentiles, though they did not pursue
righteousness, attained it, as if they had pursued it. The Jews, pursuing it, did not
attain it, as if they had not pursued it.

VERSE 382. Aw 11; 11 66K éx miceng, GAL’ g é&&pymv vope. The sense is, because they
did not pursue righteousness from faith, but as if they could have it from the
works of the law, when it cannot be had from there. Such here is the force of the
particle oc. The Syriac and the Arab also read vops. Furthermore, it by no means
follows from this verse that the scope of this chapter is to demonstrate
justification and, as the Pelagians say, election by faith. He has thus far removed
the scandal that could arise from the rejection of the Jews, by an argument taken
from the free decree of predestination, by which He allows some to be born of
the flesh, and causes others to be born of the promise, and counts these alone as
the seed. He loves whom He will, He hates whom He will. He has mercy on
whom He will, He hardens whom He will, etc., from verse 6 to 24, where he
passes from Election to effectual calling, because this is the execution and
manifestation of Election. For whom He chose, the same and no others He
called, not only from the Jews, but also from the Gentiles, verse 24. And indeed
the calling of the Gentiles is proved, verses 25, 26, to be plainly gratuitous,
because He called them, when they were neither a people, nor beloved. And as
for the Jews, He chose and so called very few of them. For God reserved for His
Church only some remnant from the many who perished by their own malice,
v. 27, 28, 29. As for the rest, the Apostle proceeds by a comparison of them with
the Gentiles to teach what the efficacy of that gracious calling is.

The Gentiles, he says (namely those whom he said were called from the Gentiles
in verse 24), although they did not pursue righteousness, yet they apprehended
the true righteousness which is by faith. So great was the power of the calling
grace in them. But the Jews (namely, the majority, who were not of that remnant
or seed that God had reserved for himself) pursuing the law of righteousness,



did not attain to it. So little can the wisdom of the flesh do, even in those who are
called the people of God in name only, if they are destitute of the grace of the
Spirit of God, verses 30, 31. To make this more clear, he reveals the cause in
verse 32 why all their attempts were in vain, namely because they pursued
righteousness from the works of the law, not from faith. And he proves that this
is so, because they stumbled on the stumbling stone, namely Christ. With him
rejected, there was no other way left but to seek righteousness from the law. And
lest this action of the Jews seem strange to anyone, he adds in verse 33 the
passage from Isaiah 8:14, where this was foretold.

From this it is clear that the Apostle's scope is not to set forth the doctrine of
justification, whether it be by faith or by works: but to teach that it is not to be
expected that most of the Jews should be saved, because they have been rejected
by God, and left to their own blindness. This is the consequence of reprobation,
and this is the effect of natural blindness, that they stumble on the stumbling
stone, and therefore seek righteousness not from faith but from the law. For this
reason they do not, and cannot, attain to righteousness. On the contrary, it
happened to the Gentiles, to whom God, called according to the purpose of His
election, gave to believe in Christ, and thus to become partakers of the
righteousness of faith. Nor do the things which are added in the following
chapter look to any other end. For although he there deals more fully with the
righteousness of the law and of faith, yet the Apostle's scope is to deplore more
fully the blindness of his nation, left by God to themselves, by which they were
prevented from being able to attain to the righteousness of faith. For when in
verse 1 he had repeated his holy wish for the salvation of the Israelites, he says
that they have a zeal for God, but without knowledge. They are ignorant of the
righteousness of God, and cannot be subject to it, because they seek to establish
their own. This blindness is inexcusable, both because they should have learned
long ago from Moses what the difference is between the righteousness of the law
and of faith, and because they had rejected the Gospel preached to them, from
which faith ought to have been born. But this was done according to the
prophecies of the prophets, who long ago had foretold both the faith of the
gentiles and the unbelief and contumacy of the Jews; yet of no others than those
rejected by God. For there are, as he proceeds to show in chapter 11, those who
according to the purpose of the election of grace have obtained faith: the rest
have been hardened. Whence it is sufficiently clear that he is not here formally
dealing with justification by faith, and another, opposed to it, from works: but on
the occasion of Election and Reprobation he wished to teach that from Election,
and the promise depending on it, made to the elect in Christ, faith flows. And
this faith, since it has nothing human, but is entirely from the promise of
Election, can pursue no other righteousness than that which was promised to the
Elect in Christ. Reprobation, on the contrary, leaves men and hardens them in
their natural blindness, from which nothing else can follow than that, scorning
the righteousness of God, which is from the promise of grace, they proudly seek
to establish their own from the works of the law. The scope is that we may learn



to depend entirely on God and His grace, to which both Election and the faith
that flows from it lead.

CHAPTER X.

VERSE 3. Ayvodvtec yd v & 0ed dikarootoro, koi Tio idiav dikapoidlo (ntdvieg (o, Ti
Swconctom EPeg vmetdymoov. Our Apostle has it from Isaiah that he opposes the
righteousness of men and of God to each other. Thus God says in Isaiah
46:12-13, prn X2 npTX N2 TRTIn oopima 2% Cvax oy wow, "Hearken unto me, ye
stouthearted, that are far from righteousness. I bring near my righteousness; it
shall not be far off" For us to approach the righteousness of God, it is necessary
that we acknowledge ourselves to be far from our own righteousness. Hence also
in chapter 57:12, 799y 89 Prya-n¥ o 1% i, "1 will declare thy righteousness,
and thy works; for they shall not profit thee." As if God were to say, "Come, let us
dispute among ourselves: I will bring forth all the works of your righteousness, if
perhaps you can be helped by them." But they will be of no profit. But he who,
he says in the following verse, "hopes in me, shall inherit the land, and shall
possess my holy mountain." Therefore also in verse 15 he says that he dwells with
a contrite heart, and revives the spirit of the humble, who, namely, despising the
works of their own righteousness, flee to the righteousness of God.

VERSE 4. Téhov vépo Xpioog, gig dikaootdlov mavtt 1@ mcovr. That is, the end of the
law is not that a sinner should seek righteousness from it, since being violated it
can only condemn. But the whole of it looks to Christ, it is directed to him as to
its end and scope, so that righteousness might be from him, not to everyone
who works, but to everyone who believes. However, this does not belong to the
law in itself, insofar as it is a precept, a president, and a mistress in the covenant
of works. For there it rests solely in man, and from him it demands either
perfect obedience or a curse, and has no relation or respect to Christ. But insofar
as it is transferred into an aid of the covenant of grace, it serves the Gospel. For
there it leads by the hand to Christ, and teaches to seek in him what cannot be
found in itself. Or, the end of the law in itself is that men should be justified by
its performance. Since this end could not be obtained in us on account of
intervening sin, it was obtained in Christ, who fully satisfied the law, and through
Christ it is also obtained in us, to whom that satisfaction of the law is imputed
through faith. Therefore, Christ is to us who believe for righteousness, in such a
way that we have the end of the law in it, and the law itself is forced to
acknowledge that it has attained its end. Rightly therefore did the Apostle say in
the preceding chapter, v. 31, that the Jews, seeking righteousness from the works
of the law, did not attain to the law of righteousness, because by such efforts the
law cannot but be deprived of its end.

VERSE 6. "But the righteousness which is of faith speaketh on this wise, Say not
in thine heart, etc." The most learned commentators wish that the righteousness
of faith here prohibits two doubts, which necessarily and always afflict the
legalists, namely, "Who shall ascend into heaven," that is, to bring us there, and



then, "who shall descend into the deep," that is, to rescue us from there? The
ascension of Christ remedies the former, his death and descent to hell the latter.
This is a pious sentiment, but one which can be reconciled with the mind of
Moses in Deut. 30:12, 13, 14, only with great difficulty. For Moses' proposition in
verse 11 was, "This commandment which I command thee this day, it is not
above thee" (xy1 nx191 ¥, it is not wonderful from thee) "neither is it far off from
thee." He proves this in the three following verses, because it is neither in heaven,
that one should have to ascend there, and bring it down from there; nor is it
across the sea, that there should be need to descend there, and bring it up from
there. "But it is near thee, etc." We do not think we should depart from this mind
of Moses. Therefore, we understand the Apostle's meaning simply thus: The
righteousness of faith does not permit you to say that the commandment of
salvation is placed above you, and far removed from you. It is not in heaven, that
you should say, "who will ascend there, to bring down to us that by which we
may be saved?" This is to bring Christ down from on high, as if he had never
been on earth, nor had divulged the doctrine of salvation there: but would still
have to be called from heaven for that very purpose. Nor is it in the abyss of the
sea, that you should say, "who will descend there, to bring it up to us from there,
that we may be saved?" This is to bring Christ back from the dead, as if he were
still in death, and had left the reason of salvation buried there: when he has long
since been brought back from the dead, and has brought the doctrine of
salvation to light. Excellently indeed does the Apostle confirm the purpose of
Moses, namely, that the word of salvation is hidden neither up in heaven, nor
down in the abyss, so that it can or should be hidden from us. Not in heaven,
because Christ has long since descended from there to earth: not in the abyss,
because Christ has long since ascended from there to earth, to open the way of
salvation. Where then is the word of salvation? "It is near you, in your mouth,
and in your heart" And these things, says the Apostle, are said by the
righteousness of faith, not by the righteousness which is of the law. For the
righteousness which is of the law says, "Do this and you will live." That is, it only
commands, and promises life under the condition of obedience: it does not
supply the strength to obey. So that many have and know the law in their
possession, yet if you consider their aptitude for performing it, you would
rightly say that it is far from both their mouth and their heart, and truly ogn nxss,
"above them and impossible for them." But the righteousness of faith applies the
law of God to us in such a way that it fixes it both in the mouth and in the heart:
in the mouth through sincere confession, in the heart through faith and love.
Both belong to the covenant of grace. Concerning the word of God in our
mouth, there is a notable passage in Isaiah 59:21; concerning the law inscribed
on the heart, Jeremiah 31:33. Then the law of God is not »m» nx1g3, "above us,’ nor
are the commandments of God grievous, 1 John 5:3. For the Spirit of God makes
them easy, who inscribes them on the heart, and bends hearts to them.

But it is asked, on what grounds the Apostle here interprets that word, of which
Moses speaks, by the word of faith, and refers the whole passage to the



righteousness of faith, when in Deut. 30:10, 11, Moses expressly says that he is
dealing with the precepts written in the book of the law, with the precept, which,
he says, "I command you today." Therefore he is dealing with the law. This so
troubled the distinguished Beza that he said, "What Moses said about the law,
Paul accommodates all this to the Gospel by way of allusion: so that through the
Gospel he may finally teach us to truly possess what the law promises, and to be
freed from what it threatens." But it seems rather that the Apostle wanted to
convince the Jews from Moses himself that they should have been zealous for
the righteousness of faith, not of the law: and so to bring forth from Moses what
he established concerning each. Concerning the righteousness of the law he
established what is read in Leviticus 18:5; concerning the righteousness of faith,
what is read in Deuteronomy 380:12. The Apostle's words are clear, "The
righteousness of faith speaks thus," namely in the word of God in Moses,
Deuteronomy 30, from where he quotes the words, as if spoken by the
righteousness of faith; if they were spoken by the righteousness of the law, the
Apostle is playing games and subverting himself. Does he not say in verse 8, "this
word which Moses said is near you, is this very word of faith which we preach"?
We think, therefore, that it should be understood with that greatest of men, John
Calvin, who teaches that by Moses is understood the whole doctrine of God,
which comprehends not only the law but also the Gospel, and that the doctrine
which is handed down there is truly Evangelical. Let all that has preceded in that
chapter be seen, and it will appear to pertain to the times of the Gospel. For it
deals with those times when the Israelites will be dispersed among all peoples;
which happened especially after the ascension of Christ and the preaching of the
Gospel, and still endures, and will endure until that most desired conversion of
the Jews, of which the Apostle is about to treat in the next chapter. At that time
the things which God promised through Moses will happen, that he would bring
them back from all peoples into the land promised to their fathers, not indeed
that typical land, but into the true land of promise, into the heavenly Jerusalem,
which is the true Church of Christ; and that he would circumcise their heart, and
the heart of their seed. And that was the very time when they would truly
experience that the word of God was placed not far from them, but in their
mouth and in their heart. And the true Jews, the sons of the promise, were
already experiencing the truth of this matter in the time of Moses, who felt the
word of God inscribed on their mouth and heart by the power of the covenant
of grace. But you will say, grant that some grace of God is contained in those
words, by which he inscribes the law on their hearts; yet that word, which Moses
says is in the mouth and heart of the people, is the word of the law, not of faith. I
answer again, it is the whole doctrine of salvation, whose chief argument is the
Gospel concerning Christ; the law is a certain secondary doctrine, and
subservient to Christ.

For Moses wrote of Christ, John 5:46, and the end of the law is Christ, above
verse 4. So that it should seem strange to no one that the Apostle attributes that
passage of Moses, where without doubt the law is also treated, to the



righteousness of faith; since by virtue of the covenant of grace, initiated with
Abraham, justified by faith and the father of believers, and confirmed through
the ministry of the Mosaic law, the righteousness of faith, holding the primary
part, made the law its servant, and truly a handmaiden §w6nxng npoxexvpopévng vmo
0si eic Xpwoov, Galatians 3:17. Nor do I deny that I am astonished here at the
wisdom of Paul, who, divinely instructed, was able to understand that the word
of faith was being commended where nothing but the law seemed to be
preached, so that we might hold in our inmost being what he had taught before,
that the law is void until it is wholly referred to Christ, as to its end and scope.
Nor do I entirely reject what I find here in the Syriac Scholiast, Jeon. o3
P3ae 00N auka 01 Lik3 k@ e AT 0N A oA AN L 07) foopg Aa Na. "That
which was said in Deuteronomy about the law, the Apostle takes it as being about
Christ. This is the secret of the relationship they have to one another." For after
the law, destitute of strength through the flesh, was translated as a minister to the
aid of Christ, which was done in the covenant of grace, those things which would
otherwise fight against each other and mutually overthrow each other, received
such a relationship between themselves, that what was said there by Moses about
the law, the Apostle rightly took as being about Christ, since the law, subject to
Christ, has no other end or scope than Christ. It is, moreover, worthy of
examination why, for o7 12y 58 17 292y "n 7R? ®17 222 1292 ¥9), "and it is not across the
sea, that thou shouldest say, Who shall go over the sea for us," (or, to the other
side of the sea), which the Septuagint followed verbatim, the Apostle, who is
wont to express the Greek interpretation willingly, here has translated, "Who
shall descend into the abyss?" He wished, of course, to interpret the mind of
Moses, and he interpreted it excellently. For the term, end, that which is across
or beyond, can be taken in two ways, in latitude, or in depth. In latitude, as when
someone crossing a river or the Ocean, passes from one bank to the other. In
depth, as if a stone thrown into the sea, passes from the surface to the bottom.
The Apostle understood excellently that not the former, but the latter manner
has a place here. For to the highest place, which is heaven, is opposed the
inmost, that is, not the surface, but the depth of the sea, which everywhere in
Scripture is called &Bvococ. So that on 72y9x 73y »» is rightly translated, g
xotapioetan €ig fvocov; "who from the surface will pass to the further limit of the
sea, that is, will descend into the very depth?"

VERSE 11. "Whoever believes in him, shall not be ashamed," o0 xatoisyvvOfceton.
Paul cited the same passage above in chapter 9:33, where it is without doubt
taken from Isaiah 28:16. The interpreters are to be praised, I think, and the
Apostle who followed them, that looking more to the sense than the words, for x>
vom, "he shall not make haste," they said "shall not be ashamed." For the sense is,
he will not hastily withdraw himself, as those who are blushing are wont to do,
who do not bear the sight of men. Rightly also, both here and in the preceding
chapter verse 33, the Apostle translated the indefinite ynx»a, "he who believes,'
into the universal enunciation Ilag 6 motedwv, "every one who believes." For it is



equivalent to a universal, just as the indefinite, "man is an animal," is equivalent
to the universal, "every man is an animal."

VERSE 14. Tldg 8¢ motevcwov ov ovk fikovsav; The Vulgate and Syriac: "how then
shall they believe in him whom they have not heard?" Erasmus and Beza, "of
whom they have not heard," i.e. nepi ob odx fixovsav. You could also translate it in
the neuter gender, "what they have not heard."

VERSE 16. Tig énictevoe 1fi dxofi nuédv; That this is used for "preaching” from
Hebraism is long known. But because the Syriac translates, "Who has believed,"
to the word, "the daughter of our voice," it seemed fitting to note in passing what
"the daughter of the voice" is. Which the Syrians pronounce, with the Resh
elided, Bathkol, 717 na2. A Syro-Arabic glossary renders it 4kl Glul¥) e Cgall a,
"the echo of a sound from tongues and speech." The meaning is that and differ,
in that signifies any sound, even of an inarticulate voice, but to the Arabs < sal.
But means only an articulate voice, such as that of languages, which enunciates
something certain and distinct, which the Arabs call 1:&). Among the Masters, 7
specifically designates onwn m 7w 9197, "the voice that descends from heaven." It
was a special mode of revelation, by which God revealed his will not through
dreams, or visions, or the inspirations of the Holy Spirit, as was customary in the
Prophets, but by an articulate voice; such was that voice of God in John 12:28,
when he said articulately from heaven, "I have both glorified it, and will glorify it
again.

VERSE 17. Apa 1 miotig €& dxofic 1 88 dxony S1x pypatog Oeod. Here dxon can be
conveniently taken with the same meaning as in the preceding verse. Therefore,
"faith is from preaching, and preaching is by the word of God." This also
includes hearing, but I would prefer "from preaching” than "from hearing,
because preaching is from God, hearing is from us. But faith proceeds rather
from that which is from God than from that which is from us. "And preaching is
by the word of God," because through it is supplied to the sacred heralds what
they are to preach. The Syriac said, "And the hearing of the ear is from the word
of God." The Vulgate, "but hearing is by the word of Christ." It said "of Christ" for
"of God."

But what did the Arab see, that he translated 4 AdS zuwll Gla¥) (e GI3Y) dizan W, "and
what the ear has heard is from faith in Christ, the word of God." By "the word of
God" he understands Christ himself. And what is heard through preaching he
wishes to be "from faith in Christ,” when on the contrary it was said that faith is
from what is heard.

CHAPTER XI.

VERSE 2. otk oidate év ‘HAig ti Aéyer 1 ypagn; Beza translates év ‘Hiig as "concerning
Eljjah," from, he says, an idiom of the Hebrews, among whom 1 sometimes
stands for super, de (upon, concerning); rightly so. And because this is rather rare,



I am pleased to offer some examples. A perpetual phrase for the Hebrews and
Syrians is -2 779, "he confessed in me," for "concerning me." Whence in
Hellenistic Greek, Matthew 10:32, ndc dotic 6poroynoel &v &Hoi, OploroyHow Kayd &v
ovt®, for mepi dpod, mepi avtod. Exodus 12:48, 12 9axn x5, "you shall not eat in it," i.e., of
it. So Philippians 1:30, & viv dxovete év époi. Beza and the Vulgate, "which you now
hear of me." The Syriac, Boderianus translates in the Royal edition: "do you not
know what the Scripture says concerning Elijah?" He departed from the Syriac
construction. Tremellius, "Or do you not know in the Scripture, what Elijah
says?" This distinction is not supported by the Syriac construction, which
altogether demands that 'of Elijjah' be in the genitive, not dative case. And it
should be distinguished thus, "or do you not know, in the Scripture of Elijah (or
in the book of Elijjah) what he said?" The Syriac explains what év Hig is in the
Apostle, namely &v ypoofj or é&v Bifrio ‘Hiria, "in that treatise where the Scripture
deals with Elijah." The Arab however translates 4tS & ol W J& L 53 ¥, "or do
you not know what Eljjah the Prophet said in his book?"

verse 3. In the case of Baal it is tfj paoi. The Arab has ~iall Jel, "to Baal the idol," as
Erasmus and Beza have: "to the image of Baal." For they thought the phrase was
defective, for tfj sikévi 1o Baor. But the Septuagint put the feminine article before
it not only without discrimination, but also when neither the Hebrew o%: nor
am»n nor any other notion of image is added. See Hosea 11:2, Jeremiah 11:13 &
19:5 & 32:35, 1 Kings 19:18. I prefer therefore to think that Baal, like other gods of
the Gentiles, was of indiscriminate sex. On which the most learned Selden has
written in "De Diis Syris," Syntagma 2, chapter 2. Rightly therefore the Syriac
simply has.

VERSE 8. "God gave them" nvedpo xotavoéemg. The Syriac has. Tremellius: "a spirit
of commotion." Boderianus: "of stupidity." They erred because they thought it
was placed in the genitive. For the construction is adverse, which would have
required the interposition of. Also because they took it for a substantive, when
from its very form it is clear that it is a feminine adjective from the masculine,
from the form merciful. So, from merciful m. the word is. And this very place
the Syro-Arabic Glossary interprets thus: L gox N\ aza)aioig.) amllwod AN )aT A 27
LadonNo Lagome 0 LAT 37 Jwod Lo\ (oo\aoLa wolaed. 'It is said of the Spirit,
according to what was said by the blessed Paul, God gave them a spirit, that is, a
dark and gloomy one." So also Ferrarius translates this feminine adjective as
"obscure, dark,’ and adduces this very passage of Paul. He translates the
substantive as "an offense of the eye," perhaps because an offended eye loses light
and becomes dark. The verb he translates in the appendix as, "he was mistaken."
Hence you might not ineptly translate, "a spirit that makes mistakes,"” which
would be like an offending and darkening eye, which cannot attend to things and
discern them rightly. The Arab has Ll ), "a stupefied spirit." For it is to be
carried away in mind, to be in ecstasy and not consider what you are doing. It is
explained by to behave negligently towards something, and to be as it were quiet
about it. Whence also "rest," just as xatévoéig is translated by Hesychius as novyia,



and katovuccopevov as fiovyalov. Whoever wants more on that Arabic word, let him
see our notes on Mark 3:2]1. The Apostle drew that phrase from Isaiah 29:10,
where it is put for m17 mm, "a spirit of deep sleep." The Septuagint: nvedpo
rotovoéewng. Theodotion: éxotdcemg. Aquila: xatapopdc. But elsewhere also the
Septuagint translated it by &xctacig and 0appog. And Daniel 10:9 is nothing other
than that he fell to the ground, seized by a certain stupor of mind, and a
cessation of the senses. The Septuagint: Aunv xotavevoypévog. Sometimes
rotavicoesdar itself is used for to be quiet, to cease, to be silent. As in Leviticus
10:3, Psalm 4:5, & 30:13, & 35:15. To become mute, Daniel 10:15. Therefore,
nvedla katavoteng is a spirit of stupor, where the force of the mind rests, ceases,
and collapses.

It follows here in the Syriac, .. oxzazy N2 L{a)o o013 «02mg e Tremellius: "and
eyes with which they may not discern, and ears with which they may not hear." It
should therefore have been said in the feminine, because is of the feminine
gender, "the ear has not heard," 1 Cor. 2. Boderianus in the Royal edition: "that
with their eyes they may not see, and with their ears they may not hear." He
departed too much from the true construction. But most rightly in the Paris
edition: "And eyes that they may not discern in them, and ears that they may not
hear." 6p0alpovg tod pn BAémew, kai dto tod P dxodewv, Paul said. This would hardly
have been worth observing, if the distinguished Beza had not seized upon the
incongruous version of the Syriac in Tremellius to praise it.

VERSE 10. Kai tov v@tov adtdv 81t mavog ohykapyov. Syriac: 4.9 Loaly «JI1N5G (0010
Tremellius: "and let their thigh be bent at all times." Boderianus: "their back." I
would prefer "and their loins." For it is commonly put for écevg, as in Hebrews
7:5, 10, and also in the plural, Matthew 3:4, and often elsewhere. It is the Hebrews'
word, though cast out. But although it is here in the Apostle, kai tov vétov odtédv Sir
movtog cvykaplyov, yet in the Psalmist, Psalm 69:24, it is nomn7yna 7o o7, "and make
their loins continually to shake." Nevertheless, the distinguished Sionita in the
said Psalm also translates it as "their back," 3,4 The back includes the loins.
Aristotle in book 1 of the History of Animals makes three parts of the vita: the
shoulder blades, the spine, and the loins.

VERSE 11. "Salvation has come to the Gentiles." Tremellius and Boderianus: "to
provoke them to emulation." Translate simply, "to their emulation." For it is a
noun, "emulation"; the other would be said, which Paul said &i¢ 10 napainidcor
avtovg. The Arab also, following the Syriac, said i), "to their emulation.”

VERSE 17. . So it is read in the Vienna and Cothen editions. But in the Royal and
in correctly, except that it should be written with two points indicating the
feminine plural, for it is from a feminine gender, as in Mark 4:32.

VERSE 21. Ei yap 6 0g0¢ t@v katd goow khadmv odk épeicato. Syriac, Lios N 1 )oNg
¥ ,aGsema, to the word, "for if God did not spare the branches which are of



their own nature" (i.e. natural). The editions agree on two points above, which
however I think have an error. For if they indicated the plural number, one
should read. In the Vienna edition the first of these points is so obscure that it
seems to be a spot from the press. Which I indeed think. For the other point is
correct, indicating that the Jud should be read with the vowel . On which see our
Grammar p. 36. Therefore, it should be written, I think. It follows g.\x )1\aq).
Tremellius: "perhaps he will not spare you either." Boderianus in the Royal: "lest
perhaps he not spare you either." They translated thus, to avoid the imperfect
sense which the usual meaning of the word, "if perhaps, lest perhaps,” would
have produced here. But indeed the Syriac deliberately retained the ellipsis
which is in Paul, pinwg 0082 cod eeicetar, supply "see” or "beware". Rightly therefore
in the Paris edition he translated literally, "lest perhaps also he not spare you,"
supply "see" or "beware." Furthermore, with the editions agreeing, it is written
with the vowel in the form of the second defective verbs, since its theme is from
the second quiescent verbs, whose future according to grammatical analogy
would be, and thus the Syriac Scholiast teaches it should be read, for he says that
the nun should be read with a rest, that is with a shewa. The Arab has, o 4 o<
Loy dlle 30k ¥ s ald L Jua¥) (S ol Ledial 5 o sa A Al (lae Y e 3y "If God did not spare
the branches growing in their own nature and root, when it was their root, how
much more will he not spare you also?" He explains what the Apostle
understands by tovg xata @uow KAddovg, namely not those who were still true
branches of the true olive tree, but those who formerly grew in their own nature
and root, when the root was theirs.

VERSE 24. The Syriac has literally: g..53 )N0 .6wT90 gai532 0d1 .. L1233 ad Lony
LAy, raaya ama\a). "For if you, who are a wild olive tree, were cut from what was
your nature, and what was not your nature were grafted into a good olive tree." It
follows: «oouga Lawya comay o) <0+ Las. Tremellius, and Boderianus in the
Royal and in the Paris edition: "How much more therefore shall they, if they be
grafted into the olive tree of their own nature?" But that "if" is neither in the
Apostle, nor does it agree with the sense here. For the sense will be, "How much
more they," supply, "will be grafted in," "if they are grafted into the olive tree of
their nature." Since no other verb has preceded, by which that "How much more
they" can be supplied. For what Tremellius notes, "they will grow together," is to
be understood; and Junius adds that the Greek verb is taken by the Interpreter
metaleptically, that is évkevipioOnoovrar, "they will be grafted in," is the same as
"they will grow together with those grafted in," or "if they are grafted in, they will
grow together," I do not think can be proven to the learned. It should be known,
therefore, that the particle is not always conditional, but sometimes expletive,
which either circumscribes something, or forms a potential mood, just as av or
¢av joined with the subjunctive among the Greeks, as in Revelation 3:19, oo\
7wd) L2 o0 Which the Apostle said, Eyd, dcovg éav oihd, éréyxm. So Luke 10:22, 6
viog av amoxaidyar. Therefore, in this place also I translate, "How much more
therefore shall they be grafted into the olive tree of their own nature?" what the
Apostle said, Mocw parlov odtot oi katd evoty, dykevipioicovran tf idia laig; as if he had



said, méoce P&v Parlov odtot dv éykevipioOicovran tf katd @dov advtdv éhaie; Indeed, also
where the Greek av has no place, they sometimes use pleonastically, as in John
7:49, (o A Lo A 18a La bak () DL 6L 6 dyhog 00Tog O PR YIVOCK®V TOV
voUov, mkatdpatol eict.

VERSE 26. "Hée ¢k Z1ov 6 puopevog, "the deliverer will come out of Zion." Thus the
Greek copies, the Vulgate and the Syriac consistently read. The Arab however
has ose= & "In Zion,' as if he had read év Ziov. In the prophet Isaiah 59:20 it
certainly reads, "And the Redeemer shall come i3y, "to Zion," or even "into
Zion,' or "in Zion," for thus is also sometimes used. Then is added, 2py2 yws 207,
"and unto them that turn from transgression in Jacob," for vwon oaws. The
Septuagint however, whom the Apostle followed, translated, xoi drostpéyer doepeiog
and Toxdp. Jonathan, xnmix? 3Py nva n 3Py yws 1710 2w, "to convert the rebels of
the house of Jacob to the law," as if he had read 3py2 vws v, "to convert the
rebel" (collectively) "in Jacob." From which it is clear that those ancients, both the
Septuagint elders and the Chaldean paraphrast, understood that passage of the
spiritual conversion of the Israelites, with our Apostle; far more correctly,
indeed, than D. Kimchi, who refers these things to those times when the Jews,
having long since been restored by the Messiah and brought back to their own
country, will be pressed by the war of Gog and Magog, and will again desire a
deliverer.

VERSE 28. Kot pév 10 Evdayyéhov. The distinguished Beza in a certain edition
restored from one MS. codex pgv odv. Which particle the Vulgate, Syriac, and
Arabs did not recognize. I would not wish to restore it from one copy. Nor is
there much need for it, since without it the sentence is fully consistent. The
Syriac and Arabs have it, as if 10 Eboyyéhov were read.

VERSES 30 & 31. "For as you in times past have not believed God, yet have now
obtained mercy through their unbelief: Even so have these also now not
believed, that through your mercy they also may obtain mercy." (ott® xai odtot viv
Areinocav, T VPetépe Eléet Tva xai avtol éhenddot). Beza, if I am not mistaken, was the
first, following the opinion of Theophylact, to publish the Greek text with such a
punctuation that a comma is placed after AnciOnoav, by which 1§ vpetépo &\éer is
separated from it, and construed with é&enddcy;; with the Greek copies, the
Vulgate, the Syriac, and the Arab consistently opposing, all of whom have a
comma after éiéei, and construe it with Areibnoav. What prompted the learned
man to embrace this punctuation can be seen from his notes. And also, why he
rejected the opinion of Erasmus, who has many learned things here, as often in
those notes. Nor among them should it be entirely rejected that he says the faith
of the Gentiles was a stumbling block to the Jews, so that they were alienated
from the Gospel. This is true. However, the Apostle does not seem to have
primarily regarded this, since that would not have been a stumbling block to the
Jews, if their minds had not first been preoccupied with unbelief. And so the
alienation of the Jews was not born from it, but only confirmed. However, I feel



entirely with Erasmus, that the Greek discourse, taken most simply, expresses
that sense which consists of contrary relations, namely, "Just as you have
obtained mercy through their unbelief, so they have been unbelieving through
your mercy.' The latter of which the distinguished Calvin says is indeed harsher,
but contains nothing absurd: because Paul does not assign the cause of the
blinding, but only signifies that what God transferred to the Gentiles, was taken
away from the Jews. Rightly so, and this is entirely sufficient to preserve this
version. That this may be clear, and indeed that what the Apostle said is not even
harsh, we compare the rejection of the Jews and the conversion of the Gentiles
with physical corruption and generation. Just as the corruption of one is the
generation of another, so above in verse 12 he said that the fall of the Jews is the
riches of the world, and their loss the riches of the Gentiles. And in verse 15,
their rejection is the reconciliation of the world. Again, just as the corruption of
one is for the sake of that which is to be generated from it, so in verse 28 he said
that they are enemies concerning the Gospel for our sakes. Where "for the sake
of" denotes not the efficient but the final cause. And just as one is generated by
the corruption of another, and in turn one is corrupted by the generation of
another, so in this place he says that we have obtained mercy by their unbelief,
and in turn, that they have been made unbelievers by our mercy.

And I am pleased to add the difference between creation and generation. For
although both are a change of a thing from not being to being, the former is a
change from nothing, the latter from a pre-supposed subject. When God newly
transferred Abraham and his posterity into the public covenant of grace, it had
the image of creation, not of generation. It could not be said that the Jews
obtained that mercy from the unbelief of the Gentiles, nor in turn, that the
Gentiles were made unbelievers by that mercy of the Jews. For before God
entered into the covenant, they were equally idolaters. But after God entered
into a covenant with Abraham, and with his twofold posterity, first that which is
of the flesh, then that which in its time would be born of his faith, which also
included the Gentiles, whence from the very beginning of the covenant he was
called the Father of many nations, the conversion of the Gentiles reflects the
image not so much of creation as of generation. For the Jewish Church was not
born as the Gentile church was after Christ. This one acknowledges the Jewish
Church as its mother, from which by the force of the covenant initiated with
Abraham it had to be born, and not to be borne by any other root than by the
same which had been fixed in Abraham. Although God could have done this
while the Jewish Church remained intact, yet it seemed good to him that the
Gentile church should be so born from the Jewish, that it should also be born
into its place. For so said the Apostle above in verse 17, that the natural branches
were broken off, but the wild olive was grafted in among them. Beza says for
"among them," that is, "in the place of the broken-off branches." And verse 19,
"You will say then, "The branches were broken off, that I might be grafted in."
Rightly. Hence it happened that by the generation of this one, the corruption of



that one was made, or as the Apostle speaks here, by the mercy of the Gentiles,
they were made unbelievers.

But when the Jews are restored to the faith of Christ, it will have the image
neither of creation nor of generation, but of regermination or resprouting. For
the Gentile church will not be born from the Jewish as it once was, and then the
Jewish Church in turn be born from the Gentile. God does not reject that nation
in its entirety, but as the Apostle spoke in verse 25, and pépovg, "in part.’ For
according to the election they are still beloved for the sake of the fathers, verse
28. And with the branches cut off for a time, the root still remained, from which
new branches will sprout again, from their own root, I say, not from a foreign
one. Nor would I easily admit, what the version of the distinguished Beza
nevertheless has, that the Jews will obtain mercy by the mercy of the Gentiles.
For the Gentiles are to be esteemed no further than as grafted branches, borne
by a foreign root, verses 17, 18. But the Jews when they are grafted in, will be
grafted into their own olive tree, verse 24. Therefore, they will be converted not
so much through the mercy conferred on the Gentiles, as through the holiness
of their own root (verse 16), that is, the faithfulness of the holy covenant initiated
with their own nation.

VERSE 32. Zvvékdeioe yap 6 0gd¢ tod¢ mhvtog €ic dmeibeiav, tvo tode mhvtoc €ienon. The
Syriac also and the Arab read todg mavtag, not, as the Vulgate, ta névra. But the
Apostle understands the Jews and the Gentiles, into which two bodies, as it were,
God has distributed the entirety of humanity; which the Apostle is therefore
accustomed to express by Tovdaiovg t¢ kai “EAknvag, but not the single individuals of
these. The Apostle understands not the individuals of these bodies, but the
bodies themselves in their kind. For the Apostle has collected this verse from the
two preceding ones. Where, speaking of the arncifcia of the Gentiles, he said, vpeig
noté fnencate, namely, formerly when, being aliens from the covenant, they
walked in their own ways. But of the arnci0cia of the Jews, ofitw xai odtot viv fneidncay,
now, that is, when, departing from the faith of Abraham, they had stumbled
upon Christ. Therefore, neither should the Gentiles now believing in Christ be
said to be concluded in unbelief, nor could the Jews formerly be said to be
concluded, when they still persevered in the covenant and faith of Abraham. Yet
I do not for that reason agree with the distinguished Beza, who translates tovg
névtog as "all those," and wishes it to be understood as the elect from both the
Jews and the Gentiles. For although God did not conclude either the Jews or the
Gentiles in unbelief at all times, but the Gentiles before Christ, the Jews after
Christ, yet those concluded in unbelief extend far more widely than those who
have obtained mercy. For when in verse 30 he said, "You were once unbelievers
to God, but now you have obtained mercy,' he does not mean only those persons
whom he is addressing, but the body of the Gentiles in general, in whom their
fathers for many generations back were included, who had hitherto been
unbelievers, when these now by mercy had been brought to faith. Similarly,
when in verse 31 he said of the Jews, "These have now become unbelievers, that



they also may obtain mercy," he does not mean that the same who had then
become unbelievers would obtain mercy, but that the body of the Jews had then
become unbelieving, so that the same body in its own time might obtain mercy.
In the same way, therefore, here in verse 32, the sense is not that God had
concluded all those elect, both Jews and Greeks, in unbelief, that he might have
mercy on all of them, but in general, that God had concluded both Jews and
Greeks (each, that is, in their own time) in unbelief, that he might have mercy on
both Jews and Greeks (of each, that is, in their own time). They trifle, therefore,
who strive to overthrow the particular election of certain people from this
passage. For since it is clear from the preceding verses that not all were
concluded in unbelief at the same time, but the Gentiles first, then the Jews; and
that not all obtained mercy at the same time, but the Gentiles now possess it, and
the Jews will also possess it someday, it is manifest that the action of neither
concluding nor having mercy can be referred to individual heads of men.

Whence at the same time it is easy to gather that this passage is by no means
parallel to that in Galatians 3:22, cuvékhewcev 1 ypaen & mévta Hnd Gpoptiov, va 1
énayyeMa €k miotemg Tnood Xpiotod 8007 Toic motevovst. The matter itself which is
treated there demonstrates that by ndvia are to be understood all men
whatsoever. For just as in Romans 8 the Apostle proves that no men are justified
by works, because all are under sin, so here to the Galatians, where the same
matter is treated, he urges the same argument, that no man can be justified by
the law, because the Scripture has concluded all under sin, that is, it has so
certainly testified that they are under sin, that if anyone should wish to exclude
himself, he is held concluded by the judgment and testimony of the Scripture.
And therefore the promise is given by faith in Christ to believers. Therefore,
justification is treated there. Here, Reprobation and Election. For that God first
concluded the Greeks, then the Jews, and so at distinct times all, in unbelief, was
of free reprobation. But that he has now deigned the Greeks with mercy, and
then the Jews in their time, and so at distinct turns will deign all with the same,
this is of free Election. Nor should it be passed over that the phrase cvvékieisev vmo
apoptiov is different from ouvvékhewoev ei¢ dmeibeiov. Beza, "he concluded in
contumacy.’ Better, if I am not mistaken, the Vulgate by the accusative, "into
unbelief." What Erasmus says is, "as we say, I will shut myself in a corner." Rightly
so. It is understood there, however, that the antecedent is in the consequent, and
the sense is, "I will betake myself into a corner, and in it I will shut myself." So
here the sense is, "God has delivered not only the Gentiles, but also the Jews into
unbelief, and has shut them up in it." It seemed good, however, to Erasmus to
translate, "under unbelief," cic for vn6, which is unusual.

There is no Syriac Scholiast here, unless perhaps he is a complete Pelagian, who
comments on this verse thus: (o<} 123 .Ja03luwa 2 L3Aka o) Jewa o012 A\ 7
Loy AN (edag o) (omudang N30 (0mTAA0) 40 oo} ALLISHA LT o)
edamasan) laoaaa omadaa) Na L0 XNo zwiz Laoy)lsa omadaa)a. "Since God
created men as rulers of the house (i.e., endowed with free will), it is natural that



they should obey, and that they should not obey (i.e., by the condition of nature
both are in their power). Therefore, he has mercy on the good, who have
obeyed, out of justice: but on the evil, who have not obeyed, out of grace, when
they convert." He directly opposes himself to the Apostle, who says that God has
concluded all under sin, that he might have mercy on all. But this one imagines
some who are good and obedient to God, on whom he has mercy by right.

VERSE 35. "Or who has first given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him
again?" (xai avramododncetar avt®;). The Syriac has, and Tremellius and Boderianus,
"and so may receive from him." From Hebraism, of course, where means "so,
thus." Whence they were also forced to translate "may receive," when only means
"he received." But "he received back" is said, "he returned he received,' i.e., he
received again. To the Syrians "so" or "thus" is said. But, according to Ferrarius, is
"then, thereafter." It fits excellently. "Who has first given to him and thereafter
received from him?" So also the Arab, _=sl 4« 3 4 "then received from him
compensation?”

CHAPTER XII.

VERSE 1. hoywwv Aatpeiav dpédv. The Syriac. Boderianus, "by a verbal ministry.
Tremellius, "rational." Where it is to be noted that just as Aéyog for the Greeks is
"speech" and "reason," so it is familiar to the Orientals to understand "reason" by
"speech,’ because speech is proper only to rational creatures. Thus for the
Masters, 12727 °n 7%, "man is a speaking animal,” is the same as "a rational animal."
Hence in the Arab Genesis 2, verse 7, it is, "And man became 4kt s.éi1" "a speaking
soul,’ that is, a rational one. Nor otherwise in this place the Arab, 4l .Siaxs 5 "and
your speaking ministry," that is, rational. Similarly 1 Peter 2:2, Aoywov ydra, ol
ahlll "speaking milk," for "rational," where the Syriac has, "spiritual milk." So also
here is understood a spiritual worship. And the Apostle explains what he had
said, Ovciav (Boav, ayiav, evdpectov 1@ BOed. For here dayiov is the same as 6vciav, in
what way we have said it is also taken in John 16:2, and often among the
Septuagint Interpreters, which will be found proven by us in that place by
whoever wishes. But it is called a rational sacrifice, in which not a beast, or any
other carnal thing, but our mind itself, our reason and will itself is presented to
God. And that the Mosaic sacrifices themselves foreshadowed this, the Hebrews
declare in these words: “owa 1oy X 779U 11872 27PN 90w 11X TPYNN 120PA NP2 D W
W1 2P PRI 2N THY A9YR IRY 1120P WO WO WP 1200 DY IR 12 2 I Dawn onh.
"Since in the offering of the sacrifice the will of the humble man is elevated and
brought near to the will of the Most High, and similarly the will of the Most
High to the humble, therefore it is necessary that the humble one offer his will
to him through the sacrifice, and bind his soul to the soul of his sacrifice. Then
the scripture counts it to him as if he had offered his own soul" (or himself).

VERSE 2. AMa petopoppdcocde. Vulgate, "But be reformed." Erasmus, "be
transformed." Syriac, "be changed." The Arab more fully, & 15,2, "change your



likeness," i.e., you who have hitherto been like the world, change your likeness.
Which Beza rightly said, "transform yourselves."

VERSE 6. Kot v évodoyiov tfig mictewg. The Syriac and the Arab, "According to the
measure of his faith." In the same sense, of course, as he said above in verse 3,
éxaote O 6 0e0g Epépioe Pétpov miotewe. See further the most learned notes of Beza.

VERSE 8. Eite 0 mopaxoddv, év 1fi mapaxiicel. The Vulgate, Erasmus, and Beza
translated it by "exhortation." The Syriac and Arabs by "consolation." The words
of the Syriac are, which Tremellius did not correctly translate, "And he who is an
exhorter, in his exhortation." Translate, "and another is a consoler, in his
consolation." Ibid. "He who distributes, é&v ankému,” "in simplicity,” that is,
abundantly, liberally. See what we note on James 1:5.

VERSE 10. T§ npij éAMrovg mponyovpevor. It seems to be the same as Philippians 2:3,
Tf} TOmEWVOPPOGHVY AAANAOVG 1YOVLEVOL DTTEPEXOVTAG EAVTAV.

VERSE 11. Tfj onovdfj pn oxvnpoi. I am pleased to refer here what is excellently said
by Rabbi Tarphon in chapter 2 of Aboth: 7377 owm o°%xy 2°9om 7217 AaRPM %P orn
pm7 nvan Sy, "The day is short, the work is much, the laborers are lazy, the reward
is great, and the master of the house is urgent." As many words as there are, so
many arguments for exciting diligence.

VERSE 18. Taic ypeioig 1dv ayiov xowmvodvieg. The Vulgate and Erasmus translated
xpelong as "necessities.” So also the Syriac, "indigence,” and the Arab, ~_% "in their
poverty." Hesychius: ypeim, &vdewn, "indigence.” Beza however, "uses." I prefer the
former.

Ibidem, v guoteviav Sivkoviec. On the use of the verb diwvkew, let Drusius be seen
in his Praeterita, where he corrects the opinion of the distinguished Beza on this
verb a little. The Syriac translates, "Love guests."

VERSE 16. To adto &ig dAihovg ppovodvieg. I add to the notes of Beza the version of
the Syriac, which the Arab also follows, A 9) .(ogxal AL (oad) Siama mazo
«o%). "And that which you think (or feel) about yourselves, also about your
brethren." It expresses the manner of opogpovia, namely that one should feel the
same about another as about oneself.

Ibid. p7 o dymra epovodvres. Syriac, . Tremellius, "neither think sublime thoughts."
I translate, "neither feel a sublime sentiment." The Arab, didall e 5 )sie Y,
"neither strive for any great thing."

Ibid. éAra toig Tanewvoic cuvanaydpevol. Beza takes toig tonewoig in the neuter gender, of
things, so that ta vynia and o tancwve are opposed there. The Syriac and Arabs in
the masculine gender, of persons. As also Erasmus, who by "the humble"
understands the poor, the ignoble, the unlearned, the common people, and



translates cvvanayopevol as "obeying, accommodating yourselves." Camero in his
Myrothectum understands by "the humble," tovg dcbevodviag év micter, and by
cuvarayolevol, cvykatafaivovieg; in the same way that Paul did, when to the Jews he
became a Jew, to the Gentiles a Gentile, to the weak weak, 1 Corinthians 9:20-21.
The Vulgate, "consenting to the humble." The Syriac and the Arabs please me
above the rest, who translated, "And adhere to the humble," in the masculine
gender. Literally it is, "but with the humble be ye led away." To be led away with
someone, is to follow someone, and to adhere to him. Thus it is used in
Galatians 2:13, dote kai Bapvépog cuvamiydn avtdv tij vmokpicel, 'so that even Barnabas
was carried away with their hypocrisy,' i.e., he adhered to their hypocrisy, and
followed it. Also 2 Peter 3:17, fj t&v d0écpov mhévn cvvanaybévieg, "being led away
with the error of the wicked," i.e., the error adhering to and following nefarious
errors. Hezych. Zvvondye), ovpumopeve), owe\rho\chi\epsilon~{7}, he proceeds
together, he goes together. From this you might correctly translate, but walking
with the humble, or accompanying the humble. But the admonition of Ben Asai
in Pirke Aboth ch. 4 is not inconsistent with the matter which the Apostle is
treating: opn 12 PRY 721 T2 PRI DWW 12 PRY 0IX T2 PRY 727 299 299w vhn Ry aTx 9% awx: "Do
not despise any man, nor remove from you, as if vile, any thing. For there is no
man to you, who does not have his hour: nor any thing, which does not have its
place.”

Ibid. p yivebe @poévipor map sovtoic. Eram. "do not be arrogant among yourselves.'
The Vulgate & Beza, "prudent." The Syriac has excellently "Sapientes" (wise). For
the passage is taken from Prov. 3.v.7. 7y2 0on 70 %% "be not wise in your own eyes,’
LXX. pn ®poévipo toda oeovtd. not only there, but also elsewhere oon is rendered by
them six times by ¢pévipo. as also the verb non sometimes by ®poveiv. Hezychius
®povipo, copds, Aavontrig, "Wise, discerning.”

VERS. 17. "Render to no one evil for evil" wegvor- pevol xato evomov méviov
avOponov. Erafm. & Beza translated xoia as "honesta” (honorable things). The
Vulg. Syriac & Arabs "bona" (good things). correctly, because yn and ta xalé are
opposed. The meaning is, so far are you from rendering evil for evil, that on the
contrary good things are to be procured by you before all men, even before
those who have afflicted you with evil. Therefore the Syriac joins the latter
member with the former by "sed" (but).

VERS. 19. "Not avenging yourselves, beloved, but give place to wrath.
Interpreters are accustomed to refer this to the wrath of God, by which
metonymically is understood the punishment to be inflicted by God in His own
time on enemies & the wicked. The Syriac says literally «¥ li\leO;\Delta|i\le2|~{r}
where it should be observed, that for the Syrians xanx signifies not only place in
its proper sense, but any space of both place and time. Hence above in ch. 2. ver.
4. for paxpobupiog xotappoveic, the Syriac said , Js "do you dare against the space
which he gave you?" From this a twofold meaning can arise, suitable to this
place. For if we refer it to the wrath of God, the meaning will be, Do not



anticipate by your vengeance the space which God has fixed for showing His
wrath and for inflicting just punishment, but give to divine vengeance its own
space. But if it be referred to the wrath of the avenging man, the meaning will
be, let not your wrath immediately erupt into vengeance, but give your wrath
space. For wrath is a brief madness, which if space is given, it is calmed and does
not rush into vengeance. Thus the Arab has understood it, who for that reason
translated <lic jsm s aaxly 1séls & "But restrain your wrath until it passes from

"

you.

Ibid. Téypamar v8, &poi ékdiknoig, &yd avtamoddow, Aéya xvpo. The Syriac, which the
Arab follows, has, "For it is written, if you do not execute judgment for yourself. I
will execute your judgment. says the Lord." Trem. translates differently, but
poorly.

VERS. 20. "Therefore if your enemy is hungry, feed him: if he is thirsty, give
him a drink." From Prov. 25. 22. are they taken, where for "ciba cum" (feed him)
one reads, o7 wyaxa "feed him with bread." & for "da ei potum" (give him a
drink), on mpwn "give him water to drink." Which R. Salomo correctly notes
should be taken w»rwn> "as they sound according to the letter." However, it is
pleasant to understand the allegorical exposition of the Rabbis, which he adds in
these words, n»a% Jaxy nx Twn Mawa waws? 72 WX KT 2Y7 OX VI R 5V M rmam
7N YW Ty 0 wmpwn 191 NN YW aanon eaxm waen: 'The Rabbis have expounded this
concerning the corrupt nature. if it is hungry, & commands you to satisfy it with
transgressions, transfer yourself to the sacred school, & feed it with the bread of
the law. similarly give it water to drink, namely the water of the law." which is
indeed truly trifling.

Ibid. tdro yomowdv, dvOpoxoc Topdg cwpedong Tmi idbkepa b avtd. In Hebrew it is, ovhna oo
72 02w M WX 9y anin anx “for you will take coals upon his head, and the Lord will
repay you." "You will take," that is, you will carry and place them there, for yw» is
used commonly so. Furthermore, by "coals" most Commentators understand the
wrath of God and its punishments. Aben Ezra a little differently. For thus he
says, ¥1 T2 Mwyn mwn 1IH WA HY DRI D90 128D 12 nnw apwnm 2axan v "-quin he will
remember the food and drink which you gave him, you will burn him as if you
had brought coals upon his head to burn him, and he will beware of doing you
harm." Similarly R. Levi son of Gershon, wxa %y oobn amn anx 12°82 12 awp 1wa a1
7773 WK YT ANN Tan 2apw 7awa By nwa an 19wy, "For this thing will trouble him, as if
you had brought coals upon his head to burn him. because he will be greatly
ashamed to have received a benefit from you, in place of the evil with which he
afflicted you." Furthermore for copsbong our Syriac has «»an, which they correctly
translate "coacervabis" (you will heap up), and it is brought forward by our
Lexicographers with that meaning: but relying on this place alone, since
elsewhere =m> is "sepelivit" (he buried), "tumulavit" (he entombed) for the
Hebrews. Therefore, to vindicate the meaning of heaping up for this word, it
seemed good to add the passage from Ps. 128. (which for us is 129) ver. 7. "The



reaper does not fill his hand with it, nor his bosom =5 the collector, who
gathers the ears or sheaves, "»vn." And perhaps this is the first meaning of that
word. then "to bury" and "to entomb," which is to gather & heap up earth into a
mound over a corpse.

3

However, the saying of Ali is akin to the Apostolic sentence: & il J) 4udl "do
good to the evildoer, you will rule." He truly rules over an enemy, who has him
so much in his power, that he can load his head with burning coals. Therefore
the Apostle rightly adds, "Overcome evil with good." for he is a victor, who
compensates evil with good.

CHAPTER XIII.

VERS. 4. Exdwd eig opyww. Vulg. "a revenger unto wrath." Erafm. & Beza, "an
avenger for wrath," that is, he says here, through whom an angry God punishes
the wicked. Syriac xm7 xy1an "avenger of wrath." as if eig has the force of the
Genitive, as with the Heb. in 7177 7%m so here ann; opis. The magistrate is certainly
the avenger of divine wrath, while by avenging crimes he executes the wrath of
God. The Arab translates _~ )l qiis; "and avenging in wrath." eig for ev, as often.

VERS. 6. "For they are ministers of God," €ig adt0 @10 MPUGO KApTEPéVIES, Vulgate,
"serving for this very thing." npockaptepév- 11 namely ¢ 0e@d, just as Acts 10.7. a
pious soldier weeckap tepdvov avtd "of those who served him," where the Vulgate
said "parebant” (they were obeying). Beza, "attending to this very thing." which he
illustrates with a most learned Commentary. which will have even more place, if
we add, that nposkaptepsiv is sometimes taken absolutely by the LXX Interpreters
for nnn "to strengthen oneself, to take heart" as Num. 13.21 yax7 ™sn onnp onpmmnm
waptepnoavteg Myede and kaprdv yic.

VERS. 7. T ®oépov, ®épov. On the construction, see Cl. Bezam. The Syriac
translates ®6pov as xw o3 "head-silver,' a poll-tax. The Arab 4, which among
the Arabs is a type of tribute, which is paid by pagans, Christians, Jews and other
foreigners to the Emperor, to acknowledge his dominion. and it is usually the
fiftieth part of all revenue. They are accustomed to call tithes, which are also
usually paid by the Mohammedans but then are called s<i. There is also for
them a tribute called z!_A), and it is a poll-tax, which each of the foreigners pays
yearly per head for freedom of religion, and for the security of exiting and
entering. It is about two and a half gold coins in Egypt. o<l are another thing,
which are called customs duties. by which word the Arab here has expressed 1o
téhoc. they are also called 4ba.

VERS. 8. Mndevi undev o¢eidete, et pn 10 dyamdv dAiresc. The Arab took oeesihere
indicatively, when he translated & Sl 2a¥Y < Y5 "and no one has anything before
you,' i.e. you owe no one anything, no one has what he may demand from you,
except etc. For in the imperative it should have been said ¢5: ¥5, and that sense is
certainly not unsuitable. For inasmuch as through Christ we have been freed



from the world, we have been made sons of God, and all that is ours, we have
been exempted from the law of all, nor are we subject to any men as to our mind
and our spiritual condition. Except for charity alone, which always holds us
liable. because it is the bond of our spiritual communion. which liberty, just as it
does not remove corporal debts, e.g. of tributes, taxes, and similar things, so it is
a most effective argument, that we should faithfully pay those debts. For if
anyone refuses to pay them, he is guilty of sin, and having lost his spiritual
liberty he has passed into the right of others, and has become, even as to his
mind, subject to another. This does not befit you, says the Apostle, who are so
free in Christ, that you owe nothing to anyone. wherefore you ought not to
become debtors of men. in the same sense as 1 Cor. 7. 23. he said, "do not be
slaves of men." This seems to flow better, than if you take it Imperatively. for
when, "Owe no one anything," has this sense, keep no debt unpaid to anyone,
what is added does not cohere sufficiently well, "except to love one another." for
that, as it is a perpetual debt, so it ought to be perpetually paid. I rightly advise
another, that he should know he always owes charity to his neighbor. but I do
not so rightly command, that he should always owe it. he should rather be
commanded, to always pay what is due. éySayandv tétepov, "for he who loves
another." Heb. »y7-ny which the LXX explain not only by ninsiov "neighbor" but
also by &repov "another." see Gen. 31.49. Isa. 13. 8. & 34. 14.16.

VERS. 9. poyovong, ®ovedong, krhéyng, dyw- dopaptupriong, ook mbvpnone. The Syriac
omitted yadopapruopnong, the Arab poyevoeg. which the Syriac placed after ®ovevong,
preserving the order of the decalogue. Ibid. &v této 1@ Aoyw dvaxeporudray, Erafm.
& Beza, "is summarily comprehended." The Syriac & Arab "is completed.
Hezychius, Avaxepalotitor, cvpminpéror, Emavarappav (perhaps érovorappéve)) "is
completed, is gathered into an epilogue." for émavarapBavov is to make an
epilogue, to resume the sum of the whole matter in an epilogue. énavéinyg, nikoyo.
hence also émava Aapfévov éovtov to restore oneself & to make whole again. and
hence perhaps the Vulgate here translated dvoxepadoény, which is the same as
énavorallféve), as "instauratur” (is restored).

VERS. 11. Koi této, £idoteg T karpov &c. see the notes of Cl. Bezae, which could satisfy
any learned person. I add however, that @0 can be taken absolutely for
"ideoque” (and therefore), "quocirca” (wherefore). in which sense the plural tadrao,
tadta Tol, Tadta S, tavta 1S often taken, as can be seen in Budzeus. Then, the
Nominative id6teg can also be construed with nodopeda of the following verse, in
this way: "And therefore, knowing the opportunity of the time, that it is the hour
for us now to have risen from sleep (for now salvation is nearer to us than when
we believed. the night has passed, and the day has drawn near) Let us therefore
cast off the works of darkness" &c. Ibid. én dpa fpag §n &€ Bnve dyepbdar. I see all
take #yepbijivar for gyeipeg "to rise" or "to awake." I would prefer, preserving the
aorist, "to have risen," "to have been awakened." What he says, "salvation is now
nearer to us than when we believed," should be understood, Just as a runner has
come closer to the goal when he has run for a long time, than when he begins



the race. (Scholiastes) The Syriac a little differently . N\a( a2 Lazmg) oN Ludonxs
2A7a fxw ooa "in the beginning we did not know the promised salvation for us
as much as now."

VERS. 12. "The night has passed, and the day" #yyxev. Beza & Erasmus
"appropinquat” (is approaching). I would prefer with the Vulgate, Syriac & Arab,
"appropinquavit” (has approached), that is, it is already here, it has already come.
consult our notes on Matth. 24.32. for we are already ot nuépag, od voktog, 1 Thess.
5.5. Ibid. «ai évévompeda 1o dtoha @otog. Beza, "and let us put on the attire which
befits the light." I confess that the Hebrew *%3 signifies instruments, although also
furniture, and thus also clothing of a garment & arms. whether 8)ov also denotes
simple attire, is not yet clear to us. Hezychius translates it #vévpa molepkov
"warlike attire"? Therefore I prefer with the Vulg. Erafm. Syriac & Arab to render
it literally "arma lucis" (the armor of light). or for that reason which, as the
illustrious man adduces, is found in Homer. 1o 6ém\ilec is taken for svtpenilec "to be
equipped, to be adorned." Hence 11, which for the Chaldeans & Syrians is "to
arm," for the Arabs is "to adorn." therefore he who says "the armor of light,'
simultaneously also says "the ornaments."

VERS. 13. Mnkopow. Vulg. Erafm. & Beza, "not in revellings." The Syriac xwrm "in
song." so also Gal. 5.20. 1 Petr. 4. 3. he renders that word. Hezychius Kadpot, doehyi
dopala mopvikd. cvpmdolag ®dai, 'wanton & meretricious songs, convivial songs."
Ibid. pn xoitoig xai doeiyeionc. The Syriac & Arab have taken it for pm xoitg doelyéor.

VERS. 14. Kai capkdg mpévoloy P motgicde eic vmbvpiag. Syriac, "And do not take care
for your flesh unto concupiscences." Beza supplies, "to fulfill the concupiscences."
Arabs, "And do not be occupied in the concupiscences of your bodies." A clear
reason is brought forth by Hillel, ch. 2. Aboth, because a»1 73 w2 737 "he who
multiplies flesh, multiplies worms."

CHAPTER XIV.

VERS. I. "Him that is weak in the faith" wechapBavede "receive.” Syriac 7 1278 4> i
x7x "give him a hand." what follows pm eic 2yaxpiceg Aadoyiocpév he translated, x7
Monawmsa pavenn an "& be not hesitant in your thoughts." The Arab expressed the
Syriac to the letter. which version deserves the same censure, which Cl. Beza
gave to Castellio. The Vulgate, "not in disputes of thoughts." for which Erasmus
preferred, "not for decisions of disputes." Beza, "not for contests of disputations.”
or, "'not for ambiguities of disputations." I do not see, why I should disapprove of
the Vulgate version. For 2 aloyiopoi for "thoughts” is frequent. as Matth.15.19. Luc.
2. 35. & 2 ohoyileog for "to think," Luc.1.29. Joan.11.50. & elsewhere, as the same
most learned Interpreters admit. Nor is the sense unsuitable: "Receive the weak
in faith, not disputing,’ or "not arguing,’ or "not judging his thoughts." so &g will
be put, as often elsewhere, for avev. or if we wish to take ei¢ properly for "ad" you
may translate, "not unto the judgments of thoughts." For hence came all the evil,
that they acted as masters over the thoughts of the brethren. For when the



weaker, still adhering to the ceremonial rites of the Mosaic law, abstained from
certain foods, and observed days, the stronger in faith #&g0évov 10¢ d0evévag "made
nothing of the weak," as the Apostle will speak below, inasmuch as they held
them unworthy of their Christian communion, as if spurning the grace of
Christ, and wholly adhering to shadows, they had not apprehended Christ in
their mind. this was truly to judge their thoughts. which that it may not happen
hereafter, the Apostle commands to receive the weak without such judgment.

VERS. 2. O¢ pév meevg ®aysiv mavra. Vulg. "for one believes he may eat all things."
for he added & se. or he read dg pev yép, as also the Syriac, who has yxm 1 nx "for
another believes that he may eat all things." here Trem. & Boder. are very bad.
through the first plur. "that we may eat all things." Erasmus preferred "that it is to
be eaten of any things." Beza, "that it is lawful to eat of any things." Calvin
differently, "He who believes, let him eat of any things." because namely he
thinks pév is improperly rendered by "alius quidem" (one indeed), since it is a
postpositive or relative article. He wants ®aysiv the Infinitive to be put for the
Imperative. which I confess is frequent enough. but then the sentence had to be
punctuated thus, d¢ pev mig oA ®aysiv névto. which is repugnant to all codices. nor
is it unusual, for dg pev to be taken distributively for ¢ pev. see 2 Cor.2.16. Jude
v.16. 1 Cor.7.7. 1 Cor. 11.21. Mat. 13. v. 8. add that the other member of the verse
seems to demand, that the former also be rendered indicatively. To me indeed
moevg seems to have a Hebraism, so that in the antecedent the consequent is
understood, and the sense is, "One indeed through faith dares to eat all things,'
mcevov toApd eaydv. for faith begets boldness or confidence. Or more simply,
mceve eoyeiv is the same as micw & ®ayeiv "he has faith of eating," such great faith
that he eats all things. Heb. %1% pnx» which kind of phrase occurs in Jud.11.20. 89
9232 My xwrny o pawag literally, "And Sihon did not believe Israel to pass
through his border." that is, he did not have such confidence, that the Israelites
should pass, &c. Or, he did not believe it to be safe, for Israel to pass through his
border. which interpretation, lest it seem strange to anyone, I would like to
indicate from Arabicism, what is the proper and genuine meaning of the verb
mx. for there in Kal it signifies "to be safe, secure." thence in Hiphil, "to make
secure, to render one's mind secure, to think secure, to believe safe and secure,’
thence simply "to believe." and thence it is, that not only among the Hebrews,
but also among the Syrians & Arabs this verb is construed with »xa prxa ,2 "he
believed in God," that is he held himself secure and safe in God. Hence the sense
would be, "One indeed holds it safe and secure to eat all things." but another
weak, who does not hold that safe and secure, eats vegetables. The Syriac also &
the Arab read it >x in the Indicative. I would like to note here the Commentary
of the Syriac Scholiast, who has it thus, 1 {arg2a LaNog)n z ooq Aoz o012 e
Ja N7 0) LLao a3 0001 N AIANG LARAL (A2 (0801 .\ 0a3]a aooniga JaNwx
20a\1 ool T30 A L0 g dd LAma N 0001 o MAZ 352 "The Jews who had
believed refrained from the eating of various meats on account of the weakness
of their consciences: whereas those who were from the Gentiles, ate all things
through faith. or this was said on account of the Nazarenes, who when they were



forced to eat meat on the day of Passover, only ate the vegetables cooked in it."
The former is correct.

VERS. 5. Og pev xpivE quépav mop' fpépav, ¢ de kpiva md- cav (uépav. The Syriac
translated literally, on which the Scholiast comments Lpo\ xidg Les V55 4l
Laos\ 263 @1 Lados (00N (123 an)o Jmogaonaa.a. "There is one who judges a day
before a day, that is, he separates a day & honors it with fasting. but another
judges all days, that is in the same order." The Arab wonderfully: s ¥ e Gl Gas
LelS bl dais a5y (g0 peag s (050 L Baday s LY "some men do not distinguish the days, but
observe a day for a day. others judge it fitting to observe all days." which either I
do not understand, or it has this sense, Some without any distinction of days
promiscuously use feast days for profane days. others judge it fitting that all days
to be observed should be observed. which the Interpreter seems to have
understood not of Jewish, but of Christian feasts, so that the former seems to be
of impiety, if contempt is present, the latter of piety. of which kind of thing
Erafm. produces from Thomas in his notes. See various other interpretations in
Beza. We think the verb «pivav here is of the Hebrews n7, which signifies not only
to judge, but also to litigate, to dispute, to plead a case and a cause, and to defend
it. whence Ps. 54. v. 3. »11n 70712123 LXX 8 1fj Siwdpa og kpwig pe "And in your power
you will judge me," i.e. you will plead my cause, you will dispute my case & you
will defend it against my adversaries. So also here "another pleads the cause of
one day before another,' o» =93 1w *» v o o» 1w i.e. contends one day to be
more excellent and more worthy than another: another pleads the cause of
every day, i.e. contends all are equal, and thus advocates for all, lest one be
despised before another.

Ibid. #xac év 1§ 8ip vou mAnpogopeidw. I think this is the very same thing, which is
said below in ver. 22. poxépio 6 17 kpivov Eavtov év @ Soxipél!. For what is said here év
® voi "in his mind," is said there é&v & Soxipale, "in that which he approves,'
namely with his mind. and what here is ntinpogopsifw, there is pn kpwéto savtév. the
sense is, He who does not distinguish days & foods, let him do so because he is
persuaded of Christian liberty in his mind. He who still distinguishes, let him do
the same because he has persuaded in his mind that the precept given by God
through Moses is still in force. And although the Apostle neither praises nor
wishes to be fostered that weakness, proceeding from a defect of faith and
knowledge, yet while they labor under it, he does not permit that they either
violate the days which they think are holy, or eat the foods which they deem
forbidden, with a reluctant conscience. for thus they would condemn
themselves. But he wishes each one to do what he is persuaded pleases God. for
a soul is grateful to God, which strives to please him. the weakness of error
which accompanies that effort, is pardoned to the truly faithful through grace.

VERS. 6. ppoviv ) qpépav. Syriac x»17 px717 Trem. "who thinks of the day." 7 is not
valid for "de." Boder. in Reg. "who chooses the day," more correctly in Parif.
literally, "who thinks of the day." for 7 is of the genitive. understood are the things



of the day, which are of the day. just as ch.13.14. he said p>1022 pawn x5 "do not
take care for your flesh," i.e. the things of your flesh, which are of your flesh. here
is the same phrase, which you have in Matth.16. ver.23. >127 Xo% X77R7 10X J1IKRTN K5
xwix "you do not think the things of God but of men." It follows, Kvpio @povei. ki 6
PN ®povidv tdv qPépav, Kupio epovel. Syriac literally. But the Arab, Ja) e Loy Juad (e o8
Ay (g0 Y 4l one o oagp Juadl poal ey 4t A g Wil "For he who prefers a day to
another, considers that for the Lord. but he who does not consider preferring a
day to another, for the Lord he does not consider that."

VERS. 14. "I know and am persuaded by the Lord Jesus, that nothing is impure of
itself." Syriac om 7> Certainly all things, insofar as they were created by God, are
pure in themselves. for God saw all things that he had made, and behold they
were very good. But sin, by the curse brought upon all things, introduced
corruption into them, so that now to man, constituted in a state of sin, nothing is
pure, Tit. 1. ver. 15. In testimony of which thing there was added to certain things
under the ceremonial law a ceremonial uncleanness from the prohibition of
God, which forbade their use and contact, so that from some they might learn
what they had deserved also in the rest. until the blessed seed should come,
which by abolishing sin would sanctify all things, and with the curse removed,
and thus also the ceremonial uncleanness which designated it, would restore all
things to their original state.

VERS. 16. M#fraconpeifo év qudv 10 dyadiv. Syriac jnaw amnn &9 If 12w is correct
with two points of the plur. num. in which the editions agree, it is faulty for
nonaw which must be read », & translated "let our good be not blasphemed"; if
12w is correct, the two points are a mistake, and with them removed it should be
read jnaw our good, as the Vulgate also reads. in the Greek however it is 10 dyadov
vpdv. but the Arab also reads L Wile 4 aail 3 18 Je 553 Y "]let not blasphemy be
spoken of our good, which our Lord has graciously conferred upon us."

VERS. 17. "For the kingdom of God is not food and drink, but righteousness and
peace,’ &c. To these the Syriac Scholiast J.oaso)lzzoN\\, N3 )3maa Jad 05 g
"Indicates, that through the concupiscences of the flesh enter calumny &
contentions." correctly. For if those who knew that the use of all things was free
for them, preferred to calumniate the weak, and to contend with them, and for
the sake of food to afflict a brother with sadness, rather than yield to the weak, it
was truly a sign, that the concupiscences of the flesh dominated them much.

VERS. 18. Oi 8¢v tétoic. The Syriac also and the Arab read in the plur. térow.

VERS. 19. Kai ta ti¢ oikodopfig tiig &ic dAMec. Syriac, mman> 7 x0271 Trem. "and the
edification of each one." if 77 777 were said. but 71an 117, of one to another, that is
mutual.

VERS. 22. Evpdoxipag Syriac ananxt o2 Trem & Boder. "in that which he discerns.”
I translate, "in that which he has determined or established." for =na often



signifies that, we have often shown. the sense is, if anyone has determined with
himself not to distinguish days and foods, let him beware of doing it with a
resisting conscience. similarly he who has determined the contrary. Arabs s W
4% ». "in that of which he has received knowledge." as if someone having obtained
knowledge of Christian liberty, yet from a scruple of mind does not dare to eat,
condemns himself. similarly he who not having obtained that knowledge, yet
eats, for everyone ought to follow his own knowledge.

CHAPTER XV.

VERS. 2. E'xog dnpadv. The Vulgate omitted yép. Erasmus, "nam." Beza, "itaque."
Syriac & Arabs "sed." who also read fqpav. Vulgate vpév.

VERS. 3. "For Christ did not please himself,' d\ia, xobog yéypamon. after aira I
understand sivan or &g, or "the matter stands as it is written" &c. see what we have
observed on Rom. 5.12. & compare with the notes of Beza.

VERS. 5. To adtdo @poveiv év aiqroc. Erafm. & Beza, "among yourselves." Vulgat.
took it for eic aAMmec as he spoke above, ch. 12. 16. "among yourselves," "others
toward others." Syriac & Arabs, "one of another."

VERS. 7. "Christ assumed," &ig 6&av 0gi. either it signifies the end, to which Christ
has brought us assumed, making us partakers of the glory of God: or the
purpose of our assumption, which is the glory of God. in the latter sense the
Arab 4 asd "to glorify God." Furthermore for "nos," Vulg. Syriac & Arabs have
"vos." it comes to the same thing. For what Cl. Beza wants to be understood by
"nos" the Jews, seems less suitable, nor correctly collected from the seq. ver. We
think rather the Gentiles are to be understood, who ought to assume the weaker
Jews, and to minister to their edification, just as Christ also assumes the Gentiles,
when as a minister he subjected himself to circumcision, a Jew himself for the
sake of the Gentiles, so that the promise to the fathers being confirmed, the
Gentiles which were contained in that promise, might have whereby they might
praise God.

VERS. 8. Aéywoe Inodv Xpigov Atdkovov yeyAfiadg tneiho Wfig Onép dAnbdsiog Oel. Syriac
XI9RT W 9°n XN waw ’nown w0t 17 X Tremellius & Boderianus in the Paris edit.,
"But I say that Jesus Christ was a minister of the circumcision for the truth of
God." but in the Regiis, "he ministered to the Circumcision." That is correct. for if
he had wanted to express the words of the Apostle literally, he would have said
xnmaT xawnwn X0 but not rashly for the sake of explanation he changed the
paradigm & said "he ministered" and indeed without the intervening preposition
lamed, which is of the Dative case, & is accustomed to follow this verb, when the
person to whom one ministers is indicated. he said xnmm% waw to which you have
a parallel phrase, & which explains this one outstandingly Acts 13.836 wnw 72321 717
xox7 mrax which I, although barbarously, translate. "David in his generation
ministered the will of God and fell asleep,’ that is, subject to the will of God as a



minister he fulfilled it, & fell asleep. So in this place, "Christ ministered
circumcision for the truth of God," that is subject to circumcision he fulfilled it,
so that its truth might stand for the promises of God. Christ was therefore 2iéxwv
nerropliic when he was circumcised, just as David was dvmmpéng 160 Behil, when he
fell asleep. The Arab however expressed the dative (sl .3 "he ministered to the
circumcision." We cannot but mention, what we have read in the not yet
published Syriac treatises of Ephrem, that waw with the Accus. often signifies to
perpetrate, to commit, to bring to effect, to give, to do, to happen. such there is
nwaw x77 nxon "the sin which we did not commit." So there. Angels are said to be
sent xa1pw wrwnb "to perform the command.” Is this not precisely what we
brought from Acts 13.36, "David in his generation performed the will of God"? so
in this place, "Christ performed circumcision,’ that is, in his own circumcision he
gave effect to the legal circumcision, since he was made its minister, just as a
minister performs the will of his master. for Christ was made under the law, Gal.
4.4. just as 72y for the Hebrews is to serve, to minister, to worship, for the Chald.
& Syrians to work, to do: so wrw for the Syrians is both, to minister, & to do. nor
is it absurd, if in the alleged places you take vanpeteiv & Aé xavov eivar in the same
way.

Ibid. &ig 10 BeBardotn, Syriac w7 "that he might confirm, might make true," in
Hiphil. The Scholiast notes, that it should be read 77v>7 in Kal with the second
vowel, so that it would be "that it might be confirmed," namely the promise. the
printed exemplars, and the Greek text are against it.

VERS. 10. EdgpavOnte #0vn pe & Aai avto. This passage is taken from Deut. 32. 43.
which Cl. Beza says is so corrupt in the Greek edition, which is read under the
name of the LXX. that scarcely any trace of the Hebrew truth appears: Which
indeed seems to me to be said quite rigidly, not to say immaturely. In the
Hebrew it is wmy on Mg which since it literally sounds, "Sing, O nations, his
people, the LXX have translated as the Apostle cited, with the phrase changed
indeed, but with the same sense. as if they had said, 4dete £0vn T haov ado, for perd
there does not signify company. as if the meaning were, The people of God has
reason to sing, you Gentiles join yourselves as companions, & sing together with
it. but it signifies the argument & matter of the song, that very thing which ought
to be celebrated in song. in which way also in Belgian we say, "Hp is blijde met
fijn huwelick/" as if you were to say in Latin, "he rejoices with his marriage,’ i.e.
the happiness of his marriage is the matter of his joy. so the LXX, Ps. 21.7.
£0QpPovelc avtov &v yopd He mpocshne oS, "you will exhilarate him in joy with your
countenance.” for also in the Hebrew it is pio-ny the sense is, you will cause that
from your countenance he may have an argument for joy. so Isai.24.14. for 17
mm 7z "they will sing in the excellency of the Lord" (i.e. of the excellency, they
will sing the excellency, or they will rejoice because of the excellency) the LXX.
have, aveppavoricov) dpa tii 86&n Kupia, "they will rejoice with the glory of the Lord,'
i.e. & tfj 86&n o1 "the glory, of the glory" which is the same as "they will sing the
glory of the Lord." The illustrious Junius also labored here, who to reconcile the



words of Moses with Paul, thought my was an anode mv of speech for v "Sing, O
Gentiles & his people.” because he thought it signified company. but it is as I said.
The Apostle proves that the Gentiles were to be assumed into the communion of
celestial grace, because it was foretold, that it would be that the Church of God
would be an argument for the Gentiles of joy & song. which could not happen,
unless being partakers of the same grace, they understood the excellence of the
Church.

VERS. 12. E'om 1 pila Eleotai, kai 6 &victdpevov dpynv &0vav, &’ avtd £0vn éAmidocw.
Interpreters labor over the construction. which would have been less difficult, if
the Apostle had added what is in the LXX. after &, év tfi 1pépe ékeivn. From the
Hebrew the construction will become plain. »9% oy 037 T WX W WY X7 0P
w7 o9, it shall be in that day, (there is a distinguishing accent Zakef katon) the
root of Jesse, which stands for a banner of the peoples, that the Gentiles will
seek," that is in Latin, "the Gentiles will seek the root of Jesse which" &c. so
therefore also in this place. #o1 is placed absolutely, not constructed with #pica,
but signifying in the Hebrew manner what is to be. In Belgian it is valid, "het sal
gheschieden" (it shall come to pass). Then 1 pila xi 6 dvictapev are absolute
nominatives, which then constructed, through a pronoun, are changed into
another case. such as are, Apoc. 6. ver. 8. xoi 6 kaO\pev énévo adte, dvopa adTd O
Bavaro. see also Joan. 6. ver. 42. Act. 7. 40. & often elsewhere. therefore 6 évictapevo
I do not translate, with Cl. Beza, "and who may arise." but the whole passage I
render thus, "And it shall be, in the root of Jesse, and he who arises to rule the
Gentiles, the Gentiles will hope." The vernacular tongue allows, that all may be
rendered literally, "Het sal gheschieden, de wortel Isai/ ende die opstaet om over
de Hepdenen te heerschen/ in hem sullen de Hepdenen hoopen." Furthermore
that they did not translate my-wx as o éoog "who stands,” but ¢ dvictapev "who
arises," was rightly done. For elsewhere we have said, that words which in the
Oriental languages signify to be, signify also to begin to be. therefore 771 so also
Ty signifies to stand, & to begin to stand, which is to rise, so it is taken Neh. 7. 65.
Dan. 8. 22. 23. & elsewhere. nor is anything more usual in the mishnayoth. What
follows, w-r o vox literally, "To him the gentiles will inquire," they have
correctly translated én’ ovt® édmow. for hope is that very affection, by which the
mind exerting itself toward a future good seeks it, so that having obtained it, it
may rest in it.

VERS. 14. Meooi 2ot dyobwoivng, in Hebrew anx aiw >xo»n. For 2w or naronxax the LXX
often use dyadwoidm, and more often indeed they use it for the goodness which is
in kindness and beneficence (whence also the Vulgate Interpreter seems to have
understood it specifically here of love), yet there is a place where they use it
generally for all goodness of virtue. as Ps.38.21 2w »57 nin éreikarediovov dyodwcilo,
"because I followed what was good." so Ps. 25. 8. You could also understand it of
the goods which are called of possession, namely of the gifts of grace which God
had bestowed, such as are the gifts of faith, of regeneration of the Holy Spirit, of
consolation &c. For the LXX do not hesitate to use it also of the goods of



fortune. as Eccles.5.16 7%3ix 121 n2iv7 ni12 "when goods are multiplied, those who
eat them are multiplied,"” LXX &v niq0a dyoboctong énindovincav oi £bioviig adtio. see
also ch. 6.3. & 9.17.

Ibid. dwapopor aAnres vebetsiv. Cl. Beza notes, that in 4 codices he found written
dAreg, "others." so also the Syriac & Arabs.

VERS. 16. Iepepyévta 10 Edayyéhov & 08. The Vulgate, "Sanctifying. Erafm.
"administering the Gospel of God." Beza, "working the Gospel of God." as the
Syriac oanxa mvoxy "& I will work in the Gospel." similarly the Arab. Hezychius,
Tepapyd, 00 iepa épyale), "he sacrifices, he performs sacred rites." hence I translate,
"performing the sacred rites of the Gospel of God." for as the ceremonial law
once was, so also the Gospel has its sacred rites, and he who serves men by the
Gospel, presents living victims to God, of which the Apostle treated above ch.12.
1. whence also here it follows, "that the offering of the Gentiles may be made
acceptable.’

VERS. 17. "I have therefore that of which I may glory in Christ Jesus" tog 8s6v The
Vulgate, Syr. & Arabs "apud Deum" (with God). as if they had not read mpoc.
Erafm. & Beza, "in those things which pertain to God." the same expression
occurs Heb.5.1. "Every High Priest is constituted for men" npog 6e6v, where the
Vulgate has, "in those things which are to God." The Syriac, "over those things
which are of God."

VERS. 22. "Wherefore also I have been hindered" noiia. Vulg. "plurimum” (very
much). Erafm. & Beza "saepe" (often). so the Syriac & Ar. "multis vicibus" (many
times).

VERS. 24. Ernilw y8 AamopBdpevo bedoong dpag. Vulg. "I hope that passing by I may
see you." Beza, "that passing by that way." Erafm. "making a journey that way."
where does "that way" refer? to Spain, of which mention was made before? but
he says in the seq. ver. that he is now setting out for Jerusalem, from where going
to Italy or Rome he could not pass by Spain, but Italy had to be passed by to go
to Spain. 2 wpépev to me here is the same as anepdv "crossing,’ or diepyopev©
"passing through,’ namely from the place where he would be, namely Jerusalem
or another place of Asia, all the way to Rome. it indicates the crossing between
Asia & Italy. where Spain was not to be passed by. therefore he adds, "And be
brought on my way thither by you." for first he was going to Rome, then to
Spain. to which pertains what is said below ver. 28. dnchevcopon 82 dpadv gig naviav "1
will go by you into Spain." Beza, "that way." for, he says, this also is a manner of
speaking, like many others, taken from the middle, to be estimated from the
sense itself not from the words. therefore he seems to refer "that way" to the city
of Rome. as if the Apostle's intention was not, to betake himself to Rome, and in
the city itself to see them, then to pass through the city into Spain, but to pass by
Rome, and making a journey that way to call them from the city to himself, that



he might see them. which seems to be beyond the intention. nor arisen from
anywhere else, than that he thought 2lg~\pi\rho K_{O}-{\prime} should be
translated "passing by." when it rarely signifies that, or perhaps never. for what
Luc. 18. v.36. axéocag fi dxro Awmopov's you may rightly translate, "but when he had
heard the people passing by, is by accident. for even if no one had sat there,
except the crowd had gone by, yet the crowd could rightly have been said
amopedeg, that is, not to stand still, but to pass from place to place. and that is the
very thing he heard. which passage when he, sitting beside it, heard happening,
was by accident with respect to him a passing by.

VERS. 28. Tén v omuehécag, copayicGppov odtoig koptiv tdtov. The version of
Erasmus & Beza pleases me, and their most learned notes on the participle
oppaywcapdp. I only advise, that it can be taken in almost the same meaning with
nmiécag, from the use of the verb onn, which both the Syriac & the Arab have used
here, which signifies not only to seal, but also to finish, to complete. because
finished letters are sealed. So Dan. 9. 24. nixun anoy vwa x9m7 The Vulgate "that
transgression may be finished & sin may receive an end." Pagninus, "to finish
transgression, & to make an end of sin." LXX, cotekedijvor apop- Tiov, Ecepayicet
Gpoptiog, the same there coteléomre oppayictec. For sepayicar apoptiog there is not,
what Job. 14.17. dcepdayicag e tag dvopiog &v Baravtio, where it signifies, to preserve
sins so that they may be imputed & punished. here on the contrary it is, to put
an end to sins so that they may neither be imputed anymore nor punished. so in
the same verse, %21 170 aoinn?), Vulgat. "& vision & Prophets may be fulfilled.
Pagninus, "& to finish vision & prophet." LXX, aécopayicar 6pacv ki mpoenreiav. Add
the place Ezech.28.12. where it is said to the King of Tyre, n>12n opin nox "You are
the sum of the pattern." it follows, "you are full of wisdom, & perfect in beauty."
i.e. you are so full of wisdom & beauty, that you seem to have as it were
contracted & consummated in yourself the sum of all perfection. Among the
Arabs also i signifies not only to seal, but simply m\iv to perfect. see Gal.3.3. &
elsewhere. especially 2 Cor.8.6. where for iva Sitghéon sis vuas in zaer it has % i3
L=yl 4l 028 which is properly tva copayion, &c. so 2 Reg. 22. 4. apa7-ny ann "& let him
perfect the money," that is, let him take care that all of it be at hand, as much as
has been offered by the people. Lxx sopdyiovv 10 pyvplov. for what certain editions
have yovovcacs to Spyvpov, is incorrect.

CHAPTER XVL

VERS. 2. Kaiyd avtn topootdric moAdv éyonon, adto épa. Vulg. "For she also has stood
by many, and by me myself." Erafm. "she has been present to many." Beza, "she
has offered hospitality." and he added a not unlearned commentary. to which we
add Hezychius, in whom TIlpoctdtar, oi Petoikov, oi P &ovieg ampoctacio &diubkovto.
then at the word Ilpoctéte he notes, &vepov npostéto oi Pétoucot, kat oi Pf dnoypagdpevor
ttov, anpocucic dikim deerov. From which it is clear, that ndto was said of him, on
whom the care & protection fell peroikov of resident aliens, who had migrated
from elsewhere into some city; who were bound to give their name to be



inscribed in his register, and to support their Prostates, by paying the tax of
resident aliens which was called peroixiov. which those who did not pay, érpocaciag
éxpivovto, that is, of unpaid tax, which was owed by the resident aliens to the
prostates. In this way it seems this Phoebe was chosen by the Church of
Cenchreae, to be a guardian & curator of the faithful resident aliens, who would
transfer themselves from elsewhere into that city. The Glossary, motdmg,
patronus, prapofitus. weesaria patrocinium.

VERS. 8. A'andcade Ipickidlav. So the Syriac also & the Arab read, not as the
Vulgate Tlpickav. It follows A'xo- Aav. The husband is placed after the wife. which
the Syriac Scholiast says was done x77% al\wa3a laiew laomxzwad 'because of a
greater fervor in piety." the same was done Acts 18. 18. against Ibid. ver. 2. & 26. 1
Cor. 16. 19. therefore the reason is frivolous.

VERS. 5. O'q éw amapyij Ayaitag eic Xpioov. The Syriac Scholiast notes, that among the
Corinthians Stephanas is held to be the firstfruits of Achaia, but Epenetus seems
to have been the son of Stephanas, and to have believed first. of that Stephanas,
and of his household baptized by him Paul speaks 1 Cor.1.16.

VERS. 6. "Who has labored much" eic npac. Beza, "for us." The Vulgate "in nobis"
(among us). The Syriac 1171 "in vobis" (among you). The Arab £+ "vobiscum" (with
you) just as also many Greek codices read is vpog.

VERS. 12. Tagromdoag év Kupion. Syriac 12 wv?7 Trem & Boder. "who labor in our
Lord." I translate, "who have labored." for it is preterite, from the theme xv> "he
labored." about which see our Grammat. p. 313. but two points are missing, the
note of the plur. num. fem. gen. 3. person. it should have been written *v%7
although the Syriac Scholiast, citing this word, does not emend it. In the present
participle it should have been said wx>7 in the preterite participle *y>.

Ibid. A'andoade epoida. The Syriac Scholiast notes, that she is said to have been
the wife of Rufus. of whom since mention is made in the seq. ver. is she also
placed before her husband, because she was of more fervent piety, as he thought
before of Priscilla?

VERS. 16. A'andlov) Opag ai ékkinociog Xpue8. Vulg. Syr. & Arabs ndom ai éxkinoiag
Xp158.

VERS. 17. "Now I beseech you, brethren," cxongiv 10¢ tag Sev yootaciog moéviag &c.
Vulg. & Beza, "that you may observe." Erafm. "that you may consider." Syriac &
Arabs, "that you may beware of those who," &c. they have taken cxonsiv, just as
commonly prénov for "to beware." see Marc. 12 88.& 13.9. Phil. 3. v. 2. just as
oxoneiv is also taken Luc.11.35.

Ibid. myv &ad. The Vulgate "prater” (besides). Erafm. & Beza "contra” (against), as
also the Arabs "contrary to the doctrine." Syriac "extra,’ or "besides the doctrine."



VERS. 27. & 86&a. The Vulgate, "to whom be glory." But because that "cui" (to
whom) does not correspond to the preceding words, and holds the sense plainly
in suspense, Cl. Beza was bold enough to expunge the particle ¢. for then the
sense is plain. But Erasmus here more religious, because it was read in almost all
codices, preferred to confess, that he found nothing here that he could devise.
There is no difficulty, if we say @ is put for téte or éxeivo, a relative pronoun for a
demonstrative, just as ¢¢ in $¢ ¢ nape; Matth. 26. 50. we determined the sense to
be, éni té10 nape; see what we have observed on that place. The same therefore
here will be ¢ 56&0, which in Eph. 8.21. is a0t 1 86&a. And to this same blessed God
be glory for ever. Amen.




A COLLECTION in the rest of the epistles of Saint
Paul, and the Canonical EPISTLES.

TO THE BENEVOLENT READER.

From those things, which the most learned Man commented upon in the divine
Epistle of the Apostle to the Romans, it is easy for anyone to judge what a great
loss the absence of his Commentaries on the other Epistles is. For when he had
in mind to proceed in the rest in the same manner as was done in this one,
envious death laid its hand, lest he could bring to effect what he had begun. a
bitter and mournful event for all, who love these studies. Lest, however, you
should deservedly miss anything in these matters, it seemed for the public good
(which his modesty had forbidden) to add some not-to-be-despised remnants, as
if relics of an opulent banquet, to these: from which anyone might be able to
determine, what might have been expected further from this divine genius, if
indeed it had seemed good to God to extend his life further. So great and
excellent endeavors are often interrupted by the will of God, different from
ours; to murmur against which is a sin, to obey is pious. But, unless my mind
deceives me, although these at first sight promise only a certain Collation of the
Greek text with the Syriac & Arabic versions, yet a healing hand is here applied
to so many and desperate places, & the mind of the Holy Spirit is so happily
brought out in most, that no one who comes upon this, can rightly regret the
reading. Farewell, Reader, as much as you feel yourself helped by these labors, so
much do not be reluctant to give effort to the memory of the best and most
learned man.




ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE FIRST EPISTLE TO
THE CORINTHIANS

CHAPTER I. VERS. XIX.

Syriac xvox. Tremellius, "I will make vain the understanding of the understanding
ones." Boderianus, "And I will despise the understanding of the understanding
ones." I would prefer to translate, "thought, reasoning, counsel." for thus %20 is
commonly taken, as also the verb %xox for "to think, to reason, to conclude by
reasoning,” as Rom. 3. 28. Syriac Jd= "we reason therefore,' by reasoning we
collect & conclude. which the Apostle said, Aoyl peba év dt1 Sucaritan GvBpomo, &c. So
in this place the Syriac thought, that by ocdsow ocuvel@dv their loywopov is
understood. excellently in my judgment. What the Syriac says x7ox, the Apostle
said, kai &fetiow. which the most learned Beza has well translated, "& 1 will
remove from the midst, or I will take away, or I will abrogate, or I will abolish." in
which sense also ch. 7. to the Hebr. ver. 18. he said, da9¢moic yive) toppayéong &vioidic.
for this the Syriac rightly used the verb x70, which properly does not signify to
make vain, much less to despise, but is almost the same as the Heb. v with
transposed letters, namely to plunder, to snatch away, to despoil, to deprive, to
take away by depriving. Whence Marc. 6. ver. 2. 6x 10éinoe 40gkeiv adtd, which the
Syriac translated mi7017 xax x% Tremellius rightly translated, "he did not want to
deprive her,' namely of the promise made to her, to remove her from the
promise, far better than Boderianus, who translated, "he did not want to deny
her." The Syriac elsewhere uses this verb for Zrocepeiv 1 Cor. 7. ver. 5. & for adwév 1
Cor. 6. ver. 7, 8. that is, to deprive someone of his goods by force or fraud. But
the place which we are treating is taken from Isa. 29. 14. where the words are,
annon 1A ninay "the prudence of his prudent ones will be hidden," that is it will be
so taken away, that it may be utterly hidden. or it will be destroyed. for anno for
the Syrians is to destroy.

VERS. 20. x37 xnoy7 xw7 x3>% Trem. & Boder. "where is the disputer of this world?"
correctly. for that is the very thing, 6 cu{nmtg 1@ aidvov tote. just as Marc. 9. 16. 1
ocv{nteite mpog avtdg, the Syriac translated pany pox pwa7 xm "what do you inquire, or
dispute, or argue with them." for w7 is to inquire, but among the Rabbis it is
particularly to inquire into the mystical, allegorical, tropological & anagogical
sense of Scripture, and to dispute among themselves about it. Thence w1
according to Elias is "every exposition which is not according to the simple and
literal sense." The school or Synagogue where such expositions and inquiries
were made, was called w~mn na but the preachers & disputers ovwn7 also w1 >Hva.
The illustrious Drufius thought these were the same as those who were called *5y2
e in lib. 4. Observ. CHAPTER 6. whom D. Beza seems to praise here. but
rightly he rejects it, and refutes it with great arguments Nicol. Fullerus lib. 3.
CHAPTER 7. Also in the appendix.



CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 2. Ovx &pwa @ £idévor 1t év dpdv. In Hebrew 2371 o: ny7> °nv%s x2. The most
learned Beza rightly observed, in this place, as & Acts 3. 12. & 27.1. where the
same construction occurs, that there is a Hebraism, & the article te with &veka
understood corresponds to the Hebrew infinitives with % prefixed. there is also
another Hebraism in &pwa, which like the Hebrew %95, does not always mean to
be judged, but also to think. Thus Jacob says to his son Joseph °n7% &% 7219 nxq "to
see your face I did not judge,' that is, as Onkelos translates nmao x> "I did not
think." So also here, "I did not think to know anything among you," &c.

VERS. 18. "And we compare spiritual things with spiritual." In Greek nvopaixoic
nvépodkd cvykpivovieg. The Latin & Greek have an ambiguity. for nrvéopadoic can be
referred either to things, so that spiritual words are compared with spiritual
things: or to persons, so that spiritual things are compared with spiritual men.
The Syriac took it in the latter way, who by distinguishing the genders removed
the ambiguity. pmx pywn xam7? xnam . D. Beza took it in the former way, who to
remedy the ambiguity, translated, "Comparing spiritual things with those things
which are spiritual.’ for he says it is by no means suitable, to refer toig nvédpadicoig
to men. To me indeed it seems most suitable to think with the Syriac. for to
those, who disdained the Gospel, which was not proposed with the embellished
words of human wisdom, the Apostle opposes two things. First, that the words of
the Gospel ought to be &doxté nvedpoio dyigc. Second, that since those things are
spiritual, they ought to be conferred, that is, adapted, accommodated, prepared
for the use of spiritual men. but what have both the Holy Spirit & spiritual men
to do with the proud words of human wisdom? And that this is the correct
interpretation, the following seem altogether to prove. "for the natural man does
not receive the things that are of the Spirit." as if to say, if I were to set out to
preach the Gospel to natural & carnal men, I would use words accommodated to
their nature & disposition. for the natural man does not receive the things which
are of the Spirit of God. But the spiritual, he says, discerns all things. And so
since my business is with spiritual men, I accommodate spiritual things to them,
and for their sake I use words &5oxtoic nvoopa. The Arab however translated in the
same opinion as Clar. Beza <lila il clils )l Gulss 85 "and we measure spiritual
things by spiritual things." I also note, that in my Cothenian edition, & in the
Regia I read pyvwn which since it is of the singular form, & yet because of the
double point above ought to be plural, is without doubt a mistake, and should be
read mwn.

VERS. 14. Yoykéc o~0pog Is the carnal man, opposed ¢ ndpalxd just as also 1
Corinth. 15. 44. copa yo yxov is opposed @ nvopadxd. as also ver. 46. it is known
that among the Hebrews ws: "soul" also signifies body, even a corpse. In the
Persian Gospel o sl are "desires of the flesh,” which the Savior says suffocate
the seed of the word.



CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 7. 7972 1 Tremellius, "for who discerns you?" But 172 does not signify to
discern, but to search, to inquire, to investigate. and it refers to the mind,
according to Ferrari. Boderianus therefore better, "Who searches you?" both
however have erred in this, that they translated the preterite by the present, for
although the Apostle said, Tic o 214- kpive; yet the Syriac deliberately changed it
into the preterite, to teach that it is not about some present distinction here,
when they were already faithful & adorned with gifts of grace, but about a past
grace, by which when they were like the rest, God as it were inquired and
investigated them, whom he would instruct with the knowledge of himself, &
with other spiritual gifts. The Syriac therefore altogether looked back to the
beginning of that distinction, therefore he used the preterite. The Apostle
however to its continuous action, therefore he aptly used the present, in which
however the preterite, as the beginning of the continuous action, must
necessarily be observed. The Arab followed the Syriac word for word i@ (e
"who has searched you?"

VERS. 9. JaomNa gu) Lo} «\zdoa . LSATN N2 o L) age. Trem. & Boder. neglected
the distinction which is after 157, and so translated it, that the sense is, "God has
set forth us who are the last Apostles as for death." but observing that distinction,
the Syriac's meaning is different, which should be translated thus, "but I think
that us the Apostles, he has set forth last, God has set us forth as for death." he
does not compare the former Apostles with the latter, but the Apostles simply
with the rest of the faithful, among whom since they seemed to be held first,
they were made last, that is vile & despised before the rest, as if appointed to
death. In precisely the same way the Arab took it, 4 Ules Ll jJu il jdime gad U o) S
Gsall geyal T also think that we, the company of the Apostles, God has indeed
made us last for death." they seem to have read, dox® y8 811 6 00 ipag T0g 0006 Agg,
&xareg amédolev g mbavariec. or at least they understood it no differently, than if that
distinction had been used. excellently indeed. for it follows, 6t 8éatpov &yAvnonpey
0 KOoPo koi dyyéhog kai avdpomoi. Where it should be observed, that Clar. John
Seldenus, concerning this passage, relates in the preface to his golden little book
de Diis Syris, that it refers here to a custom common in the spectacles, where,
when either gladiators or beast-fighters were killed or defeated, others were
substituted for them, whom the Latins called subdititios or supposititios, but the
Greeks called £gedpog or succedaneous successors, whereas the Apostle here
names them goya tovc.

Beza took away this meaning, when, by changing the order of the words, he
translated, "For I think that God has set us, the last Apostles, forth to be looked
at." Better is the Vulgate, leaving the order that was with the Apostle, "For I think
that God hath set forth us Apostles, the last, as it were men appointed to death."

CHAPTER V.



VERS. 1. Qg yvvdika tive’ 10D matpo’s &ov. A stepmother is understood, who among
the Hebrews is called ax nwx, "wife of a father." He who had intercourse with her
was counted among the pvpoin, those to be stoned, in the Mishnah Sanhedrin,
chap. 7, sec. 4, where it is simultaneously added that he who, ™%y 21 ax nwx %y xan
YR WX Dwm AR nwx awn, "has relations with his father's wife, is guilty against her,
both because she is his father's wife, and because she is another man's wife." That
is, he sins against her on a twofold account: first, because she belongs to another
man; second, because she is his father's. Just as he who, ox own 7%y 21 oxa %y xan
ax nwx owm, "has relations with his mother, sins against her, both because she is
his mother, and because she is his father's wife."

VERS. 7. "Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump, as ye
are unleavened. For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for us." Fathers were
held to narrate three things to their children on the night of Passover: =1 nos
nem, the passing over, the bitterness, and the unleavened bread. And the
narration of these was called 7mx1. Maimonides gives the reasons why they were
bound to narrate these things in his Mishneh Torah, in Hilchot Chametz
u'Matzah chap. 7. The "passing over,' because God had passed over the houses of
the Israelites in Egypt. The "bitterness,’ because Pharaoh had afflicted the lives of
the Israelites with bitterness. The "unleavened,’ wxuw ow %y, "because they were
redeemed." For just as unleavened bread is a certain new and sincere mass, so
they, redeemed from Egyptian servitude, and separated from the idolatry and
filth of the gentiles, were a certain new people, sacred to God alone. From this it
is clear that the Apostle most rightly argues from the redemption obtained
through the slaughter of Christ, as the true paschal Lamb, for the purging out of
the old leaven. Because unleavened bread was used on account of the
redemption, so that they who had been made a new people through redemption
would know that they ought to be free from the old leaven.

CHAPTER VI

VERS. 4. Bwwtuko' pe'v ovv xpun'po da'v Emre, tov'g €ovdevnpe’voug &v Tfj ékkinot'q,
tov toug kb Cete. For the celebrated Beza, Kpun'po are courts, and tribunals, and
ordinary judges. And he thinks that xa6t'(ete should be taken not in the mode of
commanding, but by way of sarcasm. I would prefer to understand by «pun pa
the cases and disputes themselves which came to be judged. Thus the Syriac has
it: "a dispute over worldly matters." The Arab translates it as 4= s, "controversy,
debate,” for «kpun’pov is not always &wactm'pov, a place of judgment. The
Graeco-Latin Glossary rendered it, "judgment, examination." Hence I render it,
"If therefore you have causes to be judged, concerning those things which
pertain to the use of this life." The Hebrews call Biwtika” kpun’pia, noip 071 mmn *,
"monetary disputes.”

What follows, "Set them to judge who are least esteemed in the church,’ I take
not sarcastically, but comparatively, just as that passage in Matthew 5, verse 39,
"if any one strike you on your right cheek, turn to him the other also." That is,



rather than avenge yourself, turn the other also. So also here: if you are not
willing to bear an injury but to have your case tried, rather than dispute with
your brother before unbelievers, appoint the least esteemed in the Church as
judges. The Apostle seems, however, to be referring to a common Hebrew
custom, among whom monetary judgments of importance, for example, those
concerning robbery and injury, were conducted in nwbw 5w p7 nan, a council of
three, who were all omm So'xipor, approved and fortified by public authority: the
remaining monetary cases could be judged by three laymen also, who were
called muvria, in the Greek diction iSwdta; he who wants more on this, let him see
the commentary of the most learned man Joh. Cocceius on Sanhedrin, p. 4, 5.
Nor would I call our Apostle's ta'c éovdevnue’voug anything other than the
Scripture's o°%p, or in the speech of the masters, mvr7a. For thus in 1 Sam. 18, verse
23, for mopn w1 vy 0wy, "I am a poor and contemptible man,’ the Chaldean has xax
v Pon 723, And 1 Sam. 24:14, 7oy wye 1y, "after a single flea," than which surely
nothing is more contemptible, the Chaldean has vr17 7na. Indeed, the Apostle
says that even one alone is sufficient for judging their disputes, provided he is
cogo’c. For so the following verse has it.

VERS. 6. Adehpo's peta’ aderpod kpt'vetor. Among those things which the Jews ask
from God in their book of prayers, is this: xw 12 qwp P7 9vam qwp P 1220w 7 1M
nMa 12 R P2 na 13, "May it please You, O Lord, to deliver me from a difficult
lawsuit, and from a difficult adversary (prop. man of the suit), whether he
pertains to Your covenant, or does not pertain.'

VERS. 9. Syrus, x17ann, the Apostle, 6t poiaxor’. Hence Tremellius translates, "nor
the soft." Boderianus, "nor the Corruptors.” I translate, "nor the Corrupted." So
that it is not from the singular Benoni %am "corrupting,’ but from the singular
Peil, 5amn "corrupted.” For both in the emphatic form make x>3am, "corrupting” and
"corrupted,’ and in the plural y%am, "corrupting” and "corrupted.’ The distinction
is sought only from the sense. Moreover, they are called the Corrupted, whom
the Greeks call é4oo'toug, who, indulging in incontinence and lascivious lusts, are
broken in mind and body, so that they can scarcely be sound and whole, and
thus are truly poiaxou. Ferrarius: 9ams, "corrupted, or corrupting,’ besides
"masturbator, soft' 1 Cor. 6, verse 9. It does not seem that pataxor” here
specifically designate masturbators, because immediately after, the Apostle has
apoevokoitat. The Arab took it actively, for he translated it s "the corruptors.”
Horaxor are the effeminate, with a lost and corrupt soul, catamites.

CHAPTER VIIL

VERS. 5. (oo 366 LaaaeN ‘o a6ao. Tremellius, "again return to the same will”
Boderianus, "and again return to the consensus." Jaoay, as far as I know, never
signifies "consensus,” nor "will,” which for the Syrians is called xmy~. I admit
indeed that it is derived from )a, "he willed," but if you look at its usage, it
signifies nothing but "thing, business." In which way also ysn is used by Solomon
everywhere in Ecclesiastes. Let us see some passages where it seems most to the



interpreters to be put for "will" John 3, verse 27, "A man can receive nothing," 1
nwa1 Niag, Boderianus "from the will of himself!" I, literally, "from the thing of his
soul," that is, from that which is in his soul, that is, from himself. Or "from the
thing of himself," from that which is in himself. It follows, "unless it has been
given him from heaven." Another passage, John 7, verse 18. %omn mry1 aoag 17,
Tremellius and Boderianus, "He who speaks from the will of his mind." I would
prefer, "who speaks from the thing of his mind," that is from that which is in his
mind, that is, as Christ speaks, d¢’ avtod Aakei, "speaks of himself, he seeks the
glory of himself" We add a third passage from 1 Cor. 7, verse 37, "He that
standeth stedfast in his heart," Jaoay 717 ok ¥, Boderianus, in the Paris edition,
"and choice does not compel him," in the Royal Polyglot, "and he has no forced
choice." Tremellius better, "and no thing compels him." The word "any" is not in
the Syriac; I would prefer simply, "and a thing does not compel him," pn’ &ov
ava’ykny, says the Apostle. He means the thing or business of the daughter of
whom he speaks. It follows immediately n..ay % v, "and has power over his
own will" You see that "will" is called X..ay and is something other than )aoay.
Therefore, to return to the passage proposed at the beginning, I translate it thus,
"and again return to the same thing," that is, to the same, én’ 10’ avto’, says the
Apostle, namely to the same use of matrimony, from which you had desisted for
a time for fasting. For he did not refer ém’ o' avto’ to a place, which Beza did,
translating "come together," but to the thing or business of marriage. As also the
Vulgate, translating, "return unto the selfsame thing."

VERS. 14. Hyvaotor ya'p 6 dvn'p 6 Gmiotog év Tff yovorkt', ko' fiyt actor 1y yovn' 1y &miotog év td
avdpr’. It is handed down in the Mishnah, tractate Berachoth, chapter 6, this
general rule: 77507 NX 0D Py Y T72n 7900 w1 py 3. "This is the rule for everything
principal that has an accessory, that the principal is blessed, and the accessory is
dismissed," that is, it is not specifically blessed, because it is understood to be
blessed in its principal. For example, nomw nsm nx 9wt m9n0 59 7720 1y 1o m9n 12 W03
¥ moou. "If salted fish is brought to the table and bread with it, the salted fish is
blessed, and the bread is dismissed, because the bread is its accessory." For
although bread in itself is the chief and most necessary of all foods, because here
it is added to the salted fish as an accessory, it is blessed in its principal. So also
the husband, although in himself with respect to marriage he is the chief and
principal part, because with respect to the covenant, which the Apostle here
considers, the believer obtains the primary and principal place, hence it is that
the unbelieving husband in that respect is an accessory of the believing wife, and
so she being sanctified, he also is sanctified in her. For it is most true what the
Apostle says in 1 Cor. 3, verse 21, no'via dpdv éot’v, "all things are yours," that is,
you faithful have right, dominion, and power over all things, such as an heir has
over an inheritance, and a master over a servant. Therefore also over an
unbelieving husband, although civilly she is always subject to him, yet spiritually
the believing wife has acquired right and dominion, and in Christ she far excels
him, and truly includes him in herself as an accessory. Similarly the believing
husband, who as husband already had civil dominion over his wife, as a believer



also obtains another dominion, namely a spiritual one, over his unbelieving
wife, by which he, being sanctified, makes her, as his accessory, a partaker of his
sanctification.

VERS. 18. "Is any man called being circumcised? pn' émona’'cbo, let him not
become uncircumcised." In Hebrew, jw» >x. Thus in Maimonides, tractate Milah,
chap. 3, sect. 8, one reads, 7m0 12 W w ' ¥ AX ,75WR W N7 MIM AR 072K HW N2 907 99
X7 abwy pon o PR oaw owys), "Whoever makes void the covenant of our father
Abraham, and leaves his foreskin, or draws it over, even though he has the Law
and good works, he can have no part in the world to come."

VERS. 21. 9% %Svap> X% mpnr mox7aw. Syrus, 99 w2 XOR X1 72 mnnR DR XD OX AR ROX.
Tremellius, "if you were called as a slave, let it not be a care to you: but even if
you can become free, choose rather than to serve." So also Boderianus in the
Paris edition, who, in order to be able to translate thus, used remarkable
audacity. For at the end of the verse, before r%s, he placed the particle 1» in the
text, which exists neither in the Vienna nor in the Antwerp edition, nor did it
exist in the copy of D. Tremellius. For he himself says in his notes, "In the Syriac
text," he says, "the particle 1, or 'rather than, is not read. But the context argues
that it fell out from the corrector when he was rereading the copy. For no sense
can be elicited unless it is restored." Thus he. Which is not probable, since all
copies agree. And so in the Royal Polyglot Boderianus used another artifice. For
he translates thus, "but also, if you can become free, choose for yourself, to use
it." But first, it is unusual to translate the verb n% by "to use." It signifies in
general, "to do," or "to work," specifically "to do servile work, to serve." And more
specifically of the earth, "to cultivate,’ of war, "to serve as a soldier." Then he
stumbles upon the same rock as Tremellius, because he translated ox ax as "also,
if," as if it were written with two words ax1 ax, where the first particle is copulative,
the other conditional. But all copies write it together, xox, in which way among
the Syrians it makes one particle, and that an adversative one, as among the
Latins etiam si (even if). But what need was there for ambiguities? When both the
words and the meaning of the Syriac are perfectly clear. The passage should be
translated thus: "If you were called as a slave, let it not be a care to you, but even
if you could become free, choose for yourself to serve." How, you will say, could
this be the meaning of the Syriac, when it is repugnant to nature itself, to prefer
servitude to liberty? This scruple, of course, held these great men, and forced
them to pervert the words. But there is no danger. For he did not mean this, that
they should spurn manumission spontaneously offered by their masters, and
choose servitude, but that not even with opportunities offered for escaping and
vindicating themselves into liberty, should they embrace them, but rather prefer
legitimate servitude to illegitimate liberty. "Even if you could become free,'
namely by your own arts and frauds, "choose rather to serve.

And the very words of the Apostle seem to be able to admit this interpretation.
Sodhog €kAn'Ong; PN’ oot Peke’tm. GAN &l kar dv’vacar &lev’Oepog yeve oOar, PaAAOV ypiicat.



"Were you called as a slave? Let it not be a care to you. But even if you can
become free, use it rather,"” namely, your servile state. And thus the following
consoling reason fits perfectly, "For he that is called in the Lord, being a servant,
is the Lord's freeman: and he that is called, being free, is Christ's servant." As if to
say, let not your servitude be so grievous to you that, if you could, you would
wish to assert yourselves into liberty by evil arts. Discharge your calling rather.
For although you are slaves of men, yet you are free men of God: and although
you were free, you would nevertheless be slaves of Christ. Thus what follows
coheres perfectly. "Ye are bought with a price; be not ye the servants of men."
That is, you faithful, who believe in Christ, although you serve men, are
nevertheless truly free. For you are bought with a price: therefore guard this
your liberty and dignity, and while you serve in body, have your minds most
free, and never subject them either to your masters or to any men, but only to
Christ by whom you were bought, whom when you serve, do not think that you
are slaves of men, but know that you are slaves of Christ alone. Nor is the phrase,
"to use servitude" (Sovier'q ypficar) for "to serve,' unusual. For Theodoret speaks
thus in homily 9 on providence: 8t 3¢’ 00 AwBdtor 1 doviet a Toig YPWHE VOIG, 0Tl KA
Seydn'oetan, "but that servitude does not harm those using it, will now be
demonstrated." However, if one may separate the particles of which ox is
composed, you could translate thus, "but also, if you can be freed, choose for
yourself to do it." That is, do this rather, strive for this rather. For thus n%» is often
taken. As in Titus 3:8, xav x72v o>, "to do good works." 1 Peter 4, verse 3. 72 1n7o7
XmmyT elay, 1N which you did the will of the gentiles.” Thus the Arab in this place
took it. For he translated ', saais @i o) Jo 538 <€ o Jy ¢l M8 I glas e iy s L Cued ol
auai o) uad Wi, "And if you were called, O you, when you are an acquired slave, do
not be afflicted. But if you can be manumitted, and become free also, it is best
that you do it." Thus also in Hesychius r%s is explained by npa ttew. Yet the former
interpretation is more accommodated both to the words and to the mind of the
Syriac. And it is the same as that of Chrysostom, who commenting on this
passage, translates pailov ypficar as pdikov dov ieve, "rather serve,' and this, he says,
so that the Apostle might show, 6t 008e'v Bra'ner 1) dovket'a, dAAa’ kot doelel, "that
servitude does not harm at all, but even helps." Similarly in the preface to the
Epistle to Philemon, citing and explaining this passage, he says that pa\iov ypficon
is tfj Sdovkel'¢ mapape’vew, 'to remain in servitude." And ypficmx could be deduced
from ypn'{w, meaning "I need, I lack," so that the sense is, "Even if you could
become free, rather do without." Or, if you wish it to be an infinitive, "to do
without is better,’ namely without liberty, in the sense, of course, which we
stated before.

CHAPTER VIIL

VERS. 6. 13} Ja\) oot 2w N O N\ Tremellius & Boderianus, "But to us our one
is God the father." That "our" is not from Paul. Nor is it necessary here. For
although elsewhere (7 is "our," here \\.a has a very common Syriac pleonasm,
so that I translate simply, "But to us one is God, the father." By no means,



however, can the version of Junius be admitted, "but to us, who to us is one God,
God is the father." It should be observed that for the Syrians %7 is often
pleonastic, even preceded by a pleonastic affix, but in such a way that both
pleonasms add emphasis and energy to the thing or person being discussed. As
in Rom. 13, verse 6. zmp Naa oud\), not simply, "who are appointed over
these,’ but "who are appointed over these very things,' &g avto’ todrto
npookaptepodvteg. Thus 8rd Epistle of John, verse 12. X7 oaa o zmo Laav Loz aizmo,
' otiig THG EkkAnotag, kat ' avtig Thg dAnbet’ac. Thus in this passage 2 N is, "to
us, these,” who, of course, are believers. It designates particular persons who,
above the common crowd of men, are endowed with the knowledge of the true
God. Which the Latins and Greeks do not quite achieve. You have the same
pleonasm in the second person, below in verse 11. 797 qnv™a XwSn7 X377 72 78 X7
"The weak brother perishes for himself through your knowledge." 727 could be
absent. And verse 12 157 033, "among you." 1527 could be absent. Chap. 5, verse
19. "And has placed .2 «ain us the word of reconciliation.'

VERS. 7. \g.) \fagaaha \gu) \.\za \lzmax \oaMia \(omadlaaa \£() \aX \ao)
«5) \Lw3aa. Boderianus in the Royal Polyglot, "for there are some, who in their
conscience, up to this time eat as if sacrificed to idols." Tremellius even more
obscurely, "for there are some who are in their conscience until now as if they
eat things sacrificed for idols." What is this, "who are in their conscience"? Both
neglected that (oa\.a, which is in the Syriac, and moreover they established an
inversion in the order of the words, so that Lw.a1a 5.} L aga9\a g.) is placed for
L ageaN L3233 w.). Hence it is that Boderianus in the interlinear Parisian version,
where the Latin was supposed to correspond to the Syriac, translated these
words so that they cannot be understood. "For there are men who in their
conscience until now, who for idols as things which are sacrificed eat." The whole
error is in this, that they thought that (oa\.a referred to the persons, in which
sense they saw it was redundant: when it should be referred to the things
sacrificed. Which the most learned Junius rightly observed, who correctly
translated, "For there are some, who in their conscience, eat that which is before
the idols, as something sacrificed." "That which is before the idols," or "that which
is for the idols." Thus the Syriac has excellently both achieved and expressed the
mind of the Apostle. For whereas it was permissible to eat those things which
had been sacrificed to idols, if in their conscience they had considered the idol as
nothing, and had eaten those meats as creatures of God, they now polluted
themselves, when they ate them as things which in their conscience they
thought to be for idols, and which they held as sacrificed. Or the Syriac can be
translated thus, "For there are some who in their conscience hitherto, which is
over (or about) idols, eat as something sacrificed." Thus (oa\.2 is referred to the
preceding )lasle, and rightly explains what with the Apostle is cvvel'dnoig tod
eidw ov, namely the conscience which is about idols, which they had over idols.
The Arab translated, qball Jie gisY) sale o 050 G¥1 ) agiliis st Ll Gl e o1, "for of men
there are some who in their conscience hitherto eat according to the custom of
idols, as things sacrificed."



CHAPTER IX.

VERS. 27. A\ dnoma o Pov 10 odpa kot dovkayoyd. This is of the highest fortitude.
To which that saying of Ben-Zoma in Pirke Avot chap. 4 refers. nx waa 7123 mrx
Y 7919 M2 HwI Maw 29R TR M mxw x. "Who is strong? He who subdues his
passion, as it is written, Prov. 16:32, 'He that is slow to anger is better than the

m

mighty; and he that ruleth his spirit than he that taketh a city.

CHAPTER X.

VERS. 2. Kat' ma'vieg gic 10'v Mov ofjv éBontt’'cavro. "And were all baptized through
Moses." €ig for s, as in Acts 7, verse 53, the law is said to have been given sig
Swtaya’g dyyeAov, 'by the disposition of Angels." And Acts 19, verse 3, cig " odv
éBont’'oOnte; "through what," that is, "through which baptism, were you therefore
baptized?" They answer i 10’ Towa vvov Bo'nticpae, "'through John's baptism.” It is a
Hebraism where 1 is often "through." Hos. 1:2. yyin2 mm-127 nonn, "The beginning of
the word of the LORD by Hosea."

CHAPTER XI.

VERS. 21. Ag) aicwan ol o LpaaN x4 x40 W) Tremellius & Boderianus, "But
every one taketh before (or beforehand) his own supper for himself." They
translated o\ as referring to the person, when one reads, ao7p->, and it refers to
the supper pleonastically, except that the prefixed lamed indicates that the
preceding should be explained by the accusative. Furthermore, "taketh
beforehand" is ambiguous. For it could be understood that the Corinthians are
being reproved because before they approached the Holy Communion, each
had already taken supper at his own home. But that, unless I am mistaken, would
be said in Paél, a7p. For thus in composition, when "before" or "beforehand"
refers to time, they are accustomed to use it in Paél. As xmn o1p, "he foresaw." Heb.
11:40. > o7p, "he proclaimed beforehand." op a7, "he rose beforehand,’ he rose
very early. Mark 1:35. ax o7p, "he foretold,” Rom. 9:29. 15 ma o1p, "he chose us
beforehand,” Eph. 1:4, where in Kal it would not be rightly used, unless I am
mistaken. On the contrary, when "before" or "beforehand" refers to persons,
whom we precede and go before, Kal is more correctly used there, unless I am
mistaken, than Paél. As in Matth. 28:7, Marc. 14, v. 28, x%3% 192 x1 o7p, "he goes
before you into Galilee." Marc. 21, v. 81, NNWa LaogAaN o5\ JSpmag, "they go
before you into the kingdom of heaven." I think Paél cannot be correctly used
there. Since therefore in this our passage it is Kal, not Pael, I translate, "but each
one's supper he eats preventingly,” that is, he eats it preventingly, not waiting for
the other, but so that one prevents and preoccupies the other. He expressed
perfectly what the Apostle said, &kactog 10" 1S10v Seinvov mporapiPa vel &v 1@ @aysiv. The
Arab says: 4SLé olie ) by S g6l S S8 "but every man of you hastens to his
supper and eats it."

CHAPTER XII.



VERS. 28. KvBepvn'oeig. This word occurs among the LXX interpreters, Prov. 11,
verse 14, where for oy-92 nivann Px3, "through lack of counsels (that is, counselors
nivann y¥ix) the people fall,' they have, oic pun® vma'pyet xvpe’pwnoig, m'nrovswv. Thus
chap. 20, verse 18, magon nipy nivanna, "with counsels make war," peta’ xvBepvn cemg
yt'vetan o Aejlog. See also chap. 24, verse 6. So also here in the Apostle, those seem
to be understood who are present as counselors for the government of the
Church.

CHAPTER XIII.

VER. 8. "If I have delivered my body, iva xavdn'sopa, that I may be burned.'
Jerome, citing this passage in his Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians,
chap. 5, for "that I may be burned,’ gives "that I may glory." And lest anyone be
surprised, he adds, "I know that in the Latin codices, in that testimony which we
have placed above, 'if I have delivered my body that I may glory, 'be burned' is
had for 'glory": but because of the similarity of the word, by which among the
Greeks 'be burned' and 'glory, that is, xawdncopor and xavyn copal, are
distinguished by a single letter part, an error has grown strong among our
people, but also among the Greeks the copies are diverse." To which the
celebrated Drusius, in book 4 of his Observations, chap. 7, annotates that just as
those two words among the Greeks are distinguished by only one letter part,
something not dissimilar to it is here among the Syrians. For, he says, ao.a)a
which is read in their books (read am.a)a or am.a.a) "that I be burned” (translate
"that it be burned"), changing the letter to am.a)a it means (read also here ao.a)a
or am.a.2) "that I be honored" (translate "that it be honored"). The most learned
man erred in the vowels and in the persons. For what the Apostle said in the first
person, iva kovn'copa, the Syriac rendered in the third, am.aa, "that it may
burn." But also the other word brought forth by him he translated incorrectly by
"to be honored." For it is the future Kal of -p>, which signifies nothing other than
"to be" and "to become heavy." But in Pael it is "to honor." In Ethpaal 7pp.nx "to be
honored."

VERS. 4. H dya'nmn pakpobupei, ypnotev’etor. The Arab changed the abstract éyo'nn
into the concrete sl cala "he who has charity." He expresses paxpotvpel with
two epithets, i) dish, "long of forbearance, he is possessed of slowness." For
ypnotev etar, sodlall call "kind, or pleasant in conversation." 1 dyo’mn od neprepev etoi.
The Vulgate and Beza, "does not behave itself unseemly." Thus the Old Glossary,
nepnepev’opar, "I behave unseemly." And Hesychius, Ieprepev’etor, Katemon peta, "is
lifted up against another." Ile’prepog, 6 Peta’ Braxer og émoipo Pevog, "he who is elated
with folly." Suidas, Iepneper’a, 1 xoraxel'a, "flattery.” Also, & pn’ S’ yper'av, dria’ S
koMomopo'v mapoiapBaverar, "that which is assumed not for necessity but for
adornment or pretense." Also, 1 BAaxet’a, xat' 1 mpone teio, "that which is called folly
and rashness." Ile'prepog itself for him is, 6 pera’ Proxel’ag nnpe’vog, olov Aa’Aog,
mpomen’g, Pnde'v hoyio @ mowdv, "he who is elated with folly, such as is talkative, rash,
doing nothing with reason." He explains the Apostle's passage, ov nponetev etat, "is



not rash." The Syriac has xawipn» x5, "is not disturbed, or tumultuous,’ that is, is of
a tranquil and firm mind, which is not easily moved, and is not incited to
tumults or seditions. The Arab =i ¥, "does not act barbarously." For = is a
barbarian. It seems he deduced the signification from the affinity of
pronunciation, which exists between neprnepev’etan and "to be a barbarian.

VERS. 6. Ov yot'pet ém’ tf] &duct’q, "rejoices not in iniquity,” cuyya'pet 8¢’ 1§ dAndet q.
The Syriac and Arab, neglecting the preposition, took cuvyym'pet for the simple
yo'pet, "but rejoices in the truth." Beza, "but congratulates the truth,’ that is, he
says, "he congratulates the just on their justice." More correctly, in our judgment,
the Vulgate and Erasmus literally, "but rejoices with the truth." We prefer,
however, "but rejoices with truth," that is, to be conjoined with truth. But the
celebrated Beza rightly took é\n'6swov for duaoov viv, from a Hebraism, where nnx
is taken in that sense. See our notes on John 3, verse 21. The Syriac said x7w, the
Arab @), which word itself signifies truth and justice promiscuously, we have
taught at Luke 12, verse 57.

CHAPTER XIV.

VERS. 7. "And even things without life giving sound, whether pipe or harp,
except they give a distinction," nnman> xnrp pa. Tremellius and Boderianus:
"between the pipe and its companion." But since the name xnrp exists, as far as is
established from the lexicons, only in this place, it is better to interpret it with
that word to which it corresponds in the Apostle, namely ¢6o0'yyoc, which Masius
also does in his Peculium Syrum. Nor do I doubt that this word arises from the
Hebrew 1p, "to lament." Hence the common Hebrew nprp, "lamentation." Hence
more generally among the Syrians xnrp, emphatically xnrp, "a lamentable sound,’
any sound, especially of pipes and flutes, with which, as is clear from the Gospel,
they are accustomed to make laments. I would therefore translate, "between a
sound and its companion,’ that is, between one sound and another. This is far
more convenient to the mind of the Apostle, and to his words. &ite avlo'c, €ite
Kia'pa, €a'v dwotodn'v toig @Boyyorgc PN’ 8, mAS yvwodn cetor to' aviov Pevov i TO°
xbopilo pevov. Ferrarius: xnrp "song, melody." The word is therefore corrupted
from Latin. And the sense is, "between song and song." The Syriac explains what
it 1is, éa'v Swiotoln'v toic P00 yyorg Un' 8@. "If they do not make," says the Syriac, "a
distinction between sound and sound.” Ferrarius: "song, melody."

VERS. 9. 7%7mn a8y av7 X7 ) 197 |IN'on. Tremellius & Boderianus, "you will be as
speaking with the air (or into the air)." Good in sense, but ambiguous. For the
Latin words can be understood, "as those who speak with the air." And that
Boderianus understood it thus is clear from his interlinear version, where he
translated, nm P9oan A8R QYT PR gu) 192 oA, "you will be to you, as those, who with
the air are speaking." Which interpretation cannot consist with the words of the
Syriac. For neither is x17 of the plural number, nor is %% of the third person.
However, it seems to me that I have observed that 7 xm7 o) with a preceding
substantive verb and a following participle has the force of a substantive verb,



and should be translated "as if it were that," in more idiomatic Latin "as if" Asin 1
Corinthians 4, verse 7. "why do you glory, nao: &7 x7 o), as if it were that you
had not received, as if you had not received?" Then verse 18. xrnx X>7 X177 o)
osao), which Boderianus in his interlinear version translated without any
sense, "as he himself for what not I will come to you." I think it should be
translated "as if it were indeed that I will not come to you," that is, "as if I were
not going to come to you, some are puffed up." So also in this place I translate,
"You are to yourselves, as if it were that you speak with the air," that is, "as if you
were speaking with the air."

VERS. 16. O avaminpdv 10'v 10 10V 100 8100 100, DG £pel T0° APN'v émt’ Tij off evyapiott’q; It
is customary for the Hebrews to confirm with the little word "Amen" what has
been said, whether it be good or bad. See Exodus 5, verse 22; Deuteronomy 27
through almost the whole chapter; Nehemiah 8, verse 7. But Jeremiah explains
its force best in chapter 28, verse 6. mm apy: 12 %, "Amen; the LORD do so." The
Hebrews, however, held this manner of responding with the word "Amen" in
such high esteem that they say of him who responds thus with true attention of
mind and faith to a pronounced blessing, 17w 13 *ww 2 Prmo M 933 R AW 93,
"Whoever shall answer 'Amen’ with all his strength, the gates of Paradise are
opened to him." Again, 77a»7 1 a0 1ax a1wn 91, "Greater is he who answers 'Amen’
than he who blesses," that is, than he who pronounces the blessing upon the
people. In the book Musar chap. 4, fol. 42.

VERS. 32. "The spirits of the Prophets are subject to the Prophets." D. Abrahamus
Heydanus refers this not to doctrine, but to order, concerning which verse 30
and 31 speak, namely that he who is speaking should be silent when something is
revealed to another, and thus all the Prophets may prophesy in order. The
former ought to be subject to the latter to this extent, that, when something is
revealed to this one, that one may be silent, and yield his turn to this one. Hence
follows verse 33, "God is not of confusion, but of peace."

CHAPTER XV.

VERS. 29. TV mow covowv oi Bomtilo’Pevol Ome'p tdv vekpdv, gl Shmg vekpol' oK &yel’ povay
T xar Bort'Lovrar vme'p tdv vexpdv; The celebrated Beza takes oi Bantilo pevor with a
middle signification for oi Banti’Covteg, and Panti'Covion for Bamti’{ovst, and so he
translates, "who use washing," that is, "who wash." And to prove it, he says that the
Syriac word pmy clearly indicates this. And yet that participle is of the Cal
conjugation, or Peal, where this verb signifies "to be baptized." As not only
Tremellius, whose version Beza is accustomed to follow, but also Boderianus in
the Parisian edition, have translated. But in Hiphil, or Aphel, it signifies "to
baptize." Tremellius translates, "who are baptized for the dead." To which version
Junius annotates, "or who are baptized over the dead, that is, besides the dead.
So that the sense is, "If the baptized dead have fallen from their hope in the
name of Christ, why do the living deceive themselves by imitating the miserable
dead, and upon their vain faith make their own faith vain?" But we advise that



the Syriac phrase does not bear that interpretation. For the Syriac has xnm 7%,
which cannot be translated otherwise than "for the dead," or "in place of the
dead," but by no means "over the dead." Nor indeed does the Greek vne’p with the
genitive easily signify that. Tertullian relates that it was customary in the Church
for the living to be baptized for the dead, that is, for the consolation of the dead,
all of whose souls were believed to be kept in a repository under the earth until
the day of resurrection. Theophylact and Epiphanius report that the Marcionites
were accustomed, if ever anyone had died without baptism, to have some of the
closest relatives under the bed, upon which the dead person lay, or within the
sepulcher itself, over which the deceased had been laid, baptized, lest he perish,
but having obtained remission, be saved. Both of these are utterly superstitious.
Others therefore refer it to the catechumens, who, since their baptism was
accustomed to be deferred for a long time, until they were thoroughly
instructed, if ever they were overtaken by death, were accustomed to ask for and
obtain baptism at the very point of death. They are said to be baptized for the
dead for this reason, because being near death, they were to be counted among
the dead rather than the living. This is weak, besides the fact that in Greek it
should have been said npo" t@v vekpdv, not vne'p 1d@v vekpdv. For which reason also
the opinion of those seems to be rejected, who want all who are baptized to be
baptized for the dead, inasmuch as being immersed in water, they are
considered as dead, as indeed partakers of the communion of the death of
Christ. For although that opinion is pious, and the thing itself true, yet the article
wov demands that some be those who are baptized, others the dead, for whom
they are baptized. Nor is the opinion of the celebrated Heinsius satisfactory, who
wants the living to be said to be baptized for the dead, when the names of the
dead are imposed on them in baptism. In this most obscure matter, which has
hitherto exercised the greatest minds, we shall not fear to state our own opinion,
or conjecture. The Apostle in this whole chapter deals with the blessed
resurrection of those who have fallen asleep in Christ. He therefore understands
no others here as the dead, for whom he says the living are baptized in vain, if
those dead are not to rise again. It is confessed among all that Baptism is a seal of
the resurrection, both because, having been conferred on the body of the
faithful, it notes that it too is a partaker of the death as well as the resurrection of
Christ: and because it is a seal of the covenant, whose promise is, "I am your
God." From which the Savior most powerfully infers the resurrection in Luke 20,
verses 37, 38. But it must especially be held that Baptism, as the first seal of the
covenant, publicly conferred in the Church, seals the promises of the covenant
not only for those particular persons to whom it is conferred, but also for the
universal Church, both militant and triumphant, both of the living and of the
dead, who indeed, constituting one and the same Church with them, and, like
them, having been saved as yet only in hope, continually expect the fulfillment
of the promises of the covenant. Therefore, as many as are baptized in the
Church, are baptized not only for themselves, but also for the faithful dead: not
to help them, or to free them, or to relieve them, or in their place, but to



establish unceasingly the promises of the covenant, made to them and still to be
fulfilled. So that, as long as and as often as baptism is administered in the
Church, so long and so often is the promise made to the dead renewed, that God
is their God. And because God is not the God of the dead but of the living, that
they live unto God, by promise. Wherefore it is necessary that at some time they
themselves live in actuality. Whence it is firmly concluded, that the living are
baptized for the dead in vain, if they are not to be resurrected.

VERS. 32. xat’ &vOpomov é0npopa’ynoca &v ‘Eee oco. This same phrase is used in Rom 3,
verse 5, and in Galatians 3, verse 15, where «xat’ @vOpomov re'yo should be
translated, "speaking in a human way, I say." So also in this place: "if, speaking in
a human way (that is, so that I may speak with a phrase taken from human
contests) I fought with beasts at Ephesus.”

VERS. 41. Ete’pa pe'v ovpovi'wv do'éa, éte’pa ' émyer’'wv. Concerning the glory of
celestial things, according to the opinion of most Hebrews, Maimonides writes
thus in the Mishneh Torah, tractate Yesodei HaTorah, chap. 3, sect. 9: o»a517 93
1973 992 AR AR 73 ORWI T MR SN DR PIPONY DUTAWY 00 O 07 2w VT Wl Shya 1910 ohaam
DR PR YV AR PN D 7"IPA DR PIORW QWA DOORIAIW TITI DIXT? DRI DMAWn by 0N
DX 12 NYTA TR1TN DOIRDRA NYTA A0WR 2RaAT 2°a0n nvT Jan mhvnesw ovaxban. "All stars and
Spheres are endowed with soul, knowledge, and intelligence, and also with life
and consistency. They acknowledge him by whose command the world was
made. Each one of them according to its greatness and dignity praises and
glorifies its creator just as the Angels do. And just as they acknowledge God, the
Holy One Blessed be He, so they also know themselves, and they know the
angels who are above them. But the knowledge of the stars and the spheres is
less than the knowledge of the Angels, and greater than the knowledge of the
sons of men." Therefore, they want the glory of celestial things to be that of
rational creatures, and greater than that of terrestrial men.

VERS. 53. xmnon &% w217 0T K10 .. kMIvannn X waviT LannnT i1 2 & v, Tremellius,
"For it is necessary that this which is subject to corruption, should put on
incorruption: and similarly that the mortal should put on immortality."
Boderianus, "for it is to be that this corruptible, etc. and so that which is mortal,
etc." Among the Syrians, "this" is said as xi1, which is masculine here. I therefore
translate, "for it is to be that this one who is corrupted will put on
incorruptibility: and similarly he who dies will put on immortality." The same is
to be established for the following verse. For what the Apostle said of the body,
10" PBapto’v Tod10, Ko 10’ BvnTo'v T0dT0, the Syriac referred to the person. For which
reason he changed the gender. The Arab similarly: 135 Jsh ¥ L Gal o) gae aiiall 12gd
Gall pre gl o) adie <uldll, "This one who is corrupted, is to be that he puts on that
which is not corrupted: and this one who dies, is to be that he puts on the
absence of death," i.e., immortality.



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE SECOND EPISTLE
TO THE CORINTHIANS.
CHAPTERI VERS. VL

\01Lwaa Laor.dn coga Loaao. Tremellius, "And let there be in you an efficacy by
which you may tolerate." Boderianus, "And let there be in you a tolerance by
which you may sustain." I would prefer, "And let there be in you a zeal (or
diligence) that you may tolerate," that is, a ready, diligent, zealous spirit for
bearing any kind of sufferings. For everywhere i _a. is posited for omovdoios.
"Sedulous, diligent." 3 4. "he incited." n.a.a) "He was sedulous." Which, however, 1
confess, is sometimes used for évepysiv, and éve'pyeia. As in Eph. 2, verse 2, Rom. 7,
verse 5, and elsewhere. Hence also Laox.a. could perhaps be used for éve'pysia,
although I have never read it in that sense.

VERS. 8. pou17 xrm> ma x2mp7 &7, Tremellius, "so that our life was near to being
cast away." Boderianus, "so that our life was nearly to be cast away." I translate, "so
that our life was near to vanishing," just as in James 4, v. 14. a\\azn7 )\ a 5. "a
vapor that is cast down." Tremellius better, "a vapor that vanishes." Ferrarius: a\\,
"was dissipated, was ruined, vanished." a\\) "dissipated, ruined, made to vanish."
a\\a) "was dissipated, was consumed, was ruined, vanished." Lexicon Syr. Arab.
a\\ ie., Au A8 "you have made to vanish and have destroyed." xwnw o\ i.e.,
ol 20uSil "the Sun was obscured or suffered an eclipse.” But it is poorly written
in Pael; read in Kal.

VERS. 11. iva ék moA@®v mpoco nmv 10° &ig NIAG o piopa die’ toAdv gdyopio0i) vme' p NU@V.
Many interpretations have been given for that phrase ék noAldv npocw nwv, which
you may see in the most learned notes of Beza, where the interpretation of the
Syriac is also alleged, with which that of the Arab completely agrees in sense. We
add here our own conjecture. Ilpo’corov among the LXX interpreters is placed
for o, which for the Hebrews is face, surface, countenance, form, species.
Hence it also signifies respect and manner. Whence among the Rabbis o1 75 %
"in all ways," o1 1w %y "in two ways," where for ov» nothing prevents npo’comov
from being used in the same sense. Which in Greek would be literally translated,
¢k dv'o mpooco mov. Hence I translate, "so that in many ways (or from many
respects) the gift bestowed on us might be celebrated by the thanksgiving of
many for us.”" I add another. The Old Glossary, Ilpo'comov "Person, mouth,
countenance." It rightly says that npo’conov sometimes signifies "mouth." See
Psalm 18, or according to the Greeks 17, verse 9. Psalm 55, according to the
Greeks 54, verse 23, where for o they have npo’'comov. Hence it could be
translated, "so that from many mouths the gift bestowed on us, etc." We advise,
however, that the Syriac and the Arab translated as if they read, tva ék moldv
TPOG® TV T0* €ig NHAG xa piopla S0 oAV evyapiodfi vre'p Nudv. Then they took éx as
the preposition @ often avails among the Hebrews and Syrians, as a particle



serving the regimen of the Genitive: in this sense, "so that the gift bestowed on
us may be of many persons.”

CHAPTERIL

VERS. 10. xawo 1 29vn1 x77. "lest Satan should get an advantage of us." Boderianus,
"lest Satan bring an accusation against us." Ferrarius: 17y, "defrauded, slandered,
was angry, oppressed.’ xa%, "fraud, seizure, fraudulence, oppression, anger." So
also the Lexicon Syr. Arab. says that 2%y signifies allkll "injury or oppression,’ =l
"anger,’ and Ll "fraud." In the N.T. it is most frequently put for nicovextsiv, as is
the noun for mlcoveéi'o. Sometimes for adweiv, as in 1 Cor. 6, verses 7, 8.
Sometimes also for cvkogavteiv, but in that sense in which Luke 19, verse 8 says, i
Tvo’'s T éovkopa ' vinoo, where it signifies not so much slander as defrauding. I
would therefore translate also in this place, "lest Satan defraud us." The Greek
has tva pn’ mheovekddPev dmo’ tod Zatavd. The Arab: Uadll Uy 34 "lest Satan
overcome us." It seems he took the Syriac 2%y in the same sense as the Arabic <&
with a dotted Ain, which signifies to overcome; or it seems he took the Apostolic
mieovektelv for "to hold the superior parts” Which indeed by force of its
composition is the proper signification of that verb, and in this place it fits well.
Thus Aristotle said mleovext®d tiig Tipfic, "I have more honor, I surpass in honor."
Isocrates, oi 8t'xowor t@v &di'kov mheovektodot, 'the just surpass the unjust.’ Hence
mieovekteicb passively is "to have all the inferior parts." See Stephanus.

VERS. 14. \ Lowz 121 9327 X110 Xa\X? 2 o\, Boderianus, "But thanks be to God,
who in every time shows a specimen to us in Christ." Better Tremellius, "who at
all times makes a triumph for us in Christ." I would prefer, however, to translate
literally, "who at all times makes us a spectacle in Christ." For I think that lamed
in \\ is of the accusative case, not the dative. The sense is, "who through the
Gospel always exhibits us as superior, as if placed on a triumphal chariot, to be
viewed by all." He well expressed that of the Apostle, 1 na'vtote OpapBev ovt Hdg
¢v Xpiot@. The Arab: muall cps IS 8 Uik 3 & oY, "And thanksgiving to God, who
makes us victorious at all times in Christ."

VERS. 16. The Apostle had said in verse 15, 611 Xpiotod edodt'a éope’v 1 Oed &v Toig
cololle voig, kat' &v Toig dmorlvpie voig. It follows in verse 16, Oig pe'v, dopun” Bava tov &ig
0o vatov, oig d¢', ooun’ wiig eig {om'v. The Syriac seems to have distinguished these
differently. He did not read a comma after pe'v and &¢’, but after 6ava'tov in the
first member, and after {wiig in the second: in this way, Oic pe'v écpn’ Oova tov, &ig
Ba'votov: olg 8&' dopn’ Lofig, &g (on'v. For he translated, oo\ x1 xnm7 XN (a PXY
NN (o X1 X717 NNNa ['7'X70 NNIMY, that is, "to whom is the odor of death, unto
death: and to whom is the odor of life, unto life." So that the sense is, "to whom is
the odor of death," that is, who themselves have the odor of death in them, to
them I am an aroma unto death. And those who have the odor of life in them, to
them I am an aroma unto life. Since Tremellius and Boderianus did not notice
this, they translated against the usage of the language, "To these the odor of
death unto death, and to those the odor of life unto life." For 7 y»x with a



following pronoun never signifies "these" or "those," but "whom," % vy, as can be
clear from the preceding verse. And with the preposition lamed prefixed, 7 x>
it means "to whom." But what they translated, "To these the odor of death unto
death, and to those the odor of life unto life,’ the Syriac, unless I am mistaken,
would say, "N\ N'wa Lead [DN70 NNINN NNN2 L @ M2 The Arab certainly
understood the Syriac as we have said. For he translated, < sl &sall Caje (5o s (A3
slall slball Gaje pslalivy (il that is, "and those who deserve the odor of death, unto
death: and those who deserve the odor of life, unto life."

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 10. 07 X2 RIT7T L7093 6aIATLT 01 6wdAI) X2 ART 3 X017 g.). Tremellius,
"since indeed even that which was to be glorified was not, what was glorified, in
comparison with this excellent glory." Boderianus in the Royal Polyglot, "Since
indeed not even that which was glorified was glorified, which was glorified etc."
But in the interlinear version, what the words mean can scarcely be grasped, "As
that very thing for what also not glorified what was glorified." We have said at 1
Corinthians 14, verse 9, that 7 x177 5.} signifies "as if it were that," in Latin, "as if." If
you now understand the substantive verb because of that xi7, the sense is clear, in
this manner: "For it is, as if even that which was glorified had not been glorified,
in comparison with this excelling glory." See that phrase also in 2 Cor. 5, verse
20, where Tremellius also translated 7 177 <) as "as if" See also Gal. 3, verse 1,
where in the same phrase the substantive verb is also understood.

The Syriac has explained excellently what the Apostle said, & ya'p 10
Kotapyov Pevov, ' do'Eng, "for if that which is abolished, was through glory," sw is
put for év, the Apostle himself explaining in the following member, moAd paiiov
10" pevov, év 80'én. Therefore s’ o'Eng and év do0'En are the same. Nor is it strange
because both mean the same as the Hebrew, who would say here, ax 71202 87237 ox
79222 TRivy °3. You see it is a pure Hebraism in the Apostle's diction. Moreover, s
S0’éng is a periphrasis of an adjective, so that s’ d0'éng and év §o'én are nothing
other than #&éotov; elsewhere it may be translated adverbially évéo’éwc. For thus
the Hebrews are accustomed to express adverbs of quality by a preposition and a
substantive noun. As when God is said to exercise his punishments p733, s’
Sucatoov vng, &v dikatoov vy, that is dwcor'owc. And thus I take the apostolic phrase in 2
Peter 1, verse 3, "who has called us & 80'énc kot épetijc.’ The most learned Beza,
"to glory and virtue," I would prefer "gloriously and powerfully." For & here
means nothing other than the Hebrew 3, and that épemn’v said of God signifies
power and strength, the same as 1 or 771, the great Heinsius teaches most
eruditely in his preface to Aristarchus S. The Arab, however, translated s:s«
4lsays "to His glory and His good pleasure,’ where ' seems to signify,
"according to," and the word éapemn’v he seems to have taken for dpeoxer’a, as if it
were derived from ape’oko, "I please." The Syriac is far better: a\.a onaoxa (aoa
a>m, "who called us in his own glory, and power.'



VERS. 18. "We are transformed into the same image, from glory to glory," a7 5.}
Leo3 L3z Boderianus, "as from the Lord's Spirit." But such a regimen of the
genitive is entirely unusual for the Syrians. For they would say that as oo3 (&
L.3ma or Lazma fwoid a. When Tremellius noticed this, he translated "as from the
dominating Spirit." It would be better, "as from the Lord Spirit." "Dominator” for
the Syrians is called xwbw. But L.az signifies "Lord." But this sort of apposition is
harsh and also unusual for the Syrians. The position of the words does not seem
to bear any other interpretation than this: "as from the Lord is the Spirit." As if
he had not read, xofanep dno’ Kvpt'ov nvev patog, but xaba'nep dno” Kupt'ov nvedpa.
The sense is fitting, "just as the Spirit is from the Lord, so we are transformed by
that Spirit into the same image of the Lord." Or 1 5.}, as it properly sounds, can
be translated here, "according to what the spirit is from the Lord," that is,
"according to that measure of the Spirit which we receive from the Lord we are
transformed into the same image." That was undoubtedly the mind of the
Syriac. For the Arab also took it thus, <V z s, lin WS, "according to what (or as) the
Spirit of the Lord is given to us."

CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 4. Ev oig (namely drnorvpevoig) 6 Oco’g 100 aidvog tov 1ov 410 @Ahoce ta’ von Hoto
v dm’ctov, &g 00 In’ avya'car avtoig etc. The Syriac rightly observed that tév
am'ctov is so construed with the preceding words that it contains in itself the
reason why the perishing are justly blinded by the Devil, namely &' m'v dmoti ov.
Therefore he translated, (on? nim X597 P 72 (0oL "2 MW K17 X29YT A7KT PR etc.
That is, "whose god of this age has blinded the minds, because they do not
believe, so that the light of the Gospel etc. might not shine for them." Tremellius,
however, not correctly noticing either the Syriac phrase or its scope, translated,
"whose god of this age has blinded the minds, because they do not believe, and
the splendor might not shine for them,' that is, for this purpose that they might
not believe and that the splendor might not shine for them. And in this manner
also Boderianus translated, "so that they may not believe, lest it shine etc." But
that is neither in the Apostle nor does it agree with the words of the Syriac, who
said P X723, which is not, "so that they do not believe," but "because they do
not believe." Thus the Arab: sl sk S (sias Y aglY allal) 138 8 aga sl i ol 3 53 etc., "God
has blinded the hearts in this world, because they do not believe, so that it may
not appear to them etc." where, moreover, let it be observed in passing, it seems
he read, &v oig 6 ®co'g v prwoe ta’ von Pata &v 1d aidvt Tov . Or he certainly took
the words of the Apostle thus.

CHAPTER. V.

VERS. 3. *»vw 12 monwn &% pwa>7 an ax X9k, Tremellius, "Unless also, after we have
been clothed, we be found naked." In the same way Boderianus. But there is no
doubt that there has been a departure both from the words and from the mind
of the Syriac. For besides the fact that that sense can scarcely be reconciled with
the preceding and following context, the Syriac did not say in the plural 150,



"naked" (nudi), but in the singular >v7w, "naked" (nudus). For a better
interpretation, therefore, two things must first be indicated. First, that 7 7 not
only signifies when or since, or after, but just as 7 1» signifies "he who," so 7 m
signifies "that which." This is common. The other, that nonwn x> is not only the
first person plural future, but also the third singular. And so we translate, "but
also, what we have put on (or that with which we are clothed) will be found by us
to be naked." The Syriac meant this, that we are affected by a double benefit of
death, because not only is this body of ours with which we are now clothed to be
super-clothed with a heavenly dwelling, but that it itself also will be naked, naked
namely of that burden of sin and mortality, of which he makes mention in the
following verse, "For we," he says, "that are in this house do groan from its
weight, and we do not wish to be unclothed of it, but to be clothed upon it, that
its mortality may be swallowed up by life." As if to say, this body with which we
are now clothed, is wrapped in a most grievous burden, under which we groan:
nor can it be super-clothed with heavenly glory, unless it be stripped of that.
This will happen through death, it will be found at that time to be naked. For we
do not wish to be unclothed of it, but we wish it to be stripped so that
immortality may be put on over it. The Syriac does not seem to have read, stye
kot €vdvoa Pevol, o yopvol gvpednco Peba, but without the negative particle, etye xar
gvdvoa Pevor, yupvol evpednco’peda, that is, "if indeed we who are already clothed
shall be found naked," namely, so that we may be clothed with a better garment.
I doubt, however, whether there is not an error in x> and it should be read simply
2. In the Vienna edition, certainly, before nonw» there is indeed a little line, but so
curved, imperfect, and inelegant, that it does not represent an Olaph, but seems
to have been born from some stick used in the printing work. If we say this, it
will have to be translated, "not even what we have put on will be found by us to
be naked." The Arab translated, Lay 3l e a5 (il ol L 138 "if indeed with that which
we have put on we are not found naked also."

VERS. 6. ®Gappoivieg odv na'viote, kar' £id0 teg 611 évdnpodvieg év 16 om Pati, ékdnpodilev
ano” 100 Kupt'ov. How this verse is connected in various ways according to various
authors with the following ones, see in the notes of the celebrated Beza. Our
opinion is that Erasmus correctly translated the participle 6appodvieg by the
present indicative. This is frequent for our Apostle, who in this same chapter
below v. 12, wrote &80 veg for di'dopev. But I do not praise that he also translated
the participle &ido'teg by the indicative. For they do not cohere well, "We are
confident, and we know that we are absent from the Lord, for our absence from
the Lord does not produce confidence, but opposes it”. We translate, Therefore we
are always confident, even knowing that while we are at home in the body we are away
from the Lord. That is, the fact that we know we are now away from the Lord does
not destroy our confidence, but even so we are always confident. Thus, there is
no need to enclose either verse 7 in a parenthesis (as the Vulgate did, with the
particle in verse 8 protesting), nor verses 7 and 8 together (as Beza did). The
Syriac version also made the seventh verse parenthetical, but in order to connect



the sixth with the eighth correctly, it omitted from the sixth 8appodvreg odv na vrote,
and from the eighth it deleted d¢. The Arab followed the Syriac to the letter.

CHAPTER VIIL

VERSE 4. m'v ya'pw, hanc gratiam (this grace). Beza correctly, hanc beneficentiam
(this beneficence). For 1 to the Hebrews is grace, a gratuitous benefit. They also
call o>7on m> 3 the retribution or bestowal of graces, which they distinguish from
ap7e, alms, in this way. 1913 P2 o70n M27n IR APTE PTET T NP DT0N MPH3 D727 Iwhwa
TIWY? P2 1Y Pa 22700 MR 0PWY APTR 2ON°n° P2 000 P2 20700 MNA YN0 pCX uInna Pa.
That is, in three things beneficence is more excellent than almsgiving. First,
because alms are given only with money, whereas beneficence is practiced with
both body and money. Second, because alms are only for the living, whereas
beneficence is practiced for both the living and the dead. Third, because alms
are only for the poor, whereas beneficence is practiced not only for the poor but
also for the rich.

VERSE 20. The text is octelo’Pevor todrto, vitantes hoc (avoiding this). Hence
Tremellius, following the Greek rather than the Syriac phrasing, translates,
Evitavimus enim hoc (For we have avoided this). Boderianus in the Royal Polyglot,
caterum hoc devitamus (moreover we avoid this). In the Paris Polyglot, devitamus
autem in hoc (but we avoid in this). Translate, timentes autem sumus in hoc, meticulosi
(but we are fearful in this, meticulous), solicitous, we are anxious with care, lest
anyone should blame us in this matter; just as when sailors, fearing danger from
a storm, draw in the sails, which ctelo pevor properly denotes. Thus the Arab, ¢«
Y B gela g a5 mos metuimus in hac re (we are fearful in this matter). Therefore,
either the most learned Beza used a different version than the one published by
Erpenius, or he did not correctly understand the Arab, when he says that he read
okento Pevor spectantes (looking), which they say is ¢y kb, Furthermore, ¢o'Bov
signifies fear or what is a little more, anxiety, Acts 27:9, 33; 1 John 4:18. See what
we note on those passages.

CHAPTER IX.

VERSE 5. "For this reason, I was careful to ask my brothers to come to you
before me, and to prepare the blessing, Lomaa oaxnax) man (ma'a” Tremellius:
"of which you have already been admonished, that it should be ready.
Boderianus: "which you have heard from the beginning, that it may be ready.’
Literally, "which from the beginning you have been heard of as being ready," that
is, for which there has long been a report about you that it would be ready. He
has correctly expressed the Apostle's words, v mpokatnyyeAie vnv gdhoyt ov DUV,
o v étot Pnv givan, 'that your blessing, which was announced beforehand, might
be ready," of which there was formerly a fame and rumor.

VERSES 12, 18, 14. The parenthesis which begins in verse 12 before &' g
Soxipfg, and ends in verse 13, should be removed. And the dative which follows in



verse 14, xa' adtdv den’cel, does not belong to verse 12, as Beza wished—for there
is nothing there for the dative to be governed by—but is governed by §o&o {ovteg
in verse 13. And a third reason is given why the saints of the Jews have cause to
praise God, namely because they also pray for the Corinthians, because through
the beneficence of the Corinthians they have been provoked to pray to God for
them; for that reason they praise God. And & moAdv eoyapiotidv I do not
translate "through many thanksgivings,” but "through the thanksgivings of
many." And to moAdv I refer, by an enallage of case, what follows in verse 13,
Soka Lovteg, for Sofuloviov. We have observed a similar enallage also in the
preceding verse 11, and in 2 Cor. 1:7, Eph. 3:17, Rev. 1:4-5.

CHAPTER X.

VERSE 9. La™av)g 05 L) Mpama oo 5u) adap) 1Na caa Lk Tremellius, and
Boderianus in his interlinear version: "But I doubt lest I should be esteemed as
one who by terrifying would terrify you by my letters." But the word ~20x, which
is found only in Aphel, does not mean to doubt, but to neglect, not to care, to
omit. See Hebrews 12:5; Acts 18:17. Therefore, in the Royal Polyglot he translates,
"Moreover, I do not care to be esteemed as one," etc., but this is not correct
either. For first, he neglected the distinguishing point, which is after x%7. Then,
that negative, "I do not care,’" is contained in -20x. Therefore, another negation
should follow, "I do not care not to be esteemed." For what follows is x%7. Thirdly,
it is repugnant to the Apostle's meaning, who expressly says that he does care
about this, that he should not seem to wish to terrify them by his letters. The
sense is clear, and coheres very well with the preceding, if you translate it thus:
"But I omit, so that I may not be esteemed as one who by terrifying would terrify
you by my letters." He had said in the preceding verse, "Though I should boast
somewhat more of our authority... I should not be ashamed." But, he says, "I omit
this, lest I should be esteemed as acting to terrify you." Thus he has very well
supplied the ellipsis of the Apostle, iva pn' §oéw og @v éxeoPsiv HUdg S’ TdvV
¢motordv. The Syriac Lexicon explains n2ox by the Arabic U, he hesitated, Jie Jas
e, and it signifies neglect and rejection. The sense therefore will be: but I
hesitate, or I cease, and I neglect or reject boasting further of my authority. I add
Ferrari, who translates -2ox intransitively as "he turned away,' and transitively as
"he turned away, he withdrew." He says it generally refers to the eyes and sight,
and he cites a place from Isaiah 1:15 where it is taken transitively for o%yx, I will
hide. So also in this place it may be translated, "but I hide," or "I withdraw and
hold back," namely, the boasting which I had begun. Intransitively it is correctly
taken for oxnn 9% in Proverbs 3:11, "do not be averse to the chastening of the Lord."
N’ dAyo pet mondet ag kvpt'ov. And in Acts 18:17, 1% 5y 119235 77 720n M &9, "And Gallio
was averse to these things," that is, he withdrew himself and did not care. So also
in this place it can be translated, "but I turn away," or "I withdraw myself,"' namely
from the boasting I had begun, lest I should be thought to terrify, etc. The Arab
has expressed the Syriac excellently: <t Jeal 4 e, "except that I reject this"



(namely, to boast of my authority), il Sl J ol oy 3L "lest anyone should
think that I am terrifying you by my letter."

CHAPTER XI.

VERSE 8. 0 &g Ebav é&nma’moev. By the serpent is understood Satan, whose
instrument was the serpent. About this, one reads in Maimonides' Moreh
Nebuchim, part 2, chapter 30, that it was handed down by the Hebrew sages, wninw
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wwn, "that the serpent had a rider, and that the serpent was the size of a camel,
and that its rider was the one who deceived Eve, and that this rider was
Sammael, and that this name they use absolutely for Satan." He then adds that it
was also handed down by the sages that when the serpent approached Eve, it cast
filth upon her (xamr 72 2vn), from which the Israelites who stood at Mount Sinai
were cleansed, but the other nations were not.

This filth cast by the serpent upon man brings to mind the story that is narrated
in Plutarch's Life of Cleomenes near the end. When Cleomenes had been hanging
on the cross for some time, his head was found to be entwined by a great serpent
or dragon. And when this had seized all the spectators with stupor and great
admiration, and divine honors had begun to be offered to him, natural reasons
were given by the wise men by which this could have happened. Namely, just as
bees are generated from the putrefied bodies of oxen, wasps from those of
horses, and beetles from those of donkeys, so from human bodies, when a
confluence and consistency of corruption occurs around the marrow, serpents
are born. And the ancients, having observed this, consecrated the dragon, above
all animals, to heroes. If this is true, the human body itself must be said to have
an affinity with the serpent.

VERSE 19. J o33 on@a odpaza) 1. 064) s, Tremellius: "For you are easy
to hear the foolish in mind." Boderianus: "For you are peaceful to hear those
destitute of mind." I would prefer, "for you are secure to obey those destitute of
mind." For . is the participle passive of Aphel, from the Hebrew verb mn, to
rest. Therefore, literally, "you are made quiet to obey," that is, you obey quietly,
securely, and without any anxiety; you do not hesitate to listen to them. He well
expressed the mind of the Apostle, #oc'wg dveyecle v dopovov. I confess,
however, that among the Rabbis m also denotes ease and speed, as in Pirkei Avot
ch. 5, §11, mx> mn ow>> m, "is easy to anger and easy to be reconciled,’ to which is
opposed my1» nwpy owd mwp, "difficult to anger, and difficult to be reconciled.”

VERSE 20. amnxpa (. Tremellius: "and you exalt him who enslaves you." So
also Boderianus in the interlinear version. But in the Royal Polyglot: "And you
are solicitous for him who enslaves you." I would prefer, "and you pay attention
to him who subjects you." So in Acts 7:39, Stephen says of Moses, a3y 1N
ol o oxpaxz\. Tremellius: "our fathers would not endure him." Boderianus
better: "Our fathers would not pay attention to him." @ odx 76g"Ancov vmn koot



yeve o ot mate peg NUdv. Thus in chapter 10, verse 7, the Centurion sent a soldier
"who feared God," o\ Jéa s maxpa L o). Tremellius: "whom he held in esteem." He
refers it to the centurion, when in fact the words pertain to the soldier. Far more
correctly, therefore, Boderianus: "him who was devoted to him. Tav
npockaptepov viov avtd, that is, one of those who, since they were always with him,
paid attention to him, so that they might receive his commands. So in this place
he says to the Corinthians, "you are devoted to him who subjects you, you pay
attention to such a man," what the Apostle said, dveyeo0e &i 1ig Vpdg katadovrol. The
Arab says, £ asie el o455 "you submit yourselves (you allow yourselves to be
ruled) to him who makes you slaves."

CHAPTER XII.

VERSE 8. "Concerning this I pleaded with the Lord three times, ..z oo, 2332
Boderianus: "that it might depart from me." I would prefer, "that he might make
it depart from me," or "that he might remove it from me." Thus Tremellius
correctly translates, just as in 1 Timothy 4, verse 3, o1\, they remove (i.e.,
they make abstain) from foods. For it is of the Aphel conjugation, where verbs
that are intransitive in Kal become transitive. And this verb in Kal means to
depart. It seems the Syriac referred the Apostle's words, ivo dmootii an’ épod, to
God, and took them transitively. And perhaps not wrongly, since even in Acts
5:37 this verb is taken transitively, Kot dne’otnoe Aao'v ixavo'v ém’co avtod. Indeed, if
I am not mistaken, agi'omt is always transitive, nor is it explained otherwise in
Stephanus' Thesaurus.




ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
GALATTANS.

CHAPTER 1.

VERSE VII. When he had said, "I marvel that you are so soon removed from him
that called you into his grace, unto another Gospel,’ there follows .aoa.) JNa L)
O N3 an) oxg ) Lan). Tremellius and Boderianus in the Paris Polyglot:
"which is not another, but there are some that trouble you." I do not deny that
the Syriac words bear that interpretation. They also bear another, which,
although in the same sense, Boderianus expressed in the Royal Polyglot: "which
indeed is not, but according as there are some, it is that which strikes terror into
you." He took aoau) for a demonstrative pronoun, when it is in fact pleonastic.
See my Grammar, p. 138. I therefore delete "it is that,’ and simply translate,
"which is not, but there are, as it were, certain ones who trouble you." Ovk &t
d\ho, €l PN’ Tve'c giow, ol tapa’coovieg VPdg. He translated ei pn” tveg, "unless certain
ones," by "but as if certain ones." The Arab took &i un” simply for Wi Sl 53 5a sar Cand
~Sisely "which is not found, but certain men trouble you."

VERSE 14. .z 2"a L) o 2 e "than many of my equals in age." Literally,
"sons of my years." vne’p morhov'g cvvnlkiw tac. Therefore, the vowel under the
letter 1 is superfluous, which should be pronounced with a sheva, although the
editions here agree. Otherwise, it would have to be translated, "sons of my teeth,"
for )«x is tooth, plural )"«x teeth, with the affix ."= my teeth. But )"z is year,
plural ."x with a sheva. Whence in Acts 20, v. 31, aodx )N\ ada o «x2, "that for
three years I did not cease." However, it must not be concealed that in the
Viennese edition, one reads »w without the plural pointing, which can be correct,
so that it is one of those nouns we discuss in our Grammar, p. 156, which in the
singular with the first-person affix take the vowel tsere: .nz, my name; .zna, my
blood; .a), my father; .a3, my son, etc. So from ).z, year, ..z, my year. It must
therefore be translated, "more than many sons of my year," i.e., born in the same
year as me, and therefore my contemporaries. We cannot conceal that we have
found in a hymn of Ephrem on the Humility of Christ, g z ) «x3x.x03 «#, "Wwho
is older in years than you." Where both the plural points are present, and the
meter altogether demands that it be read ) «xa.

CHAPTER IIL

VERSE 1. '« Lam\33) 363 @ «o2 3oa. Tremellius: "Then after fourteen years I
went up again." Boderianus in the Royal Polyglot: "from fourteen years.
Correctly, however, in the Paris Polyglot: "from before fourteen years," that is,
before 1 wrote this. Thus he understood what the Apostle said, #rewo S
Sexatescn pov &tdv ma hv dve Py gig Tepoco Awpa. He did not think Aw® étév was said of
the time that passed between the first journey to Jerusalem and the second, but



of that which had passed between the second and the writing of this epistle. The
Arab translated differently, who rendered it > s, "after."

VERSE 8. .\ g) yaa )d9)eN Adua oaa Az Tremellius: "For he that wrought
effectually in Kipha, was mighty in me also." Boderianus in the Paris Polyglot: "in
Cephas, in me." In the Royal Polyglot: "In Kipha." I translate more properly, "For
he who incited (or made zealous, studious, diligent) Cephas, also incited me." For
L\ d. is zealous, studious. Laoxa. is zeal, diligence. Thus the Arab: kel 3 <l ¢l
shas 1% JeiaY) Lall "for he who gave Peter effort (or zeal) likewise admonished

me.

VERSES 15, 16. (20007 L0 LA AN (B «0001 N0 . J0200L (00§ 2 1\ qa»
LexAaXdoT a0 (o 9) LA o JaosAaaoa N\ JooAa Laah A LT3 0208 )
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ama \g maaym. The proposition contained in these verses is conditional, and is
translated by Tremellius and Boderianus with only the antecedent, without the
consequent. Tremellius, however, in his notes, wants it to be understood: "How
much more does it suit the Gentiles, who by nature are alien from God, to be
justified by faith alone in Christ, and not by the works of the law, which cannot
justify even us Jews."

However, the lack of a consequent can be supplied if you translate thus: "For if
we who are Jews by nature, and not sinners of the Gentiles, because we know
that a man is not justified by the works of the law but by the faith of Jesus Christ,
even we have believed in the same Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the
faith of Christ, and not by the works of the law, that is, because by the works of
the law no flesh shall be justified." The whole proposition, therefore, is: if even
we Jews believe in Christ, that we may be justified by faith, it is not by works that
this happens, because no flesh can be justified by works. Or if it should be said
that the aforementioned verses contain a mere condition, it can be joined with
the condition which is in the following verse, to which the apodosis is there
subjoined. In this way: "If we Jews ourselves have believed in Christ that we
might be justified by faith, not by works: and if, while seeking to be justified by
Christ, we ourselves also are found sinners, is therefore Christ the minister of
sin?" As if to say: you, Peter, by your action constitute Christ as if a minister of
sin. For if we Jews, who believe in Christ and seek righteousness through faith,
not from the law, are nevertheless constituted sinners, that is, we are subjected to
the law from which comes the knowledge of sin, as sinners, which you by your
action seem to imply, is Christ therefore a minister of the law and thus of sin?
God forbid, he says. For I through Christ am dead to the law. But if I build again
the law which I destroyed, and subject myself to it again, I make myself a
transgressor, who was otherwise righteous in Christ, and thus I make Christ a
minister not of righteousness but of sin. I would rest in this opinion, for the Arab
also begins verse 15 with a conditional particle, and subjoins no other apodosis
than that which is at the end of verse 17.



CHAPTER IIIL

VERSE 1. (053 nmw osz. Tremellius: "who has bewitched you?" Boderianus: "who
bewitches you?" But that the verb nw. is taken for "to bewitch" is handed down
by lexicographers only by conjecture from this one place. Otherwise, it always
means to be envious, to envy, as does the noun )nm., envy. Since therefore
Backar'vetv means not only to bewitch but also to envy, the Syriac took it in the
latter way, when he translated the Apostle's words, 1’ vpdg éBa’okave, as amw o7
«°%3, that is, "who envies you?" And note, what follows in the Apostle, tfj d¢infet’o
Pn" el 0ec0o1, does not follow in the Syriac. It seems he did not read those words,
because he did not even touch upon them. But it immediately follows, "because
behold, it is as if Jesus Christ crucified had been portrayed before your eyes." The
meaning of the Syriac seems to have been this: you foolish Galatians, can you
complain that any one of us envies you, because we have not revealed the full
salvation to you? When, on the contrary, we have preached Christ to you so
clearly, no differently than if he with his cross had been portrayed before your
eyes. Or thus: Who is so wicked as to envy you this good, that behold, it is as if
Christ crucified were portrayed, etc. I prefer this sense. The Arab followed him:
Lishas oSigie (g 1) seae gl oS (558 5 oS s (531 1D (e,

VERSE 5. "He therefore that ministereth to you the Spirit, and worketh miracles
among you, does he it £& Epywv vo Hov, §i £ dxofig m'cteng; from the works of the law,
or from the hearing of faith?" (supply: does he minister it?). This afirmative
question is equivalent to an absolute negative, as is common elsewhere, and is as
much as if he had said, "not from the works of the law, but from the hearing of
faith he ministers it." With this, the sixth verse coheres without any ellipsis, "As
Abraham believed God, and it was accounted to him for righteousness." He
proves, namely by the example of Abraham, that the Spirit was not ministered
from works, but from faith. Whence the conclusion rightly follows in verse
seven, "Know ye therefore that they which are of faith, the same are the children
of Abraham." This connection establishes no ellipsis in verse five, much less a
harsh one (as it seemed to the illustrious Beza). Nor does it leave any necessity to
construct, with that most learned man, a relative proposition from verses six and
seven, of which the Ilpo’tacic is in verse six, the Ano’Socic in verse seven, where to
indicate the Amo’Socigc he added at the beginning of the verse, "so." But he
translates &po as "namely,’ not "therefore." The Vulgate interpreter and the Syriac
follow our opinion.

VERSE 14. "That the blessing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles through
Christ Jesus." The blessing of Abraham was, "In thy seed shall all nations be
blessed," etc. Peter, referring this also to Christ in Acts 3:25-26, says, "Unto you
first God, having raised up his Son Jesus, sent him to bless you." But here Paul
rightly infers that blessing from the curse to which Christ was subject in our
place on the cross, so that we may know that this blessing depends on the
priesthood of Christ, inasmuch as he offered himself as a victim for us.



Therefore, the blessing had its fulfillment at that time, which the high priest is
commanded to pronounce in Numbers 6, verse 24: "The LORD bless thee, and
keep thee. The LORD make his face shine upon thee, and be gracious unto thee.
The LORD lift up his countenance upon thee, and give thee peace." The
Hebrews call this a»15 no7a the blessing of the Law, and they establish these rules
for it: that the priest should bless 1. wipn w3, in the holy tongue. 2. nvnya,
standing. 3. o953 mxowia, with uplifted hands. 4. o1 73, with a loud voice. 5. 715 019
o10, face to face. 6. wmona owa, by pronouncing the name Jehovah, which appears
three times in this blessing, and outside of it, it was forbidden to pronounce. 7.
v1pna, in the Sanctuary. These things were fulfilled in the true priest, Christ, who
in the holy tongue, raised up on the cross, with uplifted hands, with a loud voice,
his face turned to the face of the onlookers, being himself Jehovah, in the
Sanctuary or temple of his body, cried out that all things were completed, which,
namely, the typical priest used to pronounce for the blessing of the people.
Therefore, God providentially brought it about that, with the sanctuary of the
temple in Jerusalem destroyed shortly after, that blessing was never again
uttered by any priest with the wmon7 ow, since it had now found its fulfillment in
our high priest, Christ. Nor do they dare to utter it, both because they are
ignorant of the correct and évo potog avtod éxem vynoig pronunciation, and because
it was considered unlawful to utter it outside the temple. For thus we read in the
treatise Eruvin: "Since the temple was destroyed, it is sufficient for a man to use
in his praises the name of two letters, m." Gloss: because the name w™sn1 ow is not
given to every man, but only to the Priests. And these indeed, own nx o wipna
™Mraa r7e 1203, 'in the sanctuary pronounce that name as it is written, but in the
province by its epithets." To which must be added from the Tractate Tamid, that
this blessing was pronounced with the w97 ow only once a year, o951 or3, on
the Day of Atonement, so that we may know that it all depended on the
priesthood of Christ, and on his body as the true temple, and on his expiation,
and consisted solely in him, through whom the secret name of God, which had
been unknown to all except the priest, was made to us wmsn», explained, as John
testifies in chapter 1:18.

VERSE 15. )} 37} L1} 2«32«32 o). Tremellius: "My brethren, as one who speaks
among the sons of men (supply: they speak), I speak." Boderianus without
supplement: "as among men I speak." I would prefer, "according to what is
among men, [ speak,’ that is, after the manner of men, according to that which is
customary among men. ol ¢ o5 WS, "as it is among men," says the Arab. Thus
he correctly explained the Apostle's phrase, xota” &vOponov Ae'yo. In the same way
the Syriac explained it in 1 Cor. 15:82, &i xata’ &vBponov énpopa’ynoa &v 'Ege 'cm: )
Laooa auaax) Lxl) a3 632 5u), 'if according to what is among the sons of men
(supply: is or is done) I was thrown to the beasts," that is, in a human manner, as
is wont to happen to men. Boderianus again translates, "as among men."
Tremellius, "as among men."



VERSE 16. Kat' 1® one’ppatt’ cov, 8¢ éott Xpioto'c. The seventy interpreters correctly
observed that one’ppa is said not only of many, but also of one, in Gen. 3:15,
where referring 1o’ one’ppo tfic yuvawko'c to one person, namely the Messiah, they
translated, adto’c cov mpn'cer xepodn’v. The neuter gender being changed to
masculine, so that we would know a specific person is understood by one’ppo. So
also in chapter 4, verse 25, concerning the person of Seth, whom God had given
in place of Abel, Eve says, "God hath appointed me another seed." And in chapter
21:13, concerning Ishmael to Abraham, x17 7371 °3, "because he is thy seed.”

CHAPTER IV.

VERSE 15. Ti'g odv fiv 6 Pakapiopo’s vpdv; Beza: "What then was the proclaiming of
your blessedness?” I translate without difficulty, "What then was your
blessedness?" so that the sense is: great, undoubtedly, is the blessedness of those
who receive the servants of Christ as Christ himself. Thus you once received me.
What and how great, therefore, was your blessedness at that time? Now, indeed,
it is much diminished, after my doctrine has been spurned and you prefer
pseudo-apostles to me. The Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabic have understood it this
way, except that they seem to have read, nod odv éotv 6 Pakapicplo’g Vpdv; "where
then is your blessedness?" And the Arab adds ¢¥), "now." Concerning the meaning
of the word paxopicpo’s, see what we have noted on Romans 4, verse 9.

VERSE 17. Zniobow dpdg, ov koAdc, dAha’ éxkieicon Mg 0 lovowy, tvo adtov'g tidte. D.
Beza was the first to read fpdc, and he himself confesses that in all codices it is
written vpdc. I would not dare to change anything here against the authority of
all the codices, especially since the old Latin also has vos, and the Syriac likewise.
I confess, however, that there seems to be some error here, since éxrkigicor vVdg
0e"hovowv does not seem to admit a suitable sense here. But that great father of
learning, Erasmus, says that in Greek it is éyxieiom, but that the codices vary, and
in some it is ékkieiocar. D. Beza rejects that éyxieica. But there is no doubt that the
Syriac read it so, for he translates \Jag oa \ogxa.a\, which Boderianus translates
very badly as, "but they want to exclude you," but Tremellius excellently, "but
they want to include you." For xa. never means anything other than to include,
to shut up, to restrain, just as a boy is included in swaddling clothes, or a captive
in a prison. As in Gal. 3:22, cuve'khewoev 1y ypaen’ 1o’ ma'vio vro® apapti’av, the Syriac
said xa.. And verse 23, éppovpov Pedo cuykekieislle vou gig t'v e Aovoav m'otv, he
said «ox.a., shut up, constrained, and so always elsewhere. It properly has the
meaning of binding, tying, obliging. Whence also among the Hebrews, wan is said
of physicians binding wounds with plasters and bandages; likewise of travelers
saddling horses or donkeys, and tightening their girths. From this a plain sense is
elicited: "They are zealous for you, but not well; but they want to enclose you,
that you also may be zealous for them." That is, they feign a great study of love
towards you, but falsely. For this is what they are doing, that they may enclose
you for themselves, that they may constrain you in themselves as if imprisoned,
or bind and oblige you to themselves, so that you also may be studious and



observant of them. The Arab used the same word as the Syriac, S~ o505, "they
want to imprison you," as also in that Arabic proverb, il dlaalls (usthall Gusi ¥ which
Scaliger and Erpenius translated, "Do not imprison the peacock and the dove
together."

VERSE 30. O pn" «Anpovoun’on 6 vio'g tfig moudt okng Heta’ 100 viod thg §hevde’pac. It
must be observed here that the reason why Ishmael is excluded from the
inheritance is not simply because he was the son of a concubine, but because he
was the son of a bondwoman. For the sons of concubines, if they were freeborn
and Israelite, also entered into the inheritance. R. D. Kimchi openly testifies to
this in his commentary on 2 Sam. 9:7, where, raising a scruple that David gave all
the goods of King Saul to be possessed by Mephibosheth alone, he says
expressly, nn% 717 72 m> 7 X071 19 oX WARD "13 0Aw SYRY MIRW Hw 2w 19 03 PR NI 9% I
nwons 9o7, "The sons of Rizpah, the daughter of Aiah, were also heirs of Saul,
although they were sons of a concubine. If so, how was it in David's power to
give everything to Mephibosheth?" He resolves the doubt by stating that
Mephibosheth entered into these possessions not by way of inheritance, but of
donation, because the entire inheritance of Saul had devolved into the hands of
David on account of the crime of treason. Moreover, even the children of
concubines, whose intercourse was incestuous and shameful, who were properly
called ommn, were admitted to the inheritance. For so Rambam has it in
Halachoth Nechaloth, chapter 1: nx W =rmn 1219 7w 13 9% w23 Pwar A7aya Parpn 93
moma PAR W o013 wws x o amn, "All relatives, even through transgression, are
heirs, no differently than legitimate ones. How so? For example, if someone has
an illegitimate son, or an illegitimate brother, behold, they are to the inheritance
as the other sons, and as the other brothers." But those who are from a
bondwoman or a foreign woman are different. For Maimonides continues thus:
593 WY IPRY D727 1R 232 12 WK DI M W amswn 7 1ma vax, "But his son from a
bondwoman or a foreign woman is not considered a son in any of the things that
have been said, nor is he an heir at all." He who wishes for more, let him consult
the most learned treatise of John Selden on the successions according to the laws
of the Hebrews, chapter 3.

CHAPTER V.

VERSE 26. M’ ywe peba kevo oot The Syriac literally: Juwaox omam oo )N\, "And
let us not be empty of glory." For the ambitious, and those who are desirous of
vain glory, even when they think they have attained the most glory, are empty of
glory, because what they have attained is vain and empty. And most true is what
Hillel says in chapter 1 of Aboth, mnw 728 x»w 73, "he who makes a name for
himself, loses his name."

CHAPTER VI.

VERSE 12. tvo pn’ 1@ otovpd 100 Xpiotod S 'koviar. Beza: "lest they should suffer
persecution for the cross of Christ,’ following Erasmus. The Vulgate is



undoubtedly better: "lest they should suffer the persecution of the cross of
Christ." Literally, "lest they should suffer persecution by the cross of Christ." In
which way the Syriac must absolutely be translated, )\ Lwxp3 ai9myd 26,32
«°423as, which Tremellius incorrectly translates, "Only that for the cross," etc.
The true sense is, "lest they should suffer the cross of Christ." In Dutch, "op dat sy
met Christi cruyce niet vervolght en worden," that is, lest they be afflicted with
the same cross with which Christ was afflicted, or, lest they be compelled to
undergo the cross, which the doctrine of Christ brings. The Arab agrees
completely with the Syriac, for he translates t® stavpd with the preposition «,
which does not mean "for," but forms the ablative.




ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
EPHESIANS.

CHAPTER I. VERS. XVIIIL

Hepotiope voug tov'g dpfoipov's, etc. The Syriac translated as if he read wot
nepoticpe voug. Beza took the accusatives absolutely, "the eyes being enlightened,’
which the Greeks are accustomed to express with the genitive, but sometimes
also with the accusative, as in Aristotle, Gonep Pn’ ovk avtd Yo pav Tva’ odoav, 'as if
there were no region for him," for yo’pac tvo'g obong. See what we have noted on
Acts 26, verse 3. ¢ig 10" sivar could also be understood, "so that the eyes may be
enlightened." Just as in James 2, verse 5, "He chose the poor nlovct ovg év m'ctet” for
eic 10" eivon mhovot'ovg, "that they should be rich in faith." Acts 5, verse 31, todtov 6
0c0’g apynyo'v ko' cotipa Bywoe, for eic 1o’ elvar dpymyo’v, "this man God exalted to be a
prince and a savior." Romans 8, verse 29, npoo pice GuIHo peovg Tig &iko vog Tod viod
avtod, "he predestined them to be conformed to the image of his son."

CHAPTER IIIL

VERSE 11. Xox.a aiaavo .om\ (7 Loa 2av%a oa. Tremellius: "That which had been
prepared from the ages, and he did it in Jeschua." Boderianus in the Royal
Polyglot: "which indeed was to be from eternity, but was made in Jeschua." In the
Paris Polyglot: "That which was to be from eternity, and he did it" etc. The most
learned men seem to have established an error in aa\.; and wished to read .o,
which you will find substituted for it in the Paris edition, a most manifest error.
Since the feminine .o precedes, one should have read )a.axa, and instead of
a2\, the Syriac reading is excellent, and should be translated, "which he had
prepared from the ages, and effected it in Jesus." In the same way the Arab, i
g s laSly Haall dily) e e "which he prepared from the beginnings of the ages,
and perfected it in Jesus."

VERSE 15. "E¢ ob nica motpo’, etc. Vulgate: "of whom all paternity." Erasmus: "of
whom every family named from a common father." Beza: "of whom the whole
family," correctly. So also for the Arabs ¢4, paternity, is used for family, as in that
passage of the chronicler Elmacin, @l ol ¢l Je ne uedla 350 e 28330 4y o1 "And no
one ruled the Caliphate from the paternity (i.e., family) of the Hashemites
except Ali son of Abi Talib."

CHAPTER IV.

(VERSE 16). Tremellius and Boderianus: "joints". We add only that, according to
Ferrari, ).oax is properly the "joint of the members," namely from )iz, "he
loosed," because the individual joints are loosed from one another and are only
united by a ligament.



VERSE 19. (oaaowa. Tremellius & Boderianus: "in their greed." This word
appears four times in the New Testament for meove&i'a. As also the verb . for
mheovektelv in 2 Cor. 12:17, 18. Ferrari explains oo as "avarice, or the vice of
gluttony, gluttonousness." Similarly, the Syriac-Arabic Lexicon: -, "wickedness,"
specifically, ~'s, "avarice and gluttony."

CHAPTER V.

VERSE 4. )g.o0x WNo. Tremellius: "neither obscenity." Boderianus, in the plural,
better: "neither obscenities." Both looked to the Greek word aicypo’tng. But the
Syriac word )g.oy. means "reviling, slander," Aowdopt'av, for which it is used in 1
Timothy 5:14; 1 Peter 3:9, as also the verb ¢.a. always for lowopeiv. Since,
therefore, this whole verse deals with sins which consist in speech, to which the
Apostle opposes svyapiott’av, the Syriac wanted to explain what kind of aisypo tra
he thinks is meant here, namely that which consists in revilings. Thus also the
Arab: 241 ¥, "neither blasphemy.”

VERSE 13. \text{Ta 8¢ mévra &leyydPeva, Vmd 10D Q®TOC Qavepodrol wdv yap TO
pavepodpevov, odg ¢oti). The Syriac translates these latter words of the Apostle:
oo Lamos I\ aza 3N manNg. which Tremellius translated "for every thing that
manifests, is light." Boderianus: "all that which reveals, is light." But the Syriac did
not say I\\za in Peal, but )\\.aza in Ethpeel. It should therefore be translated,
"all that which is revealed (or is manifested), is light." For the Syriac thought that
pavepov Pevov in the Apostle is used passively, not actively. Let the learned judge
whether this is not for the best. The Apostle had said that they perpetrate their
nefarious deeds in secret. But they will not always, he says, remain in secret. For
they will be reproved at some point; and when they are reproved, those works
will be manifested by the light; and when they are so manifested, they are no
longer secret, but are light. Thus the Arab, L s lsisa JS WK, "whatever has been
manifested, is light."

VERSE 15. "See then that you walk oo)iaaxzn” Tremellius & Boderianus:
"circumspectly." It does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament. Therefore
Tremellius wishes it to be put for a_)a.ay, "cautiously.” But the word is common
among the Syrians. Ferrari: agax), "he boasted." L a.ax, "illustrious, glorious." Its
feminine is )ea.ax, "illustrious." The Syriac-Arabic Lexicon explains agaxz by
»ay "he is glorified.” In Arabic, ,a, "he boasts,' 3, "he swells with pride." In
Aphel, 1ax), "he made illustrious, he made glorious." Whence in the Rites of
Severus on baptism it is said, 13onJ0 L<i9Tn L1280 576k S0 loaso, "And may
your holy seal be for them an illuminator and a guardian." In the Syriac-Arabic
Lexicon, )aax is explained by <), "splendid," < (I think one should read
<)), "elegant,’ ¢ W), "distinguished, excellent,” (&), "pious,” L4, "illustrious,’ =l
"luminous.” So the substantive Lidox by ), "splendor,” « ¢l (perhaps one should
read i), "elegance," &, "piety," 4=l », "excellence,’ Jws, "beauty," s, "glory, or
boasting." From which it is clear that the adverb a.)3axzn should be translated,
"splendidly, gloriously, excellently, distinguishably, beautifully," etc., or even



"piously,’ because nothing is more splendid or more glorious than piety. The
Arab translates, "see now how you walk 4ally ekils" "with purity and chastity."

VERSE 16. E&ayopalo pevotl to'v koipo'v, &t oi ne’par movnpar” gioct. He warns that the
opportunity must be used, lest it slip away, according to that saying of Hillel in
chapter 2 of Aboth: mnn &% xnw mwx moxws» wxn 78, "Do not say, when I have leisure
I will study; perhaps you will not have leisure." The Apostle's phrase, however,
seems to be taken from Daniel 2, verse 8, where Nebuchadnezzar says to the
procrastinating Magi, "I know for certain 1331 Py X379 °7," "that you would gain the
time." where the LXX uses the same phrase as the Apostle, én” dAnbet’ag oida &ym’ d1t
xopo'v gEayopa Cete VUgic. The sense in Daniel is, just as those who buy, do so with
all diligence, and spend money on this, so that the goods they need may be
given to them, so that they may get their use from them, as from their own: so
you do this one thing, that time may be given to you, thinking that there is
nothing now that you need more, and that could be more useful to you for
escaping the evil imminent from my edict. So also the Apostle wishes that
among all goods, the time of grace should be most precious to us, most useful
and most salutary, which we would most want to be given to us, and being given,
to be prolonged, and therefore not to be neglected, nor to be allowed to slip
away from us without fruit.

VERSE 33. 'H &¢" yovn', tva gopijtar 10'v dvdpa. There is an ellipsis in that iva, such as is
in the Enchiridion of Epictetus, paragraph 23: av ntwyo'v vmoxpt'vncoi” og 0g'An, tva
kot todtov evguic vrokpt'vy, "If he (God) wants you to play the part of a beggar on
the stage (of this life), see that you play that part also with skill."

CHAPTER VI.

VERSE 2. Tv'pa to'v mate’pa cov kar' m'v unte’pa cov. The Hebrews say that oxy ax 1123,
"honoring father and mother," is among those things 1vpm a1 o2w2 amrmon H31% oY
xan 02w W nep, "of which a man eats the fruits in this world, but the principal
remains for him in the world to come."

VERSE same. "And this is the first commandment a3 ¢.\7za." Boderianus in the
Royal Polyglot: "which is promised." That is ¢\zma. In the Paris Polyglot,
however, as also Tremellius: "which promises." I do not disapprove, for we have
warned several times before that the form A\xaz is sometimes taken passively,
sometimes actively. Now, these words follow after ©ww'pa to'v mote’pa in the
Apostle's text, but in the Syriac they precede it, and "honor thy father" follows as
a citation of the words of the fifth commandment. So also in the Arab: isasll s2a
ey Al a8 L Lsladl AN "this is the first commandment, in which it is
commanded, honor thy father and thy mother." They seem to have read, fitig éot’
mpw’m évtoAn’ &v émayyeh’q, T Mo 10'v mate pa cov kol ™'v Unte’pa cov. And indeed the
Arab did not take éroyyeh’a for "promise,’ but for "proclamation” or "edict," for it
also signifies that, as does érayye Ao, "I proclaim, I declare."



VERSE 12. Tlpo'g ta'g épya’s, mpo’g ta’g Eovet’ag, mpo’'g tov’'g koo Pokpa topag, etc. It is the
same as if he had said, "against the gods of this world." For so the Devil is called
in 2 Cor. 4:4. The Hebrews call it mwn, as in Sanhedrin, chapter 4, paragraph 4, x>w
awa nmwa 7a0a 1wre, 'lest they say, there are many powers in heaven,' i.e., many
Gods.

VERSE 16. o5y 318 1\ (ogmaa ‘aaa. Tremellius: "by which you may be found
mighty (Boderianus in the Paris Polyglot: strong) to extinguish," etc. But )\ .. is
an abstract noun, not concrete; besides, "you may be found" would be said by the
Syrians as (omgaxa. But the verb Ly7, as also in Kal g7, is nothing other than "he
was able." Hence in the Syriac-Arabic Lexicon, )emis oS gkive, "able, possible’;
laower 1s 4ellinyl, "power,’ «Sudl, "possibility.” Better, therefore, in the Royal
Polyglot: "so that (or rather, by which) you may be able by your strength to
extinguish." The Syriac construction, however, is rather, "you may be able for the
strength," or "you may be able for the power," that is simply, "you may be able."
For in the Lexicon, Arabic &kis is simply translated as "he is able." And also in
Kal in Ferrari, ) g.m) is "powerful.” It is therefore the same as what the Apostle
said, év @ dvvn’'cecbe. The Arab: ikl e 1558 4 53, "by which you may be able over
the extinguishing,' i.e., from the Arabic phrase, "you may be able to extinguish."




ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
PHILIPPIANS.

CHAPTER I. VERS. XXIII.

-\ A\ylo raax)a. Tremellius and Boderianus: "I desire to be freed." I would prefer,
"l desire to depart, or to decease." Ferrari: Laax), "he went away, he departed.
Also, "he deceased, he died." Thus in the Targum on Canticles 1:1, it is said of
Moses, xnby 12 qwom? et xnx 719, "when his time came to depart from the world."
The Rabbis also, as Elijah testifies in his Thisbi, call a dead person -ws3, "one who
has departed." For also in Hebrew, 1 Sam. 19:10, %y *3o» 7v9n is translated, "and he
slipped away from Saul's presence." The Apostle said, émbvpi av &ov €ig 10’ dvordoor.
The Vulgate: "having a desire to be dissolved." Beza more correctly: "for the
departure." For also in Luke 12:36, évaiv’on ék tdv ya pov is "he should return from
the wedding." He who desires more on this meaning of the verb évoiv cw, let him
see the Exercitationes Evangelicas of Scultetus, book 1, chapter 62, where I am
surprised that the most illustrious Beza is criticized for having translated évoidoo
by dimissionem (dismissal), when he rather translated it by remigrationem
(departure), and added a most learned commentary. The Arab translates: ¢ Y
Ll 5,85 3l o), "because I desire to move away, and to depart from the world.

VERSE 27. xazx) L mad Qo) (0%} o) <) o) Jox;d oiadaeN 3,413 ga) N\
o5\, Boderianus: "whether I come and visit you, or being absent I hear of
you." He seems to construct "visit" with "whether," as if (og.yu) should be
constructed with (). Tremellius also seems to have taken it thus, "so that whether
I come, I may see you, and whether I am absent, I may hear of you," etc. I would
prefer to construct that "so that" () with "I may hear" (xax)), and to translate, "so
that whether coming I see you, or being absent I hear of you," etc.,, so that it
agrees with the words of the Apostle, tva gite é\00'v kar' dw'v VHdc, site dnw'v, dkov cm
10’ mept’ VUdv. For it is customary for the Syrians that the governing verbs La) and
Ay. have another verb in the same tense after them, without a conjunction,
expressed by a participle, or certainly the conjunction is to be understood. As in
Matthew 20:10, o\aa oo}, "they came, they received," that is, "and coming they
received,’ or, "and they came and they received." Mark 6:33, omoznan o)y}, in the
same sense as above. So also in this place, "that whether I may come I may see,’
i.e., "coming I may see," or "I may come and I may see." It follows in the same
VErse Laoszoa Lawg) somoyao. Tremellius: "and you may strive together through
faith." I would prefer with Boderianus: "And you may become superior together
in faith," or, "and you may excel," or, "and you may triumph together in faith."
For L.y means he was victorious, he triumphed. L.y, victor, excellent, splendid.
Thus also the Arab: owb osesl osas, "excelling or conducting yourselves
conspicuously together in faith."

CHAPTER IIL



VERSE 1. )3\a Jao o\ zz (Jo. Tremellius and Boderianus in the Paris Polyglot:
"and if there is speech in the heart." In the Royal Polyglot better: "or a soothing of
the heart" See what we have noted on John 11:19. Ferrari: Jao. N gnz, "solace,
consolation." The Arab: il ;€. "mitigation of the heart." Add only that, also in
Hebrew, x5 is found for "to console," as in Jeremiah 81:26, >nx%» max7 w93, "I have
consoled every sorrowful soul,' properly, "I have filled."

VERSE 12. m'v ¢ovtév compt av katepya (eobe. Beza: "work out your own salvation.'
Vulgate & Erasmus: "work." The Syriac: (og.uma LaoNod omold, "work the work of
your salvation." We translate, "work concerning your salvation,’ xata’ t'v compt av
vpdv épya’lecle. Indeed, even if he had said simply, without xata’, ™m'v compt av
vpdv épya’lecle, the sense would not be, "effect your salvation,” but the same
which we have now given. Just as in 1 Cor. 9:13, oi 1o’ igpa’ épyalo pevor are not
those who effect sacred things, but those who work concerning them. And in
Rev. 18:17, 8601 ™'v 80" Aaccayv épya’(ovton are not those who make the sea, but those
who are occupied concerning it. And John 6:27, épya’Cecsbe ™'v Bpdow v Pe'vovoay,
is not "make the food that abides," but "work concerning it So also here,
gpya’CecBon Or katepyo {eobar ™'v compt av is not to effect salvation, but to work and
labor concerning it, to handle those things which lead to salvation. Furthermore,
if each one ought to work out his own salvation, the common people in the
Papacy are wrongly taught to entrust the business of their salvation entirely to
their pastors. Excellent is that saying of Hillel in chapter 1 of Aboth: »» * »1x Px ox
», "If I am not for myself, who will be for me?" But he prudently and piously
adds, > mn onxyy swws, "and when I am for myself, what am I?" So that we may
know that it is indeed our business to care for our salvation diligently, and not to
entrust it to others, but that we must always depend on God, without whom we
are nothing. Which the Apostle also here in the following verse inculcates. And
no less excellent is what R. Tarphon says in chapter 2 of Aboth: 7m3% max%nn 7oy &%
mmn Yu% Pin 12 anx &9, "It is not your duty to finish the work, but neither are you
free to desist from it." As if to say, it is God's, not yours, to perfect the work of
salvation; yet it does not follow from this that this whole thing should be so left
to God that you cease in idleness.

CHAPTER IV.

VERSE 6. Mnde'v pepipvite, dAL év movtl tfi mpocsvyf kat' tf den’cel Pet’ edyapiott’ag T
oitn Pato VPGV yvepiie oo mpo’g to'v Bo’v. For since our anxiety profits nothing,
which the Savior teaches with many arguments in Matthew 6:27, etc., groans and
complaints to God can do very much. The Arabs rightly say, 4l sleeall ~3))
"The weapon of the weak is complaint.”

VERSE 11. "I have learned, in whatever state I am, avta’pxnc sivar, to be content.”
Therefore, he was never poor; for a poor man is one who desires many things.
Whence the wisest Hebrews derived the word rax from the desiderative verb max,
so that you would not consider him poor who is destitute of many things, but
him who craves for more; and him rich, who is content with his lot. Most



excellently, therefore, the Arabs used the same word ¢ for both nhov’siov and
ovta’pkn. And similarly, with one word i, both mottov and avta’pxeav. Let us be
allowed on this occasion to explain a certain more difficult passage of the
Alcoran, which is in the chapter on fraud. Where, after the pseudo-prophet had
complained that some were unfaithful and were tergiversating, he adds, & i
i.a 2 405 Erpenius: "And God seeks riches, and God is rich, praised." Translate:
"But God seeks his own contentment (avta pkeiov), for God is content (avta’pkng), to
be praised." The sense is, God does not care about their tergiversations, for he
does not need them, but rests in his own contentment (abtopxel’q), since he is
truly content (adta pxng) in himself. We have brought this up the more gladly, so
that we may know that he who is content with his lot is next to God.




ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
COLOSSIANS.

CHAPTER I. VERS. XIX.

aaaN Loz a)g LI oa ada. Tremellius & Boderianus: "For in him that Father
willed all fullness to dwell." I think it agrees better with Syriac style if oo is taken
pleonastically, and it is translated, "for in him all fullness willed to dwell." The
Arab certainly translates, Js ol sl 4 4K Jall ¥, "because all perfection willed to
dwell in him." This interpretation is also admitted by the Apostle's words, 6t v
o0t €080 knoe miv 10” AN pola katowdoar. That is, whatever of Majesty, power, and
goodness is in God, all that willed to dwell in Christ, and through him to
reconcile all things to himself, etc.

VERSE 23. "If you remain in your faith (oo.doyaazm No . ogax) Laax ag!
Tremellius: "your foundation being firm, and you are not moved." Boderianus:
"your foundation having been confirmed, nor are you moved." I would prefer,
"nor with you being moved." For there is no doubt that just as Lai.ax so also
©ootdayaan is governed by per copulam in Po, to the word, how firm your
foundation is, and you may not be moved, that is, by ablatives absolute, your
foundation being firm, and you not being moved.

tefepeMmpPévol kai £dpaiot, Kol PN Petaxtvodlevot.

CHAPTERIL

VERS. 8. The Apostle connects philosophy with the elements of the world,
because the Hebrew doctors referred the entire tabernacle, or temple, and the
ceremonies pertaining to it, to Philosophy, as we noted on Acts 7, vers. 43. And
therefore they would contend that as long as the world was to last, the
ceremonies of Moses also ought to last, so that the knowledge of nature, hidden
there, might be learned from it. Paul, however, contends that all things looked to
Christ.

VERS. 18. 1y N2 L3 o a25. Tremellius: nizus re quam non vidit (relying on a thing
which he has not seen). Boderianus: dum innititur super eo quod non vidit (while he
relies upon that which he has not seen). L.y o a5 among the Arabs signifies to
walk, to step, to run. And so Masius in his Peculium Syrum says that among the
Syrians it is used for 6ppd, to be stirred up, and to be carried with impetus to do
something, for ényepdv, to undertake. We shall therefore translate it: undertaking
that, or, rushing to that which he did not see. This is properly that of the Apostle, a pn
¢opaxev EpPatedwv. Ferrarius has ansus est (he dared). From this, audacia is to be
translated, daring that which he did not see. Thus the Syro-Arabic Lexicon teaches
that L.y o a5 has the meaning from audacia. In Arabic, it explains it as iy a3
ais, which three signify to dare, to strive boldly for something. And thus the
Arab interpreter has = ¥ W Je 235 o)), boldly rushing to that which he does not see.



VERS. 19. It is badly written thus in the Cothonensis edition. It is also bad in the
Regia edition. In the Viennensis, it is written Lis for lorica (cuirass). Ferrarius
adds that it also signifies artery. If this is correct, it should be translated through
the arteries. Tremellius & Boderianus: through the joints. 4pdv is what the Apostle
said. And in Eph. 4, vers. 16, 81 néong Gefic, the Syriac translates it as L Ao oo\ g 7.
Let the more learned therefore inquire whether s and L~ are the same, or
whether, as Ferrarius wishes, the former signifies a joint of the limbs, and the
latter an artery. The Arab there translates naong dofg as éoe JS;, through every artery;
here, &=, through arteries.

CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 5. "Walk in wisdom toward outsiders." ~~¢s 4, Tremellius & Boderianus:
And redeem your occasion, or your opportunity. But the Syriac did not say so in Peal,
where this verb means to buy, but in Pael, where it always means to sell.
Therefore it must be translated, and sell your opportunity. It seems the Syriac
translator thought that gayopalépevor in the Apostle is taken passively, as if you
were to translate xopov éEayopaldpevor as exempted by opportunity. But he who
possesses a thing and is exempted from it by money, sells it. And so, exempted by
opportunity, or exempting yourselves by opportunity, would be selling the opportunity.
Perhaps he meant this, that they should not have regard for their own, but for
outsiders, and should not consider what was opportune for them, but what was
for them. Unless we say there is an error in the Syriac pointing, even though the
manuscripts agree. Certainly in Eph. 5, v. 16, he translates the same phrase of the
Apostle in Peal, oma)la «ay3, who redeem their opportunity. Indeed, in this very
place the Arab translates Si=iis | 2Uil 5, buy your advantage. Therefore, it seems to be
a mistake, and one should read 4.



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE FIRST EPISTLE TO
THE THESSALONICANS.

CHAPTERI. VERS. V.

4 ja¢a5 . Boderianus: propterea quod Evangelium nostrum, &c. (because our Gospel,
etc.). Tremellius is better: preedicatio nostra (our preaching). I would prefer
Evangelizatio nostra (our Evangelization). For )eo\aawn, Evangelium (Gospel),
differs from )ao\23en, which denotes the action of him who is called ) 2307,
preedicator Evangelii (a preacher of the Gospel). The Syriac translator wanted to
explain that 1o Edayyéhov ipdv is not said in the same sense as Evayyéiov Xpiotod,
but is called the Apostle's Gospel by reason of the preaching, and therefore the
Evangelization itself is understood. And so the Arab has ©3 Ui quia
Evangelizatio nostra (because our Evangelization). The Gospel is called J=3¥!.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 3. &c. x "\pmloa)nay. (J)oa Tremellius & Boderianus: Exhortatio enim
nostra non fuit ex errore (For our exhortation was not from error). But the Syriac
word ())l.oa signifies nothing other than consolation. It should therefore be
translated, Our consolation was not from error, or from seduction. In the Greek it is, 7
nopaxinolg Mudv. Since this word is ambiguous, and is sometimes taken for
exhortation, sometimes for consolation, the Syriac translator understood it in
the latter way. As if to say, the consolation which we supplied to you through the
doctrine of the Gospel against the sufferings, of which he had treated before, was
not deceptive. It should be seen whether he has not captured the sense
excellently. The Arab also has . =3 confolatio nostra (our consolation).

VERS. 7. "But we were gentle among you." lo iws by 4wss, Tremellius &
Boderianus: Sicut nutrix quee diligit liberos suos (As a nurse who loves her children).
In the Regia editions: que amore complectitur liberos suos (who embraces her
children with love). I would say, que fovet liberos suos (who cherishes her
children), just as the Apostle said 6aim. For the verb n.z in Peal is to burn, to be
hot; in Pael, to kindle, to warm, to cherish; finally, in Aphel it signifies to love.
Therefore s is quee diligit (who loves), but Lzn.z is que fovet (who cherishes),
which Dr. Masius also correctly observed in his Peculium Syrum. Or simply, que
complectitur filios suos (who embraces her sons), namely to her bosom to cherish
them. In the Syro-Arabic Lexicon, ¢ is translated complexus est (he embraced).
Thus also in the following verse, —~ s Us, we translate, so also we cherish, or
embrace, which the Apostle said, ipepépevor Ypdv. The Syriac translator omitted
that vpav. But we love you, he says ~~< L in chap. 3, vers. 12. (y LI)

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 3. &c. o\\Xoacogmxd). Boderianus: ne quis vestrum succidatur in
afflictiontbus istis (lest any of you be cut down in these afflictions). But because



Alaa is of the feminine gender, and has after it a Dative, Tremellius better
understood the word "faith" and translates, ne cui vestrum fides succidatur (lest the
faith of any of you be cut down). I would prefer, however, to take it impersonally,
and to translate simply, ne cui vestrum succidatur (lest it be cut down for any of
you). For succiditur ei (it is cut down for him) among the Syrians is "he loses
heart, he despairs." As in Heb. 6, vers. 12, tva pn vobpoi yévnole, he said asS sl ¥ sa,
and let it not be cut down for you. And in Heb. 10, vers. 88, for kai dov vmooteiintor he
said J», it is cut down for him, that is, if he loses heart. For it is opposed to 1%

TOTEVOVTL.

CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 6. To pn onepBoaivery, koi mheovekteiv év 1@ mpdyplott Tov 6dehpov adtod. The most
learned interpreter Beza: "And that no one oppress and take advantage of his
brother in business." He understands it of the negotiation of goods which occurs
between men, in which God forbids oppressions and frauds, so that it may be a
new and different admonition from the preceding ones. Therefore, he neglected
the article 19, to which at other times he perhaps attributes a demonstrative
force more than enough. And he translated 10 vrepBaivewv as "oppressed,” which
our countrymen say, temandt over het lijf gaen (to walk over someone), an elegant
metaphor. Although I doubt whether the passage he cites as parallel in his
annotations from Deut. 28, vers. 44, pertains to this, where the words of the text
have, mon mon 70 "AR) ARvn TR LY A9 92772 WX Ciad, where, "he shall ascend above
you higher and higher," seems to denote not oppression, but excellent eminence,
just as, "And you shall descend lower and lower," denotes a signal depression. The
Septuagint: ékeivog dvapficetor (Not vmepPioetat og) éni oe dvo v, od 8¢ kataffion Kdto
xatow. The Chaldean in the same sense. But let the learned inquire whether this
verse of the Apostle does not pertain to the same thing as the preceding ones,
namely to chastity: so that 1@ npaypan signifies that business, that matter which
was treated of in the preceding verses, and 10 VrepBoivewv koi mheovekteiv refers to
adultery, proceeding &k mdfovg émbvpiog, of which he had made mention. The
following verse also proves this. For why is it not permitted vnepBoiverv xai
TAEOVEKTEV TOV AOEA@OV? o0 yap SkdAhecev MUAG 6 0gdg émi dxobapoiq, 6AN &v dylacUd.
Therefore, those things pertain to axadapciov.

And so St. Jerome explains it in his commentaries on Ephesians chap. 4, v. 19,
where concerning those words of the Apostle, "they have given themselves over
to licentiousness, for the working of all uncleanness in greediness (év mieovetia),"
he comments that they do not pertain to avarice, as it simply sounds, but to lust
and luxury. And he adds, "We must prove this sense by the testimony of another
place. In the first epistle to the Thessalonians it is written, 'this is the will of God,
etc., that every one should know his vessel etc., that no one should go beyond
and defraud his brother in a matter." Observe diligently: because, provoking us
to chastity, and wanting us to be content only with our wives, he said: "Let no
one go beyond and defraud his brother in a matter," that is, leaving his own wife,



let him not seek to pollute the wife of another. This from Jerome, where he not
only connects those words in sense with the preceding ones, but also the
conjunction "And," which is not found in the Greek before vnepBoiverv but was
added by the most learned interpreter, he himself omitted, because they flow
from the preceding in one sense. But if anyone thinks that to nleovekteiv is not
correctly referred to impurity, let him seek an explanation from that place to the
Ephesians, where he deals with those who émmAynkétec £ovtovg mapédwrav t§ doekysiq,
eig épyooiav axodapoiog mdong é&v mheovelia. (L12) Where Jerome rightly says, "When
they have omitted nothing at all that is impure, they have done all this in
avarice: while they are never satisfied by debauchery, nor does their pleasure
have a limit. Or certainly, beyond the permitted union of a man to a woman,
they ascend to greater things, males working shameful things upon males." This
again from him, to which I add, Why is this not vrepBaivewv xai mheovekteiv tov
adehpov? The Syriac translator took it in the same sense, who translated it as
Laaa saom Nz s\ aNeagraN\. Which Tremellius translates, "And that you dare
not provoke and injure a man his brother in any business." I do not approve. For
neither does a1y signify ever to provoke, nor does maz signify anything. I think it
should be translated, "And that you dare not transgress, and greedily defraud
each his brother in this business," that is, in the business of impurity which was
dealt with before: for he took t® mnpayparn for tovte 1@ mpaypotn. Boderianus
translated it correctly in the Paris edition, less well in the Regia. The Arab has ¥
oY) 3 A i) ety 1 ey @l g5 o) e o508 "that they should not dare to
transgress this, nor that any man should seize his brother for this matter." It is
manifest that he refers 1o mieovextsiv to the sin of Sodom, by which a man seizing
and compelling a man to impurity, truly nicovextei tov 45ehodv. And so drepPaiverv is
the very thing which is said in the same phrase in the Mishnah, Maccoth chap. 3,
§ 1. rax minx B» R By Ran ppen 3 ox), that is, to the letter, koi odtoi siow ol
Hootiyovpevot. 6 vrepPoivav v ddedeiv adtod koi v ddedenv 10D matpodg avtod, &c. which
1s the same as 1mnx nny 7237, "who uncovers the nakedness of his sister," &c.

VERS. 15. "We who will be left at the coming of the Lord, and are alive," 4sx55.
Tremellius & Boderianus: non preeveniemus eos qui obdormierunt (we shall not
precede those who have fallen asleep), but g¢3a nufquam alibi fignificat
prevenire, fed femper affequi, attingere, apprehendere. I therefore translate, non
affequemur eos qui obdormierunt (we shall not catch up to those who have fallen
asleep), that is, they themselves will precede us. For he who does not catch up to
another, nor can apprehend him, is preceded by him. ®84vew signifies not only to
precede, to preoccupy, but also to catch up, xoterapBavew. The Syriac translator
took it in this latter meaning in the Apostle. And so the Arab !s3 oL Gl Y, non
attingemus eos qui obdormierunt (we will not reach those who have fallen asleep).
Let it be considered whether this is not correct. For the Apostle says in the
following verse that the dead will rise first. Therefore they will go before the
living. Therefore the living will not catch up to them in the resurrection, but will
be left after them, nor will they be transformed before the dead have risen, so
that then they may be caught up together with them to meet the Lord.



Tremellius and Boderianus also incorrectly translated those words of the Syriac
in the following chapter, verse 4, (65532 13 5.} Lol oda, "that that day should
precede you as a thief" It should be translated, should catch up to you, or apprehend
you. The Apostle said xoterépn. Hence, it is better in the Regia editions,
deprehendat vos (should surprise you).

CHAPTER V.

VERS. 6. Jas oa )X, Tremellius & Boderianus: sed simus vigilantes & sobrii (but
let us be watchful and sober). I would prefer, vigilantes & mente preediti (watchful
and endowed with mind), so that Joa. is the participle Peil of the conjugation
Pael, from the noun }..x3, mind, reason, voic. vijpe (which word the Apostle used
here) is not only opposed to peboew, but is sometimes related to the mind and
taken for gpovén. And so the Syriac translator took it. Ferrarius: L..\3, ingenium,
indoles (intellect, nature). (L13) But it is certain that )..x3is more generally taken
for mind and reason from Mark 3, vers. 21, whence also in the Syro-Arabic
Lexicon, )3 is explained as dJide, intelligens, cordatus (intelligent, prudent).
Whence also the Arab translated this passage cebiic Me S8 (S5 sed fimus
intelligentes, vigilantes (but let us be intelligent, watchful).



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE SECOND EPISTLE
TO THE THESSALONICANS.

CHAPTER 1. VERS. VIIL

oNo. Tremellius & Boderianus: Et vobis qui affligimini quietem nobiscum (And to
you who are afflicted, rest with us). They took L. for rest, since this noun is
from the Hebrew m, Syriac .oy, to rest. But that verb is from conjugation Aphel
of the verb L., from n, to live, to be saved. It should therefore be translated, E¢
vos qui affligimini servet nobiscum (And may he save you who are afflicted, with us).
For he explained what évranododvar éveowy, to give rest, is in the Apostle, namely to
save, to give salvation. The Arab, however, has Ssis, & quietem det vobis (and may
he give you rest), which in Syriac should be said .

VERS. 8. )30Ja Leaaa )a. Tremellius & Boderianus, in the interlinear edition:
Quum sumet ultionem in vehementia ignis (When he shall take vengeance in the
vehemence of fire). In the Regia editions, however, igne depascente (in a
consuming fire). It must be translated, in flamma ignis (in a flame of fire), as the
Apostle says, &v mopi @roydg, which the Syriac translator correctly took by
anastrophe for &v ¢loyi mupéc. That this is the use of the Syriac word is clear from
Psalm 18, vers. 9, where Dr. Erpenius translated «w« as, Et ignis a facie ejus
inflammatus est (And a fire from his face was inflamed). Dr. Sionita Syrus: Et ignis
a facie ejus exarsit (And a fire from his face blazed forth). And so Dr. Masius
correctly teaches in his Peculium Syrum that this verb in Ethpaal signifies to burn,
to be kindled, to be inflamed. Thus in Acts 5, vers. 83, 4=, which Tremellius
translated, dissecabantur ira (they were cut with anger). Boderianus: corripiebantur
ira (they were seized with anger). You would better translate, inflammabantur ira
(they were inflamed with anger), which is an explanation of the Apostle's
dienpiovto. Whence, by the way, we think the version of a certain passage in the
rites of Severus, p. 25, should be emended. Severus had narrated that when
Christ approached to be baptized in the Jordan, the waters of the river were
heated without fire and without wood, and that Christ had said to John, "Come
and baptize me." But John had replied, 1é\joSgo5N\ )} wgxp Boderianus
translated it, fieri non potest, ut assumam rapinam (it cannot be, that I should take
up plunder), from the Hebrew aun, to seize. I think it should be translated, non
possum tenere flammam (I cannot hold the flame). As if to say, this water is hot like
a flame, I cannot grasp it. To which Christ's instance immediately follows: "Only
place your right hand on my head, and I am baptized." I add the Syro-Arabic
Lexicon, where Vio is translated as @t Juii¥ls LWl el flamma ignis & incendii,
fervor (the flame of fire and of a conflagration, fervor).

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 8. Kai t61e dmokoivedoetar 6 dvopog, v 6 Koprog avardoet 1@ nveblatt 10D 6TOaTog
avtod. It seems the Apostle altogether referred to the passage in Isa. 11, vers. 4,



vy n oo mn, "and with the Spirit of his lips he will slay the wicked." From this
it is clear that Christ, of whom it manifestly treats in both places, is not a
common Kvpog, Lord, but true God. For just as it could only be said of the true
God in Psalm 33, vers. 6, "By the spirit of his mouth were all their hosts made,’
so it can only be said of the true God, "By the spirit of his mouth he will
consume the wicked one."

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 5. Laoxma aco. Tremellius & Boderianus: Et ad exspectationem Christi (And
to the expectation of Christ). The word )eo.aawn elsewhere signifies
Evangelization, preaching. Here it is put for vmopovr, which is usually expressed
by leo\arwn. And I hardly doubt that it should be read so in this place as well,
especially since in the Vienna manuscript some trace of the letter Yod may be
observed between o and 3, which also in Acts 2, vers. 30, we have observed in
meoiawon, for which in the Regia and Cohen editions it is wrongly aaocizen.
According to this reading it must be translated, & ad tolerantiam Christi (and to
the endurance of Christ), that is, to patience in bearing the afflictions of Jesus
Christ. I confess, however, that the verb 1ae is used not only for to evangelize,
but also for to hope. Whence perhaps )ao\210n may be derived, which would
retain both meanings of its verb, although this is not proven to me.



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE FIRST EPISTLE TO
TIMOTHY.

CHAPTERI. VERS. IV.

yeveahoyiog amepavtog. Each tribe and each family of the Jews had its on’n an3, book
of lineage, as appears from Ezra. And because various questions and disputes
arose concerning lineages, especially after the Babylonian -captivity and
dispersion, they had books of genealogical controversies, which Benjamin in his
Itinerary calls moxwn mawn, extracts of questions, and he joins it with omn ana, the
book of lineage, in the Leiden edition, p. 83.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 2. ingp Bacéov kai ndviov tdv év Omepoyf] dviov, iva fipepov kol fovywov Biov
Siyopev. This is the very thing which R. Hanina prescribes in Aboth: %%snn =i
W93 07N AV DR WK AR ’onbRrw mabn Hw ambwa, "Pray for the peace of the kingdom, for
if it were not for the fear of it, men would swallow one another alive."

VERS. 6. O odc £avtov avtilvtpov vngp maviov. In Hebrew, ovs %y 790 1mxy 101 2wx. The
force and use of this word among the Hebrews can be learned from the Talmud,
tractate Sanhedrin chap. 2, where the people console the high priest, mourning
and burying his dead, with these words, 709> X, "we are your expiation,’ that is,
may your evil be transferred to us, and may we, substituted in your place, be
able to redeem your evil with our evil. (Mm)

VERS. 7. "Of which I have been appointed a preacher and an Apostle (I speak the
truth and do not lie)." Tremellius & Boderianus: quia fui, vel (factus sum) doctor
gentium (because I was, or (was made) a teacher of the Gentiles). I would prefer, ut
essem doctor gentium (so that I might be a teacher of the Gentiles). For the Syriac a
also has the value of "so that," not only when joined to the future, but also to the
Benoni participle, and sometimes even to the past tense, which is frequent in the
verb loa, as can be seen even from the following verse. This seems to fit better
with the Apostle's words, ¢ic 6 £t£0nv &y xfipvé kai dndctolog, dAROeioy Aéym &v Xpiotd, o
vevdopar, dddokarog ¢0vv. So that the sense is, "I was appointed a preacher and an
Apostle, so that I might be a teacher of the Gentiles." Otherwise the sense will be,
"l do not lie, because I was made a teacher of the Gentiles,'’ and then the
parenthesis in which we have enclosed, "I speak the truth and do not lie," must be
removed. Thus the Arab, «sill Ll & s 3 I "because I was made a teacher of the
Gentiles."

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 15. "Hrig éotiv éxkinoia 0g0d {dvtog, otdrog kai £dpaiopa tig dindeiog. The Church
is so called, insofar as by defending the truth from Scripture and through it
against errors and heresies, it supports and establishes it in the hearts of men,
lest it collapse. By which praise anyone can also be commended for his own



measure, who bravely defends the truth. Just as Theodoret says of Peter and
John in homily 10 on Providence: Biéne toivov tov [étpov koi tov Todvvny, Todg Topyovg
¢ evoefeiog, TOLG oTOAOLG THG GAnbeloc, Tovg Tig ExkAnciog v oikodopnv vmepeidovrag.
Where he makes them pillars not only of the truth, but also of the Church, and
that not only insofar as they supported both with their living voice while they
lived, but also insofar as they are still v tfg éxxinciog oikodopnv vmepeidovrec,
"supporting the structure of the Church," which they do only through their
writings. And so Holy Scripture is that by which the Church supports the truth,
and the truth the Church, and men taught by God support and establish both
the Church and the truth.

CHAPTER IV.

VERS. L. "Some will depart from the faith and will go after..." =3, Tremellius &
Boderianus: post spiritus deceptores, vel impostores (after deceiving spirits, or
impostors). I would prefer, post Spiritus errantes (after errant Spirits), npocéyovteg
nvedlact mhévng. For he would have said deceivers or impostors in Aphel, o, for
there it means to deceive, to trick. But in Kal, )\, it simply means to err, to be
led astray. Thus the Arab elall 7159 o525, "and they will follow the errant spirits.”

VERS. 3. Koléviov yapelv, dnéyecbou Ppopdrov, &c. That the Apostle is here
inveighing not against those who forbid, but who command abstinence from
foods, is clearer than daylight from the arguments that follow in the text.
Therefore, learned men want to understand xnpvtt 6viov before danéyesdor. The
Syriac translator renders it: 83970 o363y \go, "they prohibit from joining
in marriage, and they turn away from foods," as if he had read, koléviov yapeiv,
Koi dmeyoviov and Ppoudtov. For anéyov is sometimes transitive, to make abstain, to
turn away. The Arab translates, as if he had read, t&v dneyopévov Bpopdrov, osisls
4abyl "they abstain from foods."

CHAPTER V.

VERS. 1. "Do not rebuke an older man." Tremellius & Boderianus: sed exhortare
eum (but exhort him). Properly, sed persuade ei ut patri (but persuade him as a
father). For that is the perpetual meaning of this verb. That is, do not use
rebuking words towards him, but persuasive ones, (Mm 2) as Orators are
accustomed to do who try to persuade with pleasing speeches. The Arab has J:
CYLS oo 5 4l bl "but ask him, and console him as a father." Just as, dA\d mopaxéiet
og matépa, the Vulgate translated, sed obsecra ut patrem (but beseech him as a
father), excellently in my judgment.

VERS. 4. Apoipag dmodidovar toig mpoyévorg. To this pertains that saying of Caliph Alj,
&l i3 %y, "doing good to parents is a debt from a price already paid.” It is a type
of purchase, in which the price is paid before the goods are received. You repay
benefits to your parents, you give the merchandise, the price of which you have
long since received.



VERS. 13. Apa 8¢ kai dpyai pavBavovot mepiepydpevor tag oikiog: ov Lovov 8¢ dpyai, GAAGL Kai
@Moapot xai mepiepyot, Aalodoar to Py déovta. The Syriac translator renders it, "But they
also learn laziness, going about among the houses; and not only laziness, but also
to multiply speech, and to spread vain things, and to speak what is not fitting." It
is apparent that the Syriac translator supplied an ellipsis of the verb sivox after
apyai, which then flows into eibopor and mepiepyor, which the distinguished Beza
followed, translating, "At the same time they also learn to be idle, going about
the houses: nay, not only idle, etc." Anyone, I believe, will confess that this ellipsis
is harsh and unusual. I praise the Vulgate which translated, "At the same time
they also learn to be idle, going about houses, etc." where the enallage of the
participle nepiepydpevar for the infinitive nepiépyesdan is not only not harsh, but also
most common among the Greeks, for whom it is a trite saying, pépvnpo idov for
i¢iv, "I remember seeing." dei Swtedel dyondv, "continue to love." And navcopor ridv,
"I will not cease to love." And so the Apostle reprehends the younger widows,
because when they ought to be oixovpoi, keepers of the house, Titus 2:5, they
accustom themselves to go about other people's houses, a vice which has four
others joined to it: 1. idleness, 2. talkativeness, 3. curiosity, 4. speaking things that
are not proper.

dwvopor, Beza correctly translated as nugaces (triflers), for that is what the word
properly signifies. But because trifling women are almost always garrulous and
futile, the Vulgate translated it as verbose (wordy). The Syriac has "to multiply
speech.” The Syriac translator rendered nepiepyor as <3297, for which Tremellius
has sectentur vana (let them pursue vain things). Boderianus in the interlinear
version has agitent vana (let them agitate vain things). We, spargant vel spargere
vana (let them spread or to spread vain things). For iaa is to separate, to make
distant, and thus to spread. For he who spreads, separates things that are joined.
The Syriac translator understood not badly that mepiepyor is said as if nepiooa
gpyalopévoug, according to Hesychius, that is, those who, neglecting their own
affairs, which generally have substance, curiously inquire into the affairs of
others, which are generally superfluous and vain, and so, running about
everywhere, they spread their vanities. The Arab translates Jbb¥) oS~ "and they
narrate vain things."

VERS. 14. Mndepiov dpopunv 8186var 1§ avtiketpléve Aowopiag yapv. The Vulgate: Nullam
occasionem dare adversario maledicti gratia (To give no occasion to the adversary
for the sake of slander). Beza: Ad maledicendum (For slandering). Others, "so that
he may have a cause for slandering." Let it be inquired, whether ygpw is not more
correctly referred to &i36var, so that a reason may be given why he wants the
younger widows to marry, namely, that they may give no occasion to the
adversary for slander. The phrase & yapw is frequently used for &vexo, postponed
after a substantive or infinitive. The correct construction would be, pndspiov
apopHnv Aowdopiag @ AvTikelpéve Sdovar xaptv.



VERS. 15. )0 o303 )\ o7\ O : 4eals o5 Je, Tremellius: "For now many have begun to
turn away after Satan." It is ambiguous whether he refers to men or to women,
about whom it was treated in the preceding verse. Boderianus removed the
ambiguity in the Regia edition: "For now some women have begun to turn away
after Satan." Just as also the ambiguous words of the Apostle, #ién yap Tiveg
d€etpammoav onico tod Tatovd. The Vulgate translated it in the feminine gender, "For
now some women have turned back after Satan," as did Beza. But the words of
the Syriac (Mm 3) do not allow this, for .=z} are masculine, and must be
translated "some men have begun." But that they translated it only as "for now,’
this is not correct either. I translate, "because for now." He gives a reason why in
the following verse he admonishes that if any man or woman has widows, they
should support them and not burden the Church, "because for now some have
begun to decline after Satan." And so also the Arab, ¢t gtasill S el glasil lay GY) 43) aa,
"for because now some men have begun to decline to Satan, therefore if anyone
has, etc."

VERS. 16. "If any faithful man or faithful woman has widows..." {ag)( No N 0.
Tremellius & Boderianus in the Paris edition: nutriant eas, & non onerent Ecclesiam
(let them nourish them, and not burden the Church). It is ambiguous whether
"they should not burden" refers to the widows, or to the same persons to whom
it was said, "let them nourish them." To remove this ambiguity, in the Regia
edition he translated, alant eas, ne sint oneri Ecclesice (let them feed them, lest they
be a burden to the Church), omitting the conjunction "and," as the Arab also did.
So that this is not omitted, and there is no ambiguity, I translate, nutriant eas,
neque sint illee oneri Ecclesice (et them nourish them, and let not those women be a
burden to the Church), for the gender changes in the Syriac.

VERS. 17. Amfic npiig d&wodcdocav. Perhaps the Apostle refers to the law of the
firstborn, by which in Deut. 21, v. 17, a double portion is ordered to be given to
him, which is called o5 by the Hebrews, dutha by the Greek interpreters, and
by the Chaldean pp»n pan, two parts. The firstborn was, namely, the more
important, more excellent and more honored person of the whole family. Hence
Elisha, as the principal and most outstanding of all the disciples of the prophet
Eljjah, says, "Give me," ouv »3, "a double portion of your Spirit," 2 Kings 2, vers. 9.
Which R. Levi son of Gershom interprets with these words, 5y qman nvexaw x»2 1013
Dan TR 73 Y 20w %D TR 0% S¥NIT %02 13 93 'his meaning is, in that which you
have reserved of your spirit for all the sons of the prophets, let that which is
reserved for me of your spirit be a double portion above each one of them." He
adds that this was taken from the law of the firstborn. R. David Kimchi testifies in
his commentary on that passage that his father felt the same. In the same sense,
the Apostle here seems to have judged those who preside well, as certain
firstborn, and among the others distinguished and preeminent, to be worthy of a
double portion of honor and reward.



VERS. 25. ){avop 4) L ga. "So also the good men." Thus have the Vienna, Regia,
Paris, and Plantin in 16mo editions. But Tremellius and the manuscript of
Raphelengius write )J{avogp, opera (works), as the Apostle said, doovtog koi Té koAl
gpyo mpodnia éoti. In the Cothonensis edition it is badly read as faa\, for that
signifies slaves. Thus the Arab, isllall Jwey X, "and similarly the good works,
etc.

CHAPTER VI.

VERS. 2. "But those who have believing masters, let them not despise them
because they are their brethren: but rather let them serve them." Naf.a.o.0
o007 Boderianus in the Regia edition: "because those are faithful and
beloved, in whose ministry they enjoy rest" He referred that "faithful and
beloved" to the slaves, so that the sense is, these slaves are faithful and beloved,
in whose ministry the masters find rest. Better in my judgment in the Paris
edition, he referred it to the masters, and translated, "because they are faithful
and beloved, who are content in their ministry," and so did Tremellius. To the
letter I translate, "who rest, or are refreshed in their ministry." So also the Arab,
el piedd A s ) Y5 "these are they who are refreshed in their service to
them." The sense of the passage is, it is so far from the case that slaves should
despise their masters because they are faithful and brethren, that they should so
much the more serve them, because they are faithful and beloved, and such that,
being glad that they are served by the faithful and by brethren in Christ, they
also receive refreshment from their ministry. The most learned Beza does not
praise this opinion; to me, however, it is very pleasing, and seems to fit
excellently with the mind of the Apostle, who said, morol gict xai dyommroi, oi tig
gvepyeciog avrikapBavopevor, which 1 translate, "because they are faithful and
beloved who perceive this beneficence with their mind." For avtiiapBavesdou often
signifies to apprehend, to feel, to perceive, whether with the sense of the body or
of the mind. See the Thesaurus of Stephanus, to which I add a passage from
Theodoret, oration 9 on Providence, where he says of a hunting dog, Ta {yveca
Tiig OMpag VIO Tod KVVNYETOL KeEAELOIEVOG, Kol TOV OGPGV GvtilalBéveral, kod TavTaug olov yveot
Ti6l kol GxpiBelav EmdPevog, od mpdTEpov dpictatal, Eog dv ebpn 10 Ofpope. "This one,
ordered by the hunter to track the prey, also perceives the scents, and following
these as if certain tracks with accuracy, does not desist before he has found the
prey." The sense is, when faithful slaves faithfully serve faithful masters, this
ministry is considered a beneficence by the masters, which they apprehend with
their mind, feel, and perceive with delight and a certain refreshment of the
mind.

VERS. 6. "Great gain is piety with contentment” (peta avtopkeiog). One cause out of
many can be sought from that saying of Ali: stll o ol 421224, "The rest of the soul
is from desiring nothing."



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE SECOND EPISTLE
TO TIMOTHY.

CHAPTER 1. VERS. XIII.

J% id Tremellius: "Let the form of sound words which you have heard from
me be to you." The Syriac syntax does not admit that version. Boderianus in the
Paris edition: Sint tibi forma sermonum sanorum, &c. (Let the form of sound words
be to you, etc.), where he errs not only in Syriasm, but also in Latinism. Perhaps
it should be read in the plural, forme. Correctly, however, in the Regia edition:
Forma tibi sint sani sermones quos audivisti a me (Let the sound words which you
have heard from me be a form to you). I would prefer to translate )gaoy, as
"exemplar." For it is that which is submitted to be looked at, so that another may
be formed to it, from way,, from the quiescents with a middle vav, "he looked at."
Ferrarius: )mdoy, "vision, sight. A yearling lamb. An extinguished coal. An
example, an exemplar. A poplar tree." The Syro-Arabic Lexicon: =il ))mdon,
@il "as if visions, gazes, looks." Again, Ll s,a8 ) maon, "the poplar tree." With
the same name, that is, among the Arabs as among the Syrians.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 15. Opbotopodvra tov Adéyov tig dAndeiog. Beza: qui recte sermonem veritatis secet
(who rightly cuts the word of truth). The Arab: sl Gall S 1hiy (Nn) "cutting in
the word of truth rightly." The Vulgate took it more broadly, recte tractantem
verbum wveritatis (rightly handling the word of truth). And so the Syriac, z~=j,
"preaching rightly the word of truth." Excellently indeed. For 6pbag is used both
in the Septuagint and among other approved authors for handling something
correctly. Perhaps, however, the Apostle was referring to the fact that among the
Hebrews the biblical verses are called o’pos, tpnpate; and the biblical text is called
x7pn, sectio, from the verses into which it is cut. And those who are engaged with
this text are called 772 o°po, "those who cut in the law," which phrase the Arab
has expressed exactly here, when he said &= i< ks, which is the same as 1272 powon
mex, "cutting in the word of truth,’ that is, being engaged with the piwos, the biblical
text, which is the word of truth. He who does this rightly is said to be épfotopév.
On these matters, see the most learned commentary of Fuller, Miscellanea Sacra,
lib. 3, CHAPTER 16.

VERS. 16. "Abstain from vain speeches, in which there is no utility: for they will
add more.." s (ps5 39 s 45 Boderianus in the Regia edition: addent ad
impietatem eorum qui talia respondent (they will add to the impiety of those who
answer such things). Better in the Paris edition and Tremellius: qui occupantur in
ets (who are occupied in them). But it is an error everywhere, that they translated
«oo.zod as "their impiety." For if )\ .x03 comes after a word with a full vowel, it
makes a Genitive, it should have been said pxo3. Then, that they referred
©odwo. to J\7, as if the sense were, "vain speeches will add to the impiety of



those who are occupied in them." For then it should have been said \awo. in the
feminine. Therefore, it must be translated, "they who are occupied in them will
add to their own impiety." It refers to persons. So also the Arab ¢y sl ol
adli 1, "for those who are accustomed to it, will add much to their impiety.”

VERS. 23. 4se 4l ¥, & 3@ W g Tremellius rightly translated: "Foolish and
unlearned quarrels avoid." But Dr. Masius is most gravely mistaken in his
Peculium Syrum, f. 28, where he wants a to be Paul Hiphil, put for a, which he
explains as, "he was learned." But neither can that explanation be fitted to the
place at all, because it is not about some unlearned person, but in the plural
number about unlearned quarrels, nor is it Paul Hiphil, but rather its Benoni.
Paul, however, if it were in use, is a, as J»x, "washed. Therefore, a is a
substantive noun, signifying learning, and is contracted by apocope from 120,10,
which noun is used for discipline and chastisement in 1 Corinthians 10, vers. 11,
and Hebrews 12:7, 5, from )23, he chastised, he taught. I confess, however, that
the same noun is also taken for defection, 2 Thess. 2, vers. 3, from a3zm, he
defected, he rebelled, which does not belong to this place.

VERS. 25. MAnote 8¢ avtoic 6 0cog Metavoiav. Among the Greeks pnmote is "lest
perhaps,” but here "if perhaps" from a Syriasm, where )zn\j properly "lest
perhaps,’ is often "if perhaps," as in Rom. 11, vers. 14, and Acts 8, vers. 22. And in
the same sense here also the Syriac said La\a. It is often "whether." Therefore, it
can be translated, "waiting whether perhaps God will give them repentance.’

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 3. Tremellius: "Who do not obey those who are over them." But he rightly
notes (Nn 2) that to the word it sounds like "their own men." But because he adds,
"both in the manuscript and in the printed codex," he seems to have hesitated
whether it were spurious. It is therefore to be observed that & in the plural with
affixes is said of parents and relatives. This is proved not only from this place,
but also from Luke 2, vers. 41, "and his men," that is, his parents, went every year
to Jerusalem. But in verse 44, "they sought him among their relatives." So also
Mark 5, v. 19. It should also be observed that the Syriac words for "parents” and
"relatives" can be synonymous.

VERS. 6. Lalis ad & 2aie, Tremellius & Boderianus in the interlinear version: "&
captivas ducunt mulieres, quea custodiuntur in peccatis” (& they lead captive silly
women, who are kept in sins). 7mv is the Hebrew v, to hide. Therefore, it should
be translated, "who are hidden in sins," that is, who are pressed by so great a heap
of sins, that they are as if hidden and buried under them. Therefore, it is better
in the Regia editions, "laden with sins," yovoiképia cecopgopévo apaptiog.

VERS. 14. ag)MiaoN)a Janea o). Tremellius & Boderianus: "But you, persist in
those things which you have learned, and in which you have been confirmed." To
the word it is, "but you, remain in those things which you have learned, and have



been confirmed." He has expressed the Greek word for word: ov 8¢ péve év oig
gHobeg xoi émotobng. The Vulgate translated émotobng as credita sunt tibi (were
entrusted to you). Beza, concredita sunt tibi (were committed to you), as if émotdong
were émotevdng, which in Syriac would have had to be said as a.zaa). But
azoa) is one thing, and a3iax) is another. The former is said of him to whom
something is entrusted, the latter of him who has been rendered certain and
persuaded and believes more. Hesychius: émotdfn, éneichn, Eminpogoprion.
motebevog, PePfatovpevog 10 Agybév. And in the active diniovg motdcavies, oi miotelg
dAMpAog £docav. In which sense in 2 Maccabees 7, 24, it is said of Antiochus, pe6’
dprov émotodto, 'with oaths he gave faith" to the young man, and tried to render
him persuaded that he would heap great riches upon him if he would defect
from his ancestral religion. So therefore in this place also xai émotd6ng should be
translated, "and of which you are fully persuaded,’ or, "and of which a certain
faith has been made to you." The Syriac translator was right: a3aax)o, "and you
have been confirmed.”

CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 6. "For I am already being poured out as a drink offering..." Ls. Boderianus:
"& tempus quo dissolvar instat" (and the time at which I shall be dissolved is at
hand). Tremellius: "& tempus quo resolvar appropinquat” (and the time at which
I shall be released approaches). I would prefer, "& tempus quo dimittar advenit"
(and the time at which I shall be dismissed has arrived). For although )ax
properly means to loose, it is often also to dismiss, as in ) x(s\ )ax, "he dismissed
the crowds," Matth. 14:23, and _o.ax, "he dismissed him,' Luke 8, vers. 38, so that
not so much the dissolution of body and soul is signified, as the dismissal from
the world, by which return to the heavenly fatherland is permitted to him. The
Apostle said, koi 6 koupdg thg £Ufig dvoddoswng épéomre. The Vulgate, & tempus
resolutionis mece instat (and the time of my dissolution is at hand). I would prefer
with Beza, remigrationis mee (of my departure), in the same sense in which in
Phil. 1, vers. 23, he said, émbvpiov Exov eic 10 avoidoa. On this passage see the
commentary of Beza, and our observations. The Arab here has <53l <éy jas S5
"the time of my departure has now arrived,’ in the same way as in Phil. 1:23 he
had said Js)) o) 4, "I desire to depart.”

VERS. 10. "Demas has deserted me, having loved this world." For since Paul's
pursuits were entirely different from the world, for the world was crucified to
him, and he to the world, Gal. 6:14, Demas, loving the world, could not but be
drawn away from Paul (Nn8) towards the world. For as the Comic poet says, "to
want the same and not want the same, that at last is true friendship." A friend is
easily led by a friend. Elegantly the Arabs say, «lic s ;54| "a man's friend is the
guide of his intellect,’ that is, whomever one chooses as a friend, by him his
intellect is easily led. After Demas chose the world as his friend, he allowed
himself to be so led by it that he no longer understood how great Paul was.



VERS. 13. Tov ¢ehévnv &c. Jerome reads ®orévnv in his Epistle to Damasus,
question 2, where he says that Paul, according to some, so called a Hebrew
volume of the Pentateuch.



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE TO TITUS.

CHAPTERI. VERS. VI.

AdS N3 (otbaan) JNo Wz M\ L Aald s 4l Tremellius: "And who has faithful
children, who are not given to luxury." Boderianus: "who are not licentious." But
¢4 does not mean to be given to luxury, nor to be licentious, but to revile. And
since )go0id can be either a Benoni or a Peil, I here take it as Peil, and translate,
"And who has faithful children, who are not subject to revilings,” which the
Apostle said, tékva Exov mota, Py év katnyopie. For what follows, dcwtiag, the Syriac
translator did not join with the preceding pn év xatyopie, but with what follows,
as if he seemed to have read, pn évonoroxta 8t doortiog, "and are not rebellious
through luxury."

VERS. 7. My opyirov. "Not quick-tempered." For as Hillel rightly says in chapter 2
of Aboth, o 179p7 891 % Wwran &9, "neither does a shy person learn well, nor does
a quick-tempered person teach well." Where, by the way, the noun 17977 should
be observed, which could be derived from the Latin capitosus, with which it
agrees in meaning, from the root 7op, to cut short, to abbreviate, to deduce, so
that it is the same as what in Holy Scripture is mn 13p, "short of spirit," that is,
quick-tempered. Thus nmp is quick-temperedness in Num. 25, vers. 8 in the
Targum of Jerusalem, as if you would say brevity and precipitancy of spirit. Add
that a quick-tempered person is accustomed to cut short and abbreviate his
actions and words, and for this very reason he is inept at teaching, which the
Hebrew interpreter of the said sentence of Hillel expresses in these words, 277
MR TAD XD MR PORIWWI oTabnn By Topnw, 'A master who cuts short with his disciples
(that is, out of anger responds too briefly and not fully) when they ask him, will
not teach as he ought."

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 1l. 48 4mss )Ja)liomeoxy, 30 a\a. Boderianus in the Regia edition:
Patefacta est enim gratia Dei tota salutifera omnibus hominibus (For the grace of God,
wholly salutary, has been revealed to all men). In the Paris edition: vivificatrix
tota (wholly life-giving). Better Tremellius: Apparuit enim benignitas Dei servatrix
omnium (For the kindness of God, the savior of all, has appeared), but "to all
men, which he omitted, should be added. The Arab has Luse &) daxs < yeh 35 "the
grace of God, our savior, has now appeared to all men."

VERS. 14. "And might purify for himself a people for his own..." il Tremellius:
qui studiose bona opera sectaretur (who would zealously pursue good works).
Boderianus: qui studiosus esset bonorum operum (who would be zealous for good
works). Properly, "who would be emulous in good works," that is, who would be
carried to good works with such fervor that one would emulate another, and
they would, as it were, piously envy one another. For nam. is the same as (n\ow, to



be zealous for, to emulate, to envy, in a good and in a bad sense. The Arab has
Allall Jwe ) 4 pdlsy "who would emulate in good works.”

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 2. Evéeucvopévoug npadmnra mpog mavtag aviponovg. For God is givaviporog, and he
who does not study to be gracious to men cannot please God, according to that
saying of Rabbi Hanina son of Dosa in Aboth 3: imi aypnn mn e ama nyaan maw
W AMI PRI M PR 1T M NPNaT M pRe 901, "From whomever the spirit of men
is refreshed, from him also is the spirit of God refreshed. But from whomever
the spirit of men is not refreshed, neither is the spirit of God from him." Where,
by the way, observe that n»3, creatures, designates men.

VERS. 18. Znviv tov vopwodv. "Zenas the lawyer." But the Syriac has )aag, and the
Arab i<, "the Scribe." In which way also vopikég is translated by the Arab in Matt.
22:35, for he who is called vopwog there, the same in Mark 12:28 is said to have
been &g v I'poppotéwv. Indeed, even an amanuensis is called vopwog by the
Syrians. The Syriac commentator on those words of Rom. 16:22, éyo» Téptiog 6
ypayoag Ty émotodny év Kupie, annotates: goNoda Lo 1., Loa Lade, "For this man was
the scribe (or amanuensis) of Paul."



ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE TO THE
HEBREWS.

CHAPTERI. VERS. II.

8t ol xai Todg aidvag érnoincev. In Hebrew nwy om>wn ax 112 awx, which you could also
translate, "through whom he also made the worlds." For 0w among the Hebrews
designates not only an age, but also the world. And among the Arabs x\= denotes
the world rather than an age, which is called s2 by them. There is, however, a
common phrase among them, which occurs at the beginning of the Quran: 4 i
Gudadl &5, "Praise be to God, lord of the worlds,' by which name not various
worlds, but all created beings, existing both in the highest and in the lowest
world, are comprehended. They want this to be so denominated from the verb
e, to know, because absolutely nothing is contained in the world from which
God cannot be known, and which does not exhibit a sign, signification, character,
and indication of divine power and goodness. Nor will it perhaps be useless to
observe here that, to distinguish the orders of creatures, the Hebrew sages
established three onw, worlds. (Oo) The first of which they called swn 09w, the
humble world, namely the Earth. The second, n>na 05w, the middle world, which
is that of the spheres and stars, or the airy region. The third, p%n o%w, the
supreme world, the dwelling place of God and the Angels. If, therefore, o
denotes the world here, as it does elsewhere, the Apostle will be said to have
referred to these distinct worlds when he said in the plural, tovg aidvag érnoincev, as
also in chap. 11, vers. 3, "by faith we believe that the worlds were framed"
(xompticOan Todg aidvac). It is very common among the Rabbis, and often occurs in
the Mishneh Torah of Maimonides, that God is called a»m»wvn pan, "lord of the
worlds," that is, of creatures.

VERS. 3. "O¢ v anadyaspo tiic 86énc. The Syriac: «xsm. Boderianus: qui est germen
glorice ejus (who is the sprout of his glory), because for the Hebrews mx is a
sprout. But Tremellius is better: qui est Splendor glorice ejus (who is the Splendor of
his glory). Ferrarius: an»x, splendor. n»x, splenduit, illuminavit. The Syro-Arabic
Lexicon: mng, id est Lall e =, "it illuminates with splendor." It is therefore the
same, g, as wal, splendor, light, radiance, and the same nnx as =, he shone, he
was splendid. Whence also in this place the Arab interpreter has s slua s 5, "he is
the splendor of his glory." Is it from this that in Jer. 23:5, p>1x may 177 mapm, the
LXX translated, dvoomom 1@ Acvid dvotoliv dikaiov? évatody is certainly used for
splendor in Isa. 60, vers. 19, where o727 733, the splendor of the moon, is translated
avatoAn tiig oeapvne. It properly signifies the east or a rising. But it is also said of
herbs growing from the earth, as in Ezech. 16, vers. 7, 77a mng, dvatols tod dypod.
See also chap. 17, 10. Therefore I would not dare in the said place of Jer. to
translate dvatoliv Swoiav as "a just splendor or rising." I would prefer "a just
sprout,” so that it corresponds to the property of the Hebrew word. évatoiy there
is BAdompe, as Symmachus translates. For which reason it did not displease
learned men, even in Luke 1, vers. 78, to translate évatoi &£ Hyoug as "a sprout



A\l

from on high," as the distinguished Beza had translated in earlier editions. This
is certainly more tolerable than that msy in Jeremiah be translated "Orient,'
which, however, the distinguished Scaliger vehemently contends in his Elenchus
Triheeresii, p. 150. Although among the Syrians that word has the meaning of
splendor, it does not follow that it has the same among the Hebrews, where nnx is
properly said of herbs from the earth, then of hair and feathers growing from
the body of animals. Metaphorically, however, it is said of any new thing, first
appearing like a sprouting herb. That it is said of the rising of the sun or of some
star has not yet been established. For that which the incomparable Man asserts,
that mmx signifies a horoscope, that is, the place of the Orient in a genethliac
theme for the Hebrews, I would have wished proven. And even if it were, it
perhaps refers more to the infant himself who, with this or that star rising,
sprouts forth from the mother's womb like a sprout from the earth, than to the
star itself which rises. Just as Christ in Heb. 7, vers. 14, is said to have sprung
(vatétodkev) from the tribe of Judah, a metaphor undoubtedly taken from a
sprout budding from elsewhere, rather than from a rising star, especially since
we have also proven above that davotomv in the LXX is sometimes taken for a
sprout of the earth. I would prefer, however, in Luke 1 to translate avotoliv 8¢
tyoug as "splendor from on high," because the following metaphor seems to
prove it, éneokéyarto NG, dmedval Toig &v okdTel Kol okid Bavdtov kabnpévoig, all of which
must be referred to the metaphor of light. The most learned Scultetus indeed
rejects this in his Ezxercitationes Evangelice, 1. 1, CHAPTER 12, because é&vatorq
signifies only the rising of the sun, or the region from which it rises, but Christ is
neither the thing that has risen, nor the region from which it rises, but the very
thing which does rise. But we have proven above from Isa. 60, vers. 19, that
avatoAr is also taken for splendor, which is the very thing that rises.

VERS. 4. Tooobte kpeittov yevopevog tdv ayyéhov. The Syriac: L g)\a (72 Loa 36u7 Lo
Where Tremellius has, Et tanto potior factus est Angelis (And he was made so much
better than the Angels), correctly. But what "so much" (tanto) is worth in the
Syriac, perhaps not everyone perceives. Boderianus in the Regia edition: Et ipse
tanto preestantior fuit Angelis (And he himself was so much more excellent than
the Angels). I do not praise this either. I would prefer, and in this whole respect (or,
in this entire respect), he excels the Angels, according to how much more excellent is the
name which &c.

t6codtov does not always refer to a person, but often to a thing. As in propter hoc
[because of this], propterea [therefore]. Therefore, in this whole respect, is by so
much. Compare with Hebrews 7, verse 22, where )aa Lao.coa Liada adglaar
Boderianus most poorly translates, Hic totius excellentioris istius testamenti factus est
sponsor Ieschua [He was made the sponsor of this more excellent testament]. But
Tremellius excellently, hoc toto praestantius est foedus, in quo factus est sponsor leschua
[by this much more excellent is the covenant, in which Jeshua was made
sponsor].



VERS. 9. Papsov ev0vmtoc. Thus in Psalm 45, v. 7, the LXX translated =iw» vay. The
Chaldean, xnjpn7 %7, a right rod. The Syriac \.x9 )\ ax, sceptrum rectum [a right
scepter], as Dr. Erpenius interprets it, or virga recta [a right rod], as Tremellius in
this place. Boderianus less well, sceptrum erectum [an erect scepter]. The Arabic
miinall cuadll pirga recta [a right rod]. The Syriac adjective elsewhere commonly
corresponds to the Greek amiodg, simple, as in Matthew 6:22, 6p0arpog amrodg [a
simple eye]. In which sense vws is most common among the Rabbis. vws in Syriac
means he extended, he expanded. 1t is therefore properly said of a thing simply and
extended in straight lines. To the Hebrews, >, whence -, a plain, a valley,
having a simple extension, undisturbed by any mounds, hills, or mountains. You
could also translate )\.xa from the proper meaning of the verb as sceptrum
extensum [an extended scepter]. The distinguished Sionita, protensum
[outstretched]. And so pdBdog ed0vtoc, Will be Sceptrum rectum [a right scepter],
extended straightly, and therefore benign. For among the Orientals, it was a sign
of benignity and benevolence when Kings extended the scepter toward
someone. Esther 5:2.

VERS. 12. And as a mantle é\igeic (duplicate) you will roll them up. Because in the
Syriac New Testament not all vowels are always written, I doubt whether this
word is written fully, or if it should be read soxa from the second defective
form. For in the Thargum =y is to duplicate. Whence also to the Syrians xown
duplicated. xmown duplicity. nv he duplicated, as Ferrari testifies. But in Kal he cites
the same 7y he duplicated. Also ny it failed, from the second quiescent form. He
cites a place from Apocalypse 6, verse a\ odoxa and duplicate for him a duplum.
The point below O indicates a long u, and therefore from the second quiescent
form. For if it were from the defective, the point should have been written
above, to indicate a short u, the Kibbuts of the Hebrews. Perhaps here too both
forms are confused, as we saw before in z.3a), he had mercy, which is the same as
«aa). below chap. 2, verse ggme), he was humbled, which elsewhere is ¢n),
whence is aagn), you humbled him, Ibid. verse 7. It follows in the same verse:
Tremellius, tu autem sicut es, eris [but you, as you are, will be]. He added eris [you
will be], as if in the Syriac there was nothing other than, tu autem sicut es [but you,
as you are]. In which Boderianus in the Paris edition also erred, when he
translated, & tu sicut existens es [and you, as existing you are]. Translate, E¢ tu sicut
es, es [And you, as you are, are], as the distinguished Sionita in the Psalter; which
Boderianus correctly has in the Royal edition. As for the sense, tu autem idem es
[but you are the same].

VERS. 14. Are they not all Asrtovpyika nvedparo ministering spirits? It is taken from
Psalm 103, verse 21, where they are called rnywn, LXX Aertovpyoi avtod, Ministri ejus
[His ministers]. And in the n%sn 270, that is, the book of prayers, onwn 2xv, creator
ministrorum [creator of ministers], means of the Angels. Hence among the
Hebrews they are commonly called mwsa >ox9», angels of ministry. Just as the
Apostle here makes them lesser than Christ, so also did the ancient doctors of
the Hebrews, who interpret verse 13 of chapter 52 of Isaiah, 7x» A23) gy o, as



follows: nawn >oX9mn 7R2 7an awon XU omaRn oM, exaltabitur prae Abrahamo, &
elevabitur prae Mose, & sublimis erit prae angelis Ministerii [he will be exalted above
Abraham, and lifted up above Moses, and will be sublime above the angels of
Ministry]. For this sublimity of Christ above the Angels, Abrabanel, on these
words of Isaiah, brings forth two rather trifling reasons. The first, because the
Angels receive the virtue by which they protect men from God through the
mediations of stellar influences; but the Messiah will receive it immediately
from God himself. The second, that the Messiah will conquer the Angels set over
the nations, who will fight for them, and he will destroy the nations. These are
the delusions of men with too much time on their hands.

CHAPTER IL

VERS. 6. Arcpaptipato 8¢ mod tic, &c. The Apostle, to prove that God did not subject
the world to come, that is, the Christian Church, to Angels, but to Christ, alleges
here and in the two following verses what is read in Psalm 8, verses 5, 6, 7. Most
learned men think that this was done by the Apostle only by way of allusion, not
by way of proof. From whom we strongly dissent, as also from all who deny that
the Prophet is speaking of Christ. What led them into error was that they
believed the Psalm to speak of man in general and considered absolutely. This
opinion is contradicted by the words of verse 7: v931 non npw 93, omnia posuisti sub
pedibus ejus [you have put all things under his feet]. The Apostle especially
regarded these words, as they served his purpose. Wherefore, explaining them
in verse 8, he says they are to be taken so generally that nothing at all is
excepted. His words are, év 1§ yap dmotdéar ontd to mévia, ovdev dpijkev oTd GvumdTaKTov.
It deals with such a subjection, by which not only sub-celestial things, but also
heaven itself and the Angels are subjected to man. This, God teaches in Genesis
1:26, never belonged to man, not even before the fall, much less after: "Let us
make man in our image, after our likeness, and let them have dominion over the
fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the
earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps upon the earth." You see that
dominion is given to man, but confined within rather narrow limits, only over
living creatures, and besides them only over the earth (since, to be cultivated by
man, it was to produce herbs by that cultivation), not over the air, not over the
sea, much less over the highest heaven and the Angels. Nor is that dominion,
repeated after the flood, extended any further, Genesis 9, verses 1, 2, 3.

To Christ alone is it attributed that all things are subject under his feet, 1
Corinthians 15:27, Ephesians 1, verse 22; that all things have been given into his
hand, John 3, verse 35; that all power has been given to him in heaven and on
earth, Matthew 28:18; that he has been appointed heir of all things, Hebrews 1,
verse 2. Then, through and for him, this also belongs to the faithful, 1 Cor. 3,
verses 21, 22, as co-heirs with Christ, Romans 8, verse 17. Thus, I maintain, David,
since he was a Prophet and knew that God had sworn to him with an oath that
from the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh (that is, human nature), Christ



would be raised up, Acts 2, verse 30, saw that Christ as man, or rather as the
0eavOponog [God-man], with the eyes of faith in this Psalm as in very many others,
and when the Majesty of God was to be marveled at, shining forth in the
creation of the heaven, sun, moon, and stars, he marveled much more that He
had chosen not the Angels, but the fragile human race for so great an honor, that
in the person of Christ, man, although for a little while made needier than the
Angels, was nevertheless adorned with such glory and majesty that all things,
and therefore the entire Church, and the Angels themselves are subject to him. I
would not want anyone to be surprised that I translate qAdtrocag odtov Bpayd Tt map'
dyyéhovg rather as, egentem fecisti eum supra Angelos [you made him needy above
the Angels], than minorem fecisti [you made him lesser] cum Angelis [than the
Angels]. Because the word »mpnm properly and most usually means egentem fecisti,
destituisti, privastt [you made needy, you destitute, you deprived]. As in
Ecclesiastes 4, verse 8. And among the LXX Interpreters éiattéo is taken thus in 1
Samuel 21, verse 15. »1x oovawn 7og, P édattodplar 8y EmAnpntévev; an egeo insants ego?
[Do I have need of madmen?]. 2 Samuel 3, verse 29. an? 701, éhattovpevog dptotg,
egens pantbus [lacking bread]. Psalm 34, verse 10. av-22 mom X2 mm w7, ol 88
gxnrodveg tov Koprov ovk éhattobfcoviar mavtdg dyadod, qui requirunt Dominum, non
egebunt ullo bono [those who seek the Lord will not lack any good thing]. See also
Jeremiah 44, verse 18. And so map' dyyéhovg is taken in its proper meaning for supra
Angelos [above the Angels], or prae Angelis [before the Angels]. That is, compared
to the Angels, you made him appear needier than them. Which truly fits his
kévooig [emptying] and opoiopa caprog apaptiog [likeness of sinful flesh].

VERS. 9. Jawoazao :ac0ma Lou A\ 7 MoTs 000012 aaotn 15107 (2 NAD 573 a2 00
@xi1 o Lamn)o. Boderianus in the Paris edition: Eum autem quem depressit (verte,
qui depressus est) paulisper prae Angelis videmus qui est ipse lesus propter passionem
mortis suae, & gloria & honor est positus in capite ejus [But we see him whom he
lowered (translate, who was lowered) for a little while before the Angels, who is
Jesus himself, on account of the passion of his death, and glory and honor is
placed on his head]. But in the Royal edition: Eum autem qui paulisper summissus
fuit prae Angelis, videmus, nempe ipsum Ilesuam propter passionem mortis suae,
gloriamque & honorem ipsius capiti impositum [But we see him who for a little while
was submitted before the Angels, namely Jesus himself, on account of the
passion of his death, and the glory and honor placed upon his head]. Tremellius:
Eum autem quem paululum depressit pre Angelis, videmus (qui est leschua) propter
passionem mortis suae, quod & gloria & honor positus est in capite ejus [But we see him
whom he lowered a little before the Angels (who is Jeshua) on account of the
passion of his death, that both glory and honor is placed on his head]. I would
prefer it this way: Eum autem qui humiliatus est paululum prae Angelis, videmus quod
sit lesus (vel esse Iesum) propter passionem mortis suae, & gloria atque honos positus est in
capite ejus [But we see him who was humbled a little before the Angels, that he is
Jesus (or to be Jesus) on account of the passion of his death, and glory and honor
is placed on his head]. I take a not for the pronoun gu: [who], but for the
conjunction quod [that]. As does the Arab who translates 3 i< (e S acail (g2l Wi



auly o Gle punge il aaallg aise ol dal e g 4 L5 verum qui humiliatus fuit paululum
prae Angelis, jam videmus quod sit lesus propter passionem mortis suae, & gloria &
dignitas posita sunt super caput ejus [But he who was humbled a little before the
Angels, we now see that he is Jesus on account of the passion of his death, and
glory and dignity are placed upon his head]. The sense is: Although we do not
yet see all things subjected to him, yet this we see, that he who was humbled a
little below the Angels, is Jesus. But why is he Jesus? On account of the passion of
his death: for which reason he was also adorned with honor and glory. Let the
learned examine whether the Syriac has poorly grasped the Apostle's meaning.

VERS. 16. O0 yap dfnov ayyéhov énhapBaveror. Beza: non enim utique Angelos assumpsit
[for he did not indeed take on Angels]. He wanted émappéverar to be put for
énedéBeto, by an enallage of tense. Then he took dfnov for the simple 4. In my
judgment, the Vulgate better retained the present tense, and took nov for usquam
[anywhere]. But it did not correctly omit the emphatic particle &4. For it
translates, Nusquam enim Angelos apprehendit [For nowhere does he take hold of
Angels]. I translate literally: Non enim profecto usquam Angelos assumit [For surely
he nowhere takes on Angels]. Usquam [anywhere], that is, in any place of
scripture. Nowhere in Holy Scripture is he said to take on angels, but everywhere
the seed of Abraham. Thus nov is taken above verse 6, sicpoptopato 8¢ mod tig. And
below in chapter 4, verse 4, sipnke yap mov, &c. The Syriac plainly omits §imov. Our
Old Belgian version is, in our judgment, better here than the new one.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 2. ITiotov dvia 16 momoavtt odtov, o¢ koi Mmotic &v dhe @ oike avtod. Reference is
made to the passage in Numbers 12, verse 7, where God, comparing Moses with
the other Prophets, says that he appears to the others in a vision or a dream, but
that with Moses it is otherwise: x1 3 0’27933, in tota domo mea fidelis est [in all my

house he is faithful]. To which place that most learned man and our intimate
friend Johannes Cloppenburgius pointed out to me that God's intention is not to
praise the virtue of Moses, by which he conducted himself faithfully in
administering his office, but his dignity and authority, in which he excelled
above the other Prophets; and the meaning is, Tota mea domus ei concredita est
[My whole house has been entrusted to him]. To the other Prophets I now
appear in a vision, now in a dream at certain times, so that they may announce
my will when and to whom I command, but to Moses I have entrusted my whole
house, so that he may constitute, order, and govern my entire Church, instruct it
with laws both ecclesiastical and political, according to which my whole house is
to be governed both now and henceforth.

I praise this opinion. And to confirm this use of the Hebrew phrase, I bring forth
what is in the Talmud, in Sanhedrin chap. 8, where one of two litigants, seeking
judges for their dispute, says: 792 *w17 7w7w 7y DoKX 29¥ 1K1 RIR 9V 183, fidelis apud
me est pater meus, fidelis apud me est pater tuus, fideles apud me sunt tres bubulci [my
father is trustworthy to me, your father is trustworthy to me, three herdsmen



are trustworthy to me], that is, I will entrust my case to be decided either by my
father, or yours, or even three herdsmen. Nor is Aben Ezra unworthy of being
heard on the words of Moses. What is x1 151 >n»2 %322 He explains: 012w nva 123 1mwv
2IRWH? MW 037 PR R? OX1 WD 01702 039 YTINR TWRD ONRY PO TR TI0EN XY MW K93, Sensus ejus
est, sicut filius familias, qui libere intrat nulla accepta potestate: & si quibus eget, libere
eloquitur. Vos autem, quando appareo vobis per somnium, tum scitis. Si non appareo, non
est vobis potestas interrogandi [The meaning of it is, like a son of the family, who
enters freely without having received permission: and if he needs anything, he
speaks freely. But you, when I appear to you in a dream, then you know. If I do
not appear, you do not have the power to ask]. You see that it refers to the power
and authority which Moses has over the whole house of God, not the other
Prophets. And I think that this is the same intention of the Apostle here, with
that most learned man; that is, that Christ is not compared with Moses in respect
to faithfulness, but in the power and authority which he has obtained over the
whole Church. With this distinction, that Moses had this power only as a servant,
but Christ as a son éri tov oikov avtod, lord of his house, as he says in verse 5. And
Moses indicated this in Deuteronomy 18, verse 15 and 18, "God will raise up for
you a Prophet »;i3 like me," and what follows, which the Apostle Peter correctly
applies to our Savior in Acts 3, verses 22, 23. Not in that sense, certainly, in which
the most learned interpreters, and among them the great Calvin, take these
words, as if x21 [prophet] should be taken indefinitely for prophets in general in
Moses, and God promises that the people will always have prophets who will
teach them rightly, but that Christ is chiefly to be understood, as the prince of
prophets, and to whom all the earlier prophecies were directed.

We think that Christ alone is to be understood, since he alone was a Prophet like
Moses, placed over the entire house of God. To those two alone did this
prerogative and dignity belong. The first of the prophets under the law was
Moses, who ordered the entire Church of the Old Testament up to the times of
the Gospel, and fixed the laws even for the prophets who would follow. The first
of the prophets under the Gospel was Christ, who ordered the entire Church of
the New Testament until the end of the world, and fixed the laws for all
subsequent prophets or pastors. In Moses all the other prophets of the Old
Testament who followed him are comprehended: just as in Christ are all the
Apostles, doctors, and pastors who followed him.

VERS. 3. For this one has been counted worthy of more glory than Moses. The Apostle
opposes this to the religion of the Jews, by which they excessively venerated
Moses as the father and head of all prophets who ever had been or would be.
Hence among the thirteen articles of the Judaic faith, which Rabbi Maimonides
opposed to almost all of the Christian faith, the seventh reads thus: nimxa paxn »ix
PR XA PIDY DRTIPY ORI AR T RIIWY NINRR 1A wn P9y 120 awn nxaw aow, that is, 'l
believe with perfect faith that the prophecies of Moses our teacher, peace be
upon him, were true, and that he was the father of the wise, both those who
preceded and those who followed him." Yet it was common among the ancient



teachers of the Hebrews to interpret those words of Isaiah chapter 52, verse 13,
TR 7231 RN 217, about the Messiah in this way: naw »8mn 78% 723 qwan Xwn o77axn o1,
"And he will be exalted above Abraham, and will be lifted up above Moses, and
will be very sublime above the angels of ministry." Although the doctors of a
later age wrongly and in bad faith referred the Messiah's dignity above Moses
solely to the redemption of the people from captivity by the Messiah, and not to
the matter of prophecy, in which they wish Moses to excel the Messiah.
Regarding this, Abrabanel can be consulted on those words of chapter 52 of
Isaiah.

CHAPTER IV.
ON THE SABBATH

VERS. 8. The sanctification of the Sabbath day, by which God in the fourth
commandment is said to have sanctified it, that is, to have established it as a holy
sign of his grace, is:

I. With respect to the circumstance of time itself. For that God destined that day
for rest, on which he himself rested from the work of creation, was a type of a
more excellent and more salvific rest, by which God and our Savior Christ, from
the far more sublime and difficult work of Redemption (after his soul had
labored grievously, about which see Isaiah 53), rested in the tomb on that very
seventh day of the week.

II. With respect to the rest commanded to the people on that day, which was
itself a sign of our spiritual rest to be obtained in Christ.

The Apostle teaches both in Hebrews 4, verses 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. For the
understanding of this passage, four things are to be observed, which are like
foundations for the Apostle's reasoning:

I. The rest of God, into which the faithful must enter, is not that by which we
rest from our works, but that by which God rests from his; verses 3 and 4.

II. That rest of God is the source and origin of our own. Hence in the fourth
commandment, You shall rest on that day, because I first rested on the same. And here,
verse 10: "He who has entered into his rest, has himself also rested from his
works, just as God did from his." Therefore, our resting from our works follows
our entry into the rest of God.

III. There were two typical rests of God in the Old Testament, of which the
people were also partakers. 1. That by which he rested on the seventh day, and
the people in imitation of him. 2. That by which, having entered with his ark
into the land of Canaan, and there having fixed his firm seat first in Shiloh, then
in Jerusalem, he rested from wandering through the desert, and the people with
him.



IV. True and saving rest is not external, whether from the works of the world, or
from uncertain wandering through the earth, but spiritual in Christ, v. 10; into
which no unbeliever enters, verse 6, and of which not even those who were led
into the land of Canaan by Joshua were made partakers, namely those who were
unbelievers. For although they entered into the external rest of the land of
Canaan, they did not enter into that which was represented, any more than the
unbelievers in the desert, to whom it was not even granted to enter into the
typical one. Whence also in verse 8, the Apostle denies that Joshua led them into
rest.

From these foundations, the Apostle infers that neither that rest of God, in
which he rested on the seventh day from the works of creation, nor that other
one, is that true rest into which we must enter, and from which our true rest can
proceed. Because, although that rest was established from the very beginning of
the world, the Israelites were not free from unbelief, impiety, and rebellion, and
so God denies that they will enter into his rest, and establishes another day than
the seventh in Psalm 95, verse 7. And although Joshua led the others into the
land of Canaan, where they also with the ark of God, that is, God himself, rested
from their wandering, yet he did not xaténavoev avrovg, give them rest, because
otherwise David would not have made mention of another day long after.
Hebrews 4, v. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8.

Hence, he says it follows that another rest of God remains for the people of God,
verse 9, into which entry is given to the faithful alone, verse 8, which is of such
efficacy that whoever enters into it, they also rest from their works, just as God
did from his, verse 10.

That rest is none other than the rest of Jesus Christ, by which, having completed
the most grievous labors for our sins up to the entrance of the Sabbath day, he
rested on the very Sabbath day with all our sins in the tomb. Whoever embraces
this rest of Christ in the tomb by faith, they enter into that rest, and through it,
the old man being buried with Christ, they themselves also rest from their
works. Whence it is clear that the rest of the seventh day was a type of the future
grace in Christ.

CHAPTER V.

VERS. 11. But concerning that Melchizedek, we have much to say. aoonxan\ )omyo.
Tremellius & Boderianus in the Paris edition: Et occupatio ad exponendum illud
[And a business to explain it]. These most learned men have followed a
Hebraism, where poy as a substantive means business, occupation. But in Syriac
xpooy is an adjective, and means difficult, harsh; sometimes, wicked, perverse. It
should therefore be translated, & difficilis ad explicandum eum [and difficult to
explain it]. What he said in the Royal edition is, quaeque (sc. verba) difficiles
explicatus habeant [and which (words, that is) may have difficult explanations].
The substantive is ) acamy., difficulty.



CHAPTER VI

VERS. 4, 5, 6. This very controversial passage the Syriac interprets thus: 1\ }\)
5 :)x1003 Laoa 0ap.\0 LAax A2 laaoionm oM\ 0 100 Lo o N1} Laawa RWNNL &
WOAAMAL Tu33 72 00me J0a2 6 ipiada lAaNLa INwo kol laay, ez om0
NCEMVOCD R AV R EEARNCE: T [ SN L RN - LR TN L I

Tremellius translates these thus: verse 4. Atqui non possunt illi qui semel ad
baptismum descenderunt, gustaverunt donum quod est é caelo, & acceperunt Spiritum S.
[But they cannot, who once descended to baptism, have tasted the gift which is
from heaven, and received the Holy Spirit.] verse 5. & gustaverunt Sermonem
bonum Dei, & virtutem seculi futuri: [and have tasted the good Word of God, and
the power of the age to come:] 6. Qui rursum peccaverunt, non possunt inquam de
integro renovari ad conversionem: quippe qui de integro crucifigunt filium Dei, &
subjiciunt ignominiae. [Who have sinned again, I say they cannot be renewed
again to conversion: since they crucify the son of God anew, and subject him to
ignominy.] In almost the same way, at least with the same sense, Boderianus in
the Paris edition, as well as in the Royal, where for qui rursum peccaverunt [who
have sinned again], it has, less well, quum iterum peccaverint [when they have
sinned again]. They do not seem to have grasped the Syriac's meaning. For
o they translated with the preterite, qui rursum peccarunt [who have sinned
again], when it is future. And what follows, (c4gy. and (o3v¢., they translated
with the present, crucifigunt [they crucify], and ignominiae subjiciunt [they subject
to ignominy], or as Boderianus, ignominia affictunt [they afflict with ignominy],
when those are also future. Where Tremellius also prefixes quippe qui [since
they], which is not in the Syriac. It should therefore be observed that all the
verbs of verses 4 and 5 in the Syriac are preterite, but all those of verse 6 are
future. It does not say, Qui semel illuminati fuerunt, & gustaverunt, &c. & iterum
peccaverunt [Those who were once enlightened, and have tasted, etc. and have
sinned again]. But it also omits the particle xoi which is in the Greek, and changes
the preterite to the future, which is entirely, like the following words, governed
by «nsxz I\ in this sense: Non possunt ut iterum peccent, ut denuo renoventur ad
resipiscentiam [They cannot sin again, so as to be renewed again to repentance],
and crucify the son of God anew, and afflict him with ignominy. The Syriac
phrase is, in Latin thus, non possunt iterum peccare, ut denuo renoventur ad
resipiscentiam & denuo crucifigant &c. [they cannot sin again, so as to be renewed
again to repentance and crucify again etc.]. The Syriac interprets this passage,
which was usually brought forth by heretics against the perseverance of the
saints, in favor of it. It denies that the saints, who are described in verses 4 and 5,
can sin, that is, be enslaved to sin. For thus they would have to be renewed anew,
and Christ would have to be crucified anew and afflicted with ignominy. Since
these things cannot happen, neither can they sin anew. And in my judgment, the
Syriac has understood the Apostle's mind excellently. For he does not say that
the saints he described énonintew [fall away], but that it is impossible nopanecovrag
avoxawilew [for those who have fallen away to be renewed], if they should fall



away, for them to be renewed. Because the merit of Christ's cross, by which they
were once renewed, having been abolished and rendered void, it would be
necessary for Christ to be crucified anew and afflicted with ignominy, so that
they might be renewed by a new merit of the cross. Since this cannot happen,
the Apostle means to infer that it also cannot happen that they dronintew [fall
away]. Which doctrine does not produce sloth in the minds of the saints, but
diligent study, and forces them to take care to be like fertile earth which receives
a blessing, rather than sterile earth which is near to a curse. For they must
beware lest they need a repeated renewal, which no one can obtain. The Arab,
having interpreted the Syriac, states it in the same way as we do, and so clearly
that it cannot be contradicted. For thus he has it, verse 4: 3 dxuall 10U 3l 508 Y (Sl
sed non possunt qui acceperunt baptismum semel [but they cannot who have received
baptism once]. verse 6: Ji oo L5l | aanid Ahadl) &) 5352y O, ut revertantur in peccatum, quo
renoventur ad resipiscentiam denuo, &c. [that they should return to sin, whereby
they might be renewed to repentance anew, etc.]. They cannot return, that is, to
return to sin, they cannot relapse: for if that happened, they would be renewed,
and Christ would be crucified anew, which cannot happen. It seemed right not to
pass over this here.

For tovg émog potiobéviag, the Syriac has osuwy LocaomnN (ay Lawa, qui uno tempore
(i.e. semel) in baptismum descenderunt [who at one time (i.e., once) descended into
baptism]. Where it should be noted in passing that for "to be baptized," he said
"to descend into baptism,' because in former times those to be baptized were let
down and immersed into the water. Whence concerning Christ in Matt. 3:16 «ai
Bamticheig 6 ‘Inoodg avéPn £00Vg amo tod Bdatog [and when Jesus was baptized, he went
up immediately from the water], therefore before that, xotépn eic 10 55wp [he went
down into the water]. But it is especially to be noted that for ¢oticdévrac, "to be
enlightened,” he said "to be baptized," just as also in chap. 10, verse 32,
"Remember the days, in which ¢otctévieg having been enlightened," the Syriac
has )ewaomyn <oaMama, accepistis baptismum [you received baptism]. Perhaps
because they were not baptized unless they were enlightened, and had been
taught the Gospel. Matthew 28, "teach all, baptizing them." But "to teach,” 77 in
Hebrew, is owtitewv for the Hellenists. As can be seen in Judges 13, verse 8; 2 Kings
12:2; and especially chap. 17, verse 27, yx7 *i78 vswn nx 071, kai potiel odtoig 10 kpijpla
10D Oeod tiig yiig [and he will teach them the judgment of the God of the land]. In
what way the Apostle in Eph. 3:9, Kai ¢oticor mdvtog tic 1§ xowvwvio tod Puompiov.
Where gotica is 7137, to teach. Indeed, not only are those who wish to be baptized
to be taught before they are baptized, but baptism itself teaches both the
shedding of Christ's blood and the power of that shed blood in the washing away
of sins. This is the compendium of all learning, and he is finally enlightened who
believes this. Add to this that the washing of baptism is a sign and seal of a mind
purged from the darkness of sin, and thus enlightened, so that he who receives
baptism in fact professes enlightenment. Chrysostom in homily 59, among the
various names for baptism attributed to it in Holy Scripture, says it is also called
ooticpo, and he proves this from those two places in the Epistle to the Hebrews,



which the Syriac interpreted concerning baptism above. And hence that homily
is inscribed, 1 npog Tovg PéAovTag pwtilesbon katqymotc, catechesis ad illuminandos, i.e. ad
baptizandos [catechesis for those about to be enlightened, i.e., for those about to
be baptized]. And perhaps we would not speak absurdly if we were to state that
this word alludes to the Hebrew =1, which, when it is a noun, denotes a river, but
when a verb, to be enlightened, to shine, and this not only for the Hebrews, but
also for the Chaldeans and Syrians, and is explained by ¢wti¢ew in Psalm 34, verse
5. For he who approaches the river of Christ's baptism is enlightened, and finds a
river not only of elemental water, but also of living water flowing from the belly,
about which Christ speaks in John 7, and it is nothing other than the gift of
illumination. Furthermore, avaxawilew, Beza has it actively, renovare [to renew].
The Vulgate, Erasmus, the Syriac and the Arab have it passively, renovari [to be
renewed]. Which I praise, yet I do not think, with Erasmus in his notes, that
¢ovtodg is to be understood, as if the sense were, "It is impossible that they should
renew themselves," but that anyone should renew them, that is, absolutely, that
they should be renewed. For thus among the Hebrews the active infinitive is
frequently taken passively, as in Psalm 51:4, quawa, cum quis judicat te [when one
judges you], that is, when you are judged.

VERS. 8. )avicmo )33aa thistles and tribulations. Boderianus: Carduos & spinas
[Thistles and thorns]. Correctly. For Ferrari teaches that L3332 is a tree similar to
a willow, but thorny, but 12\ 30m, citing this very passage, is a thorn. The order of
the words seems to be changed. For in the Greek it is axavOag xoi tpiBdrove. tpiforog
means tribulus, as in Matthew 7:16, therefore )la\ico denotes daxavloc. The
Syriac-Arabic Lexicon: )33z id est, arbor quae dicitur )aaaa .<isl Jas sl is very tall
like a Willow. estque inquit s~ [and it is, he says, a tree].

Ibid. g t0 téhog &ig kadow. Vulgate: cujus consummatio in combustionem [whose end is
for burning]. Erasmus: cujus exitus huc tendit, ut exuratur [whose outcome tends to
this, that it be burned up]. Beza, cujus exitus tendit ad exustionem [whose outcome
tends to burning]. Syriac: sed finis ejus est combustio [but its end is combustion]. So
also the Arab. We advise that it is a Hebraic phrase, the sense of which is, quae
tandem comburetur [which will finally be burned]. Thus in the Mishnah,
Sanhedrin chap. 4, § 5, the judges, about to warn the witnesses to guard
themselves against false testimony, say to them: oonx p172% 19WY DY QPR X RAW
ApnaY wenTa, fortasse vos ignoratis, finem nostrum fore ad examinandum vos (i.e. nos
tandem examinaturos vos) accuratissima inquisitione [Perhaps you do not know that
our end will be to examine you (i.e., we will finally examine you) with a most
thorough inquiry]. Thus in Mishnah Makkot chap. 3: 1% 1910 “mn? P21 ova 12’90
anans, an non sive hodie sive cras finis ejus est ad dandum (i.e. tandem dabit) ei
promissam dotem suam? [Is it not so, whether today or tomorrow, his end is to give
(i.e., he will finally give) her her promised dowry?]. We add a third place from
Pirke Avot chap. 4, where R. Jonathan says thus: “wwn an»p% 1910 "1 707 N 0»pan 93
My 1703 190 R TG DR Puana 931, quicunque praestat legem pauper, finis ejus est ad
praestandum eam (i.e. tandem praestabit eam) dives, & quicunque irritam facit legem



dives, finis ejus est ad irritam faciendam eam (i.e. tandem irritam faciet eam) pauper
[Whoever fulfills the law while poor, his end is to fulfill it (i.e., he will finally
fulfill it) while rich, and whoever makes the law void while rich, his end is to
make it void (i.e., he will finally make it void) while poor].

VERS. 9. L) 052\ 2wz Tremellius & Boderianus: Persuasi autem sumus
de vobis fratres, ea quae sunt bona [But we are persuaded concerning you, brothers,
of those things which are good]. In the Royal edition: persuasa habemus [we hold
as persuaded]. The Apostle: nencicpedo 8¢ nepi Y@V, dyamntoi, T0 kpeicsova. In Syriac
this would be said «..«.970. And perhaps it should be read thus. For .97 is
persuademus [we persuade]. If this is the correct reading, the sense will be:
"Although we speak to you thus, yet to others we speak better things concerning
you, which pertain to salvation." The Arab: ilws Yuai A1 L oSie eil U This is
ambiguous. If you take <« in the first conjugation, it must be translated, nos
autem scimus de vobis 0 fratres res pulchras [but we know concerning you, O
brothers, beautiful things]. But if in the fourth, nos autem docemus de vobis o fratres
res pulchras [but we teach concerning you, O brothers, beautiful things]. And so it
will agree with the Syriac.

VERS. 10. 00 yap @dikog 6 0eog, émhadécdar 10D Epyov vpdv. That is what R. Eliezer in
Pirke Avot excellently advises: nws 75w 72 oowrw Tnaxb» Hya X1 18D Y1y A0 » v1h v,
scito coram quo opereris. nam fidelis est Dominus operis tui, ut reddat tibi mercedem
laboris tur [Know before whom you labor, for the Lord of your work is faithful to
pay you the reward of your labor].

CHAPTER VIL

VERS. 8. And here indeed men who die receive tithes, éxei 5¢ popropodpevos éu (j, but
there one who has testimony that he lives. The Syriac: oo o3 Laag a0\ 1.01m2 oa, de
quo testata est Scriptura quod vivat [of whom the Scripture has testified that he
lives]. So also the Arab. This indeed must necessarily be understood not of
Christ here, but of Melchizedek, yet as a type of Christ, as can be gathered from
what precedes and follows. For the Apostle's scope is to show that Melchizedek
was greater than the Levites. He proves this, 1. Because the Levites receive tithes
from their brothers, but Melchizedek from the Patriarch Abraham himself,
verses 4, 5, 6, 7. 2. Because the Levites are men who die, but Melchizedek has
testimony that he lives, verse 8. 3. Because Levi himself was tithed in Abraham,
verse 9, by the one, indeed, by whom Abraham was tithed, namely Melchizedek.
Therefore he adds verse 10: "For he was still in the loins of his father when
Melchizedek met Abraham," and therefore also when he received tithes from
him.

But it raises a scruple that there is no testimony of Scripture concerning
Melchizedek, that he lives. But in fact, no more is said here of Melchizedek than
was said above in verse 3, that he had no end of life. If Paul said this truly from
Scripture there, because no mention of his death exists in it, he also rightly says



here that Scripture testifies that he lives. But there is also the testimony of Psalm
110, verse 4, which place the Fathers correctly applied here. For although I
confess it speaks not of the priesthood in the abstract, but of the Priest there, yet
I deny that it speaks only of Christ there, since it also speaks of Melchizedek
there.

VERS. 12. Metonibspévng yap tiig iepmoivng, €& avaykng kai vopov petdbeoig yiveton. How
much this is repugnant to the opinion and faith of the Jews is clear from the
thirteen articles of the Judaic faith, collected by Maimonides and received by all,
where the ninth reads thus: nanx 770 870 891 Nomn RN R 7700 DRIY 79090 702K PARD IR
mw 77an %37 nxe, that is, "I believe with perfect faith that this law (namely, that
given to Moses) will not be changed, nor will another law ever proceed from the
blessed Creator."

CHAPTER VIIL

VERS. 11. Koi o0 p7 $186Ewotv Ekactog tov mhnsiov avtod, &c. From this passage the use
of the sacred Ministry is wrongly abolished. 1. Because those who are said to
have no need to be taught by their neighbor are not unbelievers and ignorant of
divine things, who certainly have need to be taught from the word of God what
they do not know: but those in whose minds God has put his law, which God has
accomplished both through the external ministry of the word and through the
internal efficacy of the Holy Spirit. They have no need for anyone to say to
them, "Know the Lord," as if they did not know him, because, God says, "all shall
know me, from the least to the greatest’ Thus 1 John 2:20, "You have an
anointing from the Holy One, and you know all things." Again, verse 27, "The
anointing which you have received from him abides in you." Hence he infers,
"And you have no need that anyone should teach you," but that anointing, which
you have of course received through the preaching of the Gospel from the Holy
Spirit, teaches you about all things. Therefore it is not necessary for anyone to
teach you anew, as if you were ignorant. Hence verse 21, "I have not written to
you because you do not know the truth, but because you know it." They knew it,
however, not only from the illumination of the Holy Spirit, but also from the
instruction of the word, which is everywhere presupposed here.

2. Although the faithful in the New Testament are denied to have need to be
taught anew by anyone through the ministry of the word, yet they are not
denied to have need to be confirmed in the doctrine they have received
through the ministry of the same word. Therefore John did not cease
writing to them because they knew the truth: but because they knew it, he
continues to write, lest they be led astray from it. Whence in verse 26 he
says, '] have written this to you about those who are leading you astray.’
This was not to teach them to know the Lord, but to strengthen them in
the Lord whom they knew.

3. So that the difference here between the old and new Testament may be
clear, it must be held that few in the Old Testament truly knew the Lord.



And those who did know him were nevertheless always such novices in
that knowledge that they had need to be told anew, "Know the Lord." For
since the Lord Jesus, the savior of the world, was only promised, not
exhibited, veiled in shadows, and therefore seen only with a covered face
and greeted from afar, many things were still lacking which were required
for a full and clear knowledge of that Lord, because of the obscurity of the
doctrine and the scant grace of the Holy Spirit. But now that the Lord has
been exhibited, the shadows turned into truth, and the Holy Spirit poured
out in full measure, it has been given to us to behold the glory of the Lord
with unveiled face; having been so taught, we have no need for anyone to
teach us anew and say, "Know the Lord." For it is one thing to teach anew
so that you may know the Lord, which the faithful of the New Testament
do not need, because they know the Lord clearly, perspicuously, and with
the full persuasion of the Holy Spirit; it is another thing to teach so that
you may advance and be confirmed in the knowledge of the Lord. This we
always need.

CHAPTER IX.

VERS. 3, 4. This passage has greatly exercised learned men, its words being: peta
3¢ 10 devtepov kotométacia, oknviy N Aeyopévn dyw aylov, verse 4, ypvoodv Eyovoa
Bupotiplov, koi ™y KIPBOTOV TG SdnfKng TEepikekaAIEVNY TavToey xpucim, &v | 6TAVOS
¥puoii Exovoa 10 Pavva, kai 1 papdog A'apav 1 Practicaca, koi ai mhdxeg tig Sabnkne. How
are the urn of manna and the rod of Aaron said to have been in the ark, besides
the tablets of the covenant, when in 1 Kings 8, verse 9, and 2 Chronicles 5, verse
10, it is afhrmed that only the tablets of the covenant were in it? The most
learned Junius in his parallels, whom many other doctors also follow, reconciles
it thus, that the relative pronoun év jj should not be referred to the nearer xipwtév,
but to the more remote oxnv, so that all those things are understood to have
been in the tabernacle, not in the ark. But besides this being rather harsh, to
what, I ask, will the pronoun of the following verse be referred? vrepive 5¢ avriig
xepouPipl 36Eng, katackiélovta 1o lactpov. Where the pronoun can by no means be
referred to the tabernacle, but must be referred to the ark, because the wings of
the Cherubim covered not that but this. Since, therefore, after év 1 no mention is
again made of the ark, to which vrepave ovtig could be referred, it follows that the
disposition and sense of the words absolutely demand that both &v f and vrepéve
avtiic be referred to the same thing, namely to the ark.

The Syriac understood it no differently; for oxnvi he uses the masculine noun
L5z, but for kipwtog the feminine aoaa. And for what follows, év §j, he translates
a3, with a point above the i, a note of the feminine gender, which Tremellius
correctly translated, erat in ea scilicet arca [was in it, that is, the ark]. But Junius
incorrectly notes that it can also be translated, & erat in eo, scilicet tabernaculo [and
was in it, that is, the tabernacle]. For the affix of the feminine gender cannot be
referred to L.sxz, which is masculine. The Arab also took it thus. Since ),



tabernacle, is feminine, but <t ark, is masculine, he subjoined the masculine
affix: 48 0S5, & fuit in ea, nempe arca [and was in it, namely, the ark]. But how will
this be consistent with the truth of the history, if it is stated that besides the
tablets of the covenant, also the urn and the rod were in the ark?

Response: In the Old Testament and in the New Testament, ¢v does not always
denote something that is inside another, but also what is annexed to and adheres
to another. As in Genesis 1, verse 22, "Let fowl multiply yox2 in the earth," not
inside, but upon. Colossians 3, verse 1, Christ is said to sit év §g&id tod 0god, that is,
at the right hand of God, which in Mark 16 is called éx ds&idv. In which way i is
also used among the Latins, when someone is said to hang in ligno [on the wood],
who hangs appended to the wood. So in this place. I say the three things which
the Apostle mentions were in arca [in the ark], but in different ways. The tablets
of the covenant alone were in, that is, inside the ark. But the urn of manna and
the rod of Aaron were in, that is, ad arcam [at the ark], adhering to the ark, and
annexed to it. Nor does Moses contradict this in Exodus 16:34, when he says that
the nyux [jar], the urn in which was an omer of manna, was placed ny7 *19%,
"before the testimony," that is, the ark of the testimony. Understand, it was
placed at the front part of the ark, so that it was both before the ark, and yet as it
were adhered to it.

Furthermore, as for the 1o fupatipov, which the Apostle places within the veil of
the second tabernacle, Dr. Junius seems to err again, who thinks the altar of
incense is understood by it, about which Exodus 30 speaks. For that was not
inside but ny797 *19%, dnévavrt 10d kartaretdopatog, as the LXX translated, Exodus 30,
verse 6, and it was not in the second, but in the first tabernacle, év toic dyio,
where priests often burned incense. Nor indeed was that altar called dvpiotipiov
by the ancients, but fvcwotipiov fvpidporog, as in Hebrew nqvp nam, Chaldean xnam
xopx?. But they used 6vparipov for the Hebrew nqppn in 2 Chronicles 26, verse 19
and Ezekiel 8:11, and it is said not of the altar, but of the instrument of incense
which was held in the hands, in Latin thuribulum [censer], which is otherwise
called nnmn by the Hebrews. In which way also in Ezekiel 8, verse 11, it was
translated by the Chaldean as 1wpn. The Syriac understood it thus, who
translated 10 Oupompov as Lawpa aoa (Boderianus: domus aromatum [house of
spices], Tremellius: thuribulum [censer]), and no differently the Arab ki <Ul, vas
aromatis [vessel of spice]. For nnmn they usually say mvpgiov. Which in Apocalypse
8:3, 5 is called MBovotég, in Syriac )pia.g, perhaps from the Greek mvpsiov. But
Moses makes no mention of such a censer being kept in the holy of holies. I
confess. But yet in Leviticus 16:12, mention is made of a censer, with which
Aaron, when he entered the holy of holies once a year, would make a solemn
incense offering. The Apostle teaches in this place that this was a special censer,
as it was golden, and kept in the holy of holies for that purpose.

VERS. 8. Totto dniodvtog tod mvedlotog 10D dyiov, PRmo mepavepdodor Ty tdv dyiov 056v,
gl tiig mpdg oknviig éxodong otdowv. This verse is usually connected with the



preceding one, as if it contained the antitype of the former type, and thus by tav
ayiov heaven would be understood, and by tfic npdmg oxmviic the whole old
Tabernacle. Perhaps it better still pertains to the type, so that the Apostle
indicates that the Holy Spirit wished to indicate by the structure of the ancient
sanctuary that the way t@v ayiov to the holy places (namely, the holy of holies,
just as &y is taken below in verse 12) had not been revealed, that is, it had to
remain closed, as long as the first tabernacle (in the sense in which it is taken in
verse 2, and opposed to the second tabernacle in verse 3) persisted.

VERS. 16. a1a1).2 oq1a Loz aicoz @4 :loasa aa)a 1 Lg.). Boderianus: Ub: enim est
testamentum, mors ostenditur ejus qui condidit illud [For where there is a testament,
the death of him who made it is shown]. He intended L.o..z to be Peal masculine
gender, emphatic form, related to aaon. But Syriac grammar demanded that it
be said in the simple form lowzn. I do not doubt that it is a Benoni of the
feminine gender, simple form, to be referred to Loa.a. Therefore it was correctly
translated by Tremellius, Ubi enim est Testamentum, mortem ofiendit ejus qui facit
tllud [For where there is a Testament, it shows the death of him who makes it], or
fecit illud [made it]. That is, where there is a Testament, there the Testament itself
shows the death of him who made it. Thus the Arab: < e Jui o8 daas il L
b sl @, Et ubi est Testamentum, illud ostendit de morte ejus qui testatus est illud
[And where there is a Testament, it shows concerning the death of him who
testified it]. We declare not so much the thing, as the Syriac grammar, to which
we think it also better suits, if it is read @23y 3, than as it is written here saaxa. For
oa is pleonastic, not demonstrative, just as in the following verse it is read Loz
o3 o0l

VERS. 17. "Enei pinote ioyvet, 8te (fj 6 dwbépevog. Greek copies do not have a question
mark. Neither the Syriac nor the Arab observed it. They took pnrote for a simple
non [not]. The Vulgate, Erasmus, and Beza for nondum [not yet], which the
Greeks say obnw or pundénw. It is not yet established whether pnrote ever occurs
with either meaning. It commonly means ne, neforte [lest, lest perhaps], which
does not fit here. But sometimes it also interrogates, as in John 7, verse 26, pfnote
dAn0d Eyvocav oi dpyovies, an revera cognoverunt principes, hunc vere esse Christum?
[Have the rulers indeed truly recognized that this is the Christ?]. So also it could
be translated here, Quoniam an valet, quando vivit testator? [Since does it have
force when the testator is alive?], which question is equivalent to a negation, non
valet [it does not have force].

CHAPTER X.

VERS. 5. Sacrifice and offering you did not desire, but a body you prepared for me. But
in Psalm 40:7 it is * n3 oy, aures perfodisti mihi [ears you have dug for me]. The
sense fits perfectly. And truly there the Holy Spirit searched the depths of God.
You, said David, did not want sacrifices of beasts, but you wanted me myself
consecrated to you, as a better victim. Therefore you pierced my ears, that is, you
made me your servant, just as formerly servants, by the piercing of their ears,



were forever bound to their masters, Exodus 21, verse 6. This, however, cannot
be referred to Christ in any other respect than that of the incarnation. The
Father pierced his ears, that is, made him his servant, when he prepared a body
for him. For which reason the Apostle in Philippians 2 says that he then took the
form of a servant, when he was made in the likeness of men.

VERS. 7. 'Ev xeporidt Biriov in the head of the book. Thus have the LXX Interpreters
in Psalm 40, verse 8, for 79p nona, In volumine libri [In the scroll of the book].
Where Kimchi says, 7707 200 %1 90 n2am, volumen libri est liber legis [the scroll of
the book is the book of the law], that is, the Pentateuch. For to this day the Jews
in the synagogues have no other book of the law than one rolled on a long
parchment. Indeed, the Pentateuch of Moses is called o Bipriov absolutely. Thus
Kimchi on Psalm 19, verse 8, explaining what mm n1in, Lex Domini [the Law of the
Lord] is, says: amna owa xap1 8w 93 rvh 7y nwxian “oon mm, Et ecce Liber, a prima voce
in principio, usque ad ultima verba, Coram toto Israél, vocatur Lex [And behold the
Book, from the first word in the beginning, to the last words, Before all Israel, is
called the Law]. The Book is kat' é¢oynv the Pentateuch of Moses.

VERS. 15. Metd yap 10 mpoeipnkévar, postquam enim prius dixit [for after he had
previously said]. For this the Syriac simply has 3z} a, qui dizit [who said] or, quum
dizit [when he said]. For among the Syrians 1 is either a relative pronoun or an
adverb of time. The Arab has interpreted the Syriac, which he follows
everywhere in the Epistles, in the latter sense. I suspect, however, that the Syriac
translated it thus because, thinking all the words of the following verse were the
Prophet Jeremiah's, he saw a lack of daxorovbia [sequence] if one reads, postquam
enim prius dixit: which is correct and plain if you read, quz or quum dixit. But the
most learned Beza is to be praised, who shows that the sense is not évaxéiovbog
[inconsequential] if in the following verse Aéyel kopiog are taken as the words of the
Apostle, and are connected with petd to npogipnkévar, as their andédooig [conclusion].
For although in the Hebrew text and the LXX Interpreters those words Aéyet kopiog
are the Prophet's, and refer not only to what follows, but also to what precedes,
nothing however prevents the Apostle from making them his own here in
another sense, and referring them only to what follows, which are "I will put my
laws," etc., and "their sins I will remember no more." Since the force of the
apostolic argument was in those words, he rightly advises that we should pay
attention there to what the Lord says. The sense is, Afier he had previously said,
This is the covenant which I will make, etc., attention should be paid to what the Lord
then says. But what is that? The Lord says, "I will put my laws," etc. Since the
Genevans did not notice this, their translation is plainly é&vaxéiovbog.
Furthermore, for "I will put my laws," the Greek has §i5ovg tovg vopoug pov, where
the present participle §i5ovg is put for the future sdow. Just as also in Romans 9:28,
Aoyov yap ovvieh®v kai cuviépvav, for cvvieléce kai cvviepel. This is from the custom
of the Hebrews, and especially of the Syrians, for whom nothing is more
common than to use the Benoni for the future.



VERS. 26. ‘Exovcing yop apoptavoviov qudv, &c. For if we sin voluntarily. They sin
¢xovoiog who sin in the manner of the impious and unregenerate. For the
regenerate man, although with respect to the flesh, by which he still serves the
law of sin, also sins ékovsing, yet with respect to his renewed mind, from which as
from the better part he is named, he sins dxovsiog [unwillingly]. For he is able,
with the Apostle in Romans 7, to say, "What I do, I do not know" (that is, I do not
approve; in which sense God is said not to know the wicked, Matthew 7). "For 1
do not do what I want, but I do what I hate." "So now it is no longer I who do it,
but sin that dwells within me. For I do not do the good I want, but the evil I do
not want is what I do." It is plainly otherwise with those who sin éxovsing. The evil
they perpetrate, they know, that is, they approve. For they do what they want,
and they do what they do not hate. Therefore both they themselves, and the sin
that is in them, perpetrate it. For they neither want nor do good; they both want
and do evil. The Apostle says we must diligently beware lest this happen to us.
For if we, we I say who are truly faithful, who have received the knowledge of
the truth, by which we were sanctified and renewed, relapse to the point that in
the manner of the unregenerate we neither do nor want good, but both want
and do evil, and thus truly éxovsing with full will we sin, there no longer remains
a sacrifice for sins. For the sacrifice of Christ, by which we were once renewed
and regenerated, having been enervated and rendered void, either the same
sacrifice would have to be repeated, or another one found, both of which are
advvatov [impossible]. We have accepted the Apostle's meaning with the same
opinion above in chap. 6, verse 4, which see. Wherefore we do not praise the
Syriac, nor the Arab who follows him, who for if we sin voluntarily, have, if anyone
sins by his own will. For it can happen that someone who has obtained the
knowledge of the truth, yet not yet regenerated in will and affection, sins éxovcing
in the manner of the unregenerate, for whom, however, the sacrifice of Christ
may afterwards at some time be profitable for the renewal of the will also, and
for eternal salvation. The matter was different for the Apostle, and the others to
whom he writes, whom he considered truly faithful and regenerated with
himself, the Hebrews, whom he includes in the first person plural, saying, "If we
sin voluntarily." All Greek codices without exception approve this reading. The
sense is, if I, and you faithful Hebrews, fall away from our regeneration, and
again enslaved to sin, we sin voluntarily and with a willing mind, every sacrifice
of reconciliation is henceforth taken from us. Which sentence we believe to be
most true.

VERS. 34. v apraynv t@v dmapydviev YPdV petd yopds npooedifucde, yvdokovieg Exewv &C.
For they saw that they would make more profit than loss, when they lost
everything for Christ's sake. On the contrary, they would incur more loss than
profit, if they kept their goods but lost Christ. Rightly R. Judah HaNasi in Pirke
Avot chap. 2: 77057 7335 772y 5w 770w 7D M¥R 097 2wnn M7, confer damnum praecepti
divini cum emolumento ejus, & emolumentum transgressionis cum damno ejus [compare
the loss of a divine precept with its reward, and the reward of a transgression
with its loss].



VERS. 37. "Ett yap Ppodv dcov doov. A phrase taken from Isaiah 26:20, where for »ag
v31 vynd, which literally means, Hide yourself for a little moment, i.e., hide yourself
for a very short moment of time. The LXX have anoxpdpn0t pucpov écov dcov.

CHAPTER XI.

VERS. 4. Iictet mheiova Ovciav ABEL mopa Kdiv mpooiveyke. How much better the
Apostle attributes this to faith, by which Abel in his sacrifice looked upon the
sacrifice of the promised seed of the woman, which was to crush the Serpent's
head, than Josephus, who in Antiquities 1, 1, c. 3, gives the reason for Abel's
preferred sacrifice thus: 6 pév 6gog tovtn pariov fideton 1fj Ovoig, Toig ovTOPATONG KO KOTL
QUG YEYOVOSV TIHOMEVOG, OAL" ovyl Tolg koto £mivolav AvOpdmov mAgovékTov Koi Plov
nepukooy, "God is more pleased by this sacrifice, being honored by things that
come into being spontaneously and according to nature, and not by those which
are born from the contrivance and force of a greedy man." For Abel offered
flocks, which were not born of his industry. But Cain offered the first fruits of the
crops, which the earth, plowed and cultivated by his industry, had brought forth.
For Cain, he says, npog 10 kepdaivey Povov amofrénov, yiv apodv énevonoe mpdtog, "gaping
only for profit, was the first to devise the method of plowing the land." These
things are indeed so inept that they do not require a longer refutation.
Furthermore, nieiova Ovciov, the Vulgate translates plurimam hostiam [a most
abundant victim]. Erasmus uberiorem [a more abundant one]. Beza, majoris pretit
[of greater price]; see his notes. The Syriac Laa.za, quae excelleret, vel praestantior
esset [which would excel, or be more excellent]. The Arab J=il L.k bonam magis,
i.e. meliorem [a better good, i.e., better]. Rightly. For 11 among the Hebrews, a1
among the Chaldeans, and so also molic among the Greeks signifies much, great,
excellent promiscuously. See our notes on Luke 16:10, where ¢ ayctov is opposed
to 1@ moa\d. Indeed, also in Psalm 78, verse 31, for ammwna 3, occidit € pinguibus
(id est praestantissimis) eorum [he killed from the fat (that is, the most excellent) of
them], the LXX have «ai dnéktevev év toic mheiooty odtdv.

It follows in the same verse: &' fig épaptopnidn eivor dikatog, Paptopodviog Emi Toig ddpoig
avtod tod Oeod, kol St a0Tiig dmoBavav £t AaAgiTol. Syriac: 1001 L\}l9a Laoaow Lo10AN aooo
M7z coz 25 4L o\ 7o Lo\ aaden M\ aowo. Et propter eam (fidem) fuit de illo
testimonium, quod justus esset: & testatus est de dono ejus Deus: & propter illud etiam
mortuus loquitur [And on account of it (faith) there was testimony concerning
him, that he was righteous: and God testified concerning his gift: and on account
of that he, though dead, still speaks]. As if it read, poaprvpodvrog émi 16 ddpe avTod T0d
00D, xai 81 avtd dmobavav &t AoAgiton. Perhaps he thought 16 dopo fit better than the
plural toic ddpoic, because the Apostle at the beginning of this verse made
mention of only one Ovcioc. But it is established from Genesis 4, verse 3, that that
one Ovoio consisted of 17a7mm XY niN23n, ex primogenitis ovium ipsius, & adipe earum
[from the firstborn of his flock and their fat]. And therefore it does not prevent
the one sacrifice from having many édpa [gifts]. Indeed, 6vcia can also be taken



collectively. All exemplars agree on the plural reading, as well as on &' avrfig,
which refers to faith, and not, as the Syriac wished, to the gift or sacrifice.

But how is he, though dead, still said to speak? First, by the example of his life,
by which in Holy Scripture he perpetually teaches and admonishes the Church
to imitate the constancy of his faith even unto death. Then, and especially, by his
blood, whose voice not only cried to God from the earth while Cain was still
alive, and was heard by him, Genesis 4, verse 10, but it also continues to cry even
now. For which reason the Apostle does not say, defunctus loquebatur [the
deceased was speaking], but adhuc loquitur [he still speaks]: so that the perpetual
action of his blood, as if addressing God and demanding vengeance, may be
indicated. For that murder has not yet been fully avenged. Whence Christ in
Matthew 23:35 teaches that all the righteous blood shed on earth, from the blood
of Abel to the blood of Zechariah, would come upon the Jews themselves. This is
because, imitating the example of Cain, they would slay the just servants of God
with the same cruelty as he did Abel, and for the same reason: and thus, by
approving Cain's deed, they would make themselves guilty of the blood of Abel,
and for that reason make themselves partakers of the punishment still to be
exacted for that blood. But why is it attributed to faith, that through it the
deceased still speaks? This can be understood if we consider first that the
faithful, since through faith they obtained to be just and dear to God, and to
have God as their God, through the same they obtained to still live after death.
For God is not the God of the dead but of the living. For which reason Christ
testifies concerning Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and all who died in faith, that all
live to God, Luke 20, v. 37, 38. Therefore, just as Abel through faith still lives to
God, so through faith he still speaks to God as his patron, guardian, and avenger,
and he must be counted among the number of those souls of the slain for the
word of God, who in Apocalypse 6:9-10 are said to cry from under the altar and
demand vengeance for their blood.

Nor should anyone wonder that faith has its force and use even after death. For
just as it is necessary for the heavens to receive Christ dypt ypévov dmoxatactéceng
névtov, Acts 3:21, so the faith and hope of the deceased themselves await those
times, nor until then were they saved otherwise than by hope. Whence that
passage in 1 Peter 1, verse 13, teheing éinicate émi v pepoévny DUV ydptv &v dmokoAdyel
‘Inood Xprotod. For faith and hope remain until 0 tékeiov has come, 1 Corinthians
13, verses 10, 13, which is not present immediately after death, but will finally
appear at the appearing of Christ. It must not be concealed, however, that when
we translate &u Aaieiton as adhuc loquitur [he still speaks], it is taken as a middle
verb, and put for rad®d. Which, however, we confess to be unusual, and not used
in any other place of the N. Testament, nor perhaps by any approved author. For
it is used passively everywhere; as hoindeic for dici, praedicari [to be said, to be
preached], Hebrews 2, verse 3. 10 Aakoopevov id quod dicitur & praedicatur [that
which is said and preached], Mark 5, verse 36; Luke 2:33; Acts 16, verse 14. And
17, verse 19; 1 Corinthians 14, verse 9. If it is taken in this sense here also, the



meaning will be, per quam defunctus adhuc praedicatur [through which the
deceased is still preached]. Nor does it fit badly. Just as in Matthew 26, verse 13, it
is said of that holy woman, "wherever this Gospel shall be preached in the whole
world, Aeindfoeton kol 6 énoincev abtn [what this woman has done will also be told]":
so the faith of Abel #u Aareivan adhuc dicitur [is still spoken of]. Yet the Vulgate,
Erasmus, Beza, the Syriac, and the Arab have followed the active meaning.

VERS. 7. Iicter ypnpaticbeic Nde mepi tdv Pndéno PremoPévav, £diafndeig koteokevoos
KiBotov, &C. xai tig xatd motv Swkarocvvng dyévetro kinpovoplog. If anyone should ask
what those things are which Noah apprehended by faith in the construction of
the ark, whence he also became an heir of the righteousness of faith, the Apostle
Peter teaches this in 1 Epistle 3:20-21, where the Ark, which saved eight souls
through water, is said to have signified Christ, who saves us through Baptism, by
the power of his resurrection. It is pleasant here to relate how the Kabbalists
themselves derive Jesus from the dimensions of the Ark. Noah's Ark is said to
have been 300 cubits long, 50 cubits wide, and 30 cubits high, Genesis 6, verse
15. Here the Kabbalist first divides the length by the height, and they get ten,
which correspond to the letter Jod. Then he adds to it the length itself, to which
the letter Schin corresponds. Finally, he divides it by the width, and six emerges,
which is noted by the letter Vau. Thus is elicited the name of the savior, Jesus.
Schickard says these things in Bechinath Happeruschim p. 65.

VERS. 17. Kai © provoyivn mucépepev. The Syriac, L wss, which Tremellius translates:
And his only-begotten he offered upon the altar. The Syriac phrasing does not
support this. Boderianus therefore has, he exalted to the altar. This is the same
phrase as in Matthew 17, verse 1: als &\ 8 he made them ascend the mountain. So in
this place, And his only-begotten he made ascend the altar, that is, he placed upon the
altar. The Syriac wanted to explain what uovoyuij toposépepev means here: not that
he actually slew him, but that he placed him upon the altar as a victim. Thus also
the Arabic: = J 2l s, he made ascend the altar.

VERS. 24. By faith Moses, when he was grown up, refused to be called the son of
Pharaoh's daughter. &c. It is helpful here to refer to what Josephus recounts in
Antiquities, book 2, chapter 5: évra 61" avrov toidrov, 1 Oepiebic mov domorcitou, yoviic yvoiag
Hepoipouévn. ka1 mole KOpioaoo T YwvoN TPOS TO TOTEPA, EMEOEIKVVE TI TATOV, Kol ¢ Dpoviiote
Awadoyiis, il feAnor Ob Yn toyo1 maudog yvioiss. Tpog avTov e EAY . avobpe yolévy woida Yopei
te Ogiov ppovilatt ywvaiov, Bavlaciog die avtov kai mop’ avtiic O Aafiéca ydpiov, spovtiic Uev
nynoa Wiew maido moujoaoll, tijc oie oijs Paciieiog Aiddoyov. tadta Aéye oo TaIS TO TATPOS XEPTIV
avtifnal to Ppép0. o o¢ Aafav mpogepviodipon, k Piioppdvnory yapiv tijc Gvyatpog mitiOnon avrio
10 Alddnpo. Kazapépa 1’ 6 Povoiis gl TV yid, Toe1EAd- o avto k vimdtnta Sijbev, énéfoavé te
ovTd T0ic TOOL. €TV &Solev oiwvov émi tij Poacileio Dépov. That is, according to the
interpreter Gelenius, "since he was such, Thermuthis adopted this one as her
son, since she otherwise lacked legitimate children. And having brought him to
her father, she showed him, saying that she was thinking of a successor, even if
God would not grant her to bear a legitimate son. This boy, she said, I have



raised, excellent not less in divine disposition than in beauty, whom the Nile
itself can be seen to have delivered into my bosom. I have decided to adopt him
as my son, and as a successor to you in the principate and empire. And with this
said, she placed the infant into her father's hands. But he, after he had received
him and pressed him to his chest, in order to gratify his daughter, gently placed
his own diadem on his head. But Moses, having childishly pulled it from his
head, allowed it to fall to the ground, and even trampled it with his feet, which
was soon seen as an ominous sign, portending no good for the kingdom."

VERS. 24. Refused to be called the son of Pharaoh’s daughter. Not inept is that
Talmudic saying: 2°»mw w7 ¥ %% 2w 210 7, "be the tail of lions rather than the
head of foxes." As much as a lion, a generous and noble animal, differs from a
fox, a vile and most abject animal, so much and more did the people of God
(whom David calls magnificent, Psalm 16:3) differ from the Egyptians, who, like
all wicked people, were 78 327 ni%), the vilest of men, Psalm 12, last verse. Rightly
therefore did Moses prefer to be the tail of the Israelites, than the head of the
Egyptians.

VERS. 25. H> npéoxaipov &myv éuaptiag Znélaverv. Erasmus: than to enjoy the temporary
advantages of sin. Beza: than to retain the temporary fruition of sin. That is, he says
correctly in his Notes, pleasure. Wherefore the Vulgate laudably has, than to have
the temporary enjoyment of sin. It seems he read yaipe, which we have as =zpéoxapov.
Correctly, however, he rendered Zzélavorv as enjoyment, for thus also Aristotle in
book 1 of the Ethics, chapter 5, calls Zrolovoicéc those who, devoted to pleasure,
place their happiness in it. He distinguishes them from those who strive for
riches, whom he calls ypyuousizes. Hesychius: éroladg, tov, he delights. Wherefore
the Syriac here: > i asl=8 4wa 4, and not that for a little while he might delight
himself in sin. The Arabic: s W 1k Ue)y 254 Y 5, and not delight himself for a short time
in that by which he would sin.

VERS. 26. Meilova mietov siynodpur év Aiydmdo 0y covpdv tévpdichov te Xpir8. A great man
understands by dvdiouov an exprobration, and indeed that by which the gentiles
reproached the Jews for the tardiness and delay of the Messiah's coming. This
certainly cannot be taken in that sense below in chapter 13, verse 13: Therefore let
us go forth to him outside the camp, wévasiopov avro Dépovrg, bearing his reproach: not, of
course, the reproach of the delay of Christ's coming (for he had already come by
then), but the reproach of the cross and sufferings of Christ. So I would also like
it to be understood here. The Syriac Jis«s aens, the riches of the reproach of Christ.
The Arabic yas 35S )sial (0 Jundl o) aldia) G2l i (Wil Gl el s, And he considered
that to acquiesce in the likeness of the reproach which Christ suffered is better than to
possess the treasures of Egypt. ovéiopoc is the Hebrew 7p% and 7977, which are thus
translated by the Septuagint. For the Syrians, not only is it said, but also, which
in the Targum is sometimes used for the Hebrew, more often for vy, sorrow.
Among the Rabbis and Talmudists, however, it is always used for sorrow.
Therefore, the sorrows and sufferings of Christ, joined with reproach, are



signified. Since he already saw him bearing these in his federated people, he
supported himself by faith, azépiene, as follows, eic ) wibarodosiov. For oy myy wen7 53
3% Mma AN 7 MayT, as is wont to be said by the Masters, whoever afflicts himself

with the Church is worthy also to see the consolation of the Church.



CHAPTER XII.

VERS. 1. Oykav Zrobéupor mévia. The Vulgate and Beza have translated dyxov as
weight. Erasmus, burden. The Syriac, pondera. The Arabic, pondus, or onus.
Suidas: \tilde{oy}x\Theta=\pi~{\prime}\beta\alpha~{\prime} (I'm aware this shit
doesn’t make sense, but I won'’t fix it). Nor does it fit badly with the following
metaphor, dropo vijg téxwpe T mpokeippiov U@y dydve. For nothing obstructs a
runner more than weight. I confess, however, that it more properly signifies a
tumor, and here it is rightly taken for pride of spirit, as it is commonly among
good authors. By this I do not understand that persuasion by which someone
rashly believes he has already reached the goal, but that by which someone,
attributing too much to himself, deems afflictions unworthy of himself. For
nothing is so adverse jj vmopovjj as pride. The Apostle in chapter 10, from verse
32 to the end, had exhorted them to endure afflictions bravely from then on, as
they had begun, and to take care that they be not of soliig, diia migews. To this end,
he had brought forth a cloud of witnesses from the Old Testament throughout
the eleventh chapter, who, pressed by great afflictions, had overcome them by
faith. From which he gathered at the beginning of this chapter, that if anyone
thinks so much of himself that he is unwilling to suffer with them and by their
example, and i’ dropovijs tpéyov t mpoxeiptyov dyéd va, he truly reveals his own dyxov,
his pride, which must be laid aside, so that the course may be rightly completed.
It follows, twv vrei- carov Guaptiov. Beza, And the sin which is prone to encompass us.
Erasmus, tenaciously inherent. The Vulgate, surrounding. The Syriac, whom the
Arabic follows, o, the sin which at all times is ready for us. This agrees with
Hesychius, who translates Lweia- tov as xolov; \alpha_{\chi~{\epsilon\rho\tilde{\eta}},
easy, ready. This pleases me. For neioracigc is circumstance, as of place, time,
persons. Hence reica rov, easily surrounding. This is certainly preferable to that of
Suidas, cvreicazov, pawpov, toyéwg meitpendpov, foolish, which is quickly turned about.

CHAPTER XIII.

VERS. 1. Tijgc ®iloéeviog un AavBavede. In the Jewish prayer book, o777 noio7, to receive
travelers into one's house, is listed among those things 77 o552 o770 %918 2980
X377 Dowo:1% o 1P, "of which a man eats the fruits in this world, but the principal
remains for him in the world to come." And indeed, the traveler who was
received with hospitality was bound to add to the fourth or last prayer, which
the Jews are commanded to say while taking food, a vow of this sort for his host:
N7 o9wh D51 N9 7 obwa a7 va v xbw py v, "May it be God's will that this
householder not be ashamed in this world, nor be disgraced in the world to
come." Maimonides in the tract, chapter 2.

VERS. 5. Be dprépupor toic mapaorv, content with present things. It seemed fitting to
adorn this excellent admonition of the Apostle with the distinguished saying of
the Emperor Ali: &3 &s Sl k), "the manifestation of avtapkeiog is a species of
thanksgiving." That is, he who is content with those things which God bestows,



and declares in words that he acquiesces in them, by that very act gives thanks to
God.

VERS. 7. év avabewpévies tior Expacty avazpopijc. Whose end of conversation you behold. By
end you could understand manner. As we have more fully proposed in Psalm
68:21, where nivin np? 778 mm) we translate, "to Jehovah the Lord belong the ways
of death."

ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE CATHOLIC
EPISTLE OF JAMES

CHAPTER 1.

VERS. 5. Who gives to all simply. The Apostle said dzide. Which Erasmus translates
as simply. Beza, benignly. The Vulgate, most excellently, abundantly. It is known to
the Syrians, as also to the Arabs, with changed to as is their custom, -k means he
extended, he expanded. Hence M=M=9, Arabic L., extended, expanded, as we have
said on Hebrews 1:8. Then, because things that were wrapped up, if they are
extended and expanded, become simple, it also signifies simple. Thus Al is
properly extensively; then, simply. extensio, simplicitas. The same is arlég in the
Apostle, 2 Corinthians 8:2, where the churches of Macedonia are said in their
poverty to have abounded i toidrov tijs dnidéme avrdv. The Greek scholia rightly
interpreted oarmiétyra as dayilav. The Arabic seblusl Ue 4 in the riches of their
extension, which in the same sense signifies that simple and outstretched
extension of the soul, which is in the beneficent and liberal, from which also
arises the extension and bestowal of wealth. As, on the contrary, in the avaricious
man all things are contracted and confined. Wherefore the avaricious man is
said 2%yp7, to hide himself from his own flesh. Isaiah 58, verse 7. kieiv tiw koapdiav
John 3, verse 17. axiémyg is therefore that, so to speak, unfolding of the soul, by
which we give not only our possessions but also our soul to our neighbor.

And I do not doubt that this is what is meant in Matthew 6, verse 22 by dpaiudg
omlég, namely a benign and beneficent mind. As on the contrary, dpfaipdéc movnpds
is an avaricious and envious mind. This is clearly established from the preceding
verses of the same passage, where the Savior attacked avarice. The Hebrews call
a beneficent mind », a good eye; but an avaricious one, an evil eye. Therefore,
amléc is not only simple, but also beneficent, who extends his soul in beneficence.
Pollux was not ignorant of this, who in book 5, chapter 21, says, , exposed in the
middle, xaldrxd, most ready, éld0epo, free, noble, liberal. And in chapter 50, he takes
droldoar 10 ollha, éxieivar 10 oda, tosieivar T xo Ao for the same things. The old
Greek Lexicon: dniéua, 1 am spread out. ari®, I make simple, I spread out.
émlwoov, expand. I add Chrysostom, homily 6 to the people of Antioch, where he
says that mothers ¢ xéinog anidory to their weeping children. Therefore, this
word among the Greeks is precisely the same as among the Hebrews. Wherefore
the Vulgate also rightly translates arioc as abundantly, properly expansively. The



Arabic also excellently: 4=+ ¢s, from amplitude, or from dilatation, that is, most
amply. He could have translated it iaw, extensively, as in the Alcoran, Surah
Baqarah: alalls aglall 8 4hls 31755 "God increased (Saul) extensively in knowledge and
body." Otherwise, 4bw is simply.

It follows in the same verse, xius dvaditova, and who does not reproach. The
Apostle shows the difference between God giving, and man. This the Hebrews
also express excellently, when in the book mww», in the prayer of the sixth day,
they pray thus: 72797 7897 772 K58 72079 2003 700 DAY 10 8T) W2 1IN %% 127930 9N,
"and make me not to need the gifts of flesh and blood, whose gifts are few, but
their reproach is manifold: but to your hand that is full and broad." From which
it is also clear, when God is said to give to all érzidg, that in Hebrew this is said
73m1, with a broad hand, that is, not contracted, but dilated and expanded.

VERS. 14, 15. But every man is tempted, when he is drawn away by his own lust,
eCeliOUUO xar delealopu®, and enticed. The metaphor is taken from a harlot, who
draws away an imprudent youth from his parents or from the right path, and
allures him to herself as with bait. Then from her congress she conceives and
gives birth. The harlot is concupiscence, which draws man, truly foolish and
stupid, away from God and his holy law, and sweetly entices him to herself. This
happens with the first stimulation to sin; then follows the consent of the will,
which, since it is like a certain congress of the will with concupiscence,
concupiscence is there impregnated, and the conception of sin takes place.
Lastly is the birth of the same, when it is brought forth into act and, as it were,
into the light. Then, however, sin is completed: so that to me, duapria Zroreieleioa
here is the same as rgyfeisa. Therefore, three stages of actual sin are described,
flowing from concupiscence or original sin: the enticement to congress, from
congress the conception, after conception the birth. Death proceeds by equal
stages. But the Apostle expressed only the third, because there at last death
appears evident and, as it were, sensible. By no means, therefore, should it be
denied that death also pertains to the first two stages of sin. On the contrary, if
the third stage, namely sin brought to birth, brings forth and gives birth to death
from the womb, it is necessary that it was conceived in the second stage, and
enticed in the first. From which it follows that concupiscence, which is the root
of actual sin, is also the root of death.

VERS. 18. That we should be a kind of firstfruits oiré xiopd- v of his creatures. That
creatures, by a very common usage of the Hebrews, denote men specifically,
learned men have long since proved with many examples. And the same usage
obtains among the Arabs, for whom creature collectively means men, as in the
Saracen history: S Qs o¢ia J85 and a great creature was slain from among them, that
is, many men were slain. And in the sentences of Ali, the letter 4l e “3e B0 s
Contempt of the creature (i.e., he who is despised among men) is in honor with God.



VERS. 19. Bpadig ¢ic 10 Aaijory. Shammai rightly says in chapter 1 of Aboth: vy» 7
7277 7wy, “say little, do much." For as Rabbi Akiba says in chapter 3, 770w 727> no,
"a fence for wisdom is silence." Bpadoc sic dpyiv. It is the admonition of Rabbi
Eliezer in chapter 2 of Aboth, ow>> m: 70 28, "be not easy to anger." Observe the
Hebraism.

VERS. 23. Orsitic dxpoariic Abyxél, ko momtic &c. Simeon the son of Gamaliel in
chapter 1 of Aboth rightly says, 7wy»7 858 97v7 M7:2907 8%, "study (or inquiry) is not
the principal thing, but the work."

VERS. 25. mpaxbyag eic vépov téipov tijg éléle piag, kai todapeivag. This seems to be what
Shammai meant in chapter 1 of Aboth when he said v37 7771 7wy, "make your law
a fixed thing." That is, after you have taken hold of the law of God as your own,
take care not to waver in it, but make your mind fixed in it. Furthermore, it is
called the law of liberty, deidfepiag, because only then is a man free, when he
undertakes the yoke of the divine law. And he willingly obeys God who
commands in the law. For although the principal efficient cause of our liberty is
the Son, John 8, verse 36, and the Spirit of Christ, 2 Corinthians 3:17, yet because
liberty consists in this, that being freed from the yoke of men and of sin, we
serve God according to the law, which Paul urges with many arguments in
Romans 6, the law is rightly called the law of liberty. To this pertain what Rabbi
Nehunia says in book 3 of Aboth: %31y 797 521 no%0 5w maw prave voy 770 o 53927 25
YIN 77 2w oty Sw vy panu amn 2w o po7, "Whoever takes upon himself the yoke of
the law, from him is removed the yoke of the kingdom (that is, tyranny has no
power over him) and the yoke of the way of the earth (that is, sins and earthly
desires no longer rule him). On the contrary, whoever breaks from himself the
yoke of the law, upon him are both those yokes imposed." For what the Scholiast
understands by the yoke of the kingdom, nrnnx pon, tributes and taxes, and by the
yoke of the way of the earth, 701757 %2y, the labor and trouble of acquiring a living,
is to me too diluted.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 4. Kai eyivecte xprroi Aakoyiopdv movipav. The Syriac, Ldazwma L Fadn oenoamo
L&xza. Tremellius & Boderianus: and you have become interpreters of evil thoughts.
Among the Hebrews, v7927 is to interpret; 79y, interpretation; v79p7, interpreter. I
strongly doubt whether it is the same among the Syrians. Among them, it is
called. But is to separate, to discern, to distinguish, to judge. Hence 1 Corinthians
12, verse 10, diaxpiong avévpdrov is 438, but éppuweio yrowooaov is S, Thus Acts 17, verse
11, adarpivovres tac ypagag, €l &i tadra Srwg, the Syriac translates faag \poda xidnas
«\a, "when they discerned, or distinguished from the Scriptures, whether these
things were so." So also in this place I translate, and you have become distinguishers
of evil thoughts. For the issue here is not about interpreting evil thoughts in this or
that way, but about the distinction which they made with evil thoughts between
the rich and the poor. The Apostle said, éivete xeind Aatoyioudv movypav, where the
genitive Adaloyiopv does not denote the object around which the xpioic is



concerned, but designates an attribute of the xpiz@v, namely that they discern and
judge between the rich and the poor with evil thoughts. This the Arabic has
rightly expressed: judicalis & %ssll il uxds "and you have judged by evil
opinions,’ namely by honoring the more wicked, and contemning those better
and more excellent before God. Rabbi Joshua son of Perachiah rightly
admonishes in chapter 1: m>r 955 2787 2% 7n, "judge every man with the balance of
justice,” that is, according to the merits of each, not according to external
appearance.

VERS. 5. Oy 6 Ocog é&eléoro to¢ mhayog kdopo tote, mheolag év mig, ki kinpovopos Paciiciog
&c. There is only an ellipsis of the substantive verb, for é&elécalo elvar mieoiec. In
which manner the Apostle said in Ephesians 1, verse 4: xafag ééeiééaro fpag év it
o kazafolijs kboke, elvor nphag dyieg. Such phrases are: John 12, verse 46, Eyogdac (for
elvor pdg) éjdvba eig oopov. 2 Corinthians 8:6, O¢ kiikaiwaey fpag Aioxdveg tijg Mo Ok,

for eivar 2 avévec.

VERS. 8. Népov paciiixév. The royal law. Some wish it to be so called by a certain
proverbial locution, as we speak of a royal road, which has no detours: because
the law is open to all without any acceptance of persons, nor does it flatter
anyone. Others wish it to be for véuov pasiiéwg, the law of the king, namely of
God. Hence the Syriac simply translates it as, the law of God. Nor is this to be
entirely spurned. For God is often called paciidc absolutely. See Isaiah 6:5;
Jeremiah 51:46. And it is the same as 37 7%, duéyas Paciiog, Psalm 48:3; Matthew
5:35. Nor is that notion inept in this place. For by it he urges them, not to compel
the law to serve their own affections through wowroinyiav, and so be xpizai t1& voue
rather than romrag, a crime of which he will accuse them below in chapter 4,
verse 11. But they should know that the law is the law of the great king, which
acknowledges no masters besides that King. I would prefer, however, that the
Law be so called because it contains something regal in itself, and prescribes and
commands with royal authority, which men are bound to obey, not command.

Thus the Hebrews speak of the Law, to which they attribute a crown. For so it is
in Pirke Aboth chapter 4: m5% 975 7175 9020 770 905 27 22305 7wr>w:: "Three Simeon
says are the crowns: of the Law, of the Priesthood, and of the Kingdom." Indeed,
they also say that when the Law was being given on Mount Sinai or Horeb, a
crown was placed on the heads of all the Israelites. And from this it is that in
Exodus 32, verse 25, where, after the golden calf was made, it is said that Moses
saw the people gy 7299 7 897 y72 3, "that they were naked, for Aaron had made
them naked," Jonathan interprets this as, "They were stripped of the holy crown,
which they had worn on their heads, and on which the great and glorious name
was sculpted and expressed,’ and indeed from Mount Horeb, as the Targum of
Jerusalem says, with which Jonathan on Exodus 33:4 agrees.



VERS. 10. Oc¢ év évi miaior, méviwv évoyo éoi. Not much different from this is that
saying of Ali: & iels iy &y K 4al5 &5 "a single transgression is much, but a
thousand acts of obedience in the worship of God is little."

VERS. 22. Biérog 8u # migic ovviipya tois &pyois owtd; You see that faith was working with
his works? From this the Pontificians infer, if the faith of Abraham worked with
his works, it also justified with his works. But we deny the consequence. First,
because not every operation of faith is Justification. For in Acts 15:9, the
operation of faith is also said to be the purification of the heart, which is
sanctification, not justification. Secondly, when the faith of Abraham is said to
have co-operated with his works, the sense is not that the faith of Abraham was
aided by his works to justify him. For the Apostle deduces this thesis from what
he had said in the preceding verse, that Abraham offered his son upon the altar.
His faith co-operated with this work. Was it so that through that work itself he
might be justified from the guilt of his sins?

But in the following verse, the Apostle brings forth from Genesis 15, verse 6, that
"Abraham believed God and it was imputed to him for righteousness." Since this
imputation for righteousness was made more than twenty years before Isaac was
offered, indeed long before he was born, the faith of Abraham could not have
been aided there by that work, which followed long after. Add to this that from
that very same passage Paul draws the argument that Abraham was justified by
faith without works. When, therefore, in verse 21, James asserts that Abraham
was justified by works when he offered Isaac, he is not dealing with the same
justification about which he speaks later in verse 23, since the latter preceded the
former by many years. Therefore, the Apostle distinguishes them in this way,
that by the fact that Abraham was justified by the works of the offering of Isaac,
it was fulfilled, he says, that is, it was then clearly established that he had truly
been justified by faith beforehand. Why so? Because when Abraham in Genesis
22, out of filial fear of God and ready obedience, offered his only-begotten son,
that faith by which he had believed the divine promise, that in his seed all the
nations would be blessed, and which had been imputed to him for
righteousness, co-operated with that work, or with those works, namely the
offering of his son, and the fear of God and obedience, from which the offering
flowed. For since he had believed with certain faith that a seed was to be given to
him, and indeed one who would be his heir, Genesis 15, verse 4, and in whom all
nations were to be blessed, Genesis 12, verse 3, that faith produced a filial fear, by
which he was afraid to refuse the command of God to slay Isaac, and it incited
him to prompt obedience, rendering him certainly persuaded that God would
not, however, fail in His promise, because He was able to raise him even from
the dead, Hebrews 11, verse 19. Therefore, it should be observed that James does
not say that the works of Abraham co-operated with his faith, but that faith
co-operated with his works. For the works had their existence from his faith, and
their action, and their justification. Namely, that faith, by which alone without
works he was justified from the guilt of his sins, so that as a sinner in himself he



was not considered a sinner, sanctified his heart for good works, and caused him
to be justified by them from the false accusation of hypocrisy and of a
mercenary disposition. We have dealt more fully with these types of justification
in our notes on Romans 8, verse 4.

VERS. 22. Kaléé épywv 1 micic étedpdn, And by works faith was made perfect. Therefore,
the Pontificians exclaim, Faith has its perfection from works, and charity, which
holds the first place among good works, is the form of faith, giving it its
perfection. This is just as if one were to infer thus: Aristotle, in Nicomachean
Ethics, book 10, chapter 4, says, nloi (observe the same word the Apostle used here) twi
évépylav 1 nooviy, "pleasure perfects the act”; Therefore, the act holds its formal
perfection from pleasure. Aristotle denies the consequence, because a thing is
said to perfect another in various ways. For he adds, ér adwov die ppdmov sze idovi
tedpol kai 10 aibntév e aibnoig, medaio évra, "pleasure does not perfect in the same way
as the object of sense and sense itself do, when they are good." Then, wigpoi uo
&vépyiav 1 idoviy, &y’ dg Eag évombpyeoa, AL’ g bmyyvé YRSV 11 TéAO, olov Toig drphaiols 1 dpa.
"Pleasure perfects the act, not as an inherent habit, but as a certain end which
supervenes: just as beauty does for those who are in the bloom of age." Beauty
certainly perfects the bloom of age, but not as the internal vigor of the body,
which perfects it efficiently and formally, but as a concomitant accident, arising
from the bloom of age itself, and adorning it. Thus, in the act of sensation, the
object which moves the sense, and the sense or the faculty and habit of sensing
which effects the sensation, bestow formal perfection on that act. But the
concomitant pleasure is an appendix of perfection, increasing and terminating
the perfection of the act by its accession. In nearly the same way, in the act of
faith, the righteousness of Christ, which, offered in the Gospel, moves and elicits
faith as its object, and then the habit of faith itself, engendered in the heart by
the Holy Spirit, formally perfect the act. Good works perfect the same act, d¢
télov mywéupov, as concomitant appendices and ornaments of faith. And just as
pleasure perfects action in such a way that it presupposes the internal perfection
of the action and follows it, so also do good works perfect faith in such a way that
they presuppose its internal perfection and follow it. Insofar, therefore, as good
works manifest the life of faith, and its strength, efficacy, and sincerity, and thus
illustrate and adorn it, they are rightly called the perfection of faith.

VERS. 28. Kai ¢ilo 0ci éxinjy. This cognomen of Abraham does not appear in
Moses. But it does appear in Isaiah 41:8, where Israel is called by God, 27725 77
u78, 'the seed of Abraham my friend." There is no doubt, however, that the
Apostle expressed this cognomen especially because Abraham was very well
known by it throughout the entire Orient. For even today among the
Mahometans, he is named by a certain special privilege 4, "the friend of God."
And when they say absolutely, "The friend of God did this," no other is
understood than Abraham, and simply Jisll with the name of God omitted.



VERS. 24. You see therefore, that by works a man 1s justified, and not by faith only? This
passage is easily reconciled with those things which Paul seems to argue to the
contrary everywhere, if we establish, which is most true, that the Apostle James
is not dealing here with one single justification, which is accomplished partly by
faith, partly by works, but with two distinct ones, of which the former is from
faith, and from faith only, the latter is from works. For since a twofold
accusation is brought against the faithful, one from God, the law, and
conscience, by which they are held guilty of many sins; the other from the Devil
and the wicked, by whom they are falsely accused of hypocrisy, a mercenary
spirit, impiety, and heinous crimes, a twofold justification is required: one by
which, though truly sinners in themselves, they are absolved freely for Christ's
sake from the guilt of their sins, which justification is by faith alone without
works. The other, by which, as truly sanctified and regenerated, they are
absolved from those false accusations of the Devil and the wicked, which
justification is sought from works. James urges that both must be joined, and
therefore that man is not justified by faith only, but also by works. That is, it is
not sufficient that he be justified by faith from the sins he has committed, but it
is further required that he be justified also by works from the sins of which he is
falsely accused, and from which he is immune through regeneration.

CHAPTER IIIL

VERS. 1. Mijrolloi siddoralor yivebe. To this pertains that saying of R. Shemaiah in
Aboth chapter 1: nu297 a8 xwn 7o8507 a8 278, "Love work, but hate the mastership.”
Nor perhaps is that saying of Joshua son of Perachiah in the same place foreign
to it: 127 7 37 72 7wy, "make for yourself a master, and acquire for yourself a
companion.’" That is, do not make yourself a master, but have a master, and
rather have companions who are your equals, than disciples over whom you
preside.

VERS. 13. Ti¢ sogog emonpwv év ouiv &c. Here the saying of R. Hanina son of Dosa is
to be praised: n2pnn 10057 PR INDIT IR DOTP I 91 NP MR MIIT? NATI INDIT AN 93,
"Whosoever's piety precedes his wisdom, his wisdom is stable. But whosoever's
wisdom precedes his piety, his wisdom is not stable." Nor is what he adds inept:
DV MBIPN PRI TV VTN 591 DPIn 10237 mpomy P revaw 3, "whosoever's works
are more numerous than his wisdom, his wisdom is stable; but whosoever's
wisdom is more copious than his works, his wisdom is not stable." But especially
excellent is what is said there by R. Eleazar: rowyw 1285 mo17 837 7% pwynn 7209 nwomw 93
227977 12w 200 X123 °0 JINT KDY 1299 WD T WINIW 13D 5V MDY NI NI MAT) DUV PRI 030
D9 DRW 122090 PRI POV POIVE 1ND 01T XIT A0 000 P20 PwYow 3 DIN 2wn N9 7700 YIN 72703
TN KDY PRI AW 20 9V 0 5y W YV T IONIW 000 MK MIPTD PN 12 M3 MK 0V MM
2 sua 7m o -Qui plus habet fa, *10 mwyn v x7 87 8% n1¥a pwd v 7% : "He who has
more wisdom than works, to what is he like? To a tree having many branches,
but few roots, which a rushing wind easily uproots and overturns. According to
the saying, Jeremiah 17:6, 'He will be like a tamarisk in the desert, and will not



see when good comes, and will inhabit dry places in the wilderness, a salt and
uninhabitable land. But he who has more works than wisdom, to what is he like?
To a tree having few branches, but very many roots, which all the winds of the
world with their blowing cannot move from its place. According to the saying,
Jeremiah 17.7, 'He will be like a tree, etc."

CHAPTER IV.

VERS. 6. O'zo¢ vmepnpavoic avtuose), tamovoic die de dwar yéprv. The passage is from
Proverbs 3, verse 34, from the version of the Septuagint interpreters. In the
Hebrew it is: w=yp oouyy) r2> 897 039908, where the first member properly sounds,
"Surely he scorns the scorners." But the sense is, those proud scorners, who not
only do not subject themselves to God, but also insolently spurn his admonitions
and judgments, are in turn scorned by God. If you wish to express this metaphor
with a proper word, you could not use a more fitting one than that God resists
them. Therefore, the Interpreters have expressed the sense well. And that the
scorners here are noted especially on account of their pride, they have seen very
well, because they are opposed to 21y, which according to the Masoretes should
be read as humilibus.

VERS. 14. What s your life? Is it not a vapor that appears for a little while,. Boderianus
translates as and is cast down. Better is Tremellius: and vanishes. See the notes on 2
Corinthians 1, verse 8. Tremellius translates as, and is drawn apart. Boderianus,
not badly, and vanishes. For it is the same as the former, as the Syriac-Arabic
Lexicon attests, where it is explained by "it failed" and "it vanished." In Arabic by
o=l a8 "it failed, it was consumed, and it was cut off." Ferrarius similarly, "it
failed, it vanished, it was consumed, it was destroyed, it perished."

CHAPTER V.

VERS 8. Jaocaam\ (oaawmo .o\ Tremellius: and your gold and your silver is corrupted,
and the corruption of them is for a Testimony against you. They have followed a
Hebraism, where npv is "he has corrupted.” But by A. Ferrarius it is translated
aruginavit, has rusted. arugo, rubigo, rust. Thus the Syriac-Arabic Lexicon
explains it by lxall ¢« 52, has rusted, from rust. Therefore it should be translated,
And your gold and your silver has contracted rust for itself, and the rust of them etc., just
as the Apostle said xaliotos, ki 6 iog avndy &c. The Arabic Wlaay L are the same
things which we have produced from the Syriac-Arabic Lexicon.

VERS. 5. For you have indulged in delicacies upon the earth. ~=3) Tremellius &
Boderianus in the Paris edition: and you have mocked. In the Royal edition: and you
have made mocking gestures. They have followed a Hebraism, where it is to mock.
So also Ferrarius, he mocked, he despised, he derided. 1 doubt if this is correct. He
cites two places, the first of which is Isaiah 57, verse 4: where however it signifies
not so much to mock, as to delight oneself and take pleasure. For it is put for the
Hebrew. The other is this passage of James, where it is put for éararalijoaze, you



have been wanton. Thus the Syriac-Arabic Lexicon ! explains it by gulosus fuit,
he was gluttonous, and «¢_s, he desired greedily, and s, he was intemperate.
Similarly, Jul & 4e)ll5 explains i by s gluttony, and -2, greedy desire for
riches and other things. So Ferrarius himself explains aviditas cibi, liguritio as
avidus, gulosus. Therefore, in James, it should be translated, and you have been
given to gluttony, or more generally, and you have been wanton.

VERS. 12. $ww 6ié sudv o vai, xai, , 8. The Vulgate, But let your speech be, yes, yes, no,
no. These words have the same construction as the Greek, when there is no
punctuation after vester, which the Arabic elegantly explained, who according to
the genius of his language, expressing the article, translates: sed fit jermo ve o5 &
acd il s YU &3S "let your speech which is no, be no, and that which is yes, be yes."
Not so well the Syriac, .o/ .0 5eN7m Loaa, but let your speech be, yes yes, and no no,
where the punctuation after sermo vester removes the construction which is here
in suav w0 va. It agrees, however, with Matthew 5, verse 37, and the sense is the
same in both places, namely, let your speech, by which you wish either to affirm
or to deny, affirm or deny simply, without an oath.

It is added, iva un 6o xpiow méonre. I do not take vzo for eig, nor do I translate it, Lest
you fall into condemnation, but literally, lest you fall under judgment, that is iva un
dmédixor yAonbde, lest you become liable to judgment, and guilty of condemnation.
The Arabic has expressed it excellently: Laill Sile sy 34 "lest judgment be owed
over you,' that is, lest you be held by judgment, lest you be guilty of judgment.
Justly, however, is he esteemed guilty, who swears rashly. For as the Emperor Ali
rightly and with an elegant paronomasia says: <= 54l 4, "the faith of a man is
known by his oaths,” whether faith is understood of his words, or of his religion.
So that the sense is, he can be held neither trustworthy, nor a faithful worshiper
of God and a sincere observer of religion, who is found to be an irreligious
swearer.

VERS. 14. 4'Gevei uc év vpiv; mpookalesadm téc mpea- Putépeg éxrkinaiog, xai mpocavéanmoay ém’
ovrév. This also obtained among the Jews. To which pertains what is read in the
title of Berachoth chapter 5 in the Mishnah: % Y520 70723 8017 12 8227 227 5 »oy 18
VTP IRD DN D20p0 NITW 3N YT D3 N90N T DN D77 TN YT AN P 12 1N D AN 0 T WIN T 00907
amwn X as: "They report of Rabbi Hanina son of Dosa, that when he prayed for
the sick, he was accustomed to say, 'this one will live, that one will die. And when
he was asked whence he knew this, he answered: 'when I feel the prayer fluent in
my mouth, I gather from this that he (for whom, that is, the prayer was
conceived) is accepted by God; if not, that he is to be snatched from life." For the
promptness and alacrity of prayer indicated the power of faith, which can do
much in prayer. Whence the Apostle also adds here, xai 5 @y tijc micews oo-
xduvova. The presbyter must therefore see to it carefully that his prayer is not
sluggish, but roused and full of faith. For since it represents the sick themselves,
by whom he is summoned and as it were sent to God, it is held to be their own
prayer, which he utters. This is not badly implied in the same place in the



Mishnah: nwo 298 Sw: mbww 200 »romws ¥7 0 87 M3% T o8 15 37 00 v Sonur, If
someone prays forgetfully, this is a bad omen for him. But if he is the legate of
the Church, it is a bad omen for those by whom he was sent. For he who is sent
by someone is like the sender himself."

ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF
PETER
CHAPTER I. VERS. XIV.

And do not associate yourselves again with the former lusts, which you lusted afier Yo ¥ s
Tremellius & Boderianus: without knowledge. They have neglected the
preposition. For without knowledge would be said. I would therefore prefer to
translate: when you were not in knowledge, that is, when you were in ignorance. Or,
because you were not in knowledge, understand, eratis. The Apostle said, un
ovoynpati{opevor mpotepov €v Tij dyvoiag v dmOvpicas. The Arabic: and do not lust, as you
lusted first in ignorance.

VERS: 23. W L laes, Tremellius: By the living word of God, which remains forever.
Boderianus: which stands forever. That word can be either masculine in the
Emphatic form, or Feminine in the simple form. In the former way it refers to,
in the latter to N>w. Those great men took it in the former way, but, I think,
wrongly. For it is an adjective including the substantive verb s, of which kind are
never expressed among the Syrians in the Emphatic form, but in the simple.
Therefore it should be translated, by the living word of God, which is stable forever.
For of God it should have been said, as of the word it was necessary to say L7a.aa
not, 253\, and n\X\ )anioa not, a\S\ )Aada, as is most manifest from the
following verse.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 8. They stumble at it, because they do not obey the word. Tremellius: because for
this they were appointed. Boderianus in the interlinear version: who for this were
appointed. In the Royal editions, to which (namely the word) they were appointed. You
could simply translate, to which they were appointed, as the Apostle said, eig Jeri-
Onoov. is indeed simply this. But with preceding it is that, to which. Just as o is said
for who and 5 for which.

VERS. 9. Aaocg eig meimoinowv. It is a Hebraism, 7505 oy, where » has the force of the
Genitive, as in 777 7izpp, a Psalm of David. So in this place, a people of acquisition, as
the Vulgate rightly translated, that is from the Hebraism, acquired. The Syriac
well: catus redemptus, a redeemed people. As also the Arabic i «=i, an acquired
people. Srwg tac Apetag éayyeiine, that you may announce the virtues. The Syriac: his
praises, correctly. For so also the LXX in Isaiah 42, verse 12 for 1y o252 in>7m, they
will announce his praise among the nations, have, wig dperag avtd év vijooig drayye Aéot. SO



chapter 43, verse 21 for 190; *n%7) s wag dpetdg pe o1 yooviar; chapter 63:7, 77 nivap is
tag opetag Kupio.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 1. You wives, likewise, be submissive to your husbands, so that those who do not
obey the word, you may, through your good behavior, without labor & —is, which
Tremellius & Boderianus in the Royal editions simply translated you may acquire,
neglecting the pronoun. But in the interlinear version, he changed it into the
masculine, against the authority of the Syriac codices, and translated you may
acquire them. 1 translate, you may acquire it. That is, since they are unwilling to
obey the word of God preached by men, take pains that you yourselves by your
behavior may acquire them. I add that it is not correctly read in the Vienna &
Cothen editions, but correctly in the Royal & Plantin editions. For the affix refers
to the women.

VERS. 3. «\s4ll Do not adorn yourselves. I warn in my Grammar, p. 231, that there is
an error here, and one should read either in the future or in the Imperative,
which occurs in the following verse. The illustrious Edward Pococke informed
me by letter that in the manuscript of the Bodleian Library it is read A, and that
where in the printed editions of Acts 9, verse 39 it reads, in the manuscript it is
read without a vowel. Concerning which, see Grammar p. 201. And that where in
Acts 22, verse 11 it is .(6ak), in the manuscript it is read, about which see
Grammar p. 369. It follows in this verse of Peter: Boderianus, or by additions of
gold. Tremellius, or by contrivance of gold. 1 do not deny that the verb signifies to
contrive and to plot, but for evil, as in Psalm 83, verse 3: in their cunning they have
devised a secret. See also Psalm 41, verse 7, which place Ferrarius cites to prove this
meaning. But he adds that it also signifies, he encrusted with gold, or silver, he cast:
plural NSm, goldsmithing, an ornament cast from gold or silver, a golden or
silver incrustation. 4=, a goldsmith, a silversmith. Thus the Syriac-Arabic
Lexicon says that it signifies, that is properly he melts gold or silver, he casts. (for so
he writes what is read here <) he translates sV, ornament, gl=sll, what is cast
from gold or silver. o<l 4 i2lua a casting proper. Therefore I translate Peter's
words, or of incrustations of gold, or of ornaments encrusted with gold or cast from gold.
And xai weiféoswc ypvoiowv said Peter.

VERS. 7. Q¢ dOevecépw oxdl ¢ yovakeio Zmovépovies npd. It is from a customary
Hebrew formula, that he wants honor to be given by husbands to their wives.
For so it is read in the Talmud, Bava Metzia fol. 59.1. psw nws 71252 257 078 87 0505
YVPIN NIIY 235 827 479 IONT T IV 2DNT DTIIND) NI MWK 23w K9N DTN D0 3 TN ¥y 71973
1nynnT %7 % e : "Let a man always be careful about the honor of his wife. For
blessing is not found in a man's house, except on account of his wife. For it is
said (Genesis 12, verse 16), 'And he did well to Abraham on her account. This is
what Rabba said to the men of his city, 'Honor your wives, so that you may
become rich.” Thus in the marriage contract, the groom is accustomed to insert
these words: o1 o108 sy 280 7908 X181 x> *% w7 "Be my wife, and I will cherish,



and honor, and feed, and govern you." I will honor you, that is, I will care for you
solicitously, I will love you, I will defend your honor, etc.

VERS. 17. If that s the will of God. I think one should read, with a point written
below, not oz, for that does not usually change the preceding vowel into, but o
does when it is a substantive verb, or when it is pleonastic. In the Royal edition it
is written, which can be read. And it will be a demonstrative pronoun, in this
manner: if that will of God is so, est is understood. Let it also be observed, for
videlicet, or modo, which otherwise is wont to mean ergo, igitur.

VERS. 21. (oo o207 2. Boderianus: But giving thanks to God with a pure
conscience. A distinction must be made between followed by, and the same
followed by S. Followed by it signifies to profess or confess a thing or person,
that is, to make a profession or confession of it. As in Mark 1, verse 5, confessing
their sins. But followed by it is to give thanks, as in Luke 17, verse 16: He fell on his
face at the feet of Jesus, giving him thanks. Hellenism elsewhere imitates this
Syriacism. For éuoloyé év oor is one thing, and duoloyd cor is another. The former is
I confess you, the latter I give thanks to you. As in Matthew 10, verse 32, there is one
phrase, nag drig duoloyiioe évépor, Spoioyiiow kayw év avrd. In Syriac, Wils s, Another is
in Matthew 11, verse 25, duolioyd cor mérep < «. Better therefore Tremellius, but
confessing God in a pure conscience. The Arabic, 4L <l jie ¥l s Asllall 4l Jerivs WS hut we
exhibit a good conscience and a confession of God. See, however, concerning this
Syriac interpretation, the notes of Beza, where he rightly praises it.

CHAPTER IV.

2081\ aT TAT WA Nama e Sy, Tremellius & Boderianus: Each one of you, the
gifi which he has received from God, let him minister to his neighbors, or let him minister
to his fellows. They have not observed the Syriac phrase, nor the which is in aa. If
you translate word for word: and each of you, the gifi which he has received from God,
let him minister with it to his neighbors. Let him minister the gift with it, that is, let him
minister with the gifi. A phrase most used by the Hebrews and Syrians: Lagadqozs

aaxpx. for zpzx.

VERS. 19. Therefore let those who suffer according to the will of God, ¢ mcéd riion
wpaibétmwoay g yoyas éavtév. The Vulgate, commend their souls to a faithful creator. It
has neglected «g, serving the Imperative. Which our Old Belgic version has also
followed, as has the Arabic Interpreter, and a certain learned man proved in his
letters to me. I would approve it too, if a subjunctive followed, just as iva
sometimes has the force of commanding; for example, Ephesians 5:33, s yivij iva
pofirar aldea, "but let the wife fear her husband." See also Mark 5, verse 23. So also
érwg in the Cyclops of Euripides, where Ulysses says to Silenus, dil’ érwg ating Eoph,
"but be a man." See also Theocritus, Idyll 1. In which expressions iva and érwg
joined with subjunctives properly mean that, but they have the force of
commanding, due to the ellipsis of another Imperative: for the sense is, but let the
woman see that she fears her husband, but see that you are a man; that is simply, let her



fear her husband, be a man. So in this place, Let those who suffer according to the will
of God, see that they commend their souls to a faithful creator, that is simply, let them
commend. But, as 1 said, &¢ ought then to be constructed with a subjunctive, but
woéolibétwoav is an Imperative. Therefore I praise Beza who translated, as to a
faithful creator let them commend. But because this has a certain harshness and
obscurity, the Syriac Interpreter brought a remedy by the supplement of the
pronoun ez: To Him as to a faithful creator let them commend their souls. Which the
Genevans have also followed. The full construction would be, oi zdyovrec «& 10
Oédnpa Edeg, g g mgd rhion Oétwoov &c. A similar ellipsis of the pronoun adrog is in
Hebrews 9:19, lainbeions yé mdong éviolijc vépov vmo Mwicéwg mav 1@ iad, lafav o aijia
égpavnice. The full sense is, if you read, au to¢ iafdv, that Moses himself, by whom
the law had been spoken to the whole people, sprinkled. However, that
supplement in Peter can also be omitted, if the construction is taken as if the
order of the words were, xiioy o¢ micéd mianbérwoav, to the creator as being faithful let
them commend their souls.

CHAPTER V.

daanse 4la aals, Tremellius & Boderianus in the Paris edition: And clothe yourselves
inwardly with humility of mind. 1 do not know why they translated it inwardly.
Certainly they do not have it from Hebraism, where it means outside, exterior.
Therefore in the Royal editions, And be ye clothed about with meekness of spirit. The
Syriac looked to cinzxit, accinxit whence also sindon, a linen cloth with which
something is girded and wrapped. But we do not think the meaning of this
adverb should be sought from there, but from the adjective, which Ferrarius
translates, Strictus, coarctatus, inculcatus, infartus: also charus, amplexu astrictus.
From this is conveniently derived stricte, estricte, arcte. Thus he not badly
expressed what Peter said, no raxdévoppociidin éyxopfarcabe, tightly and as if stuffed, put
on humility of mind. In the Syriac-Arabic Lexicon, it is translated —w=sl,
compressed, J4l, compact, and x5, twisted, and con xidls o, firm, and wsés,
hard, and &si=s, strict, and x-)'s, hasty, unless perhaps this last one signifies
something else akin to the preceding ones.

ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE SECOND EPISTLE
OF PETER
CHAPTER L. VERS. IV.

Eiog gpboews kovmvoi. Partakers of the divine nature, that is, having communion with
God. O¢ia pvoic is God, just as gioig avfpwrivy is man in James 3, verse 7. And gdoig
Onpicwv, beast, ibid. See Johan. Cloppenburgium in his treatise de Feedere.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 7. Lot is here described by the Apostle as an example of true piety, who
could not bear even in his mind the wicked crimes of the Sodomites. Therefore,



that is a wicked saying which R. Sal. on Genesis 13, verse 10, brings forth from a
Talmudic Tractate as a reproach against so great a man: onmowa 1% 1> 972 727 Dww ,
"because they (the Sodomites) were lost in wickedness, Lot chose their dwelling
for himself." No less impious is the opinion of R. Solomon himself on verse 14,
where, giving a reason why God spoke to Abraham only after Lot was separated
from him, he says it was done because w» vy 1377 77 wy ywTw pr 5, "as long as
that wicked man was with him, the speech departed from him." Suffer that
calumny, most just man, until w7 vsrn® 728 opp 1S5, "you will condemn every
tongue that rises against you in judgment,’ Isaiah 54, verse 17.

CHAPTER IIL

VERS. 7. Oi vai épavoi xi 1 yij 1@ obtd Loy teOnooavpiopévor eior, mupi tpéiPvor. As this
Apostle teaches that the first world perished by water, but this one is reserved for
fire, so, according to Josephus, Antiquities book 1, chapter 3, Adam had predicted
that apaviepov t6iwv &ocal, pev xar iqw 'Tvpos,t"expovy 2T piavxywmin~0GidalG, that is, "all
things would someday perish, once by the force of fire, and once by the force
and multitude of water."

ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF
JOHN
CHAPTER I. VERS. IX.

God 1s faithful Sixao & just. | would dare to translate, and true. Such is what occurs
in the Seder Tefillot, that is, in the book of Jewish prayers: ax 7>7x > 7927 28 opm, "And
you have performed your words, because you are just (that is, true)." See more on
this matter observed by us on Luke 12, verse 57, and 16:9. Nor would you err, if
you take dixa: for merciful, which property of God is especially opposed to sins,
and consoles the one who confesses and repents. In this sense 7773, justice, is
taken in Daniel 9, verse 16, where, after a confession of sins is made, the Prophet
adds, 7o8 &7 327 7pip7222 178. The LXX: Kipie, év ndon éenplooicn e EZrogpagiitm 6 Qupog
ce. Hence, commonly in the book of prayers: 7wy 777x oowy» 23 px 9, "because there
are no works in us, do justice with us," where surely they do not implore the
justice of God properly so called, which repays the due penalty for sins, but
grace and mercy, which are opposed to the merits of sinners. Indeed, even more
broadly, 777, dikoosin, denotes alms which are given to the poor among the
Hebrews, which is known to all.

CHAPTERIL

VERS. 2. 00 zei © fjpetépwv de pévov, éiié koi mei 6eé ydopa. The Syriac, g) )\ ¢ Sihe 4S
a\.Trem. & Bod & not for ours only, but also for the whole world's. This
interpretation is by no means supported by the phrase, for it should have been
said, waaw 5. T translate 41 olall Ja (81 58 oas Wy il s s 45 not for ours only, but also
for the whole world. So also the Arab, not for ours only, but for the whole world.



Furthermore, it is customary for the Hebrews to say "the whole world" for a
certain universality of some people, who are being discussed in the subject
matter. In Horajoth chap. 3, it is read in the Gemara x»%y 213 »p 117 3"23w1 v M
mrpn, "When R. Simeon son of Gamaliel (whom I have previously said was the
Leader and head of the Sanhedrin) would enter (namely into the Synagogue) the
whole world would rise before him," that is, as many as were in the Synagogue.
So in this place, where it deals with the faithful (for a faithful one speaks to the

faithful), by the sins of the whole world are understood the sins of all who are
faithful.

VERS. 17. 'O xécpog napéyetan, the world passes away. A great argument for the
contempt of the world. Which the Arabs also, having noted, elegantly said, & d&
S5 Y O B8 (g2 it is enough for you of the world's faults, that it does not remain."
That is, even if the world labored under no other fault than that it is transitory, it
would be enough for you to hate it.

VERS. 27. AM\' ¢ 10 adtd ypicpa Siddokel VPdg mepi mavimv, kai 6Andég éomt, I translate,
"But as that same anointing teaches you about all things, so it is true, and is not a
lie." Here, the first @g is not connective for me, but apodotical. As also elsewhere,
o¢ &v ovpav®, kai éni tiic yfic, "as in heaven, so on earth." Matth. 6. And above verse
18. xabhg Mrovoate d11 6 Avtixpiotog Epyetal, kol VOV Avtiypiotol morloi yeydvacty. "As you
have heard that the Antichrist is coming, so now many antichrists have come.’
The sense is, there is no need for anyone to teach you, but the anointing which
you have received is sufficient for you. For this, as it teaches you about all things,
so it is the very truth itself. Therefore, as it has taught you, remain in it.
However, these words, "There is no need for anyone to teach you," do not abolish
the use of the sacred Ministry, as we explained at Hebr. 8. verse 11.

CHAP. III.

VERS. 16. "We also ought to lay down our lives for the brethren." That saying of
Maimonides in 7mna o> chap. 5 is well-known. px1 nanx we1 nxo% R wn wo1 nam
wo1 »1on wo1 o7axn. That is, "The killing of an Israelite soul is for the healing of
another soul, and a soul is not lost for the sake of a soul." That is, when an
Israelite is handed over to death for the worship of God, while he loses his own
soul, he provides for another's soul. And so he does not even lose his soul, when
he gains a soul.

VERS. 18. "Let us not love in word and tongue, but in deed and in truth." The
Arab correctly observed, that it is not simply forbidden here to testify to our
love in word and tongue, but that we should not stop there, therefore he
translated k& oLl LS "in word by tongue only." Moreover, in this place "truth”
signifies real beneficence, by which charity is tested in reality. In the same way
the LXX seniors translated nax by ékenpoovvn in Isa. 38. 18. and no wonder: since
the Rabbinic word, which for them signifies beneficence and almsgiving, is of



the same root as the Arabic »= which for them denotes truth. whose root éx=in
the first conjugation means "to be truthful. in the second, "to give alms, to be
beneficent." So great is the affinity of beneficence with truth. And that charity
without work is void, is also taught by that saying of Ali, 333l i duis o= &A1 "your
brother is he who helps you in danger." .5 properly is to shave the head with a
=3+, a razor. but because the poor in the East assist each other by shaving their
heads, it is also taken for "to help".

CHAP. V.

VERS. 9. "If we receive the testimony of men, how much more the testimony of
God which is greater?” Thus Tremellius & Boderianus translated the Syriac. In
the Syriac, however, it is not (« ««oN\207 We receive, but (Naozn simply, with
neither a preceding nor a following pronoun of the first person. which by the
law of Syriasm, can be translated in no other way than by the third person, "they
receive." It seems he did not read, &i v poptopiav @V avbpdrmv Aappévopey, but
AapBavovst. Or he wanted to indicate that the Apostle here speaks not in the
person of the faithful, but of men. If men are accustomed to receive the
testimony of men, and we do the same with the rest of men, how much more
was the testimony of God to be admitted by all?

ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE EPISTLE OF JUDE.

VERS. VL.

glg kpiow Peyéing nuépog. is the same as eic quépav Peyding kpiseng, as the Chaldean
Paraphrast speaks in Ps. 50. vers. 6. where those words which are in the Prophet
w7y X2 "our God will come," he says are to be pronounced by the just x21 x7 212
"in the day of great judgment.’

Agopoig didiog vnd Logov tetipnkev. These words take away all hope of salvation from
the devils. which is also noted in the Thargum Jerosolymitano, Gen. 3. vers. 15.
on those words, "It shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise his heel," with
these words, 108 "7 &% XM 791 RAAPRT 87125 10K 17 012: "but there will be a cure for the
sons of the woman, but for you, serpent, there will be no cure."

VERS. 16. Oovpélovieg mpdowno are o°1n *Xiyi, dovpactonpéconol. For thus the Greeks
interpret that Hebrew phrase in Deuter. 10. vers. 17. Prov. 18. vers. 5. Job. 22. vers.
8.

ANIMADVERSIONS ON THE APOCALYPSE OF JOHN.
CHAP. II. VERS. XI.

'O devtepog Oavatog. thus in Isa. 65. for "I will repay into their bosom," Jonathan has
e erean ko onky, "I will deliver their bodies to the second death." In the



same chap. vers. 15. for 3pnm "he will kill you," xran xnm onom "he will kill you with
a second death."

CHAP. III.

VERS. 4. Hepuoamoovot pet’ pod év devkoig. This perhaps refers to the sacerdotal
custom of the Jews, about which we read in Maimonides in the Mishnah, tractate
wTpnn nxoa, . 11. that the great Sanhedrin had its assembly in the temple, where
VYN DAY WAR 0TI 0D KA 1D 73 AWM PO DI PRI DT 2T v Pawy
D°3797 PAR OV wawm 00132 wah w1 0hw XM n 931 7mvn ke onw: "where they judge
concerning sacerdotal matters, and inquire into the genealogies and
imperfections of the Priests. Any Priest who is found rejected regarding his
genealogy, is clothed and veiled in black garments, and exits from the court. But
whoever is found whole and upright, is clothed in white, and ministers with his
brother priests."

VERS. 14. ‘H apyn tijc kticemc tod Heod. This seems to be taken from Prov. 8. vers. 22.
where the eternal Wisdom of God says, mn vdyon o077 277 nwxy »up mm "The Lord
possessed me in the beginning of his way, the first of his works of old." not the
first creature, but the effective beginning of all creatures is understood, through
which the Father created all things. Hebr. 1. v. 2. And Christ is the eternal
wisdom of God. Whence also the Thargum Hierosolymitanum translated those
words of Moses Gen. 1. vers. 1. o’i7% x12 n'wx12 in the beginning God created, as
» x72 xnno1ma "in wisdom God created,’ that is, in his eternal wisdom, which is the
beginning and cause of all things.

VERS. 21. "He who overcomes, I will give to him to sit with me on my throne, as
I also overcame and sit with my Father on his throne." For the throne of a king
among the Orientals is ample and wide, like a bed, raised a little above the
ground by supports, and adorned with carpets. so that besides the seat proper to
the King, others also whom the King wishes to honor can have seats on the same
throne. The Arabs call it - But - is the seat of Judges and Patriarchs,
suitable for only one man. although taken more generally it is also attributed to
kings, like the Hebrew xo> from which it is derived. Whence in this place for év 1@
0pove pov the Arab has 5 e and for év 1§ 0pove avtod S e, which is when the
King is considered as a judge. but when his royal Majesty is to be expressed, they
say vioe.

CHAP. V.

VERS. 8. I'tpoboog dupapdrov. this refers to the incense of the Old Testament,
about which Josephus Antiq. 1. 3. c. 9. says §ig t#ig NHépag npiv te dvacyeiv tov fiov, Kol
pdg SuoHoig Bupav éxpiv. "twice daily, before the sun rose and around sunset, it
was necessary to burn incense."

CHAP. X.



VERS. 6. "And he swore év 1® {®vnt &ig To0g aidvag tdv aibveov." "by him who lives for
ever and ever." This is an epithet of the true God, who in Dan. 4. vers. 31. is called
xny on "the living one of the age," that is, for all eternity. I would like here to
examine in passing, what Anchialus means in Martial in that distich 1. 9. Epigr.
95. "Ecce negas jurasque mihi per Templa Tonantis; Non credo, jura verpe per
Anchialum." The distinguished Johan. Selden examines this word in his
Prolegomena de Successionibus, where he rejects the opinion of Joseph Scaliger,
who asserts that the Hebrew formula of an oath #5x °n "ala," that is, "God lives,"
deceived Martial, so that he thought they swore by Anchialam: likewise that of
Thomas Farnabius, who wanted it derived from >x °n ox "im chi ala," that is, "if
God lives": he brings forth his own opinion, namely that the complete formula is
02w °n v "may he who lives forever avenge," which can be correctly read iperan
chi olam. whence Martial corruptly "per Anchialum." But I have no doubt that
"per" in the Poet is of the Latin language, as in "per templa Tonantis," and that
the Hebrew formula for swearing is contained in the single word Anchialum,
which I resolve into 02w °n mw "Ane chi alam," that is, "be a witness, you who live
forever." for the word mw to hear thus means to bear witness everywhere.
Although I confess I would hardly prefer my opinion to Farnabius's, provided
that for the Hebrew ax is substituted the Syriac or Rabbinic jx. for then it sounds
7ox o ) "en chi ala,” "if God lives." which with a Latin ending is Anchialus, and in
the Accusative Anchialum. nor does it matter that the Syrians read x with a tserz,
not with a pathach. For it is known that the masters call ¢seri ywp nns camets parvum,
and therefore it has a pronunciation akin to it. whence also the Greek a: derives
its origin.

CHAP. XIII.

VERS. 18. O dppog avrod y&g 666. Irenaeus adapted the word Aotsivog to this,
which would signify the Roman Church, from which the Antichrist is to come
forth, because in numbers A 30. a 1. T 300. £ 5. 110. v 50. 0 70. ¢ 200. are valid, and
all joined together they make up the aforesaid sum. Others derive the same
number from picoa % nomwn, which first began to be sung around the year of
Christ 666. Some recur to the Hebrew appellation nnm. Schickardus in
Bechinath Happer. p. 63.

CHAP. XIV.

VERS. 8. ‘Ot &k 10D oivov 100 Oupod tfig mopveiag avtiig memdtike mévto o £0vn. I translate,
"Because from the poisoned wine of her fornication she has made all nations
drink," oivog Ovpod, in this place indeed, where a meretricious matter is being
discussed, is a philter, or a poisoned potion adapted with some drug, so that
others may be drawn into love by it. fvpoég from the usage of the Hellenists,
signifies not only wrath, but also poison; and it corresponds to the m»n of the
Hebrews, which similarly signifies both. Indeed, they also translated vix-, gall,
hemlock, poison, by 6vpév. as Deut. 32. v. 33. 71ax oins Wy 01 orin nag. Gupog



Sproviov O oivog avTdv, kai Bulog domidwv dviatog. See also vers. 24. likewise in Psalm
according to the Greeks 57. according to the Hebrews 58. 4. Job. 20. 16. &
elsewhere i occurs for poison.

CHAP. XVI.

VERS. 19. "To give her the cup 1od otvov tod Gvpod tig opyfig avtod." In Hebrew I
translate, nng Wy 1 6pyiig avtod. For wxn, gall, bitterness, is translated as vpog by the
LXX. Deut. 32. 83. Job. 20. vers. 16. Amos 6. 12. elsewhere it is translated as mucpov,
as in Jer. 23. vers. 15. wx1 " onpwi, moud avtovg Hdwp mikpdv. elsewhere it is translated
as oAy, bile. so that 6upog, mkpov, yoly are synonyms for them. just as therefore
above in chap. 14. 8. where a meretricious matter was discussed, 6vpog signified
pappoxeia, or some poisoned drug, which was used in philters, so here, where
punishment is discussed, it signifies bitterness, which mixed with wine, by the
custom of the Hebrews is accustomed to be offered to those being punished. just
as in Matth. 27. 34. they are said to have given to our Savior oivov petd yoMic
Pepypévov. which from Hellenism could also have been said 6vpod pepypévo.

CHAP. XVIII.

VERS. 17. 60t v 8éhocoay épydlovrar. Beza, "as many as make a living from the sea."
I would prefer with the Vulgate, "who work in the sea." or, "who cultivate or
handle the sea." In Hebrew o7 nx 172v> "wx. Just as in Gen. 2. vers. 15. Adam is said
to have been placed in the garden m72y7 "to cultivate it," LXX, &pydlecOau avtov. And
2 Sam. 9. vers. 10. m7x7 n¥ % 72y "you shall cultivate the land for him," LXX, «oi
€pYQ adT® TNV YNV.

CHAP. XX.

VERS. 6. & 14. 'O 04varog 6 devtepog. Thus eternal death was called by the Hebrews,
as is clear from Jonathan on Isa. 65. v. 6. where for op'n %y "ma7wy "I will repay into
their bosom," he has pan n xroan xnmny monxt: "I will deliver their bodies to the
second death." And v. 15. for 7p»m "he will slay you" x»rin xnmn ponem "and he will
make you die the second death."

END.

LATIN INDEX OF THINGS AND WORDS.
A.
e Abba, what this Chaldaic word denotes. 112. why the Greek 6 natp is
joined with it. ibid.
e Abel, how, according to the Apostle, though dead, he still speaks. 319
o Abel's sacrifice, what commended it to God. 318



Abraham, in what way he is said to have been made heir of the world
through promise. 51

Abraham's boasting, what it was. 46, 47

Abraham and his seed, a twofold consideration with respect to the
covenant initiated with him. 53

Abraham, in what sense James says he was justified by works. 334
Accusation, to man's twofold accusation, a twofold justification is
opposed. 336

Adam’s prediction of the world's destruction, from Josephus. 350

Adverbs of quality are expressed by the preposition 2 and a noun. 228
Altar of incense, Ovcioctiprov Bupidatog, where it stood in the temple. 312
Amen, the force of this little word. 218

Anathema, what it is. 122

Anchialus, by whom Martial jests that the Jews swear, what it is. 358

Ark of the covenant, what things it contained deposited within it. 311

Ark of Noah, a type of Christ. 321

Ears, how the Father pierced Christ's, and what this expression means. 315

Baal and other gods of the Gentiles were of indeterminate sex. 157
Baptism, why used for illumination. 305

Baptized for the dead, in what sense the Apostle says this. 219 & seq.
Blessing of the law by wms»n ow, when the priest ceased to pronounce it.
245.

Blessing of the law, what the Hebrews call it, and what laws they establish
for it. 244

Beneficence, how it differs from Alms. 232

Cabalists, how they derive Jesus from the dimensions of Noah's Ark. 321
Causes among the Hebrews, two kinds were adjudicated by two kinds of
Judges. 204

Charity, should it therefore be called the form of faith, because faith is
perfected by works? 335

Christ 6piofeic viog 0eod, in what sense. 3. not an ordinary xvpog, but true
God. 272. why a propitiation already placed even in the Old Testament. 41
Christ's comparison with Moses in terms of authority. 297 & seq.
Circumcision, how much it was esteemed by the Jews. 123

Minister of circumcision, how Christ was. 187

Cleomenes's head, suspended on a cross, was wrapped by a serpent, from
what physical cause. 236

Knowledge of the Lord in the New Testament is far greater than it was in
the Old Testament. 276



Concubines, if they were freeborn and Israelite, their sons also inherited.
248

Concupiscence, the root of both sin and death. 329

Conscience, its power. 20

Corrupt, who are. 204

Original corruption, how it comes to reign in man. 86

Creature or creatures, in very common Hebrew and Arabic usage, denotes
men. 10, 288, 329

Dative among Syrians is often used for the ablative with the preposition a.
10

God is asserted to punish sins with sins. 15

Devils, no hope of salvation remains for them. 355

Rich, who is. 259

Lord of the worlds, i.e., of creatures, is very commonly said by the Rabbis
for God. 290

Church, why it is called «oi £3paiopa tiig 6Andeiag. 274

Ellipsis of a verb, used by Paul. 132

Enallage of the participle for the infinitive is very common for the
Greeks. 203

Epistles to the Romans and Hebrews were written by Paul in another
language than Greek, is not conceded by the Syriac Scholiast. 1

Esau, how God excluded him from the covenant. 135, 136

From faith to faith, what this means. 8

Ferment, to purge out the old, the Apostle exhorts. 205

Faith, when it is said to cooperate with its works, is it correctly inferred
that it also justifies with works? 333

Faith's obedience, why so called? 6

Faith of the saints, for what reason it has its power even after their death.
320

Covenant made with Abraham, its typical and antitypical promise is
explained. 126

Covenants of the Israelites, two: the old and the new. That one of works,
this one of grace. 123

Genealogy and books of genealogical controversies of the Jews. 273



Gentiles, how they, by nature, did what was of the law. 20

Glory of the incorruptible God, how the Gentiles exchanged it for the
likeness of the image of man. 11

Gloriation, what is approved or disapproved. 46, 47

Heirs of the world, how we become so with Abraham. 51, 52
Inheritance of the land of Canaan, a symbol of what thing. 53

Imputation, twofold, and the foundation of each. 46

Infinitive active among the Hebrews is frequently taken passively. 306

An angry man is unfit for teaching, why. 287

Descendants of Isaac, what great and long-lasting prerogative they had
over the Ishmaelites. 128

Ishmael, although circumcised, was not a son of the promise and of the
covenant initiated with Abraham. 127

Ishmael, why he was excluded from the inheritance. 248

Israel, whence and why Jacob was called so. 126

Jews, when were all those who were previously called Israelites, so named.
21

Believing Jews are sons of Abraham by a triple right. 57. by what right
they boast of eternal liberty. 135. how through the letter of the law and
Circumcision they were made transgressors of the law? 25

¢ Jews' manner and mode of praying in cases of litigation. 204

System of judgments among the Hebrews, what it was. 204

Justice of God, what it is. 38, 39. how it appears in the work of
redemption. 43

The term justice, whether it always denotes God's goodness, mercy,
salvation, and redemption. 42

Man is justified by works, and not by faith alone, in what sense James says
this. 336

Justification, twofold in the orthodox sense, what and of what kind each
is. 102 & seq. according to the Papists, also twofold, but both are most
false. 105, 106

Justification, what is its cause. 107

Law and Grace, how much they differ. 88

Law, why it is called by the Apostle James the law of liberty. 137, 330. why
royal or kingly. ibid. & 332. it condemns not from its purpose, but
accidentally. 25. how long it dominates man. 78. how it is said to increase
sin. 72, 73, 86



Law of the members, whether it differs from the law of sin. 93

Law of the mind, what it is and why it is so called by the Apostle. 94

Law of sin opposed to the law of the mind, what it is. 94. taken generally,
what it is. 97

Law's comparison with a husband. 78, 85

End of the law, Christ, how. 149

Lawful use of the law for the faithful, what it is. 81

Change of the Mosaic law is incredible to the Jews. 309

Book for the Pentateuch of Moses. 315

Books of lineage and genealogical controversies were held by each
family of the Jews. 273

Patrons of free will are refuted. 90

Lot's probity is vindicated from the reproach of the Rabbis. 350

Marcionites' custom of baptizing for the dead, what it was. 219
Melchizedek is greater than the Levites, for what reasons. 308

Mind as opposed to members, what it means. 94

Second death, what it is to the Hebrews. 360

Moses, in what sense he is said to have been faithful in the whole house of
God. 297

Moses' history, adopted by Pharaoh's daughter, from Josephus. 322

Moses, how much the Jews esteem him. 299

World (o>w) is sometimes used by the Hebrews specifically for the
blessedness of the future world. 53

Whole world for a certain universality of some, about whom the subject
matter deals, from Hebraism. 352

Three worlds, the wise men of the Hebrews constituted, which and why.
289

Change, of different kinds. 11

Nature, the Hebrews derive knowledge from ceremonies. 262

His own name, why Paul prefixed it to the titles of his Epistles, a futile
reason. 1

The ineffable name's correct pronunciation is unknown to the Jews today.
245

The Apocalyptic number y&, what authors think it designates. 358

Good works, how they perfect faith? 335. to what extent they are also
imputed to the regenerate for justice. 104
Works and Faith are opposed to each other. 49



Orientals, it is most common for them to express their wishes in the past
tense. 28

On the night of Passover, fathers were obliged to narrate three things to
their children, and what they were. 202

Paul, when he was called so from Saul. 1. how a Servant of ]J. Christ, ibid.
how he boasts of being freed from the law of sin, who a little before
complained that he was still enslaved to the law of sin. 97

Poor, who is. 259

Poor, whence the Hebrews say it. 259

Actual sin, three degrees, which are they. 329

Promptitude and alacrity of prayer is a good sign, and why. 341
Prerogative of the firstborn. 278

Promises to Abraham and his seed, two were made, which ones. 52
Pronoun, to repeat the noun in place of it is common for the Hebrews.
343

Prophets, how the spirits of the prophets are subject to them. 218

His neighbor, in what sense it is said that no one will teach him. 309

God's rest, indicated in the fourth commandment, what and how
manifold it is. 300

Rest of the seventh day was a type of the future grace in Christ. 302

Our true rest, what it is. 301-302

Reprobate mind, what it is. 16

Sanctification of the Sabbath, what it is and to what it looks. 300

Testing or rejection of priests among the Jews, how and by whom it was
done. 356

End of sacrifices, even according to the testimony of the Jews, what it was.
40

Care for one's own salvation is incumbent on each individual, it is not to
be entrusted to pastors alone. 258

Saints, how and why they cannot sin. 304

Sanctity inherent in us is not the justice by which we are justified before
God. 39

Royal scepter, if kings extend it towards someone, what they mean. 292



Syriac scholiast's absurd opinion about the flesh of the still innocent
Adam being put on by the son of God, is noted. 100

Seed of Abraham, twofold. 56

Serpents, how antiquity believed them to be born from human bodies.
236

e Servants, of how many kinds. 1
e Servitude does not apply to the seed of Abraham, but liberty. 135
¢ Sign of circumcision, what kind of construction. 50
e Stars and Spheres are animate, is the common opinion of the Hebrews.
221
e Incense in the O.T., when and how often per day it was made. 357
¢ Great Sanhedrin's session and judgment concerning the Priests, where.
356
e Syriasm was once vernacular to the Apostles. 24
T.
e Tabernacle and the ceremonies pertaining to it, the Hebrews referred to
Philosophy and natural matters. 262
¢ Royal throne among the Orientals, its description and use. 357
e Golden censer, its use and keeping. 313
e To transgress the law, what it signifies. 23
V.
e Variant readings, what is often the cause of them. 70
e To will and to perfect, God does not operate in his own at the same level
nor to the same extent. 90
e To hold the truth in unrighteousness, what it means. 8
e Traveler's prayer for his host, what was the customary one among the
Jews. 326
e Vices of younger widows are reprehended, which ones. 276
e Called of J. Christ, an emphatic construction, signifying the dominion of
Christ. 6
e Volume of the book for the Pentateuch. 315
e Urns of Manna and Aaron's rod, whether they were also in the ark next to
the tables of the covenant. 311
e Father's wife for stepmother, from Hebrew. 202
e The customary formula of the Hebrews for honoring wives, which one.
345
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A.



AitidcOor, what it means. 36

Ayiwcvvn, what it means. 4

Adwio for falsehood. 32

Ayiaopa, i.e., God. 349

Aidveg, why the Apostle used the plural number. 290
Axon for preaching, from Hebraism. 154, 155

Abeteiv, what it means. 197

AMbzwo for dikarootvn. 216

A\, sometimes confirmative, for "indeed, certainly”. 75
Avaxowilew, passively, to be renewed. 306
Avoxspoimdoacdar, what it means. 177

Avaidoar, what it means. 256, 285

Avdotooig vekpdv, 1.€., 1) £k vekpdv. b

Avaroiy for splendor, also for shoot. 290
AvtomoxpivesOot, what it means. 138

AvtihapBavesdor, what it means. 280

Avtipofia, what it means. 15

Améyewv, sometimes it is transitive, for to make abstain. 275
Amlodg, what it means. 328

Amnokapodoxia, what it means. 115

Amdlavoic, what it means. 323

AcOeviic & dcbeveiv, what they mean. 60

Acnovdot, who they are. 18

AcbvOetor, who they are. 18

Avté, what it means. 263

Agopiopévog 6 Tladrog gig edayyéhov Ogod, what. 2
Abtaprng, truly rich. 259

Avtapxkeiog, its fruit. 280

Baokaivew and Booxavew signify both to bewitch and to envy. 243

I'evécbo, aorist, having the signification of the future. 58

A¢, enim. 110

A, on account of. 40

Aw, for év, from Hebraism. 228

Aw todto, for "because”. 65

Awhoywopot, what they are. 179

Awmopeiy, to cross over. 191

Aapépety, o dlapépovia, & Abpopov, what they mean. 22



Aixoiog for éanone. &dikog for yevdnc. 30, 32

Aixarog for merciful. 350

Awarocvvn for nax, truth, everywhere in the LXX interpreters. 30, 32
At & & differ in signification. 37

Adéa for ioyog. 74

Eixdv, what it is. 11

Eic for év. 213

Eic for nepi. 117, 175

Eic is often used for év. 179, also for "on account of". 117
‘Exovcing peccare, what it is. 316

‘Erattodv, what it means. 295

‘Ev for &ic, in the manner of the Hebrews. 13

'Ev & &ic do not always denote a thing which is inside another, but also
what is annexed and adheres to another. 312

'Ev for nepi, from a Hebrew idiom. 156

‘Ev duvapel is not correctly translated as "powerfully”. 3
"Evtoay for vopog, taken collectively. 84

"Eto, often has the force of coupling. 38

"Eéayopdlewv tov karpdv, from where this phrase is taken. 253, 263
"Enavainyig & énavorapféve, what they mean. 177
‘Eniyvooic & émywvdoketv, the same as yvoig & yvdoksw. 16
"Emotopve with the accusative. 27

"Epyaiesfoi 1, to work around something. 258, 360
"Eotor absolutely placed for "it shall be". 44

Evnepiotatog, what it is. 325

"Epevpetai koxdv, inventors of evil things. 18

Bcia poolg, i.e., God. 349

@soctuysic, what it means. 17

Ouvwrhplov, what it was and where it was kept. 312
©®vpog, what it means. 359

Tepapydv, what it means. 190

Thactiplov Xpiotov mpoébeto 6 Oeodg, i.e., God put him forth already before,
namely in the O. T. 40. why? 41

“Iva, and also énwg, sometimes has the force of commanding. 29, 347



Kai preceded by ac, apodotical. 352

Kai before ottwg, apodotical, redundant in the manner of the Hebrews. 62,
63

Kai todto, and therefore. 177

Kotd kapdv, what it means. 60

Katévuéig & xatovioosy, what they mean. 157

Kotapysiv, what it means. 82

Kotepyaleshor compiav for gpyalesOon xotd v ocwmpiov, to work towards
salvation. 258

Katéyew. 8

KAntog andotorog, whether it is an acdvderov phrase. 2

Kpunpu for causes and lawsuits to be judged. 203

KvBepvioeig, what they are. 214

Kopa, what it is. 173

AoAgiv, in the middle conjugation for roAsgicOor. 321
Aatpeio Aoywry, what it is. 169

Aoyileobe, what it means. 189

Aobyoc. 49

Makapicliog, Beatitude. 246

Mézraior, who they are. 205

Merta, preposition, signifying not society but argument and matter. 188
Metarrdooe Tt &v Tivi, @ Hellenistic phrase. 13

Mnrote, sometimes interrogative. 314. for "whether perhaps". 283
Mbépowoic tic evcePeiac, in what sense. 23

Nogiv for gpovsiv. 269

Nouwoég, lawyer and amanuensis. 288
Nodg éd6kipog, what it is. 17

Naro for ocevc, what it means: loin. 159

"Oyxog for tumor and pride. 325

Ot éx vopov for vioi vépov. 55

Oi & épbsiog, what it means. 19

Oivog Bupod, what it means. 359

Opoiopa, how it differs from eixov. 11

‘Oporoyd &v coi & oporoyd og, how they differ. 346



Ovedioplog tod Xpiotod, what it is. 324

"Onog sometimes has the force of commanding. 29, 347
‘Opbotopeiv, what it means. 232

‘O for 6. 3

"O¢ for ovtoc or éksivog, relative for demonstrative. 195

0 pev, used distributively for 6 pév... 6 §2. 180

0V when it is redundant. 35

‘Oyévio, what it means. 78

Hopapdtng vopov, who is. 23

Hopadidovar is constructed indifferently with eic and év. 14
Mapépyecor, what it means. 71

Hazpio for familia. 251

Iepi apapriog, what it means. 100

Iepiepya, what it means. 277

Heprepedopiar, Tépmepog, mepnepeia, what they mean. 215
[iotevew sig & motevew Tvi, how they differ. 284
[Meovektelv. mheovektelv amd Tivog, what it means. 225
MAeovebia. & mheovektelv OV AdeA@oOV &v 1d mpdypont is understood by Jerome of
adultery. 267

[vedpa aywovvng for the divine nature of Christ. 4
[vedpo katoviteng, what it is. 157

[MpoarnidicOor, what it means. 36

[pookoptepeiv, what it means. 175

[Ipootdtig, what it means. 193

[pécsonov, the ambiguous signification of this word. 39
[pgétne, what it means. 292

Piipa & pipote, what they mean. 282

Tréppa, not only said of many, but also can be said of one. 246
Imidyyva, what it means. 233

Ttoeiv, what it means. 50

Tuvandyeooi, what it means. 171

Toinmryg, disputer. 198

Tovtedelv kai cuvtépvey Adyov, what it means. 144

Tootnpa, what it means. 36

Topayiew, the use of this verb. 192



Telsiv vopov, the same as npaccew tov vopov. 24
Tod, article prefixed to infinitives with &vexa understood, from Hebraism,
where > does the same. 199

YrepBoive kol mheovektelv oV adedpov, what it means. 269

®opoc, what it means. 175

®poéviplog, what it means. 172

dortilewv, what it means to the Hellenists. 305

doriesbor & baptizari, why they are the same for the Syrian. 305
doticpo, baptism was formerly called, why. 305

Xapw for gvexa, is postponed to a substantive or infinitive. 277
XpaicOar Sovisia for servire. 209
Xpedotar, what it means. 170

HEBREW INDEX

K, its usefulness. 218

~»x with 3, how constructed. 13

“onwy, stipend. 115

3, preposition for &v. 156

1 with a substantive for an adverb of quality. 228
m3, creatures. 288

n3, how many kinds. 123

244 ;amnn oM

2 na, what it means to the Rabbis. 155
o7on mms differs from np7e in three ways. 232
204 ,mnn "7

331,y 117

w171, with derivatives. 198

1, the use of this particle. 162

204 ,mura

aonn with 2, what it means. 13

17, how it is constructed. 13

1, what it is expl. 9. 16. 138

1, Syrians, what it means. 178

17, what. 30

171 for » a8, but one. 4



1, they give birth. 115

154 7an

359 ,mnn

296 ,1n

205 ,7on

yon, three meanings. 122

ax 1171, whence. 144

174 qwn

ann, to finish. 192

am, for in the presence of. 312
7, indeed, but. 75

352 ,»

148 ;775 & 1va. seq.

178 %>

5 for an infinitive and participles, is explained in many places. 180
19 is said of God. 3

315 ,7m

40 ,777 nn

204 .o

123 ,mxn

298 ,1mxa

306 ,nm

158,07

235 ,7xn0

187 ,7av

may, twofold. 61

oo, is taken in two ways. 154
o»w, which is taken. 289

1v, two meanings, strength and glory. 74
19, in two ways. 224

282 ,poo.

mxag, who they are. 7.
354,353 ,ap1x

7%, two meanings. 324

xip with derivatives. 287
359 ,uxn

o, what. 139

255 ,nrwn

mnaw, what, Exod. 48. 12. 32
ovw, who. 53

mow, defined. 123

158 ,an77n

SYRIAC INDEX



La), what it means to the Syrians. 112
Laws), together. 70

1«51, how. 70

ow), for the substantive verb. 6

oo\ au), non est eis (they have not). 74
«\), with derivatives. 271

Laom), parentes (parents). 284

24 ,q)

LT3, two meanings. 27

A\ 1, with derivatives. 82

1.3, with derivatives. 266

Laoq, it led, but in the second conjugation it is, he ruled. 111
ay, with derivatives. 142

265,133

3, the use of this particle. 162
200,22

141 ,)\»

155 ) na

141 ,)co0ma

1, how it is used by the Syrians. 77
Loa, even in the past, denotes the future. 272
Loa, is explained more fully. 158

Loa, what it means. 316

Loa, with ag, he began to despond. 77
o, with the Syriac ellipsis. 183

a1y, with its conjugates. 253

159 ,)\1.

284 ) a0.

75 ) \amou

215 ) now

., with conjugates. 223 & 241

159 1

Laoo., what. 6

224 301

275 ,mza, a0

3,00)60

251,15

339 , a5 pleonastic for the Syrians. 211
ag, what. 13

172 ) o5

157 ,1.a¢

281 ,aar,

L\, is what it is. 119

184,60\



L1\, perhaps. 62

A\ 7, its use. 25

288 & 243 ,a A\ &

A\ 7z, with preceding ) and following 346 .a
A\ 7, is explained in several places. 117
235 A\ 7&

a2\ 7z, phrase is explained. 119

283 A\ 7z

159 A\ &

A\ 7z, with its conjugates. 348

A\ 7, with its derivatives. 345
1NNz, what and whence. 208

169 ,.\\nn

225 ,)9)1 207

258 ;11007

262 ,) a0 2207

256 ,man

Lem, with conjugates. 255

Loz, what. 19

LoaTwn, what. 36

292 a2\

288 D EINCR

288 N\a,

277 Jwen

268 ,da.

7 ,Laow

257 ) RNEAVLT

9o, what 2 Cor. 7. 270

a1\, with derivatives. 252

285,13\

263 a0

20 ,1N\ox

251 HREIY AV

A\, how to write it. 160

293 A\

Ay, when. 56

Ay, for the Syrians it is also x, from. 10
Ay, is different from the Hebrew. 8
A\, transgression. 65

Ay, with. 346

286 A\

A\, two meanings. 339

A\, what it is. 32

A\, with an infinitive, what it is. 113



Ay, with following 226 N
346 A\

Ay, for 4

Ay, it brought. 3

233 A\

197 ,nn

174 )

217 1o

)L.aood, what. 14

40 ,)o304

331 ,w3a04

327 ,Lx014

292 )\ .xa

187 , eNom

A.«a, with derivatives. 290
2 ,13o

L33, profit. 78

40 N3

Lwo3, three meanings. 187
173, for 252 o

218,218 ,aax
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277 ,Jskl
264 ¢l
241 )
32 ,s.»)
58 ,u=lal
12 ,Jasin)
279 ) il
260 , xiv
82 ,Jalin
76 oL

76 Sl

12 i
160 ,_t=l
47 44 \Jlee)
230 ,~
20
226 .l
237 o
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)
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210 , b
352 ,Ja
326 ik

—
)

7 sV b
326 8
78 sl
75 i pai
253 , ks
268 ,cuaxs
40 ,pas
325 ,J&

)

176 Ala
45 >
176 As
28 0
122  ~
&

192 s
175 7\ A
329 sl

J’

178 ,adl
289,22
74 ,Ji>

44 ple sl
28 )

14 ),
A

175 35
>

328 i
276 ,—als
64

49 ,27 ‘e
5

11 i

89 i
252 s
296 ,—s s
340 o
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279 ialla



314 jiua
353 ,3xa
29 o ma
29 L=
162,056
ua,

20, nlaa
)

289 Al
216 ,pae
357 ,ie
2927 e
74 5=
176 ,sée
253 i
289 e
168,
282 ;0=
&

326 ,¢
259 ¢
19 ;s

QJ,

256 34
201 ,
64 i
341 ,slad
144 a8
156 L) s
357 K<
J,

155 ,adadl
186 ,
122 j2as
140 ,p50~
76 s s
201 ol
130 , rixa
205 , S
343 | sba
239 , i
138 js3sa e
169 ,& 3t
65 ,ixkld



212 054l
18,3
235 48

3

235 sl

INDEX OF PLACES IN HOLY SCRIPTURE,

which are explained here in passing.

Gen. 1. v. 26. (295)
Exod. 32. v. 25. (333)
Levit. 16. v. 12. (313)
Deut. 18. v. 15, 18. (298)

2. v.17.(278)

3. v.12-14. (250)
1 Reg. 8.v. 9. (311)

2 Reg. 2.v. 9. (278)

2. v.4.(192)

2 Paral. 5. v. 10. (311)
Psal. 8. v. 5-8. (294)

2. v.8.

v. 6. (19, 30)
v. 28. (39)
v. 31. (104)

6. v.4.(308)
Prov. 16. v. 27. (18)
Isa. 52. v. 13. (299)

2. v.12.(149)

3. v.16. (43)
Ezech. 28. v. 12. (192)
Matth. 5. v. 39. (203)

2. v.22.(328)

3. v.19.(30)

4. v.35.(320)
Luc. 1. v. 78. (190, 291)

2. v. 37, 38.(310)
Joh. 3. v. 27. (305)

v. 18. (205)
v. 83. (1385)
v. 16. (5)
v. 26. ()

6. v.14. (5)

1 Cor. 3. v. 21. (62)

ok

NN



2. v.9.(106)
e Gal. 3.v.16. (b2, 53)
2. v.23.seqq. (131)

e Vv.(83)
e Phil 2.v.13.(90)
2. v.11. ()

e 1Tim. 1. v. 8-11.(80)
e Jacob. 1. v. 3. (59)

2. v.8.(34,137)
e 1Pet.1.v. 13.(32])
e 2Pet.1.v.3.(218)
e Apoc. 6.v. 8.(189)

ADDENDA
to the Latin Index.

Syriac pleonastic affix. (65)

Punctuation mark of distinction in Syriac. (45)

Words that mean "to be" also mean "to begin to be" to the Orientals. (184)
Participles for the present of the indicative. (143) for the future.

Words for cutting and incising also mean to decree and conclude in the
Orient. (142)

The past tense for Orientals expresses a wish. (28)

Syriac verbs for a participle. (316)

e Throne. (357)

END.
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