Abgtract

Our 31-, in this work, is to establish the influence of
Theodore Besa on the English New Testament, particularly the
Authorised Version of 1611l. However, as the reader can see, reference
is made throughout to other English versions both earlier and
(oceasionally) later. Reference is made also to New Testament scholars
contemporary with Besa who appear to have had some influence on the
English versions.

In the first chapter the following material is discussed:
manusoript variants used by Beza, the availability of Patristic
material in the late sixteenth century, and Beza's attitude to the
theclogy and text of the Fathers. We then briefly examine the type
of influence Beza had on the English Geneva Bible of 1560, and give an
account of L'Oiseleur's 1574 edition of Beza's Latin New Testament
and of Tomson's 1576 English translation of it, Ve conclude that
both Geneva 1560 and Tomson's 1576 N.T. were influenced by Beza
primarily in their doctrine. Finally, in the first chapter we describe
the Bodleimn copy of the 1602 Bishops' Bible, examining in some detail
what appear to be typographical annotations in the volume. We suggest
that there is a close link between Bodleian Bishops' and the AV since
the typographical annotations correéibn& to the AV's use of italics.

In the second chapter we are concerned with the influence
of Beza on the English Synoptic Gospels., Ve examine the annotations

on the text of Matthew, Mark and Luke in the Bodleian Bishops', we



relate those to the corresponding readings in the AV and we
examine the influence gt Beza on the two sets of readings, referring
throughout to other English versions, We conclude that the influence
of Beza on the AV Synoptic Gospels is considerable especially in
matters of text and style, and although there is a slight difference
between the Bodleian Annotator's and the AV's use of Beza this
difference points to two different stages in the process of Revision.
This slight diZference in the use of Bexa and the actual differences
in readings in the two versions mean that the Bodleian Bishops'
cannot be a later collation of the Bishops' and Royal text, especially
as some of the readings in the Bodleian Bishops' are not supported by
any other English veraipn. - A short section i1s appended giving an
account of theological views of two members of the Oxford Company
of translators and comparing their theology with that of Bodleian
Bishops' and the AV. This short enquiry shows there is good reason
to suppoie that a member 0of the Oxford Company owned the Bodleian
Bishops'.

In the third chapter we deal with the lnfluence of Beza on
Paul's epistles to the Romans, (1) Corinthians and Galatians and
on the epistle to the Hebrews. As well as examining selected
reoadings from the AV 1611 from the point of view of Beza's influence,
we also relate those to the remarks made by the Revisers in the Fulman

nanuscript. The Fulman M8 (Professor Ward Allen's edition) contains



translation notes made by the Final Revision Commttee and is supposed
to represent the very last stage in the making of the AV. Ve
discover that Beza has a crucial influence on the AV epistles so0

far as text and style is concerned. In matters of doctrine the
Revisers tend to moderate Beza's more extreme pronouncemsnts. The
same applies fo style and to text in places where Beza's version 1s
idiosyncratic or inadequately supported. We also notice that there
is a difference botween the Final Committee's and the Revisers'
attitude to Beza, the latter showing a more marked preference for
Bexan readings,

We finally conclude that the difference between the Fulman MS
and AV 1611 1s greater (so far as Bezan readings are concerned) than
the difference between the Bodleian Bishopa' and AV 1611, Ve
therefore suggest, taking into account the additional evidence of the
typographical annotations in Bodleian Bishops' and the theology of the
Oxford Company, that it represents a later stage in the making of the AV
than the Fulman US, Ve also conclude that, in spite of the Revisers
tendency to 'moderate' Beza's doctrine and some of his unsupported
textual and stylistic pronouncements, Beza's 1588 N.T. had a crucial
influence on AV 1611 and that his influence seewmed to increase as
Hevision progressed.

We add an appendix which contains a short biography of Laurence

Tomson, together with an account of his works and a summary of the



relationshilp between his New Testauent and the AV. This is intended
as an exaaple of the iwnglish Puritauns' attitude to Beza during the

late sixteenth century.
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1.

Chgptor I

C%eJquQQ Jﬁu{%%ﬁ <?£ ﬁﬂajkiiaﬁ.

Our purpose in this chapter ig, firstly, by discussing the
manusoript material at Besza's dispon‘l and assessing his attitude
to th; Chﬁréh Fathers, to obtain some idea of the nature and scope
of his New Testament S8cholarship., Secondly, we shall delineate his
influence on the Englilh Geneva Bible of 1560 and on Laurence Tomson's
New Testament of 1576, Thirdly, we shall describe the material which
wi-1l be our main concern 1# the subsoquonﬁ chapters of this work, This
material will consist of (a) the Bodleian copy of the Robert Barker
1602 edition of the Bishops' Bible,1 with the marginal annotations
vh;oh are considered to rﬁprnsent a stage in the making of the AV and
(b) the notes gnde by John Bois as member of the Final Revision Committee;
the not:;{now known as the Fulman Manuscript.

Inﬂsubloquonz chapters we shall exanihe Beza's influence on
the Bodlqiin Bishops' and the Fulman M8 and relate it to his influence

¥
on the f£inal version of the AV.2

Besa's Manuscript Sources

In his lifetime, Theodore Beza produced one Latin and four
Greek-Latin editions of the New To-tanont.a Robert Stephanus (Estienne)
printed the Latin edition in Geneva in 1857 as the third volume of his

Biblis utriusque Testamenti. This volume contained the Vulgate as well

1.  Henceforth referred to as the Bodleian Bishops'. /Bhelfmark: Bib.
Eng. 1603y
a. Morxecover, en oxuninntion of the 1n11uonco of Beza on the works of

two members of the Oxford Company will be used to assess the likelihood

of a member of that Company owning the Bodlelan Bishopa'.

3. S8ee Gregory, Prolegomena, pp.314-315 and FP. Gardy, ed., Bibliographie
des oeuvres de Theodore de Beme, (Geneva, 1960).




as Theodore Dema's Latin New Testament with his marginal annotations.
It was also Robert Stephanus who, in 1565, printed the first edition
of Bexa's Greek-Latin New Testament. The Greek text of this edition
was based on the text of Stephanus' 15350 New roota-ontl, even though
Besa differed from Stephanus in about twemty-five places. Besa's
second edition of the OGreek-Latin New Testament came out in Geneva in
1882, For this, he used Tremellius' Latin version of the Byriec
New To-tanonta, Junius' edition of the Arabic version of Acts and 1 &
2 Corinthians,3 Codex Bezsae (D) and the Codex Claromontanus (D*) as
well as the material which he had incorporated into h€k previous
editions of the New Testament.

Beza's 1582 version differed from Stephanus in about 40 places.
The $hird and fourth editions of Besa's Greek Latin New Testament came

out in 15890 and 1898, Those differed little from the third oditton.4

1. TQJ Kocwz 5 dm{% Eiaj &m@om Jesu Christi ... Testamentum, (R.
Stephanus, Lutetia, 1550).

2. 8ee bibliography.
3.  Junius' Apostolorum Acta ex Arabica translatione Latine reddita
cum notis and Pauli apostoli ad Corinthios epistulae duae ex Arabica
translations Latinee factae cum notis were printed at Leyden in 1878, A
complete Arabic N.T. came out in 1616 (Novum Testamentum Arab. bibliothec:
Isidensi, edente Thos, Erpensis, Leidae). G
4. Gregory, Prolgomena, p.215, claims on the evidence of Reuss
(Bibliotheoca Novi Testamenti (Graeci, Brunswick, 1873) that Beza's 1582
edition differed from Stephanus in ¢.40 places. Scrivener, however,
maintains that Besa's 1589 N.T. differs from Stephanus in ¢.80 places.
‘The Authorised Version of the Bibgega (1834? ‘I have not attempted to
oncile these two statements, as . vould mean touching on material
lying outside the scope and purpose of this work.




Unfortunately it is not possible, at least within the scope
of this work, to ideatify all the individual MS8 which Besa referred
%0 for his editions of the New Testament, Ve can, however, give the
reader qn,idha of some of the variants at Besa's disposal and of his
attitude to Greek MS sources generally. In ;hil discussion (and in
the subsequent chapters) our principal concern will be his edition
of 1508.

This 1598 editim printed in Geneva by Eustathius Vignon, contains
both Besma's dedicatory epistle to Queen Elizabeth I and also a preface
addressed to the Christian reader. In both these preambles Beza makes
a statenent counova;;g the Greek MSS and his use of them. We find that
the information he gives in the dedicatory epistle 1is supplemented by
the information aontained in the ’r01300.v Thus, in the epistle Bexa
says that, as well as referring to the works of his contemporaries
and Greek ‘and Latin fathers (all of which he diligently collated), he
also had aceess to an ’llllpllr'l from the library of Robert Stephanus.
This ‘exempler' had been gollated by Henri Stephanus (Robert's son)
with 'mose or lol:'tvcnty-ziveélcreok MSS and nearly all the printed

versions. Besa says that this 'exemplar' provided the sole source for

his miniscule M8 variants.

1. It is difficult to see whether Beza means a MS or a printed book.
Heo uses the word 'codex' to mean both, Thus 'Theophylacti codex Romae
impressus’ (Matth. X.l) and "manusoripti codices' (ilk.IV.40)., He tends
to use 'czclplar' in the sense of 'manuscoript' (meus vetustissimus
oxenplar'{‘p&g/) but the full sentence in the epistle is '... exemplar ex
S8tephani nostri bibliotheca cum vigintiquinque plus minus manuscriptis
codieibus et omnibus paene impressis ... collatum'. This suggests either
a printed book containing MS collations or simply, a single copy either
M8 or printed. Dr. Greenslade informs me that Erasmus is equslly

continued ....



In the preface, Besa 1is more specific stating that herreferred

to ninoteen ancient Msl.l

Although he does not further identify them
in the preface, he does enumerate a few in the body of the annotations,
He singles out D (which he calls 'meus vetustissimus exemplar’'), D*
and the 'versio Arabiea'.a' We know that he had all three at his
disposal, as opposed to §jjyely having knowledge of their variant

rdud!ngn:a

Footnote .1 from previous page continued: ... ambiguous as regards the
use of the word codex.

Footnote 3 from previous page: As the table below demonstrates, beza
i8 usually acocurate in both counting and numbering the MSS. Thus

'more or less twventy-five' would denots here no more than a slight
uncertainty about the number of MSS collated by Henri Stephanus.

1. He mentions the printed version of Tremellius' Syriac N.T.
separately. He also refers to the Complutensian Polyglott by nanme
in the annotations:although he does not change Stephanus's systea
of numbering the MSS (see below).

4. ~-Junius’ version is treated by Besma a8 a witness to the Greek
text, but it is difficult to see whether he 1ncludos 1t amnong the
nineteen manuscripts., i G

3. 8ee Gregory, Prolegomena, pp.410, 419,




&d

This acoounts for either two or three of the ancient MS8 but

;;; identity of the other sixteen MSS remains undisclosed. Once we
remember, however, that Hobert Mephanus:-l also used Henri's collations
as the sole source: of Greek variants for his 1550 edition of the New
Testament, some of the sixteen MSS can be:identified. Unlike Besza,
Robert S8tephanus numbered the MSS at his disposal with
Greek symbols tro-.éilto Lé) + These have been identified by Gregory
in the following way: A & the Complutensian Polyglott, [;/= D,

5) = Evv4, (:- Evvd, 2; Ewv6, \5’= Evv7, 2; Evv8, 17"=Levv,
,_ 9’; Evv3s, L= Act 7, ' = Act 8, ng’a Evv9, Lalls Act 9,

S = Evvl30, Li; Act 10, (S'= Apoc 3 making a total of
sixteen .5N55 . Bearing in mind that the Complutensian Polyglott
is a printed source we can see that Robert Stephanus used fifteen
L Sourtts. from Henri's collations as against Beza's nineteen, We shall
not attempt here to isolate the M3S which were used by Beza and not
Stephanus. We can, however, determine which of the variants collated
by Henrl were used by bhoth Robert Stephanus and Beza. To do this we
have compared variants cited by the elder Stephanus with variants
cited by'Bosa2 in the first ten chapters of the book of Matthew.

We then tabulated the instances where the two scholars agree, in

the following way.

1. Gregory. ., p.313. but see also E. Armstrong, Robert Estienne Royal

Printer, (1984), p.137, for MSS which R. Stephanus actually consulted.
2. References to D have been omitted since it is established that
Bexza used it.
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The agreement of Beza with Stephanus at Matthew II.11, V.44,
1 , -
V.47, V1I.14 " does not, by itself, indicate that Te¢za, in fact,
referred to the sawe fourtecrn (reek variants as Stephanus, Dut
the belief that they did use the same variants receives sone
confirmation from instances of more precise ./ /roeci.awnt between the
5 oV
two scholars. Thus at IV.10 where leza points out thct Ofl-ouW M
i ! | { ¢~ { /__,

now occurs in eight old codices, Stephanus enumerates/5 I s 3, 7 Vbeg Lo
as containing that same variant. The same measure of agreenent;
between Stephanus and Beza occurs at III, 11, V,33, VII.1, VII.6, VII.13,
VII.19, aad IX.11.2 Althougl only the first chapters ol atthew have
ceen considered, nonctheless the accord between Stephanus and Beza

in those chapters appears too great to be accounted Ior by mere

1. Legg quotes the following variants here:-
atth. 11,11 500V Unes omn fau.' 22, 1582. 346, 543. 28, 33. 157. 349
565. 700, 1278, al. a d £ k (viderent sic*) q Sy omn Cop~* 5005
Aeth Arm.:zuPov 474 882 al.plu, b.c, 5{‘ g;'aur v§g Augfou Jed .
Hatth.V.44 sulopsite TouS KttsPWpivovs ks kehus MosTs Tous mcoovou Yot s
(Tous wooovrs yees YT U4 al panc) DLWA G TS L faw 13 YT
543. 28. 33. 157 BG5. 700. 892, al pler. f £ h m vg. 8y.f" ®iek ).

datth.V.47 Tovs <P@fmd LWAGTTS 5 346. 28. 33.157.243,349.485,517.
565.692.700. &2 pler
Matth.VIT.14 vo N © efc BA¥ Unes rell. ¥ 1582.22.fam. 13, 543. 71,349

517.565. 700% 802 ol pler of guam & (pl) yq (Plr).

2. Legg quotes the following variants,
vatth, IIL.11 Ly hiv oWV 13. 543, 995, 1093. 1588.
IV.10 + ofow iov ¢“DELMUZ/ ML 1355, 209. 346. 5432, 28
33, 71. 157. 248. 349, 482, 517. ©32. 892.% al pler.
V.33 —
VILI.1tm Ko(deZl(odjiTz Kxe Oypn KocToczimc%r/mu L iten vy (644 ‘Lﬁ/ﬂ)

¥ L O
VII.6'x 418. 209. 157. 243. 245. 1689. Eph.73.
VII.13:px0msvoe LA3, 124, 543, 238, 482. 544, 1083, 1375, ¢ 47. £183
VII.19+ro0uv (*FLZ 4 13, 643. 33. 66. 157. 230, 241, 47v. 566, 1555.
L e item b é%‘ s ky_((ﬂs).ﬁ"\/‘— lep bo
IX. 11 1Kt Mvee (mun 3¢6) M(346) 248. 273. 482. 489. 544. 565. 660,

1664, 168Y. al pauc. g2 vg.



coincidence. Cruacial evidence here is provided by V.18 and V.36,
Commenting on theso vorsesa Leza points out respectively "{Quintun
exemplax(%Aqvf bis habet' and "Octavun exemplar tollit particulum ;; ".
Stephanus makes the saune points; variant 2} (6) is quoted as repeatin;
and variant ql (8) as leaving out ﬁ- 1

In the light of tii.: evidence it is reasonable to conclude
that eza definitely overlapped witii Stephanus in using Greek M85 Evv6
and Lc¢v . MHoreover, the cases of numerical agreement between
the two scholars seerr too nany to e dianissed by the assumption of
coincidence. ¥We can tius say that lieza almost certainly overlapped with

Vo i Evv 38,
Stephanus in usingéljg Qwﬂ'LJ' (i.e., Bvvd, Evv7, Evv87‘Evv9, Evvl20)
as well as Evvt and Levv. The two cases where I3eza and Sthphanus
agree in identifying a particular MS and the six cases where they
agree in quoting tiie same number of MS variants give us a good reason
to belleve that their agreement at Matth. II.1ll1l, V.44, V.47, VIiI.1l4
is a real one (i.e, Beza also overlapped with Stephanus in using
AdS,

9 Act 9, Act 10 and

Apoc 3)» Thus we can say that, in the book of 'atthew at least, Beza

1 i
Yoo gt and s (Ew4, Act 7

used thirteen miniscules, .. and 4, in other words the samne variants
a8 s>tephanus,
We can thus conclude that leza used V¥, D, L. and Ev¥$é as four

of his nineteen variants, and we have ;oou evidence to believe that he

1. Legg quotes the followingqvariants,
her  Scme K
V18 amen amen Sy. —

V36 Azvrny moengxe n (om L)

This agreeuent suggests that Deza's nuwberin; system was iuentical
with Stephanus' (cf. “latth.Il.)} Beza refers to the second exerplar as addﬂ}/

a variant which in fact occurs in 3tephanus>(61 (-D>‘



used Evv4, EvvS, Evv7, Evv8, Evv38, Evv9d, Evvl20,

Act T, Act 8, Act 9, Act 10 and Apoc 3 as another twelve /155,

This suggests that Besa was very largely dependent on the
collations of the two Stephani for his MS variants. As has already
been pointed outzlthO'.saunys‘uaod by the two Stephani were very
largely taken from miniscule HSS the earliest of which (Act 10)
dated fron the tenth centnry.a The text‘o!5£:rnckonod by Gregory to
be "optimas notae"” was treated by Btephanus in the same way as that
of any othor¢f15‘5maay,A1though Stephanus' addition of the apparatus

4o the text
criticnﬁXvnn an improvement upon Erasuus' editions of the N.T., the
changes in the actual text were small. The text with &ts preponderance
of late and "Bysantine" readings was finally affirmed as authoritative
in 1633 by the Elmevir brothers and became known as the Textus Boeaptus.a

Besa, as we shall see, followed this text but his attitude to
his M8 " colvcis: an expressed in his notes is somewhat ambiguous.

In the dedicatory epistle of his 1598 edition he points out that, while
using Henri HStephanus's collations, he noticed on occasions ''quae .
alloqui sola interpretunm eq;picctura nitebantur alicuius codicis
sutoritate ad cognoacendan veritatem nobis patefioret; in quo tanen

hunc modum temuiimus ut admonitione contenti ex ingenio aut simplioi

1. Armstrong, op.cit., p.137.
3. For full identification see Cregory, op.cit., pp.345-688.
3. From a phrase in the preface to the 1633 Elzevir edition "Textum

ergo habes nunc ab omnibus receptum.'



10.

oq miectura ne apicem quidem mutaremus'. This suggests that Beza had
soue appreciation of manuscripts as witnesses to the text, On the
other hand, he had no method of evaluating his witnesses and it 1is
interesting to note that, although he mentions 'veritas' he makes no
reference to any criteria for it. Moreover, he states openly that he
was very wunwilling to amend the basic text1 and was interested largely
in f.adincc which confirm it. This statement reflects Beza's practise
in referring to his Greek MS sources, He: does not weigh up the manuscripts
in terms of right and wrong readings. On the other hand we cannot say
with full justice that he merely lists his variants without assessing
them 4in any isy.z Here we shall briefly examine Bega's attitude to
3 of the MS sources which he quoted explicitly; D and the Byriac and
Arabic versions.

¥hen referring to D readings in the annotations, Beza frequently
approves them as boinc~oloaror in the context than the corresponding TR
readings (Uk, V.23, Mk, IX.16, Acts, Il.46, XIV.17, XV,20). He does ao,
however, with the support of other witnesses, usually Syriac and Vetus.
On occasions a D reading seems to influence #ither hias Latin (Mk, IX,.16,

Acts I1.46) or his Greek text (Mk. VIXI.24, Acts XIV.17). On other

+ ‘ ; “ 4&-’2’- ':.'fn" i
1. This confirms the view held by all modern scholars that Besma was
unwilling to tamper with the TR and that he affirmed it in his few
editions of the Greek-Latin N.T. (soe Gregory, p.218; Bruce Metsger,
The Text of the New Testament, (1968), pp.105-6.
3. This was claimed by 8. Berger, La Bible au soisiena n;gole,
(Paris, 1878), p.134,




occasions he expressgly disnisses a I reading a8 either inapposite in
the context (ilk. VIIXI.26) or theologicallvy unacceptable (Luke VI, 4-6).
At other times Deza makes no reference at all to a D reading (Luke VI1.36,
Acts XIII.23, ilatth. II.16).%
Similarly he often quotes the Syriac and Arabic N.T. as
supporting his own interpretatimof a particular passage (Mark VII{3, Luke
1.38, Ronm. 1.20) but sometimes turns down the Syriac/Arabic readings
as giving an inaccurate interpretation of the Greek (Acts 1.3, VII.20,
XVIi1.31, Heb, VII, 19, XII.23).2
Throughout Beza is more concerned with accurate interpretation
of particular passages than with establishing a correct reading and
thus shows considerable unwillingness to tamper with the Greek text

of iKobert Stephanus.

Beza's use of the Church Fathers

As well as having access to several new MSS sources, Beza also
had at his disposal editions of Church Fathers which had come out in
the latter half of the sixteenth century.

Although Beza refers to the fathers not as copiously as Erasnus
he nonetheless mentions them a lot more frequently than Calvin, Ve
nay point out here that Bexza's annotations are wet out on the Erasmkm

model. In other words they are notes (as opposed to any kind of

1. S8ee ch.II for full discussion of the following, #k.V.23, IX.16,
VIII.24, Matth,II.
2. See Chapter II for full discussion, Mark VII.3 and chapter I1I for

Rom.1,20, deb, VII.1ly and their bearing on the English versions.
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continuous commentary) which sometimes explain only minute philological
points.

Howevey, whereas Erasmus was in general concerned with simply
citing patristic evidence as much for the clues it geve to the Greek
text as for its theology, Beza was much more critical in his attitude
to the Fathers' theology, while ahowing considerable respect for their
textual evidence. Erasmus himself had edited several patristic works,1
most of which were re-edited or re-printed by Beza's time. The 1570
Catalogue of Calvin's Acadonya shows that the following main patristic
works were at least available to Beza having been purchased during
Calvin's time., Of the Latin editions the following were at his disposal;
there was the 1555 version of the complete works of Ambrose corrected
by Gelenius after Eraamus;a also a Latin edition of Cyprian's works

printed by Hervagius in Basle in 1540. Moreover there vere editions

of Hilary of Poitiors (Lucubrationes quotquot extant printed by Froben

in 15850), Jerome (Froben, 1533), Chrysostom (Opera Omnia, Chevallon,

Paris, 1536), Origen, (Froben, 1548), Augustine (Frobemn, 1343),

Theophylactus (In Quattuor Evangelia Emarrationes, Hervagius, Basle,

1554), Tertullian (Froben, 1530) and Basil (Froben, 1552). MNost of

these were Erasmian editions, or based on his.

1. Por full 1ist see Allen, XII,Index II B,

2, A. Ganocay, La Bibliotﬁ!gpn do 1'Académie de Calvin (Geneva, 1969).
3. Erasmus suupoeted the style of Ambrose's conuentaries on the

Pauline Epistles and attributed them to another author (nowadays called
Ambrasiaster). Bexza, however, shows no knowledge of this distinction
(ct, note on Romans IV.17, ch,IXI), and so refers to both Ambrose and
Ambrosiaster as 'Ambrose’.
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.In addition; the library of Calvin's Academy contained the
following Greek editions of the Fathers; an edition of Chrysoston

(In Omnes Pauli Apostoli epistolas, Verona, 1529), in three volumes,

the Liturgiae of Chrysostom and Basil (una eum canonibus Apo-tolorun)1

Catalogus of Basil's Greek works with a prefaee by Brasmus »(Froben,
18332), sn edition of:the works of Gregory of Nasianzsus in Greek and
Latin (Hervagius, 1550), the Greek dialogues of Theodoret (Home, 1547),

a oopy of Oecumenii opera (Basle, 13563), a Greek edition of Damascenus’

Orthodoxae fidei accurata explicatio containing s parallel Latin

translstion by ‘Lefevre d'Etaples (Basle, 1548) and a copy of Eusebius’

; wvork ia two volunes (R. Estiemne, Paris, 1544-1848), . . 21 Gt

| Even though these editions were available to him, it is not
necessarily the ocase that Besa would have used them all, and,'a- noat

of them were purchased during the time of Calvin, they cnnﬁonly give

us an indieation of te ltutude ©.. the Fathers prevalent in Geneva, They
do not give us any clue as te Besa's personal outlook. lowever the 1605
Catalogue of Calvin's Aendouya is more helpful here since’it contains,

anmong other titles, a list of patriatic works whioch would have been

' ‘ s
1. Lost fi mmm&e ‘*ﬁgao Gnoeay, Mbuothoquo. p.170,
3. Unpublfs Bound together with the 1570 catalogue in a MS folio
volume. Unfortunately entries oaly contain authors' names and titles.
Places and dates of publiocation are hardly ever mentioned. Both the 1570
and the 1608 Cataloguo (as vell as the 1620 4S8 Catalogue bound separately)
are found in Geneva, Btbliothtquo publique et universitaire (Archives,

BPUI; Archives, BEPU3).
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purchased during Besa's reetoxship. The most striking additions are
8 Greek editiom of Thﬂ.ph'll‘tﬂll, a copy of Chrysostom's homilies in

Greek and Latin as well as a separate Greek-Latin copy of his De Sacerdotio

and Homiliae contra Judasos, a six-volume edition of the complete works
of Augustine (Printed in Paris) in addition to the ten-volume version

already in the library, and a separate copy of Aynstine's De Civitate Dei,

Othexr accessions number the Greek-Latin works of Clement of Alexandria,
and the Latin version of Theophylactus' commentaries on 8t. Paul's
epistles.

From .this we may asaume that Bozg approvo? of Theophylactus'
colations and Chrysostom’s works and that he was in theologicel outlook
an Augustinian. Ve may further say (on the combined evidence of the
tvo catalogues) that ?osa had a largg corpus of Patristic evidence to
draw _upon, but the s?all number of accéssionn made during his own time

suggests that he was not altogether in favour of the Fathers.

1. _Bexa in his 1598 version frequently refers to the 'Theophylacti

code Romas impressus”. This refers to two works of Theophylaotus; firstly
there wore Theophylacti Enarrationes in Qu Quatuor Evangelia, first
published in Rome in 1542, But the Bulgarian Bishop's commentaries on
the Pauline Epistles were first translated into Latin by Christophorus
Porsena (Persona) who attributed them to Athanasius. They were published
in Rome in 1477. The error was noticed by Erasmus who, in the preface

to the Lucubrationes’ of Chrysostom and Athanasius ‘rejects the

Athanasian suthorship of Enarrationes (cf. Allea, VI. no.l1790, p.467).




Tuis assw:ption is borae out by an exaﬂinationl of PReza's
exegetical notes in his ~diticns of the ew Testarmont, where although
saowing a wide mowlocd;;c of Patriatic writings, he is usually critical
0?2 the Fathers) viewpoint. Thm% one strikirgs feature of Beza's
annotations on the Romans is8 L:is attacir on Origen, 'ir particalar
objections to Origen aretc do with the Law, its definition and its
relation to Christ, and with the :;uestion of free will.2 Thus at
Romans II.27 Beza objects to rigen's differentiation between [/ TTzLy,
c;,"}‘:,:‘ZurTsz’ and Tz,ezu/. Gripge: associates the first two verbs with
an olb3ervation of an external cult, while applying TZJYiLV to
the perfect keeping of the Law. Beza replies that there is onlv one
Lav wvinich denonstrates the L}W¢OKPLJL“- of God and that all the three

verbs apply to tiae keeping of that law.

1. A table of Beza's references to the Fatliers in the lomans (1557
WN.T.) looks as follows):

Fathers refcrred to Favourably Unfavourably Discussed
Origen 80 1 75 4
Anbrose 37 5 20 12
Cihrysosaton 31 5 20 6
Augustine 31 19 7 5
Theophylactus 14 3 6 -
Jerome 7 1 G -
Tertullian 1 5 - -

(I owe this information to J.B. Fellay of the Institut d'histoire de la
eformation).

2. Beza often refers to Erasius being 'too nucli under the influence oi
Origen” (1598). Erasmus in fact had a lot oy adairation for Urigen as
exegoete and he admits this openly in & letter to John Eck written from
Basle in 13518; "plus ne docet {hiristianae doctrinae unics ‘rigenis pagina
quan decen augustini ..." (Allen, III, 337). This, however, did not stop
krasuus fram thinking Origex heretical on some doctrines. 7“lusr in
Erasmus' 1536 euition, De Principiis has many "caveats'" in the nurgin
concerning Urigen's theology.
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At nonana IV.2 Origon claims that Abrahan was jJistified by faith
and thus hoﬂhad "‘lorian apud Doum"“ Beza objects to this saying that
ncn,'although justitléd troely, having nofhinz of their own in which
they might glory./(fE::::m s faith could not account for his glory
since Faith 1tselt‘1s~a free gift of God.

Jerome, the exégoto)aa opposed to Jerome the translatoxr is also
frequently criticised. Thus at 1 Cor. VII.l Beza condemns Jerome for
interpreting kxfov in such a way that ho relegates marriage "a
Spirisa Saucto toties coﬁprobatum" to the realm of things evil., As
against that, Bega approves the interpretation of Clement, Epiphanius
and Augustine, all of whom suggest that chastity has 2 place‘within
ng}riago.l

Ambrose is treated rather less severely even though Besa
criticizes him for thinking that Zacharias was a Pontifex maximus
(Luke 1.5) and for assuming that, whem Paul was writing, "Romanos ...
nondun fidem Christi recte tenuisse ” (Rom. I.12)., 'However it is more
important to see that Beza uses Ambrose and Tertullian to support the

homoousian notion of the divinity of Christ (Rom.I.4). 3Similarly, it

is Ambrose whom Bema quotes in support Q!\his doctrine of the Euchariat.z

g
" 2-.:; s ?.L.““’

1. Erasmus here prefers Jerome's interpretation considering it to be
closer to the Greek text (N,T. 1635). For bearing on English versions
cf. comments on 1 00:. VII 35, 1IX.9 4n Ch.IIIX,

2. cf. comment on 1 Cor. X.17, ¢h,I1I11, for bearing of this on
Enalish versions. ;

3
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There can be little doubt that Besa's theology was, on the
vholo.,Au.uutlnsan and thut)zrom arong the Fathers)it is Augustine
who is accorded the . greatoat measure of respect in Beza's quotations.
This does not mean to say thut the Bishop of Hippol escapes censure
altogether. For instance at Ron.V.1l4 Beosa suggats that Augustine
is'right:in saying that newly born children are mortal hecause of the
original sin. However, he considers Augustine's interpretation too
harsh because he underestimates the connsctimbetween Baptism and
salvation. Moreover,.at Rom.VI.13 he suggests that Augustine's
definition of sin should nét be wholly accepted, as Augstine does not
call "illa vitiositas ‘peccstum’ nisi quum Spiritum ro ipsa in aliquo
motu superat"”. Besa, on the contrary, suggests that ltg remaing an
evil independently of its.imteraction with men, ‘On the othor'hund,
Augustine's views on predestination and "permissio mali” are quoted
at length by Besa in support of his o'n.ﬁ,Oripon's views, particularly
on 'permissio mali' are found to be "most 1npuro".?

As ve have seen from the instances quoted above Beza's
attitude to the Yathers is critical and not even Augustine escapes this.
This, however, does not seem to have any beawing on Beza's serious
consideration of the Fathers as witnesses to the Greek text. A few

instances of this will be examined here.

- o - . ,

1, Sometimes his oriticisms of Augustine are anonymous vis. criticisa
of the tranmslation "a lege evacuati sumus" at Ron.VIIﬂs (1598),

2. Origen says here (Rom. 1X.18) that God deliberately hardens some

people becsuse of their lack of merit.
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At Matthew 1:11 Beza explains that he has changed Stephanus'
text for two roanoni. . Firstly, it appears from the writings of
Bpiphanius, Chrysostome, Jerome, Augustine "et allis probatissimis

patribus” that Stephanus'’ rcaduﬁ? was not t?a oldest"recapta lectio'.
Secondly the "sacrae historiae" do mot refer to Jechhbias as having
any brothers. As the final authority Zfor this latter statement he
quotes gorono'a seoountl with which, he says, he agrees totally.

At Matthew X;i Besa inserts Kx7u1.;::;y«(7mfv on the
authority of two Greek MSS and Thoophylactﬁn' commentaries on the
Gospels.

At John XII.32 Bema accepts the roadipc TTXVTKS | (Vulgate,
mvT< ) on the authority of Chrysostom and Theophylactus. He also
refers to Cy»il's exploitation of Tt V78X - (1ib. in Joan 8 vers. 17)
as indicating "all kinds of men".

At Rom, IV.D, Beza supplies the jorb "gcadit” on the authority
ot Thnophylactul,z and t?o word ;/aﬁon on tﬁe authority of
Jerome (Vulgate). uowev;r he occasionally also criticises the Patriastic

At Rom. IV.17 he points out th§;~Aabrono reads "credidisti"

not "credidit" ( ZHLJ7iUJE_ ). This, Beza says, is wrong since it

does not appear in any uaguucripts or in the Vulgate. At Luke XVIII.7

he objects to Chrynostpn'- reading K<L /fo(k/oogu/ku, )iﬂ)oéUTabs

1. "Sclamus ... Jechngiam prioream ipsum esse quem et Joakim; secundum
autem filium non patrem; quorum prior per K+M, sequens per CH + N
soribitur; Quod soriptorum vitio et longitudine temporum apud Graecos
Latinosque confusum est" (1508), cf, comment on Matthew .11, ch,II.

2. cf., Ron. IV.0 &n AV 1611,
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("et irua cohibebit super irsis™) which aiso occure in D, Vetur
vergsions and the Vulgate,1 for doctrinal reorons; the Tcripture
itself and innurerable histories of the Saints snow that the Lord
will defer his anger against the Church's enemies, not tnat he will
restrain it alto;etier., As aainst Chryxontom,z Reza quotes Then hylactus
suggestion that Ko< L shiould be token in the senase of KoV
before/pdngQQ/udv which supports his own interpre&ation.3

From this brief survey of Peza's attitude to the Fathers we
can draw the following conclusions. DBeza undoubtedly had a vidc and
thorough knowledge of Patristic writings. However, he made few accessions
to the Library, and his attitude to the Father's theology was much nore
critical than that of Erasmus. In spite of thut, however, e values
tie Fathers as guides to the Groek text,

Naturally, in nmodern terms Beza appears sonevhat conservative as
a textual critic. Ilie was reluctant to amend radically and the Greek text
he pmments, in spite of the new L1305 and the Patristic cvidence
available to hij, is the Textus Receptus with a few revisions. On the
other hand, we nust remerber that a surprising amount of the new material
whica Beza had at his disposal was incorporated into his exegetical

4 ;
notes and that these notes as well as Beza's Treek text and his

translation of it had a powerful influence on the English New Testament

o

1. According to Nestle & Aland, /QMI‘P09?V“J/ the reading whik
LBeza follows after the TR eccurs ~in Gl pm .(c2. comment on
Luke XVIII.7, ci.1X) Tuchedafispecition [TA AR wnc® sl ploc (o rSbe with fie Same readin,,
Lo Bezeg knew that Theophyikctus was a compiler and that a large number

of his citations cane from Chrysostom, since elsewhere in his !.T. he
refers to 'Theophylactus ex Chrysostomo', IHere there was evidently a
difference between Theophylactus' and Chrososton's readings.

continued ..
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from the 1560 Gemevan to the Authorised vorsion.l In the chapters to
tdllov, we shall be considering the exact nature of this influence,

but firstly, we ahall take a brief look at the versions themselves.

Bola'a In:luonce on the quliah Genova ltblo

The Englilh version of tha Gennva Bible, probdly the work of

A s

Gilby, Whittinchan and Banplona was printed in Genova by Roland Hall

Y ey

1n 1560, in quarto. The translators were Marian exilos in a Calvinist
environaent.

Their ;owk was coanidorably 1nzluaneod by the French Geneva
Bible which was rovisod by Calvin in 1558 and their main Greek text
tor the New Testament tranalation was the 1550 text of Stephanus.

wgal

Although the tranalators had access to Beza's 1557 Latin New Testament
t0o which the annotattonol najoros were appoadcd, no odition of Beza's

4
Greek New Testament had as yet appoarad

Footnotes from pr'viau. page, contd.

3. All the BEaglish versions from Tyndale to AV agree with the Besa/
Theopkylactus reading.
4, It is interestiag to mention, in this context, Beza's note at

Acts XVII1,27 where he cites the full D ronﬂing even though he does not
consider it to be 'appropriate. B

1. As VWestcott pointed out, Bezs also influenced William Whittingham's
N.T. of 1557. Only occasional references to it will be made here. See
B.F. Westcott, A Gemeral View of the History of the English Bible, (3rd
edition roviaod by W.A. Wright, 1905) pp.274 f£2.

2. This 1. uncertain, see: 8.L. Groonslado, ed, Cambridge History

of she Bible (1963) p.157. The article includes a detailed description
of the Geneva Bible.
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Tiwe 18 no doubt Nbout the strong influence which the French
Géneva Bible had on the' text oz ‘iﬁgnsn Gonevd. This has already been
adequatoly shown ﬁy"‘nic&éfl'and can\ha;dly”be dinputod; However, it
seems that so far as the marginal notes in the English Geneva Bible
are concerned, the influence of Beza was more significant than it might
at first appear.

[

. . ¢ , o L, L, y s ; EYPy 2
Professor Metzger in an article in New Testanent Studies

(vol.a,zpp;isaff)”disdnsaés the relationship between the 1560 English
Geneva Bible and Codex Bezae. Twenty variant Western readings appear
in the margins of the English Bible, and four of these (John VIII.S,
Acts XIV.8, Acts X1IV,9; 1 Cor.XV,58) did not appear in Stephanus’
edition of 1560. Professor Metsger comeludés from this that, before
1562, when the Codix . finally came into his possession, Beza must have
had access to a larger body of MS evidence than that contained fn

the printed form of Stephanus' text, and this he made available to

the Englilh'translators.é

If this conclusion is right

j ' this would suggest strong connections between Beza

and the translators Qt the English Geneva Bible.

Py

1. Westcott, English Bible, Pp. 322-27.

2. B.M. Metsger, 'The influence of Bodex Bezae on the Geneva Version
of the Emglish Bible,' mow published in Historical and Liberary Studies,
(“1“11. 196&)- & '

3 Qur investisolion aéo/&""éfﬂows thet Besa mude Uifits lige.
MS evulbuoaéfn His oam te<t, oF e am
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Here ‘we propose to givona briet survey of the marginal notes
in the 1360 Gonnva Bible, then compare them with notes on the sane
passages in the French Bible and in Bema's 1387 New Testament. The
English marginal notes are of two types; those narked with " denote
a textual variant and those marked with // denote a comment on a
difficult place., Xt 43 the latter type that we shall be principally
concerned with here‘having selected some notes on the principle of
(a) their theology and (b) their style.

At Matth. VI.7 the Geneva translators stress that "superfluous
repetes'” as opposed to mere "repetes" are being condemned. Beza also
specifically condemns unnecessary repetitions in his annotationes
majores making the point that "longae preces non damnang sed vanae inanes
et superstisiosae." The Prench Geneva version has no marginal note
here but translates the Greek as "N?uscz de vaines redites" thus making
the sane point as Hesa in his annotation and the English Geneva in
both its text and its notc.l

At Ron., 1.9 the English translators gloss "in my spirit" as
"oornastly and from the honrt". The other poasible interpretation would
havo been 1n lyirit‘as opposed to‘;oremonie;: Beza also did not think

;hat Paul meant the latter and he hlnscltjgloaaes the phrase as "plane

volens et ex animo 1111 addictus”. The French version has no note here

o .,1?
1. English Geneva text "Use not vttn. repetitions” is obviously a
translation of the French Geneva.
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and its text reads simply "ef mon esprit¥.
At Rom; X.28 the Geneva version prlaina "peprobat mind'
as "such one as was dootstuto of gll judgemant." Beza bas here

"mentem onnis 1ud£¢11 cxporton" in his toxt as translation of(xJZK/Aav

\ I

vouv. - The French (eneva also reads "un elprit despourveu de tout
Jugcuont“ which is glossed "roprouvo" 1n the margin,

At 1 Cor, X, 17 the Geneva trannlutora offer the following

P

mnaryginal explanation., "If we that are many in number are but one

bodie in effect, joyned with our head Christ, as many corners make

3
I3

but one loaf, let us renounce idolatrie which doeth separate our
unitie”. The loaf metaphor orijginated with Ambrose and was also used
by Beza in his annotation on:l ch.x.17.1 to emphasise that our union

with Christ is corporoalz not spiritual. The French Geneva version has

no note here and translates the Greek "Car nous qui sommes plusieurs,
scames un pain et un corps d'autant que nous sommes tous participans d'un
HnOSnMe paia."s thus leaving open the question of corporeal union with

Chrinst.

%
4g R

1. The metaphor was also known to Calvin via Luther, See
Calvin. 16}63) (Faui’éwxa Lbra/@ Wolo\g_\‘ and Pridosop hd)) p.-331.
’This is possibly an instance of Heza's Aristotelianism. Calvin
in his 1589 edition of the Institutio (IV.17,II) said that the spiritual
truth of the Eucharist is not only symbolised by the signs but is also
presented to the communicant, Beza put this more strongly saying that
Christ offers himself aubatantialll in the supper via the Hly Spirit
since the benefits. of Christ cammot be soparated from Christ himself,
Apoo Jill Raitt, The Eucharistio Thoolglx of Theodore Besza, (19711/
3. ' Beza translates the Grgpk "Quonfan unus est panis unum corpus

nos 1llii nmulti sulus" ;
V. .am BB b

- Wendo L
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At Heb, III.l9the English translators gloss their text "our
pro!olsion"'vith "that dottrine which we believe and ought to confesse".
Beza's text reads here "professionis" and his marginal note "eius
dootrinae quam prefisemur'. There is no annotation in the Freanch
Geneva Bible hewe and their text reads "de nostre confession".

At Heb., XII.13 the Emglish translators elucidate "lest that
which is halting" as "partly declaring their sloeness and partely their
inconstancie in doctitno". This aeens,to be a pnranhrsne of Beza's note
who potnta out that the lano are not only those who are slow and
negligont about doing their duty but also those who waver between the

i
‘Old Covenant andfthe'ucw. The PFrench version has no ammotatiom here,
reading "afin que ce qui clocﬁo" in the text, xﬂ;r . ALEEY
the At Hebh, X.36 the Gemeva Bible szllini "4f we sinne willingly" to
mean “"that is forsake Jesus Christ, as Judas, Saul, Arius, Julian the
apostat did“.: Beza in his exposition on this paalage druws Qa
dictinction between those who sin and those who delight in forsaking
Jesus Christ and the truth. Among tho?latter ho specifically meations
"8aul, Jultanus Apostata, Arius". It seems from this as if the
Geneva annotation was a sinplified vo;naon of Beza's note with the name
of Judas added. The Prench version Q:ﬁ no annotation here translating
the Greek as "car si nous pechons voidntairenant".

At Acts 11.46’tho reading “from house to house" is suggested

s marginal alternative by the translators., They read "at home" in
S

the text. The version "from house to house' was adopted by Bexa
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but not until 1580, The Prench Genevs Bible however, has '"de maison
en maigon" in its 1558 text.
v At Acts XVII.11 the translatora'oxplgin that "more noble"
does not mean "more excellent of birth bhut more prompt and couragious
in receiving the word of God; for he conpafoth thenm o!VBeraa with
thea of Thessalonica who persecuted the Apostles in Berea." Both
Bexa and the 8rench Geneva take 25X1v267€P00 in this sense,
The French versimhas the marginal explngpt!on "Et ceulx ci furent plus
courageux que ceubx de Thessalonique." ¥
At Acts XX.7 the English version fogds‘"the first day of the
weeke"ugrecinc with both Bema and the French Geneva ("le premier jour
de la septmaine”). The French Geneva adds no marginal annotation hut
the Englisnétranalators comment "02 thie place and also of 1 c;r.xv:.z
we gather that the Christiang used to have thelr solean assemblies this
day laying aside the ceremonie of the Jewisgh Sabbath", This, in fact,
is an exact tranalation of Beza's note.1
At Acts XXII.14 the English translators comment that "this may
be referred to the eternal counsel of God, or els to the execution and
declaration of the same which semeth here to be mﬁre‘proﬁcr". This

again is an exact translation of Bexza's comment on the same pansage

"Potest autem hoe vel ad meternum Dei consilium, vel ad elus

1, “., .. 6t ex hoc loco tum etiam ex eo quod scribitur. 1 Corinth,
XVI.2 colligitur iam tum convenisge Chriastianos hoc die solennes
conventus agere, paulatin Qvan.ldﬁbpc 3uduict Sabbati cermmonia”.
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exequutionen ac deliberationem referri; quod posterius nalo". The
French Geneva version has no annotation here.

The selection of notes discussed above is by no means
exhaustive. However, the following observations may be made on the
basis of 1t. Of the eleven marginal amnotations in the English Geneva
Bible which we have examined here, four (Matth.VI.7, Rom. X1.328, Hedb. IIX..
Acts XVII.1l1l) agree with Besa's annotations but could equally well be
based on the French Geneva version or, at least, have its additional
support. 8ix (Row. 1.9, 1 Cor, X.17, Heb, XII.13, X.36; Acts XX.7,
XXIX.14) appear to be based on Besa's annotations. hut, it must be
pointed out that none of them (with the possible exception of 1 Cor, X.1'
goes againat the French text. In one case (Acts XI.46) the English
translators’ marginal note is based directly on tﬁe French text.

To conclwude, we nay say that the Engliash Geneva translators
tended to use Hezan annotations simply for purposes of elucidation
rather than to contravene the French text. Indeed, they show an
opposition to the French Bible only in the case of the docAdrine of
the Eucharist. However, it can be seen from the instances adduced
above that the English translators took from Besa a larger proportion
of their marginal annotations than might be expected in view of

their general reliance on the French version.
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Laurence Tomson's translation of Beza's Latin New Testament (1576)

In 1574 Pierue L'01ae1eur de Villers, a Huguenot refugee in
Londog)produced an edition of Beza's Latin New Testanent, L'Oiseleur
originally came from Paris but was forced to nmove from there on
account of persecutions againsat those who professed the Reformed faith.l
He stayed in Geneva during the late 1550's and 60's. 8?motime during
that period Beza asked him to translate his "rubgic énnotation-" into
!ronoh.z L'Oiscleur then took up a ministry at Rouen, in which he
continued until the Massacre of S5t. Bartholomew forced him to seek refuge
in England., It was no;Auntil after his gfrival in England that he
embarked on the task entrusted to him by Beza.

LN In his dedicatory epistle to the-15743 edition L'Oiseleur
makes no nmention of altering Beza's thin text. He does, however,
explain that sometime ago Bezas had left him the task of changing his
shorter (breviores) annotations into French and of explaining the
more difficult and less common phrases with brief notes. L'Oiseleur,
however, felt that to take such liberty would be sonethiné‘of an insult
to Besa, so he published the shorter annotations as they stood in Latin,

and added the explanations of the harder passages (printed in italics

in Yautrollier's publication) from Beza's own "majores annotationes",

1. Brief sketch of L'Ciseleur's life is given in: D. Gerdesius, .
Migscellanea Groningana (1736-48), IV, pp.391-8. J.Ab Utrecht Dresselhuis,
'Pieter Lozeleur des Prinzen Haad en Hofprediker', De Gids, II (1846), 79-
187 (deals with L'Oiseleur largely in his capacity as advismer to William
o2 Orange.) : ;

8. L'Oiseleur’'s preface to his edition of Deza's Latin New Testament
publighed in London by Thomas Vautrollier (1374).

3. The edition was dedicated to the Earl of MBuntingdon.
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He claims that he followed his own judgement on very few occasions
1ndod§x:;:;lé some notes from Camerarius in Gospels and Acts where
Bema's aomotations vere not very full, Algogothor, his principal concern,
he says, was to produce a work which could pass for Beza's own,

It is difficult to ascertain exactly what sources l.'Oiseleur
used, but we can have a good idea of the sources which were available
to him. By the 1570s Beza had produced two sets of New Testament
annotations both of which were to undergo several editions and reprints,
The 'kigpres Annotationes' were first published separately in folio by
Robert Stephanus in 1557, The ‘'Minores Annotationes", summaries of
points of doctrine inserted in the N.T, margin were printed for the first
time in 1565 in ootavo. Beza's Latin New Testament, originadly pud
published in 1857 had its second printing in 1565 and L'Oiseleur
includes Bexa's p:ofatory epistle to the 15665 version in his 13874
edition. 1t is placed there so that it follows L'Oiseleur’'s dedication.
On the strength of this we may assume that L'Oiseleur based his edition
on Beza's 13565 Latin version. And a closer examination shows no
difference betweaen the two lLatin texts., Johannes Camerarius, a German
hunanist and e¢lassical scholar produced two works of New Teatament

Annotations, Commentarius in Novum Poedus published in 1870 and

Notatio Figurarum Sermonis published in 1872,

The two quite often have an identical or similar annotation
on a particular passage and L'Oiseleur appears to have referred to

both. It 1s much more difficult to see which of Bexza's snnotations
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L'Oiseleur referred to. He appears to have atraightforwardly
reprinted the "u;noren Annotationes” since they do not differ in
any way from those published in 1365, In Vautrollier's
publication they are printed im lower case. S

In Gospels and Acts L'Oiseleur sometimes glosses difficult
poiats of text and style with an extract from an "Annotqtio Major"”.

On other ocecasions he supplies a note from Camerarius even fough a
Bezan annotation was available.

Vhen L'Oiseleur supplies a note out of the "Annotationes Majores"
ko either paraphrases Besza's note in order to make it more concipe, or
extracts the crucial phrase from an "annotatio". Thus in Matthew
ch.VI.1l Beza has"quod vocabulum theologi retinuerunt., Dicitur auten
proprie de Histrionibus personam aliquam sustinentibus in fubuia."
Which L'Oiseleur abbreviates to "hypocritae enim erant histriones qui
personam aliguam-in fabula sustinerent”. He extracts the main part
of the annotation, omitting the peripheral idea that the word "histrio"
was adopted into theological vocabulary. At Matthew VI, 6 . Beza has
"significat locum gecretiorem in quo recondimus aliquid" which is
shortened hy L'Oiseleur to "in locum interiorem et condiéum", At Matthew
VI.V.16 Beza has "ipsa vultus externa specie cul isti quogque hypocritae
comptun ot munditiem omnenr subtrahebant 111uvie et squalore foedi
prodeuntes quasi nativum vultum e medio tolleren "f L'Oiseleur
paraphrases this to read "Non sinunt conspici zécien priorem 1.0,

colorem faciel nativum vitiant ut appareant macra et pallida Zacie".
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These examples illuatrate a practice which L'(Oiseleur adopts
consistently in dealing with the Annotationes Majores.

These are occaslons, however, in Gospels and Actas when he
profers Camorarius to Beza. His reason for doing this ;a sometines of
a doctrinal nature as in John VII.16 where Bexa's annotatim reads
"mihi non st quaesita et ex doctorum disciplina sed data divinitus a
Patre'" thus emphasising that Jesus drew his teaching from the Father

as opposed to Féthn Rabbis. Camerarius (Hotatio Figurarun) has here

"quasi dicat Mea doctrina non est mea, id est eius, quem vos hominem
unun ox multis putatis esse, atqua adeo contemnitis, sed eius a quo
miasus sum', laying stress on the fact that Jesus was not a self-taught
upstart. The antithesis bhetween the Rabbinic learning and the New
Learning is omitted. L'Oigeleur presumably preferred Caunerarius' emphasis
here,

In other instances, however, L'Oiseleur chooses Camerarius where
there is no doctrinal differenee between his note and Beza's.
To give just one example of this at Mark XVI.15 Beza annotates "Hinc
vero pro humano omni genere accipitur sive pro omnibus gentibus"
wvhareas Camerarius has '"Non Judaeo nec in Judaea tantum sed omnibus
hominibus”. L'Oiseleur preferred Camerarius. There is a remarkable
similarity between the notes of Camerarius and Besza in several other
instances. In fact some of Bexa's notes are so sisilar to Camerarius'
that 1t seens extrenely unlikely that they could have been produced

independently.
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loreover, L'Oiseleur justifies his using o2 Camerarius by
saying tiit he was "vir (Besac) amantissimus”. Those facts in
conjunction with the already established similarity of the two scholars'
Notes in Gospels and Acts would lead us to believo that beza hinself
had reforred to Camerarius for his Annotationes Hajores. This, however,
does not explain why L'Ciseleur siaould have used Camerarius' notes in
preference to Beza's especially after having claimed to use Camerarius
only where there are no annotations in Peza.

The internal evidence here would suggest style as a possible

solution to this problem, Camerarius' notes both in the Commentarius

and in the Notatio are considerably shorter than HBeza’s notes, having
been designed for a relatively small work, Thoeir style is thereifore
correspondingly more concise although)in some Cases, very aiailar to
Beza's.

Thuz at Matthew IX.38 Beza's full annotation reads '"Ad verb,
eiiciat quam vocis huius prophetam si sequi voluinus, intelligemus
operarias vel celeriter nittendos in opus ei, vel etiam invitos et
cunctantes extruéendoa, sunug enim omnes s istis praesertim rebus
tardissixi", whereas the full note in Camerarius adopted by L'Oiseleur
is "Ad verb. eilciat nam in tam sancto opere homines sunt tardissini",
While he was working on the annotations L'Oiseleur probably had copies
of both Camerarius’ and Beza before him. On seeing that Peza's content

was sometimes expressed much more concigely in Camerarius, he would
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quite likely copy the latter, thereby saving himself the labour of
eutting bexa's lengthy notes and at the same time remaining faithful
to his aim of producing a work as close as possible to Besa's own.
Camerarius had done no expository work on the Ristles, and there
L'Oiselenr confined himself almost entirely to summarising Hesa's
Annotationes Majores,

Occasions in Gospels and Epistles where L'Oiseleur used his
own judgement are very few. Thus for instance at Rom.VII.7 he explains
that "desire here does not signity desires gullty because of sheir
object sed 'fontem earum’, 1.e. a desire which is guilty in itself.”
L'Oiseleur’'s edition of Beza's New Testament was translated into
English by Laurence Taojgson (then secretary to wgllinchuhl) 4in 1576 and
was primted in London by Christopher Barker in octavo-sise. It
received several reprints and by 1686 1t had replaced the 1580 New
Testanent in the English Geneva Bible (with notes ). Tomson based

his work very largely dn L'Oinclour'a‘rotorring also the 1565 edition

3
of Besa's Greek N.T. In some instances he preferred to follow the 1560
Geneva readings as against Besa. In matters of text he seems to have
used his own judgement very rarely. 8o far as the marginal notes were
concerned, he retained those of L'Oiseleur's annotations which ho'“
considered the most important. For instance in Matthew VI Tomson has

11l annotations where L’'Oiselesur has 27. In Matthew IX he has seven

annotations to L'Oiseleur's 16, In Matthew XIII he only retains one

) For Life and Theology of Laurence Tomson see appendix.
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annotation out of L'Oiseleur’s 24. 1In Mark XV Tomson has 6 annotations
to L'Oiseleur’'s 8; in John III Tomson keeps all the notes with the
exception of one. In Aets II Tomson has 38 annotations to L'Oiseleur's
31. At Romans V and VII Tomson keeps all the annotations of his
original. Bince Tomson's practice is oconsisteant it is possible to obtain
some idea of the principles which guided him in seleoting ennotations.

In Matthew VI Tomson keeps the note "Long prayers are not conderned

but vaine needlesse and superstitious”. This annotation is (a) of
doctrinal significance because of its anti-Catholic tone, and (b) has the
backing of the 1560 Geneva version. Tomson, in the same chapter discards
note at v.7 which paraphrases ‘'loquacitate’ as '"verbositate”. He himself
translates "loquacitate” as "babbling" so there is no need for an
explanatory note. In note on v.1l4 L'Oiselour gives ''asqualibus vestris'
as synonys for "hominibue'. Tomson translates simply "men" discarding
the annotation as superfluous. In Luke I Tomson keeps the more important
notes such as the historical elucidations at v.38 "Though Elizabeth were
o2 the tribe of Levi ..." and v.39, "that is to say lebron which was in
times past called Cariantharbe ..." He also retains the doctrinal notes
such as the one at v.50 which explains the text ‘'them that feare him"

as them that live godly and rcltg!oual;::Zb Romans VII where 4ll the
annotations are of s doosrinal nature, Tomson 1is seen to retain them

all. The rubric notoaycxplainins sections of chapters are also
preserved by him in theér entirety. We can thus say that Tomson keeps

L'Oiseleur's dootrinal and historical annotations whilst dispensing
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with the inesscential Mnguistic points.
S0 far as Tonson's text and his interpretation is concerned
he agrees with Lena as against the 1544 Geneva version in the following
cases. At Joim XIV.1 Tyndale, Whittinghari and 1560 Geneva all read
"and he sayde unto his disciples"”. This reading is confirmed by D
and ﬁrasmua.l i;ezn however, followed Stephanus hore omitting
kol giﬁiv 7qu/wugﬁﬁxk5(xjyvb; and starting the verse with/%q T%aacvzagkd
é%*wf,? K«pJ;<—ne turbetur cor vestrumf Tonson followed Deza
hnere translating "Let not your heart be troubled” as the first sentence
of tic verse,
At Homane VII.6 Tyndale has "dead from that whereunto we were in
hondage", Whittinghan and Geneva 1560 read "being dead until it
wherein we were holden"., Ueza's 2nd Latin edition has "morxrtuo eo in
quo detinebawur’ and this is followed by Tomson who translates 'he
being dead in whom we were holden". The Greek variants here are as follow:
Codex Bezae and some Votus M58 read TCU%%RWXTOU for;inw%mvov725 %:
“&ﬂo%%vovris B is the reading adopted by the majority oif
Greek M85 and followed by both Stephanus and Erasmus, {(lhryv-ostom,
however, reads QQWOQiVOVTUS . his is the reading Deza follows
in his Latin version on the grounds that Faul never speaks about death

in the Law witnout mentioning sin. Of the Nnglisi versions Whittinihan,

Tyhdale and Geneva follow the '&ﬂt$&vvvﬁzs reading. Tomson, however,

1. Nestle L Aland quote following support Iorkﬂbﬁfﬁzv7m4,uJQﬁnusgnq@u
D a ¢ (sy9).

2. Nestle & Aland: jguc%&wxrvu 56 1t veCl
souter: ToU UL olTOU DG, Orig.lat, Ambst. Aug.

t thc/fwz(vfj I P 375—,) 'lleC'vagvro; ex 2y oo kb vdtr, Beaoo
e e Jecnke mcdc inderpreletiom  vebe (Cysostom |
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follows Besa in traniating <iﬂ09“%0V7Q5 1.0.“a1n being dead we
are free from the Law.“ This suggests that both Besa and Tomson were
associating Paul's concept of the Law with his concept of S5in.
Before the coming of Christ we served God by observance of the written
Law, 84in was consequent upon the Law and thus we were bound to it
(married). But now through Christ's death we are freed from 8in, and
thus freed Zrom the Law. Accoxrding to Bexza and Tomson it 18 8in not the
Law which is the dead husband in v.3,
At Romans V12 kel 0UTWS £0s TRvTes 2v¥pwmavs & Baccros Snkbsy 2w
TV T%.S ﬁ}wynvv is rendered by Beza as "et ita in omnes homines mors transiit
in quo omnes peccarunt'. Erassus has here "in quo' in the sense of
"quatenus”. Tyndale, Whittingham and Geneva all agree with Erasmus
and fraa.late “1na;i;ch that sll men have sinned”, Tomson however,
agrees with Besa and reads "in whom all men have sinned''. Besa had
read ?"PD o; as év%; 1 Thereby following the teaching of Ambrose
and Augustine on the original sin. St.Ambrose taught the solidarity of the
whole human race with Adam not only in the consequences of his sin but
also in the sin itself which is transmitted through natural gemeration.
Augustine agreed with this claiming that Adam's guilt is transmitted
to his descendents by concupiscence. Man is therefore not free; he
necessartly tollows the attractions of either concupiscence or grace.
Dexa rejected out of hun4£0ricen'l view that onlj the unrighteous
shared in th§ counsequences of Adau's act., The other versions tran-iattng
>‘C. \ "1nscuuch that" vould seen to incline to the Thomist view

that the Original 8in 1s transmitted not as the permanent fault of Adan

) He does not alter the Greek text here (N.T. 1565).
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but as state of human nature, It still constitutes a fault since all
men are regarded as members of one great organism of which Adam was the
first mover. In his 1865 Greek-Latin edition Bema has a short note

by this verse. "Ab Adami in quo omnes pececarunt reatus et mors (quae
est reorunm poena) in omnes pervasit” and the same annotation appears

in L'Oipeleur's Latin edition. Although Tomson follows Bexa's reading

he edits the marginal note to make it less explicit and says simply

*{in whom) that 18, in Adan",

At 1 Peter IIX.18 Besa tranalates 5wonocy)9/£bs é/i‘rgd m,';%d-,—,/
as vivificatus autem Spiritu”. Of the English versions Tyndale,
¥hittingham and 1560 Geneva agree with Erasmus and translate "was
quickened in the Spirit". Tomson agrees with Bexza nnd has ‘was quickened
by the Bpirit". Bexa in his 1865 edition raises the doctrinal point
that "Spiritus” here indicates the power or Divine nature pined onto
the human frame wvhen it is opposed by the weaker, the fleshly nature.
Therefore, Besa says, the passage interpreted correctly means
"Crucifixus est ex infirmitate sed vivit ex Dei potentia”. To support
this he quotes Paul at Rom., 1.3 and at II Cor, 4 and 13. The
interpretation that Chriast wvas killed in the fleah but his soul was
restored to life is regarded by Besa as "foul corruption"”. He
subscribes to the view that regards Christ's new spiritual activity
as beginning immediately after death and even before the Resurrection.
Tomson evidently supported this view and so did Whittingham, who
translating "in the spirit” added a marginal note to specify "he power

of God,"
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On the following occasions Tomson seems to use his own judgement
as agaiunst both Beosma and Geneva 1560, At John 1,15 ﬂ.lngdel "is qui
pone me venit anto mo fuit quia prior me erat'. Tyndale has "he that
cometh after me is proferred before me, for he vas more excelleat than
1"« The Geneva version reads "He that cometh after me is proferred before
me for he was before ue'. Tomson has "He that cometh after me was before
me, for he was better than I'. Tomson evideatly chose this particular
reading to emphasise the doctrinal point. IZ ,nynoTos‘ i translated
as "better" the emphasis is placed on Jesus' supremacy over John by
reason of his status; if it 1s translated as "first" the emphasis is
placed on Jesus' pre-existence. On consulting L'Oiseleur's edition of
Beza we find that the marginal annotation here states "Ad verbup Prior,
illud autem non ad tempus sed ad dignitatem refertur”. Tomson has
inserted his own annotation here saying "Tjis sentence hath in it a turning
of the reason as we call it, as who would say a setting of that first
wvhich should be last and that last which should be first; for in plain
speech this is it 'He that commeth after me is better than I am, for he
wa§ before me (cf. Luke VII.47)", YWe can see from this that vhereas
Bexa preferred to keep the literal Greek meaning in the text and explain
its doctrinal meaning in the margin, Tomson preferred to bring out the
dooctrinal significance of the text and give the literal rendition in
the margin, At Philippiens 1.10 25 To "Z-“Wj 5LV Upets T St s povroc
is translated by Besa nsyfut dignoscatis quae discrepapt'. Thia

translation soems to be followed by Whittingham and Geneva 1560 both
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reading "that‘yo nay discerne things that differ one from another',
Tyndalo (“that ye might accept things most excellent") and Tomson

("that yo may alowe those things which are best") agree with

Erasmus' readering “ut probetis quas sunt praestantias”. Bezxa had commente
here that good judgement is that whereby we can not only recognise

what 48 pleasing but also distinguish right from wrong. Hence his

own translation suggests that judgement consists in accepting those
things which are objectively acknowledged to be excellent.

From this we can see that Tomson's New Testanent was more
influenced by Beza than the 1560 Geneva version. Most of Tomson's
marginal notes, especielly in the Epistles come from Bema via L'Olseleur,
His text showed a closer agreement with Besa's Latin than had the 18560
version. But it must be remembered that although Tomson used his own
Judgenent rarely, he did however, on ocoasions refer to the English
Geneva version and adopted its reading as against Beza. This will be seex
in later chapters.

8o far in this chapter the following ground has been covered. We
have discussed the material Beza himself used for his editions of the
Ureek-Latin New Testanent. We have outlined the influence of Bema's
1584 Latin edition with Annotations on the 1560 Geneva Bible, We
then disucssed L'Oiseleur’s edition of Bexza's Latin New Testament,
establishing that L'Oiseleur used the text of 1565 edition of Beza's
Greek Latin New Testament (printed by Robest Stephanus) and a mixture

0f notes from Canerarius and Desza himself. Laurence Tomson translated
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L'Odselour's work in 1376 thus producing a New Testament dependent
alwost entirely upon Beza's version, although. as has been mshstioned
he did refer to other sources, From this we can see that Besa's
‘idnfluence on the English Geneva and Laurence Tomson's version was
largely that of his Latin versions. Although Tomson certainly would
have consulted Bema's Greek he does not refer to it explicitly. In
conclusion it was Beza's doctrinal notes and his Latin wording which
were of principal interest oo the Geneva translators, and even more so

to Tomson,

Use of Bexa's New Testament by the Authorised trsnal;tor-

The influence of Bexsa on the Authorised Version was of a different
typc.l Sorivener has pointed out that "On certain occasions, it may be
the Translators yielded too much to Bexa's somewhat arbitrary decisions;
but they lived at a time when his name was the very highest among
Reformed theologians, when means for arriving at an independent
Judgenent were few and?;csttor.d. and when the first principles of
textual criticisme had yet to he gathered from a long process of painful
induction.” Recently some new material has come to light which may
help us to define mas closely the exact nature o!wgega'a influenge on
the AV,

" " -
1. <’ The best account of the AV from this standpoint is found in
¥. Bovener, The Authorised Version of the Bible (1611l), (1884), It

also countains references to Beza's influence on the AV and an appendix
of passages where the text of the AV agrees with Besa as against

Stephanus.
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Wo know from their preface to the first edition that the
translators (47 or 84) were divided into 6 companies. Two of those
were to work at Westminster, two in Cambridge and two in Oxtord.1
The translators were issued with forty two coﬁlcs of the Bishopa' Bible,
printed in folio by Robert Barker in 1602. The completed work was
then handed over to the Pinal Revision Committee, which included John
Bois and Andrew Downs working in the Stationers' Hall from 1610-1611.2
The finishing touches to the work were apparently put by Bishop Bilson

and Dr. 8Smith.

The Bodleian copy of the Eishops’ Bible 1603 printed by Robert Barker

A copy of the 1602 fasue of the Bishops' gihlo is found in the
Bodleian, The volunolis reanarkable for its US annotations which occur
in the Old Toatanunts. in books (1) from Genesis to the Song of Solomon,

(3) the tyolvb Minor Prophets. In the New Testament, which conerns us here,

1. Por full account of the external history of the AV gee B.F. Westcott
op.cit,, pp.145 22, A recent study of this appears in Ward Allen (ed.)
Translating for King James (Allen Lane, 1970), pp.3 £f. BSee also Pollard,
Records of the English Bible, (1811), pp.37-65, 336-379; Anderson,

Annals of the English Bible, 2 vols. (13485).

2. ¥ard Allen, op.cit., pp.6-7.

3. Ny, B.C, Jacobs of Louisiana Technical University has done work on
the annotations in the 01d Testament. .. ; . ™ injending to prove that they
represent a stage in the AV revision. His work is about to be published.
The volume in question was known to Westoott who thought the annotations a
later collation of the King James and Bishops' texts done by a scholar.

It wvas also known to E.E. Willoughby who suggested that the annotations
might be an intermediate stage in the making of the AV. /The making of the

King James Bible (Loq Angqlea. 1958)/
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the Synoptic Gospels are annotated fully throughout. B8t. John's Gospel
has annotations in chapters 17-31, and isolated notes occur at
Bphesians IV.8, II Thessalonians II.18, 1 Cor.IX.5, Gal.IIXI1.18,
II Peter 1.10, Bome passages of the unannotated text are marked
with / evidently to denote & place where a nde could be inserted.

The handwriting of the notes does not provide any clues as
to the identity of their executor. Although the Old Testament hatd is
different and probably earlier than that in the New Testament, in both
parts the notes are in the Elisabethan Beorotary hand, such as would
be used by an ananuensis. Leaving side the nature of the 0.7,
abnotations, since they do not concern us here, let us consider the
nature of sthe N.T. ones. Tjose are of two main types; first,
notes in the Elimabethan seopetary hand denote ochanges in the text. In
esach case the relevant portion of the printed text i» either underlined
or crossed out and the 'new reading’ is inserted either in the margin
or, in scme cases, between the lines of the printed text, above the
section which has been orossed out. All the 'new readings' are
marked with letters of the OGreek alphabet from p/ to L), (/ beginning
the first nnnotutto:kot each book, Seocondly, there are the annotations
'Ang' and 'Ron:(ii:cué::&in the italic hand, these suggest typographical
instructione, and here we shall consider in detail their appearance in

the Synoptic Gospels. We shall endeavour to establish a principle

goveraiag.s the insertion of those notes -and examine whether they
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relate in any way to the text of the second issue of AV 1811.1

In Matthew there are 16 ‘'Ang' annotations (X.2, XV.33, XVI.8,
XVIII.8(2), XIX.23.86, XXI.39.41, XXII.35.42, XXII1,.27, XX1IV.41, XXV,40,
XXVI.17.71). All of those are done in the sane way; the relevant words

in the text printed in italigs in every case are underlined ‘'Ang’ is

written above the word in the text and then again in the margin. In
three cases the word in the text is underlined and 'Ang' occurs above it
oaly and not in the margin (XXIXI.41, XVIII.®, XXVIIXI.6). Thewe are
aleo two cases where she word is underlined, and 'Ang' is inserted in
the margin only. This would suggest either simple forgetfulness on
the part of the writer or an omission made in copying. There are three
cagses of 'Rom' appearing in text and margin., In each case the words
underlined are printed in ordinary letters. There is one instance of
'Ron' appearing sbhove the underlined word and not in the margin (X,9).
In all cases the italic words marked by *Ang' in Bodleian Bishops
are printed in oxdinary leters in the socond issue of the AV, At XXVI,71
the Bishops' text has 'wench' in italics with an 'Ang' annotation. The
AV has substituted '"maiden’ for ;onchl and printed it in ordinary letters.
All the woxds in Matthew marked with 'Rom' ave printed in italics in AV,
There are 13 'Ang' annotations in Mark (IIX.8, IV,35, V.1, V.21,
V.24, VI.5,40, IX.18, X.19, 33, XII1X.39, XIV.864) and the technique

adopted here 4» slightly different from that in Matthew., Instead of

1. For zdohtittoatioh and description of the first and second issue
o2 AV see Scorivener, Authorised version of the Bible (1611), pp.3 2.
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ingerting 'Ang' in both tmxt and margin, the amnotator marked the relevant
1talicised words in the text with a Greek symbol as well as underlining
them. The same Greek aymbol is then inserted in the margin beside ‘Ang’.
The only exception to that seems to be X.19 where 'no' in the text is under-
lined and crossed out and 'not' is inserted in the margin with 'Angl’
after it in brackets. The 'Rom' annotations ocour 4 times in Mark
(Vi.16, VI.26, XII.1, XV.45). All the words marked with ‘Ang' 4n

the Bishops' text are printed in ordinary type in the AV, All the

words marked with 'Rom' the AV prints 4n italiecs.

‘i“ - In Luke there are 12 'Ang' annotations; in each case the

relevant italicised word is marked with a Greek ayibogjundorlinod and
written again in the nargin with the Ureek symbol and the annotation
‘Ang® ' (111.23, VI,15, VII.15, VIIX.13, XII.47.48, XV.13, XV.323, XV.328,
XV1iX.1l4, 24, 38,) There are 4 "Rom' annotations (I1.37.38, VI.16,.22).

In each case the relevant word 1s crossed out and underlined in the
text, and marked with a Greeli: symbol. It is then rewritten in the
nargin in inmitatim italic print with '‘Rom' following. 7The words marked
with 'Ang' are printed in ordinary letters by the AV in all cases

except one, At Luke IXX.23 AV prints ‘'the gonne' (of Heli) in

1talics. All the words marked with ‘Rom’ are printed in italies

by the AV. RGO .

e il A gtudy of the Greek text may reveal the prineiple behind the

‘Ang' and 'Rom' amnotations: in the Bodleian copy of the Bishops' Bible.
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It may be unotu{zto remenber here that the principle behind italics
in the Bithopn'.ﬁlblopvas the same as in 1560 Geneva Rible, f.e. the
italics wexre to be "put to that w;rd which lacking made the sentoence
obscure, but ... (no that) it may easily be discerned from the common
tout.“l The Bishops' Bible applied this principle very freely to

the extent that most words not contained in a particular Greek sentence

were italicised even though they might be essential to the English
construction. Coaversely, words not appearing in the Greek and not
essential to the English construction were sometimes put in, wrongly,
in ordinary print.

It seems that the ‘Ang' and 'Rom' amnotations in Bodleilan
Bishops' represent:an attempt made by the AV translators to establish
nore rigorous principles for italicising words. This can be seen from
the following table. BErackets are used to indicate oontdlt.(fh‘fQ).

Since the same rule applies throughout the ESynoptic Gospels
we shall ro{er to the uatthow table as illustrative of the typographical
prinoiples in Bodleian Bishops'.

The 'Ang' ana;:ationl in Matthew seen to, on the whole, concern
words which provide a noun or pronoun essential to the English
construction, For fiastance at XVI.8 it could not be said in English
'but Jesus knowi;éi without some reference to the object of his knowledge,
The Greek, however, is guite explicit as it standa, 'it' or 'which'

being understood in the participle )W@u5 + At XIX.26 and XXI.39 the

. See Borivemer, Authorised version, pp.8l1l £f£,
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1. 'Ang’ annotations in Matthew
Words marked with ‘Anz‘ dornaponding words Greek toxt
| printed in ordinary
print by AV
X.2 sonne of I N‘/ _ d 100 LsfosSxiov
T ‘ = : PSSR »)# IT&QV L
XV.33  should ve get ~ should we have | pm/:jzwmb
XVI.8  which T T vV s 52 & yevus
XVIII.8 (cast) them (from) b/ \ Bade Amo sov
XVI1II,.8 rsthor (th.n thou hav:lng) o S ,?)
xxx.zs man ’ . i L -~ Ve i mAovacos
“* 26  (beheld) them S / EpBRegms
31-39 (slue) him Mza.c ATl T \/ Ms K7L vk v
XXI.41  {wicked) men. Ve | K< Kous
- ‘-‘*F"“L“’;‘"“'”" e e e _— - - -~

XXIT.35  eumr (ofrBHON ‘e~ 1 v/ £§ «otwv
XX1X.42 the somne (of David) s ﬂﬂ*w / ' tou Aococd”
XXIIL.37 (dead) mens' (bomes) . [ireiitar ., vekowv
DIV vomen e o e dve
XXV.40  (done) 1t (unto ne) v EmounoetTs.
XXVI.17 (the first) day | oo rpwTR
XXVI.71 (another) wemnch | maide .. . . . F3% 1
2 flom' Anmotavions 1o Natvaes Ny [ |

. 1 Corres A[ rt werds )Dn‘nfalf (7)'&* texT

Words marked with (Rom' Lo it bg AV,
XVi.14 that thou art (already = say that $hou art OL /My WW,}\,
printed in italies) [

(XVI.25 be (on us L 2p> C

XXV1 ( ) . b e v | icP» Hohets
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same spplies. It is not necessary to stato the pronoainal object to
nake the lontonén clear in Greek but in English (beheld) 'then'’ and
(slue) 'him' has to be added for completo clarity. At XIX.33 and XX.41
the Greok endings make it plain that ﬂ'/eoucnos and KxdKodS mean
*rich man' and 'wicked men' respectively. In English however, the noun
had to be supplied. This leads us to believe that the corrector of the
Bodleian Bishops' text was removing italics where the 'extra word'
was (a) implicit in the Greek, (b) essential to the Bnglish syntax.

The insertion of italics on the other hand, seemed to follow
sthe couverse of this principle. At XVI.14 the Greek text af/uev'VU¢VV7v
(sone indeed John the Baptist) is incomprehensible if translated
literally into Eangiish. The English translators therefore had to supply

an ellipsis some say that thou art John the Baptist. This ellipsis 1s

not impliocit in the Greek and ite purpose is to do with meaning rather
than syntax, The same applies at XXIV.33 where the English text adds
oven (at the dores) for ,'Zm 90,00405 and at XXVII,25 be (on us)
Zor 2%)747MA5,

This prineiple for the ingertion of italics and black letter
print would agree with Bp, Turton's, Westcott's and Beriveuer'sl view
of prineiples for italics adopted by the AV, The three scholars all

2
agreed that the AV on the whole was much more careful than its predeceasors

) Dr. Turton, The Text of the English Bible (1833), B.P. Westcott, op.
cit., p.363 n. Borivener, Authorised version, pp.61 2f.
2. The 1011 editions of the AV were hastily printed so that several

Anoconsistencies cocur in their use of italics, see ficrivener, Authorised
version, pp. 61 ££f,
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(particularly Bishops') in inserting italics, especially in
distinguishing betwecn a rendering and an ellipsis.

This would soea to point to Bodleian Bishops' as representing

a stage in the making of the AV. Admittedly not enough ovidence has
been adduced here to make this a proof. On the othor hand it is most
unlikely that a scholar making a collation of AV and Bishops' text
would put in typographiocal instructions in different hand, especially,
as in Luke XIX.23, AV & not follow the 'Ang’' inatructions and
retained the Bighops' italics. Hence in conclusion we assume that Bodleian
Bishops' represents a stage in Revision, at some time before the work of
the Final Revigion Committee,

In the folbwing chapter we shall compare readings from Beza's
1508 N.T. (the one most frequently consulted by AV trinslatora) with

readings from Geneva 1560, Tomson 157G, Todlein~ Tishops’ 1602, and

AV 1611 (second imssue, printed by Robert Barker). The chapter will
be concerned with the Synoptic Gospels and its object will be to assess
Besa‘'s influence on the various versions of the English Synoptic
Gospels, including the stage of AV revision repmsonted by the Bodleian
Bishops',

In later chapters we shall consider Beza's influence on the
English versions of Acts, Pauline Epistles and Hebrews. For Pauline
Epistlies and Hebrews close reference shdl be nade to Ward-Allen's

edition of the 'Fulman HS'l, which, as Ward-Allen has proved, represents

aaate

1. Vard Alleam, op.cit.
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an eighteenth century copy of the notes made by John Bois on the
vork of the Final Revision Committee.

Altogether we shall hope to establish not only the influence
of Besa on the several final versions of the English N.T. but also

his influence on AV translators at various stages of their Revision.



Chapter II

The influence of Hesa on the

English Bynoptic Gospels



oy

Chapter I1I

S0 far ve have establishied the materials which Lesa used
for his 1388 and 156908 editions of the Greek-Latin N.T. We have
also given a brief outline of the influonce of Besa's 1565 Greek N.T.
and his 18356 Latin N.T. on the English Geneva bLibie and Tonson's
Now Testament. In this chapter we are primarily concerned with the
influence of Bexa's 1888 and 1888 editions on the Authorised virlion.l
Inportant additional evidence hore iu provided Ly the manusoript
anunotations in the Bodleian copy of the Bishops' Bible printed by
Robert Barker in 1602, As has already been pointed out, those
annotations are of two types, typographical instructions, and emendations
- on the Bishops' t@zt. The nature of the typographical instructions
suggests that there is very good reason to think that the Bodlelan
Bishops®’ representa a late stage in the naking of the AV. Here
we shall oxamine the Secretary band and italic amnotatioans in the
Synoptic Gospels with a two~-fold purpose., Firstly, we shall compare
the asnnotations with the final readings of the second issue of the AV

printed in 1811{2' Kefersnce will be made throughout to earlier English

i. Scrivener exanines the influence of Bexa on AV in his Authorised
Verxsion. His enquiry establishes Besa as the main influence on the AV
New Testawent. Hee esp. Sorivener's appendix E. pp.244~-263.

.ol FPor identification of first and second issue of AV see Scrivener,
Autherised Version, pp.l ££. lHe concludes that the issue with the misprint
at ExX. Xiv. 10 is the second 161) issue. This would suggest
shat Sthe copy of the 1611 AV in the Bodleian is mistakenly catalogued as
the "first isaue”. ] have used this Bodleian copy here but have followed
Sorivener in referring to it as the second issue.
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versions used by the Revisers, In this way we hope to select (1)
Bodleian Bishops' readings which correspond exactly to those of the

AV, (3) those readings in Bodleian Bishops' which are supported

by uoie esariier English version, (3) the Bodleian Bishops' readings
which do not appear to have the support of either the AV or of any other
English version. The existence of such readings suggests that the
annotations in the Bodleian Bishops' camnot represent a later ocdiation
of King James and Bishops’' text. Moreover if we find that these readings

agroe with some principle of revision adopted by AV translators, we

shall have a ciear indication that Bodleian Bishops' xepresents a stage
in the making of the AV,

Secondly we shall attenpt to trace the influence of Besa on
Bodleian Bishops' and the AV, again with reference to earlier English
versiong., In this way we shall hope to establish (1) how Bezas was
used in the various versions of the English N,T. (2) how he was used
by the AV Revisers, (3) how and whether the Beszsan material in Bodleian
Bishops corresponds to the Besan material in the AV.

Pinally, a short section will be appended reviewing such
theological works of members of the Oxford Coppany as proved to be still
extant. T7This will be an attempt to see whether the theological outlook
of the Bodleian Bishops' matches the theology of individual Oxford Company
nembers. In this way we shall establish the likelihood of a Reviser

owning the Bodleian Bishops'.
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8t. Matthew

D
1.11 Beza's 1808 N.T. reads |Wozui$- "; idViWA}J‘iv Tov Iz:)(chocV Kol

T0Us ‘*’r ,Q#aus xOTOU vh!.ch he translates "Josias autem genuit Hechoniam
et fratres eius" .’ He adds a note that "Itaque Robertus Stephanus
ex vetustis codicibus excudit (quorum etiam fidem faciunt |
Stapulensis et Martinus Bucerus) 'Joaias autem genuit Jakim,

Jakim autem genuit Jechoniam®' quan etiam
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lectionen in prioribus editionibus sum amplexus". The reading

Tov )lwocmyw 1Uo<i<v/l~ S< ?—XiV\/"}d' <V occurs inMGf 3(’7{% lruéfzf,hl.

Ia his 1808 edition bDesa then rejects this reading as a misconception
quoting Augustine and Jerose in support (vl‘.Swprw). The "lakim" reading
444 appear in bLexa's 1874 N.T. and was translated by Tomson in 18576,

"And Josias begal Jakim. And Jakim begate Jechonias". Geneva 1860

also iuserts 'Jakim" on the authority of Besma's early ed‘,“"'ﬁa,n 5, #inoe both
Tyndale and Great had read “Josias begate Jechonias and his brethren".
This vas also the readiag adopted by Bisheps'. The only emsndation

nsade in the Bodleian Bishops' is the insertion of "And" before "“Josias.
This reading with the correction, is adopted by the AV, But the
transiators do suggest in the margin Some read, Josias begate Jakin and Jaki
begate Jechonias”. If the Bodleian Bishops’ is taken as a stage in the
making of the AV, ve can assume that the marginal suggession would have
been inserted after the lodleian Bishops' stage. This would make 1t

the wor{ of Bois and the Fimal Nevision Committee,

At Matthew I1.6 Bema’'s 1698 N.T. has "Ex te enim exibit dux qui
pasoet populum 1lium ..." lie translates roLMdveL as "pascet"”
rejecting the Vulgate reading '"reget"” which, he says, corresponds to
o OBuveiy (chastise, correct) ami Erasmus' reading °®gubernaturus’
fron KU/iefvxv to stesr, to act as pilot, hence: to guide). English

versions from Tyadale to iisuops' have “gmm".z In the Bodleian

3. See Nestle & Aland, and Bouter,
3. Geneva 1860 has "feedeo'".
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Bishops' this becomes "rule" and this is the reading which appears
in AV 1611 with “feede" inserted as marginal alternative. This
insertion must have been nado at a later stage than the Bodleian
Bishops' emendations.

At Masthew 1I.11 Bexa's 1598 N.T. has "Iavenerunt puerulum"
il.e. i‘?f’”" T MeLdiov He explains that "In omnibus vetustis
sxenplaribus soriptum legimus éi{ox/ - vi.dorunt".l 02 the
English versions Tyndale reads "found" and so do Geneva and Tomson
ok the authority of Stephanus, Leza and Tyndale. The Great Bible
also reads "found" but Bishops' has "sawe"., In the Bodleian copy this
As crossed out and "found" is written in above. "Or, sawe" is then
inserted in the nargin in italics. The AV however, reads "saw" with
no marginal suggestions. The Revisers’ decision here 1s not altogether
surprising as there was more support for z,f&ov than for afffJO\/
An variants which were availble to then.

At Matthew 1I.16 Beza has "a bimulis et uz:x"e;no disTous you KT TEp L)
In the 1598 edition he points out that some Greek MSS read K<TW  and

that Vetus interpres appears to have read %{Tl'? {Lirgms which he

translated “a bimatu et infra". DBezsa prefers the reading 2 iTo J(:‘ZTO(J&

1. ct, Ch. X, p. 7- n. / above,
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sinoe it has the support of all the Greek MBS, and also of the Hebrew
fdiom. The licbrew, Lhe suggests, would read here ''a £1i110 duorum annorum
ot ingra'",., It is inseresting to see that although Besa refers to some
MES thas remd KTW snd to the Ars  (LETELsS reading in
Vetus, he makes no mention of the D reading X770 ﬁ;:r.zwej- Kote  KeLTW
When » oonsider, however, that Desa tended to refer to D for reasons

of dootrine rather thanm just text, the omission here is not altogether
surprising. Erasmis' Latia text has "'Quotquot esseat biruli et ninores"
wvhich, Besa thinks, “longius recedit a Greeocis”. Tyndale has

“as many &8 wers two yere olde and under”., This reading is also
adopbed by the Great Bible and preserved by Bishops'. In the

Bodleian ocopy it is corrected to "from two years old and under”.

This is tlu Besan reading which also appears in Geneva 1560 and Tomson,
and is fimally adopted by RV 16l1.

5. At Matthew IX1.8 Desa's 1560 and 1508 N.T. resd "Ferte igitur
fruotus eonvenientes resipiscentise” for TOLNIWTE Gov Kprrov 2‘5“"’ s -,
MmeTvouks In his earlier versions however, liexa had read "Ferte igitur
fructum dignum iis qui respiuerint” (fruit worthy of those who have
repented). This reading was followed by (meva 1060 add Tomson who render
it “fyuite worthie amendment of 1life", that is, such good works as show
that you have repented. The Vulgate reading is neutral here and opm‘

to any interpretation as 43 the Greek -~ "fructum dignum poeniteantise".
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Tyndale has "frutes belongynge to repentaunce'’. BbBishops' Bible has

"fruits meste for repentance”. In the Bodleian Bishops' this is

sorrected to "fruits worthy for repeatance” i.e, good works consisting in

repentance. The alternutive reading "or, answerable to tie amendment ot

14fe" is put in, in italics. The AV 1611 restores the nore neutral

rendition "fruits mwete Ior repentance” but keoeps the marginal alternative

as in Bodleian EBishops'. The AV margin thus comes down almost on the early

Besasleneva side, even though 1its actual text agrees with Bishops'/late bex
At lMatthew IXI.9 lesma's 1589 and 1508 has “Et ne putate vobis

dicendun apui vosipsos'” Lor K«t AN fo'sv)'ri— )?axw/ The Vulgate

here reads 'Kt ne velitis dicere" and Eras:mus "Ne hac mente asitis ut

dionf&n". besa diaagrees with both the translations on €» grounds that

eee T JoKSLY neque binc simpliciter significat videri quod vulgo

dicimus seubler neque putare aut, BExistisare sicut Luc XIX.40 item

iIIX.8 sed aliquid ntbtlpor arrogantiam et aniusli elaticuenm persuadere
vel 8ibi de aliquo placere, sicut etiam sccipitur Philip IIl.4 et ilarc
X.43. Itaque addidi pronomen yobis et Asiysw comverti dicendum
paulo liberius quas soleam, ut aliquo modo hoo dicendi genus saltem
adumbraren ,.."

We see here full agreenent firstly between eardy and late leza
and secondly betveeen UGeneva 1560 and AV 16l11. Tyndale had "And se that
ye ons thynke not to saye in your selves” thus confirming Besa's suthority
850 far as the Geneva translators were concerned. Tomson's translation
“and presume not to say with yourselves' would seem to be based on
Besa's explanation "aliquid sibi per arrogantiam et animi elationen

persuadere” in the 1606 edition of his Latin N.T. Geneva 1560,
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however, has “And think not to say within yourselves'. The Bishops'
Bible agrees with Erasmus and has "And be not of such mind that ,.."
In the Bodleian copy this 1s crossed ocut and "seem not $0' inserted above.
The AV however, comes down oan the side of Tyndale/besa/Geneva here. This
is the stroager transliation; "Sesme not to say ..." suggests mevely a
possibility of Pharisees and Sadducees relying on their desoeant froa

Abyaham, “think no$ $0 say within yourselves' emphasises the inadvisability

of their doing so.

At Matthew IV.10 Besa has, in all his versions “Abi Batana"
for CWL Y He points out that “octo vetusti codices habeat oM
MoV  quod videtur ex aliis locis sdditum”, Ol 40V did ocour im some
o2 the Koine MSE available to !lou.1 It also occurs iu D which Besa
does not mention here. Tho Vulgate reads ''Vade Satana". Tyndale, Great, .
Gensva, and Tomson all reed "Avoyde fiatam’. The Bishops' Bible has
“Get theo henoe behind me" which is correctd in the Bodleian copy to
“Get thee hence”,* tie reading finally adopted by the AV. As well as
haviag the authority of Besa for the ouissiom of ST koU , the
Revisers also had the backing of Origesn, Jerome and most sarlier Rnglish

versions. TR v R

At Matthew V.13 Bema reads throughout "Quum audisset autem Jesus

> - A"‘ < -’I Vi ’ ;9/
Jeanmen traditun esse in eustodiam for AKoUCHS o OTL WS Ti)X.co v

No comments thas rr«/)rjo% implies in carcerem whiech he sotually

inserts for the sake ©of clarity. The Vulgate I - Y e e
3. - m.,-.r.- C e TR L, See MI) P :'Z h. ) ) a,LOV-e_.
a. Mo real difference of meaning between 'Avoid’' and ‘Get (thee)

hence' in 16th Century English usage. &Hee 85.0.E.D, (1070).
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translates simply “"quod Joasnnes traditus esset'. Geneva 1360 agrees
with Vulgate here readiny "“John wvas delivered uwp'", ia preference to
Tyndaloe's "that Jhon was taken''. Tomeom follows Uesa and has "“John
wvas committed to ptuon“.l Bishops' reads "John was delivered up"

and the marginal suggestioca "that is, cast into prison” 1is inserted in
Italics in the Bodleian acopy. AV reverses the oxrder of preferemce and
has tho Bezan reading “was cast into prison” in the text and the
Vulgate reading ‘l'donvorod up” in the margin. Accordingly at idark 1.14
the AV has "pus into prison for " Mipefo¥yvar  where the Godleisn
annotator corrects "'delivered into prison”. %0.''delivered up”, harmonising
this rendering with that at Matthew IV.13, Evideantly lesa's argument of
clarity carriel more weight with the Revisers than the more literal
Vulgats translation.

At datthew V.l&lbou has throughout ".. iuta unum aut unus apex
asquaguan prasterient ex Lege, usquiduwm . omnia faota fuerint”. lHe justifies
his rondortnz o oy /u; by "nequagquan" saying that the double
m&;ﬂn in Greek 18 stronger than the "negatio simplex”. '"Nos vero ita
vertimus ut a siaplici negatione distingueremus’'. This reading is not
followed by either Geneva 1560 or Tomsom both of wvaom have "one jote or oné
title of shs Lav shall not soape” (agreeing with Tyndale). Bishops aluo

rends “"one jote or omt title of the Law shall not scape” which is

corrected in the Bodleian copy to "one jose or one title ih.ll in no wise

1. Mo {tfw/w was used in clashioal Greek with the counotation
"to give up to Justioce” . , See Kiddetl & Seott, p. 309

2, Sw akoo 4.1 , Péj’ n. f) above. .
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pass froma the Law”. This is the reading adopted by the AV. Thore is
no dowdbt here that Bexza's translation had a direct influence on both
the Bodleian Bishops' amnotator and on the AV. It is wmore

difficult to decids, however, whether this was for a stylistic or for
a dootrinal reason. At Matthew XXIV,.34, iark XIXI.30 and Luke XIX.J3s
neither Besa nor AV translate o&/kd] by the strong negative where it
appears in the context of ''this gmeration shall not pass''., This would
suggest that the reason for literally translating o&/hq at Matthew
V.18 is not purely stylistic. It is usoful to remexber here Beza's

attitude to the Law as outlined in the 'Contouio'1 He regards Law

and the Gospel as having the sane efficient cause i.e, God. They

differ however, in their effects, attributes and function., The Law
teaches good woxks but does not give men strength to perZers thea.,

This however, is given by the Gospel which teaches Faith. Law points

opt and dondemns ovil and reveals sin, which the Gospel removes. Tham,
according to Bema, Law, although vastly inadequate on its own, does
nonotheless play a part in the Christian faith when taken in oonjuﬁotion
with the Gospel, Ye may therefore conclude that in exmphasising the strong
negative at v.18 Bexma wants to stress the permanent standing of the Jewish
Law and the AV agrees with this,

This 48 confirned by Matthew V.31. Besa’s 1598 N.T. reads here

i. Contessio Christianae Fideli et dusdem collatio cum Papisticis
Hasresibus., Per Theodorus Bexzan Vezelium, (Geneva, Epstathius Vignom,/1587).
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"Audistis dictum fuisse a veteribus, lion occides; quisquis autemn
occiderit damnas erit iudicii’. He does not explain why he changed

his tramslation from that of his earlier versions. "Audistis dictum
fuisse antiquis,. quisquan autem occiderst, tenebitur iudicio". This
earlier rendering was followed by Tomson and the Geneva version '"Ye have
beard that it was said unto then ... culpable of judgeaent. 7Tyndale
had read ... unto them ... danger of judgewment, and the Bishops' Bible
agreed with shis, substituting "to them"” for "umto thex”. In the
Bodleian copy the reading "or, by them™ is inserted in italics, and

"in danger of" is emended to "liable to''. 7The AV however, restores
Besa's 1598 reading here (.."by them ... in danger of'), '""to taem"

is suggested as marginal alternative. Besa explains his rondition of
Tous 3(/0)(0&»0:,_5 Qs AiTo &f)(otow\/ by suggesting that Jesus is referring

not 80 much to the Law itself bLut to Jewish corruptions of it. An

instance of such & corruption, he says, is the addition of the iords
5s 8 av ‘fo"w"?? ,’s,v/o)(os LOTAL T) Kpurio onto the sixth commandament.
oc 37y¢ux3thoretoro. ;ccordtng to Besa, are not the people who heard
the Law, which would warrant the rendition “"to them of old”, but the
people who spoke in synagogues corrupting the Law. Christ is denouncing
aot the Law itself which still has a function to fulfill, but false
interpretations of it.

Hesa's ianterpretation, although in keeping with his general
attitude to tuae Law, is nonetheless rather idiosyncratic here. Christ
oould egqually wvell be merely pointing out the inadequacy of the Lav,

It s difficult to see whether the AV in acoepting beza's phrasing,
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also ascepts lis exposition of this passage.

At Matthew V.39 Besa throughout, has "Quod si ocoulus Quun dexter
facit ut tu offendas”. Geneva and Tomson follow his reading a;d translate
“IL thyﬂftcht oye cause thee to offend”. The Vulgate has 'scandalizat te",
Tyndale, bishops' and AV seem to sgree with tuis, in reading "If thy
right oye offend thee”. The Bodleian Dishops'’ annotator inserts the besa/
Geneva reading as marginal uumauﬁ and the AV uppears to follow this.
Besa justifies his reading by saying that ".. ea faciunt ut offendanus
quae impediunt gquominus inoffenso cursu pergamus in lege Domini. Pecoata
enim sunt veluti saxa ad guae impingimus vel etiaxs corriiwmus ..." He
thus emphasises the separation between us and the member which has caused
us :6 sin. The point is not simply one of style. [ema seems to be
inplying ot-uh.t we are prone to sin even onoe we have faith, Therefore
faith needs to be constantly sustained.

At llatthew V.47 there are several problems. Besa and all the
Englici versions keep to the textual reading Tw_s‘ ;t{uQéPous
Nouetheless, lexna points out "Ia omnibus vetustis codicibus legimus

Tovs {)52?().5 amtcos”.} Mo mention of Tous falous is made in
any English vprsion esxcept the bodleian Binhopa' vhere "or friends"

is inserted in the margin in italics. 7This suggestion was turned down

3. For discussion of Besa's M8 sources see p.? chok, Brasmus in his
1535 edition reads Xiskfovs and comuents "Plerique Graeci codices
babeat Tovs Jihovs  s.0. Amieos. Vorum Iudsci: fratres appellant
quonodo libet cognatos atque ita legit lieronynus“”. (Omnes gquae extant
D, Rierouymi Stridoneansis lucubrationes ... per Des.Erasmua digestae ...
in novum tomes; Froben, Lasle, 1535).




by thcﬂtv. The ievisers probably did not see auy of the ''vetusti codices’
with .<€o£005 and found Lesa's autaority iasufficient, especially =as
all the earlier English versions hau 'Lrothers’'.

&07T¢57cr9€ i8 translated as '"complexi fueritis’ by Deza
in all his versions, Geneva 156U appears to agree with Tyndale in
mading "be friomilie”. It is difficult to see why Tomson should have
followed Geneva here ia preferonce to Besa, since their translation,
although oxprensiqg the ewotion attached to QCTnﬂﬁqashL is
nonetheless gquite far removed froum the Groek. The Vulgate has the nore
litoral "salutaveritis'. Lezsa objects to this on the grounds that
adﬁﬁéghdb "salutare gquiden significat sed osculo et complexu; qui
RO8 19t§run gontiunm orat”. In this contoxt he thinks it essential
to bring out the nore emoticnal connotations of the Greek ‘“'aliogui
contenti fuissemus vulgata versioune quam frequenter in Xpistolis Pauli
sequuti sumus", liis comment and translation evidently influencd the
Dodleian Bishops® annotator who inserted "or greete with embracing” in
the margin, in itulics., This was croassed out, and the AV retained the
Yulgate "salute”’, evideantly for tihe sake of comnsistency.

For mepLovov  Besu has "auplius" in his early and late
editions. Imn the 1588 N.T. he explains that '"Idem Linc valet nzfomﬂov
quod mﬂ£¢0V ot subaulitur 'quam alii'. Sic etiam infra IXVII.23",
None o2 the earlier English versions follows Leza here. Geneva,
Tonson and Bishops® all agree with Tyrndale's '"what singular thing

do ye?" taking ﬁ“ﬁputﬁbs in the sense of 'out of the common,
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extraordinary, strange." ¥No oerrection of this reading appears in
the Dodleian copy, but the AV adopts Desa's reading in full, translating
"what do yeu more than othuu?“l At Matthew XXVII.23 the samw
ednltruction oocurg in qﬁ (f, ‘fr‘i,/DLo’d‘wj %K(M <50\/ ¢ Deza translates
it a8 “e0 amplius”, and all the Engkish versions with the exception of
Bishops' ("oxooodinkly")xshln "all the more”. This suggests a
consistency in AV's translation of rrf,/wa-o’\/ which does not occur
in earlier English versions,

At Matthew V1.3 Leza has throughout "me curato buccina cani coran
te'. Goneva and Tomson have here ''thou shalt not make a trumpet to
- be blowen wefore thee'" agreeing with Tyndale's reading. Beza insists
that ) aclmeans suould be taken im the ilebrew Hiphil
conjueattfm, even though the infinitive means no wore than the Latin
“"buccinare'. The bBodleian Bishops' nnnétator does not take up
Bema's suggestion, merely correcting “do not blow" to ".. sowmd" .3
Thie ooccurs in AV 1611 but Besa's phrase “cause not a trumpet to be
sounded” is inserted in the marginm. FPeromus c{ogala%’;oa—u/ Besa has "ut
glorias congequantur" throughout, but does not object to the Vulgate

rendering "ut homorificentur’, saying that as it’'s a question of earthly

glory, A’og«(jw%» is here equivalent in meaning to rwa-%o .3
1. This construction probably is theologioally more accurate; Jesus 1is
still emphasising the differemce between the 0ld and the New.

2. Tho Great Bible has "let not trumpetes be blowen before thee',

Bishops®' seens to have as its source here the Vulgate '"'noli tuba canere”,
Eraszus (1839) had "Ne tubis canatur” which presumably influenced Great Bible.

3. " &gpc .. tum opinionem significat ot existimationea tum
etian gloriam. Itaque interpretatus est (lorificentur ... quo modo etian
aoe, quoties quiden agitur de Dei laude et gloria" (besma, 1598).
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Tomson and Geneva agree with Tyndale here and read "to be praysed of men",
Bisaops' Las ''that they might be esteemed of men'" agreeing witu the
Vulgate in omit$ing any connotations of glory. The Bodleian annotator
corrects the bishops' text to 'that they may have glory of nmen' and
this Dexan reading is adopted by AV. By using the vord “glory” in &
secular context both Heza and AV euphasise that the {oéo& received
from wen is full quittance of reward due to Shem; they will have
o & ga( from God.
At Matthew VI, 7 the 1880 Geneva version adopted the translation

"use DO veine repetitious” for i ﬁoc'rraloyy‘b";?’f— under the influence
of Bema's 1lii6 comment on this verse; "Longae preces nom daanantur sed
vana® inanes et superstisiosae’. This reading also followed by Tomson
wad inserted into the margin of Bodleian Lishops' to replace "bable not
lud\".l and was adopted by tiwe AV. In his 1588 edition where he translates

M ﬁdTTda(}/jf?Ti &8s “"ne blaterate” bema condenns Roman Catholic
Prayers even moxe o:pueuly.z ‘The AV here, cuing down on the early

Desa/Geneva side, also voices a condemnation of unnecessarily loag

Catholic prayers, as against the more neutral rendering of Bishops',

At Masthow VI.34 Besa throughout . . ARG e
e R pEpupvgrie T SAUT) S in preference
1 ) /“""/”"/"’/5 i iowTrj‘s which appears ian the majority of H8S.

The latter struck all mumrary #.7T. soholars as incorrect since

1. Tyadale and Oreat read "bable not much”,

3. lie quotes as best example of redundant prayers “"Ronanensum
breviaria et horas quus vocent Canonicas, Rosaria et infinita hulusmodi,
qQuorum vel Satanan ipsum pudeat.” (N.T. 18908).
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/Ai/oycvw/ - does not take a genitive anywhere else. The Vulgate

ensnded te the Latin “"sellisitis erit sibi ipse"”, and Erasmus ~tm~‘45'€’w

o % S - 3 4

/ki/o%rqnul( - cp/)ovrt,a’zb
b i Geneva 1060 agrees with the Tyndale 1836/Vulgate reading and
translates “for the morowe shall care 261- itseltY, Tomson follows
this in preference to Bexa. The Bishops' Bible also adopts this reading
but the Bodleian annotator corrects this to “for the morowe shall take

thought for the things of itself'”. This exact translation of Besa's

reading ("Nam crastinus dies sollicitus erit de rebus suis") is

adopted by AV,
2

At Natthow VII.3 Besma has in the 18698 N.T. "Quid autesm
aspicis festucam ... trabem vero. .non animadvertis", giving "aspicis"
for ﬁ)eerr zZL5; a8 opposed to "vides" of Erasmus and the Vulgate.
Ho poinss out that  [A¢7TscV means "to look st with a purpose in
aind" as opposed to 0"/000/ whioch neans "to see” generally. It is
difficult to find 1llustrations for Bema's pedantic distinction
except for Matthew V,38 where ﬂ/(’s MLV gppesrs in the context 'whosoever
looketh on a woman to lust after her", Nzﬁiu/ here obviously refers
to a deliberate action of looking rather than the natural power

of seeing, but otherwise

1.. Legg cites the folbowing Greek variaute: XUT/S B L: ZwTns
N8 a8vwads, 358, 349, 475, 478, 487, 893 suryv sic 59, 700;
WU §8B; T SAUTHS EKMNUTS & fam'. 1582, 22, 124, 346, 28. 33,
187, 865. 892(?) al pler., item et add. 7.5 T4V XuUpLoV 843, 828, To
, Le(U‘T'q,f G ™ mipr auTns A
3, In earlier versions Hesa has "spectas’” adding a note "Aspiois,
quod studium verbo Spectandi potius quam videndi declaratur™.



tae two words appear v have beeun iaterc ... ydUlU.l Bomae furt.cs
supports nis translatica sayins that “lec ounil dagzatur quil vel
Lratyic vel saus errores vidit et intelliyit, sed qui im uliiguos
intuetur studio reprehendendi, suo® autem dizainmulat ... A1l tiw
Englisi, verszions from Tyn.ale to fighops® 100D go against Looi hore
aud read "seest’'. loerrection o "seest' to "beholdest' occurs in
<odlefan _ishops' and tae AV also reads “oowoidest’.  The Revisors
were ouviously convinced by .eoa's somewhat arbitrary wit...tion.
. B

At Hatthew VII. 14 Beza reuds OTe 0#£V7 tarouziout
and translates '"Muia mhusta €3t morta’, “est" .eoinyr understood in
the coustruction, Vetus interpres has "uan ah;usta”’ which Zod
Erasmus to ...oume that he aul read the OGreek us ws 571V7
vezy disagrees witi Lray o 10 ing that it is far aore liucely to
have beeu T oﬂzvq as i Theop’:.ylactus and Syriac tent., oo
Latin codices rcud "guoniam" for ''quam'' but Bewa claias TLgo
receptar: lectionem su: seruutu:s quam etiazr. sincericren osse acciplo’.
aforturately he does not s on what orouads he finds the TR soading
"giuncericrea”., Presumadl; he considers that the Tov versicas structure

s <

a contrast bet vun MUl and 0dos of vv.13 and 14, wuiza is

arcificial and unanecescary. He prozoerrcid to rsad the passa,.o nore.

sioply; (v.13) sosdlare 11 tie buoic injunction, (v.13b)

579 EﬂxTibtif’Tnbfb constitutes one iuason Ior the Lagsic
iujumation, «(v.iz; orv 07ZV7 " ”ougq constitutes
1. Jea Licuclbu Scott, pp- 318, /Q‘Hr

A, Aec. 23, oTL \* B*)( K ot GiL) /** 1184, 157, 5797 *77‘* /1365 UL__M G won icin ¥
CIms) gt M Semed Co'o. sa. bo. A, (chof ) [zeo Cro @ Te NP efe 3** Uncs rell. /*_I;’Xl
P fem e sus, 369 51T 565 H00P 948 ah. pler. of quam E (pler) vy (peer) Sy P
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the second reason for the basic injunction parallel to the first.

All the English versions follow Beza and TR here translating
"because'. There is no correction in Bodleian Bishops' but AV 1611
ingserts "or, how" in the nlrgin.l

At Natthew VII.23 Besza translates é}ai%chru) hexre as
"profitebor” a all his versions, even though the more accurate
meaning of g/uolo)/ew 13 "contiteri”. Dut, says Beaa “"hoc loco
anplius aliquid declarat. Elsewhere in the N.T., for instance at
Matthew X.32, Besa retains the translation "confiteri” for é&afq@wV
Tyndale here has "will noknovledgo"z. Geneva and Tomson agree with
Desa and translate "professe”. The Bishops' Bible agrees with
Erasmus and the Vulgate ("will I confesse''). This however, is
gorrected to "will I professe” in the Bodleian Bishops', reading
adopted by the AV. It 18 oclear wiay luis was preierred by Geneve/Besa
/AV; although there are several references in the Synoptic Gospds to
the last judgement and to judgement by the Son of Man, only at this
point in Hatthew does Jesus openly claim that he hinmself is the judge.
Similaxr idea of volcing rather than adaitting is expressed by the
Tyndale/Great "will Jmknowlodzo".a

At Matthew VIII1.18 Beza in his N.T. versions until 1589 has

D
"4ussit suos discipulos abire in ulteriorem ripam" for 2eefsoosy s )%

1. See ¢h.I, p. +n.l above.
2. Also Great Bible (1339).
3. of. "They knowledge thee to be the Father of an infinite majesty"”

(1838), 8.0.R.D, .
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In the 1680/98 editions he has ''fussit ut abiretur in ulteriorem
ripan” without referring to his earlier translation bat condemning the

Vulgate version for inserting discipulos and for translating @35 TO Trif&‘/

as trans fretam. This, Besa claims, would warrant the Creek reading
e pecy Ths 9’oc€o<d'r75.

Tyndale im 1034 had already had the translation "he commanded
to go over the water”., Geneva B60 and Tomson agreed with this but
supplicd "then", Bishops' shovs partial agreement wihh the Great Bible
here reading "he commanded thei: to depart unto the other uido"."
The AV probably kept the Bisbops' “unto the other side" but it is
possible that their consiruction "he gave commandment to depart”’ was
partly based on besa's "fussit ut abiretur'.

At datthew VIII.33 Uexa, in all his versions, has "ruit e
prascipitie” for ,,3/0/«75@/- . . RLTS Tou 14/07 /u.vac),

Eeo claims that the Vulgate/Erasaus "per prasceps'’ is "nec ... quiden
Latine, mec satis apposite’ sinece K(T7< hercis used in the sense of X770
as in liomer's Odyu.égr ':::3-_( TPy 5 /;’,(,sz;u\/ . DBexa is pright
here as KotT{ ¢ Genitive does usually denote motion from above
a8 opposed 0 KXTX + Accusative denoting downward motion. e.g.
KoL T /ccwov (: 0d. [+ 254, TL. 1&. 23).°

Tyadals has “was o.ryod‘g with violence hedlinge in to the see’,

Geneva bas "was oaryed with violence from a steepe down placo" accepting

1. Groat: he comnmmnded that they should go unto the chor syde of the

wAtors (o Lo Lidddh & S.oft, p. #3.

3,"Was caryed" also adopted by Geneva 1580 and (Great Bible in
preference to "r,m" or "rushed” agroes with Erasmuus' translation
"ferebatur' for u/; /u?o—s\/ .
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Bena's "e praveipitio”. Tomson agrees with Bishops' readiag '"rushed
hendlomg”. In the Bodleian Bishops' tihis is corrected to "rushed
violently from a steep place” and the AV has "ranne ... do‘m a steep place'.
In both cases Lexa's r.“ing is followed.
? -

At Matthew IX.10 Deza translates od,atb y=P To ”’/67/7“/”( AUTOU
( 8o Tou i'/wé‘rioc)> as "{llud enim ipsius supplementunm".
Re tdentiries Tdjpums with SMiAlpux  1n 16a o that rr/7 pripest
refors explicitly to the new pateh. He also translates o(ch'o[} as
"his"” not as "of 1it" on the grounds that WT“OU 12 repeated

soon afterwards, He rejects the Vulgate "Tollit enim plenitudinen eius

a veatimento” and Erasmus' “Aufert enim supplesmsntum 1llius a vestimento"

as both take rrf*)/ow /u«oﬂ to be in the sccusative agreeing with
-2
oLbfil- , instead of in the nomimative.

Tyndale has "For them taketh he awaye the pece agayne from
the garment”. Geneva and Tomson agree with Besa and read “for that that
should £411 1t up (1.0, rr17ﬁu/~°< ) takes away from the garmemt",
Bishops' has "for them the plece ... garment” but this is corrected in
the Bodleian copy to "that which should £111 4t up"”. 7The AV nmakes it
aven nore explicit that it follows Besa here and puts n,Qv)‘ /otd/~oL
into the nominative by translating "that whigh is put in to £111 1t up®,
This was probably for partly theological reasons. In his annotation:
to this verse (1058) Besa draws a oomparison rbetween the new patch
destroying the old material in this parable and the new wine destroying

0ld bottles in the next parable. Both parables oonvey that the new
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teaching cannot be contained within the framework of the Lawv. In
view of this it is better to translate the "new paich takes away
frox the garment" thus maintaining a direct. parallel between the
function of the new patch and of the new wine.

At Matthew X.0 Beza has "ne comparate” for Lu) KTy 0-170—9’4,
in all his editions. The Vulgate has "noli possidere’” which he
considers wrong, as the Loxd is not forbidding the possession of
money (i.e. the disciplés can acoept anything that is given to them
on the way) but the provision of it. The éApﬁ.tlen nust have complete
trust in the divine call. esa disregerds that the Vulgate could
mean here ''possidsre’” in the sense of "obtain possession of"
which would not be notakly different from his own rending.1 All English
' versions from Tyndale to bishops' road “"possess". This is
corrected in bodleian Bishopa' to "Provide", the reading adopted by
AV after Leza. AVIB1ll supplies slsoithe marginal alternative 'get"
This would suggest that they regarded the Vulgate "poontdort" L0 nean
"obtain possessiod, but "get" ocould be mrely an alternative way of
translating "coaparate’., |

At Matthew X.18 Bezxa in all his versions read '"ut hoc sit

olg et Gentibus testinmonium™ for £li) /ast/oTu/owv occ’rrow Kt Tous é(‘}(/wu/.
None of the English versions however, adopts his italics, all (includiang

Bishops') reading "in witness to them”. In the Bodleian Bishops'

1. In support of "comparate" he quotes Aristotle’s KTO*LKU
“ars omnis qua 2ibi unusquisquax victum parat'. FYor list of volumes
of Aristotle in the Geneva Academy c.1372 see Ganocxy, Bibliothdque.
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havevez, "ia witness to then" is corrected to ''that this may be a

vitness to them'. This correction is then crossed out and "for a testimounie

against thew' is subssituted, reading adopted by the AV. This suggests

that whoever was oorreoting She Hodleian copy first of all adopted

Besa's reading. At s later atage, hawver, the Kkevisers preferred to

Ansest their owa trauslatioca. The dative AUTOUS here was read as

the dative e2 disadvantage - a testimoay to their cost. In this way

the Revisers emphasise that the “aew” 1i.e. the teaching of Jesus will

be detrimeatal $0 Sthe o0ld exdery not only 80 far as tae Jevs are conceraned

but slso further afield, IR

tho At dasthew:il.38 besa has "ot ego faoian ut requiescatis” in

all versions. LEnlish Syanslations from Tyudale to Bishops 1603 agree

vith the Vulgate and sranslate ‘I will ease you". This is corrected

in she bodleian copy to '.'I will give you resut’ reading adopted by the

AV. Obviously she Revisers agreed with desa in taking Xv«Two )

to be taes equivalens o the lishrev comjugation diphil (nuah - to make to rest).

B At Matthew Xil1.18 Dexna has "uniu" Lor G Tekus a8 opposed
o1 1w @%&_

t0 the Vulgate/Erasmus “puer'. "Puer' is axbiguous in L.tu%and can

nean LGtE ‘soa’, ‘child' and 'servant' so it is difficult to see wiaiah

sense was iutended by the Vuigate., Erasmus, however, askes it quite plain

that ke weans 'scn’ since the word ‘son' is wore apposite to Christ

-lpnuuy as chryuown. alonNg otier Greek Fathers, ''servi vocabulum

vo'unm tribusre fillo Dei”.l ueza ihiamks such reluctance unnscessary

j S 1':;* Tl

l. x4 Brasmss (1033) as quom hy Bon. mentiens Libellun adversus Judasos
then attributed to Cyprian. There the Greek L5 is interpreted as
both 'ehild’ and 'son’ but not 'servant'. But Desa (1896) peoints ous,
Cyprian diswegarda the Bvangslist's teadeuncy to draw upon O0.T. prophots
4n order to show the fulfilmemt of the promise in Jesus and his Chureoh (of.
Ina 42 1-4). The Hsbrew word Céfbév{) means 'servant’ not ‘son’

ontinned on n. 7




W 7]

as Paul himself says at Philip I1I.7 v ojwou)/utru Zalgpmm\’ X’*"‘}“W"S '
and that TALS in relation to Christ “videtur ad imumensaz ipsius
bonitatem magnopere pertimere''. 0Of the English versions Tyndale (34)
has 'chyld-'a, Genova and Tomson have ‘servant' after Beza., Dishops'
reads ‘'child' which is corregted in the Bodleian copy to ‘'servant' and
the AV reads ‘'servant’ agreeing with Desa/Gensva exegesis.

At datthew XIII.1ll Bexa translates uvoT/)pii as "myateria"
in all versions, agreeing with the Vulgate, Tyndale, Geneva, Tomson
and DBishops' read 'secrets' and this remains uncorrected in the Bodleian
copy. The AV however, um ‘mystoriea’. Some light ou this can be
thrown by considering Dexza’s 1508 explanation of /«uaw /wok . He
points out that ‘mysteries' are revesled by Jesus only to his Church,
wvhereas ‘'secrets' have a secular connotation and can be revealed to
anybody. Besa's interpretation here isn't very far removed from that
of some modern scholars who construe /wo'r7 wa in the sense of
'secrets revealed to the initiate.’ It is difficult to say here whether
the AV adopted 'mysteries’' under the influence of besa or of the Vulgate
or both,

At Matthew IIV.3 Bexa has ‘virtutes agunt in eo' for i/sﬁ(ou'oi\/

Vulgate and Vetus read 'virtutes operantur in eo'. Deza (agreeing with

Footuote from previoms page, continued

or 'child’ and 1s translated as I&us in some places in the Septuagint
e.g. for. XXXIV.11.26. Divi Ceeulii Cypriani episc Carthaginiensis
et martyris Opera ... repurgata per Des.Erasaum ... (liervagius, BDasle, 1540)

3. u«%unuv here is translated ‘servant' by both Besa and AV,
uvg?wﬂpj when it emphasises the sarcical nature of man, is synonymous to
Mg ; man because he is carnal, finds himself in subordination to God
of. BRom. IIX1.8, Gal. II1.156 (see H, Cremer, Biblico~Theological Lexicon
of N.T. Gresk, (Edinburgh, 1963).

3. Tyndale 1538: 'somne’.
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Brasnus) prefess to use 'ago' on the grounds that a parallel passage
in dark Vi.1d refers not to the airacles done by Christ dut to his
power to perforam them (i.e. powers whioch cperate to produce aniracles -
80 nost modern theologians). ilowever, he does adnuit that fuvx/ucus
here ocould be taken to mean ''groat deeds', in which case ngﬁfoddbv
can be reud in the passive thus producing the translation "Efficiuntur
istae virtutes ab eo’.

It is interesting to cbserve here that Tymdale had the traunslation
.o Dys power ys 80 greate’ as early as 1645, thus agreeing with Deza.
- Tyndale's 18634 vexsion has the other possibility "Therefore are soche
ayracles wrought by him''. Geneva aud Tomsom both resd “"great works
are wroughs by him". The Bisbops' Bible has 4its own reading 'great
works do show forth thenselves in him" which might have been adopted
under Hesa's influemce. This reading s followed by the AV" with
the Geneva version insertod as narginal alteraative.

At istthew XV.J/6 Besa in hie versious up to 1589 has "Donum
quodocungue a ue erit tibi prodierit etiamsi nequaguan honoraverit patres

suum ot matrea suam, imsons erit". The Vulgate has “"Munus quodcungue

ost ox me tibi prodiderit, et non honorificebit patrem szuum aut matrenm
suan" thus treating tue passage am an ansver to a gquestion rather than
a vov. ZErasmus reads "Quiequid doai a me /profecturum erat/ id im tuunm

vertigur commodun”.

) Khoins version has "vertues work im him".



c. > > )
In his 1088 vorsion Hema translates d;pov o 2, ?5 3#00 w{kﬂ79@5

as "Donum est gquocungue s me iuvari posses, insons erit ..."

thus interpreting, "I have consecrated to God the offering (since

all vows are due to him and he has dl1 the rights) which you could have

othorwise taken from me in your need”. He claims that & %dV is

nore often used to mean ‘quodounque” than the simple relative "gquod”,

and goes on to say that the ellipsis in his literal translation, although

difficult is nometheless semaible. There 1is no doubt that Christ is

talking about the sametion which the Soribes gave to the act, while

knowing the wicked consequences of it. Beza supplies the word

from Mattuew XII.0 (insons erit) thus implying collusion between the

Scribes and the Temple priests. It could be nrguod'that this is not

sltogether correct; the J@poV was not really offered, it was

vowed. The Temple priests therefore derived no advantage from it.
Tyndale has "that which though desyrest of me to help the with:

is given God; and no}.mothor" which can be interpreted in the sane way as

bezna 1598: Geneva and Tomson read "Dy the gift that is offered by me thou

nayest have profite (b) though he honour not ... shall be fre'. Eoth

seem to treat prav as preceding a vow of refusal to help one's
parents 1.e. "On acoount of the offerings I made to God you will not
profit”. The Bishops' Bible has "By the gift that is offered of ae

thou shalt bo helped” based on Eran:mis’ version. This is corrected in

2, but Tyndale 13535 has "whatsoever thyng I offer, that same doeth
profit the, and so shal ho not honoure ..."

I. e @ manh could sl a,{m,rt £ propecty FW 670&‘ f‘)r“""‘d—‘“"gb

i"_"ib” ) else fm"” “"’""'J & loo %t MMWVM'%, the n‘g,lvt 10 e £
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Bodleian Bishops' to,"... thou mayst be benefited", The AV however,
adopts Beza's 1598 fondttion ’.'*It is a gift by what-o§vor thou mightest
bee profited by mee ,.." The AV follows early Beza/Geneva in ingerting
AL LTLOS ("ho shal be fre') att@r 'ﬁothe;' not after ''profited
by mee". This is probably the simplest and clearest translation of
the Greek. Mistake made by both Beza and AV ie the aliusion (albeit indirect)
to collusion between Scribes and High Priesﬁa. If the ﬁf,oov 18 not really
offered, the second half of the passage is not consistent with the first.
(of, Mark VII.1ll where @,DOV is used to gloss the Hebrew KO/OﬁfX v ).1
At Matthew XVIII.19 Bexa claims in his 1580 edition that "in
antiquis omnibus codicibus additur %&w,;l " (presumably from v.18).2
He does not add it hiuself, Tyndale does not insert 3%71/ at v,19,
but possibly under the influence of Besa's note, both Geneva and Tomson
read "Again vorelz‘ I say unto you".3 The Bishops' Bible reads "Again truely"”
which is corrected in Bodleian Bishops' to the Geneva reading "Again verily".
the AV 1611, however, omits 3}&7\/ probably under TR influence.
At Matthew XVIII.26 Beza has "adorabat" for the imperfect

Mporikuver 4in w1l his versions. The Vulgate has "orabat". In the 1508

4
N T. Beza comments that Erasmus had found MSS reading ITo(Pikd/PSL here,

1. Ace.Legg Tov TTif <LUToU ~(om. 0 '1882. 22. 16, 349, 472. 517.
689, 1270. 1295. 1402, 1424, 18579 Oor)+4 T7V/u7:£}pa< auToU (om., 084 fam.1l3
543, 4. 33. 281. 544. 700. 892. 1093, 1396, 1874). Unds.rell. Minusc,
‘pler. b o 2 £23 2 g' 1 g aur vg. 8y. eto.

2. Aco, Legg ouny B XOT ¢ 078 vidY (ec.M) 118, 200. 22. feml3
543, 33, 700 al. plur, s b o 2 2£f1l gl.23h n q rl vg (2 M8S) etc.

3. Also Vhlttlnchll (1557)

4. Aco, Legg. orabat a b 223 31 h1l !1 aur vg. (plur)., There 15 no

i (}lvw&— '15 ,m)ina Wfimjil/
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and that those were the source of the Vulgate/Vetus ‘orabat’'. BDBesa
suspects that the rnﬁogkaafcu nanudoripts vere corrupted ‘‘a
quopian gqui civilem adorationon in Urieate passim usurpatam

non potuit a Dei cultu distinguere'. . T

-~
¢ . P - L . -’ - - o~

— -~ . - Y or b e AT R L s -

> besa is -aJromé L3 e _-s dn attributing the
Vulgate ‘orabat’ %o ﬂ'o(/aiKO‘/eib . 1the Ka;f‘fw "(M\jﬂﬁ “L Rp hlgate
;w%ﬁvm “odopihoik ! = mwpesproviL. .

Aemmng™ L T T e 5 e gaks :raaﬁiatﬁeu b7 2
- S e ,  1In connection with this 1¢ is 1nforestina
to aee that TyndaI; and Geneva both read "bhessought''. Tomson preferred
to follow Lesa reading 'worsaipped”’. Bishops' reads “besought' which
is corrected in Bodleian copy to “worshipped” under besza's iniluence.
The AV adopts the Lesun reading glving "besought’ as narginal
alternative.

At Hdatthew XIX.28 Bema, throughout his versions associates
"regansrate’’ with the time after the day of judgement saying ‘laec
(verba) ita distincta sunt in § veteribus codicibus ut ad sententiam
sequenten pertineant ... id quod magis amplector'. When sin has
ceased "Jjudgement will be the government of the ideal Isrsel (cf.

Ps. XVIX.26). The AV follows the Besa/Vulgate rendition but none
o2 the earlier versions do. Tyndale, Tomson, Geneva and Bishops all
read "yeo that have followed me in the regeneration'’ but this is

corrected in the bodlelan copy to produce the AV reading "in the
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regeneration when the BSon of uan."l In the 18598 version Beza points

out that both resdings are acceptable theologically, the Geneva/Brasmus
rending signiftying "Bv.a-oltl praedicationem quod ipse Christus in
terras attutit quia tum veluti de integro conditus est mundias”,

At Matthew XX,23 Besa supplies Jggﬁvzjuc' from the preceding
5&M¢u in all his versions, thus reading "dabitur quibus paratum est a
Patre meo". The Vulgate has 'quibus paratum est a Patre meo”
translating the ellipsis verbatim., Erasmus has "his continget quibus ..."
Tyndale has "but to them for when it is prepared’. Geneva and Tomson
follow Beza translating '"it shall be given". The Bishops' Bible
translates the Vulgate ellipeis. This is not corrected in Bodleian
Bishops' but the AV follows the Bexa/Geneva reading ''it shall be given",
As Beza makes no theological comment here the point is probably a purely
stylistic one,

At Matthew XXI.37 Besa has ‘'reverebuntur” for %vqaxn7avvrxu
in all his versioms, which is followed by Geneva, Tomson and # reading
"reverence”., 7The Bishops' Bible has "stand in awe ot"z, but this 1is
corrected in the Bodleian copy to the eventual AV reading., Desa (1598) aay:
that the adddtion of iawj is unnecessary here as he had not seem it

3

in any Greek MB8S8. He also mentions thut this passage gave rise to

the comment that ''videtur Deus ignorare quid sit futurum, quum Iudaei

1. Nestle &k Aland, Souter and Legg have the comma after
thus agreeing with Beza/Vulgate/AV punctuation.
2. cf. Tyndale (1534): "feare" and the Vulgate 'verebuntur".
3. - Neither Nestle & Aland nor Souter supply any variants, but acc.legg.

< £ w0s bl 473 ifem t forsitan (forte A vy edd. lenT )b oo £ ),
(AMSS ctedd) Sy. ¢S pesh A, Trem b o fousitan 7t bor - os 00 &
Vorc(;am:fu/- (_’éﬁi)‘g” (f'rﬁ).- a n ) 'I'fO.SI an (u,ilw # )ﬁa_’f



¥ilium ipsius non sint reveriti. Unde postea curlosae quaestiones
ortae sunt de providentia, de quibus nulta Erasuusl hoc loco'". bBeza
however, cousiders these questions to be no more thau "inanes ...
argutias. Loquitur enin hinc Ueus in persona patris famiiias ...
affirmans quod est verisinmile futwrum, Sicut poenitere quogque Deum
dicimus quum tamen comsilium inon umutet”. He 18 making the sensible
point that Uod foreordains even things that appear to deni rate his
Name, 1.6. the Fall or the Crucifixion.

At Matthew (XIII.3 Beza throughout interprets "G,Kdg/w’oﬁ‘/
(aorist) as having a present forco like the Semitic perfect,a quoting
Matthew I11.17 as another instance of this. He savs that the use of
the present hore sugyests that the order of Scribes as successors of
Moses was divinely pre-ordained and therefore had to bhe taken as the
source of truth “etian ex ore mercenwriorunm et hypocritarun doctorum;
sicut etiam nostra menoria in Papstu Deus conservavit verbum suun et
et Baptsmum.” However, now that the new way has becone accossible
with the coming of Christ, it 15 no longer necessary to adhere to the
old truths in the same way. bDexa then takes this opportunity to expand
on the corruptions of the Komem Catholic Church, and on the right o?f

mgistrates to subdue ell leretics and corrupt yruaahort.a Tyndale

1. Exasanus' 1536 edition of tie lNew Testament (Froben),

2. cf. J.i, Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament CGreek (1968), vol.lI,
p.458. .

3. cf. Thonas Cartwright, A Commentary upon the Epistle of Saint Paule

written to the Colossians, (Londom, Nicholas Ukes, 19132). In the fourth of
the seraons on Colossians 1.6, Cartwright couments ''The dinisters ought

to inveigh the more velheaently agalnst sinne and to reprove it out of the
woxd of God, and the Magistrates to see it more severely punished"
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Geneva and Tounson agree with eza in reading the aorist as the present
"ait’, The Bishops' DBible agrees with the Vulgabde and has "sate"

In the bDodleian copy, however, "sate" i3 crossed out and tihere i3 a
uargzinal note inserted "BDeza ruiicota 'sit''", '"sitY is also the readin;:
adopted by the AV. The aunotation in i‘odleian lishopa' here, gives an
explicit indication that Leza was being conasulted.

At satt.cw XXIV,.31 Beza reads "Cum tubae voce nmagna’ in all
his versions, and all the English translations agree witin this reading
"with the great sound of a trumpet".l deza (1598) points out that "in
quatuor codicilus vetustis scribitur I 7« avyfnﬂafs pxucﬂav75 naiiqs
quonodo CONVu. vic Vi vui iuterpres".z The Vulgate too has “'cum tuba et
voce magna' so it 1s difficult to say whether it was the Vulgate or
i<za's annotation vilch causged the i.evisers to adopt it as a marginal
alternative,

At Hdatthew HiVI.20 bLeza has '"benedixigset” tlhroughout and the
Vulgate has "benedixit' for ziﬂ%)qaxs, Beza points out in the 1398 N,*,
that seven old codices3 read 2%Xx/mwvw7wx5 "gratiis actis, eodenm
gsensu; et /larc VIII.6 and 7 hwuaze duo ztj)(x/puarzw KoL z?/jo/a\/ nro eoden

h

usurpe@ur sicut hoc loco acclipere necesse est; nisi velimus non POCuﬁbm Sed

paneu duntaxat fulsse consecratun'. Iu other words, Deza stresses

1. N.3. Tyndale (1534) "with the great vovce of a troupe'" - even
closer to ueza's Latin,

2, Souter accepts CP“WQ5 in his text givin: the following variants
whicu omit it: XLA O|ete, FOO h (Fe) F(vE? vg) o (hdtr) 7 Eua. Cypr. 2al.

tegle & Aland reject ‘P“qu but quote it as appearin: in D al 1lat.
Legg onits 4~v4S5  but cites foll. variants. oudmep §vys bipkys BXNTE @5
ninusc pler.. . 0500174-()/‘ K'XL%NVTS /»\5,3/641@75 D 476, 477, 482, etc.

3. Nestle & Aland quote zu)«<ploTHhosCs as appearing in SE/>M Jw Ir (L

Koo Regg cilopnaxs NBL D GLZ @ 4 (2014, 0160 p3%vd pus, 35, SF. Fou. 890 ok
plur (L. v Sy S #{2&, AL % f:ﬁ“ Aetli. Arm Geo! Taf «=t Aph | LU XpLa TS AWNCATTSZ

| 5852 13 SU3.28. 565 Lk plus Sy KL Bt Geo? s Ortt,
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that Jesus gave thanks to God for both the bread and the wine. 1I2
we are to accept coumunion in both kinds, tiie mction of lLlessing

( U}Xoycu/) camot bo wore i:portant thas the action of giving
thanis ( $3)(u/>aofzuv ). Jesus did not bless the bread or the wine
but zave thauks to God for thew, the wholo action taking form of a
"solemn prayer" or grace.

The Genova versions agrees with Tyndale in harmonising et-'?(dp"mw
in v.47 with v.26 and thus reads "gave thanks'. <Tomson follows Lesa
and tranglates "blessed". The Bishops' Bible has "given thanks" which
i3 corrected to '"'Llessed" in the BLodleian copy. An annotation is
added in tiie margin, 4in !.t;alica "sany Greok copies have gave thanks®,
This seeus to be derived frow Leza's 1083 amnotatien. The AV reoads

"blessed” agreeing with Bexa and the Vulgate.

St. MHark

At kark 1.34 Bexa has "'quod ipsum nossent' in wll his versions,
whereas the Vulyate reads "quoniaw sciebmt)umu”. in hie 1598 N.7T.
Leza suggests that both the interpretuations are possibie., Either Jesus
did aot allow them to say that tihey recognised him to be the Lord,
or he did not allow them to speak Lecause they knew him to be the
Messiah. In support of this latter interprotation ne mentions that

"quatuor codicos adduat Xpbo-"rov 2ilé(v sicut scribit Luec IV.41"1

1. Neither Souter nor Nestle & Aland mocept X PLoTOV S0  1p their
text. Souter quotes the following variants witn 1t 4 < BLWO |<k 13t 29
33 F00 L. Nestle & Aland mention L(Cal)W § pn,
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Acocording to Erasmus, Hexa clanims, the reuson for the command is to
prevent the daemons from rovenling the fact too soon. bBut he hiuself
thinks it more likely that Jesus ordered the daewons to keep silent
"quod videlicet diaboli nunus non sit praedicare Evangeliun'',
Otherwise it might have seencd as 4f Jesus wae in collusion with
Satan. Whichever of the two interpretations we adopt tho sense of
the passage is not noticeanbly altered. Beza presumahly preferred to say
"quod nossent” because ,ﬁiﬂiu/ is used in the N.T. with direct object
but not with OTL (cf. Matthew XXIXI.1, Mark VI.50, Luke XXIV.8).
Whare oTL As used without any 1n£arvon1ng word it 1g cauaal.l
beza puts tha clause governed by o into direct speech,

Of the English versions Geneva and Tomson follow Beza readiag
"$o say that they knew hin".a Bishopa' agrees with the Tyndale/Vulgate
reading “because they knew hiz'. In the Bodleian Bishops' the marginal
slternative '"to say that they knew hia" is inserted after Bexa. The AV
retains the Sishops' text keeping the Beza/Geneva reading as marginal
alternative. Thia was presumsbly for nainly syntactical ressons; it would
be much easler to treat or causally, rather than kaking it introduce
indirect spoech.

At Mark II.83 Besa has “iter factendo® for Odov MmoLiwV in all

his versions. yhere the Vulgate reads "progredi’. In his 15068 N.T.

1. See ligel Turner, A Urammar of New Testament Creek, (1963), vol, IXI,
p. 318,

2. whittinghan (1587):. "because they knew him'".
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Ueza points out the obvious syntactical difficulty: "Videtur autem
pernutata verborum collacatio; new planior erit oratio ei dicas, iter

iacienuo vellere aplcas quan si ad vorbum interpreteris iter facere vellendo

sploas." ile goes on to say that the Vulgate '"progredi’ 1s really a
translation of ﬂ?p%&duVi&V‘ and that Erasmus' "inter viam' translates
v ™ o0d0 . The syntax suggested by Leza vas adopted by the
gnglish versions as early as Tyndale's time. Eis version read "as they
went on their way" and Genova and Tomson agreed with this (presumsably
after counsulting Bexa). Uishops' idible reads "by the way' agreeing
with the Erasmus/Great version. This is corrected in the Bodleiun
copy to "as they went" remding adopted by tho AV. The syntacticanl order
of Tyndale/Geneva/ilesa has been partly contirmed by modern theologians,
Gould in his coumentary on Gt.!lark points out "'And as for naking the
principal and subordinate clauses exchange places, in this case the

peculiarity is not s0 great. They began to go along plucking .. is not
1l

80 very different from they began, going along, to pluck ....

At Hark IV.40 Beza translates obﬂus in nll his versions.
Thus in his earlier editions he has '"Quid ita timida estis" which by
1508 he changes to "Quid ita formidolosi estis".Tv defo 20Te 0UTWS
i8 the Textus Receptus roading and ocours in nost Koine assiz Beza

explains in his 1398 annotations that he interpreted the passage as

1. E.P. Gould, A critical and exegetical coumentary on the Gospel
agcordiny to St.Mark (Bdinburgh, lﬁslm{,md- af 1316 ullf':of)) (l.C.(,,)_
4. Nestle & Aland include v Jevdo, iﬂq{rOUT”s in their

text after C 4 1J ok . ’(71 J\q{?g/ Folow 5075 NBD LA O 565, 539... 100
ﬁ Lop Sa. ko ﬂﬂm s5TS OUTWg ACNTFiC#} g.22.. 124, 33, IS¥.
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rebuke to the disciples but redbuke mixed with amasement. ie turns
down the Vulgate reading: "Quid timidi estis?” which is backed by
twvo Iﬁﬁ.l as conveying mere surprise without tihe notion of reproach.
U2 the inglish versions Tyndale agrees with Desa/TR reading
‘ihyL:xo yo s0 fearfull”. This vreading is also adopted by Geneva,
Tomson and Creat bible., The Bishops' Bible here proves to be the
most coucservative agreeing with the Vulgate and reading "Why are
ye fearfull”. Ia tue Hodleian copy the annotator inserts in the
aargin “or, in this ,0":€¥ Evidently lhe had read Besa's note and
wvanted to stross the ides of rebuke, 'The AV, bhowever, returns to the
plo:;oun “najority” resding "Why are ye so fearfull”.
At blark V.33 Beaa throughouﬁ has "rogo ut venias' for

t%# %ﬂgﬂn/ as opposed to the Vulgate “veni”. In the 1508 N.T. Lesza
mentions that Codex besae ("u-un»votnatiuntuna oxsnplart) and the
Syriac K.T. both read ’iﬁg’t T ,i.ﬂg’u\/ (It 19 interesting to see
that.Bona refors to D horu but does :;t quote 1t as omitting

;iw&,u,eov ,io‘Tf, 06TLJ5 at IV.40). Ue goes on to say
that if we agree with Vetus in following the Syrisc/D interpretation,
thereo is no need for an ellipeis wihich is otherwise absolutely
necessary. gég,tho'ﬁngztah versions from Tyndale to AV insert the
ellipsis. This would suggest that Deza's remark here is a comment

on consisteant practice, rather than a proposal for a new interpretation.

S

1. X 7. Matsoutes of sne JU type(see b T, pt | above).
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AS Mark VI.1O Besa has "illing" for  tkibrv in all

his versioms (Vulgate “"iade"). In the 1698 N.T. lesa explains that
?,Kug/zv refers to oiTou not to oLkkV . "Vetat enin
hospitium mutare in ista veluti pervolitatione. lNonnulli referunt non
s OMOU sed wd 0lKLdV  sensu prorsus inepto”. Tyndale, Geaneva,
Tomson and Hishops' all read "thence" for ikicgi\/ . thus not
asking it clear whether they are referring to "house' or ‘'place”. The AV
evideatly follows ilesa’s annotation and makes clear the reference to
51roo by repeating "from that place”.

At Mark VI.19 Deaa Las “"imminebat ei" for %\/uxs,v xOT
in all ukis versions. In the 1688 N.T. he suggests that the Vulgate/Lrasuus
“insidiabatur ei" &8 %00 loose a translation. "Ego vero nusquam memini
legere i% ¢4 pro Insidian”. lesychius' interpretation de/oji‘(‘o
(wvas angry with) also seems unsatisfactory to Bexa, "aliquid etiam amplius
videtur signiticare nemnpo summan offensicnem gquue facit ut omnes
captentur oansiones gquibus ocuipiam noceatur ... guod Latini
translatition declarant verbo "Imminere'. As illustration of this
Antexprstation he refers to John Apocalypse II.4, XIV.30 and quotes
the parallel French expression "ean avolr \a quelcun”,

Gould, in his commentary on St.Mark, although he does not refer
to Uesa, reaches the same conclusion as the Geuevan scholar with
regard to the meaning of ;u/(w/ . iHe points out that the
rendering "had a quarrel against him" requires the ellipsis Tov Yolov

and therefors it seens most plausible to take ;vs_u)(iv in the sawe
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way as Latia insto/imminec and thus Sranslate "she followed him up, did

208 relax hostility againss hin" (of. mn. colloquial English "had it in
for uim"). None of the knglish vemions,except Tomson follows Besa
here. Bishops® Bible agrees with Tyndale and (reat, reading "layd
vaite for him". Geneva has "had a quarrel against him" and Tomson
reads "sought ocoasion agaimat hin” thus comveying the idea of
Rostility maintained over a period of tine. In the Bodleian Bishops'’
*had a quarrel So" is suggested as marginal alteramative, The AV
has the Genevan “had a guarrel sgaiast” in its text suggesting "or, an
inwvard grudge” An the margin. The latter is probably closer to
Dema's intended meaning of )s,vi/(s,u/.

At Mark VI,.08 Nesa has in all his versions “"lNon enim attenderant

R
- D
quod factun fuerat 111is pamibus” for ov (Y"f o) KAV €I Tous olPTObS :

Thus, escoording to him, am Tocs ;ék,o'.roos does not denote
the object of the verh “concerning the loaves', but the ground of
understanxiing, on the grounds of the (miracle of the) loaves.

Bema explains this in his 1698 N.T. "Miraculum illum quinqué pangus
son satis considersverunt ..." iHe disagreeos with the Vulgate/Erasaus
reading "Non enim intesllexerant de panibus' which makes “"oconcerning

the loaves' the object of ofuw7 Kou_/ . He claims that if

that were the case the construetion ﬂ'i/n TwV,, Zl/)T‘J‘/ would be

used, Tyadale Great and Whaittingham agree with Vulgate/Erasaus version
and read “Shey wnderstode not Qf tiw Joyes". All the other English

versioas, however, appear to agree with Bexa, in supplying an ollipsis
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of some sort. Thus Ueneva, Tomson "the matter of the loaves, Bishops':

vhat was done of the loaves. The AV, under the influence of Deza’s

1868 amnotation 1s even more explicit '"the miracle of the loaves'.
At Nark VI.08 Desa and the Vulgate have "tangebant eum” for
;]'-f’dll/ To «0TOU , But ia the 1508 K.T. Besa explains that oLOToU
hers eould refor eithor to the KfO‘”’T‘JZV or to Christ himself. "Nam
de oa quae vestimentum illius teligerit, dicit Dominus, Quis me tesigit?"
0f the English versions Tymtdale, Great, Geneva and Tomson read "him",
The Bishops' DBible has “it" which is corrected to "him"” in Bodleian
Bishops' with “18" as marginal alternative. This, in faot, is the
reading as adopted by AV.
oAt Naxk VII.2 Deza has "pollutise™ for KoLvoics as
opposed to the Vulgate/Erasmus "communibus’. However, he does not rojoet
the latter tramnsiation out of hand explaining thet "common” here moans
"dgirty”. Besza goes on to explain that the Pharisees forbade food taken
with dirty hands in case the hauds had touched forbidden tbings and
would thus pollute or defile the food. Beza's translation is more
explicit in indicating the notion of the "ceremonially unclean",
although "gommon" ia late Greek did denote what is ordinary or vulgar
ox prefane, as distimguisbed xr;w;QMt or sacred Shings.
Eanglish versions from Tyndale to Tomson all read "common"
in agreemsnt vzth ‘tho Vialgato/nrmnn version, The Bishops' Bible

has "defiled" which is very close to Lesa's rendition "pollutis®

and possibly influenced by it. This is commoted in the bodleian Bishops'
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to “common"” (from Geneva Bible). The AV however, keeps to “defiled"
and inserts tue less explicit "common" as a marginal alternative
(oL, Hatthew xV.l_.}. Acts X.14).

At Mark VII.3 lLesa adheres to the original ""J//*!)' and so
translates "pugno laverint manus" throughout, after Epiphanius, 1 He
explains the Vulgate/Erasuus reading "orebro” by the fact that Vulgate,
Yetus (also Syriac M58) have fUKW . Codex Bezae (referred to
g :uu- vetustissinus mur") has TUKWL) which was possibly
| insended tp roud rrulu(ct .a besa also guotes Theophylactus'
intorprouttona hm a:uuttag that tho, phrase neans "ad cubitum usque;
quasi cubitaliter dicas". Leza hiwself prefers to follow tiue sinmplest
reading i.e. tuat the jw: teke great care in wnhm their hands “'ut
facere solent qui manun manui affricant et pugnum inferunt alterius
palnas’. Thus ﬂUJ’/‘;’)' , according to Besms refers .liﬂply to the manner
in which hands m.wuhﬂl not to any prescribed method of washing them,
Besa quotes tifn Syriac version in support of this hypothesis; the
Syriac N.T. travslates rru)//u[) a8 (dabbetilaith) i.e. '"sedulo et

acourate" (ct. Luke 1.39).

1. Ganoosy 1ists two editions of Epiphanius, ons Greek and one in

Latin, that would have been available to Bexa. (1) V.Epiphanii episcopi
| $ € ogtogiute hsoreses opus eximimium, Panariun ...(uorvagim,

Basle, 1544) (2) D.Epiphanii episcopi Constantiae Cypri, Contra
haoreses opus, Panarium sive Arcala sut Capsula Medicg appellatum

lane Cornario medico physico interprete ... (Viuter, Basle, 18545).

(Ganocuy, Bibliotheg ). | '

8 . A a&% Uy Yﬁbk)u) D, primo &...) A B (D) LNXIOTTZ ¢ o3 b
Minnsc. ov;m. Or. EPIJP%., lem {7%@ k'f‘&) qQ,Pujiééa gﬁ-‘ g izl‘/-'; TTUK Ve /\’ l«/) D‘ﬁ
trebro f g.‘é _’f V4. our, (Lrébmpu- o & : + . .
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None of the English versions Zollow Besa Lhere. Tyadale, Tomson,
Geneva and Bishops all read "eft" agreeing with the Vulgate/Erasnus version
lna_;ﬁtho Bodleian Bishops' a marginal note is added in italics '"Or,
diligeatly, in the Origimall with the 2irst; Theophy. up to the elbow",
This would suggest that the anmotator had resd Besa's comments and
picked out the three readings aggested by bLemas including his own "original’
"with the £ist". The AV reads "oft" is the text but repeats the marginal
note as in Bodleian Bishops'. It 13 interesting $0 note that Gould in
his commentary on 8S.lMark agrees with both Besa's reading and his
iaterpretation of 4t, as against > AV and others.

oAb Nark VIL. 18 Besa reads T4 SKMoPLUdmevss KT’ 0TO0

"quas expediuatur ex eo" in all his versiocns. Vulgate and Erasaus
vead 7 EK TOV ﬁ(v%_bmu_ inrra/’w%f-vv( which, woceoording to Desa,
occurs is one us,? Tyndsle, Gemeva sad Tomson ncreoy with Desa
reading "out of hiw''. The Bishops' version agrees with the Vulgate/
Erasmus/Great reading “proeesid out of & man'', 7This 1is corrected
iAn the Bodleian copy t0 the Lesan reading “come out of him" which is
also adopted by the AV. |

At dark VIII. 24 Besa's early tramslation fordlcrw 7oqs d4vDAKIOOS

gn fJJ (m‘}u o;lw Tfi«/DbeofT;U"TO‘.S was "video homines; nam cerno instar

L4
Footnote J from previous page

For Theophylacti Codex Romae impressus see above. Also available to Deza,

lagti ie archiepiscopi, In quatuor Evangelia enarrationes
per Phil, Momtanum Armentarianum denuo recognitae....(Hervagius, Basle,
1684). (in Latin).

1. ] Souter and Hestle & Aland have T ik 7ou wvBpwrou sxmopsvonsved
Neither quotes amy variantsbil of. 0‘%} T SKTopsUopt v AT LUTOU AXT TS
$ 5 fam. 22 . fam."® 543.28. ISE [0F] R plor . .




)n'both ambulsates”. From 1580 omvards, however, Desa adopts the
textual reading A‘Jj fi—v/o’ﬁd II'{,/LH"&TOUVTAS (Omitting

Slau )1. quoting as his support \zot this Vetus, Complutensian Polygl&f
end “Codex lesae”. The sawe reading was evidently the so;n'cc for the
Vulgate "Video homines velut arbores asbulantes’”. Eraswus follows
the o?u reading and translates “"Quomian velut arbores cerno
smbulantes'. Nema criticises this on_the grounds that the participle

“ambulantes' appears to refer to "arbores”. DBema wauts to stress that

the blind man sees men meving as_tall as trees (mot, sees men moving like
trees) and to avoid Erasmus' smbiguity he translates s &/é}«
a8 "instar asborum” (in the likenoss of trees).
#e ju..v:Tyndale, agrees with ©ie Erasmus reading amd has "For I see
thon valke as they vere txees". The Bisbops' Bible agrees with thia
substituting "perseive” for “see” (after the Great Bibld, Geneva
and Tomson resd "for I see thoam walkiag like trees' which seema to he
based on érasmus. The AV however, seens to base its reoadings on Besa
1008. It omits Opu and, in order to svoid the aubiguity of
eonnecting "trees'” with "walking', it follows dexza's syntactiocsl order
reading "I see men a8 trees walking”. This correction does not appear
in Sodleian Bishope'. ,q4py -

At Mark'lX,.16 Besa although he has rrfés ou’JTaoJ in his
Greek text (1380/88) reads “inter vos" in his Latin text, translating

- gt
u-hm——‘ -

i. Houter and Nestle & Aland g,"»/\jve, OpW and maation no _
vartants wishout itl.t cf&g WS JZVf(mc (+ dpw 238. 330) MepcTicToUV Tot§ (< TOUVT &15)
DM WG fam! 22.28 235.(238). (330). 349. SIF 4Id. 565 §4d <tc ...

i+ 7 Sa"s. pesdn. RL . G’Pl_{q. ba. C7w. Aet, . H@j- ({‘3?}' iro jnresls 3ﬂ“ n {\,“A-I’u'f').




W Jﬁ?f«" ~ from the Vulgate and Codex Bexae, ! lie mentions (1598)

that "Frobeniane editio habet mrpos OLBTOU.S - adversus eos".

Tyndale reads “ﬂth thea' but all the other English versions have "among
yomolm" presumably under the combined influence of bBexa and the
Vulgato. Bishops' suggest "with them" as margimal alternative

bﬁt AV prefexrs to adopt this TR reading in its text, retaining the
ang,to/ﬂon "among yourselves" as marginal alternative.

- At Mark XK.42 Beza in his early versions had "Scitis eow quibus
placet imperare Gentibus" (them to whom it seems good to rule the Gentiles).
But Zrom 1480 onwards he roads '"Sditis eos qui ceansentur imperare Gentibus'
where the Vulgate has "Saitis qua 11 qui videntur principari Geatibus'.
ide jJustifies his reading saying tuat oL oraK_OUVT‘—S here refers to
those whose rule the people wknovlqdzo and thus sigunifies the same
w ofs ScfoxTiL 3, (thought by thes i.e. the pecple, to rule).
Bou_njo‘cta the Vulgate/Erasuus translation on the grounds that "videatur
see ﬁci solet de iis qui reipsa non sint id quod esse videntur' which he
does not think appropriate here even though Jokewv may be used in this
sense (Matthew 1IXI.P). Bexa’s view on this would soem to be confirmed
by that of the modern theologians ,8 Jesus here has in unind the difference

20¢ between real aml appareant rule but béoween the ideal and the practice

T .Cajg___“iv wpgv Dy o indee vos ._1/1‘:_ (exc k) vq. .

Bexa points out here ".,. unde Jog pro opinione et Haeretici
appellati fokqTec qui carnem Curisti mon reipsa extitisse, sed talem
visan fuisse docuerunt”. (18588).

3. ee Gould, Bt.lhl‘k.s P.ZOl .
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of ruling. People often rule because of force, heredity, flattery, etc.
not because thoy' are ideally suited for leadership.

02 the English versions Geneva follows early Beza but appears
to aisinterpret in taking Bema's "placet” to mean "those to whom it is
pleasing ¢c.” Tomsom omits the entire ''thinking" or '"seeming' aspect
of the passage reading simply "they which are princes among the Gentiles."
Tyndale and Bishops' agree with each other and with the Vulgate/Erasmus
version reading "seem". In the Bodleian copy this is corrected to
“they which are sccompted” after Besa's \passive sense. This is the
reading adopted.by the Rc;viura who also retain Bexa's early reading in
the margin "they which thinke good to rule over Geatiles".

At Mark XIV.3 Besa has "nn:dt liquidae" thr_oughout whereas
She Vulgnto.rcm "nardi spicati”. Im the 1698 N.T. Hesa assesses his
own and the Vulgate reading. He justifies his own rendering “liquia*
by saying that tr_ka"rbm)'s comes from .V "quasi potabilem dicas™.
He goes on to say that "Vulgata, ut habent multi vetusti codices ToTLK)S
hoe¢ loco vertit "Spicati”; quasi corrupta Latina vox pro a-m,nd,“rqs
soripta sit ...” But he also mentions ¢hat l‘»'nn)r1 refers to a very
precious ointment which he calls "Nardi spican”. "Spican nardi” and
“Spicam”. Morxeover, Galenus et Aegineta both adopt the Latin terms
46}«:1‘6\/ and OmKkXTSV without mentioning explicitly any word for

“nard", "quasi satis id per se intelligatur”, Moreover Codex B“ua

3. Galepi Pexgameni ... Upera omnia ..., Gratandar & Bebel, Basle,

1638. C. Plinii Secundi Historiae mundi libri XXXVII ... Sigismundi Galenii
Annotationibus ....Zrm. Basle, 1525):

8.  According to Nestle & Aland D omits vaplov merucr)s mefurcfovs
and substitutes nothing in its plase.
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hes TILO°TLKAS /a,uf,m/ i.0. "unguenti ex Hpicata" under "Nard".

The Vulgate translation thus has too much Classical and iediasval support
to be dismissed out of hand, concludes bDesa. Tyndale has .. narde, that
was pure”. Goneva and Tomson appear to agree with the Vulgate and read
“Spike narde”, The Bishope' BEible has "very precious ointment nard",
This is left uncorrected in the Bodleian copy, but the annotator

suggests narginal alteramatives “ox, pure nard, or liquid nard”. The

AV reads '"Spikenard” after Geneva/Vulgate in the text but adopts the
Hexan suggestions (as put Lorward in Bodleian Bishops') in the margin,

mml. in Grammar of N.T. Greek,suggests the following

posaibilitios for TTLOTLKOS « The word is either Greek from
Mea;Tos . "2At to be trusted, genuine”, or from /M OTos liquid
(es besa). It could also be a lean~word, traunsliterated from the
Aranaic (pistaca). The Vulgate version, as well as the Classical/
NMedieval references suggest T KAToV as name of an ointment.

This yaa “played upoa” by an early Galilean tradition thus becoming
ITeorTeKov

At Mark XIV.3l Besa resds ik mepLoao /wtﬂav and
translates 'multo magis dicebat” im all his versions. He points out
that, seither the Vulgate mor Codex Besae read i fLov ” but ne
agrees, vith Lrasmus on the point that .y A Loy emphasises Peter's

m.’ ile departs from Eraszus’ punctuation however (Erasnus

1. Por details see Moultom, Urammar of N.T. Greek (1968), vol.I,
Pp. 379, _
3. Souter and Nestle & Aland both read iKITg /mms and supply

80 vu'inu vith wx Loy bulf Moy ANNWNXY < lz2,
T é; iyl doizi g;a v P o6 7 fam
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punctuates after $f« {c. and Joins malhov  onto the next’
sentences thus reading "Most certainly, if I should die with thee")

for two reascns; firstly this punctuation does not ocour iam any S8,
secomndly it is most unususl to f£ind /4.¢XX0V at the beginning of a
sentence without the addition of the participle { % when /ad,UoV

is intended to mean "indeed" etc. Lesa thus inserts /udlban/ after
Tipeqoou wvithout punctuation and treats the whole phrase as 1if 1t
wore molle /Lw{],edl/ or fraut‘g“ MzpesoTLpuls -

0f the Emglish versious Tyndale reads "he spake boldlyer” (mo hx{lov
Geneva and Tomson also omit ,ugﬂlov’ , having sinply "he said more
earnestly. The Bishops' bible agrees with previous versions in this and
bas "no?o vebeoutlly”. In the Bodleian copy, however, this is corrected
to "he spoke tho more vehemently" i.e. ik TepLodov /“dﬂav

-ﬁd this readiayg }. adopted by AV,

At Mark XIV.4D Besma reads "Sed oportet ut impleantur Scripturae’
for ;‘/u ’Evec rrﬂt) /owch)nv o« J//ﬂkfoﬂf . He supplies 'oportet’
on tko authority of the Syriac K.T. from Matthew XXVI.86. The Vulgate
has no ellipsis and reads liﬁply "Sed ut impleantur Scoripturse”. Tyndale
agrees wvith this having “that the scriptures should be fulfilled".

Gensva and Tomson insert '"this is done that the Soripture ... "

and Bishops' Bible agrees with Great in reading *“these things ocome to

pass ..." *4The AV appears to adopt the Besma/Syriac ellipsis reading
“but the Seriptuves muss be fulfilled". This is probably the simplest

wvay of aupplyiag the Sdea of inevitable fulfilment.
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At Hark XIV.72 Beza reads sitfxfuov  Zelxio(v) with

S > '
the TR . The Vulgate reads 17,0 _53'0&7‘0 /c/fouib\/ : with Codex
Besae and the Syriac version. Erasmus has "Prorupit in fletum” i.e.

%nmﬁkia 7w kAetesiv Beza points out here “"Possit etlan
2

aliquis interprotari iﬂb/%ﬁfuv' "quum hoc animadvertinset i1.e. re
animadveorsa",

Tyndale, Great and Bishops' agree with the Vulgade reading
"heganne to weepe”. Geneva and Tomson follow the Beza/Stephanus reading
"wayinge that with himselfe, he wept". In Bodleian Bishops' "he

_ J ) ,[
begane to weepe" is corrected to '"he fell a weeping" i.e.znq@mfilka oLLev

The AV however, adopts the Stephanus/Deza reading in the text
"and when he thought thereon he wept.” The Vulgate reading "he began
to weep" is suggested as a marginal alternative along with "he wept
abundantly” i!tor Erasnus.

: )_ A/ )f 5

At Mark XV.3 Beza does not imsert XUTOS5 J% OU/EV ,,ngfwocra
which appoars in the Complutensian Polyzlotz, in any of his editions.
ilowever, in the 1598 N.T. he quotes the Complutensian reading and
points out that "idque videtur optine convenire cum iis qusae

aubiiciuntur". Tyndale, Great, Tomson and Ceneva agree with the Beza/

Vulgate reading. Bishops' inserta "but he answered nothing"” after the

1. Logg, Bouter and Nestle & Aland all have 2ﬂ5&xﬂdv 2xlxisy

in the text but cf, legg ku«2p§xro kJQLszj>6 568 1t. vg. 8y. s. pesh hl,
Cop. sa bo. Geo. Arm, Allg. '

2. Cf. Legg + XUToS % 0udsv oTekpuvesTo NU wWAGLY
fam.13, B8543, 33. 106, 108, 127, 238, 247. etc.
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Complutonsian, This is orossed out in the Lodleian Bishops' but
the AV reverts to the Complutensian weading, perhaps partsly on the
asuthority ef Dema's recommendation of it.
At Mark XV.38 Bexa has "Cum seoleratis numeratus est"
ftor /el«Te( &vo/uwv ..),dab/w'g’q : ].1 as opposed to the Vulgate
“Cum iniquis reputatus est". Bexza finds the Vulgate version too weak
snd poiats out that "vooabulum ipsum =7T#s IZ‘J"’” Teky s quae species
est Arithmetiecs, indicat intordum pro ApPLtioic usurpari,
Quan sigmificationem hinc servandam fulsse inde apparet gquod mpoidot
verbo (manab) quo utitur Eeaias capite LIXI.3 ..." It might be added
shat the verd "numeratus” 1s borne out by the faots of the case. Jesus
wvan cruci€ied with tvo fhieves and was thus taken for she shird thief.
No English version from Tyndale $o AV omits v.28 and all versions
up to Bishops' read “"counsed"”. Tho correction “was reputed” in the

Bodleian copy 18 not taken up by the Revigers, who have "aumbered”, a

14%eral translation of Deza.

. : BN L S Lk T
5t. lLuke
Ry SHIRAT Y

. .

J
At Luke 1.4 Hosa translates imyv«gs as "agnoscas"
g .

in all bis versions on the authority of Erasmus and Theophylactus. The

>
latter had iaterpreted in’v(rwg s to signify "a greater knowledge of

1. Whole verse omitted im the . 1ol - of Souter . 2 Nestle & Aland and
. a8b represents a quotation from Is. LIII.12 which it is very unusual to

find in iark. Nowever, the maim sources for inoluding 38 are f @P"‘ lat sy ?
and some Patristic MS5. It is interesting to note that Hesa mskes no
mention o2 the omission of 38 by D.



sonething which had alresdy been recognised”. Thus the Vulgate
“gognescas"” is inadequate in the view of Erasmus and Hesa.

The Erasmus/Bexa reading is borne out by modern interpretations
of, LMuyvwokil . Thus Creser "to give heed, to motice atteatively ..
then, generally = to know". In later Greek the word was used in its
primary strong senss and also in the secondary wveaker sense (cf. Hom.l.31
and Kom, 1.33) so that the Vulgate cannot be said to be wrong here,
although possibly mistaken in the contexs.

This distisction between yvi)ous P
apparently breaks down when it comes to the English versions. CGeneva
and Tomson seem $0 translate Besa's "agnoscas" litornliy as "acknowledge”.
The bBisuops' bible reads “"know' (in agreemsemt with Tyndale) which is
gorrected to “"acknowledge” in the Bodleian copy. The AV however,
does ROt take this up, preferring "know". Instances of the 1l6th century
English usage of 1t would suggest that “"know" did not mean the same as
"cognosco'. Coverdale in his version of the Psalms (XXXI.7) read
“thou has kaowen my soule in adversitie”. On the other hand Shakespeare

had,”"the kingdomes that ncknovlodggAChrtst";I (1. Benry IV.III.1l).

Both the words are used in the intensive sense of knowledge implied by
;"ﬁymyw,ﬂch, | However, 1f “know" and "acknowledge" were

indigorininate, the correction in Bodleian Bishops' would appesr to be

(s) either gratuitous or (b) an instance of blind copying of the Geneva

versioa. Perhaps we may conclude that "acknoslbdge” in 16th century

1. 8” s.oﬁn.n.
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'mna wes slightly sore emphatic than “"know" and that the Revisers
preferred "know" sinoe it could be conveniently awbivalent.
At Luke 1.17 both Besa and the Vulgate read "ad prudentiam
iustorun'’ for it/ APpDW) rie JuketrV . Bexa explains in the
1598 edition that the reading ''prudeantia iustorum” (i.e. by means of
visdon a8 opposed to force) is not mimissible firstly bocause it does
2ot appear in Malachi IIX.]l and IV.4,0 from where the words are taken;
secondly, the comstruction of this phrase ought to parallel the
comstruction Kepdixs MATEQWY ML TERVK (hearts of
fathers to childrem) and thus Y ought to be taken in the
sense of <i5 (of. Luke XXIII.42). This gives the sense that John
would make fathers wise and good, in recognition of this children
would drav e¢loser to their fathers, just as soon afterwards, the
faithful would draw to Christ in recognition of his wisdom and justice.
<54 T Tyndale, Geneva and Tomson all read "to the wisdome”. Bishops'
agrees with this, but She Bodleian annotator inserts "or, by the wisdome".
The AV adopts “so the wisdome” im the text, but keops the marginal
altermative ‘‘or, by".x
Fox X;Lo\/ KacTLa'Kiua(a)agVov Bexa has ‘populum imstructum'
h his earlier versions which becomes "populus apparatum" by 1688. The
Vulgate reads "plebem perfectam’ which, bessa points out, is a
translation of £7 /»bv :«77 /)ng}tVd‘/ "quod neque usgquam legi neque puto
eonvenire”. His main objection 0 it is doctrimal; John's baptism vas

not merely a baptism of repentance, it also implied remission of

1. dlodern scholarship suggests ''in the wisdom' (J.M.Creed, The Qospel
ascording to 8t.Luke, (1930), p.1l1).
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uul An view of the impending death of Christ. Hesa leaves open the

question of whether John's baptism is a gift of the 8pirit but does
say that it leads to "regenerationis beneficium'”. However, John's
sinistry was no more than a beginning of the teaching of the Gospel,
v - Tyndale has "to make redy the people” vhich expresses no idea of
perfection but omits the translation Of KxT20 KLUATkLVOV
Geneva and Tomson read “prepared” after besa. Bishops' reads "perfect”
in agreement with Ureat Bible, but this is corrected to the Besa/Geneva
"prepared"” in Bodleian Bishops'. The AV also reads "prepared”.

At Luke 1.28 Bexa has “"gratis dilecta” for Kz)(d/?‘r""'}‘*""?

ia all hias versions. He comstrues the word. -

-

to moan the same ns the Hebrew (nirtsah), “"quam Deus pro sua gratulta
bonitate gratam et acceptam habet”, or literally "graced" (of, Eph. 1.6).
Erasaus here has "grs " whieh, according to Besa, does not convey
that the grace vné butmd solely by God and consisted in Christ
himgelf. The Vulgate and the Syriac versions read "Gratia plena"

This Besa counsiders t0 be too far removed from the Uriginal, and thus

giving rise to misiaterpretations of the passage. Tyndale agrees with

1.4¢ - Hesa's views on John's daptism were oritiecised by Uregory Martin,
esapecially the distinction betwesn the baptiam (egual to Christ's) and the
dootrine (inferier to Christ’'s). iiartin refers this to Aets XIX.3, + His
ocbjections are suswered by Fulke (< .. Rev.C.H. HartshorneFulke's Defence
ef Translati@ins of the Bible)(Edinburgh, 1843), pp.453-484, (Parker
Society).) However, Besa in a note on Acts XIX.3 (1568) lists shree
types of Baptisu (1) Literal immersion in water, (3) Laptisn whereby the
Holy Spirit is givean, (3) John's baptisms i.¢. the baptisa ¢ repentance
(alithough it implies zenission of sins).

a. Fulke supperss Desa's traaslatiom of (@ TW/iV/)

as against iartin’s suggestion "full of grave”. The two neanings of

& also touched upen p.469-70 (see : -. Hartshorne{‘Fulke's Defency).
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the Vulgate/S8yriac versions and reads ''full of grace'’. Geneva and

Tomson translate Lexa and have "thou-d that art freely beloved”.

The Dishops's Bible reads “thou that art in high favour" (dztor Erasuus)

whoih 18 corrected in the Bodleian copy to the Vulgate reading 'full
ol'atnc;". However, a marginal insertion in secretary hand suggests:
"gavourably sccepted”. The AV retains the original Bishops' rending
but inserts in the margin "or, graciously accepted’.

' The Eevisers thus choose the classical, neutral interpretation
of ths " (N.T. equivalent: JikTos ) in both their reading
and tﬁé&r.aarginnl suggestion, This has the merit of leaving open the
ﬁheological side of the qubotion. The AV appears neither to iapute
inherent 35J22 to Mary, nor to explicitly say that her grace cawe solely
from God. We can suggest that the Revisers inclined to the latter
vlivpoint. it we oonsiaor tue AV iunsistence on the gnasivo.l

At Luke 1.45 Doza in all his versiomns reads "Et beata est
quae :;odidit; nan ete."” He wmentions that some versions of the Vulgate
have “Quno crodtd&six" and "Fient tibi" which suggests a M3 OoL

b : : é ,
for oujrq . HMost versions, however, read "Et beata quae

ad v - €. ~- )
ctedidit, quunlan“. Both Bexa and the Vulgate interpret 97 here as

Y0 e o
introducing the grounds for Mary's blessedness. The other possibility
1s to take OTL 4in the sense of "that" in which case the subordinate

clause explains the content of Mary's beliefs.? Desma (1898) aduits

1. John Bois' note om Bph.1.6 would suggest a desire not to impute
inherent grace to Mary, while at the same time, being less expliocit about
the yift of divine grece than Hexa (seo Ward-Allen, op.cit., p.88).

3, Nestle & Aland gquote no variants without a comma, but Souter points
out '"virgula post MOTLUIUCA secundun sensum sive poaenda (ut C7

and Egyptian versions ) sive tollenda" (as some versions of Vetus and Vulgn*‘“



.
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this as a possible reading '"ut poBt Mo TLUlKoL non adscribitur

' Ky '
distinctio et OTL non deona/qu_s sed izc)sz_s accipiatur'
(after Theophylactus). Gemeva, Tyndale and Tomson read “for".

Bishops' omits the comna and reads ”thlt"l

. The AV reverts to the msading
“for" retaining “"that"” there" as a marginal alternative.

At Luke 1,77 Besa has "per remissionemn” for iV ﬁ?im
as opposed to the Vulgate '"in remissionem"”. In the 1698 N.T. he comments
that 75" hoere should be taken in the sense of cfco( even though
such construction is rare in (reek. He justifies tuis reading saying
that renission of sins is the way in wbich God the Father saves us
through the Som (cz, Hom. IV.7). Thus he does not differentiate (as
above 1.17) betwesn John's and tue Christian blptilh.a 02 the
English versions Geneva and Tomson agree with Bezme reading "by the
remission’. Bishops' in agreesnent with Tyndale and Great has "for the
reuission ™.  The AV agreves with Besa/Geneva reading "by" but inserts
“or, for" in the margin.

At Luke 1.78 Beza reamis "propter viscera nisericordiae Dei”
in his early versions whiach, from 1089 onwvards he changes to "Ex intima
mOrtebrdla Dei". Im the 18598 version he points out that fbol Jﬂ'f»ta/)(Vd '

tls00s 1s equivalent to the Hebrew (berachanim chesdo) "id est ex

ipsis visceribus sese exercenten uisericordiax”. He thinks that the

Hebraisn partly expresses Christ's taking on a fleshly form, and does

1. Bodleian Bishops' hes ia italics, in the margin "or, which beleaved
that there".
3. For coutemporary discussion of this see C.K. Parrett, The Gospel

sceording to Bt.John (197Ziyeprint 4 1955 edition) p 17



not convey (as sowe have thought) that God feels the sawme kind of
love for Christ as mothers do for their children. All English versions
have read ‘'tender mercy'. The AV inserts "or, bowels of mercle”
in the margin, reading which agrees with early Leza, Vulgate, Erasous
and Rheims.

At Luke II1.89 Bexza has “supervenit’ in all versions as opposed
to the Vulgate "stetit iuxta illos" and Erasmus "adstitit"”. In
the 1598 N.T. gpui adds the gloss "i.e. repente venit quum nihil
minus expectarent. Nam inter omnes verbi ‘2 LT THKVX U gignizficationes
haec nihi visa est hoc loco maxime accommodata'.

Geneva and Tomson both agree with Bexa reading ''came upon”™
The Btlhops Bible, agreeing with Tyndale and Great, has “'steod
hard by then'" but this la corrected in the Bodleian copy to "cawne
upon '’ r;ndinsslao adopted by the AV,

At Luke IIX.15 Besa in all his versions has "Expectante autem
populo” for ﬁpodﬁsﬁxgvrqy as opposed to the Vulgate "exiatimante'.
In his annotations to the 1598 N,.T, Beza explains that the Greek phrase
literally means "quum populus in expectations esset, animis videlicet
nazni- spei plenis in Joannen respiciana". He compares the idiom to
the French expression *'I1 s'attendait a Jehan" and points out that
the Syriac version translates qpvakauVqu by (sebar) "quod signifiocat
etian sperare”. Ian view of this he rejects the Vulgate rendering, as
it does not suit the context here.

Geneva, Tomson and Bishops all read "people waited" - A nore

neutral rendering of IT/)M'JZ KwvTos which doas not really convey
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the :ldaa of hopo (Tyndale and Great: "were in a doute"). In the

Bodleian Buhopn' "peoyle waited" is corrected to "people were

7

in oxpoctttion . Thi.s :ls the reading adoptad by the AV after Beza.
As marginal alternative, the Revigers supply "in nuspenso" which is

-nghtly ntrongor than "expectation”.
SRS 4 8%

At Luke 1v, 29 Bexa and tho Vulgate both read "aupercilium montis"

W

for zws ;‘ Oc{ﬁpuos . In the 1598 N.T. Beza explains that

this is the namc used metaphorically for that part of the hill which is
i

closest to the summit, (This would accord with the geographical location

of Nazareth - on the slope of a hill). Geneva here agrees with Tyndale's

b ’ t .
translation "edge of the hill" and Tomson adoptu that in preference to
the Bezan reading. The Bishopl' Bible has "to;: of the hill" which
could be an inaccurate translation of "supercilium"”. This is correctod
to "brow" in ‘the Bodleian copy. j"rha AV reads "brov"’ but keeps the Tyndale/
Ganeva reading as a nuqiml alternative.
At Luke VI.7 ?oz;rerads .}<o¢'r7 /ofww od))Tou | 1 in all
versions and inserts the preposition Koaﬁ( ~ adversus into his M
text on the analogy of _‘lfatthew JE.I."z In support of the :I.naertion he

quotes Theophylactus, rrobena and "three old codices". Beza

grants, hovcvor, that the Vulgate reading ''unde accusarent eun"

1. Aco. Tischendorf k«7hjyopsLv cum N* B 8 X (D - (0/7%@)
1.32,28, 124, 131. a15 gl .. item b c ££2 vg; kxTyyopiaty
om?\‘ABFIHKLM(thdquta Kot T sequitur) U V/,A A H al pl ...

2, According to Neatle & Aland 7’ occurs in KL pm (with KTy Yopiv)

3. All 10th esntury editions of Erasmus wese printed by Froben.
Beza refers throughuut to the 1535 edition (Ganoesy, Bibliothéque, p.108).
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expresses the correct seunse of the passage. The reading suggested
by Beza had oocurred in the Bnglish versions as early as Tyndale who
read “that they might find an accusation sgainst him”, Geneva and
Tomson agroe with this reading but it is difficult to say on whose
authiority. The Bishops' Dible agxees with the Vulgate/Great versiom
and has "that they night find how to accuse him". In the Bodleian
copy this is corrocted to "that they might find an accusation against
hin" which is also the reading adopted by the AV.

At Luke VI.40 Bexa reads "sed quisguis erit perfectus discipulus,
orit ut magister" for KO(T'I? ,anguﬁ/aj é; 4§ g:o*ruu cfy 6 La@m(fgs dc’ﬂ‘au
vhereas the Vulgate has "perfectus autem omnis erit si sit sicut magister
sius”. Erasunus, too, on the suthority of the Vulgate and Theophylactus,
takea ;URXL in the sense of :%OT%J , thus Ainterpreting the
passage as prohibiting the disciple from taking on those reapousibilities
which thé toacher himself does not have (cf. Rom. VII.30). i.e. the
disoiple will Le pafect 4f he imitates his teacher in every way. Besa
disagrees; Jesus ia not merely asking his disciples to act like He; leo
is speaking agaiumt the critics of the master who cause positive harm.
K«-T') precmevos -~ AOTOU is thus a definition of a perfect disciple,
not a promise. Whittiggham, Geneva, Tomson transiate Lesa verbatim
reading "'whosocever will be a perfect diaciple shall be as his master".
The Hishops' Bible also agrees with this zuading,l but the Bodleian
annotator inserts a correctioan "everyone shall be perfected as his

saster 18", (1.e. everyone will be like the aaster when they hecome

1. Tyndale and Great: Every man shal be perfecte even as his master is.
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perfected). The AV appears to insert a nodified version of the Bema/
Geneva reading "everyone that is perfect shiall be as his naster",
probably omitting the ellipsis on grounds of accuracy. The nore
conservatim reading "everyone suall be perfected as his mazter" is
inserted in the wnargin.

At Luke VII.30 Lexa has 'consilium Dei abrogarunt adveraus
semetipsos” in the 1898 N.T. (Frevious versions: oonsilium Dei
reiecerunt adversus semotipsos.) The Vulgate has "cousilium Dei
spreverunt in semotipsos'. ieza claims that the preoposition
is understood here and 80 he inserts it iuto his Latin text on the
nuthority of Thoophylactus, Froben and three old codices.1 Thus the
pirase neans "suo naximo dauno”, ie adunits the Vulgate reading as a
possibility - “apud se" ( ibs in the sense of EV’ ) which suggests
that they were afraid to rejoct John's teaching openly, on account of
the people (cf. iatthew XXI.26). DBesza does not mention the posaibility
of iuterpreting izj EAUTOUS as "with iogard to thmolvoa".a

As for "abrogarunt”, Beza justifies his use of it by saying that
the (reek verbd Lakcficv roferﬁ to the final result of the
Phariseces not being baptised.a ¢ 5d in Gal. II.21). lle points out,
however, that, as Paul says, the couusel of God cannot be rescinded,

since the very rejection of it is the execution of God's counsel

against the repudiator (cf. Mark VI.26, Rom. I.31).

1. Neither Gouter uor liestle & Aland qunte any variants with K7
but Nestle & Aland mention that D omits 515 $a0ToUS » bHesa shows
Do kmowledge of this.

'. 8.. Cmd. stcm‘. ’.losg

3. i.e. they denied that John had any significance in the purpose
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Tyndale here agrees with early ilesa reading "despised the
ocounsell of God against thewselves”’. This reading was adopted also
by WhitSinghan, Geneva, Tomson and Hishops'. The Bodleian annotator
inserts a obrrootton’“tojoct.d" for "despised”, and this is adopted
Sy the AV, This gives thc rendering; they rejected the counsel of
God, but the counsel of God was against themselves. The AV inserts
the aore asutral Vulzaﬁ. rnadtng "frustrated in themselves"' in the
aargin. This gives the nnauiug ‘they rendered null the counsell of God
privately, by not wvanting to bo baptised, but nade no open objoeticn.

At Luke VIXI.1d hosa has "ne tfuctuu portorunt" in .11 his
versions as opposed to the Vulg-t. "nonﬂ;oturunt truotun" In the 1608
K.T, he suggosts, rightly, that the woxd is not derived from Tﬁbzos
as Erasmus nuppénud but 210-1124€£05 (pertect) aund 4(gpui (to bear).
Thus the idea expressed is ono of "bringing td portoottoﬁ" rather than
"tini.htng" or "brindtng forth", All the English versions from Tyndale
ué-te and inclwding Bishops' read "dring forth" here. In the Hodleian
Btahopc however, ”hrtnu forth"” is corrected to "bring to perfection”
ani this Besan reading is also adoptod by the AV.

At Luke VIII.1S Besa has "quod videtur habe®e in all his versions
tor 5‘ 5;Ki¢,v %XiLV[ viereas the Yulgate reads “'quod putat se
bdabere”. The original correction of "putat” to "videtur” was done by
Erasaus., Desa approves and follows it speeifying "quod videtur habere
et sibi et aliis”. Hle goes on to say that this applies to a man who
acts under false pretences with regard to himself and others, not, as

A
the Vulgate suggests, with regard only to himself,



“log

02 the English veywions Whittingham, Geneva and Tomson agree
with Beza/Erasuus reading it seemeth that ho‘hath". Tyndale, Great
Bible and Bishops' follow the Vulgate reamding "which he supposeth that
he hath”. The Bodlsian annotator corrects this to "which he seemeth
to have”. This reading (which seems to be & literal translation of
Besa) is adopted by the AV text, the Vulgate reading "thinking that
he hath" being retained in tho margin,

At Luke VIYY .20 Bema has "agitabatur" for .iJ&vacﬁb as
opposed to the Vulgate/Erasmus "agebatur”, He explains in the 1888 N.T.
that v;ﬂalut/i,'ro means "oum impetu impellebatur ut eques calcaribus
squum sagitat”, oan the authority of Plautus. He suggests that the Vulgate/
Erasous "agebatur” is a translation of '6*%:rd which 18 too weak
in the context. All the English versions up to and including Bishops'

follow the Eraspus/Vulgate version and read “was carried”. In the Bodleian

copy this 28 corrected to “"was driven", which is the reading adopted

v')”
i A LGS
P

by the AY,
At Luke IX.22 Bena has "excitari” for ;Xﬁo93%n4u' in his
earlier versions which by 1598 he has corrected to "suscitari”, He
does, hoPever, translate she Infinitive Passive thmughout. The Vulgate has

"resurgere” which is followed by all the English versions from Tyndale

up to and inclwding Bishops' In the Bodleian copy this is corrected

t0 the passive "be raised” which is also adopted by the AV.%

- p—— -
1. itheims version slso adopts the more @ tic reading “"driven“,
3.Besa shows no knowledge of the D reading seb’Jutoks Tpies  or of the

reading g‘Vdnﬁ)Vcﬁb (as in Cﬂ) al ) for %.Xclo(}? VL,

e

‘
>
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At Luke IX.44 Bewa has “diseeptatio” for dialoyccuos
88 againat the Vulgate/LErasmus "eogitatio'. At.o(»eo‘yur)aos in the
N.T. has two meanings; Lirstly, objectioaable thoughts (Luke II.38,
kom. 1.31, 1 Cox. 11I.20), secondly, "suspicions or doubt proceeding
from the state of indeocision” (Rom. XIV.1l, Phil, 11.14). BDexma gowus
beyond either of the two hasic weanings on the .authority of Mark IX,33
which suggests that thewe was a dispute bowm. the disciples and
thnst the diaspute was spoken. , ,

Besa seems to be gonfusing ﬁdl@(ié’gﬁc . and fodo(yuétrgau
The former tends to demote discussion, the latter inner do\nn.l in
any case 1t 1s more appropriate at this stage that the disciples should
have serious doubts about who should be the best as opposed to just
haﬂng a petulant quarrel ahout it. Tyndale, Geneva, Tomson and
m:pqpa' agree ¥ith Hesa reading disputacion”. In the Bodleian copy
this is corrected to "reasoning"” which is adopted by the AV. This
conveys the meaning of ﬁauea‘yw;«os more accurately than “dinputntou".z

At Luke X,322 Dexma, Vulgate and all the English versions with
the exception of Gensva 1560 .:::omit Kxe 4'7720(%&5 Tpos Tous /%9‘71‘045 1me
Besa, in his A598 N‘.'t'. roeuarks that the phrase sppears in many ancient

uss.s But, he says, "quae verba non legit Vetus interpres et sane puto

1. See Lumt, Lexicon. At MHark IX.33 Bema, after TR, rem
ﬁf,lo‘yp‘_‘;f,o'g’; mpas. od?l Zocs which would give the neaning "oconferred
akohg yourselves" bat not, as he claims "ergued among ycmolvu" In
Luke Il.« the vocal unoct 1: not mentioned,

2. ot. Rheims version: oogttnts.on. But at dark 1X,33 Revisers
read “disputed". . - o
3. H'a, Tréf—he/»\c@orf /<v<L a"TpoaﬁD Lot Ac*t_éHK\SUVN“)(/‘LA Py fanje ,:&N c

{Fz e - ‘i‘}r fﬁﬂ) od 4. ,Dcrs ..5€ éb
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hinc redundare, quamvis aliter sentiat Val].a."1 The iiodleian copy
of the bishops' Bible inseis a marginal comment in italics "many
ancient coples add these words 'and turning to his Disciples he said”.
This marginal comment also appears in the AV, Possibly it is a
translation of Beza's 1508 anmnotation.
At Luke XI.3 Beza reads "in diem" for To Ke‘g’)l?juapd\/

in all his versions. In the 1698 N.T. he explains that he takes the
expression to mean ''quanto in hunc diem opus est" after C.iuini::l.li.av.n'as:a
thirteenth "declamatio"” where beasts and birds are said to live from
day to day., Christ here reminds us of this example so that we do not
vear out our days in unnecessary anxiety. Interpreted in this way

™ l“‘g”'i'/“f‘“/ will means the saue as a"}/kipav in Matthew VI.IIS6
The Vetus version has "hodie” which Beza finds too weak, especlally as

o K‘g)'?o/u_/w‘v can also be translated by "in singulos dies" as in
sone Vetus codices and Erasmus Latin text. Although Beza approves oi
this translation, he nonetheless disagrees with Erasmus' interpretation
of it. Erasmus claims that tomorrow's bread is being asked for and
assumes that the prayer takes place in the evening. Beza points out
that there are no good grounds for thinking that; Syriac versions
has (oul~ion) "omni die",

Tyndale reads ‘''evermore'. Bishops' Bible agrees with the

Vulgate/Great version aud has 'this day". VWhittingham, Geneva and

1. kawrenfius Vk“k‘ lw hatinam Novi Teoltamenti wlerpretationem / edente. Erasmo, ( s 1526 )

2. M.Fabii Quintiliani Oratorium Institutionum lib. XII ...,
(Badius , Paris, 1519),

3. e points out that D, or, as he calls it '"'meus vetustissimus
exemplar" actually reads 0'7/¢1.Fov . This 18 confirmed by the Nestle
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| Tomsom all agree with Beza reading "for the day'. I’n the Bodleian Bishops'
“this day* is corrected to "day by day" (after Erasmus). This reading
is adopted by the AV text with the bBesa/Geneva reading iu the margin.

At Luke XVIX.20 besma has "ita ut observari possit” for eT«
Tr&f-m)‘/o?rtws in all his versions. In the 1688 N.T. he paraphrasos
the expression as 'cum externo quopiam maiestatis splendore ex quo possit
agnosci”. He goes on to say that there wore sigus announcing Christ
as the Lhiessiab, but the Pharisees were expecting an earthly kingdom and
thus wauted more positive signs. Theophylactus relates uiTe oxT)p/)o 5
to time rather than .ppace explaining that the kingdom of God is not
decided for any definite period “sed semper est prassens ei qui velit
credere ot vivere ut fidelem decet". Other commenttors (Beza does not
‘specity)” take this a ltnée further and equate Ira/b"r?/m} LS T with m‘f"‘l”' v
Besae ebjects to this since Christ does not say that the kingdom is a
pmly internal emperience “"in animo per fidem purgato'’.

Tyndale and Great Bible read "with waytinge for'". Wjittinghan
Geneva, Tomson and Bishops' all read "with observation” @fter the Vulgate -
di'-med:.:;r ‘Besa as "too obscure”). The Bodleian copy suggests "with
outward ahci"» (after Beza) as marginal alternative. This 1s retained
in the AV margin (text"with cbservation").

The same theolegical point is mnade at Luke XVII.21 where
for zv‘ro5 (j/w‘/, - Besa hes "intus hebetis" in all his versions as
opposed to the Vulgate "intra vos est”. In the 1688 N.T. Beza justifies

- G

his reading, =The lebrev expresaion (Le¥sr-bochgm) means literally
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"in medio vestri”. This suggests that the Messiah is openly among

theun., Were it not for the perverted opinion regarding the terrestrial
kingdom of God, they would have recognised him, (cf. John I.11). Besa
then explains that he objects to the literal interpretation "in vobis"
*inter vos" or "apud vos' since that would suggest that the kingdom of God
is a purely spiritusl matter. Such an interpretation is too extreme

and unconfirmed by any other mention of the kingdom in the Bible.

Creed in his commentary on 8t.Luke (p.alé) agrees with Besa.
Hovever, all tae Englisi versions from Tyndale to AV péetor to follow
the Vulguto and read "within you', The AV, howvever, inserts the Bezan
reading "anmong you" as naiginul alternative. This conservatism on the
part of the English versions, however, need not be aore than apparent when
ve remember that "witain" can mean both “in the mind" and "within your
boundary', 1.0. "in the midst of you". The ambiguity on the part of
the Eﬁgltsh versions is thus most likely intended to reflect the
aubiguity of the Greek.

At Luke XVII.36 Besa and the Vulgate both insert dUo fsovrwL

W T ;%Oak; 1. Boeza points out that this verse is omitted
bj Erasmus who tinks 1t is an 1nterpolation from Hatthew. The verse
does, however, occur in the Syriac N.T., in the Complutensian Polyglot
and "aliquot vetustis codicibus” including Codex Desae.

Of the EBaglish versions Tyundale does not insert v.36. The Great

8ible inserts it in italics, Whittihghna and Geneva omit it, Tomson

1. Nestle & Aland quote the following veriants with v.36 D(pm lat sy).
Jﬂb abo Tsd.walarf, I, P 63?
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inserts it (evidently under Besa's influence) and so does Bishopa' 1602.
The Dodleian annotator adds a marginal comment in italics "The 36
verse is wanting hewe in the most of the Greeke copyes'. The AV
reproduces the verse with she comment.

At Luke XVIIX.7 Besa reads ¢ MKPO%/‘W 217’0“,17'0‘15
which, in the 1868 version he translates '"etiamsi patiente sit animo
super ipais”. (Earlier versions: etiamsi iram differat super ipsis).
After Theophylactus he thkes Koc 4in the sense of K«V (although)
and interprets the Greek as meaning literally “quantumvis tardus videatur
in uleiscendis ipsorum iniuriis”. But, Hesa goes on to say, Chrysostom
reads Kot akpoPuute 20’ doToLs et iram cohibebit
super 1psu".1 This reading is also adopted by Codex Besae, Vetus and the
Vulgate. Besa suggests that one reason for proferring the /uocklao%/cic
reading is the mention of vindication %v Toc)(ib at Luke VIII.7. This
is contradiocted if we thon read “although being long-suffering over them",
In spite of that Besa says that he could not adopt the /a-a(K.{)o 9{;/1‘,4,:,
reading "quum ot universa Scriptura et sanctorun innumerabiles historiane
testantur a Domino interdum diu differri supplicium in impios et
BEcclesiae adversarios constitutum'. None of the English versions
adopts the /ko(Klw‘g'u/d—b reading here. Tyndale, Great, Whittingham and

thops' all road "though he deferre them”. Geneva and Tomson read

de destlo & Aland and Houter beth have MKpOQ’u/uia in the
text. Kestle & Aland mention the /lucklpo‘Bv/.,m/ variant as appearing
“ﬂ M.éﬁft‘ﬁdo&ualw]fmuz«&ppagu wv cm A AR Lw»aga/[,f)-@w ;a/rs
tp Dam M. (e olso AT, p. a,loo\/e>.

A
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“though he suffer long for then". The Bodleian annotator inserts,
aB correction, Bema's early reading '"though he deferre his anger
long concerning thea”. The AV roads 'though he bear long with them",
Hodern theologians prefer the /&Kf’o%f“*" reading here in
view of i attestation.

Creoed in Bt,“Lukﬁt comments that ""the meaning and grammar
~ are alike obscure” here but he prefers the translation "Does God

restrain his anﬁor?" i.e, "Is God patient at the misdoings of those

who 1l1l-troat the elect?".

LR : -4

S ¥ Vs B e Ut 3%
Cleirh oo PRINNEE ST+ T PR
F v B
. Gee Creed, S%.Luke, p.333, of. RVS, Luke XVIII.7 "And will

not God vindicate his elect who ory to him day and night? Will he delay

long over them?"

X.E.5.: "And will not God vindicate his chosen, who cry out to him day and
night, while he itetens patiently to shem?" (8) Or “delays to help them"
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Weo have not examined sll the annctations in the Symoptic
Gospels of the Bodleian Bishops' but we have chosen instances which
deal explicitly with a point of text, doctrine or style. Those notes
vihich deal only with a point of punctuation or phrasing (e.g.
insertion of "And' at the beginning of a verse) hnave not been
considered. S0 far as text gooo.l in three canes of those examined
a Besan reading appears as annotation in Bodeian Bishope' but is
not then aiopted by the AV. At Matfhow I1.11 the Hevisers insert
the better attested reading ziJEV , 8t Matthew X,18 they
dispense with leza's ellipsis "ut hoc #it" since the sense in
English is quite clear without it. At Mark XV.3 they rbetagg the
Complutensian reading whioh occurred in the Hishops'’ Bibleiiz;
which wvas crossed out in the bodleian copy in ngroq-pnt with TK.

In two cases & bexan reading occurs in the AV but not in
the Bodleian Hishops'. At Matthew XIX.38 the AV is the only Epglish
version to follow tae Tl punctuation. The other punctuation r;nains
uncorrected in the bodleian copy. At Matthew XX.23 Besma'’s ellipsis
which was followed hy Geneva and Tomson is inserted in the AV but
not in the Bodleian copy.

lﬁ two cases the AV inserts a noge conservative noan-dezan

reading in the margin which did not occur in the Bodlelan copy. At

Matthow I.11 the "Jakim" reading is inserted in AV margin; at

1. Yo instanoes where AV agrees with Besa agaifst Stephanus
see Sorivener, Authorised Version, Appendix E,
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Matthew Vii.14 She "aow' reading occurs in AV margin (after

the Vulgate). 7There is obe case where the lLodleimn copy suggests
a8 narginal sltemmative whicih is not taken up by the AV. This
oocurs at Matthew V.47 where she bodleian copy has "or, friends”
in the margia, possibly under the influence of besa’s "annotatio".

In the other cases, however, a textusl eusndation in Bodleian
Bishope' tends to cormespond to the AV reading, for instance katthew
VI.34, Mark VIi.3 (margin), Mark XIV.31, Luke XVII.3d (margin).

In matters of doctrine the most noteworthy passages are at
datthew III.8, Matthow V.18, Matthew VI.7, Luke 1.17, Luke 1.38,
Luke, 1,77, and Luke XViI.20, 31. In the fiyst of these there is
slight disagreement betwoen Bodleian Bisiiops' and AV as regarxds the
traaslstion et &§Los 1 Lut both have "repentance” for usTvore
thus avoidiang the notion of penance, but beiang less extrene than
thc Geneva/Tonson "aneadment 0f life"” which both versions insest in
the margin. The disagreement in the matter of X505 could
pessibly be due to two different versions of bexa being consulted.

At Matthew V.18 there is full agroement botween Besa, e
dodleian annotator and the AV in exphasising that the 0.T. Law still
stands, altaough subordinate to the Gospel. At Matthew V.21, however,
the AV is in agreement with Bexa that Christ is denouncing the

corxuptions of the Law rather than the Law itself, but goes further

than Bodleian Bishops' by inserting the lezan reading in the text
oy W1

1. See .~ hﬂahornggdw Defence, p.340 2,
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rather than in the margia. e B

At Luke 1.17 AV agrees with Bema and the bodleian version
48 emphasising that John's ainistry was only preliminary to that
of Jesus, but at 1.77 she Revisers compromise and althoughhthey
have the Bexan reading (suggesting that John's baptisn was eguivalent
to Christian baptism) in the text, they nonetheless insert the
coaservative ianterpretation in the margia.

At Luke 1.38 the Bodleian annotator is seen %0 be more
couservative than the AV ia astributiag intrimsic grace to Mary;
the AV (retaining the original Bisihops' remding) is closer to Bema
but leaves the Q\l'.tiﬂ!l .02 beatowed or intrinsie grace open.
wots, At Luke XVII.30, 31 AV, Bodleian Bishops and Lesa all
agroe ia stating that the kingdom of God cannot he seen in terms
of earthly glory but is not a purely apiritual experience.

i As regards phrasing and style we would expect most of the
"Bexax' passages in the AV $0 be derived from Geneva via the lLodleian
Bishops'. This, however, is not the case. Ia nime instances out
of tuose examined, the AV does adopt a Desan reading via Bodleian
Biskops and Gmwn.l In eight cuses a Besan yeading in the AV is
acoounted for by she Lodleian Bishops' only (iatthew XVIII.36 and
XXV.36 -~ also Twon)-n In two cases an AV Hesan reading is

sccounted for by Geasva but not by idodleiasn lnlhow.a At Matthew V.47

‘l_O “t‘hﬂ ‘1.16. VII.". VIII,“. xlx-ls. nl.s’. wxx.a;
Mark X.43; Luke II.9, VIII.18.
3. Masthew XI.88, XVIII.26, XXV.38; Hark VI.568, XIV.31; Luke

xx!.“. xV.m. Vle.”. )
3. Matthew IXI.9, XV.8/6.
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the Bodleian anmnotator has insorted the correction “greete with
embracing” which could only be derived from Vesa's “complexi”, but

the AV resbhres the more oconservative reading "salute”. In the same
place the AV adopts Bema's interpretatimof 71ipccvov - without the
precedent of any English version or of a correction in Bodleian Bishops'.
There are four other cases where a Besman reading appears in the AV

with no pz'oeodoat.1

At Matthew IV, 12 the ‘Bodleian Uishops’ inserts a
besan reading in the margin, which the AV adopts in its text.

“3%,  We have examined sll the crucial Bodleian mnnotations so
that these results can give us s good idea of the relationship
between Bodleian Bishope' and the AY, and of Besa's influeance upon
both. It seems that the divergencies of content between the Bodleian
Bishops® annotations and 4he text and narginal ngses in she AV |
aroe too mmerous to warrant identifying Bodleian Bishops® as a
later collation of Eing Janes' and Bishops® text. At the same time
the differences Letween the two sets of readings are not great enough
to proclude some relationsuip detween the annotations and the AV
text. Some clus to this relaetiocnship may be obdtained by reviewing the
influence of Besa upon each toxt. Here it must be borne in aind
that during the making of the AV, Besa's 1369 and 1598 editions of

the New Testament provided the latest and the most authoritative

version of the Textus Reocsptus. That they influsnced the Revisers

1. Mark V.10, VIiX.3, XIV,3; Luke VI.40.
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has been proved beyomd doubt by Sorivener; we are here considering
primarily the nature of this influence. BSodleian apnotations apart,
it apﬁoars from the other evidence considered in this ochapter that
(a) the Revisers paid attention to Bexza's text and asnotations
throughout, even to the extent of insorting abbreviated versions of his
annotnti?gl into their margin (iatthew XV.5/6), (b) that Besa not
only 1n§;;.uood the text and doctrine of the AV but also thelr
pnruz:;g to a such greater extent tu:}; ‘might be suspected, (o)
thas, ‘:,'p‘t. 02 this, the Revisers did not abamdion their g-qorsl

500 . e
policy of compromise and tended to moderate or even eschew some of
his more extreme proncunceaents. The best fnstances of tuis in
the Synoptic Gospols are Matthew 1I.11 where the Revisers restore
the better attested reading izézv and Luke 1.77 vhere the more
conservativo interpretation of Joun's bapgls- is inserted in the
margin. There are, however, cases wiere the AV appemrs to be more
“pto~B;lln" than the Geneva Bible, as regards wording (Luke IV,.286,
lil.iﬁ). From this we may assume that, so far as the Synoptic Gospels
are conocerned, the Revisers followed Beza in most cases, but tended to
moderate any readings which soemed inadequately supporsed, or which
seemed too extreme doctrinally. If we then turn to the Bodleian
annotator's use of Besa we find that there are a very few occasions

wheore he is more couservative than the AV but that there are also

instances where ho adopts besan readings which do not ocour in the AV.
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Best instances of'this are at Matthew V.47, II.11, X.18 (crossed out).
At Matthew XXIII.2 the annotator puts in an explicit note "Beza
readeth 'sit’'". On the other hand at Matthew II.6 (margin) Luke I.28,
Matthew V.21, the Bodleian annotator is more conservative with regard
to Besza than the AV.’

Thus on the AV prineéiples established above there can be little
doubt that the Bodleian Bishops' annotations represent a stage in the
making of the AV. The annotations show that Beza was referred to
throughout and that the Revisers at this stage were more reluctant
to accept some of Beza's doctrinal points than at later stages.

This conclusion will emerge more clearly when we come to consider the
work of the Final Revision Committee and Bexa's influence on the Epistles.

Altogether we can say at this stage that, unlike the translators
of the Geneva Biblo and Tomson, the Révisers were not interested in
Beza from the point of view of doctrine but from the point of view of
an authoritative edition of the TR with a criticab apparatus and

exefotical ““rtﬂlﬁ. s

FEAX S

Relationship between Bodleian Bishops' and the Theology of two members
of the Oxford Coggng .

Thus on the hasis of 1ntér£a1 cvidonce we have been able to
establish that tho Bodleian Biahopa' directly precedes the AV, Our
turthér task - that of oxamining the external avidonéo in order to
see whethaer and how it can be related to our textual findings -~ proved

to be a difficult one. As has already been pointed out, the handwriting
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of the marginal annotations gives no clue as to the identity of their
executor, We know, however, that about forty folio copiea of the
Bishops' Bible printed by Robert Barker in 1602 were issued to the
various companies of Revisers. Thus it seemed reasonable to mske an
attemapt to discover whether any member of the Oxford company might

have owned the Bodleiaen copy. This line of approach did not produce very
satisfactery results since very few of the works of the Oxford Cogpany
nenbers seem to have survived in either MS or printed form. Only two

of their exteat works were found to be relevant to this enquiry: John

Harmar's tramlation of Mastor Bezmaes Sermons upon the three first chapters

of the Canticle of Cantieles, (Joseph Barnes, Oxford, 1587) and George

Abbot's An Exposition upon the Prophet Jonah contained in certaine

sermons preached at 8. Maries Church in Oxford (Richard Fell, London, 1600).

Although both are 0ld Testament commeragies they nonethdess do contain
nuch New Testament nmaterial as well as general comments on Church
Government,

We shall here exanmine fho theology of both co;;antartea in
order tof;ec how 1t compares with the theologiocal outlook of the Bodleian
Bishops'. BHBarmar's translation was dedicated to the Earl of Leicester.
In she dedicatory epistle he points out that "Some fewe thinges being
personal matters I aust confesse unto your lordship, I have omitted in

the printed translation which are pointed unto by a 1little star that

who 80 1list to see them male by that meanes consult the autor himselfe."
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Harmar goes on to say that he and many others thought tt better, in view
of the general wisd&n an; value 9! Beza's work, to remove the taf phrases
which might cause contention.

Our intention was to compare Farmar's abbreviated sentences
with Beza's full pronouncements on the various matters. Unfortunately
the Froench original of Beza's sermons proved to be unavailable: We have
thus attempted to‘conﬁare Harmar's translation with Leza's prohouncements

on the same matters in the Annotationes Majores, 1888,

Only seven asterisks occur in Harmar's translation of Beza's
sermons; two in sixth sermon on Chapter I, one in eighth sermon on
Chapter I, and four in tenth sermon on Chapter I. One of those (8th
sermon on Chapter 1) abbreviates Beza's original statement on vestments;
the others all abbreviate Beza's pronodiﬁﬁibnts on Church Governnent.
A good example of Harmar's editing of Beza occurs in the tenth sermon on
Chgter 1. o thi

“Such are the reverend names of Bishop, Paator, Elder or

_ Ancient, Doctor and Deacon* which they afterwards by little

nlies  and little divided into many other degrees® to hatch at the
- length an Oecumenicall Bishop, that is to say, a Bishop
£ i of the universal worlde,"

We ocan see that larmar's text, although it does not condone,

nonetheless does not explicitly condemn the hierarchical system of

Church Government'® A similar comment is made by Beza in the Annotationes

Majores at Phil. I.1. Beza specifies that there are two ranks in the

TRRM AT L LY e

L No mention _of it is mede in, ether, Bodly o Dr Willicrns' &ibrag

‘f'"_ﬁﬁ, i;,dogu,,s. The éri‘ﬁ}.s-ﬁ, Oeu\b"“/a CO/Da* Wes des MW 1‘5‘ bamél‘vg '
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Church "newpe episcopi ac disconi.” "Episcopi" is a general term for
those i{n charge of preaching and government; they could also be called
pastora, doctors or slders (presbyteri). Deacons are those in charge
of alus, eto. DBexa then goes on to say that it was later that the
nane of '"Bishop” was adopted for him "qui politiae causa reliquis
fmatribus in coetu praserat. It wis then, scoording to Beza, that
"eoepit disbolus prima tyrannidis fundamenta iacere in Dei Ecclesia."
From this arose Archbhishops, the four Patriarchs and finally an
Oecumenical Bishop. : e R

From this sxanple we ‘seo the difference between Beza's and
Hawmar's views; both are Puritan but Bezma is expressly presbyterian.
Harmar does not specify the original funetion of a Bishop and does
not differentiate between that and his subsequent functions; nor does
he attribute the division into degrees to the work of the devil.

Although this example of Harmar's editing of Beama has no exact
parallel in the Bodleian Bishops, it nonetheless confirms what we
already know of the Church of England at the end of the sixteenth eontury,1
and 'also of the Hevisers' general attitude to Besa. We have already
 seen that (p. !/ above) the Revisers tended to moderate Besa's more
extrense pronouncements on‘thewquasﬁions-or,aohn's Baptism and Mary's

grace and we further notice that Harmar's tendency to edit Beza's

1. For full mccount of the drawing up and emendations of the
Lambeth Articles see H.C. Porter, Reformation and Reaction im Tudor
Canbridge (1958), pp. 364-37B., -1The Articles were printed for the first
time in "Ex Typographeo Henrici Gymnasii Typographi, Impensis Johannis
Juniorii Amsterdamensis Librarii”. i.,e. eighteen years after they were
first drawn up,
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pronouncements on Church Government is in accord with the Revisers’

overall polioion.l

B I SN
olovant hd s,

We shall now consider the tripnrtite relationship hetween Bonq,

Abbot's Theology in his Lectures on Johah and the Theology in the Bodleian

Bishops' and the AV. In order to obtain a clear idea of this, we
shall conpare Abbot's work with Nathaniel Baxter's translation of

Calvin's Lecture on Jonah which was dedicated to 8ir Francis Walsingham

and printed by Edward ¥hite, London, 1580, We have already remarked
above (p. 113 ) that both the Revisers and the Bodleian Bishops'
anhotator agreed with Beza in emphasising & close relationship between
the Old and the New Testament (Matth, V.18, Matth. V.21). We shall now
compare this outlook with Abbot's and Calvin's attitudes as expressed
in their respective Lectures on Jonah. For the purposes of this
discussion wve shall confine ourselves to statements made by the two
scholars in the first lecture, "And the worde of the Lorde came to
Jonah",

Calvin does not ignore the parallel between the 0ld and the New
Testament hsre. !lle comments; '"They say that the Gospell should be
transported unto the Gentiles, even as Jonah was ledde awaie from his
owne Nation and given a teacher unto forraine and prophane.” However,
he goes on to say that the reader should not make too much of the

parallels between Christ and Jonah. The only explicit parallel in

1. cf. AV reading "Btnhop-riuke,".a;ta/}‘js [0 a8 against Geneva.
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the Scriptures 18 between Jonsh spending three days in the belly of
the whale and Christ spending three days in the bowels of the earth,
In Jonah's time God had not yet shown what he would do by the coming
of Christ. Moreover, it was only after the Resurrection that Christ's
‘effect on the Jews and Gentiles was made plain., DBefore that '""God
would have the adoption of the generation of Abraham continue firme
and sure that the Jewes might excel, above al other people ..."

Abbott takes a different view., He claims that the prophet "was
a figure of the Redeemer of the world and in that did lively expresse
hin”. This was for two reasons, firstly becauss he was God's nmessenger,
secondly because the period of "death" in the case of both Christ and
Jonah was three days. He then adds it '"may be deduced not untifly
out of the text" that there is a parallel between Jonah's mission
to the Ninivehites and Christ's —is~ion %o th~ “catiles., !e then
elaborates, saying that in both cases God's purpose was "to take away
his word together with his Prophet from those who long had it and
brought forth no fruites accordingly.” He then makes a general point
that 1f the word of God is neglected by the Christian nations then 1t
wvill be taken away fLrom them.l

We see from this that Abbot’'s commentary on Jonah is in accord

with the tendency to establish close links between the (0ld and the New

Testauent, a tendenoy which 18 also manifested by both the Bodleian

1. Beza has only linguiatic comments to make at appropriate
placos in his New Testament (Matth. XII.40, Matth, XXX.43, Luke XI.33).
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Bishopa' and the AV.

This investigation did not aim to be a conclusive study of
the Revigers and their views. Such a work would, in any case, fall
outside the scope of this thesis. We have, however, adduced two clear
inatances where the Theology of the Revisers' works is in accord with

the principles of Revision adopted by the Bodleian Bishops' and the AV,

and with their attitude to Be=ma,

I R



CHAPTER 112

The influence of Besa on the

Pauline Epistles and Hebrews



Ve 121

We have considered the influemee of Bexma on the Eriiish
Synoptiec Gospels ia geueral and on the AV 8Symoptic Gospels in
particular. It was concluded that Besa bad a comsiderable influence
on AV with respect to phrasing and that, Juiging by the annotations
in lodleian Bishope', the Revisers were more reluctant to accept some
points of Beza's dootrine at the earlier stages of the Revision (as
illustrated by the Bodleian annotations), than the final version
wvould suggest.

mi¢. We are now goimg to consider Besa's infiuence ou the Epistles.
As all the Epistles camiot be examnined hers wve have chosea those
that vere lékoxy to cause the greatest problems from the poiat o§ view
ot dnct!?ne amd phrasing; Romans, 1 Corinthians, Galatians and Hebrews.
Referring to prof. Ward Al;op's edition of the Fulman M8 (which
represents a copy of the Final Revision Committeo's proceedings as
written down by John Boial) we shall compare the most important of
Botq; c%onnoo oo the stylistic, doctrinal and textual points ia the
Zour Epistles with Dema's 1580/98 glosses on the same points., Ve
nhgll thon exanine the corrzespouding readings in Tyndale 1334, the Great
Bible, Geneva l?GO.M?on'on 1676, bishops’ 1603 and the AV. In this wy
we hope %0 eatablish the relatiocuship between the Final Revision

Committee and the AV, the reliance of both those ou Besa, on

1. Yor full details see Ward Allem, op.cit., pp.1-13. In this
chapter I have followed ¥Ward Allen's translation 0f the Ureek and Latin
exoept wvhen it appsared to be inacourate, e.g. at Hom. IX.6 his
translation of ofov X Xvri TOoU SUVATOV a8 “sach s thing which may

be compared with this" (vide infra).



Continental sources other than Beza and on earlier English vemlions.

We shall also consider the difference (if any) between the nature of

Beza's infiuence on the AV, Final Revision Committee and the Geneva

Bible., Lastly we shall compare the Revision Committee’s attitude

to Deza with that of the Bodleian Eishops' annotator and attempt to

give a general outline of the influence of Beza on the English N.T.
Before proceeding with the enquiry proper, we can obtaln

some idea of the Kevision Committee's attitude to Beza by considering

specific references made by them to his work. Bois in his notes

refers to a wide range of scholarship, Classical, Patristic and

Contemporary. Mostly the scholars in question are referred to by

namne only with no mention of the work or page-number., The only work

to receive precise references including page-numbers is the first volume

of Sir Henry Saville's edition of Chrysostomn. This came out in 1610,

Just before the Committee assombled, and so would not have been familiar

to he Revisers, in the same way as for example, the editions of

Camerariusm, Augustine or Hesychius which they were using. Besza is

probably mentioned more often than any other single scholar but

Bois does not say which edition of Beza is being used.

However, Bois' references at 1 Cor. X.30 ("This interpretatio rejected

by Beza. A.D. deemed worthy of his advocacy ..."). 1 Tim. I.§

(... not however of the Law in general as Leza has annotated incorrectly

in this place ..."). James I.3 ("For what the difference is, however,
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between [oxcu‘OV.  and Agﬁeﬁvnv » look in the writings of Beza

at Rom, V.4 ...") show that Beza's annotations as well as his text
:irb being consulted., Of the instances where Beza is specifically
'sveferred to by the Committee (Rom. V.12, XI.31, XIIXI.l, 1 Cor X.17,
X.10; Eph. 1.13, 1 Tim. I.V; Heb. IV.1; James X.3, II.22; 1 Pet. 1.20;
1 Pet. I11.5), five (1 Cor. X.17; 1 Tim. I.8; Hed. IV.i; James 1I,22,
Rom, V.13) provide an occasion for either a rejectionm or a

criticisn of Beia. In five cases (Rom. XI.31; 1 Cor. X.30; Eph. 1.13;
1 Pet. 1.20; 1 Pet. 11.3) Besa's opinion 1s merely quoted and im two
cases (Rom, XIII.1; James I.3) Bois approves Beza's translation and
oxplanation respectively.

In the case of the first 2ive instances listed above, in three
cases (1 Cor. X.17; 1 Tim.I1.5, Heb, IV) the final version of the AV
agrees with Boii against Beza. However, it must be borne in mind that
at 1 Cor. X.17 no other Engitah;varaion follows Beza's rcading,l
and at 1 Tin. I.5 the AV simply follows the earlier English readings
thus avoiding commitment on whether Tﬁ;'hu%kgqﬁyehus refers to that
particular charge or to Christian teaching in general. Only in the
casoe of Heb, IV.l1l does the AV agree with the Final Revision Committee
againstt Beza and English versions frmm Tyiﬁalo to Bishops' 1602. In two
cases (Rom. V.12 and James 11.22) the AV agrees with Beza as against

Bois. At Roa., V.12 the AV adopts the Bezan reading 'in whom" in the

i. Vid.infra. 8es alao ch.l for references to Besa's dootrine
of the Eucharist. '

L
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sargin even though the Final Hevision Committee considered it
"difficult and unnocessary", At James II.23 the AV reads "Seest
thou ,..?" with Lesa although Bois had suggested that the interrogative
should have been written

In mses where Besa's opinion is simply quoted the AV is
found to follow Besa without exception. Thus at Rom. XI.31 the AV is the
oﬁly ohe of the English versions to adopt she Bexa/Theophylactus
punctuation. At 1 Cor. X.30 the Bezan interpretation is adopsed into
the AV text but with the backing of the Geneve and Bishops' versions,
At Bph, 1.13 where Bois wgcﬁtl that either -;)fmkacri- (after
Nl‘) or )i-Kfr)lﬂi?p’ '7TL. from V.11 should be supplied, the AV
chooses the former, At 1 ?'iot. .20 the Beman translation ''foreordained"
is adopted b; the ‘V, thouah again with the backing oi the previous
English versions (e.g. ordeyned before: Tyndale). At 1 Pet. II.3
whore Dois suggests b‘inoﬁa/uuo'%, can be taken either inperatively
(after Beza and Downes) or indicatively the AV chooses the 1nd:lcut1vo
roesiing keeping the Besan variant as aarginal altomsun.-m‘

umx;anﬁ tho two cases where the Besan rending 18 aotually
coamended by the Final Heviaion Committee, at Hom. XIII.1 the AV inserts
Besa's translation "ordered” for T:;;X/uw-w in the margin. And
at Jamvs I.111 the AV, in agreement with most other Englieh versions,
vead “trying".

If we guide ourselves omly by those annotations of Bois' in
which Dexs is specifically referred to, it might appear as if the Pinal

Revision Committee was trying to reject sone of the Besan readings but
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was ultinately deflected in its purpose, However, in order to
eatinate accurately the scope of Bema's influence on the Committee
the AV and the other English versions, we cannot 1imit ourselves to
only those glosses which mention Desa. ?%“”

It nust bo rohonbortd that Bexza's N.T. was the latest edition
of the N.T. and so would have been considered the most authoritative,
Independent evidence of this is provided by Fulke's Defence of the

Snglish versions of the Bible which deals almost exclusively with

Bena's Greek Testanent. ¥We can also gather from other scurces that

bexa was not only extremely popular in late Elisabethan and early
Jamesian England but alsc enjoyed a considerable eminence. IHis work
would have been thus very well known to the Final Revision Committee

and on some occasions tha#s: would have boen no need to refer to he
author, Added to this was the fact that John Bois was simply making a
record of the Connittoc'f progeedings and so probably had neither the

tiue nor the need for préaano referonces in every single case. And we
will see from the detaiied examination of Romans, 1 Corinthians, Galatians
and Hebrows that quite often Dois' gloss shows the influence of Besa
sithout there being a specific relerence to the lenevan Scholar. Moreover,
the AV quite often inserts Besan rcadinzz which are completely
unacknowledged by Bois, Some of those come from the Gemeva: szlo; others
come into the English New Testament with the AV. The exact proportions

of those will Le estimated by the following enquiry.
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At Rom. 1.9 Bois comuments that ;,\/ T zT\/eu/udcrv /uod
is equivalent in wmeaning to &&ﬂws (guilessly, without fraud)
and huggents th@t i2 7 VU pc hore meant "spirit" as opposed to
"ceremonies" then "my" would not be added.

Bema in his 1580 and '98 N.T. uskes the point that the ' presonte
of /aou in the text points to the meaning "spiritu meo i.e. plane
volens et exanimo 111i addictus”. Besza thinks that although a tacit
distinction is being made Letween spirit and cereumonies, this is uot
Paul's main coucernm here. Of the English versions Geneva and Tomson
read "in my spirit” making clear by wmeans of marginal notesg that
they adopt Bema's interpretation. The Bishop's Bible (1602)
agrees with Tyadale's reading "with my spirit”., This gves us no
clue as te Low "apirit” 1s being intorprotid. The AV has 'with my
spirit'in the text and "im ny spirit” in theﬁggrsin. This could imply
elther tvo intorﬁg;tatfdns otaﬁ;pirit" or two different ways of
tranaldtingwéi’ . Bois' note which is based on Deza's corresponding
"annotatio” auggests the former poassibility. |

At Ron. 1.430 Bois comments that &NZ> Icfbatws Koo oV
refers to time and means the same as Xmo K»LTocﬂaf‘;s lcoo;u,ad
1

It haa been taken in this sense by Chrysostom, Hom.8 in Gen.p.37 line 2,

Beza (1589/08) at the same pzm has the transliation "a c;;ationo mundi”

1. Bois' references are to Henry Saville's (reek edition of
Chrysostok.
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in agreement with the Syrus interpres. lie considers both the Vulgate
"a creatura mundi' and Krﬁnmua' "ex creatione nmundi" to be 'barbarous’
since it is neither the created things that are discussed nor the
actual comstruction of the world, but time from creation of the world
as in Mark X.6. Beza, however, does not mention his own earlier
translation here “'¢x creatione nundi"l. This was followed by (Geneva
and Tomson who read 'Ly the creation gz the world". B2ishops' has
here "through the creation of the world," It must be noted that the
reading which is recommonded by Bois with the support of Chrysoston
and by Seza (1588/98) had already appeared in Tyndale's 1534 version
("frow the creation of the world"). The AV also adopts this. The
sinilarity between the wording of Bois' note and that of BDeza would
point to the conclusion that Bois referred to the 1389/98 edition

and uzsed Chrysostaom to corroborate Beza's view,

N ,
At 1.28 Bols glosses ¢Ll§ o‘lfom./wv vovv g;/,a,?(fu.,%cva\/
EKUM‘?‘WV T ﬁ"tf‘f*fo‘/"_“ and then comments on the

&W‘é(vokK/(uﬂs in ;,(ﬁmu/ua(o’oﬂ/ and &{agp/um/ . In

order to retain the balance between the two halves of the sentence the
moaning should be: "and as they judged it not the best way to reteine
God in knowledge: or, to have God in acknowledgemont, (od delivered

then into a amind void of judgenent.” He then comments that the verse

refers to those who obtainsed natural knowledge but not g'wlvao‘w(

1. Heza's 1666 N.T.
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Jeza adopts the translation '"'mentem omnis iudicii expertem’ in
all uLis versions, ile disagrees with Erasmus’ ianterpretation of ;J&<9»ov
vouv as "montenn quae propter scelora omnibus . displiceat”
(1.¢, reprobate mind) considering it too weak. On the other hand, he
thinks that those wio interpret tue Ureek aﬁ meaning nind rejected
by God in countrast to auw.elected ons "videntur nulto severiores guam
par sit". lle almasel? interprets the passayge as saying that nen are
not perfect enough to rely solely on natural knowledge without being
misled Ly it. Thus 3‘["“‘;‘“’5 veus is a mind deprived of
proper powers of reasoning. ULoils and Beza are in full agreement here
with regard to both reading and ita interpretation. 7The Dishops' Iible
here agrees with Tyndele and Great, reading 'lewd mind”, Geneva and
Touson follow Erasiaus/Vulgate in preference to Deza and read "reprobat
wind”, This 18 also the reading adopted by the AV text, although
Revisors suggest the Bols/beza readin; as a marginal alternative.

At Ro&. I1I.9 Bois takes nyoexghiga l'as referring to the Jows
eitiber in the sense of "are we surpassed by the CGreoeks?” or in the seunse
o2 "are we preferred, are wo God's darlings?”. Deza 1n all his
versions agrees with DBoils in so far as the latter meanin; of the passage

18 concerned, In the 1598 version he points out that tie Apostle says

- - -

1. Neither Bois nor fesa mentions the variant Tf,ﬂoi«)(w/uiga
wiiich occurs in AL. Beza shows no knowledge of the D variant nroan€K9kﬁA/
(&% /000’0‘0\/ i
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"prascellimus” not “prasesllitis" firstly because he 18, in faot, one
of the Jews and, secondly, he will not offend the Jews if he counts
himself as one of thom, However, Besa unlike Bois doos mot translate
n;ooi)(o /k£9‘°< by the grammpatical passive. Genova and Tomaon here
agree directly with lesa reading "VWhat then? Are we more eoxcellent?”
Bishops' Bible and Tyndale agree with the Vulgate/Erasmus "Quid ergo?
prascellinus eos?” which they tranlsate as "What then? Are we better
Shan they?" This reading is also adopted by the AV in prefsrence to
eithor the Besa/Geneva reading or to Boia' suggestions.

At BHom. 111.35/26 the two parts of Bois' note are separated
by other annotations on the Rouuu in the Pulman kS, It is clear,
however, that the Final Committee was concerned with two problems at
vy, 88(38. The first one is the problem of interpreting £Ka&b00‘UW)
Bois takes m;‘ to mean “"punitive justice”. Becondly there is the
problem of the theological significance of this justioce., Dois comments
that the whole passage denonstrates that Uod is simultanecusly just
and merceciful with regard to both past and preseant sins. Froa this we
can assume taat bols interprets IBLLols a8 remission of past sins
1a Christ and not as the overlooking of sins in the past so that
they can be expiated shrough Christ's death.

Beza is such more explicit here and has a lemgthy coument on |
those verses in his 1598 ¥.T. where he deals with both the concept of

dekocovh sad the ooncept of I1TKPLLs . In relation

to ﬁl«wo‘uw] he quotes Eom. I1I.31 "Nunc autem abaque '(ege
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Iustitia Ded per fidem Christi patefacta ‘est.” le is thus seen

to agree with Bois in taking it as refeorring to punBive justice; in
Chrizt God punished all sinners and at the sawe time justified thou.l
Besa then considers the question of r‘r,tp{,m,j . The revelation of
Gdd's justiee, he says, poses a two-fold question; (1) ¥Why was Christ's
coming delayed? (3) What happened to the O.T. Pathers who lived

before the Redeuption? They were undoubtedly sinners and it was
necessary for them to oxpinu thelr sins before they could be remitted.
According to Bema, he Apostle explains this cousidering Redemption in
two pericds of time; (1) period hefore the actusl Redemption, (3) period
after the Redemption wiilch he calls Tov vuV KetpoV | God

demonstrated his Justice with ngard to both, Thus He did not deal

with the Ancients as they deserved but overlocked their sins and put

off their punishment until their sins could be expiated through the

death of Jesus together with m sina of those who lived after the moment
of Redemption. Besa thus differs from liois in taking ﬁd’oso'us as
referring to overlooking of sins in the past as opposed to remission of
sins whigch toock place in e past. Tyundale, Great, Genova and Bishops'
all render T<piors as "forgivemess of sins that are past'. The

AV text “remission of sine that are past'’ agrees with the Vulgate, Erasaus
and Rheins versions, and also with Bois' interpretatiocn. liowever, the

AV marginal reading “passing over of sins that are past" is derived from

3. Lexa makes this explicit in his comment on v.36. DBarrett's
agoount of Rom. IXX.35.3¢ is in agreement with Bema's viev of M pe g s
(C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the Epistle to the ilomans (1971 Yeprint of-

145F editi ob),
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in the Vulgatc." beza in hie 1S5us N.T. doos not coument specifically
on t‘m‘t'fl o J"’J/f"‘”m" . te does, however, comment on /47 flao/ibv
sayiny that such thinking i evil unless coutained within the limits
wvhich are prescribed by the word of God. This would suggest that he
takes ljﬂ(f’ ) X‘)’/’d”‘""‘/ to refer to dcripture gonorany.‘
(This i3 a possible interpretation, although the word is not used in
this sense, anywhere else).

Beza wentions the Vulgate reading and objects to the reading
of Yrasmus ('ur nequis supra 1. quod soriptum est, de se sentiat’)
since 4](?)0%4,\/ does not refexr to the person but "ad rem ipsan”
(l.e. O )/fr//d” T L ). ‘f) OVily  Jdous not seem to have caused any
protles as & textual readin; in tue Fnglisa versions, but the verse
posed two main problems. Firstly (us poiated out by Bois) there was
the difficulty of translating O yeppam s . Becondly (as
Beza impMcitly mentioned in his criticism of Erasmus) there was the
question of the object of f/mt/f,u/ .
Tyndale agrees with Lraswus' translation (“that no nan counte of
hinselfe bcyoxﬂ that which is above written”) and takes cf/JchW
as reflexive, The phrase ''above written' suggests that hc assumes
o J/i//odﬂ T=>x¢ neand Paul's actual words. Geneva and Tomson read 'that
no mah prosume above that wvhlch is written' agreeing with Beza in
naking 5 Jé{}?)xﬁmc tho object of ¢f/70(/£w and taking 5 J/QJ//dﬂfdb

to uean '"the writings’ or the Scripture generally. Tho bishops' Bible

1. douter and Nestle & Aland read bﬂf—/) « J’ij//d” TaL and omit
cfpavau/ + Nostle &k Aland quote R PQ m .syf’ as reading 7o o

smd C RIS pm Sy as inserting Joviwt . of Tischendoof T p. 47576,

2. For modern discussion orf tuils sce J.iMoffatt, The First Lpistle of

Paul to tue Corxinthians (188l1), p.47.
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At om, V.13 Bois points out that Desa’s reading “"in quo” (i.e.
Adam) gor 2_<P>,5 is difficult nor is it Wam.l This
suggests that he is more concerned with the grammar than with she
theology 0f the passage,

Beaa justifies his reading by sayimg that Zme is often
taken in the sense of v  (ef. Mark II.4 aud Hed, IX.17). Noweover,
as :}and. is feuinine the relative particle “quwo" cannot refer
to 4t as some have translated. This last statsuent iz most probably
based on Erasmus’' 1539 diseussion of Augustine'’s readiag; "Augustinus
putat referri posse ad pecoatun, ut intelligamus uno Adae peccato
quodanmodo pecoasse oanes; guse lectio non constitit gquum %971&
apud Graecos est generis :tmtnl“.a The Vulgate also reads "in quo“
probably with the same signification as Augustine, .
As we have seen above, most English versions agree with Erasuus’ reading
"quatonus'" here except Tomson who reads "in whom' after Besa. Hone
of the versions before AV takes 5’  1m its straightforvard causal
sense "in view of the fact that" or "becsuse”. The AV has in the texs
“gor that all have sinned” keeping the Bezan "in whom” ia the margin.
Bois' note would auggest that he considered the causal rendition
ot (210)111‘ %o be the simplest bere,

At Rom. VI.4 Bole parsphrases i s dgnsTov mepos as h s Gixcias

T').'s %077779_;. Bexa 3.:. reads "in glorian” taking Tt in the senseo of {},5

¥ For Theological differences between versions here see ch.I above.

3. Uena leaves his corisicism of “im quo" (i.e. pecoato) anonymous,
probably not wishing to openly ariticise Augustine on this poiat,
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80 that the p,‘;n'pon of the Resurrection is emphasised, i.e. "ut
deposita carnis assumptae infirmitate, intrans in gloriam Patris
gloriosus Deo vivat in seternum’”. tlowever, he makes no positive
cbjection to the Vulgate/Erasaus reading “per gloriam Patris' i.e.
"gloriosi Patris virtute ac potesate”. Bois inclines to thf
latter interpretation u&do all the English versions tnclnd;.nz the. V
AV, Only Tomson agrees with Besa’'s version "to the glory"”. It is interesting
t0 note, howevery that Barrett in commentary on the Homans translates
"in manitestation of the glory" which is much closer to Besma's than
to the Vulgate/Erasmus rouluc.l

At Rom, VI1.33 Bois uugzos:;w“ehut all the whole world"
and "that every cresture” as translation of o 6’ KTLoes

Besa in his 1565 version had “ounes res creatas’” which by
1880 he changed to "totum mundum conditum” and by 1568 to "totum mundum
creatus”. Erassus and the Vulgate both resd “osnis oresturs” which had
the Wt o2 all the Emglish versions from Tyndale to Dishops' 1603,
The AV hore is in sgreement with Bois' suggestion and adopts the Desan
reading in the text amd the Vulgate/Erasmus reading in the nargin.
The reason for this is a atylistic one; Paul is trying to ntr::s that the
whole universe rather than its individual membors need redemption.

Howeover, no substantial change of meaning occurs if we take T« 7(’ Kffaq

&8 "every creature’.

[
1

1. cf. N.E.8. "iam splendour of the Father".
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b ) ¢
At Rom, IX.6 Bois comments that he takes OU)( oLov Z/f_
in the sense of 02)/(’ 1:75 Je o An agreement with ‘'non quod"
in the Vetus versions. The phrase thus represents a refutation or

s solution of an objection. le then adds "A.D, has denied that at

any palee in the writings of Paul there can be found olov or
ofov & xvie Tou Joverov (1.0, 0%V 1instead of Juwrv ).

It seens as if Downe's statement here refers to lesa's 1568/74
translation of the purase which the Revisers must have consulted,
if oaly ia the Genova version, In his 15988 N,T. Bexa himself
rejects his earlier interpretation, saying that he had wrongly
taken olov in the sense of dovrToV translating the
phrase as "Fleri tawen ncn posset” even though oiovV  had no particle ¢
added to At, liowever in his last edition besa translates "Non quasi
vero” and says that this phrase is clear although elliptical; the
Apostle is denying that the word of God can be saild to have falled
Just because his brothers are separated from Christ. Tyndale's
version 1. in agresment with the reading arrived at By Besa in 1598, "as
though m. word of God had not". Geneva and Tomsoun agree with early
Bexa; "Notwithstanding it cannot be that". Bishops' has "And 1t
caunot be" and Erasmus and Vulgate both have 'non autem quod”. Thus
there 1s an agreement betwoen Eois, Erasmus and the Vulgate with regard
to translating oc’%’ofov Jf-, . The AV, however, reading 'lot as
though” agrees with late Besxa and (in interpretation) with Tyndale.

At Bom. XI.20 Bois glosses o(/“iTXuc{yTe (i,

ot %o be taken back) as oo MliveyPETX  (irrevocsble). e
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quotes Camerarius em 3 Cor. 7 here who defines X4sTams.fl/)Tov as
immutable and imwovesble. Besa also astresses the notion of irrevocability
commenting at Rom. XX.29 "eiusmodi sunt et eorum ipsun poenitere non
possit”, He considers the Vulgate translation "sine poenitentia”

to be uneclear and dangerous. He does not explain why but we can
assume that he disapproves of tiie expression because it carries a
comnotation of doing ponanoo.l Noreover, Heza considers Augustine's
translation "impoenitenda” to he too ambiguous since, in Latin,”"non
posaitendum munus” can msan s gift not to be ashamed of". On the
other hand he approves of Erasnmus' paraphrasog “quod a Graecis non
discedat.”

We f£ind an agreement here between Beza, Tymdale and Great ("it
eannot repent him of them). This version is probab1§ closeat to the
grammar of the Gresk and it does not convey the idea of penance. All
the other English versions, inmcluding the AV, adopt the translation
“without repentance”. This is slightly more ambiguous but still
oconveys the notion of complete ummngeability, us stressed by Bois
and Besa,

At Rom. XI,31 Bois nakes an explicit reference to Besa saying

that the translation (i.e. AV) retains the couma after §W£J97avaf in

agreement with Theophylactus and "all the usual editions of Boma”,

1. Yor Protestant translations of  (E7olvClet soe
ﬂ.rt-horngz{rulin'a Defence, pp.4390 1£,
3, Erasmus (1838); "Sine poenitentia i.e. Quorum non possit

posnitere eum qui dedit aut qui promisit, quasi dicas, iupoenitibilia."
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Downes disagrees here, thinking that the usual punctuation (comna

after Eﬂuu ) sbould be followed "because otherwise the transposition
will be extremely harsh and that other punctuation rests upon the
authority of the transcripts, and in order that the sense be complete
be understands ST (in reference to) before T J/‘f—T"/"e’ F LI

It seens that the problem as expounded by Downes is one of simply
punctuation, rather than punctuation affecting the interpretation. In
fact the iuterpretation which Downes proposes ("they did not believe

in your merxcy in order that they themselves might obtain mercy") i»s
different from Bexa's. Deza in his 1589/98 versions reads "8ic et isti
non obedierunt, ut pex{n-tri wisericordian et ipsi misericordia donentur'
(1568 "parueruntP). He comments that there have been "multas incoamodas
interpretationes” of this verse and that "Nexpe unus (ni fallor)
Theophylactus hingc vedit quod res &st''. He then says that the Vulgate
reading "orediderung in vestram misericordiam" points to sv T l}«ﬁ"?‘:’ thzse
being taken in the sense of £35 To J/uiTipov eheos . The meaning

then becomes "In order tiua® the Jews might obtain mercy, they

disbelieved the mercy that was shown to the Gentiles”. However,

Bexa says, this construction is impossible dbecause of the verb xme eV
Alternately, he suggests the Vulgate reading could be taken to mean

that the Jm did not believe that mercy would come to the Gentiles

from that particular source ("ut inde -d’ml deveniret misericordia').

But he finds that this reading would remove the antithesis between

1. Souter and lHestle & Aland put the comma after :;ma%d‘au/
and quote no variants. <,(l Wsdmdarfj I, p. s
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Ty TouTwy iaru%%( and T @uiﬂ:/og ilect and the Apostle
would have to suyply ".W“ or "ita” as Erasmus had poiated
out. Lesa's ocomment on the Vulgate remderiag throws some light on
the procedures of bownes., Ny moxt'tng E'aTu Downes was clariftying
the (resk coustruction to make it plain that the Jews did not believe
4n the mercy that was shown to the Gentiles. Besa also mentions
Erasmus’ interpretation here. Erasuus takes Paul's mesaning to be
that the meroy shown to the Gentiles was offemsive to the Jews 3o that
they becane alivuated from the Gospel. Besa however, thinks that the
Apostle moans the very opposite of that, simoe Kom. V.11,13,14,17 end
EKl.30 suggests that salvation was givem to the Gentiles Lecause of
the obutinacy of the Jewa., The faith (i.e. merey) bestowed upon

the Gentiles was not an cbgtacle to the Jews but an opportunity givea

by God that they too migut esbrace the Gospol.l Thus, in his

Sranslation Lesa makes At quite explicit that the mercy shown to the
Geutiles was a necessary oonditioa for tis Jews also obtaining mercy.

e also mentions Anbrose's resding "In vestra miseratioune' or "when you

€

wvere salled to mercy’ which he fimds unconfirmed by any other source.

Nouwe of the versions or commsntators mentions the theological problem

posed by vuv or any wvariants tor u.a

1. Erasmus (1838) astually quotes Theophylactus' reading and comment.
"8i¢ ot 1114 nom orediderunt ut vestra misericordia et ipsi misericordiam
oconsequantur” Commeatum: “Sed vestra misericordis et horum erit,
assulabuntur onim voa, Nec abhorret ab hoo Chrysostoani counentum docens
uty,unque populum vicisin fuisse inoredulum, ac vieiasin ad gratiam
vocatum”. Darrett, Romans, p.2232, 4 in substantial agreement with this
interpretation. | i

a. M.E.B. has "at the moment of merey".
I Hee Barrett, Romang.: p.320.
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0f the English versions Tyndale, Ueneva, Tomson and Bishops'
all agree with the Vulgate punctuation and interpretation. Whittinghanm
and AV follow the Besa/Theophylactus version.

At Rom. XI@.3 Bois suggests that /lgyﬁl here is used in the
sense of 7E$MKLVA) (I ¢xhort, advise) on the authority of
the Greek Scholia.

The caly other uomntemporary N.T. to take Acy®)  in this
sonse 13.8033'3 N.T. (1574-1508). The Vautrollier edition of Besma
has "edico" in the text with the marginal gloss ''prasoipio”, Tonmson
has "X say"” in the text with "I charge” in the margin. All the other
Kﬁglinh vorsions read simply "I say”. DBois most probadly agreed
with the Besan interpretation of ,fﬁyii and was citing the Greek
Scholia as additional support. The AV reading "1 say" does not
necessarily imply their rejection of Bois, since "say" in English
can be used in the exhortative sense. |

At Rom. XI1.0 Bois defines Kt Th avecloyroty
as “"sccording to the standard and rule of faith, or, according to
the proportion and measure of faith which we have.” Besa's 1574
H.T. has "pro proportione fidei" with the marginal gloss "ut quisque
teneat revelationis suse modun”, This translation is followed by
Gneva and Tomson (who also translate the gless). Hexa retains his
translation in the 1608 N.T. but he points out that Ke7 T/v imlod/wv

can be interpreted in two ways. It can mean either "congruentia",

or, vhat the Apostle olsewhere calls /utgaaw » If wa accept

the former interprotation, then Paul is distinguishing between the true
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and the false canon 0f prophecy and Soriptural exegesis. I we

accept the latter iuterpretation, then Paul is recommending that
Prophets should not go beyond their task. Besa, like Bois does not
give explicit priority to either intorpretatloa,gnlthough his own
translation takes '.’;(vodo,ux to mean "weasonable limit",

Tyndale here reads "according to the grace that is given unto us",
Bishops' has "after the measure of faith”  taking measure in the

sense of 'canon' in agreesent with the Vuig-talnrnnmun *gecundun
rationen fidei". The AV follows the Besa/Geneva translation “according
to the proportion of faith'.

Atwkon. XIV.8 Bois paraphrases '"Let oadﬁ man acquire for
himself true knowledge from the word of God so that; without doubt,
he may preserve what the will of God 18"

Besa in his 185¢8 N.T., as in his previous versions, has
"unusquisque ia animo suo plene certioratus esto’'. He says that
4t 48 possible to take TovV vowv in the sense of "sententia"
or “consilium” but he preferred to interpret it as "comscientia”.
Thus the verd rr,f7 /JQ?O/)ZL'J'Q&L neans "to see and to believe in Loxd
Jesus". bBesa, tendeatiously, is against the Vulgate translation
"Unusquisque in suo sensu ahundat“.l e points out that the verbd
“sbundare” can imply obstinacy which Itg7ﬂ?f?F5Q59%i does not

signity, and thus the sentence ceases to have a Christian meaning.

1. dis. "let each abound in his own souse" 1.e. “let each use his
reason to its fullest ocapacity”. Contrary to what Besa says, this need
not iaply that wen will rely solely on their own power of reason,
wvithout any recourse to God,
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Far Deut. XI1.8 expressly prohibits men from following their own
inclinations. The sawe point is made by Paul at Col. II.8. Bema also
disagrees with those wio say that Paul here is ocondemning those of
weak or hesitant conscience. For the wmost important thing, lhe says, is
Bot that our actions accord with our conscience but that our conscience
be based on the word of God. Ve see here that bois' paraphrase of the
verse is in agreement with Lexa's exposition of it. liovever, there

is very little diiference between the various English translatioas.

Tymiale reads “"8¢ that no man wvaver iu his awne weanynge'. Geneva,
Tomson, bishops' and AV all have "Let every man be fully persuaded in
bis und".l This agrees with Beza's translation and, it could be
argued, that the use 0f the passive voice by all tiw versions implies

"knowlodge from the word of God" as opposed to human: reason.

1.Corinthians

At IV.6 bBois explains Grrcf» 8 Jrc)//o«rrrow as
referring to the begimning of this chapter and to the end of the preceding
chapter. lie says that Paul “returns the Corinthian people not to that
vhich was written by others but by Paul himself" and that Um z’/»ou
should be supplied beufore Cvet /&‘7 . He translates ;tis 5rf£/a Touv gvos
4bamaur92 as ''that for some one ye be not puffed up.” The Revisiom
Comuittes 1s concerned here with the interpretation of Umep O ycypxTiTat

and mo nention 1s made of the reading without cﬁoo(/iu/ which occurred

de H.B.ib. "everyone should have reasched comnviction in iis own mind".
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beaa. Ao/«wa'o./r) is translated as 'righteousness” Ly all
baglisu versions except Rhotusl ("'justice").

At Rom. IV,17 Lols suggests taat [xTowvre of imoreuers
should be taken in the sense of d/’aoc ws after Chrysoston,

Beaa Lere translates ''coram eo cuil credidit’ which he interprets
as "cognatione spirituali’. %We are Abratam's children not because of
any hunman ralattoml}iy, but bocause he was the first to be given etornal
1ife turough faiti. ile disagrees with Chrysostom's rendition oj’uaows
1.e. "ad exeuplun vel similitudinen” finding the idea that Abraham
should be like God "iumnia".:z It is interesting that Lrasuus (1535)
although iaaving the samse translation as Lea, noaetheless interprets it
atter Chrysostom (also Theophylactus and the (raeca Scholia) ''sive
ad exemplum el cul credidit”, Bois in adopting the Chrysoston
rendering s in agreemeant with Erasuus as against vesa.

Tynidale here agrees with Ambrose and reads "before God whou thou
bas holﬁ.o'md".3 Geneva and Tomson read "before God whom he bLelieved'
and Bishops' has "before (God whom ye believed'. The AV i3 seea to
follow besa in wording, if not nocessarily in interpretatioan, by

translating "beofore him whom he believed",

1. N.E.B., also reads ''Juatice" and takes ﬂ‘ot/aw’cs in the seuse of
‘overlooking' not as a synonyn for &4)«;0—6 .

4, e also says that there are no otiaer instances of «<Tzvxvre
in the sense of JuowJs in the New Testauent.

3. Both Erasnus and Beza draw attention to Ambrose'’s reading
“oredidisti”. (Modern scholarship attributes the coumentaries on Pauline
Zpistles not to Ambrose but to Ambrosiaster). Neither Souter nor Hestle &
Aland give this reading or any other variant with “credidisti”, Xrasnus
mentions that Ambrose refers ''credidisti” to the nation which Paul is
addressing. In the 1635 N.T. he quotes Ambrose's comnmeat "Ut unun deum
onniun doceat alloguitur gentiles’. The Lishops' lible obviously based
its readiag on Ambrose's ianserpretation.
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also adopts this ingterpretation, reading "not to be wime above that
which 1s'uittm". The AV reads "... not to think of men above
that which is written"”. The Hevigsers thus agree with Besa (as against
Bois) on the interpretation of Z chfanrﬂ— , but they differ from
all the other versions in supplying men as object for f,aovzw
(presunably on the basis of 1 Cor. 1IV.6bh),

At 1 Cor. IV.9 Boia comments on the exact meaning of iq(ec"'wé

J )
ad  Z2mBavxmious . As regards iO)(o(TOU.S Bois refers to

Scaliger's Manili Aatrmmd.conl and concludes that ‘;’.d')(dTaUS

means the saune as '},cfe:d/'éou_s . Threfore the comnstruction should
not be translated “the last Apostles" (which is against the canon of
Greek anyway) but "(semt us) the Apostles last" i.e. "as substitute
fighters with the beasts".

EnogaV¢Twus according to Bois, again after foaliger, nmeans
not norely those who were ordered to be throvn to the lions, but
those who volunteered to be thrown to the lions. DBema translates

SoyTOVS as "ultimas”. This 1s not too far removed from Bois’
suggestion as "ultiaus"” in Latin has the connotatimof providing a
terninus. 7The Vulgate has "novissings' here, which means simply
“"latest” and Erasous agrees with this interpretation althougu he
translates "nos gqui sumus Apostoll postreami™. English versions from

Tyndale to Bishops' read "tho last Apostles”. The AV has '"us the |

i, For exact reference see Ward Allem, op.cit., pp.45 and 16,
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Apostles last” thus agreeing with Hois end the Rheims version.

é m96<VoLnoUS Beza translates as "morti addictos" in agreeamont with
BErasaus (Vulgate: "morti destinatos’’). Tyndale, Geneva, Tomsoun and
Bishops' read "appointed to death"”. The AV however, has "approved to
deatih’ (kheime:"deputed to death"). This would suggest the Revisers’
agreement with bLesa rather than with Hois, or the other English
versions. "Appointed"” could suggest self-appointuent or appointmeut
by an outside authoritys “Approved" however, like "deputed" implies
the presence of an external unthority.l

At 1 Cor. V1I.26 Dois glosses %(VX(YKQV u%ﬁ([’b‘/)
J‘“X/‘”’V and quotes Photius'’ phrase {w —ro)\/ SVETTWILV TWV ﬂib/odd;/uwl/ fb,axv
which would suggest tuat he takes %V{U7VJJuV in 1its literal

sense "the present necessity” as opposed to the oternal comdition

of the Chureis. bBexma 1» against that iatorpretation but Brasmus (1835)
approves it (quoting Ambrose) and saying that "Oportet eniam huiusmoui
consilia pro temporun ratiocne moderari”. All the versions here
translate ‘present neceasity''. The AV however, has ''present distresase'
in accord with Bois® interpretation of Lcma/m)v Cbr, necessitie” in
the margin). Neither translation gives us any clue as to the
versious' attitude toTNV SVETTWIAKV LvetyknV &

A% 1 Cor. VII.29 kois reads OTL O K905 in

agresment with Besa. ie elucidates the phrase as "now calanities draw
1. Moffatt has '"doomed gladiators”.

3. NeB.bo: "4n a time of streas like the presemt”. ioffatt,
1 Corinthians, is in agreemont with Bosa's eschatological interpretation
o2 the passayge.
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nigh and threaten”. Andrew Downes interprets the pussage to mean

[

A
oTe O Kxtpos ot Surkoles Kae rwdovv XveusoTos
but Bois does not agree with this on the authority of the Greek Scholia.

<
oTL i omitted from the TR and the Vulgate but Desa claims

1

that At appears in seventeen old codices,” Grasca Scholia and Basil,

dexa's punofuattén To ,(oorrav %anu 5 Zl/,( agroees with that

of L, sone Vulgate MSS and Chrysostom. Vulgate and Erasmus punctuate
atter owveorx{ svos , although Erasmus (1535) admits the possibility
of punctuating as beza did; “atque ita Graeci videntur legere

noainatia ‘ﬂ;cphylwtuu“. However, he does not mention the 37‘0 reading.
Beza's Latin N.T. (1574) roads "quoniam tesmpus contractum est in
posterun” with the marginal note "in fines siquidas saeculorum
pervenimua',. In hii 1598 Nl:.'r. bexa reads ''quoniam opportunum tempus

est angustum in posterunm” and explains thst the Apostle is not talking
.bout‘tho shortness of human life but about the imminent disasters and
the ond' of the world. We thus see that beszsa makes it much clearer

taan Bois that it is the eschatological KXLPOSs which is being
oconsidered. Bois nakes this point implicit in his rejection of Downes'
inteipretation. 0f the Hnglish versions Tyndale and Great omit ore and
read "The tine is short. It remaineth ,.." CGeneva, Tomson and Bishops'

£
dusert OTC and also agree with Bezma's punctuation, “because the tinme

is short hereazter". The AV, however, reverts to the reading without 57'1/

1, Souter quotes no variaats with OTL. Nestle & Aland quote V'D( pesy

com ., I - - R JD bf‘
Tischendort: T preom o1 tibn PEFG ol maw b Do Rk bron £ s (ip . L . rire
il - 6.~ dvwids 1ot Zw&) Sgr it wop baon G Tet Am,r,rjg) 0:/;5‘&, 1+2

.
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and to the Erasaus/Vulgate punctuation ("., the time is short, It
remaineth ,,.."). In this, the KRevisers agree with the Tyndale,
Great and Rheims versions and also with Downes®' interprotation of
the passage, Saking Kolpos  as mferring %o the shortness of human
1te. | -

At 1 Cor. VIX.S8 Boiz has "but that you nay decently and
vithout distraction wait upon the Lord.” for the Greek Mpés To sUS(uoV R
g&ruléia’;aov T Ku/)w:v %(n«;/)wrre(a"-rw_g Bois® translation
reproduces wvord for worﬁ Bééa'n 1898 version "ut decenter et apte
adhaorescatis Domino absgue nlla‘ distractions” (1674: distinctione).

In his 1098 version Besa also mﬁ.m the reading drpw‘&ﬂav
which he found in some copies but which hé suspects of heing compt.z
In the Yulgate mm.sm (aed ad 18 quod honestum est et quod
facultaten prasbesat siyve znpadimto Dominum observandi'') he objects,
firstly, to the use of “"honestum” for £(7)0X7,k0|/ since the Greek word
is being used here to nean "qxft;d‘: ast conmieﬁs et accomodatum”
(cf. Rom. XIII.3 and 1 Cor. XIV.40). Besa ia making the point that
marriage may be honest but the Apostle is urging us to do what is
proper and mot marry. Secondly Bexa objects to "sine impedimento"
for &nipca‘nata'ru X « Strictly the Vulgate phrase means Z(V.e/aﬂofm LA

and 80 it woskens the marriage metaphor.

1. . Por the eschatological interpretation soe Moffatt, 1 Corinthiane,
"ﬁa' R R , . : o - ;

» . T = e, 3}
8, 7 A« /n'SLLMior]Cﬂjwrro({/)iépov i NABDE FG P L Pgij Clen, 573+ 631 Fus

Besdi 640 of Seope A i - 5 (=G Sz;) zuﬁaon{oov csn K el /»Qw Ch17 //Wifd Wéby
Decin pavell by [@m 15 el Ay Cec. 5‘M2~@:f@f;£—».ﬂ?055 Ipov, 5.6 _M‘aod‘o@a’ov.
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Tyndalo and Oreat read "honest and comely ... without separacion”
(after lfisnus). Geneva and Tomson agree with this. Pishops’' has "for
comeliness' sake"., The AV reads "hut for that which is comely, and
that you may attend upon the Lord without distraction". There is a
substantial agreement here hetween Bois, Beza and the AV, The
Revisers however, are prabably cioaar to the Greek asyntax than either
Bois or Dexza since they treat 11gos T2 ‘53€XQ/“”/’ as modifying

,jzxu and not as modityingvsénafz{ﬁov.
At 1 Cor. IX.5 Bois refers to.thQ‘OId Latin versions "a woman,
a sister”, He suggests on this basis that the TR édz}%P7v<{uwxumx
is in inverted ordor."tor in the prior place ought to be placed what
is more general, in the latter what 1is more specific e.g.«QV{BZS, &J;X%%V
However—- A.D. & H.l has suggested that &&,@Py,v d/woukx means 8 |
Christian, or faithful woman so fhat i%éiﬂ%h fe bethg used as an oplthot?f

Bois' note suggests that the Final Comnittee here was concerned with
the relationship between the twé Greek words, rather than with
the problempii tranalatlng.XOV¢bh* » If we accept the Bois/Vatus
vo::ion, howover, t;ii§entence cones to mean "hawerwe not the power to
lead about a si;tof (wvho is a wonan)?'" Beza translates <ruv¢qu,

as "uxor” in all his versions, maintaining (1598) that the Apostles

could not honestly lead about women who were not their wives.

1. For possible identity of the bearers of these initials see Ward
Allen, op.eit., pp.l10-1l.
a. As this 1s the only place where Bodleian Bishops' and Pulman M8

overlap, it is interesting to compare their annotations. In Bodleian
Bishops the Bishops' reading '"'a sister, a woman" is underlined and a
reference 1s made to "p.18". If the Bodleian amnotator is digputing the
Bishops'/Beis rendition here, this would support the hypothesis that the
Bodleian Bishops' is later than the Fulman B, (¢e p. (47 helew ),



(50

02 the English versions, Tyndale has "a gister to wife", Geneva
and Tomson read "a wife being sister" which Tomson explains in the
margin (after BDesma and in agreexent with A.D.B.) as meaning "One
that 1s & Christian and a true beliover”. Bishops' has "a sister, a
voman" in agreement with Bols. AV reads "a sister, a wife” and retains
"woman" in the margin. This rendering i1s open to several interpretations;
(a) a sister or a wite, (d) aﬁﬁbod Christian woman who is a wife, (¢) a
good Christian wounﬁfl and so leaves open the question of priests
marrying. Explaining his translation in the 13598 N.T. Besa points out
that the passage does not imply that the Apostles should desist from
marriage. This, however, 1s denied by Clement, Paphnutius and
Athanasius. LKy

This point of interpretation is wvas ralsed by Martin against
l'ulke.a Martin maintains that Bexa uses the word Xuﬁxmo( to
signify a wife (1 Cor. IX.8) and not to signify a wife (1 Cor. VII.1)
"both against virginity and chastity of priests". Pulke ansvers
Martins objection at 1 Cor. VII.1 saying that Besman's comment on
Xu'udc‘kojjj nrsoPu. commends not only virginity in those who are not
married but also continence in thoso who are narried. According to

Besza Paul does not condean the coming together of nan and woman through

3]
matrimony, but recommends it as remedy for those who cannot restrain

1. The vord "wife" could mean both ‘spouse' and woman in 16th
century English (8.0.K.D.). XN.E.B, has "Have I no right to take a
Christian wile about with me’.

3. see ( . Hartshomee/Fulke's Defence, p.71, 115.




5]
from c«mtnmt.1 Thus “it is bad for a man to touch a woman unliesa
she is his wife". This is in accord with Augustise’s view but against
Jorome who mainsains thas Palii Torbide contacs with women under any
SAYCURSEANGES ... Augustine answers that if u man cam touch food amd drink,
there 48 20 roason why he should not be allowed to touch his wife.

At ) Cox. IX.5 Fulke explains that 3(0,&14)')" moans Chratian
and that there is good testimony that the Apostles were allowed to
BArry. JThus XUVded 7?‘-" mist mean "a wife" here. If the expression
siuply referred to a woman who ministered $0 the Apuuu.z the word

&faﬂch" would be sufficient. sem L

At ) Cor. 1X%.37 dois refors to Chrysostom. lom.32 in Gen.p.163.
On this authority ’olf;’ KLhos is equivalent in meaning to :(X/)']JTOS .
Bexna has 'wyelectansus" im kis 1698 N.T. (earlier versions: "reprobus"

An agreement with the Vulgate and Erasmus). Beas gives no reason for
bitering his translatioan but points out that this verse does not, as

sone have thought, question the decisiveness of eslection. Paul's concern
here does not mean shat his election is uncertain. Rather, his very
unocertainty is an aspoot of election for it was degided by God that
election should be suatained through persomnal effort. Perhaps the

voxd ‘redectaneus” expresses the idea of sxclusion L£rom election more

clearly than “yeprobus" henoe besa's use of it in his later translation.

D a » :
1. ¢f. Beza's comment on LOXN oV above where he makes
plain that marriage is the last resort,
a. This viev wvas held by Ambrose who read "mulieres' here.

Besa mentions this in his 1898 N.T. and finds it not acceptable.
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Bois' interpretation of A&M/@S is different fron

Wi

Beza‘'s. Like Chrysoston, Bois emphasises Paul's own uselessness
in contrast to his preaching to others. Tyndale and Great adopt
the same interpretation as late Besa and read “castaway”. Geneva

and Tomson read "reproved®. Bishops' and AV both read "castaway"

ag_ntult bois and Chrymto-.l
At 1 Cor. X.11 Bois suggests that the sentence should be |
Tr

understood &5 TUTOL 7/»0\/ o’uuf.pdwav EKsLVOLS
8t .

thus taking TUmTOV to mean uhply “exasples". ko objeacts to
DovMnesd interpretation (after Augustine) which takes 7v/Tor 0 mean
“types and figures of the poo91§ of old", in other woxds, prototypes
establishing a pattern for the future. o

Besa in all his versions has "flasc autem omnia typice
svenerunt eis', ;xpmu#g (1698) that he takes TUToL 4in the sense
oL TUMLKWS "i';ut in duobus codicibus scriptum tnvoai.m".s
He goes on to way that these things were Tuior not with respect to
the Israslites but to us. Related to this is ‘tho word AVTLTV X
asaning prototypes of our sacraments, Thus manna to the Israelites

was the sacramant of heavenly broul; our equivalent £s the bread we

break. ¥e f£ind that Besa is in mauut with Augustine and Downes,

oy ik

1. " + Rheins; “"my self should become reprobate".

a2, Soutor and Nestle & Aland have TUMtKWs  4in the text. Souter

quotes no variants but Nestle & Aland mention nwTx g Muwnx TUllor GVVE VoV

as oocurring in most (| H8S. The D* Mmg horc 18 MMlvie )2 RWTK Tultor guvsSoevov
mdhsaahmnokmhdgqgﬁ{it.m Freso TEw 3

- .- - eiwy Bou probably saw Tum,lw,s
in some Putrutto o uus. [dw oLso 'Ks[,&p,meor?@ Ip §l§)
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. .‘” ‘
taking Tvrov to signify things which establish a pattorn, as

opposed to mere examples. This ia in accord with Besa's views on
the uianouhip betwveen the (0ld and the New Testament.

The Vulgate reads "Haec autea omnia in figura contingebant
1llis" and Erasuus has “"Haec autem omnia ngm?a; confiingerunt 111“".1
All the English versions read "tér oxanpl.oa",a thus omitting the prophetic

RS (x;
nuance of TulToL « 7The AV however, adds in the margin ''or, types"

vhich;ug@utn sone measure of support for the Bexzan 1ntorprotation.3

At 1 Cor. X.17 Bois suggests that 3vT$5 | should be supplied
to céuplota the sense of oc noflow . He then adds 'the exposition
of Beza d:lsplouod us all for accord.tna to tho aonu of that

exposition it ought to be written OTo f,o5 o d/J/O.S .4’

E AT
None of the English versious zollown Bexa here. The AV agrees with

Gonevu/’!’mc;n/mshopa reading "Por we that are many are one bread
and one body "

At 1 Cor. X.30 Bois comments that the interprotation "and if by
thankegiving", although rejocted Sy Besa, has nonetheless been
recommendod by lDownes. Desa (1598) reads per gratiam for Xe(/orn
vhich he u\torpnts to mean "IL£ I ax allowed by the grace to partake of

some zood, why -hould that which has been given by God's grace, be

. Erasnus explains "Bt od eum modum (1.0.5),um/ addendo) citat

hunc locunm Augustinus.

2, Rheins’” “chaunced to them im figure".

3. cf. "He oftered wine not \ntor in the type of his blood"” (Jereay

rnyxor. ‘1913 8.0.E.D,).
& Cce, akso~ %Lygw&&ﬁaba\/@ a1,
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tunml 4nto something undesirable? DBesa objects to the interpretation
"thanksgiving” (i.e. grace said before s meal) as in the Erasmus

and Vulgate versions, because it is ''forced".

0L the Buglish wr&lm. Tyndale and Great agree with Vulgate/Erasmus
t-mng "IZ2 1 take my paﬂi with ihunloa". Geneva, Tonson and

Bishops' all agrocuwith Bexs, reading "If I through God's benefite

TAD
be partaker" (Bishops' "by"). ’ The AV also agrees with Besa but

TOoR R
translates his reading literally "if I by grace be a partaker” thus

o

Mms the ftalics of the puviou- vouiona; The Vulgate/Erasmus
alternative “or by thankegiving” as suggested by Downes is inserted

in the AV mxtn.

At 1 Cor. xu.m Bois auggoata that LVA,MA'.S 1 is the

use of the abatract :or tha concrete cf, o(VTLJ‘? (Ilibs in the
33 W

procue(una verse. bDess (1574) has "guburuauonu" hvhich 'rmon
translates as "power ", All the other English versions have “doers
otr niracles" (Rhom: "dootors"”). AV haj "uakers of miracles" (cf.
Matthew VII.22) but inserts "powers" in the margin, Besa keeps

"gﬁbemauom" in hin 1598 N.T, which fxe oxphim as "Pﬁosbytom
¥

4\#

ordinen declarst qux ducipunao ot politiae REcclesiasticae custodes

erant ..."” We thus see that there is an agreement between Bois, Besa,

e Yo

Tomson and AV (margin) as regards the translation “powers” and

Y e
its concrete signification. ilowever, only Besza aakes clear that he

intexrprets (fum/aioj as Church powers. The English versions leave
- s —

1. Cremer, Lexicon, gives two meanings for J:)V-(./hib) ; Vas

dulmuon of persons (1 Cor. XI1.20)" and "as designation of supra-
u- powers in N.T. and Helleanistic Greek usually conjoined

uthdfﬂ ;o f&wa-wc "
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this unspecified.

R

v on s

<, At Gal, 1.16 Bois suggests the translation "in mse" but

points out that others have '"by me, to me', Dexa agrees with the
Vulgate here, reading "in me" in all his versions. In the 1868
N.T. he points out that )5.\/ ;/wc noans literally '"mihi' bhut, when
takon with the verb &lfano(qu’&v it means the sane as the Hebrew
(hal mi), in other worxds, "significarl Dei gratiam coelitus in animux
tpeun”.

Tyndale, Great and Bishops' all agree with Erasmus and read
"by me" thus implying tha‘noaning "revealing his son by neans of me”.
Goneva, 13560, Tomson, Rheius and AV all agree with the eza/Vulgate
version and read "in me". This is ambig_uous ;n English (and could be
equally ambiguous 1;_%!:-&1:3:: although Leza denies it) moaning either
::ovea}pd in »y nind" or “revealed by mwans of me”. In connection
with this it iz iateresting to see that Whittingham (1887) reads "to me"
peruaps taking JG,V ‘i‘,/\ab in its literal souse, as pointed out by
Beza. It s difficult to tell whether Bois by "others” means other
Revisers or other versions.

At 1I.2 Bois paraphrases Tou ogkoucnv a8 Tos Kolau#uous
Bexa translates Tocg Afwcoam,\/ as “Lns qui sunt ia pretio” im all
dis versions and pqr;;run the Greek (1598) as To.s ifjA’OKWUO‘L'/
“quibus opponuntur o‘L vvé(ﬁgoovrej ", He is opposed to the Vulgate

version "Quividsebantur aliquid esse'’, i.e. TOLS ﬁxounv siv(x.o. ‘n,l

1. No Greek or Latin variant wish Zl/x. To  1s quoted by
Souter, MNestla A Alandgr FSMM.
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This, he suspects, is an interpolation from v.6, unconfirmed by
Jerome's con.ontnry.l But ivon in his commentary Jerome did not
Wuo that Tous szouv-rec_s neans the sawne as JToUs |
liadgxbhowuﬁaqs "quoiun apud omnes prasclara est oxtsttnatio.a
The Ambrose reading “Qui sibi videbantur aliquid esse", Beza
considers to be too difficult. His own translation agrees with
tha#'ot Erassus (“cuuéiis ves)- Tindulc and Great read "with them
wvhich were counted chiefe”. This 3i followed by Bishops' with
substitution of "esteesmed" for ‘'counted'’. Ueneva reads "with them
that were chiefe" (retaining Erasmus' “ocum”) but Tomson has "to them
that were the chiefe" which suggests that h§ folbws Hexa's reading
here. AV departs from all previous English version and has "to thenm
which were o0f reputation” thus appearing to agree with Besa's
interpretation of féuj &noa&uv s against Bois,
However, when we ooasid.£ that "chief" in English can mean 'the
best, the most prnulnomt"a we can say that perhaps the AV reading
;;rikes & oompronise between Bois' and Hema's interpretation.

At Gal. 11.4 Bois suggests the translation "And that because
of" for JL¥»J;_. Others have "o, not because of" after the Greek

Scholia which also link this verse with verse II1I.3 "whimh linking

seens to agres not unsuccessfully with the intention of the Apostle”.

1. Heza quotes Jeroms after Erasmus (1838).

3. c¢f. classioal % £K.0UVTO( as W to T&M&V LO\’TO(.

(Kuripides, Trosd 608). Seo also J.B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul's Epistle
to the Gulstiana,(lﬂas), p.103.

3. of, The chieffe peers of the realme" (1536), 8.0.EB.D.
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Downes thinks that there as in v.8 the construction 1s aWKvroffodoToV

Camerarius (1873) thinks that it ig an ellipsis and that “he was

not compelled to be circuncised hecause of the false brethren”

should be repeated. Desa 4n all his versions reads "nempe propter”

(Exrassus; “propter”, Vulgate; “sed propter") suggesting (1308) that
J; here 13 wsed in the sense of Ja or Jamu (2.0,

lronoving [f—

"surely on account of"). Ille objects to Erasmus
Heronysi opinione qui puta§1t redundare hoc loco quod non
prnaeodlt/uvv ” as this 4is not a sufficient reason.

Yo see an agreemont here between Tyndale, Great, Bishops®,

Bois and the AV. All these versions read “"And that because of"
Geneva version agrees with Erasaus roading "for all the" and Tonson
translates Bema literally "To wit for the". ZEvidently the majority
of v:;siéns agreed with the elliptical reading of the phrase.

At Gal, '111.1 Bois suggests as alternative translation for
,T/,,,;X/qu spietured, pourtraid, painted”.? Dema in all his versions
reads "depictus”. He disagrees with the Vetus translation "proscriptus"
unless 4t is taken in the sense of "written out on public documents'".

The interpretation “outlawed" adopted by Augustine, or "condenned"

adopted by Ambrose Beza considers to be too difficult. Nor is he in

1. According to Nestle & Aland ‘2 is omitted in Marciom.

-

3, T;M&r{/ﬂl}ﬂ(pozllj‘o{ V) (47_ Zg’ﬁdﬁpq)\ﬁ_ncl A M \ A-BC' j7 ;23* 3 3,
CFA Ak e Jér“&’ w/’”‘j‘ /)frlfh.ﬁcﬂa.(Ew&*a,,D

b Sd 6FAR L FA3 L o

- -

674@6/ 4. 489 g ante codes o éﬁdum/;ilw @J‘\/@ Chor mc{{.’,‘xw) Evthad cod (o

- 137 ot glaph 429 Tdet 1,658 A p 0603 Ang 5
o plor deg ygle fo¥ foiid Lok JO GurP B fiH 350 by

A

y add 2v vpav g, DEF g KLP
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favour of Erasmus' yeading ''praescriptus” (vritten before, about
wvhem you have,read before), vhich Erasmus took from Jerome. ieza
points out that, other considerations apart, the usual Ureek word
for "prssscribore" is ’Wpd ”d,fw—ﬂm not @o{/afarku
and dismisses the Erasmus/Jerome interpretation as "etiam absurdior
«eo quam superiores'. kHe hinseclf joins up n'/)otazfaafq with K-W’_o’(f%l/kws
All she English versions from Tyndale to Bishops'
appear te agree with the Vetus (Vulgate) reading and hLave "was
desoribed”. The AV reads "before whose eyes ... evidently set forth"
thus not only adopting Uesa's translation of mpocyp=44 but also
his syntax of linking that up with KAT’ 3{9&}/«005 Bois' note here
supports the Besa/AV version.

At Galagians IV.8 lLois takes nuﬂw xve) 9?"’ in the sense
of ik qu,t/w,(’[?/fau | . TNe then adds "In this he has combined
the Gentiles with the superstitious Jews decause they supersitiously
cbserved dayes and tines; at ;t_gae omiu:fwreforo the Apostle mingles
the superstition of both”. Eeza translates rulw avw Pzv as
"retrossun” throughout. In the 1598 N.T. he explains tiat he takea
the passage to mean that the Galatians were converted to the Gospel
not from Juwdaisn but from Paganisn. However, as they 'retreated”
from the Gospel they were wegressing into Judaism - hence the verd
ima-r/;dfw'%u - yetorqueri. He objects to the Graeca fcholis
1‘%“‘““%&“;3:%“ ??ndi“ here means moon, sun aud stars, v

and that Gadatians measuring hours aud days by the planets, had reverted

e
to their former idolatry. This interpretation Besa considers to be absurd.
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It seens that Bois' note, linking the ohservation of daya
vith Jewish superstitions provides an elucidation of Hexa's exposition,
0f the English versions Tyndale and Great road "affreshd' possibly
agreeing with Erasusus' "denuwo''. All the other versions, including
the AV read "again'.

At Gal. IV/DS Hois lista the following possible translations,
"¥hat 1is become thea of the hapynesss that was ascribed unto you
/ox/ your magnifying of yourselves, or thinking your selves hapy
gor By sake, your hapyuesso that is talked or spoken of", ie then
explains ‘b /«‘KQ‘,OL d;uo_s (‘5/460\/ as "by whioh others openly
declared you happy, Or you yourselves ou account of the gospel having
been regeived, or by whieh you openly declared me happy."

This note suggosts that the Pinal Coumittee was considering omnly

the translation of “3 el peauos é/uuv and that Bois wrote
down the various possibilitsies. No mention is made in his manuscript
of the variante 00 OUV / Tus obv 7’v o 1 and the translation

as written down by Bois fuplies that the cfmnitteo strucik a compromnise

between the‘grmat;eal past and present. Deza in all his versions

adopts the TR Seading TUS opy »3\/ 2 which he translates by the

AEARDL MO - Y o
' Latin imperfect "ubi erat .." This reading and translation suggest

that the Galatisns were only,appsrently happy during Paul's visit,

ageiibibon “

1. Bouter and Nestle & Aland both have Tov OUV 1in their text
atter p.46 §y L 1013 pm, Tis ouv )V nas the basking of R D nov ovv v
ocours in @ al &t, [Tov ouv soTw 4m 203 £ vg.

2. He confines himself to mentioning that he saw the [Tou oJv
variaat 'in ducbus vetustis codicibus”. (se 4 [ pfj a,éo./e_),
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This neauning is aade clear in the marginal note to iesa's 1574
Latin versions; "Quaantus ublique rumor exat Lominum vos beatus
prasdicentiwm’. On the othor aand Beza is in agreement with bois
in 8o far as he yranslates (5 /dnc(/ow)uo.s u;ui.iv by "beatitatis
vestrae praedicatio’.
vre oy 1 OF the English versions Tyndale reads “How haeppy were ye then?"
agreeing with the TR, Geneva and Tomson also agree with the TR and
take 3/‘“’ 4 as oxiinary possessive adjective: '"What was then
your felicite?” The Bishops' Bible agrees with the Vulgate text but
also treats u‘/‘wv possessively "VWhat is then your feliocity?"
The AV here adopts the Vulgate text more explicitly than bois, reading *
"Where 1is than?'_'?" (1.0, your past happiness has turned to unbappiness)
but inserting the TR reading in the margiu. The Revisers are in
Lull wgreensut with both besa and Hois as regards o /&d‘(&/?w/'abj l;md'\/
which they truﬂg&to as ‘'the blessedness you spake of".2

4t Gal, IV.17 Bois reads ;KKliia'.a, o:aacs and explains

“which it s 1£ it should be understood 1'75 i}‘73 ﬁ&/yp ar'r7;s s’/a').s ﬁ&)p’s éawv

1. On the relative merits of mov OOV AL ouV see Lightfoot, Ualatians, p./77
2. Besa, in the annotations to his 1598 version, suggests that o

K pramos (;uuv can mean either “"how great and where was the rumour of men
declaring you happy?' or 'what wus your declaration that you were happy
because of my coming? He then says that the question points to Paul's
anasensnt and that .70 Jdkapi3sey  means to "profess happiness” in
classical Greek, and the corresponding noun ought to be distinguished
from fokepLo-Tys ~ meaning "happiness™. This was first pointed out
by kruswus in his notes who, however, did not follow hias own imjunction
& his translation, |
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Bexa 15?4, Vu;g.to and all the earlier English versions read
bexa in his 15885/98 N.T. reads "excludere nos''. He explains that
although "in omnibus Latiunls codicidus scriptum est J/“L.s (vos)
poscit tamen sontentia ut boaamus i%dj Gmggh lie then
conpares tie situation of Paul and Galatianu to that of a love
triangle with Galatians representing the young girl, Paul, the rival
and Paul's enenius - the suitor. Deza suggests that it i3 nore usual
that the rival suaould be excluded from the girl by the suitor rather
than the girl from the riyal. In that case "noe'” 48 nore suitable
grannatiqally than "vos".

Bols' note suggests that there was soae uncertainty awong
the aeviseralwhether to accept thoe lezan reading or that of the majority
of versions. The Final Committee adjudicated in favour of tzkd5
i 1t is taken to mean "they would exclude you fron my teaching” or
" they would exclude my teaching from you". If the passage is taken
in this latter senge, Uexa's metaphor of the rival beiug excluded
frosw the girl is still relevant. Accordiagly, the AV has "exclude you'"
in the text, but 1nserts the Bezan alternative “exclude us" in the
margin.

At Gal, IV,18 Bols notes down the following alternative

translations "Now it is good to be Lad in adx!ration, or, to be

X Souter and Nestle & Aland both have UA4S  in the text and
quote no variants (sec Lightfoot, Galatians, p.176).

"b?;‘.ﬂ‘ ;
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)mum for, or, in that which is good all wales”., Besa adopts

tho reading ,mfév_,__@ To .‘;')I(’Uf 95“" in all his versions as
apposed to the Vulgate/Erasaus ‘K.eﬂo\/ I 57100"'9‘— 1.

de explains his pn_xormo for the TR reading in the 1898 version
saying it ocours in all the Ureek MS5S which he saw (presunably

of the Sl type) “assentiente Syro interprete et Chrysostomo".

The Yulgate reading, he oldu.ghu the support of Ambrose, Jerome
and the Latin version of Theodoret. Besa thinks here that the
Pold" Greek resding ought to be retsined, even though the Apostle
nakes a sudden transition from the aotive to the passive, This

transition is correct in the context simoe the Apostle is telling

the Galatians that it 18 good to be esteemed by many, but two things
are to be borne in mind, Lirstly that the course and the aim of the
friendship be right, secowily that aboont friends should be esteemed
850 less than present ones, In both these things the Galatians had
sinued against Faul. P
All the EBnlgish versions agres with the Ti reading here as
;guugitho Vulgate., GLowever, there is a ocertain amount of discrepancy
in the interpretations of &71000'9&» ,_ Beza in his early venmions
has "“prasclarum est velenenter amare” (which suggests ®ie reading
3;,lour2'f, )* which by 1503 he alters to “Prasclarum est autea

affectasy'. Tyndale and Great both read “to be fervent”, (taking

Souter and Nestle & Alamd u.; keafov < {']1004’ bas Hestle &
Aland quote the variants kxdov /2 3 levePs 1n B \ Pe V3 Or Gud x«fov §s 1o

31 kovodur in AD G pm. o Tischendoof, T, P 647,
a. S8ee Lightfoot, Galatians, p.177,




J.,Iaua'%u in the sense of “$o0 be impelled by meal’). Bishops'
agrees, reading "to be ssalous”. Geneva and Tomson agree with early
Besa, "to love"”, However, we see that Hoias' iaterpretation
of 37,€oaa-9€w agrees with the late Bema, in that both take
Lt in the strioct pausive sense. The AV however, seems to prefer
the middle inteppretation of 37,(ou'o-9sw reading "(it is good) to
be sealously affected".

At Oal. IV.24 Bois parsphrases nvw soTv XUy yopouusv
as "Vhich things have this allegorical use”. Beza here |
translates “Per quae aliud figuratur" in all his versions., The
Vulgate has "Quas sunt per allegoriam dicta” and Erasaus 'Quae
por allegoriam dicuntur”. Hesa in his 1508 version explains “ego
studi. perspicuitati” and then mentions Erasmus' comment (after
Chiymoston), that an allegory is totally fictitious, whereas here
Paul 18 tellimg a trus story “quase tamen aliud adembravit magis
reconditun mysterium’.

Tynd.h' has "which #iangs be token mystery" thus showing an
agreement with Chrysostom's definition of “allegory". Geneva and
Tomson also agree with this, translating besa literally “Dy the
which thiugs amother thing is meant”.'’Bishops' Lible agrees with
the Great reading "Which things are spoken by an allegorye” and the
AV has "which things are an allegorye”; the influence of Bexa here

does not extend beyond Tomson and Geneva,
i



We may perhaps suggest that Bexa and the corresponding Epgish
versions wvere reluctant to use the word "allegory’” in a Soriptural
context and that Chrysostom here provided a useful corroboration.
Evidently the kevisers did not feel that the word would cause
any problems, and they seem to take “allegery"” in the usual English
sense of "a subject” (not necessarily fictitious) “"represeating
another subject".

At Gal. V.7 Bois suggests an alternative translation "o»,
wvhat beat you back". This would suggeast that the marginal
alternative :‘V‘-lw‘fi 1 ¢ ;"“‘O‘f’ T 4n the text) is being
proposed. 7The &Vixézyi, tondinz ocours in the text of atcphu‘nus:’
and Eraswus and is followed by late Bess who (1598) defines the word
as “feocit ut imhibito cursu retro feramini" and translates it es
"tntorrup;t". He says that the word has a stronger meaning than

tvekowe ™ ("imterpellavit”) although he has seen ZVikoly ¢ in
the Vulgate and in a few Greek dodices.

In view of the lack of support for &Vefcotyi in the
modern critical apparatus, Besa's statement appears rather surprising.

The English readings here suggest that all the versions
adopted the £V£Koq1£ . reading. Tyndale and Great have "who was

X

a let unto you" Geneva and Tomson read "who did let you" (agreeing

vith ecarly Besa). lilshops' agrees with Tyndale and Great and the AV

1. Neither Souter nor Nestle & Aland give any variants for i%naq)i

Lightfood, Galatians, p.205 discusses the metaphor of ws&oq)t which

ke transalates as os as "checked" and points out that the testimony in favour

of svexoysi(V) is overwhelming (TR; XVEKoWs (V) wum mirusc VIY i
(éed o de/rT‘d) wuc. T/,sc/»eudwf-,ﬂ

L, Sarly lesa: in.Kani
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has "who did Linder you". The hevisers hovever, suggest ‘who did
drive you backe"” in the margin. This implies thas they accepted

Bois' suggestion which was based on the Stephanus/late Besa text.

Hebrews
Hefore considering the influence of Besa on the English versions
of Hebrews we should point out that, at the time, the authorship
of the epistle was attributed to Paul. Ve should also say that the
epistle did pose spescial difficulties, conceraing 0ld Testament
quotations in Greek. Those are mainly taken from the Septuagint.
At Heb, 1.3 Bois suggests "brightnesse or forthshining" as
alternative translations for iﬁmuqrxqwd- . Vulgate, Erasnus
and early Beza ald translate “splendour” but Besa in his 1598
version has "effulgentia” and explains this as “he in whom shiunes
tho glory and tho majesty of the Father who is otherwise unknown
and unseen” (cf. Coloss. .15, 1 Corﬁﬁiﬁ.l). All the English versions
here, imcluding the AV, read "brightness”. Hesa's suggestion “"effulgetia”
did not go beyond the Final Revision Comaittes.t
At Heb, 1.12 iiois couments on the téxtual unocertainty, saying

“In Hebrew" (1.e. the original 0.T. Psalm 1032, 36-38) "1t is you

will change” (3.e. 2{{«Escs ) "sotvithstanding the Greoks
«q o

have translated iﬂbgi"ﬁ | (1.e. you will Zold up) “looking

rongpiy {148,

b 2

3. But of. N.E.B, "effulgenece”,



166

bask perchance to the place In.a..lu.i“1 Bexa in all his oditions
reads “circumvolves'" but in the 1508 version he comments that the
Hebrew phrase is (Sashali phem) 1.e. "mutabis". BLezsa thus agrees
wish Erasmus in thinking that the right yeading is &degﬂs

a8 in the Latia versions. lowvever, the (reek texts have the advantage
of expressing what kind ¢f change it was (as in Isa. XXXIV.4).

E‘:ﬂ‘-gi"S also ococurs in the text of Chrysostom and Theophylactus.
Lant It is interesting to see that Besa and Bois cover identical
points in their rvespective notes, the Hebrew meaning, the Greek
translation of it, and the reference to Isa XXXIV.4, It would
perhaps be presusptucus to say that ibois merely copies Bexa's note
in a shortened form, but there can be little doubt that he made a
ecareful study of Bemns here.

T "mau.Tyndalo, Great and Whittingham all read “"change” probadly
under.the iafluence of Erasmus’ "mutabis”. Geneva, Tomson, Bishops'®
and AV-all adopt the reading "shalt fold them up" under the influence
of Besa's decision to give priority to the Greek text.

At Heb. I1.8 Bois gives Downes' defiaition of TV oikoumtviV TqV

/M,)Uouow.llo takes Shis as conceraing "the Messianic age (Jeme Hamaschiah)

1. Both Souter and Nestle & Aland have s£.£5¢5 - 1n the

text iam agreement with 0 46 ABD“ Mw, Syriac and Egyptian N.T., Origen
and Chrysostom. Both quote as variants with X{{x§ccs e De 14¢
Irenasus (lat). Tertullisn, Origem (lat.), J.lioffatt, Epistle to

the lebrews, (1068, reprint), comments that the variant also ocours
1n LXX S8 and attributes the change i Li€scs > oflugees fo xfluypaovren
(see p.14). A C

v Sixtesath century scholarship kwever, looked on a s{L£ees

as a variant, with <{E«Escs (from Ps. 102) being the "original
reading”. Erasaus (1038) strikes s compromise here, keeping iﬂugiuj
i his Greek taxt but Sranslating it as "mutabia”.
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and cosmpares this place with Is,. IX.6", Besa has "mundum illum
tuturun” throughout and all the English versions have "the world
to come”. It 1is interesting to compare Downes' suggestion with
Besa's remark at Heb. I1.5 in the 1898 edition; he takes Ty/ aZKa%WT/
%',Vn /;;X,(oumv %0 mean the happy world which was prediocted by the
Prophets, begun in the coming of Christ and has yet to be fulfilled
(im other woxds, the Mesasfanic age). There can be little dou;t
thas Do'nu had read Bosa but it is difficult to decide whether he was
folbwing Heaa here, or whether both scholars were simply stating a
current view,

At Heb. 11.7,0 thore are two problems; firstly the interpretation
ot sAxTTWOL (v. 7 5 »;f«TTu)oacs , v. 9 ,)’Iau‘fw/kivov)
in relation to /S/o:,w(u' . It can mean either "made a little less"
or "made less for a short while”. S8econdly, there is the problem of
interpreting Jux To 11‘-!9’7 AL Tov S veTou A'o'gf) Kt Tifal ;'.frifocvl.}hzvav.
This can nean either thui Curist was crowned with glory and honour
because he had undergons the suffering o?f doathl or, taking S in
the final seuse, Christ was made lower than the Angels in order to
uidorgo the lnztori.nd of death. Another possible interpretation is
to take Jix causally and resd that Christ was nade lower than the
Angels becauss he m&;ond dcath.z

As regards ,5/0(/(U S r}l&TﬂJo'og " Bois takes y%f-(TTan&s

e Rt

) i L8 P
$0 moan the same as <KeWiog at Philip II1.7,

-

3. see Hoffatt, Hebrews, p.34,
2. This view was hold by several Greek Fathers. See Moffatt,

Hebreows, p.34.
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Taken in this way the word means "of no account”. Bois does not
éo-iont on the relationship between that and ﬂ/oo(/(u but
quotes D.U.'s translation “a 1little lower". {u( To rrdg’q/*‘*
is iaterpreted by the Final Commnittee as pointing to the reason for
Clrist's mlntion. (cf. Phil, I1.9). Bois is not altogether in
favour of the other ianterpretation with o(u(% being taken finally.
For lﬂfat;u. 7I°‘TT Wors th: Vulgate reads "paulo minus"”. Bbesa, in
his early versions has "pm;upor inferiorex'' which, by 1898,
he changes to "parumper inferiorem”. ie does not comment on

r)Jd TTWOKS  but explains that fpy  (Heb. mehat) can refer to
the aubjoct itself (aliquantulum) and to time., le prefers to use it
in the latter sense because the Hebrew word has this n:mu at
Levi XXV,33, Isa. X.35, Jere. LI.33 (also /5/,4/u T¢  at Acts V.34).

All the English versions except Buhop." take /3/0()(0

in 'ﬂm sense of “aliquantulum" and translate thb Greek phrase as *. _

%_r,-‘:‘-"» -
i 3

"1ittle lower than" or "little inferior to". The AV aygrees with
the majority of versions and tue Final Committes, reading "little
lower than" but it keeps in the margin the Bisnops'/Bexa dternative
"for a little while inferior to".1

As regarxds &4 To r5c9’7/.o( Tov Davroo . . * DBexma in his
1374 N.T. has “"propter mortis perpessionew’” which is annotated by

L'O%seleur "ut moy, posset”., Bexa retains this translation in all

1. Moffatt, Kob%o, 2l80 reads "for a little while",
N.E.B. has "short while™.



editions and in the 1868 N.T. he explains that fw( here introduces
a final clause thus giving the sense "Christ was mnude lower tham "~
the Angels for s short while so that he might die. He argues against
the interprotation that the suffering of death bro\wht about the
lowering of Christ, saying that the lowering had consisted in
incarnation and not in death, Otherwise a comstruction with ﬁo
vouid have been used here as at Philip !I.?.l Howeveyr, Bosa makes
no ssaticon of the interpretation which was later put forward by tue
rinal Committee.

The Valgate has “propter passionem mortis" and Erasmus “propter
oruciatun sortis" on wvhich he does not comament.

Tyndale and the Great Bidle agree quite explicitly with Bols
here snd most probably account for the Final Committee's suggestion;
both read “crowned with glory and homour for the sufferinge of

death . "3

Other REnglish versions from Whittingham to Bishops'

read "through the suffering of death". This suggests the knterpretation
of lowering consisting in death but Tomson's wversion, which hes
"’Clroudl"a in She text with the Besan amnotation "so that he might
die" in the nargin, suggests that "shrough" could be used with

roference to result. The AV adopts the Tynidale/Bois interpretation

i. II1.9
Vi
3. Rheins version is even more explicit “because of the passion
of death crowned with glory and homour".
8. Gregory Nartin suggests that the Genevan translation here is

intended to cbsoure the fact that Christ deserved his glory because
of the suffering he had undergone and thus to deny the importance
of wvorks (see Bartam,gd;l'ulko's Defence, p.349),




feam
u:_,_!“l
.
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and yoads "for the suffering of death”, The Revisers howevery insert
"by the suffering” in the margin thus taking S«  in the final seuse
after Bema. Boia’ note confirms that there was a difference of
opinion among the Revisers hore "those' presumably referring to
the other Revisers not to other versions in monoral.l

At Heb, IX.1€6 Bois scomments on the meaning of 2”k1%ﬁﬂhy£1xb
(1t) "is to take hold of and to hold back to deliverance as those
who grasp a falling man by seising his cloak, 3ee Graec. Schol.
glh viev 0f this he proposes the translation "For he in no sorte
took hold in /3n/ the Angels”. Bishops® agrees with Tyndale
and has “for he in no place taketh on him the Angels” and Geneva
reads "For he in no sorte toke the Angels”. Tomson includes Besa's
bxplanatory note in his text, reading "For he 4in no sorte toke on
hin the Angels’ nature”. This is also the reading adopted by the AV

(he tooke not on him the nature of Angels™)., It is doubtful whether the

Revisers took this reading directly from Tomson, as they do not appear
to have referred to his version in general. Hore probably, they adopted
the same nethod as Tomson of combining Bema's text with his marginal
annotation. The literal translation of the Greek "hee taketh not
hold of Angels ..." is given in AV margin. s

At Heb, II1.4 Bois annotates TyV xpfq/ T)s UMOTssos

ol TR

as "the beginning of our constant fLaith or comstant hope". Downes

A

1. Ward ‘M. op.cit., ’a"o
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suggests “the begimaing of our constancy"”. Hois then points out
Shet "there are those who acoept here /)Y as head or chief;
but then the comtrast between oV ad Tefous will
disappear.” Bois makes no comment on the textual variants in this
verse. Desa in all his versions reads T7)V Apynv THs U Moo TATEDS
which he tremslates as “prineipium illud quo sustinesur” thus taking

47" 1n the mon-temporal sense and assimilating it to UG TXILS
Ne also points out the following textual variants; some Greek codices
have T')V 31”“,0/( ')" 1.;. “primitias”. The Vulgate adds
("initium substantiae elws") referring to Christ himself which does
2Ot ogour in any Greek MSS. The Syriac version, however, suggests
the presence of TUT/S  im same MSS, for it reads g amdpyys Ty ooV

Te(u-rT/m other words “a prineipio ad finem usque constanter esse 1illud
quo Sulcimup outmndu-".z
Beza interprets &p/{r) here as meaning “the proper basis"

"a quo nisi coeperis frustra quidpian aggrediaris” (Hed. reschith)
vheross he takes O o TS to mean “foundation™. Acoording to
this definition the phrase reads "that which is a foundation for
othey things*” (of. II Cor. IX.4, XI.13). He finally cites Chrysostom
who says that “fulcimeatum" is the trwe doctrine ef Christ apprehended

by faith, or faish 1tse1s.?

1 Souter and Nestle & Alsnd both yead Tjv apxyV TS UnooTuscs
in their text, quoting the variant A Tou as ocourring in A 1913

pof vg. On UMooTwdrs being taken to mean Christ's substance, see
Moftatt, Hebrews, p.48.

3 ) [
3. . . Thks view took ) %K) TS VCTXIIVS 4o negn “tne beginaing of
our true nature”. Besas half-inclines to this by associating ofTooTaoL S
specifically with fLaith (in fide vero dicimur quidems stare”, 1398), but
takes ,"’ ;(f}(,) in the nom-temporsl sense. (flcc. Tischewdorfls7rr4 n«.a‘TitJS),
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Of the English versions Tyndale ("the first substance"),
Oreat and Bisheps® (“the begimning of our substance'') agree with
Erasuus’ “initium substantias'. JPresumably, these Enijish versions
soooxdingly take the view shat substance Leye is “our true nature”
whieh is givea $2 us shrough partaking in Christs. Geneva and Tomson
translate Besa literally, “the begimning wherewith we arc upholidem“.
The AV takes a mid-path between Bois and Besa readiag ''the begimning
of our oonxmm".l

At leb. IV,1 Bois comments that Downes “agaiasnt Desa demies that

Kt fsLmopmsvys 2”*”/:51“"5 can be rightly translated

‘forsaking the promise’ -~ to which we have all agreed". Besa reads
‘derelicta promissiene” in all his versions in agreement with Erasnus.
(Vulgate: "relicta pollicitations'). All the English versions fron
Tyndale to Bizhope' LE0R agree with She Desa/Erassus translation
“gorsaking the prenise”. 7ZThe AV however, adepts the Final Revision
Committee's suggestion:and reads “a promise being left us“, Bois’
note hexe as at Roa, V.12 shows that the Committes was coatinuously re
veforring So Lexa and that Bois theught it important to point out some
places where they disagreed with the m aschelar. '’
At lied, IV.8 Bois is in favour of the reading Mt rru()/xm/oy» 5 vovs a

"whish reading bears a more commodious semse by far and it is assented to

1. N.B.B. "our origimsl confidence",

8, i A Tischen (n/wczm_ svos cm N oo .raa/mn(x svo5 —/; zvos 114) 3.
. LH 5 Em de v M I’Zx/ 54» wt / iu/;sxz LTS ENOUS
ARc DX v /Mw u%ru/m KEks pols~ Ci/h KK pA —~ ‘3523 37 5? 21, ?o/allé/f {3F.
cat PF Tador M0 Fittal) 4. foy, Gb. oupksEppcvels (48 69, 106. (09, (20, I22.

[39. g d"”“‘ (3 ledt — /M.\/ous cwm])‘l:KLf L E:JL Sea ahso Tocken
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by Photius and the Urasc. interp." bBois thea proposes the
translation “for shat they were not umited by faith with them
that heard £ 1,6, with those that beluv“ 1t." He quotes a similar
construction with onKs_/»wvu/w 2rom Xenophom, liber 1 p.13
Besa in all his editions agrees with the Vulgate and reads ¢ua/n£l704/‘iV05
In sthe 1588 edition he shows knowledge of the -oJvs reading saying that
it has the suppert of the Grascus Scholiastes, Photius,-#Flivophylactus
and Live old codioces. This reading is followed by the Complutensian
Polyglot “"the woxd did not help those who did not join themselves
by faith wvith those that heard it', Besza is against this translation
saying that the Greek sets up an opposition between T0U5 o KOUOKV TS and
ToUS No0TLVOVRXS f.@8, those that heard and those that believed.
The people heard the word but did not benefit from it because they
Iked faith. Dbois' note sguuts that there was a dispute among the
Revisers here, some favouring the Complutension o'ud«cx,od/«//u)i vous
others inclining to ap[m&pyszvas which had the werit of
enphasising faith as necessary condition for receiving the word amd
of haviag the support of all the earlier English versions. The
Hevisers Linally gave priority to the TR O‘UJ/K?ZKfoc/htVO.S reading
translating it a8 “being mixed” (after Geneva). The Grasca Scholia/
Complutensian reading was relegated to the margin,

At Heb. V.2 Mois, in an attempt to detine Li7piomavys ,
éo!nn to iq.ychtm who miﬂdeu it a synounys tm' é a'u”rwwmuv gm,uxw,s

(he who agrees reasanably). Besa in all his versions has "Qui
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quantun satis eet posset miserxari. In the 1868 N.T. he explains

that iiTpio mefecy B

indicates a disposition which oan sympathise
as much as necessary i.e. acoording to the greatness of the pligut.
0f tho English versions Tymdale and Ureat agree with the Vulgate (“qui
condeolere possit') and translate “which can have compassion”.
Geneva, Tomson and Bishops’' all agree with Bema and read “sufficiently
have eompassion”. Nois is seen to agree with the Beza/Geneva
syanslation and citses the additionsl suppors of Hesychius. The Revisers
however, finally pretfor the Vulgate reading "who can have compassion”
which is inserted into the text. “Or, who can reascuably bear with"
figures in the AV margin.

At HBed., V.7 Boia’ note suggests that the Hawvisers had
digficulty with Sramslasing Yms s sofuirus . Bois pim-points
the problea saying that < 0xfBccx 4s difficult to tramslate in
this contest, especially in conjunction with o 70 . . He then lists
the suggested translations of £0 fufitat (fear, piety) and the
suggested sranslatiems-ef 2/  (in ‘behalf of, because of, for,
Svom, after). UFVimally he suggests that the phrase ahould de read with
the beginaning of v.t»:i

Besa in his early wversions reads "'Rxauditus esset e« metu"

whieh by 1688 he changes to “examditsis precibus liberatus ex metu",

1. Yor full defimition of miTpcoliiDeciv ses Moffast, Hebrews, p,.62,
If we scoept that ‘the shought of excess haw is excessive severity

zather than excessive lemioncy” then ths Vulgate/AV translation iz probably
sore correct thal Hema's.

2. For exposition of the various interpretations of the phrase
see Moffast, mhqn. p.88, Some modern scholars agree with lois in
taking WMo Ms <ofafBeis with what follows, but this is a

digficult eomstruction.
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The reading "wmetu" cosurred in some Latin versions and in Uregory
Kaniansenus. bLoth Yulgate and Erasmus read "pro sua reverentia“

and this interpretation is followed by Tyndale ("because of hys
gedlynes") and the Great Bible (because of his reverence”). Geneva,
Tosmon and Bishops' all agree with Beza and read "in that which he
feoared”. This Sranslatien was attecked by Gregory umul who

sceused Besa of insconsistency in reamdering GJX“,BM sometines

by "fear” other timus by "reverence". He was also against the
translatiea of oo by “fyom'. Moreover, he asserted that the
translation of the eatire phrase was horouoalv “"surely for defemce of no
dess blasphemy than this, that our Saviocur Jesus Christ upon the

eross was horribly atraid of damnation ... and that this was his
deosoending into hell, and that ogherwise he liescended not."a
These objections wers answered by Fulke; firstly that sufx S5eoX

can mean both "fear” and “reverence” in Ureek, secondly ''from

foar" can be paraphrased as “from that which he feared”. Thirdly,
the doctrine that Christ suffered the wrath of God in order to redeom
our sine s perfeoctly sound. Hence his ery of despair on the cross
"sosording to the sense of his humanity".

Pousibly Besa ewended his reading in 1368 to "liiberatus ex

astu” ia ozder to avolid ambiguity waich aight lead 0 an acsusation

P
1. fee - . Bm:hmo,_djmw Defence, pp.127, 1il, 3a3.
ilheims; “for his revereance".

3. of. tyenslations of S’(ft}(r) as Heb. IIX.14,
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ot heresy. The AV agrees with the early Besa/§eneva reading

(uhich bhas the additiomal support of the "moderate" Bishops' Bible),
and reads "in that he feared" inserting "for his pietie” in the
nargin.

At lisb, V1.1 Bois glessee Tov TN Kpyys Tov X proU/‘aJ’a"
a8 “the olememtary dootrime". The difficulty which the Revisers
vere fasing here evideatly concerned the exact meaning of 3’/-’)(')'
ia coajunction with Xoxos .

Besa in all his versious reads “Qui in Christo rudes inchoat
sermone'’ whiah he explains as ’;:ho first principles of Christianity
vaies tuey call the Catechisa.” This shows that he tekes X¢)/

An a aon-temporal sense. The Vulgate has "“imchoationis Charisti
sexmonen”’. Of She English vemions Tyndale and Great read "she
dostrine pertayninge to the beginninge of a Christian man',

Geneva, Tonson and Bishops' all have "the doctrine of the beginning
of Christ' whieh is closer to the Vulgate reading than so Desma's.

The AV however, soems to base its trauslation on Besma's and bois'

explanatory notes and thus roads “"principles of the doctrine of

Chrtlt."l

thus making clear that &fXT is being used non-temporasly
end that it refers to ,Xo J/ﬂ.S rather than to)(f“"To.S' |
& 1itersl translation of the Vulgate "the word of the [ beginsing

of Christ" is inserted in the muo iﬁ;t%\zﬁ?‘«

AT - ’m % BN, . T <
78 B .

1. of. translations of ofX/) st Heb. IIIM4,
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At lieb, VII.19 the Pinal Comiittee was evidently trying to
decids whether "Lav" or "hope” wasz the subject of the second clause,
Bois is in favour of the translation "but the further (bringing in
oL a better hope Lat._d nake perfec 7." He makes "hope" the subject
of the second clause thus implying tuat the Gospel, or the priesthood
of Chrxist provided a logical oono_luston to tho efforts of the Law.

Bois finally points out Shat the npun STLLOKYY"]
caunot be sensibly applied to "Law”,

Erasmis has here (Lex) "verum erat introductio al spen
potiorem” but Lesa in all his versions translates ‘'superintroducta spes
potloﬂ'f; In the 1588 verxsion he olainsg that in 19b the author of
the episkle is mying that iovitical priesthodd was superceded by o
sowsthing better. Horeover, grammatically (i here should be o
tuken in tho sense of w-( and the verb ‘},T-;,,sto-f,\/ should
be understood as repeated in both clauseajsimo Tov KOLVoU
Sinilar constructions ocour in the epislte at VII.28 wheore the verbd

Ka%an;nv should be repeated and at X.27 with the verd xmofsTeTa
¥inally Desa states that the verd %rruda(yl:)(y 1 as opposed to
@},ofpcd/waf'q is uwsed with the express purpose of emphasising something

|

brought in from edbroad.” Thus 4t caunot apply to the Law or to the

d. In support of this he quotes Demosthenes’ JiJTMdKTQ LT

fi.0. "frunento aliis regionidbus importato "8ic apud veteres

dicshbatur sxtrinsesus assumptum & croams ut Ribittus observavit
(nosterolim in acadenis Lausannensi collegs) prolatis etiasm ex
lisrmegene ot Platons sxeaplis ..." (for Jean lLibit see Correspondance de
Théodore de lieme ed. H. Meylan and A. Dufour (Gemeva, 1963), - . .I, p.73
aote ”o -

[N
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the Levitiocal priesthood which was already there and must be applied

to the priesthoed of Christ. BHexa also montions that the expression

o f5 KPELTTOVOS sl medog is obviously a

translation of a "lebrasorusn idiotisaus” for iﬂtcaxg’tbﬁ( K[ouTTUV- g dm Ls
i.e, "superintroducta spes melior". We oan thus see that Bois had

road Besa here and was im agreement with him as regavds (a) = %%

hope as the subjest of the second clause (b) the theologieal significance
of this, (o) Zﬂtbdgzu%yq referring to hope but mot the Law,

Of the English versions Tyndale, Great and Bishops®' sgree with the Vulgate
/Rrasmus versiom gesding "but was an iatroduction of a better hope"
(Tyndale, Great) and "but was the brimging of a better hope'’ (Bishops').
Geneva and Tonson agree with Besa's interpretation, "but the bringing

ia of a better hope aade perfete”. The AV adopts Besa's phrasing

as woll as his interpretation ("dut tihe bringimg in of z better
hope did") but it also Anserts the more cohservative versimin the
margin ("but it was the drimging in of a better hope™).

At Heb. VIIX.3 Bois' note suggests that the Committee was
considering the exact Sranslation of TWV ;?wa\/ » Bols
translates it as "of the Sanetuary” finding this more acoepsSable
en ascount of the Shimgs that follow.

Beas in all his versions has "Sanctuarii'. In the 1588 N.T,
he says that the Vulgate/Erasnus “'sanctorun” is asbiguous as indeed

is the Greek. ﬁovmr, he points ous, Heb, IX.1ll suggests that the
) §

S

Baxe “Sshota” applies 80 She heaveus.

1. see Koffatt, Hebrews, p.104.
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Aceooxrding to this iaterpretation Christ is the minister of the
true Sanctuary (i.e. the heavens) just as he is a ninister of
the true tabernacle (i.e. his own body).
Tyndale, Great and Bishops' agree with each other here and with
the Vulgate/Erasmus version, reading "of holy thimges". Although
this translation is rather more ambiguous than Hesa's it nonotheless
renaing vpen to the same Lnurputuuon.l The AV agrees with the
moxe explicit tramslation, as put forwvard by Bois on the basis
of Besa’s N.T., and reads "ol the Sanctuary" Ln the texs,
retaining v@:'o,! holy things" in the margin.

| f At Heb. VIII.4 Dois suggeSts s possible translation

"he Md not s0 much as be a Priest, as long as the priests that
offer gifts etc. remaine”. He elucidates this saying “if the
priesthood of Christ had been earthly, it could not have fallen
out otherwise but that the two earthly priesthoods of the Levites,
and of Christ, would have been crushed between thsmselves .."
This note suggests that tue Fioal Comnittee vas specifically
concerued with the mteing of the phrase. At the same time the
translation 48 proposed by bois, suggests that tue Fiunal Committee

supported the Hexsn text Mroz. as woll as lexa's phrasing.

-
-

Evasnus (1636) interprets in the same way as Besa on the basis

ot zw l&,pd Th.cph:uctun... The latte:‘ also admits the posaibility
torum homtnun “indaed,

a. Bou - has *r 'htd;,{ms in R € . le comments on
the Yulgate "oun!.oa or neglect of W iipiwV (whtch is in fact ouitted
grom pc 3y. ToV VoMoV  gg in the text of Erasmus, Stephanus ud Hesa
only oceurs im f b pa. nozn Nestle & Aland and Souter read ooV
onitting e TwV Wf"“w and 70V ( fen llSuR%olWF)
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Besa in all his versions has "Nam sl esset in terra ne Sacerdos quidem
esset, manentibus 11l1s sacerdotibus qui secundum leged offerunt dona’.
ﬂo;.‘ouplnm this in a way which agrees almost word for wors‘with

édts; explanation. He points out that if Jesus were on earth he would
not be a pkiest because earthly pmsthood does not stem from the order
o! Judn (in which Joiﬁ.'wu born) but from the order of Levi,

Thus ,"uth\or Jesus himself could not be a priest or else the earthly
prtut;J would have to ‘give their place to him.

.

None of the English versions follows Besza's translation

verbatim here. The AV however, follows Besa's Greek text inserting

Xot!) y TwV tgpw\/- wnd TOV VO/‘"" Moreover, the translation
which the Revisers do adopt (based on Geneva 1560) points clearly to
| the contrast between Christ's priesthood and earthly priesthood as
outlined by Beza and Bois ("For if he were on earth he should not

be a priest seeing that // thoré are priests that offer gifts
according §o the law". "//or, they are priests").

| At Heb. IX.12 Bois glosses zﬁl’:zr%w as Y iSv edoks T Reifsv
Downes here suggests the trmnslation "having purchased'. Bexa

in his early versions has ".... redemptionem nactus" and this

is gl.ouod in the 1574 version as "Merito adeptus idque nobis". 1In
the 1553 N.T. Besa reads '"redemptionem adeptus"., He adds a note
stressing that "ndoqﬂtlon" here means redemption for us, For.
25{-_50‘/\"""’5 he proposes the same translation as at Rom, IV,1. There

lié pétnts ';ut that although w('pw'mw usually refers to that which was

found by chanee, here (and at Heb, IX.2) At is used in the sense of "obtainin
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something by an ottoﬂ.:".1 Bexa thus exphasises that
aithou;h niddle has no persomal reference such as '"for himself"”
and that the redemption was not accidental. This later point is
aleo stressed by Bois' gloss and by Downes' suggestion, which could
have been taken from Whittiugham's N.T. Tyndale, Great and Bishopsa'
transliate the Ureek woxd literally (in agreenent with Vulgate and
Erasuus) and read "founde". Geneva and Tomson agree with seza's
translation and intorprotﬁt!on, reading “cbteyned eternall redemption for us'’
The AV also adopts this translation and faterpretation, as it stands
in the Genwws Bible.

At Heb. X.12 Bois expresses doubt with regard to punctuation;
"It i& not olear comocerning 70 ﬁ'}"““’f’ whether it ought not to
be Join:d with ﬂpoo‘i Vt«(yl‘dj %ﬂ' 23 43_;:7 with %-Kdgi,»Q’tLV

The prior construction fits better with the remaining argument, but

the punctustion of every codex contendd against it and indeed the

-&s

aajor nunber of the trsumlat:ors."3

| 2

Both Vulgate and Erasxus associate 7o ﬁr’ﬂKis with £K{VvozV
S .

Besa, in all his versions, links 4i5 70 fl«r]v/skfé with fr/aoﬂ,vs/mj ﬂ?/aucv
in agreement with Stephanus. ile claims (1508) that he 1s somewhat
uncertain which punctuation is the correct one, but he prefers the
latter version because At {s suggested by v.1” (i.0. one sacrifice
but for all time). The AV 1is the only Knglish version to adopt

the besa/Stephanus punotuation. We thus see here fuil agreement

1. t¢ For grammatical form and exact meaning of this of. Noffatt,
Hebrews, p.131.

a. ses Moffatt, lebrews, p.140.

Z . LaT
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between Bena, Bois and the AV translation.
A't Meb, X.26 Bois cuvmments that EKOUO'U“’S means '‘of
set purpose”. The Vulgate translates it as '"voluntarie', Erasmus
has “volentes". Both these translatious convey the idea of
"’vi.ufﬁauu" rather than “vu!ulnou"‘. Besa in his early versions
Nes "ultro” but in the 1598 N.T. he says that ckourcws  is
translated by the kebrew (chinnam) and applies to those who do
sonething without any ocause, real or apparent. Thus here, says
Besa, it applies ‘not to those who simply sin knowingly (e.g.
David and Peter) bus to those who take delight in impiety such
as 8&1: Julian the Apostate, Arius "ot alid quorus execranda
est memoria”. Thus there is mot much difference between different
versiocns so far as the interpretation of {KOW' tWs 4s comcerned.
0f the English versions Tyndale, Geneva, Tomson and Bishops'®
all agree with the Erasmus/Vulgate translation and read “willimgly'.
The AV and the Great Bible translate "wilfully''. As we have seen
both words can canvey the idea of persistemt and deliberate sinning.
At Heb. X.38 Bois defines vrooTsLfnT«u as "6f any
man shrink bagck or withdrav him self for feare', Hee Bap. 6.7"
Evidently the problem here was deciding the subject for OmooTerdyTy
Erasmus and the Vulgate both took it to be O JukkLo5™ but Bois

agreed with Besa in supplying “siquis" as aubjwt."

pra—

1. Moffatt, Hebrews, p.188 takes o Jukxios to be the subject.
And this is prebadbly the only way $o understand the (reek 1f we read
MOV IK meoTsls in 38a. _auov, however, is omitted from plf
K p¢ nence from Besa's text and the AV. It occurs 1np%}"“g CL otk
(ef. ime; "my Just').




besa in the 1088 N.T. supplies siquis in italics. lle
also takes Kot in the sense of XA« on hie hasis of tiwe
oorresponding place in liabbakuk where the faithful man is coupared to
the wicked. The Apostle here, claims Dexa, keeps the Prophet's
asaniag although he changes the '"collatio mnbrorua".l As for
itaelt, Dexa defines 1; as the equivalent of the Hebrew C(huppelah)
or 'to retreat into a saier place'’.

Brasuus, although omitting /.ou from Liks toxt nometheless
takes 3 Jukotros to be the subj;ct ot 5rroa-Tf,wQ7Tow
and translates Kol by “et"” not by "at”. Tyndale, Great ami
Uishops' all agree with this reading “"and if he withdrawe himself".
AIJ:’ the English Geneva versions agree with Besa ("but if any withdrawe
hinself"). The AV agrees with Lesa and with BDois, Land reads "but if
any dfawe backe',

At lieb. XI.1l the problem lies in the exact meaning of the
Greek. bois proposes the following paraphrase "(falth) is a most
sure warrant of things, 18 a being of things hoped for, a
discovery, a demonstrntion of things that are not seen."

Besa iR his early versions has "Est autem Iides 1llud guod
facit ut extent gquae sperantur ot quod demonstrat quse non videntur,
By 1568 he has changed this to "Est autem fides illud quo subsistunt
quae sperantur ot quae demonstrat quae non cernuntur’'. iie comments

that the bess interpresasion of the purase is g by the Graecus
,, - -
1, For full definition of ul‘foo'ﬁ«wq')‘f'o(b see Hoffatt, Hebrews, p.l1li8,




socholiastes who says that Paith is the substance and the essence

of shiags hoped ’lor. which have no essenocs apart from Faith since

it is FYaith which brings them into being. Faith is also the proof

and the demoastration of those things which cannot be seen, because

it nakes them visible t0o the Iudol
Besa then imterprets Faith in the context of the passage;

the anthor of tho' episile i3 saying that Christ has always been the

Saviour of these who believe. Thus um—(’j%‘—"o‘ refers to those

things which the 0.T. Pathers who had faith hoped would happen

and whioh nov we believe to have happened. Similarlyi« i ’Ma@um 3

can refer to things which they hoped would be seen and which we

have seen. lowever, Besa adds, there is no difference between their

Faith and ours sines the objects of Paith change according to

eircumstances. We see here a fundamental agreesent between Bois

and Besa, not so nuwch in natters of phrasing but in interpretation.

Bosh taks Paish as giving reality to things hoped for, and both

dispense with Augustine's terminology; "substantia” for 3IToa‘To<ns

and "argusentum“ for Jiﬂiﬁ( 05. © . This teyminology however, is

adopted by the Vulgate “sperandum substantia rerum argumentum non

appareatiun" and b;";ﬁrum "earum rerum quae sperantur substantia,

ArguUReNtUn oPBUR QUAS BoR videntur'.

1. cf., Bema's definition of Faith in Summs of the Christian Fayth,
translated out of French by Robert Fyll, (Londom, 1883).
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None ef the linglish versions follows the late liezsan
parephrase or interpretation. Tyndale and Great read ''sure confidence
ces OGoTtayntie”. Gensva, Tomson and Bishops read "ground of things
hoped for ... the evidenoe ... of things not seene”. The AV reverts
to the translation "substanee” for UMTOTTAILS (adding in the
margin “ground or confidence") .1 and translates )Lﬂf;}/)(".ﬂ as
"evidence' in agroement with Geneva and Bishops'®.

At Hedb, X1.3 Bois adds a gloss "were made of things that
were not cxtant."n Beosa, in his early versions, reads ''ut quae
cerninus non sunt ex apparentibus facta”. In his 1089/98 versions
he alters “cernimus’ to "videamus'. He interprets this pussage as
meaning that the world which we ms was 1ot nade out of any already

fi existent material but out of nothing. He therefore disagrees with
the Vﬁlgato "ox invisibilibus fierent visibilia" as he thinks it is
not & question of things "invisible” but ef things non'existent which
only came into being with the creation of the world., He iz more

favourably inclined towards Erasmus' interpretation “"Ut ex iis quae non

apparebant, ea quae viderentur fierent” but quessions its acouracy

since Erasmus translates®.ws 7¢ K uj § i rather than
515 To /4;.7 73 cpauu_o/.,ivav, | e
3. cf. translations of Voo TXoLS at leb. IXI.14.
2 ' :
3. Best MSE read £K JKWOuiVWY TO Blimonevov . This, however,

was ohanged to Alimousve iDL ptV5SY presumably to correspond with
the other plurals. This is not mentiened by Besa or the Hevisers.

3. See Moffatt, Lebyews, p.162,
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%o see full agreement betweon Bois and Besa here. The Vulgate
translation here emphasises that God, although invisible,

mmﬁn manifeated himsely? in his vork-.l

Tyndale and Great
agree with the Yulgate, reading “things which are sene weye made of
things are not sene“”. Biashpps' follows this, inserting only the
past tense “were”. Tomson and Geneva follow Hesa verbatim with
“the things we sée are not nade of things wvhich did appear”, The
AV agrees with Bois' and Besa's interpretatioh of the coreation altering
the sotive to the passive “"things which are seene ..."
At Heb. XI.21 Bois inserts s gloss "Leaning upon the top” etc.

b
_ Annot. In Bantis, Thesaur undex the entry Hittah. Col. 18607,

8ee MNerocer.

There were two problems comnected with the Greek T To ;/c(oov,' T7'~‘
Fdﬂﬁ"' “2’70“;" £irstly there was the difficulty of translating T

1n this context. Secondly there was the problem of rolalung “statf"

which ocourred in the Septuagint and in Epistle to the Hebrews to

"bed™ which occurred in the Hebrew” - : of Genosis xx.vxx.sx.”
It is very likely that Besa'as’'well as Bois consulted Merocer here

since his “Thessurus Linjusé Sac¥me came out in ums. Certainly

Beaa's reading in all his versions v'("mkwavi.t super extreno baculo suo") is
3
in substantial agreement with Mercer's exposition of me

vy R oCEN > -ana
1. Acoordiag to Augustin Marlorat, Novi Testumensi catiolica expositio
Ecclesiastics,(i.Stephanus, 1670, (Note on Heb. XI.3), Calvin also
interprets the passage in this way.

R Ward Allen, op.cit., p.l2] reproduces Mercer's note in full.
The point made by Mereer, that the Septuagint read "virga" for “lectua"
at Gom, 47 and that this was followed by the author of Hebrews, is
contirmed by modern scholarship.

s. - " Besa certainly had a great respect Ior Mercer shich he Ecpresses ;n
his Prpfaw o Mercers Cimmufam' in [{bruw J"b, ( ﬁW“J Vﬂnon , /573).
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Bexa himsel? comments that im. here "mihil aliud ... declarst quaw
super’, and objects to the Vulgate/Erasmus translationm "Ad
sumnun fastigium virgae eius”. He further *oints out that Augustine
wvas the ondy one of thoe anclienbs to see the true meaning of me .
As for the transposition of "virga" and "lesctum” Besa points out
the difference botween Septuagint/lebrews and Genesis XLVII. 31
but does not think it of much significance since in each case the sane
basic point is made, 1.0¢. that Jacob worshipped (God).l
02 the English versions, Bishops' and Sroat agree, reading "wvorshipped
towvard the top of his seepter”. Tyndale, however, has '"bowed
himselfe touwarde the toppe of his cepter” which although ambiguous -
seens rather closer to the Agstine/Besa translation. Geneva and
Tosson agree with Bema, reading "leanyng on the end of his staffe
he worshipped God” (God - not im Besa). The AV has "worshipped
leaning upon the top of his staffe" thus reproducing Besa's reading
exactly, with the backing of Hercer and Lois,
This point of translation was railsed by Martin against

¥illtas Pulke.® Hartin claimed that caly tvo ways of Sramslating

2n¢ To &K‘{ﬂov'ﬁ T')s Fdﬂdéu a&&TOU' 0 " wore possible; either
"Jacob adowexi the top of Joucph'ss sceptre” or "Jacob adored toward

the top of his (own) sceptre’. Acocording to iawtin the Protestant

1. of. Hoffatt, liebrews, p.178

3. see :}mtﬁﬁborng (4.:, Fudke s s D.D30.

3. Neither Souter nor Nestle & Aland nor Moffatt quote olUTOU
as variaat for «O7ToU « No meution of this variant is made

by Desa, or Lrasmus, or the English versions, and &' would wot ke
semse 1u the toullet .
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translation goes against all the Pathers (except Augustine). It

also adds two words which do not occur in the Greek (leaning and

God) thus departing from the liebrew comstru.tion "He worshipped
towvards the bed’'s head"” at Gen. XLVIXI,.31l. Fulke answers this

point by point. Firstly, he says, Et.Augustine’s rendition is

the only sensible one since "Jacob, as a weak 0ld man worshipped

upon the top of his staffe". Secondly, although, in the Geneva Bible,
the words leamng and Uod are added, the sentence remains perfectly
intelligible without them. Thirdly AJTOU and AUTOU  tend

to be interchangeable in the New Testament.

At Heb, XI1.13 Bois maintains that the Apostle 1is contlnu;u
his mmt from the previous verses exnorting '"fortitude .. &in
_adverse circunstances''. He is not speaking about vacillatiy brethren
who mgy thraaten the course of Christian 1life. In this case, Bois
says, TO xulov and Tovs MooV should not be referred to
different people but to one and tho same man; “"lest that which is
orippled i.e. lest the debility of your mind be nourished and
asugnented by sloth”. Uesa in hip early versions has ''me quod
claudun est abducatur a via“, which by 1598 be changes to "ne
quod claudum est deflectat de via“. He takes the opposite view to
Bois with roﬁnrd to the interpretation of the passage. In the 1598
¥.T. ho makes clear that he does not refer to To Xufoc/ and Tocs [Mod eV

o
to one and the seme person, saying that "the lame" (To )(ulml )
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#&pplies not only to those who were slow or negligent in doing their
.8ty but also to those who were hesitant about accopting the full
RnOsSsage 52 the Goupel.l The Yulgate has here "ut non claudicans quis
errot” Anterpreting To xufo\/ as the weak brethren, and Erasmus
"no clandicatio aberret a via" which is open to both interpretations.
Tyndale's translation 18 also ambiguous here (lest any haltinge turns
out of the waye') but the Ureat Bible has "lest eny halting turn
you out of the way" whici suggests & reference to the weak. Geneva,
Tomson and Bishops' all agree with early Besa here ("lest that which
is hauinx be turned out of the vay") Tho AY also has this translation
“substituting "lane® for "hulting‘ It is dunoult to say whether the
Revisers, 1n accepting early Desan translation of the passage, also acoept
Besa's interpretation of it as against Lois'.

“4¥At Heb. XII.17 Bois o:pllinl /_;_T.Waoots yep v w/( w,asv a3
"he could not bend the mind oz his !athor. or porunade him so that
having altexed his &Mm:i:ﬁén he would nouu and rescind the
blessing with which he had blessed Jacob."
Besa translates the Greck as "non enim reperit postnitentiae locum'

which he explains as referring to the father's change of mind. According

1. diodern scholarship is in substantial agreement with Besa.
Noffatt assumes that the wrister at v,13 is making & specific refereuncs

to the Christian community which he iz addressing. (See ilebrews, p.206),
#8095 youds VIThen theddseliled- 11db ‘will,.‘not be put out of joint, but
rogain its former powers", taking %,rr,aour in its modical sense.
But the translatiol: s8ill does net make  waetlier ''the disabled
1imb” 1is a weak member of the coamunity, or a weak spot within the
msum:.
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to bexa, those who reler the words to Esau's own repentance are
wrong because "Esauum culpaa suam minipe agnosse'.

0O the English \(oraions Tyndale has "he founde no meanes to
coue therdby agayne'' thus making claar ;uat it is not Esau's own
Tepeatance which is in question. Other versions, from Great to
AV read “he found no place of repentance”. The AV however, adds
in the margin "//or, way to change his minde" (i.e. his Zather's
mind). We thus see here s full agreement bLetween blois, Bexza and the
AV mgin.

At Heb, XIII1.3 Bois' note suggosts that the Revisers were
not aure how to iuterpret WS Kalt OToL OVTES v OR puct TE
Bols himself interprets it "as being yourselves also subject to
adversity” although adding that the Greek 1it¢ga11y means ‘as being
yourielves also ip a body". Downes, on the other hand suggoests
the 1ntorpretation L‘Jj ke o ToL {.zv?;aw-rrou avTEs
and Others propose s Kete oLUTot WX Kotk WXO%{'VOD
Beza in bis 1574 N.T. has "acsi ipsi quoque corpors afflicti essetis‘.
In his }0598 versionﬁ however, he translates tho Greek literaildy
"ug qui et ipsi sitis in corpore”. le oxphiqs that the Apostle
here vants his awdience to sympathise with the captivity of their
brothers by imagining that it is they themsel.es who are being
hold osptive. For, beza adds, we can only fully a;mpathxaé with

the misfortunes of others wvhen we feel then as our o'mn. Therefore

Ji\/ 01.}“0‘70 here neans the sana as ''en personns' in French.
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The Vulgate has hexre "Tamguam et ipsi in corpore morsantes” i.e.
a8 3% you yourselves are also aybject to adversisy. This reading
i» syported by the Syriac N.T. and aceounts for Bois' interpretation.
Erasaus has ''veluti ipsi guogque versantes in eorpore” and the
"Doetissimus .nuorpn."; takes oW feel T as referring to
She body of the Church ¢(hus giving the asaning “you ave all An the
sane body). Lesa approves of this latter interpretation "utpote
quae universae huius dootrinae fomtem speriat” but inserts his own
roatling on grounds of simplieisy.
Tyadale ("which are yes in your bodies'”) and the Ureas Bible ("which
are yot in tiw hodie') are rather ambiguous here but appoar to agree
with the Vulgate/Erasmus interpretation. Geneva and Tomson follow
early besa, readiag “es if ye were ,also afflicted in the body'.
BMlahops' makes gquite plain its sgreeuent with Vulgate/EBrasmus,
reaiiing "as boing yourselves also in the bodie subject to adversitie”. ;.
Bois, although Le montiens the literal rendition oL the Gresk is none+
theless in agreement with the Vuigate/Erasmus interpretation. The AY
howevex, agrees with late lesa as agaliunst Hols and the rest of the
Comuities, reading "as being yourselves also in the body".>

ﬂﬁﬁ[;; cin see from the instances discussed above that sthere wvas some
ditference between tiuo ¥Final Hevision Comnittee’s attitude to Besa

and she use of Lesa by the final version of the AV. This can be

[ .

1. ' wee Joannis Calvini Opera Quas HSwpersunt Omnia, ed. W.Baunm,
g.cmggg. E. Heuss (brunswick, 138u0), vol LV, p.187. Besa, in his
exegetival notes, never refers to Calvin by name, but tlvays calls him
tue "Loctissimus 1nxorprca“

a. N.K.B. "tor you like tham are still in the wrld",
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pinpointed by examining morxe closely the nature of the instances in
which (a) Beaan reading is adopted by the Committoco and not by the
AV text und (b) instances im wiich Lexs is adopted by e AV as against
the Coumittse. Tho main cases of (a) occur at ilom. 1.28, XII.3,
1 Cor. V11.39, Heb. 1.3, V.3, VIII.4, XI1.17. In prastically all
these instances the Hevisers choose a more counservative reading.
At 1 Cor. VII.29 the AV rejects the evidence of Beza as backed up
by the Committee and the UGeneva and Biahops' Bible for the insertion
of OT ik . . The roason for this 1s probably lack of M8 support;
20t being nbio -$0 explain Beza's "seveuntesn old oodices" the ievisers
revertod te the Erasmus/Vulgate reading. Their decision here 1is
ratified LY aodern MS evidence. tvo

At Heb. XII.17 the AV's only precedent for making clear
that 1t is not iksau's own repentance which is in question, was
Tyandale 1534. All the other versions (imcluding Beza hiuself) translate
the Grwek literally “fumnd no place of repentancs’. It would have
beens unusual therefors for the AV to sacrifice tiw Greek for the sake
of a clear interpretaiiuva of the phrase as suggested by Bois. 7The
iaterpretation, howevery was inserted in the AV margin.

At Rom. 1.38, lieb, I.3 the AV siows the same reluctance to
sooept the Committee's recommondation of s bexan reading i€ there
is no support for it in any other Kngiisa versions. Thus at Rom.I.28
20 versim follows Wesa's rendering of (s &{OKWV Vouv
and the AV heye is not more conservative than Geneva in inserting

“veyde of judgement" ian the margim. At Hedb, I.3 Bois' suggestion



of the BDesman “effulgentian” has no supplementary support, and so
the AV conforms with the Earlier English versions, reading
“brijjitnesa”. Tho main cases of (L) ococur at Rom., IXX1.28/26,
Rom. V.13, Hom. XX.31, 1 Cor, 1IV.9, Gal. XIV.17, Medb., IV.2, V.7,
X.13, XIIX.8. PFour of those, Hom. XX.31, Heb. IV.3, V.7, X.12
are concerned with either text or punctuation. At Hom. XI.31
the AV 1s the omly English version to adopt the Bezan punctuation (with
the added support of Theophyluctus). At leb. IV.2 the AV prefers
the azgkt&fw9ucqu reading after Stephanus and Besa, and it
relegates the Couplutensian reading to the margin. Atvﬂon. V.13
the AV (with only the agreemsnt of Tomson) inserts the lozan reading
"in whom'" in the uargin. There could be two reasons for this decision
here; either some of the sevisers insisted hiat "in whom'" was s better
translation for thoological reasons, ox thaey counsidered that it was
a grammatically or textually possible rendexing ol i«f’gj
At Hom. I1I.38/36 tue AV adopts the more conservative theological
inserpretatioa "rexiasion of sins" (i.e. Christ decliared God's
righteousness with a view to renitting past sias) inserting the lLesan
theological interpretation (Christ desonstrated God's righteocushass
because in the pass, God had u_ﬁ;u passed over wen's sians) in the
margin. Alshough the latter interpretation is takea to be the right
one by modern sgholarship, it is iateresting to note, that the Authorised
Version had ne precedents for it at all,

We can see from this that there was a difference in the AV's

and the Committoeo's attitude to Besa. The Committee was against a
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large number of bBesan readings on doctrinal and textusl grounds.
bdowever, aluost all the readings which were turned down by the
Coumittee werev acocepted by taue AV, There are also cases wiere a

Bezan reading, having been accepted by tue Committee, is turned down by
the AV, livwever, as we have seen, such cases occur much less
2requently than their counverse. Thus it seens that liesa's authority,
80 far as the evisers axe conocerned, is of crucial importance;

80 much 80 that the AV is, on occasiouns, less conservative than the
Geneva lible. The heat instances of this are the AV marginal readiungs

at Hom. V.14 and at Rom. XIXX.25/36.

While the aim of this work has been to show Heza's influence
on the English New Testament, we have bemn particularly concerned with
his influence on the AV both in its final version and at various
stages o1 Revision. Tho influence of Besa on the Geneva Bible of 1560
and on Lawrenoe Tomson's N.T. of 1676 was discussed briefly in the
first chapter, sufficiently to ahow that both the versions relied on
besa almost totally for reasons of doctrine. This is havdly surprising
sinoe both were acknowledged as the officlal Puritan and Presbyterian
New Testament., The AV of 1li6ll nmade no such clain; on the contrary,
ve learn from the instructions given to the tramslators that their

aim was to avoid theological prejudice in any direction.
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In order to examnine the exact nature of BDeza’s influence on the
AV we invostigaiod two documents which purport to represent fwo different
stages in the making of ﬁho AV; the Hodleian Bighops' ME which deals with
tho‘do-pelu and the Fulman M8 which deals with the Epistles and which
appears to represent the work of the Final Revision Committee. In the
case of the Bodleian Bishops' we have had good reason to assume that it
is connected Qtth the AV because 1t contains typographical snnotations
for the insertion o italics which correapond almost exactly to the use
of 1talics in the AV final version., Uoreover, the two theological works
of the Oxford Company translators which were examined showed agreenent with
the éheolog  cf the Todl ian shops' insofar as Church government and
connection hetween the Gospel and the Law was concerned. As regards tie
connection of the Fulman M8 with the ;6gwe sccept at the outset Prof. Ward
Allen's conclusion that the Chryasostom pagination in the M8 corresponds
with the issue of the firat volume of Sir Henry Saville's edition of
Chrysoston's works and so with the date of the assembling of the Final
Revision Comnmittee. |

In examining the M8 annotations in Bodleian Bishops' our primary
concexn has boin to establish the influence of Bexa on these annotations
and relate his influence on the Bodleian annotator to his influence on
the finished AV, I the intlnoﬁce of Besa on the annotations and on the
final version proved to he of a similar nature, thiw would support the
evidence of the typosraphtéal annotations and eatablish a close link
between Bodleian Bishops' MS and the AV, Indeed, a detailed examination
of the influence of Bezxa on the Synoptic Gospels reveals only very slight

discrepancies between the two versions, Aduittedly, we have seen that the



176

Bodleian annotator is rather more reluctant than the AV to accept a few
points of Bexa's doctrine such as the status of the Law, or the
nature of Mary's grace. However, on matters of text and style we
see a remarkable measure of agreement and, as has hoon-alroldy
pointod out, there are eight cases whcra%ihn Bodleian Bighops'
annotation providaﬁ the oﬁly parallel for a Bezan reading occurring in
the AV, This aigues very atrongly that the Bodleian Bishops'
cannot be a later collation of the Bodleian Bishops' and Authorised
text, as some have thought hitherto. If, in addition to this evidence
ve remember the presence of the typographical annotations (and bear
in mind the very fact that fho agreenent between the bodleian
annotations and AV is not total!) we must then conclude that the
Bodleian Bishops' represoents a late stage in the making of the AV,

In exanining the Fulman MS where our object was the same as
in the case 0f Bodleian Bishops', we were dtruck by the comparatively
larger number of discrepancies between the Committee's attitude to
desa and the AV'# attitude to him. Firstly we notice that in a large
number o2 instances the AV goes againat the Committee's advice Sy
choosing a Bosan‘jéading. Horeover, some of those readings are
concerned with a fundamental point of Biblical exegesis (such as the questiol
of ‘mmp£a15 , OF tﬁﬁ meaning of ;P)é ) while others
(o;s.'Rom. 21.31) adopt a punctuation which has only beza's support,
Secondly, we notiea thaf -uéh Bezan readings as are recommended

]v %

by the Committee are frequently turned down by the Revisers
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in favour of a more coaservative vexsion, This, however, seems to
happen less often than the AV's rejection of tue Comnittee in favour
of Dema.

It must be borne in sind though, that there uwe cases where
the AV concurs with the Committee's suggestion of a devan reading,
and that taere ure also instances where the ! AV strikes a mid-path
between the Committes and Hema. 7This, however, does not cbhscure our
basic point tuat so far as Besan reading are concerned, the
disagreensnt betwveen the ulman Committee and the AV is gweater than
the disagreement between bodleian Bishops' and AV. e should
perhiaps mentios herye that the Synoptic Gospels would not, by their
very nature, pose as many problems as the Lpistles and heace they
vould give mugh less cause Lor disagreement. Yet, oven taking that
into aceoupt it doos et seem reasonable that the Fulman M5, diverging
from the AV as mush as it does, should be considered the Authorised
Version's immediate predecessor.

Thus, from the evidence examined, wo coaglude that, firstly, there

(especiclly in view of the nol of | lor. 1X.5)

is a very strouwg poonihilityxthnt‘Bodloian Bishops' annotations represant
a later stage taan the Fulaan ii An the making o2 the AV. Secondly,
that being tiue case, wo see that tie influence of Beza's doctrine,
text and stylc ocecones wore prominent as the Reviseion reacaes its
{inal stagea.

Genexally, taore sesus to be no doubt that, 90 far as the

devisers vere concerned, Lesa’'s authority completely oversiadowed
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that of any other New Testameat scholar of the period., This Jdoes not
imply that the AV is no more than an Buglish version of leza's 15860
New Testament. In wmatters of text, especially, the Levisers wereo
unwilling to adopt a Bezan reading if it did not have authoritative
aupport. In cases wiore Lexa's text was accepted, the wore usual
reading wvas frequently inserted in the margin. Conversely, where

a better known reading was adoptead, the iesan version was put in

as & margianal alternative.

Although & similar procedure was fodlowed in watters of
doctrine, tie theology of the AV is seen to be much more ambiguous
than Besa's. The theological gquestion of Hary's grace, for instance,
is left cumpletely open by the kevisers whereas Ueza makes it plain
that no inherent grace should be attributed to Hary. As regards
Joan's baptism the Kevisers at first appear to accept lLexa's view
that the baptisn of repentance is no less valid tian the baptism
wvhereby spirit is given. liowever, this point 15 weakened by the
Revigers' insertion of the more conservative interpretation in the
aargin, Conoeraiag the hereditary nature of the original sain the
Revisers put the more conservative reading in the text whilst putting
Besa's interpretation in the margin. 7This is particularly interesting
as the only English precedsnt for adopting the Sezman reading at this
point is the New Testament of Laurence Tomson.

In matterxs or‘ntylo, the Revisers, although taking over many
of Uvesa's phrases (as has beenh seen above) nonetheless ianaaed to attain
to an individual style by frequent consultation of the other English

versions and by their own inventiveness.
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Laurence Tomson 1539-1608

In this study, we shall be chiefly concerned with Temson as
nenher of the English “Proabytorian“ party, politiciah and theologian.
¥We shall attempt to establish a link between his career and his
tho61031011 works and also to throw some light on his function within
the Elizabethan Puritan movement.

Cartainly more records survive concerning Tomson'a career
@8 Politician than as Puritan leader. Whether this 1s due to the fact
that political records are the ones most likely to survive, or the fact
that Tomson's other activities were of a very clandestine nature - it
is difficult to ascertain. The fact remains that Tomson as a second-line
civil servant wielded a comnsiderable amount of political power - not

. s

that this wsniin any way exceptional. As Patrick Collinson has pointed

outlj "Virtually all the government servants employed at a high level

in French and D;:;h and one might add, Scottish diplomacy were puritans
who 1ooked to Leicester and Walaingham for nﬁpport and preferment.” 8o
Tonson, in this respect ranks with Killigrew, Davison, Randolph and

Beale -~ to memtion only the most notable. He does differ from thou.
however, in that he appears to kave been at the nes us of the presbyterian
novenent and to have had a long and active association with most of its

leaders, In spite of this, his name i» conspicuously absent from most

1, Patrick Collinson, The Eligabethan Puritan Movement, (1971).
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of the Annals of the period. Tomson's name does not appear in Burnet's

History of the Reformation, Strype's Reformation Annals, Brook's Lives

of the Puritans or Neal's liistory of the Purttnan.I. Nowhere is he
explicitly coupled with Cartwright, Travers or Gilby, and yet his

standing must have been considerable with them as it was he who

was instrumental ia the downtfall of w&xcou.z His role in the movement
ecould thus be seen as that of a ‘grey entnenco{J but his obscurity
there is more than amply compensated for by his fame as scholar, and
especially as translator of Beza's Latin New Testament into English,
\This was published by Christopher Barker for the first time in 15676
and by 1887 it was accepted as the official New Testament in the English
Geaneva Bible. In view of this it is surprising that no attempt has
been nade so far at gny biographical study of Tomson, Scott Poarson3
confines himself to reproducing the biographical sketch in Wood's
Athenase Oxonienses and Patriock Collinson only hints at the ipportant

rols Tomson played in the presbyterian movement.

s

1. aG. éhrnnt, The ilistory of the Reformation of the Church of England
3 vols. (Dublin 1730). B. Brook, The Lives of the Puritans, 3 vols. (Lom
1813). D. Neal, The history of the puritans or protestant non-conformis
fxom the Reformation under Henry VIII to the act of Toleration under Willl
and Mary with an sscount of their principles, 3 vols. (London 1754).

J. Strype, Annals of the Heformation amd establishment of religion and
other various ocsurrences in the Church of England with an appendix or
repository of original papers, 3 vols. (London, 1709).

3. 8ee Collinson, op.oit., p.J]38,

3. A.F. Boott Pearson, Thomas Cartwright and Elisabethan Puritanism
1535~-1603 (Cambridge, 1935), ~

&
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Laurence Tomson was born in Northamptonshire in 1539 and want
up to Oxford in either 1583 (Af we follow the Magdalen Coilogo nogintor)l
or in 18556 (acoording to Wood) after being elected to a demiship and
soon after becane a‘kroat prottciong in logic and philonophy?' Magdalen, at
the time under tﬁ; presidency of Lawrence Humfrey, was the centre of
Oxford Puritanien and it is worth noting that one of Tomson's contemporaries
there was Prancis Hastings, younger brother of Henry, the Earl of
Huntingdon, Hastings was later to become one of the more effective
Purit;i laymen of the age and to cooperate with Tomson and Gilby in
the Puritan movemeat.” Tomson took his BA om the Sth June 1559 and W.A.
on 20th October 13064, He was admitted as Probationer Fellow in 1859 and
attained to tho status of Perpetual Fellow a year later., lie was bursar
from January until May 1565 when he and Willian Cole were given
permission "unanimi consensu Domini Praesidis et officliariorum” to
travel into foreign parts and to remain there for a year "studii liberioris
ratione”, They set out in July 1863 and were supposed to return within a
year., But in December 1565 the goveraning body of Magdalen prolonged

Tomson's leave until the first of July 1867. Unfortunately we do not know

which "foreign pnrtn" were the object of Tomson's journey. We do know,

~

m

1. J.R. Bloxam, The Magdalen College Register (1873), IV, p,138,
.5, Por full acoount of Hastings' role in the Puritan movenent see
M,C. Cross, 'An Exanple of Lay Intervention in the Elizmabethan Church',

W 11, pp.273-81,
. R Wood | Alawars Orowssses T (€d. Boss, 915 p. bt
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that he accompanied Sir Thomas Hot:ay1 on the latter's first

and last eubasly to France in 1566, which must have been the reason
for the extension of his leave. The work with the Protestant diplomat
was ovadontli Tomson's introduction to foreign affairs. In a letter
dated llth June 1566 Hoby tells Cecil that he "is sorry to hear their
stir which 1s noised to be for the maintenance of Popish attire".

lloby was at the time engaged in discussions with the Duke of Anjou
about the use oi vostments in French Churches. Tomson probably bhecane
acquainted not only with tho subject matter of those discussions, but
also ﬁith‘:;o progress of affairs between France and Scotland gonerlilyf
This knowledge he was to use later when helping Walsingham with the
Mary Queen of Scots plot.

We do not know whether Tomson stayed abroad during the remaining
months of his leave, ditor Roby‘s death, or whether he returned to Oxford.
I2 he did the former, it is likely that he spent some months as well
as the first year of his leave, in Geneva, vorkigg on his tranalationh
of Beza's Now Testament and giving public lectures in Hebrew which

are alluded to in his ipitaph.’"

Certainly such a pursuit would accord
with the governing body's decree of "studii liberioris ratione'.
Unfortunately, owing to lack of exidéence we can only make conjectures

sbout this as well as about the questin of Tomson ever coming into costact with

Besa, while in Geneva. It seens unlikely that he would not have done,

i. 8ir Thomas Hoby (1630-1566). Studied at St.John's College, Cunbrid?a
died in Frauce in 1866, Ile translated Martin Bucer's Gratulation into

the Church of kngland for the restitution of Christ's religion (see

Calendar of State Papers, Foreign, 1566-8),

a. The epitaph is reproduced in A. Wood's Athenae Oxonienses, II,
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espacially as Beaa knew most of theilbading English puritans personally,
and a lotter of his survives written to Walter Travers in 1580, asking
for financial anotntunoo}lor the city of Geneva, at war with Savoy.
Bht there seons to be noﬁcxtant correspondence between Seza and Tomson -
not even a reference to Tomson i3 made ipn any of leza's letters.

After returning to England in 1566 or 1567 Tomson spent about
a ;ﬁ:r in Magdalen before setting off again ~ this time for lieidelberg
where he is registered along with George Wither, Righard Seger and George
Allen as d "nobilis Anglus". Tomson spent a year at Heidelberg and came
back to England ;;‘1569, when he resigned his fellowship in Oxford. Even
80, his comnections with the College were never totally severed and he
was often consulted by the other Fellows in matters of difficulty. 1In a
letter dated 24th July 1578 Richard Stanolytt writes to Tomson about
the dtsordorly goverment and cheating 1n the University wheore he finds
“1upst1ce +.» malicious seeking of advantaga and cruel nubtilty“. Hany
accuse Touaom of deniring the ruin of the colleges and especially of
MngdalonQ "Thoy vould talk as loud againgt Walutnghan if they durat".

A

SQanclytt gocs on to say that he dolaree the appointment of impartial
Judges to decide the eontravorsiea respecting their statutes.l
QM ﬁoro significant however, is Tomson's connection vith Laurence
Hﬁnxroy. the President 6* uigdalan. who, along wltﬁ”éanpson, was ''the
ottginal intellectual leader ot'xlizabothan Puxttaninm"rand who, as tutor

considered himself to be personally rc-ponsiblo for the care of "divers

noblemen's sons"”. Although we do not know about Tomson's social origine

1. Bloxam, op.cit., IV. p.1dl.
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thoro is no doubt that he came under Hunfrey's care during his years at
thdulon. interesting in this context is the letter which Tomson wrote
to Huafrey in 18756, after the expulsion eaao.l It 18 a letter of very
friendly advice which suggests close porsonal links between the two nen.
Tomson deplores the state of parties at Magdalen and censures Humfrey's
proceeding to such 8 severe measure as expulsion of Fellows in a case
like this. This incident and Tomson's university career generally give
us & good indication of the kind of course his life was © take. IHis
two main interests, Puritanism and politics manifested thomselves very
early.

There are no details of his employment by Walsingham, but he pust
have attained to the office of Secretary around 1574, The fuportance of
a man 11&0 Tonson bholding this post cannot be under-estimated.
Walalnuhau'hin.olf was a larian exile, he was widoly travelled and
tbbroughly acquainted ¥ith Continental Protestantisn. In his biography
ot Wailinghan, Conyers Roada says that the Queen's Secretary, although
outwardly coaforuist did sympathise with the Reformers personally, and
his household was a berteét hotbed of Putitaninm. Apart from Tomson
he employed Nicholas Faunt, a bitter critic of Whitgift's violent nelicy
against the best and most sealous nministers, and Robert leale who talked
and wrote about the tnquioltortal methods of the bishops and defied the
archbishop oiLCantéibury. Beale was ﬂalsingham's intimate friend,

brothor~in-1nv, and more than once, his substitute in office. In spite

1, Bloxam, op.cit., IV. p.143.

3. Conyers Head, My, Secretary Walsingham and the policy of Queen
(Combridge, 1923).
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of that there is only one record of the Secretary registering any
Puritan sympathies officially; his intercession to Whitgift on behaltf

of "one Wood, a Puritan”. We om see however, how aoting as Walsingham's
“right hand" would have given Tomson ample opportunities for manipulating
the fate of English Puritanism -~ not just by means of recommendations
etc. but also, indirectly, by political means., Particularly interesting
in this context is Tomson's part in the Mary Queen of Scots affair, which
we shall consider later.

A lot of work whioh he did for Walsingham, particularly in the
realm of domestic and trade affairs was straightiorward administration.
In June 1572, when his name comes up for the first time in the Domestic
Calendar of State Papers, Tomson campaigned for the establishment of a
Mart Town in England and part of a historical description of a iart Town
in Flanders survives, written in his hand.1 'Thare he describes 'the
benefit to arise by the estaeblishment of the sawe in England". He was
also involved in several trade matters and supported (in December 1874) a
charter of Incorporation of the Meer Merchants who were conducting import-
export traftic with Frsnéo (largely wine) to protect them against the
encroachrnonts of retailers. In Aﬁril 1576 he compounded a history "of
the matters in controversy between the Merchants of lanze Towns and the
Nerchant Adventurera”. Tomson was M.P. for Weymouth and Melcombe Regis
in 1575 and 16587 and for Downtown in 15688-8, but there is no record of
whethier he played any part in the Puritan party activities prior to the

opening of the 1880 Parliament.?

1.' Bluu, Op.clt., Iv- 90142.
a3, J. Neale, The Elimabethan liouse of Commons, (1949).
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Far more involved, however, are Tomson's dealings in matters
of foreign policy, and here it must be remembored that Walsingham,
“smooth organiser of an intolligence sorvice equal to that of Spain
itself”, set himself to wean Elizabeth from her pro-Spanish Conservatisn,
He was convinced that England's peril lay in a strong Spain, and her
security in a free Netherlands. On taking the office of Secretary he
brought with him & new group of Protestant Enthusiasts who
collectively worked towards an Anglo-Netherlands alliance. Several records
of the period between 1577 and 1578 show that Tomson was actively involved
in thiu.l
William Davison, the former Secretary in Sootland to llenry
311113ro',wns sent on a mission to the Netherlands in 1676 4in order
to finalise the alliance between liolland, Zeeland and England., Some of
the correspondence between him and Walsingham (via Tomson) indicates
that no efforts were spared to aid and assist the Puritan cause during
his stay in the Low Countries. A letter written in June 1578 suggests
that the English agent was in touch with L'Oiseleour de Villers, a leading
Dutgch Presbyterian, protgégvot Boza,a editor of annotations in Besza's
New Testament and personal advisor to William of Orange. Davison was
sent two "advertisenents' from Walsingham and he was to "communicate
that in French” to M. Villers. In October 1577 Merchant Adventurers
wanted a chaplain and Walter Travers was nominatod and sent over to

receive Presbyterian ordination from L'Oigeleur,de Villers and others.

-

1. Calendar of State Papers, Foreign, 1877-78. The documents suggest
that the English Puritars supported the cause of Anjou only as long as it
vas alse Elimabeth's cause.

3. \ror relations between Besa and L'Oiseleur gsee K.J. de Vries,
Pepiniere du calyinisme hollandais, (1918), 11, p.204,
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When, at a somewhat later date the governor of the Merchant Adventurers
tried to put Travers to silence, Davison wrote to England on his hehalf.
This provoked a letter of onoouragléznt frou Tomson and eventually an
open intervention from Walsingham in Travers' favour. Separately fron
that, Davison acting on behalf of the Engliah Congregation at Antwerp,
wrote to Walasingham's Secretary, asking for a minister. Tomson handled
the matter independeantly with no recourse to Walsingham; his reply to
Davison points out that preaching is absolutely vital to salvation,
and recommends that Davison should contact two pooplo.l Apart from
Davison, who was there in a diplomatic capacity, Rossell, a French
Protestaut and a secret agent in service to England was posted in the
Netherlands whence he conveyed information to Tomson. Presumably Tomson
would relay it to VWalsinghanm at his discretion. In January 1378
Rossell reports that Le was sent all the detailms of the negofijdions
between the Dutch and the Spanish, whereas Davison is handling the
despatch o0f the Ghent negotiations. Both Rossel and Davison repeatediy
acknowledge their gratitude to Tomson and place their future fate and
preferment in his hands., In 1500 Tommon was investigating reasons for
disconteatnent in the Ketherlands and he imerviewed Evert Monkhovenz
of Antwerp in connection with this.

Tomson made a detalled report of this interviev which shows the
extent to which he was involved. The general import of this report is

a8 follows. Both the Nobles and the Commons are disgontented in the

1. Calendar of State Papers, Foreign, 1877-1878,
3. M8 Cotten, Galba D. VIX., fol.163.
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Netherlands. The nobles feel indignant about having been rewoved fron
government and the Commons resent the Spanish insolence and taxation.
Tomson then asks Monkhoven whether the burgesses of some towns inecluding
Antwerp, would be prepared to rise againat the Spaniards. Monkhoven
thinks that this could be effected, 1f the Marquess of chaau?)ono of
the more discontented nobles, were prepared to lead them. Monkhoven, howet
refuses to be the English agent for the purposes of suggesting the under-
taking to the Marquess of ﬂoaunueind says that this would hest be doneo
by somebody of noble rank. He then proceeds to give Tomson a detailed
breakdown of the Spanish garrisons stationed in various Dutch towns.

In interviewing Monkhoven, Tomson was obviously acting under
orders to estimate the possibility of there being a revolt in the
Netherlands in 1590.1 Prom 1377-15900 Tomson was engaged in furthering
the Anglo-Netherland alliance and so promoting the Puritan cause., He
played a very similar part in the Mary Queen of Scots. affair, where he
actually did some intelligence work himself. In 1579 Walsinghanm,
believing that the Pope was the root of all evil, dispatched Temson to
to Boulogne for talks with the Papal Agent. He informed Tomson that the
Pope intended to send an army against England under the leadership of Jacoxo
Bonacanpanln&n in order to deprive Elixzsbeth hoth of her throne and of her
1ife. The enterprige was to be assisted by the Duke of Guise and other
powerful princes and apparently had many supporters amon; the English

thenselves, This, however, was not the end of Tomson's investigations.

His private report of meeting with the papal agent was incorporated into

1. or Sull t t reyolt in the Netherlands, see fieler §uy
P e i 5% Py T h
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a much more comprehensive enquiry into "Practises to trouble her Majesty's
state', based on letters to Mary Queen of Scots which Tomson intercepted.
Baphasis 1as placed througl.out the report, on the entente between Spain
and the Pope seeking help from the "2ifth column” of Catholics in

England in order to put Mary Queen of Scots on the throne and depose
Elizsabeth. Implicit in the report is the suggestion that Elizabeth

ought to abandon any political flirtations with Spain as her and

England's safety lies only in the ailiance with the Protestant Nethorlands.
Just how imminent this foreign invasion of Engand is Tomson illustrates by
stating that the EKing of Spain has been 4in collusion with James Fitumorris,
the beginner of the rebellion in Ireland. Moreover ground is being
prepared by large numbers of Catholic priests and Jesuits coming into
Bngland. Significantly Touson asserts that the invasion will take place
“as soon as (the King of Spain) should have brought the Low Countries to
his obedience as appoareth in the direction and advise he gave Don Juan
upon his commission in these words: "Et par la dormera loy a tous ses
voisina lequels a present luis tiennent le pied sur la gorge nourrissant
cette guerre intestine pour opprimer la grandeur de sa uajoate"?l Pope
Pius V and the Duke of Guise are also implicated in this. Marriage, as
another way of delivering Mary, was practised by the late Duke of

Rorfolk "as by the confessions of sondrie persons and records appeareth”,
Tomaon, in his ropori, claing that the '"chief instruments herein were
Roalph and Guerras, the one her agent for the Pope, the other for King

Philip.” His source of information for this was Julio Bussino, Florentine

1. M8 Perrot 9772, fol.27,



210

Secretary to Girauldi, the Portuguese Ambassador. The report on
“Practises to trouble her Hajesty's state" was evidently presented to
Walsingham, VWhether it went beyond that we do not know. Its overall
Protestant tone and purpose, however, cannot he questioned and shows
clearly the nature of Tomson's political involvement in the general cause
of Puritanism, |

There is also evidence for his involvement with the English
Presbyterian movement. Although it is difficult to estinate the extent to
which he was 1nvg1vod. we can, from the evidence avgilsble, point to
two distinct periods when Tomson was active among the English
Presbyterians; firstly, during the first spate of Puritan pamphlets
from the secret press during the years 1573-4; secondly during the
Puritan parlismentary caspaign 1584-1589. During that period Tomson
was M.P. first for Ubynouth and Welcombe Rogiu, then for Downtown,
Tomson's name does not figure anywhere in comnection with the vestuents
controversy but he probdiy had not yet engaged in Puritan activity at
‘fho time. From the Baker unnuuoriptl, our best guide to Puritan affairs
between 1572 and 15680, it transpires that the links between the groups
of load;ng Puritans were very close. It also appears that the people
who formed this group were Field, Wilcox, Sampson, Gilby, Cartwright
i;nd Tonhon. The rolb played by Fra;aia Hastings, alihouzh less explicit
aust have bo‘n nonetheless, important, ile in mentioned twice in the
“btlby oorrespondence”, once by Tomson as "briagxng the second Admonition

to thby“ and once by Humfrey who asks to be "oommended to Mr, Hastings."

1, M8 Baker XXXII.
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In 1573 Gilby 4s said to have met Wilcox, Sampson and others
privately in London and agreed to help in the compilation of an "Adamonition
to Parliament”. The conference resulted in two very bitter pamphlets
declaring the Purxth;p’hontility towards episcopacy and demanding a
constitution without Bishops. Field and Wilcox made an attempt to
present it to Parliament and for this they were committed to Newgate
in June 1573. Their correspondence with Gilby, dating from the period of
their imprisonnent, suggests a great deal of persomal reliance on the

rector of Ashby de la Zouohe.l

Wilocox writing in February 1573 mentions
that the Comnissioners caused Bexs his confession t:rzmal.au:otla into
English to be burned in the Btationers' Hail ... the pretence was, for that
it wvas 1ll-translated but I suppose rather, because it over-plainly
dissolveth that Popish hierarehy which they yet maintain’. He then
entrustas his sorvices to Father Gilby and asks for prayers.

Sampson, who became Master of ¥Wigston Hospital in Leicester from
1667, after being deprived of the Christ Church deanery over the vestments
controversy, writes 1o Gilby in 1584 thanking him "for his loving letter"

and saying that he "has well advised upon (Gilbie's) counsel” -~ it 1is not

stated over what matter. Humfrey, although not mentioned by Bancro!ta as

1. See for instance Field's letter to Gilby written in August, 1572

(48 Baker XXXII), whexe Field says "So our present Calamitie and the trouble
threatened against the Churche of God, compell me to wryte unto you, as to
one in whome all the godlie have conceived such opinion, as of a Father ,,.,"
2. Theodore Beza, A briefe and pithie summe of the Christian faith nade
in forme of a coufession, translated by R.F., (London, R. Hall, 1563, 1565,
1666, 1673, 15856, 1589).

3. Richard Bancroft, Daungerous positions and proceedings, published and
practised within this island of Drytaine, under pretence of reformation and

for the presbiteriasll discipline, (London, J.Wolfe, 1503).
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one of the "Admonition" conspirators also keeps up cordial relations
with Gilbie and makes an arrangement with him as regards his son's
coming to Oxford.

The tone of Tomson’s letters to Gilby is differeant #rom all the
others. All his letters date from the years 1572-1574 and we know that
grom 1872 until at least 1373 he was resident in Lelcester. Unfortunately
thewe are no details of his activities there; however, his letters suggest
that he was in some way sssociated with the Puritan press. Iiis letters
to Gilby are impersonal in tone. They contain no acknowledgements of
pyevious correspondence from Ashby~de-~ia-~Zouche, no personal reference
to Gilby's family, and there is nothing in then which might throw a light
on Tomson's own position or state of mind at the time -~ not even s general
reference to the cause of "further Reformation'. EBvery one of the four
letters desls with a point of business and three of them in fact are

concerned with Cartwright's Reply to the Ansvor.l The immediacy of the

aews in each letter would suggest that Tomson had linke with sources of
information (probably in London) via Hastings which were inaccessible
t0 Oilby.

The letter dated Leicester, lst March 1573, is obviously written

in reply to Gilby and refers to Fulke's book A Briefe and Plain Declaratioi

containing the Desires of all those Ministers who seek Discipline and

Reformation of the Church of England. The letter implies that Christophe:

(oodnan was in charge of the Puritan press at the time, but throws no

iight whatsocever upon Touson's own eonnection with the press. All it

1. Thomas Cartwright, A replye to an answere made of m.doctor Whitgifte
Acasnate stha fdumnition to the Parliament, (Wandsworth, J.S. ¢.1574).
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'makes clear is that Tomson had access to certain paumphlets before anybody
else. This is corroborated by his letter to‘Gilby dated 21st March 1572
where Tomson communicates news of "another Admonition" to the hitherto
ignorant Gilby and says that Francis Hastings widl bring it to him. He
then goes on to inform him about Whitgift's answer to the first
Admonition "wherein he chargeth the Authors of 1t and all that favour
it with Arianism, Puritanism and very often with Rebellion and Treason
and joining hands with the Papists to subvert both the State ecclesiastical
and Temporal ... Greater bitterness of worde 1 have not read in any,
beside that he condemneth us as voild of all learning (etec.) ..." The
next letter ia dated 1S5th May 1573 where, with no acknowledgement of a
reply from Giby, Tomson says that the Queen has read Cartwright's Reply
to the Answer and has forbidden "the enemy of truth", Whitgift,to answer
it ~“at loast that is what is rumoured in London? The rumour is never
officially confirmed in any way and does, in fact, seem rather dubious
in view of the fact that on 11 June 1573 a royal proclamation enjoined
the suppression of both the Admoition and its Defence. In December
that year the Court of High Commission 1ssued a warrant for the arrest
Gonsequently ,
of Cartwright wh04§10d the country and went at first to Heidelberg
and then to Antwerp. Accordingly on 4th April 1574 Tomson wrote to
Gilby. "We have heard of late from our Brother Thomas Cartwright, who,
God be thanked, is well and thereupon we have takem such advice as
God gives us. It was at the same time put nnto you by our Brethren to

draw forth a confession of our faith - that it may wel appeare to the

world ¢hat we are in dede."
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It 48 diffiocult to decide just how reliable a guide these letters
are to the nature of Tomson's involvement in the Puritan Movement. It
does appear. from them, however, that Tomson was rather on the outside of
the main movement, and was not on intimate terms with its leaders. His
nain coasribution seems to have been the supplying of information, but
because of the paucity of evidence, this could well be a tendentious
oonclusion.

y . It 48 interesting to note that, from the moment of his becoming
Walsinghamn's Becretary, Tomson's direct contact with the Puritan divines
appears to cease and, although he continues to demonstrate his
Presbyterian connections, he does g0 by Parliamentary neans. Not much
information survives about his religious career during the late
seventies and the early eighties. VWe know, however, that he was
operative in bringing about the downfall of Wilcox when the latter went
up before Aylmer, the Bishop of Londom,for contumacy. In the same yasr
(1877) Tomson's name was put forwvard for the English Hinistry Candidature
at Antwverp, but Walter Travers was sent and ordained by Cartwright and
L'Oiseleur de Villers. In 1576 he baj published his translation of
Besa's New Testament and also "A Treatise of the Excellencie of the
Christisn Man and how he may be knowen'”. This he translated from the
"Prench of Peter de la Pla.ce" und dedicated to Mrs. Ursula Walsinghan.

o

Tomson got married sometime before l1llth October 1579,Ldntc on which

N, Martin anﬂ'ﬂ.'carcyi in the name of the bailiff and jurists of Guernsey

1o Seott Peaveon, op.cit., p.89,
to
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wrote to Tomson concerning the cowplaints against their rule and sent
him the petticoats made in the island, one for himself and one for his
wife., In 1579 his translation of "the sermons of Calvin on Epistles of

1 In 15682 Tomson was in

St. Paul to Timothie and Titus" was printed.
attendance at court in Windsor, and then he moved to London,

He was elected M.P. for Weymouth and Melcombe Regis as nominee
of the second Earl of Beddbrd - "a peer who for his charity and his
Puritan syupathies may be likened to the Earl of Huntingdon, exercised
8 territorial authority not dissimilar to that of the Duke of Noriolk."a
His influence was felt throughout the West Country and he nominated for
Menbers of Parliament & whole series of Puritans with court connections;
Francis Walsingham for Lyme Regis in 1563, George Carleton for Dorchester
in 1571; so in January, 1576, on the death of a member, he nominated Tomson
for Weymouth and Welcome Regis. ‘In 1584 and 1586 Tomson secured his own
re~election having acocess to court favours as Walsingham's secretary.
Inhého Weymouth and ‘Melcombe Regis docunentna a draft of a letter survives
informing Mr. Tomson that he has been chosen X.P. "as one in .whom our
onlye ... contidence whoilyo relieth". There also survives a letter
written in 1586 by the Mayor "to my Loxrd of Warwick". In it, the Mayor
says that "he has given to him the notion of one of the Burgesses of

Melcombe Regis side td'bg:Joynod with Laurence Tomson gent and with a

nominee of the Earl of Pembroke and E. Phillipes gent." Ve lnow practically

1. Bloxlh, op.cit.,'IV. p.140,
2. Neale, op.cit., p.196. )
3. H,J. Moule, ed., Descoriptive eafslogue of the charters, minute books

documents of the borough of

: the) suth and !Melcombe Regis A.D. 1252
to 1800 (Weymouth, 1883), 1l. 58, 72.




2 1b

ngthing about Tomson's work inside his conatituency, but we do know that
he played a tngrly important part in the Parliamentary Puritan pressure
groups. In 1884-0 classes conducted a survey of the ministries with the
object of showing that the ministers who were being kept away were nore
competent than the ones appointed by Whitgift, Petitions for reforam
were drawn up and eventually Mildmay contravened his sovereign's orders
and proposed a committee of thirteen moderate men to study the petitions.
Later "conoceraning the weight of this business required a greater number"
the Kou:: doubled its size and a number of hard-core Puritans were added.
Among those weme Robert Beale, James iorice, Willian Stoughton and Laurence
Tomson. Mildmay's comnittees met and the petition was prbaontod to the
Lords where it was answered by Whitgift in vitriolic and approbrious
terms. The Commons were not at all :atin_g;ed and Tonmson is inown to have
commented onlﬂhttgitt'n answer:'rather a discourse than any resolution
of a divine". This particular parlismentary debate was followed by a
spate of Martin uaf?rolatgktracts and again, it is an open queation to
wvhat extent, if at all, Tomson was involved in this. The only evidence
that survives is a lottgf written by him "to Mistress Crane', from Lalehsw
A(ncar East Molespy) on #6th February 1886/6. The letter is signed "Your
most obedient sonne Laurence Tomson" and it has been written in haste to
answer six questions of dootrine touching on the salvation of Papilats,
considering whether Papists dying as thpy 1ived (thatﬁ}a enenies of the

doctrine of Christ) caa be saved. Scott Pearson in his book Cartwright
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and the Elizabethan Puritanism suggests a connection between the early

Puritan tracts of the seventics and the later Martin Marprelate pamphlets,
common factors beingir;yle and tue person of John Field., GScott-Pearson
goes on to suggest that, most probably, material for the Harprelate tracts
was beinyg amassod as early as 1572. In view of this it is interesting
to consider the extent of Tomson's information about the various 1572/73
tracts, and it seens perfoctly posaible that he had some connection with
the central person or body responsible for amassing the material for the
Marprelate tracts. Unfortunately, owing to lack of evidence we can only
speculate about this.

Tomson's parliauentary activity continued and in 1585 he sat on
the Comnittee responsible for reviving the bill for the eatablishment of
the Geneva Prayer Book in place of the Elizabethan Prayer Book and setting
up a presbyterian system of miniaters and elders.l Towson retired on
Walsingham's death in 1590, published Tears of iary in 1596, died in
Chertsey, Surrey, in 1608 and was buried there, His life and work
suggost that Tomson, rather like L'Uiseleur de Villers, combined the
functions of scholar, civil servant and Puritan. Although, as his
reforence to Cartwrightz suggests, his synpathies were atrongly
presbyterian, all his actions in that sphere are characterised by care
and caution. Thus, although Tomson tranalated leza's Latin New
Testament and associated himself with lumfrey, his nane 1s not associated

with any of the truly controversial Presbyterian tracts, and there is no

suggestion that he was ever 'on the wrong side" of the Elizabethan

1. Beale, Strickland and James Morice were also on the Committeo.
a. M8 Baker XXXII. Letter from Tomson to Gilby, Apl.1574;"We have
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government. Buch work as he did for the English Presbyterians and for
the Puritan cause generally was either of an undercover or of an official
pasrliamentary nature.

80 far we have outlined Touson's political career and the nature
and scope of his involvement in the English Puritan movement. We shall
now examine his theological workas in order to discover his pre-
ocoupations in that sphere, VWe shall also aqﬁ&wucﬂthq;rolatiomnhip between
Tomson's New Testament of 1576 and the AV of 1611.

In 1576 Tomson published his tranlsation of L'Oiselour’'s edition
of Besa's New Testament. This version, as has been said abovo,1
showed a closer agreement with Beza than the 1560 Geneva Bible,
| particularly in matters of tmxt. Although Tomson also agreed with
Besa on points of doctrine such as the dirsect inheritance of the
original sin it cannot be said that either of L'Oiseleur’'s edition or
Tomson's translation of it contained anything controversial insofar
as&gho question of Church Government was concerned. In this context
it 13 interesting to oxamine L'Oliselsur's and Tomson's notes at
1 Cor.Vi.1 and 1 Thess. V.12 and compare them with notes on the sane

places 13:8031'5 1565 version.

Footnote 2 from provious page, continued ..
heard of late fron our Brother Tom. Cart. who God be thanked, is wel."”

Carturight during his exile was evidently in secret communication with
Tonson.

1. on.x, pp. JF-39.
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l.Cor. VI.1 L'Ofselour Tertia guaestio de forensibus 1.aieciis,

Am liceat fideli fidelem ad infidelium tribubialia trahere. Respondet, non
licere, propter offendiculum videlicet. Neque eninu per se malin est.

Tomason: Third question of civile judgements. Whither it
be lawful for one faithfull to drawe an other faithful before the
Judgenent seate 0f an infidell? le answereth that it 41s not lawfull
for offence sake, for it 18 not evill of itsellf.

Beza: having made the same point, he adds;
"Istiusmodi audiendis disceptationibus minime adhibendos esse Pastores,

Doctores, aliosve ﬁi;leaiae Gubernatores aut Diaconos in suls sacris
functionibus plus satis occupatos; sed alios potius sio8vis ex 1is quos
postea Laicos vocarunt, commodius istis huius vitae negotiis i1lla igitur
Apostolica doctrina ... quod si attente, ut oportuit, a veteribus illis
Episcopis ... fulsset consideratum, neque seipsos tot laboribus
fatigassent ... neque suis poateris invadendae Magistratuum potestati aditum
patefecissent”.
Thus Beza here makes an explicit condeamnation of the Canon Law,

a condornnation which is not incorporated by either L'Oiseleur* or Tomson

into their New Testanent,

1. Although L'Oiseleur was a Huguenot, he was also a refugwe and
hence had to proceed carefully if he was to attain status in England.
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1 Tho-o{.v.lz L'Oiseleur: ‘"Habenda magna ratio eorum qui verbi ministeri

ot Ecclesiae gubernationi praefecti sunt a Deo et officio suo funguntur",

Tongon: "We must have greater consideration of thenm
which are appointed to the ministerie of the word and government of the
Church by God and do their duetie.”

Besa: makes the same point but adds” Apparet ex hoc
loco et aliis a presbytbrio fuisse in comnuni gubernatam ecclegiam, nondum
Episcopatus ordine in superiorer gradu commutato.”

Again, both L'Oiseleur and Tomson leave out Beza's overt reference to
prenbytery as the basic unit of Church government. It should be noted
that both Tomson and L'Oiseleur, 4in the case of )} Cor. VI.1 and

1 Thess. V.lﬁjoto sinply reproducing Beza's annotationes ninores

(in accord with their general practicoa).1 It is 1ntore;t1ng to see,
however, that neither of ie two scholars chooses to add to the
annotationes minores the more definite atatements made by Beza in the
annotationes majores.

In the same year (13576) Tomson's translation of Treatise of the

Excellencie of the Christian man came out from the presz of Christopher

Barker., The French author of the book, Plerre de la Place,wvas "one of
the King's Counsel and chiefe President of his Court of Kides in Paris".
lle was also one of the Huguerots murdered during the St.Bartholomew's

Eve nassacre in Paris. In Tomson's translation, the dedicatory epistle

1. For Zull account of this see ch,l, pP.‘27-~jq,
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to Mistress Ursula Valsinghax - on whose orders Tomson first perused
She book -:is followed by "a briefe description of the life and death
of the said author to the end that everie one may knowe what he was."”
Tha ‘briefe doacviptlon; contains an account of La Place's consersion froa
Catholicisn and his staunch upholding of the reformed faith,

The treatise 1tsolf concerns itself with the quoatloné what
constitutes a Christian man? La Place makes it plain that man is
unable to beoome a Christian by hiw own powerﬁ, since hé is unable to
distinguish between good and evil. Man cannot distinguish between good
and evil because he has been made corrupt thrdugh the 1;11 of Adam, and
therefore can rely only on the graco of Jod for ealightemment and salvation,
Hdwcvnr, La Place goes on to say, not all wen can rely on.graeo. The
'‘Christian man' was chosen by God before the world was made “to ... set hin
apart.lgo exenpt him fronm the comnon astate aniﬁcondition of all other nen',
Before oreating the world God foresaw that ,as the first man was “pliable
to good and evill having not that givem to him to continue and stande
steadily in thﬁt state wherein he was placed” he would imevitably fall.
La Place than!goos on to outline the attributes of Christian man in greater
detail, and to specify the qualities of false or apparent christians,
This beief summary of the contents of the Treatise throws light on
what seem to be the outstanding foature of La Place's theology; tho
supralapsarian doctrine of predestination and election, La Place's vievs

here extend beyond Calvin's pronouncements on election, praovidence and

the original sin (although they are in agreement with Dlesa's views on the
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dootrines). We do ‘¢t intend to ajerthere that Calvin's dootrine
of election and predestination taken by itself was different fron that

of La Place or Besa. However, it is important to remenber that Calvin,

1

in the 1859 edition of the Institutio, linke up predestination not with

the doctrine ot Pxovidonco but with the doctrine of Redemption. Both

La Place and Beza in the Tractationes Theologicae link 4t up with the

doctrine of God's eternal purpose.

Closely linked to the doctrine of predestination and election is
the idea that God zoroordained.tho Zall of man. In Calvin's writings
this idea is implicit, but he does affirm man's entire rblponnibllitj
ior the 1311.2 Both La Place and Bezna on the other hand, stress the
vtally pruddteninad ﬁatura of the Fall.

wQ see from this that Tomson, in translating de la Place,was closer
to the theology of Beza than ﬁo that of Calvin,

Three y;arl later, however, in 1879, Tomson translated from the

¥French, Calvin's sermons on Timothy and Titue. The work appeared under

the English titlo‘ Sermong of M, John Calvin on the Episties of 8t. Paule

%5

to Timothie and Titus, tramifted out of French into English by L.T. and

was printed in London by G. Bishop and T, VWoodcoke. Ia view of Tomson's

T
e owg TR

earlier adherence to the more oxtreme doctrines of La Place and Bexza

1. Inst. 1, 15.8.
3. Inat. 1, 15,8,
3. Note on Luke 22,XXII. .
4, Sermons de Jean Calvin sur 128 deux epistres de Sainet Paul a

Timothée et sur L'Epistre a Tite, (Geneva, Jean Bonnefroy, 1863,
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hia exact translation of Calvin's work seems rather curprisina.l

Moreover, it 1s difficult to find any event in Tomson's life or career

" that might have oocasioned the translation of this particular work.

Before considering possible explanations, however, we shall give
a brief description of both the translation and the original. For the
purpose of this digcussion we shall be concentrating on the epistles to
Timothy.

Calvin's sermons contain a preface by Conrad Badius addressed
exclusively to the Genevan people, fho proface 1is foliowod by Calvin's
sumnary of the doctrines contained in Timothy and Titus, The summary of

1 Timothy contains a condemnation of vain disputes such as those practised

"ﬁy the Jews and by the 8cholastic theoiogicano. In the summary of

11 Timothy Calvin makes the following points: (1) Paul says that all men
should be prayed for publicly especially the princeu and the magistrates,
(since God wants all men to be saved). (2) Having showam “combien c'est
une charge excellente d'eatre L'Eveque" Paul describes a proper Bishop
and lists the qualities he should have, '(3) Paul condemns false doctrines
such as celibacy or fasting as useless fables,

Tomson does not translate any of Calvin's summaries, and appends
his own preface saying that the reader my "take it i{s as a great benoefite
to hee made partaker otf that bread which is broken to thy fellowe brethren

so farre distant from thee."

1, It is difficult to know how much emphasis should be placed on
this. Tomaon, after all, was not a "systenatic" theologian but a public
servant susceptible to pressure from patrons.
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The actual text of Calvin's sermons is translated word for word
by Tomson. Thus election is linked \p with Christ and his workl. and
Calvin's idea of Church government is expounded in full. This includes
the definition of a BEishop and his duties. A Bishop, acoording to
Calvin and Tomson, is not to be taken in the Papist sense of the word,
but simply to mean a teacher and governor in the Church, There is no
differentiastion in the Scriptures hetween the functions of shepherd,
rminister, bishop and elder.z The office of Deacon 13 aleso described;
although, primarily, deacons are appointed to take care of the poor, all
church officers can be called deacons, 1.e. ninisters or servants.

A possible clue as to why Tomson translated Calvin's sermons on
Tinothy lies in the ambiguity of Calvin's views on Church Governmont:
although Calvin suggests that the office of a Biahop is no different from
that of a minister, he does not, hoever, condemn the office in any explicit
wvay. He also acknowledges tacitly a need for some kind of hierarchy in the
Church,

Another clue may be found in Calvin's insistence on the necessity
for civil order. Tomson, translating Calvin word for word ,states R
explicitly "Horohy‘wo‘see that the state of Princes and the ministers of

justice is not contrary to Christianitie as some phantastical heads have

thoughtu..."”

1. Tomson, op.cit., 3rd sermon on 1 Timothy ch.2, p.154.
a. Tomson, op.cit., 30th sermon on 1 Timothy, ch.XIX, p,237,
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Already in 1572, Tomson,writing to Gilby about Fulke's' book

A Briefe and Plgﬁ!abecluration containing the Desires of all those

Ministers who 3§ﬁ§%ﬁfgéipllno and Reformation of the Church of qugggg:
pointed out "I cannot tell what we should do with that book of “¥'

M. Fulke's neither would I wish M, Goodman to let it go. For 1f it should
chance to be put forth by them, it might hurt the cause. You know there
are certain things in it not agreed upon and those o woight."z Tomson
was evidently referring to Fulke's suggestion that higher assemblies

were not necessary in church government and all important decisions

should be referred to 'the whole multitude";a Fulke's manuacriﬁt

remained unpublished until 1584.

In 1566 The Fortress of Fathers had been published anonymously

in England., The author of the book, calling himself J.B., was in favour

of advocating some kind of resistance to the lugia‘trate.4 The

same issue had been highlighted by the voatmenta’controversy as a whole,

and‘was, to some etent, resuscitated by the imprisonment of Field and * '

Wilcox in 1572,

~ . Py

1. At that time Fulke, after narrowly missing the mastership of St.John's
Cambridge, was appointed chaplain to the Earl of Leicestor and was given the
livings of ¥Warley in Essex and Dehnington in Suffolk. The links fostered
between Fulke and Gilby by Leicester's common patronage would make Gilby
personally concerned with Fulke's book, apart from its general importance

to the Puritan cause. ;

2, MS Bakexr XXXII,.
3. See also Collinson, op.cit., p.l1l08,
4, See Leonard J. Trianterud, ed,, E;;sabothan Puritanism, (1971),

”. ‘7‘126. . AT RREA
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It 18 difficult to decide whether Tomson's gostrained and
ambiguous attitude to the issues of Church Government and c¢ivil law was
an attempt to safeguard the Puritan cause as a whole or merely a stratagem
to protect hinself. The problem hecomes oven nore ocomplex when we

consider the oxistence of a copy of the 1874 edition of Ecclesiasticae

Disciplinae et Anglicanse Ecclesise ab illa sberrationis plena e verbo Dei
ot dilucida egg;tcatto.l This book,printed by Adanus dofﬂon:?ﬁis univers-

ally attributed to VWalter Travers. One copy of it, however, sold in the
Napier sale at Sothaby's)London in March 1886, contains thias MS note;

"Laurentius Tompsonus. Oxoniengis theologus doctissimus est hujus libri
author, 1574". No other external evidence points to Tomson's authorship

of the Eccluastical Discipline, It is not inconceivable that Tomson might

have collaborated with Travers on the bhook. It is even more likely that
ho was the instigator of the idea which Travers simply put into practice,
seeing as Tomson was reticent and ambhiguous about his views on Church
Government, and that he was happy to translate both La Place's nnd'c.lvznﬁs
views on the doctrine of election.

Ve shall now diascuss the Emclesiaatical Discipline and consider

whether 1t is likely, in view of Tomson's career and his general involvenesl

in the Puritan movement that he was the grey eminence behind Travers' work
The book is principally concerned with the government within

particular congregations: the wider issues of Church Government are

merely touched upon. Travers) is in favour of the congregation being

ruled by a consistory but he emphasises that the consistory should

1. In the Bodleian Library (8° Rawl 1072).



217

comprise a few of the best and that only they should bear the rule,
Travers is thus opposed to Fulke's idea that important decisions
should be made by the multatuge.

e then defines the o!ficea within the cqnaregation. Ho says
that there aro two kinds of Bishopu‘(opileopl);Adoctors and pastors.
The function of doctors 1is to expound the Scriptures and the function of
pastors is to adept the Scriptures to various occasions (add varios usus
accomodare). lie defines deacons as those officers who fulfill all
ecclesiastical duties “praeter eam quae in sermone versatur”. The office

of ¢eacon is subdivided into distributores sho are in charge of alms and

PR N

seniores who look after the moral welfare of individuals.
We can see that Travers' views on Church discipline are less
extrome than Fulke's and that they are not too far removed from those
of Calvin. Travers does not openly condonn the office of Bishop and,like
Calvin in Timothy, says that the name covers a variety of church offices,
He defines the office of desion rather more closely than Calvin hut agrees
with the Cenevan lesder in saying that the particular duties of a deacon
are concerned with the poor. it
In view of this large measure of agreexent between Calvin and

Travers, we f£ind 41t not unlikely that Tomson might have instigated the

compSioition of Ecclesiastical Discipline,

It now remains to summarise the influence of Tonson's 157¢ New
Testament on the Revisers, which has airondy been discussed in the
earlier chapters. Ve should remember that, by 1611, Tomson's New Testament

had been incorporated into the Genova Bible, albeit not in itz entirety.
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For the purposes of this discussion, however, we ghall be referring to
both the Geneva 1360 New Testament and to Tonmson's New Testament.
Ve have hlr.ndy examined the influence of Bexa on the AV books of
Hatthew (pp. S (‘7’? ) and Romans (pp. /27 - 143 ). Ve now propose to
reviev the AV readings in Matthow and Romans discussed above, and
estinate (a) the number of readings which come directly from Bexa,
(b)° the number of readings which come from Bexa and have the support
of ‘the Geneva Bible, (c) the number of readings which come from Besza
and have the support of Tomson. AV readings where the influence of
ileza i3 not clear will not be considered here.

In Matthew we notice an agreenent between Geneva and Tomson
in the case of 15 readings (IX.11, IV,10, V.47, VI.3(3), VI.34, VII.3,
VIII.18, X.9, XI.28, XIII.11, XV.5/6, XVIII.19, XIX,.28, XX.23, XXI.37).
Only three of those, however, (IX.1l1l, IV,10, VIIX.18) show an agreement
between Geneva and Tomson and Besa., Thus Tomson and Geneva go against
‘Beza in twelve cames. We see, on the other hand, that Besa seens to
influence directy 1€ readings in the AV Matthew (V.18, V.21, V.47, VI.2,
vi.2(32), vI.34, VvI1.3, IX.16, X.9, XY.28, XIV.2, Xv.6/6, XVII1, 19,
XIX.28, XX.23, XXX.37). Elevan of those roadings are the ones where
both Tomson and Geneva go against Béza (V.47, VI.2(2), VI.34, VI1.3, X.0, X
XV.8/6, XVIII.19, XIX.28, XX.33, XX1.37). “‘There are eight resdings in the
AV where the Beszan influence may he traced to Geneva and Tomson (1I.16,

v.29, VI.3, VI.7, VI1.23,'IX.16, XII.18, XIV.3/margin/). There are
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three readings where the Bezan influence may be traced to he Geneva

version (IX.6 / margin/, II1.9, VIII.32) and three readings where the

Bexm influence is also shown by Tomson's N.T. (IV,12, XVIIX.26, XXVI.26).
In Rounans there are four cases (X.1, I.30, IXX.9, XI,31)

where Ueneva and Tomson show mutual agreement but differ from corresponding

AV readings. In the case of three of those readings (1.9, 1.20, {?1-9)

Geneva and Tomson agree with Besa !&i}lt the AV adopts another reading.

In one case (XI.3l) Geneva and Tomson go against Bema whereas the AV

adopts a Leman reaiing. -
There are four readings in AV Romans (1.9/_3.:-3157, 1.28, IV.17,

x;x.ze) vhere the Lesan influence is also shown in the texts of Tomson

and Geneva, Thewe i3 alsoc one case (V.la (marg)) where the AV Dezman

reading may be traced to Tomson,

Vi From this, it s difficult to estimate how wuch independent

influence Tomson had on the Revisers. Ve can see, however, that,

especially in Matthew, the Hevisers sema to be more influenced by Bexa

than either Geneva or Tomson. This does not necessarily moan that they

are nore Puritan when we gonsider that the readings in question are

concerned with stylistic and textuasl rather than with doctrinal points,

and that the Revigers do not append any doctrinal notes in the nargin.

We can also ses a large measure of agreement hetween Tomson and Geneva,

which suggests that Tomson must, at least, have reforred to the 1560

Geneva when translating L'Otaolour’a»oditton of Lezma‘'s Lain New Testanent,

We have now examined Tomson's life and career, his workas and

she relationship of the 1576 New Testament te the Bnglish Ueneva Bible
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and Lhe AV. Ve have seen that Tomson's involvement with tho Puritan
leaders of his day was characterised by caution. We have also discovered
that while his views on the dootrines of election, predestination,
original sin and the Eucharist were more oxtreme than Calvine, yet his
views on Church goverament were no less conservative than those held by
Calvin, ' He was against Fulke's notions of Church discipline and he
translated Calvin's sermons on Timothy, compromising his earlier view

0of election in order to put across a more restrained view of Church
government. A large measure of agtoenontgbetweon Oalvin'i and Travers'

view on this suggests that Tomson might well have instigated the

camposition of Ecclesiastical Discipline.

S0 far as his New Testament is concerned, Tomson avoids utatemcnts
on Church Government and shows a large measure of agreement with the Geneva
version although ﬁa is more "Besan" than.the Gensva translators in his
pronoundon;nts on the Zucharist and th:l;rtgtnal sin. His viqwu on the
iattor are incorporated into the k;ilargln. although, generally speaking,
his influence on the AV is not significantly different from that of the

Geneva version.
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