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CHAPTER XI - AN INQUIRY
WHETHER THE APOSTLES WROTE

THEIR
EPISTLES AS APOSTLES AND
PROPHETS, OR MERELY AS

TEACHERS;
AND AN EXPLANATION OF WHAT IS

MEANT BY AN APOSTLE.
(1) No reader of the New Testament can doubt that the Apostles were
prophets; but as a prophet does not always speak by revelat�on, but only at
rare �ntervals, as we showed at the end of Chap. I., we may fa�rly �nqu�re
whether the Apostles wrote the�r Ep�stles as prophets, by revelat�on and
express mandate, as Moses, Jerem�ah, and others d�d, or whether only as
pr�vate �nd�v�duals or teachers, espec�ally as Paul, �n Cor�nth�ans x�v:6,
ment�ons two sorts of preach�ng.

(2) If we exam�ne the style of the Ep�stles, we shall f�nd �t totally d�fferent
from that employed by the prophets.

(3) The prophets are cont�nually assert�ng that they speak by the command
of God: "Thus sa�th the Lord," "The Lord of hosts sa�th," "The command of
the Lord," &c.; and th�s was the�r hab�t not only �n assembl�es of the
prophets, but also �n the�r ep�stles conta�n�ng revelat�ons, as appears from
the ep�stle of El�jah to Jehoram, 2 Chron. xx�:12, wh�ch beg�ns, "Thus sa�th
the Lord."



(4) In the Apostol�c Ep�stles we f�nd noth�ng of the sort. (5) Contrar�w�se, �n
I Cor. v��:40 Paul speaks accord�ng to h�s own op�n�on and �n many
passages we come across doubtful and perplexed phrase; such as, "We
th�nk, therefore," Rom. ���:28; "Now I th�nk," [Endnote 24], Rom. v���:18,
and so on. (6) Bes�des these, other express�ons are met w�th very d�fferent
from those used by the prophets. (7) For �nstance, 1 Cor. v��:6, "But I speak
th�s by perm�ss�on, not by commandment;" "I g�ve my judgment as one that
hath obta�ned mercy of the Lord to be fa�thful" (1 Cor. v��:25), and so on �n
many other passages. (8) We must also remark that �n the aforesa�d chapter
the Apostle says that when he states that he has or has not the precept or
commandment of God, he does not mean the precept or commandment of
God revealed to h�mself, but only the words uttered by Chr�st �n H�s
Sermon on the Mount. (9) Furthermore, �f we exam�ne the manner �n wh�ch
the Apostles g�ve out evangel�cal doctr�ne, we shall see that �t d�ffers
mater�ally from the method adopted by the prophets. (10) The Apostles
everywhere reason as �f they were argu�ng rather than prophesy�ng; the
prophec�es, on the other hand, conta�n only dogmas and commands. (11)
God �s there�n �ntroduced not as speak�ng to reason, but as �ssu�ng decrees
by H�s absolute f�at. (12) The author�ty of the prophets does not subm�t to
d�scuss�on, for whosoever w�shes to f�nd rat�onal ground for h�s arguments,
by that very w�sh subm�ts them to everyone's pr�vate judgment. (13) Th�s
Paul, �nasmuch as he uses reason, appears to have done, for he says �n 1
Cor. x:15, "I speak as to w�se men, judge ye what I say." (14) The prophets,
as we showed at the end of Chapter I., d�d not perce�ve what was revealed
by v�rtue of the�r natural reason, and though there are certa�n passages �n
the Pentateuch wh�ch seem to be appeals to �nduct�on, they turn out, on
nearer exam�nat�on, to be noth�ng but peremptory commands. (15) For
�nstance, when Moses says, Deut. xxx�:27, "Behold, wh�le I am yet al�ve
w�th you, th�s day ye have been rebell�ous aga�nst the Lord; and how much
more after my death," we must by no means conclude that Moses w�shed to
conv�nce the Israel�tes by reason that they would necessar�ly fall away from
the worsh�p of the Lord after h�s death; for the argument would have been
false, as Scr�pture �tself shows: the Israel�tes cont�nued fa�thful dur�ng the
l�ves of Joshua and the elders, and afterwards dur�ng the t�me of Samuel,
Dav�d, and Solomon. (16) Therefore the words of Moses are merely a moral
�njunct�on, �n wh�ch he pred�cts rhetor�cally the future backsl�d�ng of the
people so as to �mpress �t v�v�dly on the�r �mag�nat�on. (17) I say that Moses



spoke of h�mself �n order to lend l�kel�hood to h�s pred�ct�on, and not as a
prophet by revelat�on, because �n verse 21 of the same chapter we are told
that God revealed the same th�ng to Moses �n d�fferent words, and there was
no need to make Moses certa�n by argument of God's pred�ct�on and decree;
�t was only necessary that �t should be v�v�dly �mpressed on h�s �mag�nat�on,
and th�s could not be better accompl�shed than by �mag�n�ng the ex�st�ng
contumacy of the people, of wh�ch he had had frequent exper�ence, as l�kely
to extend �nto the future.

(18) All the arguments employed by Moses �n the f�ve books are to be
understood �n a s�m�lar manner; they are not drawn from the armoury of
reason, but are merely modes of express�on calculated to �nst�l w�th
eff�cacy, and present v�v�dly to the �mag�nat�on the commands of God. (19)
However, I do not w�sh absolutely to deny that the prophets ever argued
from revelat�on; I only ma�nta�n that the prophets made more leg�t�mate use
of argument �n proport�on as the�r knowledge approached more nearly to
ord�nary knowledge, and by th�s we know that they possessed a knowledge
above the ord�nary, �nasmuch as they procla�med absolute dogmas, decrees,
or judgments. (20) Thus Moses, the ch�ef of the prophets, never used
leg�t�mate argument, and, on the other hand, the long deduct�ons and
arguments of Paul, such as we f�nd �n the Ep�stle to the Romans, are �n
now�se wr�tten from supernatural revelat�on.

(21) The modes of express�on and d�scourse adopted by the Apostles �n the
Ep�stles, show very clearly that the latter were not wr�tten by revelat�on and
D�v�ne command, but merely by the natural powers and judgment of the
authors. (22) They cons�st �n brotherly admon�t�ons and courteous
express�ons such as would never be employed �n prophecy, as for �nstance,
Paul's excuse �n Romans xv:15, "I have wr�tten the more boldly unto you �n
some sort, my brethren."

(23) We may arr�ve at the same conclus�on from observ�ng that we never
read that the Apostles were commanded to wr�te, but only that they went
everywhere preach�ng, and conf�rmed the�r words w�th s�gns. (24) The�r
personal presence and s�gns were absolutely necessary for the convers�on
and establ�shment �n rel�g�on of the Gent�les; as Paul h�mself expressly



states �n Rom. �:11, "But I long to see you, that I may �mpart to you some
sp�r�tual g�ft, to the end that ye may be establ�shed."

(25) It may be objected that we m�ght prove �n s�m�lar fash�on that the
Apostles d�d not preach as prophets, for they d�d not go to part�cular places,
as the prophets d�d, by the command of God. (26) We read �n the Old
Testament that Jonah went to N�neveh to preach, and at the same t�me that
he was expressly sent there, and told that he most preach. (27) So also �t �s
related, at great length, of Moses that he went to Egypt as the messenger of
God, and was told at the same t�me what he should say to the ch�ldren of
Israel and to k�ng Pharaoh, and what wonders he should work before them
to g�ve cred�t to h�s words. (28) Isa�ah, Jerem�ah, and Ezek�el were
expressly commanded to preach to the Israel�tes. Lastly, the prophets only
preached what we are assured by Scr�pture they had rece�ved from God,
whereas th�s �s hardly ever sa�d of the Apostles �n the New Testament, when
they went about to preach. (29) On the contrary, we f�nd passages expressly
�mply�ng that the Apostles chose the places where they should preach on
the�r own respons�b�l�ty, for there was a d�fference amount�ng to a quarrel
between Paul and Barnabas on the subject (Acts xv:37, 38). (30) Often they
w�shed to go to a place, but were prevented, as Paul wr�tes, Rom. �:13,
"Oftent�mes I purposed to come to you, but was let h�therto;" and �n I Cor.
xv�:12, "As touch�ng our brother Apollos, I greatly des�red h�m to come
unto you w�th the brethren, but h�s w�ll was not at all to come at th�s t�me:
but he w�ll come when he shall have conven�ent t�me."

(31) From these express�ons and d�fferences of op�n�on among the Apostles,
and also from the fact that Scr�pture nowhere test�f�es of them, as of the
anc�ent prophets, that they went by the command of God, one m�ght
conclude that they preached as well as wrote �n the�r capac�ty of teachers,
and not as prophets: but the quest�on �s eas�ly solved �f we observe the
d�fference between the m�ss�on of an Apostle and that of an Old Testament
prophet. (32) The latter were not called to preach and prophesy to all
nat�ons, but to certa�n spec�f�ed ones, and therefore an express and pecul�ar
mandate was requ�red for each of them; the Apostles, on the other hand,
were called to preach to all men absolutely, and to turn all men to rel�g�on.
(33) Therefore, wh�thersoever they went, they were fulf�ll�ng Chr�st's
commandment; there was no need to reveal to them beforehand what they



should preach, for they were the d�sc�ples of Chr�st to whom the�r Master
H�mself sa�d (Matt. X:19, 20): "But, when they del�ver you up, take no
thought how or what ye shall speak, for �t shall be g�ven you �n that same
hour what ye shall speak." (34) We therefore conclude that the Apostles
were only �ndebted to spec�al revelat�on �n what they orally preached and
conf�rmed by s�gns (see the beg�nn�ng of Chap. 11.); that wh�ch they taught
�n speak�ng or wr�t�ng w�thout any conf�rmatory s�gns and wonders they
taught from the�r natural knowledge. (See I Cor. x�v:6.) (35) We need not be
deterred by the fact that all the Ep�stles beg�n by c�t�ng the �mpr�matur of
the Apostlesh�p, for the Apostles, as I w�ll shortly show, were granted, not
only the faculty of prophecy, but also the author�ty to teach. (36) We may
therefore adm�t that they wrote the�r Ep�stles as Apostles, and for th�s cause
every one of them began by c�t�ng the Apostol�c �mpr�matur, poss�bly w�th
a v�ew to the attent�on of the reader by assert�ng that they were the persons
who had made such mark among the fa�thful by the�r preach�ng, and had
shown by many marvelous works that they were teach�ng true rel�g�on and
the way of salvat�on. (37) I observe that what �s sa�d �n the Ep�stles w�th
regard to the Apostol�c vocat�on and the Holy Sp�r�t of God wh�ch �nsp�red
them, has reference to the�r former preach�ng, except �n those passages
where the express�ons of the Sp�r�t of God and the Holy Sp�r�t are used to
s�gn�fy a m�nd pure, upr�ght, and devoted to God. (38) For �nstance, �n 1
Cor. v��:40, Paul says: But she �s happ�er �f she so ab�de, after my judgment,
and I th�nk also that I have the Sp�r�t of God." (39) By the Sp�r�t of God the
Apostle here refers to h�s m�nd, as we may see from the context: h�s
mean�ng �s as follows: "I account blessed a w�dow who does not w�sh to
marry a second husband; such �s my op�n�on, for I have settled to l�ve
unmarr�ed, and I th�nk that I am blessed." (40) There are other s�m�lar
passages wh�ch I need not now quote.

(41) As we have seen that the Apostles wrote the�r Ep�stles solely by the
l�ght of natural reason, we must �nqu�re how they were enabled to teach by
natural knowledge matters outs�de �ts scope. (42) However, �f we bear �n
m�nd what we sa�d �n Chap. VII. of th�s treat�se our d�ff�culty w�ll van�sh:
for although the contents of the B�ble ent�rely surpass our understand�ng,
we may safely d�scourse of them, prov�ded we assume noth�ng not told us
�n Scr�pture: by the same method the Apostles, from what they saw and
heard, and from what was revealed to them, were enabled to form and el�c�t



many conclus�ons wh�ch they would have been able to teach to men had �t
been perm�ss�ble.

(43) Further, although rel�g�on, as preached by the Apostles, does not come
w�th�n the sphere of reason, �n so far as �t cons�sts �n the narrat�on of the l�fe
of Chr�st, yet �ts essence, wh�ch �s ch�efly moral, l�ke the whole of Chr�st's
doctr�ne, can read�ly be apprehended by the natural facult�es of all.

(44) Lastly, the Apostles had no lack of supernatural �llum�nat�on for the
purpose of adapt�ng the rel�g�on they had attested by s�gns to the
understand�ng of everyone so that �t m�ght be read�ly rece�ved; nor for
exhortat�ons on the subject: �n fact, the object of the Ep�stles �s to teach and
exhort men to lead that manner of l�fe wh�ch each of the Apostles judged
best for conf�rm�ng them �n rel�g�on. (45) We may here repeat our former
remark, that the Apostles had rece�ved not only the faculty of preach�ng the
h�story, of Chr�st as prophets, and conf�rm�ng �t w�th s�gns, but also
author�ty for teach�ng and exhort�ng accord�ng as each thought best. (46)
Paul (2 T�m. �:11), "Whereunto I am appo�nted a preacher, and an apostle,
and a teacher of the Gent�les;" and aga�n (I T�m. ��:7), "Whereunto I am
orda�ned a preacher and an apostle (I speak the truth �n Chr�st and l�e not), a
teacher of the Gent�les �n fa�th and ver�ty." (47) These passages, I say, show
clearly the stamp both of the apostlesh�p and the teachersh�p: the author�ty
for admon�sh�ng whomsoever and wheresoever he pleased �s asserted by
Paul �n the Ep�stle to Ph�lemon, v:8: "Wherefore, though I m�ght be much
bold �n Chr�st to enjo�n thee that wh�ch �s conven�ent, yet," &c., where we
may remark that �f Paul had rece�ved from God as a prophet what he w�shed
to enjo�n Ph�lemon, and had been bound to speak �n h�s prophet�c capac�ty,
he would not have been able to change the command of God �nto entreat�es.
(48) We must therefore understand h�m to refer to the perm�ss�on to
admon�sh wh�ch he had rece�ved as a teacher, and not as a prophet. (49) We
have not yet made �t qu�te clear that the Apostles m�ght each choose h�s
own way of teach�ng, but only that by v�rtue of the�r Apostlesh�p they were
teachers as well as prophets; however, �f we call reason to our a�d we shall
clearly see that an author�ty to teach �mpl�es author�ty to choose the method.
(50) It w�ll nevertheless be, perhaps, more sat�sfactory to draw all our
proofs from Scr�pture; we are there pla�nly told that each Apostle chose h�s
part�cular method (Rom. xv: 20): "Yea, so have I str�ved to preach the



gospel, not where Chr�st was named, lest I should bu�ld upon another man's
foundat�on." (51) If all the Apostles had adopted the same method of
teach�ng, and had all bu�lt up the Chr�st�an rel�g�on on the same foundat�on,
Paul would have had no reason to call the work of a fellow-Apostle
"another man's foundat�on," �nasmuch as �t would have been �dent�cal w�th
h�s own: h�s call�ng �t another man's proved that each Apostle bu�lt up h�s
rel�g�ous �nstruct�on on d�fferent foundat�ons, thus resembl�ng other
teachers who have each the�r own method, and prefer �nstruct�ng qu�te
�gnorant people who have never learnt under another master, whether the
subject be sc�ence, languages, or even the �nd�sputable truths of
mathemat�cs. (52) Furthermore, �f we go through the Ep�stles at all
attent�vely, we shall see that the Apostles, wh�le agree�ng about rel�g�on
�tself, are at var�ance as to the foundat�ons �t rests on. (53) Paul, �n order to
strengthen men's rel�g�on, and show them that salvat�on depends solely on
the grace of God, teaches that no one can boast of works, but only of fa�th,
and that no one can be just�f�ed by works (Rom. ���:27,28); �n fact, he
preaches the complete doctr�ne of predest�nat�on. (54) James, on the other
hand, states that man �s just�f�ed by works, and not by fa�th only (see h�s
Ep�stle, ��:24), and om�tt�ng all the d�sputat�ons of Paul, conf�nes rel�g�on to
a very few elements.

(55) Lastly, �t �s �nd�sputable that from these d�fferent grounds for rel�g�on
selected by the Apostles, many quarrels and sch�sms d�stracted the Church,
even �n the earl�est t�mes, and doubtless they w�ll cont�nue so to d�stract �t
for ever, or at least t�ll rel�g�on �s separated from ph�losoph�cal speculat�ons,
and reduced to the few s�mple doctr�nes taught by Chr�st to H�s d�sc�ples;
such a task was �mposs�ble for the Apostles, because the Gospel was then
unknown to mank�nd, and lest �ts novelty should offend men's ears �t had to
be adapted to the d�spos�t�on of contemporar�es (2 Cor. �x:19, 20), and bu�lt
up on the groundwork most fam�l�ar and accepted at the t�me. (56) Thus
none of the Apostles ph�losoph�zed more than d�d Paul, who was called to
preach to the Gent�les; other Apostles preach�ng to the Jews, who desp�sed
ph�losophy, s�m�larly, adapted themselves to the temper of the�r hearers (see
Gal. ��. 11), and preached a rel�g�on free from all ph�losoph�cal speculat�ons.
(57) How blest would our age be �f �t could w�tness a rel�g�on freed also
from all the trammels of superst�t�on!



CHAPTER XII - OF THE TRUE
ORIGINAL OF THE DIVINE LAW, AND
WHEREFORE SCRIPTURE IS CALLED

SACRED, AND THE WORD OF GOD.
HOW THAT, IN SO FAR AS IT

CONTAINS THE WORD OF GOD,
IT HAS COME DOWN TO US

UNCORRUPTED.
(1) Those who look upon the B�ble as a message sent down by God from
Heaven to men, w�ll doubtless cry out that I have comm�tted the s�n aga�nst
the Holy Ghost because I have asserted that the Word of God �s faulty,
mut�lated, tampered w�th, and �ncons�stent; that we possess �t only �n
fragments, and that the or�g�nal of the covenant wh�ch God made w�th the
Jews has been lost. (2) However, I have no doubt that a l�ttle reflect�on w�ll
cause them to des�st from the�r uproar: for not only reason but the expressed
op�n�ons of prophets and apostles openly procla�m that God's eternal Word
and covenant, no less than true rel�g�on, �s D�v�nely �nscr�bed �n human
hearts, that �s, �n the human m�nd, and that th�s �s the true or�g�nal of God's
covenant, stamped w�th H�s own seal, namely, the �dea of H�mself, as �t
were, w�th the �mage of H�s Godhood.

(3) Rel�g�on was �mparted to the early Hebrews as a law wr�tten down,
because they were at that t�me �n the cond�t�on of ch�ldren, but afterwards
Moses (Deut. xxx:6) and Jerem�ah (xxx�:33) pred�cted a t�me com�ng when
the Lord should wr�te H�s law �n the�r hearts. (4) Thus only the Jews, and
amongst them ch�efly the Sadducees, struggled for the law wr�tten on



tablets; least of all need those who bear �t �nscr�bed on the�r hearts jo�n �n
the contest. (5) Those, therefore, who reflect, w�ll f�nd noth�ng �n what I
have wr�tten repugnant e�ther to the Word of God or to true rel�g�on and
fa�th, or calculated to weaken e�ther one or the other: contrar�w�se, they w�ll
see that I have strengthened rel�g�on, as I showed at the end of Chapter X.;
�ndeed, had �t not been so, I should certa�nly have dec�ded to hold my
peace, nay, I would even have asserted as a way out of all d�ff�cult�es that
the B�ble conta�ns the most profound h�dden myster�es; however, as th�s
doctr�ne has g�ven r�se to gross superst�t�on and other pern�c�ous results
spoken of at the beg�nn�ng of Chapter V., I have thought such a course
unnecessary, espec�ally as rel�g�on stands �n no need of superst�t�ous
adornments, but �s, on the contrary, depr�ved by such trapp�ngs of some of
her splendour.

(6) St�ll, �t w�ll be sa�d, though the law of God �s wr�tten �n the heart, the
B�ble �s none the less the Word of God, and �t �s no more lawful to say of
Scr�pture than of God's Word that �t �s mut�lated and corrupted. (7) I fear
that such objectors are too anx�ous to be p�ous, and that they are �n danger
of turn�ng rel�g�on �nto superst�t�on, and worsh�pp�ng paper and �nk �n place
of God's Word.

(8) I am cert�f�ed of thus much: I have sa�d noth�ng unworthy of Scr�pture
or God's Word, and I have made no assert�ons wh�ch I could not prove by
most pla�n argument to be true. (9) I can, therefore, rest assured that I have
advanced noth�ng wh�ch �s �mp�ous or even savours of �mp�ety.

(10) I confess that some profane men, to whom rel�g�on �s a burden, may,
from what I have sa�d, assume a l�cence to s�n, and w�thout any reason, at
the s�mple d�ctates of the�r lusts conclude that Scr�pture �s everywhere
faulty and fals�f�ed, and that therefore �ts author�ty �s null; but such men are
beyond the reach of help, for noth�ng, as the proverb has �t, can be sa�d so
r�ghtly that �t cannot be tw�sted �nto wrong. (11) Those who w�sh to g�ve
re�n to the�r lusts are at no loss for an excuse, nor were those men of old
who possessed the or�g�nal Scr�ptures, the ark of the covenant, nay, the
prophets and apostles �n person among them, any better than the people of
to-day. (12) Human nature, Jew as well as Gent�le, has always been the
same, and �n every age v�rtue has been exceed�ngly rare.



(13) Nevertheless, to remove every scruple, I w�ll here show �n what sense
the B�ble or any �nan�mate th�ng should be called sacred and D�v�ne; also
where�n the law of God cons�sts, and how �t cannot be conta�ned �n a certa�n
number of books; and, lastly, I w�ll show that Scr�pture, �n so far as �t
teaches what �s necessary for obed�ence and salvat�on, cannot have been
corrupted. (14) From these cons�derat�ons everyone w�ll be able to judge
that I have ne�ther sa�d anyth�ng aga�nst the Word of God nor g�ven any
foothold to �mp�ety.

(15) A th�ng �s called sacred and D�v�ne when �t �s des�gned for promot�ng
p�ety, and cont�nues sacred so long as �t �s rel�g�ously used: �f the users
cease to be p�ous, the th�ng ceases to be sacred: �f �t be turned to base uses,
that wh�ch was formerly sacred becomes unclean and profane. (16) For
�nstance, a certa�n spot was named by the patr�arch Jacob the house of God,
because he worsh�pped God there revealed to h�m: by the prophets the same
spot was called the house of �n�qu�ty (see Amos v:5, and Hosea x:5),
because the Israel�tes were wont, at the �nst�gat�on of Jeroboam, to sacr�f�ce
there to �dols. (17) Another example puts the matter �n the pla�nest l�ght.
(18) Words ga�n the�r mean�ng solely from the�r usage, and �f they are
arranged accord�ng to the�r accepted s�gn�f�cat�on so as to move those who
read them to devot�on, they w�ll become sacred, and the book so wr�tten
w�ll be sacred also. (19) But �f the�r usage afterwards d�es out so that the
words have no mean�ng, or the book becomes utterly neglected, whether
from unworthy mot�ves, or because �t �s no longer needed, then the words
and the book w�ll lose both the�r use and the�r sanct�ty: lastly, �f these same
words be otherw�se arranged, or �f the�r customary mean�ng becomes
perverted �nto �ts oppos�te, then both the words and the book conta�n�ng
them become, �nstead of sacred, �mpure and profane.

(20) From th�s �t follows that noth�ng �s �n �tself absolutely sacred, or
profane, and unclean, apart from the m�nd, but only relat�vely thereto. (21)
Thus much �s clear from many passages �n the B�ble. (22) Jerem�ah (to
select one case out of many) says (chap. v��:4), that the Jews of h�s t�me
were wrong �n call�ng Solomon's Temple, the Temple of God, for, as he
goes on to say �n the same chapter, God's name would only be g�ven to the
Temple so long as �t was frequented by men who worsh�pped H�m, and
defended just�ce, but that, �f �t became the resort of murderers, th�eves,



�dolaters, and other w�cked persons, �t would be turned �nto a den of
malefactors.

(23) Scr�pture, cur�ously enough, nowhere tells us what became of the Ark
of the Covenant, though there �s no doubt that �t was destroyed, or burnt
together w�th the Temple; yet there was noth�ng wh�ch the Hebrews
cons�dered more sacred, or held �n greater reverence. (24) Thus Scr�pture �s
sacred, and �ts words D�v�ne so long as �t st�rs mank�nd to devot�on towards
God: but �f �t be utterly neglected, as �t formerly was by the Jews, �t
becomes noth�ng but paper and �nk, and �s left to be desecrated or
corrupted: st�ll, though Scr�pture be thus corrupted or destroyed, we must
not say that the Word of God has suffered �n l�ke manner, else we shall be
l�ke the Jews, who sa�d that the Temple wh�ch would then be the Temple of
God had per�shed �n the flames. (25) Jerem�ah tells us th�s �n respect to the
law, for he thus ch�des the ungodly of h�s t�me, "Wherefore, say you we are
masters, and the law of the Lord �s w�th us? (26) Surely �t has been g�ven �n
va�n, �t �s �n va�n that the pen of the scr�bes" (has been made) - that �s, you
say falsely that the Scr�pture �s �n your power, and that you possess the law
of God; for ye have made �t of none effect.

(27) So also, when Moses broke the f�rst tables of the law, he d�d not by any
means cast the Word of God from h�s hands �n anger and shatter �t - such an
act�on would be �nconce�vable, e�ther of Moses or of God's Word - he only
broke the tables of stone, wh�ch, though they had before been holy from
conta�n�ng the covenant wherew�th the Jews had bound themselves �n
obed�ence to God, had ent�rely lost the�r sanct�ty when the covenant had
been v�olated by the worsh�p of the calf, and were, therefore, as l�able to
per�sh as the ark of the covenant. (28) It �s thus scarcely to be wondered at,
that the or�g�nal documents of Moses are no longer extant, nor that the
books we possess met w�th the fate we have descr�bed, when we cons�der
that the true or�g�nal of the D�v�ne covenant, the most sacred object of all,
has totally per�shed.

(29) Let them cease, therefore, who accuse us of �mp�ety, �nasmuch as we
have sa�d noth�ng aga�nst the Word of God, ne�ther have we corrupted �t,
but let them keep the�r anger, �f they would wreak �t justly, for the anc�ents
whose mal�ce desecrated the Ark, the Temple, and the Law of God, and all



that was held sacred, subject�ng them to corrupt�on. (30) Furthermore, �f,
accord�ng to the say�ng of the Apostle �n 2 Cor. ���:3, they possessed "the
Ep�stle of Chr�st, wr�tten not w�th �nk, but w�th the Sp�r�t of the l�v�ng God,
not �n tables of stone, but �n the fleshy tables of the heart," let them cease to
worsh�p the letter, and be so anx�ous concern�ng �t.

(31) I th�nk I have now suff�c�ently shown �n what respect Scr�pture should
be accounted sacred and D�v�ne; we may now see what should r�ghtly be
understood by the express�on, the Word of the Lord; debar (the Hebrew
or�g�nal) s�gn�f�es word, speech, command, and th�ng. (32) The causes for
wh�ch a th�ng �s �n Hebrew sa�d to be of God, or �s referred to H�m, have
been already deta�led �n Chap. I., and we can therefrom eas�ly gather what
mean�ng Scr�pture attaches to the phrases, the word, the speech, the
command, or the th�ng of God. (33) I need not, therefore, repeat what I
there sa�d, nor what was shown under the th�rd head �n the chapter on
m�racles. (34) It �s enough to ment�on the repet�t�on for the better
understand�ng of what I am about to say - v�z., that the Word of the Lord
when �t has reference to anyone but God H�mself, s�gn�f�es that D�v�ne law
treated of �n Chap. IV.; �n other words, rel�g�on, un�versal and cathol�c to
the whole human race, as Isa�ah descr�bes �t (chap. �:10), teach�ng that the
true way of l�fe cons�sts, not �n ceremon�es, but �n char�ty, and a true heart,
and call�ng �t �nd�fferently God's Law and God's Word.

(35) The express�on �s also used metaphor�cally for the order of nature and
dest�ny (wh�ch, �ndeed, actually depend and follow from the eternal
mandate of the D�v�ne nature), and espec�ally for such parts of such order as
were foreseen by the prophets, for the prophets d�d not perce�ve future
events as the result of natural causes, but as the f�ats and decrees of God.
(36) Lastly, �t �s employed for the command of any prophet, �n so far as he
had perce�ved �t by h�s pecul�ar faculty or prophet�c g�ft, and not by the
natural l�ght of reason; th�s use spr�ngs ch�efly from the usual prophet�c
concept�on of God as a leg�slator, wh�ch we remarked �n Chap. IV. (37)
There are, then, three causes for the B�ble's be�ng called the Word of God:
because �t teaches true rel�g�on, of wh�ch God �s the eternal Founder;
because �t narrates pred�ct�ons of future events as though they were decrees
of God; because �ts actual authors generally perce�ved th�ngs not by the�r



ord�nary natural facult�es, but by a power pecul�ar to themselves, and
�ntroduced these th�ngs perce�ved, as told them by God.

(37) Although Scr�pture conta�ns much that �s merely h�stor�cal and can be
perce�ved by natural reason, yet �ts name �s acqu�red from �ts ch�ef subject
matter.

(38) We can thus eas�ly see how God can be sa�d to be the Author of the
B�ble: �t �s because of the true rel�g�on there�n conta�ned, and not because
He w�shed to commun�cate to men a certa�n number of books. (39) We can
also learn from hence the reason for the d�v�s�on �nto Old and New
Testament. (40) It was made because the prophets who preached rel�g�on
before Chr�st, preached �t as a nat�onal law �n v�rtue of the covenant entered
�nto under Moses; wh�le the Apostles who came after Chr�st, preached �t to
all men as a un�versal rel�g�on solely �n v�rtue of Chr�st's Pass�on: the cause
for the d�v�s�on �s not that the two parts are d�fferent �n doctr�ne, nor that
they were wr�tten as or�g�nals of the covenant, nor, lastly, that the cathol�c
rel�g�on (wh�ch �s �n ent�re harmony w�th our nature) was new except �n
relat�on to those who had not known �t: "�t was �n the world," as John the
Evangel�st says, "and the world knew �t not."

(41) Thus, even �f we had fewer books of the Old and New Testament than
we have, we should st�ll not be depr�ved of the Word of God (wh�ch, as we
have sa�d, �s �dent�cal w�th true rel�g�on), even as we do not now hold
ourselves to be depr�ved of �t, though we lack many card�nal wr�t�ngs such
as the Book of the Law, wh�ch was rel�g�ously guarded �n the Temple as the
or�g�nal of the Covenant, also the Book of Wars, the Book of Chron�cles,
and many others, from whence the extant Old Testament was taken and
comp�led. (42) The above conclus�on may be supported by many reasons.

(43) I. Because the books of both Testaments were not wr�tten by express
command at one place for all ages, but are a fortu�tous collect�on of the
works of men, wr�t�ng each as h�s per�od and d�spos�t�on d�ctated. (44) So
much �s clearly shown by the call of the prophets who were bade to
admon�sh the ungodly of the�r t�me, and also by the Apostol�c Ep�stles.

(45) II. Because �t �s one th�ng to understand the mean�ng of Scr�pture and
the prophets, and qu�te another th�ng to understand the mean�ng of God, or



the actual truth. (46) Th�s follows from what we sa�d �n Chap. II. (47) We
showed, �n Chap. VI., that �t appl�ed to h�stor�c narrat�ves, and to m�racles:
but �t by no means appl�es to quest�ons concern�ng true rel�g�on and v�rtue.

(48) III. Because the books of the Old Testament were selected from many,
and were collected and sanct�oned by a counc�l of the Phar�sees, as we
showed �n Chap. X. (49) The books of the New Testament were also chosen
from many by counc�ls wh�ch rejected as spur�ous other books held sacred
by many. (50) But these counc�ls, both Phar�see and Chr�st�an, were not
composed of prophets, but only of learned men and teachers. (51) St�ll, we
must grant that they were gu�ded �n the�r cho�ce by a regard for the Word of
God; and they must, therefore, have known what the law of God was.

(52) IV. Because the Apostles wrote not as prophets, but as teachers (see
last Chapter), and chose whatever method they thought best adapted for
those whom they addressed: and consequently, there are many th�ngs �n the
Ep�stles (as we showed at the end of the last Chapter) wh�ch are not
necessary to salvat�on.

(53) V. Lastly, because there are four Evangel�sts �n the New Testament, and
�t �s scarcely cred�ble that God can have des�gned to narrate the l�fe of
Chr�st four t�mes over, and to commun�cate �t thus to mank�nd. (54) For
though there are some deta�ls related �n one Gospel wh�ch are not �n
another, and one often helps us to understand another, we cannot thence
conclude that all that �s set down �s of v�tal �mportance to us, and that God
chose the four Evangel�sts �n order that the l�fe of Chr�st m�ght be better
understood; for each one preached h�s Gospel �n a separate local�ty, each
wrote �t down as he preached �t, �n s�mple language, �n order that the h�story
of Chr�st m�ght be clearly told, not w�th any v�ew of expla�n�ng h�s fellow-
Evangel�sts.

(55) If there are some passages wh�ch can be better, and more eas�ly
understood by compar�ng the var�ous vers�ons, they are the result of chance,
and are not numerous: the�r cont�nuance �n obscur�ty would have �mpa�red
ne�ther the clearness of the narrat�ve nor the blessedness of mank�nd.

(56) We have now shown that Scr�pture can only be called the Word of God
�n so far as �t affects rel�g�on, or the D�v�ne law; we must now po�nt out



that, �n respect to these quest�ons, �t �s ne�ther faulty, tampered w�th, nor
corrupt. (57) By faulty, tampered w�th, and corrupt, I here mean wr�tten so
�ncorrectly, that the mean�ng cannot be arr�ved at by a study of the
language, nor from the author�ty of Scr�pture. (58) I w�ll not go to such
lengths as to say that the B�ble, �n so far as �t conta�ns the D�v�ne law, has
always preserved the same vowel-po�nts, the same letters, or the same
words (I leave th�s to be proved by the Massoretes and other worsh�ppers of
the letter), I only, ma�nta�n that the mean�ng by wh�ch alone an utterance �s
ent�tled to be called D�v�ne, has come down to us uncorrupted, even though
the or�g�nal word�ng may have been more often changed than we suppose.
(59) Such alterat�ons, as I have sa�d above, detract noth�ng from the
D�v�n�ty of the B�ble, for the B�ble would have been no less D�v�ne had �t
been wr�tten �n d�fferent words or a d�fferent language. (60) That the D�v�ne
law has �n th�s sense come down to us uncorrupted, �s an assert�on wh�ch
adm�ts of no d�spute. (61) For from the B�ble �tself we learn, w�thout the
smallest d�ff�culty or amb�gu�ty, that �ts card�nal precept �s: To love God
above all th�ngs, and one's ne�ghbour as one's self. (62) Th�s cannot be a
spur�ous passage, nor due to a hasty and m�staken scr�be, for �f the B�ble
had ever put forth a d�fferent doctr�ne �t would have had to change the
whole of �ts teach�ng, for th�s �s the corner-stone of rel�g�on, w�thout wh�ch
the whole fabr�c would fall headlong to the ground. (63) The B�ble would
not be the work we have been exam�n�ng, but someth�ng qu�te d�fferent.

(64) We rema�n, then, unshaken �n our bel�ef that th�s has always been the
doctr�ne of Scr�pture, and, consequently, that no error suff�c�ent to v�t�ate �t
can have crept �n w�thout be�ng �nstantly, observed by all; nor can anyone
have succeeded �n tamper�ng w�th �t and escaped the d�scovery of h�s
mal�ce.

(65) As th�s corner-stone �s �ntact, we must perforce adm�t the same of
whatever other passages are �nd�sputably dependent on �t, and are also
fundamental, as, for �nstance, that a God ex�sts, that He foresees all th�ngs,
that He �s Alm�ghty, that by H�s decree the good prosper and the w�cked
come to naught, and, f�nally, that our salvat�on depends solely on H�s grace.

(66) These are doctr�nes wh�ch Scr�pture pla�nly teaches throughout, and
wh�ch �t �s bound to teach, else all the rest would be empty and baseless;



nor can we be less pos�t�ve about other moral doctr�nes, wh�ch pla�nly are
bu�lt upon th�s un�versal foundat�on - for �nstance, to uphold just�ce, to a�d
the weak, to do no murder, to covet no man's goods, &c. (67) Precepts, I
repeat, such as these, human mal�ce and the lapse of ages are al�ke
powerless to destroy, for �f any part of them per�shed, �ts loss would
�mmed�ately be suppl�ed from the fundamental pr�nc�ple, espec�ally the
doctr�ne of char�ty, wh�ch �s everywhere �n both Testaments extolled above
all others. (68) Moreover, though �t be true that there �s no conce�vable
cr�me so he�nous that �t has never been comm�tted, st�ll there �s no one who
would attempt �n excuse for h�s cr�mes to destroy the law, or �ntroduce an
�mp�ous doctr�ne �n the place of what �s eternal and salutary; men's nature �s
so const�tuted that everyone (be he k�ng or subject) who has comm�tted a
base act�on, tr�es to deck out h�s conduct w�th spur�ous excuses, t�ll he
seems to have done noth�ng but what �s just and r�ght.

(69) We may conclude, therefore, that the whole D�v�ne law, as taught by
Scr�pture, has come down to us uncorrupted. (70) Bes�des th�s there are
certa�n facts wh�ch we may be sure have been transm�tted �n good fa�th.
(71) For �nstance, the ma�n facts of Hebrew h�story, wh�ch were perfectly
well known to everyone. (72) The Jew�sh people were accustomed �n
former t�mes to chant the anc�ent h�story of the�r nat�on �n psalms. (73) The
ma�n facts, also, of Chr�st's l�fe and pass�on were �mmed�ately spread
abroad through the whole Roman emp�re. (74) It �s therefore scarcely
cred�ble, unless nearly everybody consented thereto, wh�ch we cannot
suppose, that success�ve generat�ons have handed down the broad outl�ne of
the Gospel narrat�ve otherw�se than as they rece�ved �t.

(74) Whatsoever, therefore, �s spur�ous or faulty can only have reference to
deta�ls - some c�rcumstances �n one or the other h�story or prophecy
des�gned to st�r the people to greater devot�on; or �n some m�racle, w�th a
v�ew of confound�ng ph�losophers; or, lastly, �n speculat�ve matters after
they had become m�xed up w�th rel�g�on, so that some �nd�v�dual m�ght
prop up h�s own �nvent�ons w�th a pretext of D�v�ne author�ty. (75) But such
matters have l�ttle to do w�th salvat�on, whether they be corrupted l�ttle or
much, as I w�ll show �n deta�l �n the next chapter, though I th�nk the
quest�on suff�c�ently pla�n from what I have sa�d already, espec�ally �n
Chapter II.



CHAPTER XIII - IT IS SHOWN THAT
SCRIPTURE TEACHES ONLY VERY

SIMPLE
DOCTRINES, SUCH AS SUFFICE FOR

RIGHT CONDUCT.
(1) In the second chapter of th�s treat�se we po�nted out that the prophets
were g�fted w�th extraord�nary powers of �mag�nat�on, but not of
understand�ng; also that God only revealed to them such th�ngs as are very
s�mple - not ph�losoph�c myster�es, - and that He adapted H�s
commun�cat�ons to the�r prev�ous op�n�ons. (2) We further showed �n Chap.
V. that Scr�pture only transm�ts and teaches truths wh�ch can read�ly be
comprehended by all; not deduc�ng and concatenat�ng �ts conclus�ons from
def�n�t�ons and ax�oms, but narrat�ng qu�te s�mply, and conf�rm�ng �ts
statements, w�th a v�ew to �nsp�r�ng bel�ef, by an appeal to exper�ence as
exempl�f�ed �n m�racles and h�story, and sett�ng forth �ts truths �n the style
and phraseology wh�ch would most appeal to the popular m�nd (cf. Chap.
VI., th�rd d�v�s�on).

(3) Lastly, we demonstrated �n Chap. VIII. that the d�ff�culty of
understand�ng Scr�pture l�es �n the language only, and not �n the
abstruseness of the argument.

(4) To these cons�derat�ons we may add that the Prophets d�d not preach
only to the learned, but to all Jews, w�thout except�on, wh�le the Apostles
were wont to teach the gospel doctr�ne �n churches where there were publ�c
meet�ngs; whence �t follows that Scr�ptural doctr�ne conta�ns no lofty
speculat�ons nor ph�losoph�c reason�ng, but only very s�mple matters, such
as could be understood by the slowest �ntell�gence.



(5) I am consequently lost �n wonder at the �ngenu�ty of those whom I have
already ment�oned, who detect �n the B�ble myster�es so profound that they
cannot be expla�ned �n human language, and who have �ntroduced so many
ph�losoph�c speculat�ons �nto rel�g�on that the Church seems l�ke an
academy, and rel�g�on l�ke a sc�ence, or rather a d�spute.

(6) It �s not to be wondered at that men, who boast of possess�ng
supernatural �ntell�gence, should be unw�ll�ng to y�eld the palm of
knowledge to ph�losophers who have only the�r ord�nary facult�es; st�ll I
should be surpr�sed �f I found them teach�ng any new speculat�ve doctr�ne,
wh�ch was not a commonplace to those Gent�le ph�losophers whom, �n sp�te
of all, they st�gmat�ze as bl�nd; for, �f one �nqu�res what these myster�es
lurk�ng �n Scr�pture may be, one �s confronted w�th noth�ng but the
reflect�ons of Plato or Ar�stotle, or the l�ke, wh�ch �t would often be eas�er
for an �gnorant man to dream than for the most accompl�shed scholar to
wrest out of the B�ble.

(7) However, I do not w�sh to aff�rm absolutely that Scr�pture conta�ns no
doctr�nes �n the sphere of ph�losophy, for �n the last chapter I po�nted out
some of the k�nd, as fundamental pr�nc�ples; but I go so far as to say that
such doctr�nes are very few and very s�mple. (8) The�r prec�se nature and
def�n�t�on I w�ll now set forth. (9) The task w�ll be easy, for we know that
Scr�pture does not a�m at �mpart�ng sc�ent�f�c knowledge, and, therefore, �t
demands from men noth�ng but obed�ence, and censures obst�nacy, but not
�gnorance.

(10) Furthermore, as obed�ence to God cons�sts solely �n love to our
ne�ghbour - for whosoever loveth h�s ne�ghbour, as a means of obey�ng
God, hath, as St. Paul says (Rom. x���:8), fulf�lled the law, - �t follows that
no knowledge �s commended �n the B�ble save that wh�ch �s necessary for
enabl�ng all men to obey God �n the manner stated, and w�thout wh�ch they
would become rebell�ous, or w�thout the d�sc�pl�ne of obed�ence.

(11) Other speculat�ve quest�ons, wh�ch have no d�rect bear�ng on th�s
object, or are concerned w�th the knowledge of natural events, do not affect
Scr�pture, and should be ent�rely separated from rel�g�on.



(12) Now, though everyone, as we have sa�d, �s now qu�te able to see th�s
truth for h�mself, I should nevertheless w�sh, cons�der�ng that the whole of
Rel�g�on depends thereon, to expla�n the ent�re quest�on more accurately
and clearly. (13) To th�s end I must f�rst prove that the �ntellectual or
accurate knowledge of God �s not a g�ft, bestowed upon all good men l�ke
obed�ence; and, further, that the knowledge of God, requ�red by H�m
through H�s prophets from everyone w�thout except�on, as needful to be
known, �s s�mply a knowledge of H�s D�v�ne just�ce and char�ty. (14) Both
these po�nts are eas�ly proved from Scr�pture. (15) The f�rst pla�nly follows
from Exodus v�:2, where God, �n order to show the s�ngular grace bestowed
upon Moses, says to h�m: "And I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and
unto Jacob by the name of El Sada� (A. V. God Alm�ghty); but by my name
Jehovah was I not known to them" - for the better understand�ng of wh�ch
passage I may remark that El Sada�, �n Hebrew, s�gn�f�es the God who
suff�ces, �n that He g�ves to every man that wh�ch suff�ces for h�m; and,
although Sada� �s often used by �tself, to s�gn�fy God, we cannot doubt that
the word El (God, {power, m�ght}) �s everywhere understood. (16)
Furthermore, we must note that Jehovah �s the only word found �n Scr�pture
w�th the mean�ng of the absolute essence of God, w�thout reference to
created th�ngs. (17) The Jews ma�nta�n, for th�s reason, that th�s �s, str�ctly
speak�ng, the only name of God; that the rest of the words used are merely
t�tles; and, �n truth, the other names of God, whether they be substant�ves or
adject�ves, are merely attr�but�ve, and belong to H�m, �n so far as He �s
conce�ved of �n relat�on to created th�ngs, or man�fested through them. (18)
Thus El, or Eloah, s�gn�f�es powerful, as �s well known, and only appl�es to
God �n respect to H�s supremacy, as when we call Paul an apostle; the
facult�es of h�s power are set forth �n an accompany�ng adject�ve, as El,
great, awful, just, merc�ful, &c., or else all are understood at once by the
use of El �n the plural number, w�th a s�ngular s�gn�f�cat�on, an express�on
frequently adopted �n Scr�pture.

(19) Now, as God tells Moses that He was not known to the patr�archs by
the name of Jehovah, �t follows that they were not cogn�zant of any attr�bute
of God wh�ch expresses H�s absolute essence, but only of H�s deeds and
prom�ses that �s, of H�s power, as man�fested �n v�s�ble th�ngs. (20) God
does not thus speak to Moses �n order to accuse the patr�archs of �nf�del�ty,
but, on the contrary, as a means of extoll�ng the�r bel�ef and fa�th, �nasmuch



as, though they possessed no extraord�nary knowledge of God (such as
Moses had), they yet accepted H�s prom�ses as f�xed and certa�n; whereas
Moses, though h�s thoughts about God were more exalted, nevertheless
doubted about the D�v�ne prom�ses, and compla�ned to God that, �nstead of
the prom�sed del�verance, the prospects of the Israel�tes had darkened.

(21) As the patr�archs d�d not know the d�st�nct�ve name of God, and as
God ment�ons the fact to Moses, �n pra�se of the�r fa�th and s�ngle-
heartedness, and �n contrast to the extraord�nary grace granted to Moses, �t
follows, as we stated at f�rst, that men are not bound by, decree to have
knowledge of the attr�butes of God, such knowledge be�ng only granted to a
few of the fa�thful: �t �s hardly worth wh�le to quote further examples from
Scr�pture, for everyone must recogn�ze that knowledge of God �s not equal
among all good men. (22) Moreover, a man cannot be ordered to be w�se
any more than he can be ordered to l�ve and ex�st. (23) Men, women, and
ch�ldren are all al�ke able to obey by commandment, but not to be w�se. If
any tell us that �t �s not necessary to understand the D�v�ne attr�butes, but
that we must bel�eve them s�mply, w�thout proof, he �s pla�nly tr�fl�ng. (24)
For what �s �nv�s�ble and can only be perce�ved by the m�nd, cannot be
apprehended by any other means than proofs; �f these are absent the object
rema�ns ungrasped; the repet�t�on of what has been heard on such subjects
no more �nd�cates or atta�ns to the�r mean�ng than the words of a parrot or a
puppet speak�ng w�thout sense or s�gn�f�cat�on.

(25) Before I proceed I ought to expla�n how �t comes that we are often told
�n Genes�s that the patr�archs preached �n the name of Jehovah, th�s be�ng �n
pla�n contrad�ct�on to the text above quoted. (26) A reference to what was
sa�d �n Chap. VIII. w�ll read�ly expla�n the d�ff�culty. (27) It was there
shown that the wr�ter of the Pentateuch d�d not always speak of th�ngs and
places by the names they bore �n the t�mes of wh�ch he was wr�t�ng, but by
the names best known to h�s contemporar�es. (28) God �s thus sa�d �n the
Pentateuch to have been preached by the patr�archs under the name of
Jehovah, not because such was the name by wh�ch the patr�archs knew
H�m, but because th�s name was the one most reverenced by the Jews. (29)
Th�s po�nt, I say, must necessar�ly be not�ced, for �n Exodus �t �s expressly
stated that God was not known to the patr�archs by th�s name; and �n chap.
���:13, �t �s sa�d that Moses des�red to know the name of God. (30) Now, �f



th�s name had been already known �t would have been known to Moses.
(31) We must therefore draw the conclus�on �nd�cated, namely, that the
fa�thful patr�archs d�d not know th�s name of God, and that the knowledge
of God �s bestowed and not commanded by the De�ty.

(32) It �s now t�me to pass on to our second po�nt, and show that God
through H�s prophets requ�red from men no other knowledge of H�mself
than �s conta�ned �n a knowledge of H�s just�ce and char�ty - that �s, of
attr�butes wh�ch a certa�n manner of l�fe w�ll enable men to �m�tate. (33)
Jerem�ah states th�s �n so many words (xx��:15, 16): "D�d not thy father eat,
and dr�nk, and do judgment and just�ce? and then �t was well w�th h�m. (34)
He judged the cause of the poor and needy; then �t was well w�th h�m: was
not th�s to know Me? sa�th the Lord." (35) The words �n chap. �x:24 of the
same book are equally, clear. (36) "But let h�m that glor�eth glory �n th�s,
that he understandeth and knoweth Me, that I am the Lord wh�ch exerc�se
lov�ng-k�ndness, judgment, and r�ghteousness �n the earth; for �n these
th�ngs I del�ght, sa�th the Lord." (37) The same doctr�ne maybe gathered
from Exod. xxx�v:6, where God revealed to Moses only those of H�s
attr�butes wh�ch d�splay the D�v�ne just�ce and char�ty. (38) Lastly, we may
call attent�on to a passage �n John wh�ch we shall d�scuss at more length
hereafter; the Apostle expla�ns the nature of God (�nasmuch as no one has
beheld H�m) through char�ty only, and concludes that he who possesses
char�ty possesses, and �n very truth knows God.

(39) We have thus seen that Moses, Jerem�ah, and John sum up �n a very
short compass the knowledge of God needful for all, and that they state �t to
cons�st �n exactly what we sa�d, namely, that God �s supremely just, and
supremely merc�ful - �n other words, the one perfect pattern of the true l�fe.
(40) We may add that Scr�pture nowhere g�ves an express def�n�t�on of God,
and does not po�nt out any other of H�s attr�butes wh�ch should be
apprehended save these, nor does �t �n set terms pra�se any others. (41)
Wherefore we may draw the general conclus�on that an �ntellectual
knowledge of God, wh�ch takes cogn�zance of H�s nature �n so far as �t
actually �s, and wh�ch cannot by any manner of l�v�ng be �m�tated by
mank�nd or followed as an example, has no bear�ng whatever on true rules
of conduct, on fa�th, or on revealed rel�g�on; consequently that men may be
�n complete error on the subject w�thout �ncurr�ng the charge of s�nfulness.



(42) We need now no longer wonder that God adapted H�mself to the
ex�st�ng op�n�ons and �mag�nat�ons of the prophets, or that the fa�thful held
d�fferent �deas of God, as we showed �n Chap. II.; or, aga�n, that the sacred
books speak very �naccurately of God, attr�but�ng to H�m hands, feet, eyes,
ears, a m�nd, and mot�on from one place to another; or that they ascr�be to
H�m emot�ons, such as jealousy, mercy, &c., or, lastly, that they descr�be
H�m as a Judge �n heaven s�tt�ng on a royal throne w�th Chr�st on H�s r�ght
hand. (43) Such express�ons are adapted to the understand�ng of the
mult�tude, �t be�ng the object of the B�ble to make men not learned but
obed�ent.

(44) In sp�te of th�s the general run of theolog�ans, when they come upon
any of these phrases wh�ch they cannot rat�onally harmon�ze w�th the
D�v�ne nature, ma�nta�n that they should be �nterpreted metaphor�cally,
passages they cannot understand they say should be �nterpreted l�terally.
(45) But �f every express�on of th�s k�nd �n the B�ble �s necessar�ly to be
�nterpreted and understood metaphor�cally, Scr�pture must have been
wr�tten, not for the people and the unlearned masses, but ch�efly for
accompl�shed experts and ph�losophers.

(46) If �t were �ndeed a s�n to hold p�ously and s�mply the �deas about God
we have just quoted, the prophets ought to have been str�ctly on the�r guard
aga�nst the use of such express�ons, see�ng the weak-m�ndedness of the
people, and ought, on the other hand, to have set forth f�rst of all, duly and
clearly, those attr�butes of God wh�ch are needful to be understood.

(47) Th�s they have nowhere done; we cannot, therefore, th�nk that op�n�ons
taken �n themselves w�thout respect to act�ons are e�ther p�ous or �mp�ous,
but must ma�nta�n that a man �s p�ous or �mp�ous �n h�s bel�efs only �n so far
as he �s thereby �nc�ted to obed�ence, or der�ves from them l�cense to s�n
and rebel. (48) If a man, by bel�ev�ng what �s true, becomes rebell�ous, h�s
creed �s �mp�ous; �f by bel�ev�ng what �s false he becomes obed�ent, h�s
creed �s p�ous; for the true knowledge of God comes not by commandment,
but by D�v�ne g�ft. (49) God has requ�red noth�ng from man but a
knowledge of H�s D�v�ne just�ce and char�ty, and that not as necessary to
sc�ent�f�c accuracy, but to obed�ence.



CHAPTER XIV - DEFINITIONS OF
FAITH, THE FAITH, AND THE

FOUNDATIONS
OF FAITH, WHICH IS ONCE FOR ALL

SEPARATED FROM PHILOSOPHY.
(1) For a true knowledge of fa�th �t �s above all th�ngs necessary to
understand that the B�ble was adapted to the �ntell�gence, not only of the
prophets, but also of the d�verse and f�ckle Jew�sh mult�tude. (2) Th�s w�ll
be recogn�zed by all who g�ve any thought to the subject, for they w�ll see
that a person who accepted prom�scuously everyth�ng �n Scr�pture as be�ng
the un�versal and absolute teach�ng of God, w�thout accurately def�n�ng
what was adapted to the popular �ntell�gence, would f�nd �t �mposs�ble to
escape confound�ng the op�n�ons of the masses w�th the D�v�ne doctr�nes,
pra�s�ng the judgments and comments of man as the teach�ng of God, and
mak�ng a wrong use of Scr�ptural author�ty. (3) Who, I say, does not
perce�ve that th�s �s the ch�ef reason why so many sectar�es teach
contrad�ctory op�n�ons as D�v�ne documents, and support the�r content�ons
w�th numerous Scr�ptural texts, t�ll �t has passed �n Belg�um �nto a proverb,
geen ketter sonder letter - no heret�c w�thout a text? (4) The sacred books
were not wr�tten by one man, nor for the people of a s�ngle per�od, but by
many authors of d�fferent temperaments, at t�mes extend�ng from f�rst to
last over nearly two thousand years, and perhaps much longer. (5) We w�ll
not, however, accuse the sectar�es of �mp�ety because they have adapted the
words of Scr�pture to the�r own op�n�ons; �t �s thus that these words were
adapted to the understand�ng of the masses or�g�nally, and everyone �s at
l�berty so to treat them �f he sees that he can thus obey God �n matters
relat�ng to just�ce and char�ty w�th a more full consent: but we do accuse



those who w�ll not grant th�s freedom to the�r fellows, but who persecute all
who d�ffer from them, as God's enem�es, however honourable and v�rtuous
be the�r l�ves; wh�le, on the other hand, they cher�sh those who agree w�th
them, however fool�sh they may be, as God's elect. (6) Such conduct �s as
w�cked and dangerous to the state as any that can be conce�ved.

(7) In order, therefore, to establ�sh the l�m�ts to wh�ch �nd�v�dual freedom
should extend, and to dec�de what persons, �n sp�te of the d�vers�ty of the�r
op�n�ons, are to be looked upon as the fa�thful, we must def�ne fa�th and �ts
essent�als. (8) Th�s task I hope to accompl�sh �n the present chapter, and
also to separate fa�th from ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the ch�ef a�m of the whole
treat�se.

(9) In order to proceed duly to the demonstrat�on let us recap�tulate the
ch�ef a�m and object of Scr�pture; th�s w�ll �nd�cate a standard by wh�ch we
may def�ne fa�th.

(10) We have sa�d �n a former chapter that the a�m and object of Scr�pture �s
only to teach obed�ence. (11) Thus much, I th�nk, no one can quest�on. (12)
Who does not see that both Testaments are noth�ng else but schools for th�s
object, and have ne�ther of them any a�m beyond �nsp�r�ng mank�nd w�th a
voluntary obed�ence? (13) For (not to repeat what I sa�d �n the last chapter)
I w�ll remark that Moses d�d not seek to conv�nce the Jews by reason, but
bound them by a covenant, by oaths, and by conferr�ng benef�ts; further, he
threatened the people w�th pun�shment �f they should �nfr�nge the law, and
prom�sed rewards �f they should obey �t. (14) All these are not means for
teach�ng knowledge, but for �nsp�r�ng obed�ence. (15) The doctr�ne of the
Gospels enjo�ns noth�ng but s�mple fa�th, namely, to bel�eve �n God and to
honour H�m, wh�ch �s the same th�ng as to obey h�m. (16) There �s no
occas�on for me to throw further l�ght on a quest�on so pla�n by c�t�ng
Scr�ptural texts commend�ng obed�ence, such as may be found �n great
numbers �n both Testaments. (17) Moreover, the B�ble teaches very clearly
�n a great many passages what everyone ought to do �n order to obey God;
the whole duty �s summed up �n love to one's ne�ghbour. (18) It cannot,
therefore, be den�ed that he who by God's command loves h�s ne�ghbour as
h�mself �s truly obed�ent and blessed accord�ng to the law, whereas he who
hates h�s ne�ghbour or neglects h�m �s rebell�ous and obst�nate.



(19) Lastly, �t �s pla�n to everyone that the B�ble was not wr�tten and
d�ssem�nated only for the learned, but for men of every age and race;
wherefore we may rest assured that we are not bound by Scr�ptural
command to bel�eve anyth�ng beyond what �s absolutely necessary for
fulf�ll�ng �ts ma�n precept.

(20) Th�s precept, then, �s the only standard of the whole Cathol�c fa�th, and
by �t alone all the dogmas needful to be bel�eved should be determ�ned. (21)
So much be�ng abundantly man�fest, as �s also the fact that all other
doctr�nes of the fa�th can be leg�t�mately deduced therefrom by reason
alone, I leave �t to every man to dec�de for h�mself how �t comes to pass that
so many d�v�s�ons have ar�sen �n the Church: can �t be from any other cause
than those suggested at the beg�nn�ng of Chap. VIII.? (22) It �s these same
causes wh�ch compel me to expla�n the method of determ�n�ng the dogmas
of the fa�th from the foundat�on we have d�scovered, for �f I neglected to do
so, and put the quest�on on a regular bas�s, I m�ght justly be sa�d to have
prom�sed too lav�shly, for that anyone m�ght, by my show�ng, �ntroduce any
doctr�ne he l�ked �nto rel�g�on, under the pretext that �t was a necessary
means to obed�ence: espec�ally would th�s be the case �n quest�ons
respect�ng the D�v�ne attr�butes.

(23) In order, therefore, to set forth the whole matter method�cally, I w�ll
beg�n w�th a def�n�t�on of fa�th, wh�ch on the pr�nc�ple above g�ven, should
be as follows:-

(24) Fa�th cons�sts �n a knowledge of God, w�thout wh�ch obed�ence to H�m
would be �mposs�ble, and wh�ch the mere fact of obed�ence to H�m �mpl�es.
(25) Th�s def�n�t�on �s so clear, and follows so pla�nly from what we have
already proved, that �t needs no explanat�on. (26) The consequences
�nvolved there�n I w�ll now br�efly show.

(27) (I.) Fa�th �s not salutary �n �tself, but only �n respect to the obed�ence �t
�mpl�es, or as James puts �t �n h�s Ep�stle, ��:17, "Fa�th w�thout works �s
dead" (see the whole of the chapter quoted).

(28) (II.) He who �s truly obed�ent necessar�ly possesses true and sav�ng
fa�th; for �f obed�ence be granted, fa�th must be granted also, as the same
Apostle expressly says �n these words (��:18), "Show me thy fa�th w�thout



thy works, and I w�ll show thee my fa�th by my works." (29) So also John, I
Ep. �v:7: "Everyone that loveth �s born of God, and knoweth God: he that
loveth not, knoweth not God; for God �s love." (30) From these texts, I
repeat, �t follows that we can only judge a man fa�thful or unfa�thful by h�s
works. (31) If h�s works be good, he �s fa�thful, however much h�s doctr�nes
may d�ffer from those of the rest of the fa�thful: �f h�s works be ev�l, though
he may verbally conform, he �s unfa�thful. (32) For obed�ence �mpl�es fa�th,
and fa�th w�thout works �s dead.

(33) John, �n the 13th verse of the chapter above quoted, expressly teaches
the same doctr�ne: "Hereby," he says, "know we that we dwell �n H�m and
He �n us, because He hath g�ven us of H�s Sp�r�t," �.e. love. (34) He had sa�d
before that God �s love, and therefore he concludes (on h�s own rece�ved
pr�nc�ples), that whoso possesses love possesses truly the Sp�r�t of God.
(35) As no one has beheld God he �nfers that no one has knowledge or
consc�ousness of God, except from love towards h�s ne�ghbour, and also
that no one can have knowledge of any of God's attr�butes, except th�s of
love, �n so far as we part�c�pate there�n.

(36) If these arguments are not conclus�ve, they, at any rate, show the
Apostle's mean�ng, but the words �n chap. ��:3, 4, of the same Ep�stle are
much clearer, for they state �n so many words our prec�se content�on: "And
hereby we do know that we know H�m, �f we keep H�s commandments.
(37) He that sa�th, I know H�m, and keepeth not H�s commandments, �s a
l�ar, and the truth �s not �n h�m."

(38) From all th�s, I repeat, �t follows that they are the true enem�es of
Chr�st who persecute honourable and just�ce-lov�ng men because they d�ffer
from them, and do not uphold the same rel�g�ous dogmas as themselves: for
whosoever loves just�ce and char�ty we know, by that very fact, to be
fa�thful: whosoever persecutes the fa�thful, �s an enemy to Chr�st.

(39) Lastly, �t follows that fa�th does not demand that dogmas should be
true as that they should be p�ous - that �s, such as w�ll st�r up the heart to
obey; though there be many such wh�ch conta�n not a shadow of truth, so
long as they be held �n good fa�th, otherw�se the�r adherents are d�sobed�ent,
for how can anyone, des�rous of lov�ng just�ce and obey�ng God, adore as
D�v�ne what he knows to be al�en from the D�v�ne nature? (40) However,



men may err from s�mpl�c�ty of m�nd, and Scr�pture, as we have seen, does
not condemn �gnorance, but obst�nacy. (41) Th�s �s the necessary result of
our def�n�t�on of fa�th, and all �ts branches should spr�ng from the un�versal
rule above g�ven, and from the ev�dent a�m and object of the B�ble, unless
we choose to m�x our own �nvent�ons therew�th. (42) Thus �t �s not true
doctr�nes wh�ch are expressly requ�red by the B�ble, so much as doctr�nes
necessary for obed�ence, and to conf�rm �n our hearts the love of our
ne�ghbour, where�n (to adopt the words of John) we are �n God, and God �n
us.

(43) As, then, each man's fa�th must be judged p�ous or �mp�ous only �n
respect of �ts produc�ng obed�ence or obst�nacy, and not �n respect of �ts
truth; and as no one w�ll d�spute that men's d�spos�t�ons are exceed�ngly
var�ed, that all do not acqu�esce �n the same th�ngs, but are ruled some by
one op�n�on some by another, so that what moves one to devot�on moves
another to laughter and contempt, �t follows that there can be no doctr�nes
�n the Cathol�c, or un�versal, rel�g�on, wh�ch can g�ve r�se to controversy
among good men. (44) Such doctr�nes m�ght be p�ous to some and �mp�ous
to others, whereas they should be judged solely by the�r fru�ts.

(45) To the un�versal rel�g�on, then, belong only such dogmas as are
absolutely requ�red �n order to atta�n obed�ence to God, and w�thout wh�ch
such obed�ence would be �mposs�ble; as for the rest, each man—see�ng that
he �s the best judge of h�s own character—should adopt whatever he th�nks
best adapted to strengthen h�s love of just�ce. (46) If th�s were so, I th�nk
there would be no further occas�on for controvers�es �n the Church.

(47) I have now no further fear �n enumerat�ng the dogmas of un�versal
fa�th or the fundamental dogmas of the whole of Scr�pture, �nasmuch as
they all tend (as may be seen from what has been sa�d) to th�s one doctr�ne,
namely, that there ex�sts a God, that �s, a Supreme Be�ng, Who loves just�ce
and char�ty, and Who must be obeyed by whosoever would be saved; that
the worsh�p of th�s Be�ng cons�sts �n the pract�ce of just�ce and love towards
one's ne�ghbour, and that they conta�n noth�ng beyond the follow�ng
doctr�nes:-

(48) I. That God or a Supreme Be�ng ex�sts, sovere�gnly just and merc�ful,
the Exemplar of the true l�fe; that whosoever �s �gnorant of or d�sbel�eves �n



H�s ex�stence cannot obey H�m or know H�m as a Judge.

(49) II. That He �s One. (50) Nobody w�ll d�spute that th�s doctr�ne �s
absolutely necessary for ent�re devot�on, adm�rat�on, and love towards God.
(51) For devot�on, adm�rat�on, and love spr�ng from the super�or�ty of one
over all else.

(52) III. That He �s omn�present, or that all th�ngs are open to H�m, for �f
anyth�ng could be supposed to be concealed from H�m, or to be unnot�ced
by, H�m, we m�ght doubt or be �gnorant of the equ�ty of H�s judgment as
d�rect�ng all th�ngs.

(53) IV. That He has supreme r�ght and dom�n�on over all th�ngs, and that
He does noth�ng under compuls�on, but by H�s absolute f�at and grace. (54)
All th�ngs are bound to obey H�m, He �s not bound to obey any.

(55) V. That the worsh�p of God cons�sts only �n just�ce and char�ty, or love
towards one's ne�ghbour.

(56) VI. That all those, and those only, who obey God by the�r manner of
l�fe are saved; the rest of mank�nd, who l�ve under the sway of the�r
pleasures, are lost. (57) If we d�d not bel�eve th�s, there would be no reason
for obey�ng God rather than pleasure.

(58) VII. Lastly, that God forg�ves the s�ns of those who repent. (59) No one
�s free from s�n, so that w�thout th�s bel�ef all would despa�r of salvat�on,
and there would be no reason for bel�ev�ng �n the mercy of God. (60) He
who f�rmly bel�eves that God, out of the mercy and grace w�th wh�ch He
d�rects all th�ngs, forg�ves the s�ns of men, and who feels h�s love of God
k�ndled thereby, he, I say, does really know Chr�st accord�ng to the Sp�r�t,
and Chr�st �s �n h�m.

(61) No one can deny that all these doctr�nes are before all th�ngs necessary
to be bel�eved, �n order that every man, w�thout except�on, may be able to
obey God accord�ng to the b�dd�ng of the Law above expla�ned, for �f one
of these precepts be d�sregarded obed�ence �s destroyed. (62) But as to what
God, or the Exemplar of the true l�fe, may be, whether f�re, or sp�r�t, or
l�ght, or thought, or what not, th�s, I say, has noth�ng to do w�th fa�th any



more than has the quest�on how He comes to be the Exemplar of the true
l�fe, whether �t be because He has a just and merc�ful m�nd, or because all
th�ngs ex�st and act through H�m, and consequently that we understand
through H�m, and through H�m see what �s truly just and good. (63)
Everyone may th�nk on such quest�ons as he l�kes.

(64) Furthermore, fa�th �s not affected, whether we hold that God �s
omn�present essent�ally or potent�ally; that He d�rects all th�ngs by absolute
f�at, or by the necess�ty of H�s nature; that He d�ctates laws l�ke a pr�nce, or
that He sets them forth as eternal truths; that man obeys H�m by v�rtue of
free w�ll, or by v�rtue of the necess�ty of the D�v�ne decree; lastly, that the
reward of the good and the pun�shment of the w�cked �s natural or
supernatural: these and such l�ke quest�ons have no bear�ng on fa�th, except
�n so far as they are used as means to g�ve us l�cense to s�n more, or to obey
God less. (65) I w�ll go further, and ma�nta�n that every man �s bound to
adapt these dogmas to h�s own way of th�nk�ng, and to �nterpret them
accord�ng as he feels that he can g�ve them h�s fullest and most unhes�tat�ng
assent, so that he may the more eas�ly obey God w�th h�s whole heart.

(66) Such was the manner, as we have already po�nted out, �n wh�ch the
fa�th was �n old t�me revealed and wr�tten, �n accordance w�th the
understand�ng and op�n�ons of the prophets and people of the per�od; so, �n
l�ke fash�on, every man �s bound to adapt �t to h�s own op�n�ons, so that he
may accept �t w�thout any hes�tat�on or mental repugnance. (67) We have
shown that fa�th does not so much requ�re truth as p�ety, and that �t �s only
qu�cken�ng and p�ous through obed�ence, consequently no one �s fa�thful
save by obed�ence alone. (68) The best fa�th �s not necessar�ly possessed by
h�m who d�splays the best reasons, but by h�m who d�splays the best fru�ts
of just�ce and char�ty. (69) How salutary and necessary th�s doctr�ne �s for a
state, �n order that men may dwell together �n peace and concord; and how
many and how great causes of d�sturbance and cr�me are thereby cut off, I
leave everyone to judge for h�mself!

(70) Before we go further, I may remark that we can, by means of what we
have just proved, eas�ly answer the object�ons ra�sed �n Chap. I., when we
were d�scuss�ng God's speak�ng w�th the Israel�tes on Mount S�na�. (71)
For, though the vo�ce heard by the Israel�tes could not g�ve those men any



ph�losoph�cal or mathemat�cal cert�tude of God's ex�stence, �t was yet
suff�c�ent to thr�ll them w�th adm�rat�on for God, as they already knew H�m,
and to st�r them up to obed�ence: and such was the object of the d�splay.
(72) God d�d not w�sh to teach the Israel�tes the absolute attr�butes of H�s
essence (none of wh�ch He then revealed), but to break down the�r hardness
of heart, and to draw them to obed�ence: therefore He d�d not appeal to
them w�th reasons, but w�th the sound of trumpets, thunder, and l�ghtn�ngs.

(73) It rema�ns for me to show that between fa�th or theology, and
ph�losophy, there �s no connect�on, nor aff�n�ty. (74) I th�nk no one w�ll
d�spute the fact who has knowledge of the a�m and foundat�ons of the two
subjects, for they are as w�de apart as the poles.

(75) Ph�losophy has no end �n v�ew save truth: fa�th, as we have abundantly
proved, looks for noth�ng but obed�ence and p�ety. (76) Aga�n, ph�losophy
�s based on ax�oms wh�ch must be sought from nature alone: fa�th �s based
on h�story and language, and must be sought for only �n Scr�pture and
revelat�on, as we showed �n Chap. VII. (77) Fa�th, therefore, allows the
greatest lat�tude �n ph�losoph�c speculat�on, allow�ng us w�thout blame to
th�nk what we l�ke about anyth�ng, and only condemn�ng, as heret�cs and
sch�smat�cs, those who teach op�n�ons wh�ch tend to produce obst�nacy,
hatred, str�fe, and anger; wh�le, on the other hand, only cons�der�ng as
fa�thful those who persuade us, as far as the�r reason and facult�es w�ll
perm�t, to follow just�ce and char�ty.

(78) Lastly, as what we are now sett�ng forth are the most �mportant
subjects of my treat�se, I would most urgently beg the reader, before I
proceed, to read these two chapters w�th espec�al attent�on, and to take the
trouble to we�gh them well �n h�s m�nd: let h�m take for granted that I have
not wr�tten w�th a v�ew to �ntroduc�ng novelt�es, but �n order to do away
w�th abuses, such as I hope I may, at some future t�me, at last see reformed.



CHAPTER XV - THEOLOGY IS
SHOWN NOT TO BE SUBSERVIENT

TO REASON,
NOR REASON TO THEOLOGY: A

DEFINITION OF THE REASON
WHICH

ENABLES US TO ACCEPT THE
AUTHORITY OF THE BIBLE.

(1) Those who know not that ph�losophy and reason are d�st�nct, d�spute
whether Scr�pture should be made subserv�ent to reason, or reason to
Scr�pture: that �s, whether the mean�ng of Scr�pture should be made to
agreed w�th reason; or whether reason should be made to agree w�th
Scr�pture: the latter pos�t�on �s assumed by the scept�cs who deny the
cert�tude of reason, the former by the dogmat�sts. (2) Both part�es are, as I
have shown, utterly �n the wrong, for e�ther doctr�ne would requ�re us to
tamper w�th reason or w�th Scr�pture.

(3) We have shown that Scr�pture does not teach ph�losophy, but merely
obed�ence, and that all �t conta�ns has been adapted to the understand�ng
and establ�shed op�n�ons of the mult�tude. (4) Those, therefore, who w�sh to
adapt �t to ph�losophy, must needs ascr�be to the prophets many �deas wh�ch
they never even dreamed of, and g�ve an extremely forced �nterpretat�on to
the�r words: those on the other hand, who would make reason and
ph�losophy subserv�ent to theology, w�ll be forced to accept as D�v�ne
utterances the prejud�ces of the anc�ent Jews, and to f�ll and confuse the�r



m�nd therew�th. (5) In short, one party w�ll run w�ld w�th the a�d of reason,
and the other w�ll run w�ld w�thout the a�d of reason.

(6) The f�rst among the Phar�sees who openly ma�nta�ned that Scr�pture
should be made to agree w�th reason, was Ma�mon�des, whose op�n�on we
rev�ewed, and abundantly refuted �n Chap. VIII.: now, although th�s wr�ter
had much author�ty among h�s contemporar�es, he was deserted on th�s
quest�on by almost all, and the major�ty went stra�ght over to the op�n�on of
a certa�n R. Jehuda Alpakhar, who, �n h�s anx�ety to avo�d the error of
Ma�mon�des, fell �nto another, wh�ch was �ts exact contrary. (7) He held that
reason should be made subserv�ent, and ent�rely g�ve way to Scr�pture. (8)
He thought that a passage should not be �nterpreted metaphor�cally, s�mply
because �t was repugnant to reason, but only �n the cases when �t �s
�ncons�stent w�th Scr�pture �tself - that �s, w�th �ts clear doctr�nes. (9)
Therefore he la�d down the un�versal rule, that whatsoever Scr�pture teaches
dogmat�cally, and aff�rms expressly, must on �ts own sole author�ty be
adm�tted as absolutely true: that there �s no doctr�ne �n the B�ble wh�ch
d�rectly contrad�cts the general tenour of the whole: but only some wh�ch
appear to �nvolve a d�fference, for the phrases of Scr�pture often seem to
�mply someth�ng contrary to what has been expressly taught. (10) Such
phrases, and such phrases only, we may �nterpret metaphor�cally.

(11) For �nstance, Scr�pture clearly teaches the un�ty of God (see Deut.
v�:4), nor �s there any text d�st�nctly assert�ng a plural�ty of gods; but �n
several passages God speaks of H�mself, and the prophets speak of H�m, �n
the plural number; such phrases are s�mply a manner of speak�ng, and do
not mean that there actually are several gods: they are to be expla�ned
metaphor�cally, not because a plural�ty of gods �s repugnant to reason, but
because Scr�pture d�st�nctly asserts that there �s only one.

(12) So, aga�n, as Scr�pture asserts (as Alpakhar th�nks) �n Deut. �v:15, that
God �s �ncorporeal, we are bound, solely by the author�ty of th�s text, and
not by reason, to bel�eve that God has no body: consequently we must
expla�n metaphor�cally, on the sole author�ty of Scr�pture, all those passages
wh�ch attr�bute to God hands, feet, &c., and take them merely as f�gures of
speech. (13) Such �s the op�n�on of Alpakhar. In so far as he seeks to
expla�n Scr�pture by Scr�pture, I pra�se h�m, but I marvel that a man g�fted



w�th reason should w�sh to debase that faculty. (14) It �s true that Scr�pture
should be expla�ned by Scr�pture, so long as we are �n d�ff�cult�es about the
mean�ng and �ntent�on of the prophets, but when we have el�c�ted the true
mean�ng, we must of necess�ty make use of our judgment and reason �n
order to assent thereto. (15) If reason, however, much as she rebels, �s to be
ent�rely subjected to Scr�pture, I ask, are we to effect her subm�ss�on by her
own a�d, or w�thout her, and bl�ndly? (16) If the latter, we shall surely act
fool�shly and �njud�c�ously; �f the former, we assent to Scr�pture under the
dom�n�on of reason, and should not assent to �t w�thout her. (17) Moreover,
I may ask now, �s a man to assent to anyth�ng aga�nst h�s reason? (18) What
�s den�al �f �t be not reason's refusal to assent? (19) In short, I am aston�shed
that anyone should w�sh to subject reason, the greatest of g�fts and a l�ght
from on h�gh, to the dead letter wh�ch may have been corrupted by human
mal�ce; that �t should be thought no cr�me to speak w�th contempt of m�nd,
the true handwr�t�ng of God's Word, call�ng �t corrupt, bl�nd, and lost, wh�le
�t �s cons�dered the greatest of cr�mes to say the same of the letter, wh�ch �s
merely the reflect�on and �mage of God's Word. (20) Men th�nk �t p�ous to
trust noth�ng to reason and the�r own judgment, and �mp�ous to doubt the
fa�th of those who have transm�tted to us the sacred books. (21) Such
conduct �s not p�ety, but mere folly. And, after all, why are they so anx�ous?
What are they afra�d of? (22) Do they th�nk that fa�th and rel�g�on cannot be
upheld unless men purposely keep themselves �n �gnorance, and turn the�r
backs on reason? (23) If th�s be so, they have but a t�m�d trust �n Scr�pture.

(23) However, be �t far from me to say that rel�g�on should seek to enslave
reason, or reason rel�g�on, or that both should not be able to keep the�r
sovere�gn�ty �n perfect harmony. (24) I w�ll revert to th�s quest�on presently,
for I w�sh now to d�scuss Alpakhar's rule.

(26) He requ�res, as we have stated, that we should accept as true, or reject
as false, everyth�ng asserted or den�ed by Scr�pture, and he further states
that Scr�pture never expressly asserts or den�es anyth�ng wh�ch contrad�cts
�ts assert�ons or negat�ons elsewhere. (27) The rashness of such a
requ�rement and statement can escape no one. (28) For (pass�ng over the
fact that he does not not�ce that Scr�pture cons�sts of d�fferent books,
wr�tten at d�fferent t�mes, for d�fferent people, by d�fferent authors: and also
that h�s requ�rement �s made on h�s own author�ty w�thout any corroborat�on



from reason or Scr�pture) he would be bound to show that all passages
wh�ch are �nd�rectly contrad�ctory of the rest, can be sat�sfactor�ly expla�ned
metaphor�cally through the nature of the language and the context: further,
that Scr�pture has come down to us untampered w�th. (29) However, we
w�ll go �nto the matter at length.

(30) F�rstly, I ask what shall we do �f reason prove recalc�trant? (31) Shall
we st�ll be bound to aff�rm whatever Scr�pture aff�rms, and to deny
whatever Scr�pture den�es? (32) Perhaps �t w�ll be answered that Scr�pture
conta�ns noth�ng repugnant to reason. (33) But I �ns�st that �t expressly
aff�rms and teaches that God �s jealous (namely, �n the decalogue �tself, and
�n Exod. xxx�v:14, and �n Deut. �v:24, and �n many other places), and I
assert that such a doctr�ne �s repugnant to reason. (34) It must, I suppose, �n
sp�te of all, be accepted as true. If there are any passages �n Scr�pture wh�ch
�mply that God �s not jealous, they must be taken metaphor�cally as
mean�ng noth�ng of the k�nd. (35) So, also, Scr�pture expressly states (Exod.
x�x:20, &c.) that God came down to Mount S�na�, and �t attr�butes to H�m
other movements from place to place, nowhere d�rectly stat�ng that God
does not so move. (36) Wherefore, we must take the passage l�terally, and
Solomon's words (I K�ngs v���:27), "But w�ll God dwell on the earth? (37)
Behold the heavens and earth cannot conta�n thee," �nasmuch as they do not
expressly state that God does not move from place to place, but only �mply
�t, must be expla�ned away t�ll they have no further semblance of deny�ng
locomot�on to the De�ty. (38) So also we must bel�eve that the sky �s the
hab�tat�on and throne of God, for Scr�pture expressly says so; and s�m�larly
many passages express�ng the op�n�ons of the prophets or the mult�tude,
wh�ch reason and ph�losophy, but not Scr�pture, tell us to be false, must be
taken as true �f we are to follow the gu�dance of our author, for accord�ng to
h�m, reason has noth�ng to do w�th the matter. (39) Further, �t �s untrue that
Scr�pture never contrad�cts �tself d�rectly, but only by �mpl�cat�on. (40) For
Moses says, �n so many words (Deut. �v:24), "The Lord thy God �s a
consum�ng f�re," and elsewhere expressly den�es that God has any l�keness
to v�s�ble th�ngs. (Deut. �v. 12.) (41) If �t be dec�ded that the latter passage
only contrad�cts the former by �mpl�cat�on, and must be adapted thereto, lest
�t seem to negat�ve �t, let us grant that God �s a f�re; or rather, lest we should
seem to have taken leave of our senses, let us pass the matter over and take
another example.



(42) Samuel expressly den�es that God ever repents, "for he �s not a man
that he should repent" (I Sam. xv:29). (43) Jerem�ah, on the other hand,
asserts that God does repent, both of the ev�l and of the good wh�ch He had
�ntended to do (Jer. xv���:8-10). (44) What? (45) Are not these two texts
d�rectly contrad�ctory? (46) Wh�ch of the two, then, would our author want
to expla�n metaphor�cally? (47) Both statements are general, and each �s the
oppos�te of the other - what one flatly aff�rms, the other flatly, den�es. (48)
So, by h�s own rule, he would be obl�ged at once to reject them as false, and
to accept them as true.

(49) Aga�n, what �s the po�nt of one passage, not be�ng contrad�cted by
another d�rectly, but only by �mpl�cat�on, �f the �mpl�cat�on �s clear, and the
nature and context of the passage preclude metaphor�cal �nterpretat�on? (50)
There are many such �nstances �n the B�ble, as we saw �n Chap. II. (where
we po�nted out that the prophets held d�fferent and contrad�ctory op�n�ons),
and also �n Chaps. IX. and X., where we drew attent�on to the
contrad�ct�ons �n the h�stor�cal narrat�ves. (51) There �s no need for me to
go through them all aga�n, for what I have sa�d suff�c�ently exposes the
absurd�t�es wh�ch would follow from an op�n�on and rule such as we are
d�scuss�ng, and shows the hast�ness of �ts propounder.

(52) We may, therefore, put th�s theory, as well as that of Ma�mon�des,
ent�rely out of court; and we may take �t for �nd�sputable that theology �s
not bound to serve reason, nor reason theology, but that each has her own
doma�n.

(53) The sphere of reason �s, as we have sa�d, truth and w�sdom; the sphere
of theology, �s p�ety and obed�ence. (54) The power of reason does not
extend so far as to determ�ne for us that men may be blessed through s�mple
obed�ence, w�thout understand�ng. (55) Theology, tells us noth�ng else,
enjo�ns on us no command save obed�ence, and has ne�ther the w�ll nor the
power to oppose reason: she def�nes the dogmas of fa�th (as we po�nted out
�n the last chapter) only �n so far as they may be necessary for obed�ence,
and leaves reason to determ�ne the�r prec�se truth: for reason �s the l�ght of
the m�nd, and w�thout her all th�ngs are dreams and phantoms.

(56) By theology, I here mean, str�ctly speak�ng, revelat�on, �n so far as �t
�nd�cates the object a�med at by Scr�pture namely, the scheme and manner



of obed�ence, or the true dogmas of p�ety and fa�th. (57) Th�s may truly be
called the Word of God, wh�ch does not cons�st �n a certa�n number of
books (see Chap. XII.). (58) Theology thus understood, �f we regard �ts
precepts or rules of l�fe, w�ll be found �n accordance w�th reason; and, �f we
look to �ts a�m and object, w�ll be seen to be �n now�se repugnant thereto,
wherefore �t �s un�versal to all men.

(59) As for �ts bear�ng on Scr�pture, we have shown �n Chap. VII. that the
mean�ng of Scr�pture should be gathered from �ts own h�story, and not from
the h�story of nature �n general, wh�ch �s the bas�s of ph�losophy.

(60) We ought not to be h�ndered �f we f�nd that our �nvest�gat�on of the
mean�ng of Scr�pture thus conducted shows us that �t �s here and there
repugnant to reason; for whatever we may f�nd of th�s sort �n the B�ble,
wh�ch men may be �n �gnorance of, w�thout �njury to the�r char�ty, has, we
may be sure, no bear�ng on theology or the Word of God, and may,
therefore, w�thout blame, be v�ewed by every one as he pleases.

(61) To sum up, we may draw the absolute conclus�on that the B�ble must
not be accommodated to reason, nor reason to the B�ble.

(62) Now, �nasmuch as the bas�s of theology - the doctr�ne that man may be
saved by obed�ence alone - cannot be proved by reason whether �t be true or
false, we may be asked, Why, then, should we bel�eve �t? (63) If we do so
w�thout the a�d of reason, we accept �t bl�ndly, and act fool�shly and
�njud�c�ously; �f, on the other hand, we settle that �t can be proved by
reason, theology becomes a part of ph�losophy, and �nseparable therefrom.
(64) But I make answer that I have absolutely establ�shed that th�s bas�s of
theology cannot be �nvest�gated by the natural l�ght of reason, or, at any
rate, that no one ever has proved �t by such means, and, therefore, revelat�on
was necessary. (65) We should, however, make use of our reason, �n order
to grasp w�th moral certa�nty what �s revealed - I say, w�th moral certa�nty,
for we cannot hope to atta�n greater certa�nty than the prophets: yet the�r
certa�nty was only, moral, as I showed �n Chap. II.

(66) Those, therefore, who attempt to set forth the author�ty of Scr�pture
w�th mathemat�cal demonstrat�ons are wholly �n error: for the author�ty of
the B�ble �s dependent on the author�ty of the prophets, and can be



supported by no stronger arguments than those employed �n old t�me by the
prophets for conv�nc�ng the people of the�r own author�ty. (67) Our
certa�nty on the same subject can be founded on no other bas�s than that
wh�ch served as foundat�on for the certa�nty of the prophets.

(68) Now the certa�nty of the prophets cons�sted (as we po�nted out) �n
these elements:-

(69) (I.) A d�st�nct and v�v�d �mag�nat�on.

(70) (II.) A s�gn.

(71) (III.) Lastly, and ch�efly, a m�nd turned to what �s just and good. It was
based on no other reasons than these, and consequently they cannot prove
the�r author�ty by any other reasons, e�ther to the mult�tude whom they
addressed orally, nor to us whom they address �n wr�t�ng.

(72) The f�rst of these reasons, namely, the v�v�d �mag�nat�on, could be
val�d only for the prophets; therefore, our certa�nty concern�ng revelat�on
must, and ought to be, based on the rema�n�ng two - namely, the s�gn and
the teach�ng. (73) Such �s the express doctr�ne of Moses, for (�n Deut. xv���.)
he b�ds the people obey the prophet who should g�ve a true s�gn �n the name
of the Lord, but �f he should pred�ct falsely, even though �t were �n the name
of the Lord, he should be put to death, as should also he who str�ves to lead
away the people from the true rel�g�on, though he conf�rm h�s author�ty w�th
s�gns and portents. (74) We may compare w�th the above Deut. x���. (75)
Whence �t follows that a true prophet could be d�st�ngu�shed from a false
one, both by h�s doctr�ne and by the m�racles he wrought, for Moses
declares such an one to be a true prophet, and b�ds the people trust h�m
w�thout fear of dece�t. (76) He condemns as false, and worthy of death,
those who pred�ct anyth�ng falsely even �n the name of the Lord, or who
preach false gods, even though the�r m�racles be real.

(77) The only reason, then, wh�ch we have for bel�ef �n Scr�pture or the
wr�t�ngs of the prophets, �s the doctr�ne we f�nd there�n, and the s�gns by
wh�ch �t �s conf�rmed. (78) For as we see that the prophets extol char�ty and
just�ce above all th�ngs, and have no other object, we conclude that they d�d
not wr�te from unworthy mot�ves, but because they really thought that men



m�ght become blessed through obed�ence and fa�th: further, as we see that
they conf�rmed the�r teach�ng w�th s�gns and wonders, we become
persuaded that they d�d not speak at random, nor run r�ot �n the�r
prophec�es. (79) We are further strengthened �n our conclus�on by the fact
that the moral�ty they teach �s �n ev�dent agreement w�th reason, for �t �s no
acc�dental co�nc�dence that the Word of God wh�ch we f�nd �n the prophets
co�nc�des w�th the Word of God wr�tten �n our hearts. (80) We may, I say,
conclude th�s from the sacred books as certa�nly as d�d the Jews of old from
the l�v�ng vo�ce of the prophets: for we showed �n Chap. XII. that Scr�pture
has come down to us �ntact �n respect to �ts doctr�ne and ma�n narrat�ves.

(81) Therefore th�s whole bas�s of theology and Scr�pture, though �t does
not adm�t of mathemat�cal proof, may yet be accepted w�th the approval of
our judgment. (82) It would be folly to refuse to accept what �s conf�rmed
by such ample prophet�c test�mony, and what has proved such a comfort to
those whose reason �s comparat�vely weak, and such a benef�t to the state; a
doctr�ne, moreover, wh�ch we may bel�eve �n w�thout the sl�ghtest per�l or
hurt, and should reject s�mply because �t cannot be mathemat�cally proved:
�t �s as though we should adm�t noth�ng as true, or as a w�se rule of l�fe,
wh�ch could ever, �n any poss�ble way, be called �n quest�on; or as though
most of our act�ons were not full of uncerta�nty and hazards.

(83) I adm�t that those who bel�eve that theology and ph�losophy are
mutually contrad�ctory, and that therefore e�ther one or the other must be
thrust from �ts throne - I adm�t, I say, that such persons are not unreasonable
�n attempt�ng to put theology on a f�rm bas�s, and to demonstrate �ts truth
mathemat�cally. (84) Who, unless he were desperate or mad, would w�sh to
b�d an �ncont�nent farewell to reason, or to desp�se the arts and sc�ences, or
to deny reason's cert�tude? (85) But, �n the meanwh�le, we cannot wholly
absolve them from blame, �nasmuch as they �nvoke the a�d of reason for her
own defeat, and attempt �nfall�bly to prove her fall�ble. (86) Wh�le they are
try�ng to prove mathemat�cally the author�ty and truth of theology, and to
take away the author�ty of natural reason, they are �n real�ty only br�ng�ng
theology under reason's dom�n�on, and prov�ng that her author�ty has no
we�ght unless natural reason be at the back of �t.



(87) If they boast that they themselves assent because of the �nward
test�mony of the Holy Sp�r�t, and that they only �nvoke the a�d of reason
because of unbel�evers, �n order to conv�nce them, not even so can th�s meet
w�th our approval, for we can eas�ly show that they have spoken e�ther from
emot�on or va�n-glory. (88) It most clearly follows from the last chapter that
the Holy Sp�r�t only g�ves �ts test�mony �n favour of works, called by Paul
(�n Gal. v:22) the fru�ts of the Sp�r�t, and �s �n �tself really noth�ng but the
mental acqu�escence wh�ch follows a good act�on �n our souls. (89) No
sp�r�t g�ves test�mony concern�ng the cert�tude of matters w�th�n the sphere
of speculat�on, save only reason, who �s m�stress, as we have shown, of the
whole realm of truth. (90) If then they assert that they possess th�s Sp�r�t
wh�ch makes them certa�n of truth, they speak falsely, and accord�ng to the
prejud�ces of the emot�ons, or else they are �n great dread lest they should
be vanqu�shed by ph�losophers and exposed to publ�c r�d�cule, and therefore
they flee, as �t were, to the altar; but the�r refuge �s va�n, for what altar w�ll
shelter a man who has outraged reason? (91) However, I pass such persons
over, for I th�nk I have fulf�lled my purpose, and shown how ph�losophy
should be separated from theology, and where�n each cons�sts; that ne�ther
should be subserv�ent to the other, but that each should keep her unopposed
dom�n�on. (92) Lastly, as occas�on offered, I have po�nted out the
absurd�t�es, the �nconven�ences, and the ev�ls follow�ng from the
extraord�nary confus�on wh�ch has h�therto preva�led between the two
subjects, ow�ng to the�r not be�ng properly d�st�ngu�shed and separated. (93)
Before I go further I would expressly state (though I have sa�d �t before)
that I cons�der the ut�l�ty and the need for Holy Scr�pture or Revelat�on to
be very great. (94) For as we cannot perce�ve by the natural l�ght of reason
that s�mple obed�ence �s the path of salvat�on [Endnote 25], and are taught
by revelat�on only that �t �s so by the spec�al grace of God, wh�ch our reason
cannot atta�n, �t follows that the B�ble has brought a very great consolat�on
to mank�nd. (95) All are able to obey, whereas there are but very few,
compared w�th the aggregate of human�ty, who can acqu�re the hab�t of
v�rtue under the una�ded gu�dance of reason. (96) Thus �f we had not the
test�mony of Scr�pture, we should doubt of the salvat�on of nearly all men.

End of Part 3 - Chapters XI to XV.
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CHAPTER XI.

Endnote 24. (1) "Now I th�nk." (2) The translators render the {Greek} word
"I �nfer", and assert that Paul uses �t as synonymous w�th {a Greek word}.
(3) But the former word has, �n Greek, the same mean�ng as the Hebrew
word rendered to th�nk, to esteem, to judge. (4) And th�s s�gn�f�cat�on would
be �n ent�re agreement w�th the Syr�ac translat�on. (5) Th�s Syr�ac
translat�on (�f �t be a translat�on, wh�ch �s very doubtful, for we know
ne�ther the t�me of �ts appearance, nor the translators and Syr�ac was the
vernacular of the Apostles) renders the text before us �n a way well
expla�ned by Tremell�us as "we th�nk, therefore."

CHAPTER XV.

Endnote 25. (1) "That s�mple obed�ence �s the path of salvat�on." (2) In
other words, �t �s enough for salvat�on or blessedness, that we should
embrace the D�v�ne decrees as laws or commands; there �s no need to
conce�ve them as eternal truths. (3) Th�s can be taught us by Revelat�on, not
Reason, as appears from the demonstrat�ons g�ven �n Chapter IV.
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