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CHAPTER XI -AN INQUIRY
WHETHER THEAPOSTLESWROTE
THEIREPISTLESASAPOSTLESAND
PROPHETS ORMERELY ASTEACH-

ERS AND AN EXPLANATION OF
WHAT ISMEANT 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 revelation, but only, at rareintervals, aswe showed
at the end of Chap. I., we may fairly inquire whether the
Apostleswrotetheir Epistlesas prophets, by revelation and
express mandate, as Moses, Jeremiah, and others did, or
whether only asprivateindividualsor teachers, especially as
Paul, in Corinthiansxiv:6, mentionstwo sortsof preaching.

(2) If we examinethe style of the Epistles, we shall find it
totally different from that employed by the prophets.

(3) The prophetsare continually asserting that they speak by
the command of God: “ThussaiththeLord,” “The Lord of
hostssaith,” “ The command of theLord,” &c.; andthiswas
their habit not only in assembliesof the prophets, but alsoin
their epistlescontaining revelaions, asgppearsfromtheepistie
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of Elijah to Jehoram, 2 Chron. xxi:12, which begins, “ Thus
saiththeLord.”

(4) Inthe Apostolic Epistleswefind nothing of the sort.

(5) Contrariwise, in1 Cor. vii:40 Paul speaksaccordingtohis
own opinion and in many passageswe come across doubtful
and perplexed phrase; such as, “Wethink, therefore,” Rom.
i1i:28; “Now | think,” [Endnote 24], Rom. viii:18, and soon.

(6) Besidesthese, other expressonsare met with very differ-
ent from those used by the prophets.

(7) Forinstance, 1 Cor. vii:6, “But | speak thisby permission,
not by commandment;” “I givemy judgment asonethat hath
obtained mercy of theLordto befaithful” (1 Cor. vii:25), and
S0 oninmany other passages.

(8) We must also remark that in the aforesaid chapter the
Apostle saysthat when he states that he has or has not the
precept or commandment of God, he does not mean the pre-
cept or commandment of God revealed to himself, but only
thewordsuttered by Christ in His Sermon onthe Mount.

(9) Furthermore, if we examine the manner in which the
Apostlesgiveout evangelica doctrine, wesha | seethat it dif-
fersmaterialy from the method adopted by the prophets.

(10) The Apostleseverywherereason asif they werearguing
rather than prophesying; the prophecies, on the other hand,
contain only dogmas and commands.

(11) God isthereinintroduced not as speaking to reason, but
asissuing decreesby Hisabsolutefiat.

(12) Theauthority of the prophets does not submit to discus-
sion, for whosoever wishestofind rationa ground for hisar-
guments, by that very wish submitsthemto everyone sprivate

judgmen.

(13) ThisPaul, inasmuch as he usesreason, appearsto have
done, for he saysin 1 Cor. x:15, “1 speak as to wise men,
judgeyewhat | say.”

(14) The prophets, aswe showed at theend of Chapter 1., did
not percelvewhat wasrevealed by virtueof their natural rea-
son, and though there are certain passagesin the Pentateuch
which seem to be apped stoinduction, they turn out, on nearer
examination, to be nothing but peremptory commands.

(15) For instance, when Moses says, Deut. xxxi:27, “ Behold,
whilel amyet alivewithyou, thisday ye havebeenrebellious
against the L ord; and how much more after my death,” we
must by no means conclude that M oseswished to convince
thelsradlitesby reason that they would necessarily fall away
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from theworship of the Lord after hisdesth; for the argument
would havebeenfd se, as Scriptureitself shows: thelsraglites
continued faithful during thelivesof Joshuaandtheelders, and
afterwardsduring thetime of Samuel, David, and Solomon.

(16) Therefore the words of Moses are merely amoral in-
junction, inwhich he predictsrhetoricaly thefuture backdid-
ing of the people so astoimpressit vividly ontheir imagina-
tion.

(17) | say that Moses spoke of himself in order tolend likeli-
hood to his prediction, and not as a prophet by revelation,
becausein verse 21 of the same chapter wearetold that God
reved ed the samething to M osesin different words, and there
was no need to make M oses certain by argument of God's
prediction and decree; it was only necessary that it should be
vividly impressed on hisimagination, and this could not be
better accomplished than by imagining the existing contumacy
of the people, of which he had had frequent experience, as
likely to extend into thefuture.

(18) All theargumentsemployed by Mosesinthefive books
areto beunderstood in asimilar manner; they arenot drawn
fromthearmoury of reason, but are merely, modesof expres-
soncaculated toingtil with efficacy, and present vividly tothe
imagination thecommandsof God.

(19) However, | do not wish absol utely to deny that the proph-
etsever argued fromrevelation; | only maintainthet the prophets
made more | egitimate use of argument in proportion astheir
knowledge approached more nearly to ordinary knowledge,
and by thisweknow that they possessed aknowledge above
theordinary, inasmuch asthey proclaimed absol ute dogmas,
decrees, or judgments.

(20) ThusM oses, the chief of the prophets, never used legiti-
mate argument, and, on the other hand, thelong deductions
and arguments of Paul, such aswefindinthe Epistleto the
Romans, arein nowisewritten from supernatural revelation.

(21) Themodes of expression and discourse adopted by the
Apostlesinthe Epistles, show very clearly that thelatter were
not written by revelation and Divine command, but merely by
the natural powersand judgment of theauthors.

(22) They consistin brotherly admonitionsand courteous ex-
pressions such aswould never be employed in prophecy, as
for instance, Paul’ sexcusein Romansxv:15, “1 havewritten
themoreboldly unto you in somesort, my brethren.”

(23) Wemay arrive at the same conclusion from observing
that wenever read that the A postleswere commanded towrite,
but only that they went everywhere preaching, and confirmed
their wordswith signs.
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(24) Their personal presenceand signswere absolutely nec-
essary for the conversion and establishment inreligion of the
Gentiles; asPaul himsdlf expresdy statesinRom. i:11, “But |
long to seeyou, that | may impart to you some spiritual gift, to
theend that ye may be established.”

(25) It may be objected that wemight provein smilar fashion
that the Apostlesdid not preach as prophets, for they did not
goto particular places, asthe prophetsdid, by the command
of God.

(26) Weread inthe Old Testament that Jonah went to Nineveh
to preach, and at the same time that he was expressly sent
there, and told that he most preach.

(27) So dsoitisrelated, at great length, of Moses that he
went to Egypt asthe messenger of God, and wastold at the
sametimewhat he should say to thechildren of Isragl andto
king Pharaoh, and what wonders he should work beforethem
to givecredit to hiswords.

(28) Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel wereexpresdy commanded
to preachtothelsradlites. Lastly, the prophetsonly preached
what weare assured by Scripturethey had received from God,
whereasthisishardly ever said of the Apostlesin the New
Testament, when they went about to preach.

(29) Onthe contrary, wefind passagesexpresdy implying that
the Apostles chose the placeswhere they should preach on
their ownresponsbility, for therewasadifferenceamounting
toaquarrel between Paul and Barnabas on the subject (Acts
xv:37, 38).

(30) Often they wished to go to aplace, but were prevented,
asPaul writes, Rom. i:13, “ Oftentimes| purposed to cometo
you, but waslet hitherto;” andin| Cor. xvi:12, “ Astouching
our brother Apollos, | greatly desired him to come unto you
with the brethren, but hiswill wasnot at all to comeat this
time: but hewill comewhen heshdl have convenient time.”

(31) From theseexpress onsand differences of opinionamong
the Apostles, and a so from thefact that Scripture nowhere
testifiesof them, as of the ancient prophets, that they went by
thecommand of God, onemight concludethat they preached
aswell aswroteinther capacity of teachers, and not asproph-
ets. but thequestioniseasily solved if weobservethediffer-
ence between the mission of an Apostle and that of an Old
Testament prophet.

(32) Thelatter werenot called to preach and prophesy to all
nations, but to certain specified ones, and therefore an ex-
pressand peculiar mandate wasrequired for each of them; the
Apostles, ontheother hand, were called to preachtoal men
absolutely, andtoturnal mentoreligion.
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(33) Therefore, whithersoever they went, they werefulfilling
Christ’scommandment; therewasno need to reveal to them
beforehand what they should preach, for they werethedis-
ciplesof Chrisgtowhomtheir Master Himsdlf said (Matt. X:19,
20): “But, when they deliver you up, take no thought how or
what ye shall speak, for it shal begivenyouinthat same hour
what yeshall speak.”

(34) Wetherefore conclude that the Apostleswere only in-
debted to specid revelationinwhat they oraly preached and
confirmed by sgns(seethebeginning of Chap. 11.); that which
they taught in speaking or writing without any confirmatory
signsand wondersthey taught from their natural knowledge.
(Seel Cor. xiv:6.)

(35) We need not be deterred by thefact that all the Epistles
begin by citing the imprimatur of the Apostleship, for the
Apostles, asl will shortly show, were granted, not only the
faculty of prophecy, but a so theauthority to teach.

(36) Wemay therefore admit that they wrotetheir Epistlesas
Apostles, and for thiscause every oneof them began by citing
the Apostolicimprimatur, possibly with aview to theattention
of thereader by asserting that they were the personswho had
made such mark among thefaithful by their preaching, and
had shown bv many marvel ousworksthat they wereteaching
truerdigionandtheway of salvation.

(37) | observethat what issaid inthe Epistleswith regard to
the Apostolic vocation and the Holy Spirit of God whichin-
spiredthem, hasreferenceto their former preaching, exceptin
those passageswhere the expressions of the Spirit of God and
theHoly Spirit are used to signify amind pure, upright, and
devoted to God.

(38) For instance, in 1 Cor. vii:40, Paul says: But sheishap-
pier if sheso abide, after my judgment, and | think alsothat |
havethe Spirit of God.”

(39) By the Spirit of God the Apostle hererefersto hismind,
aswemay seefromthecontext: hismeaningisasfollows: “I
account blessed awidow who does not wish to marry asec-
ond husband; such ismy opinion, for | have settled to live
unmarried, and | think that | am blessed.”

(40) Thereare other ssimilar passageswhich | need not now
quote.

(41) Aswe have seen that the Apostleswrotetheir Epistles
solely by thelight of natural reason, we must inquire how they
were enabled to teach by natural knowledge mattersoutside
itsscope.

(42) However, if webear inmind what wesaidin Chap. VI1.
of thistreatise our difficulty will vanish: for although the con-
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tentsof the Bibleentirely surpassour understanding, we may
safely discourse of them, provided weassumenothing not told
usin Scripture: by the same method the A postles, from what
they saw and heard, and from what was revealed to them,
were enabled toform and dicit many conclusionswhichthey
would have been ableto teach to men had it been permissible.

(43) Further, although religion, as preached by the Apostles,
doesnot comewithinthe sphere of reason, in sofar asit con-
gstsinthenarration of thelifeof Chrigt, yet itsessence, which
ischiefly mord, likethewholeof Christ’sdoctrine, canreadily,
be apprehended by the natural facultiesof al.

(44) Lastly, the Apostleshad nolack of supernaturd illumina-
tion for the purpose of adapting thereligion they had attested
by signsto the understanding of everyone so that it might be
readily received; nor for exhortationson the subject: infact,
the object of the Epistlesisto teach and exhort mento lead
that manner of lifewhich each of the Apostlesjudged best for
confirmingtheminreligion.

(45) Wemay hererepesat our former remark, that the Apostles
had received not only thefaculty of preaching the history, of
Christ as prophets, and confirming it with signs, but also au-
thority for teaching and exhorting according as each thought
best.

(46) Paul (27Tim. i:11), “Whereunto | am appointed apreacher,
and an apostle, and ateacher of the Gentiles;” and again (I
Tim.ii:7), “Whereunto | am ordained apreacher and anapostie
(I speak thetruthiin Christ and lie not), ateacher of the Gen-
tilesinfaithand verity.”

(47) These passages, | say, show clearly the stamp both of the
gpostleship and theteachership: theauthority for admonishing
whomsoever and wheresoever he pleased isasserted by Paul
inthe Epistleto Philemon, v:8: “Wherefore, though | might be
much boldin Christ to enjoin thee that which is convenient,
yet,” &c., wherewe may remark that if Paul had received
from God as aprophet what he wished to enjoin Philemon,
and had been bound to speak in his prophetic capacity, he
would not have been ableto changethe command of Godinto
entresties.

(48) Wemust therefore understand himto refer tothe permis-
sionto admonish which he had received asateacher, and not
asaprophet.

(49) We have not yet made it quite clear that the Apostles
might each choose hisown way of teaching, but only that by
virtueof their Apostleship they wereteachersaswell asproph-
ets, however, if wecall reasonto our aid weshall clearly see
that an authority toteachimpliesauthority to choosethemethod.
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(50) It will neverthel essbe, perhaps, more sati Sfactory to draw
all our proofsfrom Scripture; we arethere plainly told that
each Apostlechosehisparticular method (Rom. xv: 20): “Yea,
so havel strived to preach the gospel, not where Christ was
named, lest | should build upon another man’sfoundation.”

(52) If all the Apostleshad adopted the same method of teach-
ing, and had dl built upthe Chrigtian religion onthe samefoun-
dation, Paul would have had no reasonto call thework of a
fellow-Apostle* another man’sfoundation,” inasmuch asit
would have beenidentica with hisown: hiscalingit another
man’sproved that each Apostlebuilt up hisrdligiousinstruc-
tion on different foundations, thusresembling other teachers
who have each their own method, and prefer instructing quite
ignorant peoplewho have never learnt under another master,
whether the subject be science, languages, or eventheindis-
putabletruthsof mathematics.

(52) Furthermore, if we go through the Epistlesat al atten-
tively, we shall seethat the Apostles, whileagreeing about re-
ligionitsalf, areat variance asto thefoundationsit restson.

(53) Paul, in order to strengthen men’sreligion, and show them
that salvation depends solely on the grace of God, teaches
that no one can boast of works, but only of faith, and that no
one can be justified by works (Rom. iii:27,28); in fact, he
preachesthe complete doctrine of predestination.

10

(54) James, onthe other hand, statesthat manisjustified by
works, and not by faithonly (seehisEpistle, ii:24), and omit-
ting al thedisputationsof Paul, confinesreligiontoavery few
elements,

(55) Ladtly, itisindisputablethat from these different ground;
for religion selected by the Apostles, many quarrdsand schisms
distracted the Church, evenintheearliest times, and doubtless
they will continuesotodistractit for ever, or at least till reli-
gionisseparated from philasophica speculations, and reduced
to thefew smpledoctrinestaught by Christ to Hisdisciples;
such atask wasimposs blefor the Apostles, becausethe Gos-
pel wasthen unknown to mankind, and lest itsnovelty should
offend men’searsit had to be adapted to the disposition of
contemporaries(2 Cor. ix:19, 20), and built up on the ground-
work most familiar and accepted at thetime.

(56) Thusnoneof the Apostles philosophized morethan did
Paul, who was called to preach to the Gentiles; other Apostles
preaching to the Jews, who despised philosophy, similarly,
adapted themsealvesto thetemper of their hearers(see Gal. ii.
11), and preached ardigionfreefromall philosophica specu-
lations.

(57) How blest would our agebeif it could witnessareligion
freed dsofromal thetrammelsof supergtition!
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CHAPTER XII -OF THE TRUE
ORIGINAL OF THEDIVINE LAWY,
AND WHEREFORE SCRIPTUREIS
CALLED SACRED, AND THE
WORD OF GOD. HOW THAT, IN SO
FARASIT CONTAINSTHEWORD
OFGOD, ITHASCOMEDOWN TO
USUNCORRUPTED.

(1) Thosewho look upon the Bible asamessage sent down
by God from Heavento men, will doubtlesscry out that | have
committed the sin against the Holy Ghost because | haveas-
serted that theWord of Godisfaulty, mutilated, tampered with,
and incons stent; that we possessit only infragments, and that
theoriginal of the covenant which God made with the Jews
hasbeenlost.

(2) However, | have no doubt that alittlereflectionwill cause
themto desist from their uproar: for not only reason but the
expressed opinionsof prophetsand apostlesopenly proclaim
that God' s eternal Word and covenant, no lessthan truereli-
gion, isDivindy inscribed inhuman hearts, that is, inthehuman
mind, and that thisisthe true original of God’s covenant,
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stamped with Hisown sedl, namely, theideaof Himsdlf, asit
were, with theimage of His Godhood.

(3) Religion wasimparted to the early Hebrewsasalaw writ-
ten down, becausethey were at that timein the condition of
children, but afterwards M oses (Deut. xxx:6) and Jeremiah
(xxxi:33) predicted atime comingwhentheLord should write
Hislaw intheir hearts.

(4) Thusonly the Jews, and amongst them chiefly the Sadducees,
struggled for thelaw written on tablets; least of all need those
who bear itinscribed ontheir heartsjoininthe contest.

(5) Those, therefore, who reflect, will find nothing inwhat |
have written repugnant either to the Word of God or totrue
religion and faith, or calcul ated to weaken either one or the
other: contrariwise, they will seethat | have strengthened
religion, as| showed at the end of Chapter X.; indeed, had it
not been so, | should certainly have decided to hold my peace,
nay, | would even have asserted asaway out of all difficul-
tiesthat the Bible containsthe most profound hidden mys-
teries; however, asthisdoctrine has given rise to gross su-
perstition and other perniciousresults spoken of at the be-
ginning of Chapter V., | havethought such acourse unneces-
sary, especially asreligion standsin no need of superstitious
adornments, but is, on the contrary, deprived by such trap-
pings of some of her splendour.
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(6) Still, itwill besaid, though thelaw of Godiswritteninthe
heart, the Bibleisnonethelessthe Word of God, anditisno
morelawful to say of Scripturethan of God’'sWordthatitis
mutilated and corrupted.

(7) | fear that such objectorsare too anxiousto be pious, and
that they arein danger of turning religioninto superstition, and
worshipping paper and ink in place of God'sWord.

(8) I am certified of thusmuch: | have said nothing unworthy of
Scriptureor God'sWord, and | have made no assertionswhich
| could not prove by most plain argument to betrue.

(9) | can, therefore, rest assured that | have advanced nothing
whichisimpiousor even savoursof impiety.

(10) fromwhat | have said, assumealicenceto sin, and with-
out any reason, at | confessthat some profane men, towhom
religionisaburden, may, thesmpledictatesof their lustscon-
cludethat Scriptureiseverywherefaulty andfasfied, and that
thereforeitsauthority isnull; but such men are beyond the
reach of help, for nothing, astheproverb hasit, canbesaid so
rightly that it cannot betwisted into wrong.

(12) Thosewhowishtogivereintother lustsareat noloss
for an excuse, nor were those men of old who possessed the
original Scriptures, theark of the covenant, nay, the prophets

12

and apostlesin person among them, any better than the people
of to-day.

(12) Human nature, Jew aswell as Gentile, has always been
thesame, and in every agevirtue hasbeen exceedingly rare.

(13) Nevertheless, toremoveevery scruple, | will here show
in what sense the Bible or any inanimate thing should be
called sacred and Divine; also wherein thelaw of God con-
sists, and how it cannot be contained in acertain number of
books; and, lastly, | will show that Scripture, insofar asit
teacheswhat isnecessary for obedience and salvation, can-
not have been corrupted.

(14) Fromthese condderationseveryonewill beabletojudge
that | have neither said anything against the Word of God nor
givenany footholdtoimpiety.

(15) A thingiscalled sacred and Divinewhenitisdesigned for
promoting piety, and continuessacred solong asitisreligioudy
used: if the users cease to be pious, the thing ceasesto be
sacred: if it beturned to base uses, that which wasformerly
sacred becomesunclean and profane.

(16) For instance, acertain spot was named by the patriarch
Jacob the house of God, because he worshipped God there
revealed to him: by the prophetsthe same spot wascalled the
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house of iniquity (see Amosv:5, and Hoseax:5), becausethe
|sraeliteswerewont, at theinstigation of Jeroboam, to sacri-
ficetheretoidoals.

(17) Another example putsthe matter inthe plainest light.

(18) Wordsgaintheir meaning solely fromtheir usage, and if
they arearranged according to their accepted signification so
asto move those who read them to devotion, they will be-
come sacred, and the book so written will be sacred also.

(29) But if their usage afterwards dies out so that thewords
have no meaning, or the book becomes utterly neglected,
whether from unworthy motives, or becauseitisno longer
needed, then the words and the book will lose both their use
andtheir sanctity: lastly, if these samewordsbe otherwisear-
ranged, or if their customary meaning becomes pervertedinto
itsopposite, then both thewordsand the book containing them
become, instead of sacred, impure and profane.

(20) Fromthisit followsthat nothingisinitself absolutely sa-
cred, or profane, and unclean, apart from the mind, but only
relatively thereto.

(21) Thusmuchisclear frommany passagesintheBible.

(22) Jeremiah (to select one case out of many) says (chap.

13

vii:4), that the Jawsof histimewerewrongincaling Solomon's
Temple, the Temple of God, for, ashegoesonto say inthe
same chapter, God’' snamewould only begiventothe Temple
solong asit wasfrequented by men who worshipped Him,
and defended justice, but that, if it becametheresort of mur-
derers, thieves, idolaters, and other wicked persons, it would
beturnedinto aden of malefactors.

(23) Scripture, curiously enough, nowheretellsuswhat be-
came of the Ark of the Covenant, though thereisno doubt
that it was destroyed, or burnt together with the Temple; yet
there was nothing which the Hebrews considered more sa-
cred, or heldingreater reverence.

(24) Thus Scriptureissacred, and itswords Divinesolong as
it stirsmankind to devotion towards God: but if it be utterly
neglected, asit formerly was by the Jews, it becomes nothing
but paper and ink, and isleft to be desecrated or corrupted:
till, though Scripture be thus corrupted or destroyed, we must
not say that the Word of God has suffered in like manner, else
we shall belike the Jews, who said that the Temple which
would then bethe Temple of God had perished in theflames.

(25) Jeremiah tellsusthisin respect to the law, for hethus
chidesthe ungodly of histime, “Wherefore, say youweare
masters, and thelaw of theLordiswith us?



A Theologico-Politica Treatise—Part Three

(26) Surdly it hasbeengiveninvain, itisinvainthat the pen of
thescribes” (hasbeen made) —that is, you say falsaly that the
Scriptureisinyour power, and that you possessthe law of
God; for ye have madeit of none effect.

(27) So dso, when Mosesbrokethefirst tables of thelaw, he
did not by any means cast the Word of God from hishandsin
anger and shatter it —such an action would beinconceivable,
either of Mosesor of God'sWord—heonly brokethetables
of stone, which, though they had before been holy from con-
taining the covenant wherewith the Jews had bound themsdlves
inobedienceto God, had entirely lost their sanctity when the
covenant had been violated by the worship of the calf, and
were, therefore, asliableto perish asthe ark of the covenant.

(28) It isthusscarcely to bewondered at, that the original
documentsof Mosesareno longer extant, nor that the books
we possess met with the fate we have described, whenwe
congder that thetrueorigind of the Divine covenant, themost
sacred object of al, hastotally perished.

(29) Let them cease, therefore, who accuse usof impiety, in-
asmuch as we have said nothing against the Word of God,
neither havewe corrupted it, but let them keep their anger, if
they would wresk it justly, for the ancientswhose maicedes-
ecrated the Ark, the Temple, and the Law of God, and all that
was held sacred, subjecting themto corruption.

14

(30) Furthermore, if, according to the saying of the Apostlein
2 Cor. iii:3, they possessed “the Epistle of Christ, written not
withink, but with the Spirit of theliving God, not in tables of
stone, but inthefleshy tablesof the heart,” let them ceaseto
worship theletter, and be so anxious concerningit.

(31) I think I havenow sufficiently showninwhat respect Scrip-
ture should be accounted sacred and Divine; we may now see
what should rightly be understood by the expression, theWord
of theLord; debar (theHebrew origind) sgnifiesword, speech,
command, and thing.

(32) Thecausesfor which athingisin Hebrew said to be of
God, or isreferred to Him, have been dready detailed in Chap.
., and we can therefrom easily gather what meaning Scripture
attachesto the phrases, the word, the speech, the command,
or thething of God.

(33) I need not, therefore, repeat what | there said, nor what
was shown under thethird head in the chapter on miracles.

(34) Itisenoughto mentiontherepetition for the better under-
standing of what | am about to say —viz., that the Word of the
Lordwhenit hasreferenceto anyone but God Himself, signi-
fiesthat Divinelaw treated of in Chap. IV.; in other words,
religion, universal and catholic to thewhole humanrace, as
Isaiah describesit (chap. i:10), teaching that the true way of
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lifeconsgts, not in ceremonies, but in charity, and atrue heart,
and calingitindifferently God'sLaw and God'sWord.

(35) Theexpressionisaso used metaphorically for the order
of natureand destiny (which, indeed, actually depend and fol-
low from the eternal mandate of the Divine nature), and espe-
cially for such parts of such order aswere foreseen by the
prophets, for the prophetsdid not perceivefutureeventsas
the result of natural causes, but asthe fiats and decrees of
God.

(36) Lastly, itisemployed for thecommand of any prophet, in
sofar ashe had perceived it by hispeculiar faculty or pro-
pheticgift, and not by thenaturd light of reason; thisusesprings
chiefly fromtheusua prophetic conception of God asalegis-
lator, whichweremarkedin Chap. V.

(37) Thereare, then, three causesfor the Bible'sbeing called
the Word of God: becauseit teachestruereligion, of which
Godistheeternal Founder; becauseit narrates predictions of
future events asthough they were decreesof God; becauseits
actual authorsgeneraly perceived thingsnot by their ordinary
natural faculties, but by apower peculiar to themselves, and
introduced these things perceived, astold them by God.

(37) Although Scripture containsmuch that ismerdly historica
and can be perceived by natural reason, yet itsnameisac-
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quired fromitschief subject matter.

(38) We can thus easily see how God can be said to be the
Author of theBible: it isbecause of thetruereligion therein
contai ned, and not because Hewished to communicateto men
acertain number of books.

(39) Wecan dsolearnfrom hencethereasonfor thedivision
into Old and New Testament.

(40) 1t was made because the prophetswho preached religion
before Christ, preached it asanational law in virtue of the
covenant entered into under M oses; whilethe Apostleswho
cameafter Chrigt, preachedittoal menasauniversd religion
solely invirtueof Chrigt’sPassion: thecausefor thedivisonis
not that the two partsare different in doctrine, nor that they
werewritten asoriginalsof the covenant, nor, lastly, that the
catholicreligion (whichisin entire harmony with our nature)
was new except in relation to thosewho had not knownit: * it
wasintheworld,” asJohnthe Evangdist says, “ andtheworld
knew it not.”

(41) Thus, even if we had fewer books of the Old and New
Testament than we have, we should still not bedeprived of the
Word of God (which, aswehave said, isidentical withtrue
religion), even as we do not now hold ourselvesto be de-
prived of it, thoughwelack many cardina writingssuch asthe
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Book of theLaw, whichwasrdigioudy guardedinthe Temple
astheoriginal of the Covenant, also the Book of Wars, the
Book of Chronicles, and many others, from whencetheextant
Old Testament wastaken and compiled.

(42) The above conclusion may be supported by many rea-
sons.

(43) 1. Becausethe books of both Testamentswere not writ-
ten by expresscommand at one placefor all ages, but area
fortuitouscollection of theworksof men, writing each ashis
period and disposition dictated.

(44) Somuchisclearly shown by thecall of the prophetswho
were bade to admonishtheungodly of their time, and also by
the Apostolic Epistles.

(45) I1. Becauseit isonething to understand the meaning of
Scripture and the prophets, and quite another thing to under-
stand themeaning of God, or theactual truth.

(46) Thisfollows from what we said in Chap. I1. (47) We
showed, inChap. V1., that it applied to historic narratives, and
tomiracles: butit by no meansappliesto questionsconcerning
truereligionandvirtue.

(48) I11. Because the books of the Old Testament were se-
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lected from many, and were collected and sanctioned by a
council of the Pharisees, aswe showed in Chap. X.

(49) Thebooksof the New Testament were also chosen from
many by councilswhich reected as spuriousother booksheld
sacred by many.

(50) But these councils, both Phariseeand Chrigtian, werenot
composed of prophets, but only of learned men and teachers.

(52) Still, wemust grant that they wereguided intheir choice
by aregard for the Word of God ; and they must, therefore,
have known what thelaw of God was.

(52) IV. Because the Apostleswrote not as prophets, but as
teachers (seelast Chapter), and chose whatever method they
thought best adapted for those whom they addressed: and
consequently, there are many thingsin the Epistles (aswe
showed at the end of thelast Chapter) which are not neces-
sary tosavation.

(53) V. Lastly, becausetherearefour Evangelistsinthe New
Testament, anditisscarcely crediblethat God can have de-
signedto narratethelifeof Christ four timesover, and to com-
municateit thusto mankind.

(54) For though there are some detailsrelated in one Gospel
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which arenot in another, and one often hel psusto understand
another, we cannot thence concludethat al that isset downis
of vital importanceto us, and that God chosethefour Evange-
listsin order that thelife of Christ might be better understood;
for each one preached hisGospel in aseparatelocdlity, each
wroteit down ashepreachedit, in smplelanguage, in order
that the history of Christ might be clearly told, not with any
view of explaining hisfellow-Evangdigs

(55) If there are some passageswhi ch can be better, and more
easly understood by comparing thevariousversons, they are
theresult of chance, and are not numerous: their continuance
inobscurity would haveimpaired neither the clearness of the
narrative nor the blessedness of mankind.

(56) We have now shown that Scripture can only becalled the
Word of Godin sofar asit affectsreligion, or the Divinelaw;
wemust now point out that, in respect to these questions, itis
neither faulty, tampered with, nor corrupt.

(57) By faulty, tampered with, and corrupt, | here mean writ-
ten soincorrectly, that the meaning cannot bearrived at by a
study of thelanguage, nor from the authority of Scripture.

(58) I will not goto suchlengthsasto say that the Bible, inso
far asit containsthe Divinelaw, hasadways preserved thesame
vowel-points, the sameletters, or thesamewords(l leavethis
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to be proved by, the M assoretes and other worshippersof the
letter), | only, maintain that the meaning by, which alonean
utteranceisentitled to becalled Divine, hascomedownto us
uncorrupted, even though the origina wording may have been
more often changed than we suppose.

(59) Such alterations, as| have said above, detract nothing
fromthe Divinity of theBible, for the Biblewould have been
nolessDivinehad it beenwrittenindifferent wordsor adiffer-

ent language.

(60) That the Divinelaw hasin this sense come downto us
uncorrupted, isan assertion which admitsof no dispute.

(61) For fromtheBibleitself welearn, without the smallest
difficulty or ambiguity,, that itscardind preceptis Tolove God
aboveall things, and one'sneighbour asone’ssaif.

(62) This cannot be a spurious passage, nor due to ahasty
and mistaken scribe, for if the Biblehad ever put forth adiffer-
ent doctrineit would have had to changethewholeof itsteach-
ing, for thisisthe corner-stoneof religion, without whichthe
wholefabricwouldfall headlong to theground.

(63) The Biblewould not bethework we have been examin-
ing, but something quitedifferent.
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(64) Weremain, then, unshakenin our belief that thishasa -
way's been the doctrine of Scripture, and, consequently, that
no error sufficient to vitiateit can have crept inwithout being
instantly, observed by all; nor can anyone have succeeded in
tampering withit and escaped the discovery of hismalice.

(65) Asthiscorner-stoneisintact, wemust perforceadmit the
same of whatever other passages areindisputably dependent
onit, and arealso fundamental, as, for instance, that aGod
exists, that Heforeseesall things, that Heis Almighty, that by
Hisdecreethe good prosper and thewicked cometo naught,
and, finally, that our sal vation depends solely on Hisgrace.

(66) These are doctrines which Scripture plainly teaches
throughout, and which it isbound to teach, elseall therest
would be empty and baseless; nor can we be less positive
about other moral doctrines, which plainly arebuilt uponthis
universal foundation—for instance, to uphold justice, toaid
theweak, to do no murder, to covet no man’sgoods, &cC.

(67) Precepts, | repeat, such asthese, human maliceand the
lapse of agesarealike powerlessto destroy, for if any part of
them perished, itslosswould immediately be supplied from
thefundamental principle, especialy thedoctrine of charity,
whichiseverywherein both Testamentsextolled abovedl oth-
ers.
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(68) Moreover, thoughit betruethat thereisno conceivable
crimeso heinousthat it hasnever been committed, il thereis
no onewho would attempt in excusefor hiscrimesto destroy,
thelaw, or introduce animpiousdoctrineinthe place of what
iseternal and salutary; men’snatureisso constituted that ev-
eryone (be he king or subject) who has committed a base
action, triesto deck out hisconduct with spurious excuses, till
he seemsto have done nothing but what isjust and right.

(69) Wemay conclude, therefore, that thewhole Divinelaw,
astaught by Scripture, has come down to usuncorrupted.

(70) Besidesthisthereare certain factswhichwemay be sure
have been transmitted in good faith.

(71) For instance, the main facts of Hebrew history, which
wereperfectly well knownto everyone.

(72) The Jewish peoplewere accustomed in former timesto
chant theancient history of their nationin psalms.

(73) Themain facts, also, of Christ’slife and passion were
immedi ately spread abroad through thewhole Roman empire.

(74) Itisthereforescarcely credible, unlessnearly everybody,
consented thereto, which we cannot suppose, that successive
generations have handed down the broad outline of the Gos-
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pel narrative otherwisethan asthey receivedit.

(74) Whatsoever, therefore, isspuriousor faulty can only have
referenceto details— some circumstancesin oneor the other
history or prophecy designed to stir the peopleto greater de-
votion; or in somemiracle, with aview of confounding phi-
losophers; or, lastly, in specul ative matters after they had be-
comemixed up with religion, so that someindividua might
prop up hisowninventionswith apretext of Divineauthority.

(75) But such mattershavelittleto dowith salvation, whether
they be corrupted littleor much, as1 will show indetail inthe
next chapter, though | think the question sufficiently plainfrom
what | have said aready, especialy in Chapter I1.
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CHAPTER X1 —-IT ISSHOWN
THAT SCRIPTURE TEACHES
ONLY VERY SIMPLE DOC-
TRINES, SUCH AS SUFFICE FOR
RIGHT CONDUCT.

(1) Inthe second chapter of thistreatise we pointed out that
the prophetsweregifted with extraordinary powersof imagi-
nation, but not of understanding; also that God only revealed
tothem suchthingsasarevery smple—not philosophic mys-
teries, —and that He adapted Hiscommunicationsto their pre-
viousopinions.

(2) Wefurther showedin Chap. V. that Scriptureonly transmits
and teachestruthswhich can readily be comprehended by al;
not deducing and concatenating itsconclusonsfrom definitions
and axioms, but narrating quites mply, and confirming itsstate-
ments, withaview to inspiring belief, by an appeal to experi-
enceasexemplifiedinmiraclesand history, and setting forthits
truthsinthe style and phraseol ogy whichwould most gpped to
thepopular mind (cf. Chap. V1., third divison).

(3) Lastly, wedemonstrated in Chap. VI11. that thedifficulty
of understanding Scriptureliesinthelanguageonly, andnotin
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the abstruseness of theargument.

(4) Tothese considerationswe may add that the Prophetsdid
not preach only to thelearned, but to all Jews, without excep-
tion, while the Apostleswerewont to teach the gospel doc-
trinein churcheswheretherewere public meetings, whenceit
followsthat Scriptura doctrine containsno lofty speculations
nor philosophic reasoning, but only very smplematters, such
ascould beunderstood by thed owest intelligence.

(5) I am consequently lost inwonder at theingenuity of those
whom | havedready mentioned, who detect inthe Biblemys-
teries so profound that they cannot be explained in human lan-
guage, and who haveintroduced so many philosophic specu-
lationsinto religion that the Church seemslike an academy,
andreligion likeascience, or rather adispute.

(6) It isnot to bewondered at that men, who boast of pos-
sessing supernatura intelligence, should beunwillingtoyield
the palm of knowledgeto philosopherswho have only their
ordinary, faculties; still | should be surprisedif | found them
teaching any new speculative doctrine, which wasnot acom-
monplaceto those Gentile philosopherswhom, in spiteof all,
they stigmatizeashlind; for, if oneinquireswhat these myster-
ieslurking in Scripture may be, oneisconfronted with nothing
but thereflectionsof Plato or Aristotle, or thelike, whichit
would often be easier for anignorant man to dream than for
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the most accomplished scholar to wrest out of the Bible.

(7) However, | do not wish to affirm absolutely that Scripture
contains no doctrinesin the sphere of philosophy, for inthe
last chapter | pointed out some of the kind, asfundamental
principles; but | go sofar asto say that such doctrinesarevery
few andvery smple.

(8) Their precise natureand definition | will now set forth.

(9) Thetask will beeasy, for weknow that Scripture doesnot
am at imparting scientific knowledge, and, therefore, it de-
mandsfrom men nothing but obedience, and censures obsti-
nacy, but not ignorance.

(10) Furthermore, asobedienceto God consstssoldly inlove
to our neighbour —for whosoever loveth hisneighbour, asa
means of obeying God, hath, as St. Paul says (Rom. xiii:8),
fulfilled thelaw, —it followsthat no knowledgeiscommended
inthe Biblesavethat whichisnecessary for enablingdl mento
obey God inthe manner stated, and without which they would
becomerebdlious, or without the discipline of obedience.

(11) Other speculative questions, which have no direct bear-
ing on thisobject, or are concerned with the knowledge of
natural events, do not affect Scripture, and should beentirely
Separated fromreligion.
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(12) Now, though everyone, aswe have said, isnow quite
ableto seethistruth for himsalf, | should neverthelesswish,
considering that the whole of Religion dependsthereon, to
explaintheentirequestion moreaccurately and clearly.

(13) Tothisend | must first provethat theintellectua or accu-
rate knowledge of Godisnot agift, bestowed upon all good
men like obedience; and, further, that the knowledge of God,
required by Him through Hisprophetsfrom everyonewithout
exception, asneedful to beknown, isssmply aknowledge of
HisDivinejusticeand charity.

(14) Boththese pointsare easily proved from Scripture.

(15) Thefirg plainly followsfrom Exodusvi:2, whereGod, in
order to show the singular grace bestowed upon M oses, says
to him: “ And | appeared unto Abraham, unto I saac, and unto
Jacob by the name of El Sadai (A. V. God Almighty); but by
my name Jehovah was| not known to them” —for the better
understanding of which passagel may remark that El Sadai, in
Hebrew, signifiesthe God who suffices, inthat He givesto
every man that which sufficesfor him; and, although Sadai is
often used by itsdlf, to signify God, we cannot doubt that the
word El (God, { power, might} ) iseverywhere understood.

(16) Furthermore, we must notethat Jehovahistheonly word
found in Scripturewith the meaning of the absol ute essence of
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God, without referenceto created things.

(17) The Jews maintain, for thisreason, that thisis, strictly
speaking, the only name of God; that the rest of the words
used aremerely titles; and, in truth, the other names of God,
whether they be substantivesor adjectives, aremerely attribu-
tive, and belong to Him, in so far asHeis conceived of in
relation to created things, or manifested through them.

(18) ThusEl, or Eloah, signifies powerful, asiswell known,
and only appliesto God in respect to Hissupremacy, aswhen
wecall Paul an apostle; thefacultiesof hispower areset forth
inan accompanying adjective, asEl, great, awful, just, merci-
ful, &c., or elseall areunderstood at once by theuseof El in
the plural number, with asingular signification, an expression
frequently adopted in Scripture.

(19) Now, as God tells M osesthat He was not known to the
patriarchsby the name of Jehovah, it followsthat they were
not cognizant of any attribute of God which expressesHis
absol ute essence, but only of Hisdeedsand promisesthat is,
of Hispower, asmanifestedinvisiblethings.

(20) God does not thus speak to Mosesin order to accusethe
patriarchsof infidelity, but, on the contrary, asameansof ex-
tollingther belief and fath, inasmuch as, though they possessed
no extraordinary knowledge of God (such as Moses had),
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they yet accepted Hispromisesasfixed and certain; whereas
M oses, though histhoughts about God were more exalted,
neverthel ess doubted about the Divine promises, and com-
plained to God that, instead of the promised deliverance, the
prospectsof thel sraglites had darkened.

(21) Asthepatriarchsdid not know the distinctive name of
God, and as God mentionsthefact to Moses, in praise of their
faith and single-heartedness, and in contrast to the extraordi-
nary grace granted to Moses, it follows, aswe stated at firt,
that men are not bound by, decreeto have knowledge of the
attributes of God, such knowledge being only grantedto afew
of thefathful: itishardly worthwhileto quotefurther examples
from Scripture, for everyone must recogni zethat knowledge
of Godisnot equal among al good men.

(22) Moreover, aman cannot be ordered to bewise any more
than he can be orderedtoliveand exist.

(23) Men, women, and children aredl alikeableto obey by,
commandment, but not to bewise. If any tell usthat itisnot
necessary to understand the Divineattributes, but that we must
believethem smply, without proof, heisplainly, trifling.

(24) For what isinvisibleand can only, be perceived by the
mind, cannot be apprehended by any, other meansthan proofs;
if these are absent the obj ect remains ungrasped; the repeti-
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tion of what has been heard on such subjects no moreindi-
catesor attainsto their meaning than thewords of aparrot or
apuppet speaking without senseor signification.

(25) Beforel proceed | ought to explain how it comesthat we
areoften told in Genesisthat the patriarchs preached in the
name of Jehovah, thisbeingin plain contradiction to thetext
above quoted.

(26) A referenceto what wassaid in Chap. V111 will readily
explanthedifficulty.

(27) It wasthere shown that thewriter of the Pentateuch did
not always speak of thingsand placesby the namesthey bore
inthetimes of which hewaswriting, but by the names best
knownto hiscontemporaries.

(28) God isthussaidin the Pentateuch to have been preached
by the patriarchsunder the name of Jehovah, not becausesuch
wasthe name by which the patriarchsknew Him, but because
thisnamewasthe one most reverenced by the Jews.

(29) Thispoint, I say, must necessarily benoticed, for in Exo-
dusitisexpresdy stated that God was not knownto the patri-
archsby thisname; andin chap. iii:13, it issaid that Moses
desired to know the name of God.
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(30) Now, if thisname had been aready known it would have
been known to Moses.

(31) Wemust thereforedraw the conclusionindicated, namely,
that thefaithful patriarchsdid not know thisnameof God, and
that the knowledge of God isbestowed and not commanded
by the Deity.

(32) Itisnow timeto pass on to our second point, and show
that God through His prophets required from men no other
knowledgeof Himsalf thaniscontainedin aknowledgeof His
justiceand charity —that is, of attributeswhich acertain man-
ner of lifewill enablementoimitate.

(33) Jeremiah statesthisin so many words (xxii:15, 16): “ Did
not thy father eat, and drink, and do judgment and justice?
andthenitwaswell withhim.

(34) Hejudged the cause of the poor and needy; then it was
well with him: wasnot thisto know Me?saiththeLord.”

(35) Thewordsin chap. ix:24 of the samebook areequally,
Clear.

(36) “But let himthat glorieth glory inthis, that heunderstandeth
and knoweth Me, that | am the Lord which exerciseloving-
kindness, judgment, and righteousnessin theearth; for inthese
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things| delight, saiththeLord.”

(37) The samedoctrine maybe gathered from Exod. xxxiv:6,
where God revealed to Moses only, those of His attributes
whichdisplay the Divinejusticeand charity.

(38) Lastly, wemay call attention to apassagein Johnwhich
weshdl discussat morelength heregfter; the Apostleexplains
thenatureof God (inasmuch asno onehasbehe d Him) through
charity only, and concludesthat hewho possessescharity pos-
sesses, and invery, truth knows God.

(39) We have thus seen that M oses, Jeremiah, and John sum
upinavery short compassthe knowledge of God needful for
all, and that they stateit to consist in exactly what we said,
namely, that God issupremedly just, and supremely merciful —
inother words, the one perfect pattern of thetruelife.

(40) We may add that Scripture nowhere gives an express
definition of God, and does not point out any other of His
attributeswhich should be apprehended save these, nor does
itinset termspraiseany others.

(41) Whereforewe may draw the general conclusionthat an
intellectual knowledge of God, whichtakescognizanceof His
natureinsofar asit actualy is, and which cannot by any man-
ner of living beimitated by mankind or followed as an ex-
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ample, has no bearing whatever on truerulesof conduct, on
faith, or on reved ed religion; consequently that men may bein
complete error on the subject without incurring the charge of
ganfulness

(42) We need now no longer wonder that God adapted Him-
s f totheexisting opinionsand imaginations of the prophets,
or that thefaithful held different ideasof God, asweshowedin
Chap. I1.; or, again, that the sacred books speak very inaccu-
rately of God, attributing to Him hands, feet, eyes, ears, a
mind, and motion from one placeto another; or that they as-
cribeto Him emotions, such asjeaousy, mercy, &c., or, lastly,
that they describe Him asaJudgein heaven sitting on aroyal
thronewith Christ on Hisright hand.

(43) Such expressionsare adapted to the understanding of the
multitude, it being the object of the Bible to make men not
learned but obedient.

(44) Inspite of thisthe general run of theol ogians, whenthey
come upon any of these phraseswhichthey cannot rationa ly
harmonizewith the Divinenature, maintainthat they should be
interpreted metaphorically, passagesthey cannot understand
they say should beinterpreted literally.

(45) But if every expression of thiskindintheBibleisneces-
sarily to beinterpreted and understood metaphoricaly, Scrip-
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ture must have been written, not for the people and the un-
learned masses, but chiefly for accomplished expertsand phi-
losophers.

(46) If it wereindeed asinto hold piously and smply theideas
about God we havejust quoted, the prophets ought to have
been strictly on their guard against the use of such expres-
sions, seeing the weak-mindedness of the people, and ought,
ontheother hand, to have set forth first of al, duly and clearly,
those attributes of God which are needful to be understood.

(47) Thisthey have nowhere done; we cannot, therefore,
think that opinionstaken in themsel ves without respect to
actionsareeither piousor impious, but must maintainthat a
manispiousor impiousinhisbeliefsonly insofar asheis
thereby incited to obedience, or derivesfrom them licenseto
sinandrebel.

(48) If aman, by believing what istrue, becomesrebellious,
hiscreedisimpious, if by believingwhat isfalse he becomes
obedient, hiscreedispious, for the true knowledge of God
comesnot by commandment, but by Divinegift.

(49) God hasrequired nothing from man but aknowledge of
His Divinejustice and charity, and that not as necessary to
scientific accuracy, but to obedience.
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CHAPTERXIV —DEFINITIONSOF
FAITH, THEFAITH, AND THE
FOUNDATIONS OFFAITH, WHICH
ISONCE FORALL SEPARATED
FROM PHILOSOPHY.

(2) For atrueknowledge of faithitisaboveall things neces-
sary to understand that the Bible was adapted to theintelli-
gence, not only of the prophets, but aso of the diverse and
fickleJewishmultitude.

(2) Thiswill berecognized by all who giveany thought to the
subject, for they will seethat aperson who accepted promis-
cuoudy everythingin Scriptureasbeing theuniversal and ab-
soluteteaching of God, without accurately defining what was
adapted to the popular inteligence, wouldfinditimpossibleto
escgpe confounding the opinionsof themasseswiththeDivine
doctrines, praisng thejudgmentsand commentsof man asthe
teaching of God, and making awrong use of Scriptural au-
thority.

(3) Who, | say, doesnot perceivethat thisisthe chief reason
why so many sectariesteach contradictory opinionsasDivine
documents, and support their contentionswith numerous Scrip-
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tural texts, till it has passed in Belgium into aproverb, geen
ketter sonder |etter —no heretic without atext?

(4) The sacred bookswere not written by one man, nor for
the peopleof asingle period, but by many authorsof different
temperaments, a timesextending fromfirst tolast over nearly
two thousand years, and perhaps much longer.

(5) Wewill not, however, accuse the sectariesof impiety be-
causethey have adapted thewords of Scriptureto their own
opinions; it isthusthat these wordswere adapted to the un-
derstanding of themassesoriginally, and everyoneisat liberty
sototreat themif heseesthat he canthusobey God in matters
relating tojustice and charity withamorefull consent: but we
do accuse thosewho will not grant thisfreedomto their fel-
lows, but who persecute all who differ from them, asGod's
enemies, however honourableand virtuousbethair lives, while,
on the other hand, they cherish those who agree with them,
however foolish they may be, asGod'select.

(6) Such conduct isaswicked and dangerousto the state as
any that can be conceived.

(7) In order, therefore, to establish the limitsto which indi-
vidud freedom should extend, and to decidewhat persons, in
spiteof thediversity of their opinions, areto belooked upon
asthefaithful, wemust definefaithanditsessentials.
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(8) Thistask | hopeto accomplishinthe present chapter, and
asoto separatefaith from philosophy, whichisthechief amof
thewholetreatise.

(9) In order to proceed duly to the demonstration let usreca
pitulate the chief aimand object of Scripture; thiswill indicate
astandard by whichwemay definefaith.

(10) Wehave said in aformer chapter that the aim and object
of Scriptureisonly to teach obedience.

(11) Thusmuch, I think, no one can question.

(12) Who does not seethat both Testamentsare nothing else
but schoolsfor thisobject, and have neither of themany aim
beyond inspiring mankind with avol untary obedience?

(13) For (not to repeat what | said inthelast chapter) | will
remark that M osesdid not seek to convincethe Jewsby rea-
son, but bound them by acovenant, by oaths, and by confer-
ring benefits, further, hethreatened the people with punish-
ment if they should infringethelaw, and promised rewardsif
they should obey it.

(24) All these are not meansfor teaching knowledge, but for
ingpiring obedience.
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(15) Thedoctrine of the Gospelsenjoinsnothing but smple
faith, namely, to believein God and to honour Him, whichis
thesamething asto obey him.

(16) Thereisno occasionfor meto throw further light ona
guestionso plain by citing Scriptura textscommending obedi-
ence, such asmay befound in great numbersin both Testa-
ments.

(17) Moreover, the Bibleteachesvery clearly inagreat many
passages what everyone ought to do in order to obey God;
thewholeduty issummed up inloveto one sneighbour.

(18) It cannot, therefore, be denied that he who by God's
command loves hisneighbour ashimsdlf istruly obedient and
blessed according to the law, whereas he who hates his
neighbour or neglectshimisrebelliousand obstinate.

(19) Ladtly, itisplainto everyonethat the Biblewas not writ-
ten and disseminated only, for thelearned, but for men of ev-
ery ageand race; whereforewe may, rest assured that we are
not bound by Scriptural command to believeanything beyond
what isabsol utely necessary, for fulfillingitsmain precept.

(20) Thisprecept, then, istheonly sandard of thewhole Catho-
licfaith, and by it a onedl the dogmas needful to be believed
should be determined.
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(21) So much being abundantly manifest, asisalso thefact
that al other doctrinesof thefaith can belegitimately deduced
therefrom by reason alone, | leaveit to every manto decide
for himself how it comesto passthat so many divisionshave
ariseninthe Church: canit befromany other causethan those
suggested at the beginning of Chap. VI111.?

(22) It isthese same causeswhich compel meto explainthe
method of determining the dogmas of thefaith from thefoun-
dation we havediscovered, for if | neglected to do so, and put
thequestionon aregular basis, | might justly besaid to have
promised too lavishly, for that anyonemight, by my showing,
introduce any doctrinehelikedintoreligion, under the pretext
that it wasanecessary meansto obedience: especially would
thisbethe casein questionsrespecting the Divineattributes.

(23) In order, therefore, to set forth the whole matter me-
thodically, | will beginwith adefinition of faith, whichonthe
principleabovegiven, should beasfollows:-

(24) Faith consstsinaknowledge of God, without which obe-
dienceto Himwould beimpossible, and which the merefact
of obedienceto Himimplies.

(25) Thisdefinitionisso clear, and followsso plainly from
what we have already proved, that it needs no explanation.
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(26) Theconsequencesinvolvedthereinl will now briefly show.

(27) (1.) Faithisnot salutary initself, but only in respect tothe
obedienceitimplies, or asJamesputsitinhisEpistle, ii:17,
“Faithwithout worksisdead” (seethewhole of the chapter
quoted).

(28) (11.) Hewhoistruly obedient necessarily possessestrue
and saving faith; for if obedience be granted, faith must be
granted d 0, asthesame A postleexpressy saysinthesewords
(1i:18), “ Show methy faith without thy works, and | will show
theemy faith by my works.”

(29) Sodso John, | Ep. iv:7: “Everyonethat |lovethisborn of
God, and knoweth God: hethat loveth not, knoweth not God;
for Godislove.”

(30) From these texts, | repeat, it followsthat we can only
judgeamanfaithful or unfaithful by hisworks.

(31) If hisworksbegood, heisfaithful, however much his
doctrinesmay differ fromthose of therest of thefaithful: if his
worksbeevil, though hemay verbaly conform, heisunfaith-
ful.

(32) For obedienceimpliesfaith, and faith without worksis
dead.
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(33) John, inthe 13th verse of the chapter above quoted, ex-
pressly teachesthe samedoctrine: “Hereby,” hesays, “ know
wethat wedwell inHimand Hein us, because He hath given
usof HisSpirit,” i.e. love.

(34) He had said before that God islove, and therefore he
concludes (on hisown received principles), that whoso pos-
sesses|ove possessestruly the Spirit of God.

(35) As no one has beheld God he infers that no one has
knowledge or consciousness of God, except from love to-
wards hisneighbour, and al so that no one can have knowl -
edgeof any of God'sattributes, except thisof love, insofar as
we participatetherein.

(36) If theseargumentsarenot conclusive, they, at any rate,
show the A postle’ smeaning, but thewordsin chap. ii:3, 4, of
the same Epistle are much clearer, for they statein so many
wordsour precise contention: “ And hereby we do know that
weknow Him, if we keep Hiscommandments.

(37) Hethat saith, I know Him, and keepeth not His com-
mandments, isaliar, and thetruthisnotinhim.”

(38) From all this, | repeat, it followsthat they arethetrue
enemiesof Christ who persecute honourableand justice-lov-
ing men becausethey differ from them, and do not upholdthe
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samereligiousdogmas asthemselves: for whosoever loves
justice and charity we know, by that very fact, to befaithful:
whosoever persecutesthefaithful, isan enemy to Christ.

(39) Lastly, it followsthat faith does not demand that dogmas
should betrue asthat they should be pious—that is, such as
will gtir up the heart to obey; though therebemany suchwhich
contain not ashadow of truth, solong asthey beheldingood
faith, otherwisetheir adherents are disobedient, for how can
anyone, desirousof loving justiceand obeying God, adoreas
Divinewhat heknowsto bealien fromthe Divine nature?

(40) However, menmay err fromsamplicity of mind, and Scrip-
ture, aswe have seen, does not condemn ignorance, but ob-
dinacy.

(41) Thisisthe necessary result of our definition of faith, and
all itsbranches should spring from the universal rule above
given, and from the evident aim and object of the Bible, unless
we chooseto mix our owninventionstherewith.

(42) Thusitisnot truedoctrineswhich areexpresdy required
by the Bible, so much asdoctrines necessary for obedience,
andto confirminour heartstheloveof our neighbour, wherein
(to adopt thewords of John) wearein God, and God in us.

(43) As, then, each man’ sfaith must bejudged piousor impi-
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ousonly inrespect of its producing obedience or obstinacy,
and not in respect of itstruth; and asno onewill dispute that
men’sdispositionsare exceedingly varied, that al do not ac-
quiesceinthe samethings, but areruled someby oneopinion
some by another, so that what moves oneto devotion moves
another to laughter and contempt, it followsthat there can be
no doctrinesinthe Catholic, or universd, religion, which can
giveriseto controversy among good men.

(44) Such doctrines might be piousto some and impiousto
others, whereasthey should bejudged solely by their fruits.

(45) Totheuniversd religion, then, belong only such dogmas
asareabsolutely requiredin order to attain obedienceto God,
and without which such obedience would beimpossible; as
for therest, each man —seeing that heisthebest judge of his
own character should adopt whatever hethinksbest adapted
to strengthen hisloveof justice.

(46) If thiswere s, | think therewould be no further occasion
for controversiesinthe Church.

(47) I havenow no further fear in enumerating the dogmas of
universd faith or thefundamenta dogmasof thewholeof Scrip-
ture, inasmuch asthey al tend (asmay be seen fromwhat has
been said) to thisone doctrine, namely, that thereexistsaGod,
that is, aSupreme Being, Who lovesjusticeand charity, and
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Who must be obeyed by whosoever would be saved; that the
worship of thisBeing consistsin the practice of justiceand
lovetowards one’s neighbour, and that they contain nothing
beyond thefollowing doctrines:—

(48) I. That God or aSupreme Being exists, sovereignly just
and merciful, the Exemplar of thetruelife; that whosoever is
ignorant of or disbelievesin Hisexistence cannot obey Himor
know HimasaJudge.

(49) Il. That Heis One. (50) Nobody will disputethat this
doctrineisabsolutely necessary for entiredevotion, admira-
tion, and lovetowards God.

(51) For devotion, admiration, and love spring from the supe-
riority of oneover all else.

(52) l11. That Heisomnipresent, or that al thingsare opento
Him, for if anything could be supposed to be conceal ed from
Him, or to be unnoticed by, Him, we might doubt or beigno-
rant of theequity of Hisjudgment asdirectingal things.

(53) IV. That Hehassupremeright and dominion over al things,
and that He does nothing under compulsion, but by Hisabso-
lutefiat and grace.

(54) All things are bound to obey Him, Heis not bound to
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obey any.

(55) V. That theworship of God consistsonly injusticeand
charity, or lovetowardsone' sneighbour.

(56) VI. That dl those, and those only, who obey God by their
manner of lifearesaved; therest of mankind, who liveunder
the sway of their pleasures, arelost.

(57) If wedid not believethis, therewould be no reason for
obeying God rather than pleasure.

(58) VII. Lastly, that God forgivesthe sinsof thosewho re-
pent.

(59) No oneisfreefrom sin, so that without thisbelief all
would despair of salvation, and therewould beno reason for
believinginthemercy of God.

(60) Hewho firmly believesthat God, out of the mercy and
gracewithwhich Hedirectsall things, forgivesthesinsof men,
andwho fedshislove of God kindled thereby, he, | say, does
really, know Christ according to the Spirit, and Christisin
him.

(61) No one can deny that all these doctrinesare beforeall
things necessary, to be believed, in order that every man, with-
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out exception, may be able to obey God according to the
bidding of the Law aboveexplained, for if one of these pre-
cepts be disregarded obedienceisdestroyed.

(62) But asto what God, or the Exemplar of thetruelife, may
be, whether fire, or spirit, or light, or thought, or what not, this,
| say, hasnothing to do with faith any morethan hasthe ques-
tion how He comesto bethe Exemplar of thetruelife, whether
it be because He hasajust and merciful mind, or becauseal
thingsexist and act through Him, and consequently that we
understand through Him, and through Him seewhat istruly
just and good.

(63) Everyone may think on such questionsashelikes.

(64) Furthermore, faithisnot affected, whether we hold that
God isomnipresent essentially or potentially; that Hedirects
all thingsby absolutefiat, or by the necessity of Hisnature;
that Hedictateslawslikeaprince, or that He setsthemforth
aseternal truths; that man obeysHim by virtue of freewill, or
by virtue of the necessity of the Divinedecree; lastly, that the
reward of the good and the punishment of thewicked isnatu-
ral or supernatural: theseand such like questionshave no bear-
ing onfaith, except insofar asthey are used asmeanstogive
uslicenseto sinmore, or to obey God less.

(65) I will gofurther, and maintain that every manisboundto
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adapt these dogmasto hisown way of thinking, and to inter-
pret them according ashefed sthat he can givethem hisfullest
and most unhesitating assent, so that he may themore easily
obey God with hiswholeheart.

(66) Such wasthe manner, aswe have aready pointed out, in
whichthefaithwasin old timerevea ed and written, inaccor-
dance with the understanding and opinions of the prophets
and people of the period; so, in likefashion, every manis
bound to adapt it to hisown opinions, so that he may accept it
without any hesitation or menta repugnance.

(67) We have shownthat faith doesnot so much requiretruth
aspiety, andthat it isonly quickening and piousthrough obe-
dience, consequently no oneisfathful saveby obedienceaone.
(68) Thebest faith isnot necessarily possessed by himwho
displaysthe best reasons, but by him who displaysthe best
fruitsof justiceand charity.

(69) How salutary and necessary thisdoctrineisfor adtate, in
order that men may dwell together in peace and concord; and
how many and how great causesof disturbanceand crimeare
thereby cut off, | leave everyoneto judgefor himself!

(70) Beforewego further, | may remark that we can, by means
of what we have just proved, easily answer the objections
raisedin Chap. |., when wewerediscussing God's speaking
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withthelsraditeson Mount Sinai.

(71) For, though the voice heard by the I sraglites could not
givethosemen any philosophical or mathematical certitude of
God'sexistence, it wasyet sufficient to thrill them with admi-
rationfor God, asthey aready knew Him, and to stir them up
to obedience: and such wasthe object of thedisplay.

(72) God did not wish to teach the | sraelites the absol ute at-
tributes of Hisessence (none of which Hethenreveded), but
to break down their hardness of heart, and to draw them to
obedience: therefore Hedid not appeal to them with reasons,
but with the sound of trumpets, thunder, and lightnings.

(73) It remainsfor meto show that between faith or theol ogy,
and philosophy, thereisno connection, nor affinity.

(74) | think no onewill dispute thefact who hasknowledge of
the aim and foundations of the two subjects, for they areas
wide apart asthe poles.

(75) Philosophy hasno end in view savetruth: faith, aswe
have abundantly proved, looksfor nothing but obedienceand

piety.

(76) Again, philosophy isbased on axiomswhich must be
sought from nature alone: faith isbased on history and lan-



A Theologico-Politica Treatise—Part Three

guage, and must be sought for only in Scriptureand revelation,
asweshowedin Chap. VII.

(77) Faith, therefore, dlowsthe greatest latitudein philosophic
speculation, allowing uswithout blameto think what welike
about anything, and only condemning, ashereticsand schis-
matics, those who teach opinionswhich tend to produce ob-
stinacy, hatred, strife, and anger; while, on the other hand, only
considering asfaithful thosewho persuade us, asfar astheir
reason and facultieswill permit, tofollow justiceand charity.

(78) Lastly, aswhat we are now setting forth are the most
important subjectsof my treatise, | would most urgently beg
thereader, before| proceed, to read these two chapterswith
especid attention, and to take thetrouble to weigh them well
inhismind: let himtakefor granted that | havenot writtenwith
aview tointroducing novelties, but in order to do away with
abuses, such as| hopel may, at somefuturetime, at last see
reformed.
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CHAPTER XV —THEOLOGY IS
SHOWN NOT TOBESUBSERVIENT
TOREASON, NORREASON TO
THEOLOGY: A DEFINITION OF THE
REASON WHICH ENABLESUSTO
ACCEPT THEAUTHORITY OF THE
BIBLE.

(1) Thosewho know not that philosophy and reason aredis-
tinct, dispute whether Scripture should be made subservient
to reason, or reason to Scripture: that is, whether the meaning
of Scripture should be madeto agreed with reason; or whether
reason should be madeto agreewith Scripture: thelatter po-
sition isassumed by the sceptics who deny the certitude of
reason, theformer by thedogmatists.

(2) Both partiesare, as| have shown, utterly inthewrong, for
elther doctrinewould require usto tamper with reason or with
Scripture.

(3) We have shown that Scripture does not teach philosophy,
but merely obedience, and that all it contains has been adapted
tothe understanding and established opinionsof themultitude.
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(4) Those, therefore, who wish to adapt it to philosophy, must
needs ascribe to the prophets many ideaswhich they never
even dreamed of, and give an extremely forced interpretation
to their words: those on the other hand, who would make
reason and philosophy subservient to theology, will beforced
to accept as Divine utterancesthe prejudices of the ancient
Jews, andtofill and confusetheir mind therewith.

(5) Inshort, oneparty will runwildwith theaid of reason, and
the other will runwild without theaid of reason.

(6) Thefirst among the Phariseeswho openly maintained that
Scripture should be made to agree with reason, was
M aimonides, whose opinion we reviewed, and abundantly
refutedin Chap. V111.: now, athough thiswriter had much au-
thority among his contemporaries, hewas deserted on this
question by amost al, and the magority went straight over to
theopinion of acertain R. JehudaAlpakhar, who, in hisanxi-
ety to avoid theerror of Mamonides, fell into another, which
wasitsexact contrary.

(7) He held that reason should be made subservient, and en-
tirely giveway to Scripture.

(8) Hethought that a passage should not beinterpreted meta-
phoricaly, smply becauseit wasrepugnant to reason, but only
inthecaseswhenitisinconsistent with Scriptureitself —that is,
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withitsclear doctrines.

(9) Thereforehelaid downthe universal rule, that whatsoever
Scriptureteachesdogmaticdly, and affirmsexpresdy, must on
itsown soleauthority beadmitted asabsolutely true: that there
isno doctrineinthe Biblewhich directly contradictsthe gen-
eral tenour of thewhole: but only somewhich appear toin-
volveadifference, for the phrasesof Scripture often seemto
imply something contrary to what hasbeen expresdy taught.

(20) Such phrases, and such phrases only, we may interpret
metaphoricaly.

(11) For instance, Scripture clearly teachesthe unity of God
(seeDet. vi:4), nor isthereany text distinctly asserting aplu-
rdity of gods; but in severa passages God speaksof Himsdlf,
and the prophets speak of Him, inthe plural number; such
phrases are ssmply amanner of speaking, and do not mean
that there actually are several gods: they areto be explained
metaphorically, not becauseaplurdity of godsisrepugnant to
reason, but because Scripture distinctly assertsthat thereis
only one.

(12) So, again, as Scripture asserts (as Alpakhar thinks) in
Deut. iv:15, that God isincorporeal, we are bound, solely by
the authority of thistext, and not by reason, to believe that
God hasno body: consequently we must explain metaphori-
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cdly, onthesoleauthority of Scripture, dl those passageswhich
attribute to God hands, feet, & c., and take them merely as

figuresof speech.

(23) Suchistheopinion of Alpakhar. In sofar ashe seeksto
explain Scriptureby Scripture, | praiseshim, but | marve that a
man gifted with reason should wish to debase that faculty.

(24) Itistruethat Scripture should be explained by Scripture,
s0longasweareindifficultiesabout themeaning and intention
of the prophets, but when we have dlicited the true meaning,
wemust of necessity make use of our judgment and reasonin
order to assent thereto.

(15) If reason, however, much assherebels, isto beentirely
subjected to Scripture, | ask, areweto effect her submission
by her ownaid, or without her, and blindly?

(16) If thelatter, weshall surdly act foolishly andinjudicioudy;
if theformer, we assent to Scripture under the dominion of
reason, and should not assent to it without her.

(17) Moreover, | may ask now, isaman to assent to anything
against hisreason?

(18) What isdenid if it be not reason’srefusal to assent?
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(19) Inshort, | am astonished that anyone should wish to sub-
ject reason, thegreatest of giftsand alight fromon high, tothe
dead | etter which may have been corrupted by humanmalice;
that it should be thought no crimeto speak with contempt of
mind, thetrue handwriting of God’sWord, calling it corrupt,
blind, andlost, whileitisconsidered thegreatest of crimesto
say thesameof theletter, whichismerely thereflectionand
image of God’'sWord.

(20) Men think it piousto trust nothing to reason and their
own judgment, and impiousto doubt thefaith of those who
havetransmitted to usthe sacred books.

(21) Such conduct isnot piety, but merefolly. And, after all,
why arethey so anxious? What arethey afraid of ?

(22) Do they think that faith and religion cannot be upheld
unless—men purposely keep themselvesinignorance, and
turn their backs on reason?

(23) If thisbe so, they have but atimid trust in Scripture.
(23) However, beit far from meto say that religion should
seek to endavereason, or reasonreligion, or that both should
not beableto keep their sovereignity in perfect harmony.

(24) 1 will revert to thisquestion presently, for | wish now to
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discussAlpakhar’srule.

(26) Herequires, aswe have stated, that we should accept as
true, or regject asfa se, everything asserted or denied by Scrip-
ture, and hefurther statesthat Scripture never expressy as-
sertsor deniesanything which contradictsitsassertionsor ne-
gationselsawhere,

(27) Therashness of such arequirement and statement can
€escape no one.

(28) For (passing over the fact that he does not notice that
Scriptureconsistsof different books, writtenat different times,
for different people, by different authors: and also that hisre-
quirement ismade on hisown authority without any corrobo-
ration from reason or Scripture) hewould be bound to show
that al passageswhich areindirectly contradictory of therest,
can besatisfactorily explained metaphorically throughthena-
tureof thelanguage and the context: further, that Scripturehas
comedown to usuntampered with.

(29) However, wewill gointothematter at length.

(30) Firstly, | ask what shall we do if reason proverecalci-
trant?

(31) Shall westill be bound to affirm whatever Scripture af -
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firms, and to deny whatever Scripture denies?

(32) Perhapsit will beanswered that Scripture containsnoth-
Ing repugnant to reason.

(33) Butl insist 'hat it expresdly affirmsand teachesthat God
isjedous(namdy, inthedeca ogueitsdf, andin Exod. xxxiv:14,
andinDeut. iv:24, andin many other places), and | assert that
such adoctrineisrepugnant to reason.

(34) It must, | suppose, in spiteof al, be accepted astrue. If
thereareany passagesin Scripturewhichimply that God is
not jeal ous, they must be taken metaphorically as meaning
nothing of thekind.

(35) So, also, Scripture expressly states (Exod. xix:20, &c.)
that God camedownto Mount Sinai, and it attributesto Him
other movementsfrom placeto place, nowheredirectly stat-
ing that God does not so move.

(36) Wherefore, we must take the passage literally, and
Solomon’swords(I Kingsviii:27), “But will God dwell onthe
earth?

(37) Behold the heavensand earth cannot containthee,” inas-
much asthey do not expressy state that God does not move
from placeto place, but only imply it, must be explained awvay
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till they have no further semblance of denying locomotionto
theDelty.

(38) Sodsowemust believethat the sky isthe habitation and
throne of God, for Scripture expresdy saysso; and similarly
many passages expressing the opinionsof the prophetsor the
multitude, which reason and philosophy, but not Scripture, tell
usto befalse, must betaken astrueif weareio follow the
guidance of our author, for according to him, reason hasnoth-
ing to do with the matter.

(39) Further, itisuntruethat Scripturenever contradictsitself
directly, but only by implication.

(40) For Moses says, in so many words (Deut. iv:24), “The
Lordthy Godisaconsumingfire,” and elsewhere expressy
deniesthat God hasany likenessto visiblethings. (Deut. iv.
12)

(41) If it be decided that thelatter passage only contradicts
theformer by implication, and must be adapted thereto, lest it
seemto negativeit, let usgrant that Godisafire; or rather, lest
we should seemto havetaken leave of our senses, let uspass
the matter over and take another example.

(42) Samudl expressly deniesthat God ever repents, “for heis
not aman that he should repent” (I Sam. xv:29).
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(43) Jeremiah, on the other hand, assertsthat God doesre-
pent, both of the evil and of the good which He had intended
todo (Jer. xviii:8-10).

(44) What?
(45) Arenot thesetwo textsdirectly contradictory?

(46) Which of thetwo, then, would our author want toexplain
metgphoricaly?

(47) Both statementsare general, and each isthe opposite of
theother —what oneflatly affirms, theother flatly, denies.

(48) So, by his own rule, he would be obliged at once to
reject them asfalse, and to accept them astrue.

(49) Again, what isthe point of one passage, not being con-
tradicted by another directly, but only by implication, if the
implicationisclear, and the nature and context of the passage
preclude metaphorical interpretation?

(50) Therearemany suchinstancesintheBible, aswesawin
Chap. I1. (wherewe pointed out that the prophetsheld differ-
ent and contradictory opinions), and alsoin Chaps. | X. and
X., wherewedrew attention to the contradictionsinthehis-
toricd narratives.
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(51) Thereisno need for meto go throughthem al again, for
what | have said sufficiently exposesthe absurditieswhich
wouldfollow from an opinionand rulesuch aswearediscuss-
ing, and showsthe hastiness of its propounder.

(52) We may, therefore, put this theory, as well as that of
Maimonides, entirely out of court; and we may, takeit for
indisputabl e that theol ogy isnot bound to serve reason, nor
reason theol ogy, but that each hasher own domain.

(53) Thesphereof reasonis, aswehave said, truthand wis-
dom; the sphere of theology, is piety and obedience.

(54) The power of reason does not extend so far asto deter-
minefor usthat men may be blessed through simple obedi-
ence, without understanding.

(55) Theology, tellsus nothing el se, enjoins on usno com-
mand save obedience, and has neither thewill nor the power
to oppose reason: she defines the dogmas of faith (aswe
pointed out inthelast chapter) only in so far asthey may be
necessary, for obedience, and leavesreason to determinetheir
precisetruth: for reasonisthelight of the mind, and without
her al thingsaredreamsand phantoms.

(56) By theology, | heremean, strictly speaking, revelation, in
sofar asitindicatesthe object aimed at by Scripturenamely,
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the scheme and manner of obedience, or the true dogmas of
piety andfaith.

(57) Thismay truly be called the Word of God, which does
not consist inacertain number of books (see Chap. XI11.).

(58) Theology thusunderstood, if weregard its precepts or
rulesof life, will befound in accordance with reason; and, if
we look to itsaim and object, will be seento bein nowise
repugnant thereto, whereforeitisuniversal to all men.

(59) Asfor itsbearing on Scripture, we have shownin Chap.
VI1I. that themeaning of Scripture should be gathered fromits
own higtory, and not fromthehistory of natureingenera, which
isthebasisof philosophy.

(60) We ought not to be hindered if wefind that our investige-
tion of themeaning of Scripturethusconducted showsusthat
itishereand thererepugnant to reason; for whatever we may
find of thissort inthe Bible, which men may beinignoranceof,
without injury totheir charity, has, we may be sure, no bearing
on theology or theWord of God, and may, therefore, without
blame, beviewed by every oneashe pleases.

(61) Tosum up, wemay draw the absol ute conclusion that the
Bible must not be accommodated to reason, nor reason to the
Bible
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(62) Now, inasmuch asthe basis of theol ogy —the doctrine
that man may be saved by obedience a one—cannot be proved
by reason whether it betrue or false, we may be asked, Why,
then, should webelieveit?

(63) If wedo sowithout theaid of reason, weaccept it blindly,
and act foolishly andinjudicioudy; if, on the other hand, we
settle that it can be proved by reason, theology becomes a
part of philosophy, and inseparabletherefrom.

(64) But | makeanswer that | have absol utely established that
thisbasis of theology cannot beinvestigated by the natural
light of reason, or, at any rate, that no one ever has proved it
by such means, and, therefore, revel ation was necessary.

(65) We should, however, make use of our reason, inorder to
graspwithmoral certainty what isrevedled—| say, withmoral
certainty, for we cannot hopeto attain greater certainty, than
theprophets: yet their certainty wasonly, moral, as| showed
inChap. 11.

(66) Those, therefore, who attempt to set forth the authority
of Scripturewith mathematical demonstrationsarewholly in
error: for the authority, of the Bibleis dependent on the au-
thority of the prophets, and can be supported by no stronger
argumentsthan thoseemployed in old time by the prophetsfor
convincing thepeopleof their own authority.
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(67) Our certainty on the same subject can befounded on no
other basisthan that which served asfoundation for the cer-
tainty of theprophets.

(68) Now thecertainty of the prophetsconsisted (aswe pointed
out) inthesedements—

(69) (1.) A distinct and vividimagination.
(70) (11.) A sign.

(72) (111.) Lastly, and chiefly, amind turned towhat isjust and
good. It was based on no other reasonsthan these, and con-
sequently they cannot provetheir authority by any other rea-
sons, either to the multitude whom they addressed orally, nor
to uswhomthey addressinwriting.

(72) Thefirst of thesereasons, namely, thevivid imagination,
could bevalid only for the prophets; therefore, our certainty
concerning revelation must, and ought to be, based on the
remai ning two—namely, the sign and theteaching.

(73) Suchistheexpressdoctrine of Moses, for (in Deut. xviii.)
he bidsthe people obey the prophet who should giveatrue
signinthenameof theLord, but if he should predict falsely,
eventhoughit werein the name of the Lord, he should be put
to death, asshould also hewho strivesto lead away the people
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fromthetruerdigion, though heconfirm hisauthority withsigns
and portents.

(74) Wemay compare with theabove Deut. xiii.

(75) Whenceit followsthat atrue prophet could be distin-
guished from afalse one, both by his doctrine and by the
miracles hewrought, for Mosesdeclaressuch an onetobea
true prophet, and bids the people trust him without fear of
deceit.

(76) He condemnsasfalse, and worthy, of death, thosewho
predict anything fal sely eveninthe name of theLord, or who
preach false gods, eventhough their miraclesberedl.

(77) Theonly reason, then, whichwehavefor belief in Scrip-
ture or the writings of the prophets, isthe doctrine wefind
therein, and the signsby whichit isconfirmed.

(78) For aswe seethat the prophetsextol charity and justice
aboveall things, and have no other object, we conclude that
they did not write from unworthy motives, but because they
really thought that men might become bl essed through obedi-
ence and faith: further, aswe see that they confirmed their
teaching with signsand wonders, we become persuaded that
they did not speak at random, nor runriot intheir prophecies.
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(79) Wearefurther strengthened in our conclusion by thefact
that the morality they teachisin evident agreement withrea
son, for itisno accidental coincidencethat the Word of God
whichwefindin the prophets coincideswith the Word of God
writteninour hearts.

(80) Wemay, | say, concludethisfrom the sacred booksas
certainly asdid the Jews of old fromtheliving voice of the
prophets: for weshowed in Chap. X11. that Scripturehascome
downto usintact in respect to itsdoctrineand main narratives.

(81) Thereforethiswhole basis of theology and Scripture,
though it does not admit of mathematical proof, may yet be
accepted with the approval of our judgment.

(82) Itwould befolly to refuseto accept what isconfirmed by
such ample prophetic testimony, and what has proved sucha
comfort to those whose reason is comparatively weak, and
such abenefit to the state; adoctrine, moreover, which we
may believein without the dightest peril or hurt, and should
regject smply becauseit cannot bemathematicaly proved: itis
asthough we should admit nothing astrue, or asawiserule of
life, which could ever, in any possibleway, becaledin ques-
tion; or asthough most of our actionswere not full of uncer-
tainty and hazards.

(83) I admit that those who believethat theology and philoso-
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phy are mutually contradictory, and that therefore either one
or theother must bethrust fromitsthrone—I admit, | say, that
such personsare not unreasonablein attempting to put theol -
ogy onafirmbass, and to demonstrateitstruth mathemati-
cdly.

(84) Who, unless he were desperate or mad, would wish to
bid an incontinent farewell to reason, or to despisethe arts
and sciences, or to deny reason’scertitude?

(85) But, inthe meanwhile, we cannot wholly absolvethem
from blame, inasmuch asthey invoketheaid of reasonfor her
own defest, and attempt infallibly to proveher falible.

(86) Whilethey aretrying to prove mathematically the author-
ity and truth of theology, and to take away the authority of
natura reason, they areinresdlity only bringing theology under
reason’sdominion, and proving that her authority hasnoweight
unless natural reason be at the back of it.

(87) If they boast that they themsel ves assent because of the
inward testimony of the Holy Spirit, and that they only invoke
theaid of reason because of unbelievers, in order to convince
them, not even so can thismeet with our approval, for wecan
eadly show that they have spoken either fromemotion or vain-

glory.

40

(88) It most clearly followsfromthelast chapter that the Holy
Spirit only givesitstestimony infavour of works, called by
Paul (in Gal. v:22) thefruitsof the Spirit, andisinitsalf really
nothing but the mental acquiescence which followsagood
actioninour souls.

(89) No spirit givestestimony concerning the certitude of mat-
terswithin the sphere of speculation, saveonly reason, whois
mistress, aswe have shown, of thewholerealm of truth.

(90) If then they assert that they possessthis Spirit whichmakes
them certain of truth, they speak falsely, and according tothe
prejudicesof theemotions, or elsethey arein great dread lest
they should be vanguished by philosophers and exposed to
publicridicule, and thereforethey flee, asit were, tothedltar;
but their refugeisvain, for what altar will shelter amanwho
has outraged reason?

(91) However, | pass such persons over, for | think | have
fulfilled my purpose, and shown how philosophy should be
separated from theol ogy, and wherein each consists; that nel-
ther should be subservient to the other, but that each should
keep her unopposed dominion.

(92) Lastly, asoccasion offered, | have pointed out the absur-
dities, theinconveniences, and theevilsfollowing from theex-
traordinary confusion which hashitherto prevailed between
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thetwo subjects, owingtotheir not being properly distinguished
and separated.

(93) Beforel gofurther | would expresdy state (though | have
saidit before) that | consider theutility and the need for Holy
Scripture or Revelationto bevery great.

(94) For aswe cannot perceive by the natural light of reason
that ssimple obedienceisthe path of salvation [Endnote 25],
and aretaught by revelation only that it isso by the special
grace of God, which our reason cannot attain, it followsthat
the Bible hasbrought avery great consol ation to mankind.

(95) All are able to obey, whereas there are but very few,
compared with the aggregate of humanity, who can acquire
the habit of virtue under the unaided guidance of reason.

(96) Thusif wehad not the testimony of Scripture, weshould
doubt of the salvation of nearly al men.

End of Part 3—ChaptersXI to XV.
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AUTHOR SENDNOTESTOTHE
THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE

CHAPTERXI.
Endnote24. (1) “Now | think.”

(2) Thetrandatorsrender the Greek word “1 infer”, and assert
that Paul usesit assynonymouswith { aGreek word} .

(3) But theformer word has, in Greek, the samemeaning as
the Hebrew word rendered to think, to esteem, to judge.

(4) Andthissgnificationwould bein entireagreement withthe
Syriactrandation.

(5) ThisSyriactrandation (if it beatrandation, whichisvery
doubtful, for we know neither thetime of its appearance, nor
thetrandatorsand Syriac wasthe vernacular of the Apostles)
rendersthetext beforeusinaway well explained by Tremdlius
as“wethink, therefore.”
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CHAPTER XV.

Endnote25. (1) “ That smple obedienceisthe path of salva-
tion.”

(2) Inother words, itisenough for salvation or blessedness,
that we should embracethe Divine decrees aslaws or com-
mands; thereisno need to conceivethem as eternal truths.

(3) Thiscan betaught usby Revelation, not Reason, asap-
pearsfrom the demonstrationsgivenin Chapter 1V.

End of Part 111 of A Theologico-Political Treatise
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